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ABSTRACT

While neural networks can enjoy an outstanding flexibility and exhibit unprecedented performance,
the mechanism behind their behavior is still not well-understood. To tackle this fundamental challenge,
researchers have tried to restrict and manipulate some of their properties in order to gain new insights
and better control on them. Especially, throughout the past few years, the concept of bi-Lipschitzness
has been proved as a beneficial inductive bias in many areas. However, due to its complexity, the
design and control of bi-Lipschitz architectures are falling behind, and a model that is precisely
designed for bi-Lipschitzness realizing a direct and simple control of the constants along with solid
theoretical analysis is lacking. In this work, we investigate and propose a novel framework for
bi-Lipschitzness that can achieve such a clear and tight control based on convex neural networks and
the Legendre-Fenchel duality. Its desirable properties are illustrated with concrete experiments. We
also apply this framework to uncertainty estimation and monotone problem settings to illustrate its
broad range of applications.

1 Introduction

1.1 Background

Nowadays, neural networks have become an indispensable tool in the field of machine learning and artificial intelligence.
While they can enjoy an outstanding flexibility and exhibit unprecedented performance, the mechanism behind their
behavior is still not well-understood. To tackle this fundamental challenge, researchers have tried to restrict and
manipulate some of their properties in order to gain new insights and better control on them. Especially, throughout the
past few years, the concept of sensitivity has been proved as a beneficial inductive bias in many areas.
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Sensitivity can be translated into the concept of bi-Lipschitzness, which combines two different properties, namely,
Lipschitzness and inverse Lipschitzness. The former describes the maximal, and the latter the minimal sensitivity of
a function. Bi-Lipschitzness is attracting interests in various fields not only as it proposes a promising solution to
avoid unexpected and irregular results caused by a too sensitive or too insensitive behavior of the trained function,
but also as it achieves an approximate isometry that preserves geometries of the input dimension (Li et al., 2020).
For example, it plays an essential role in generative models such as normalizing flows (Behrmann et al., 2019), in
uncertainty estimation (Liu et al., 2020; Van Amersfoort et al., 2020) and in inverse problems (Kruse et al., 2021). From
another perspective, it also assures the stability of both the forward and inverse function (Behrmann et al., 2021).

Unfortunately, the appropriate design and effective control of bi-Lipschitz neural networks are far from simple, which
hinders their application to prospective areas. First of all, the estimation of bi-Lipschitz constants is an NP-hard
problem (Scaman and Virmaux, 2018). Second, the design of bi-Lipschitz models is even harder as we cannot
straightforwardly extend existing Lipschitz architectures that exploit some unique properties of the concept to inverse
Lipschitzness and keep their advantages, and vice-versa. Finally, the control of bi-Lipschitz constants requires particular
attention as it is a question of manipulating two distinct concepts in a preferably independent and simple manner.

Currently existing bi-Lipschitz models still present some issues in terms of design or control. On the one hand,
some lack theoretical guarantees because they impose soft constraints by adding regularization terms to the loss
function (Van Amersfoort et al., 2020), or because their expressive power is not well-understood and may be more
limited than expected. On the other hand, others restrict bi-Lipschitzness on a layer-wise basis (Behrmann et al.,
2019; Liu et al., 2020). Particularly, this means these approaches can only build in the essence a simple bi-Lipschitz
function employed as a layer of a more complex neural network. In practice, this kind of parameterization impacts
the generalization ability of the model or leads to loose control (Fazlyab et al., 2019). They can also contain so many
parameters affecting sensitivity to the same extent that controlling all of them is unrealistic and fixing some may affect
the expressive power. See Section 2 for further details.

Therefore, taking into account both the potential and complexity of this inductive bias, we first and foremost need a
model that is precisely designed for bi-Lipschitzness realizing a direct and simple control of the constants of the overall
function more complex than a single layer neural network equipped with solid theoretical analysis. In this work, we
investigate an architecture that can achieve such a clear and tight control and apply it to several problem settings to
illustrate its effectiveness.

1.2 Contributions

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

• We construct a model bi-Lipschitz by design based on convex neural networks and the Legendre-Fenchel
duality.

• It provides a simple, direct and tight control of the Lipschitz and inverse Lipschitz constants through only
two parameters, the ideal minimum, equipped with theoretical guarantees. These characteristic features are
illustrated and supported by several experiments including comparison with prior models.

• We show the utility of our model in concrete machine learning applications, namely, uncertainty estimation
and monotone problem settings and show that it can improve previous methods.

1.3 Related Works

In terms of mathematical foundations, this work takes inspiration from the inverse Lipschitz architecture of Kinoshita
et al. (2023). It was built to prevent the recurrent problem of posterior collapse in variational autoencoders. In our
work, we will start from this model and extend it to bi-Lipschitzness.

As for bi-Lipschitz models, a regularization-based method is used by Van Amersfoort et al. (2020) in the context
of uncertainty estimation. A bi-Lipschitz constraint helps to keep out-of-distribution data sufficiently far from the
in-distribution points in the feature space making uncertainty estimation of the output and behavior of a single neural
network easier. Another bi-Lipschitz architecture is the invertible residual network from Behrmann et al. (2019)
originally proposed in the context of normalizing flows. Nolte et al. (2023) uses a similar architecture to build monotone
neural networks, which can be modified to be bi-Lipschitz as well.

Organization In Section 2, we will first explain in more detail existing architectures around bi-Lipschitzness. In
Section 3, we will develop our model followed by theoretical analyses. The next Section 4 will be devoted to experiments
and applications of our proposed method. All experimental setups are summarized in Appendix H.
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Figure 1: Results of fitting the linear function y = 50x with a Lipschitz model, where the Lipschitz constant is
constrained by an upper bound L using either SN (left) or our model (right). L is changed from 25 to 125. The red
vertical line emphasizes the point of L = 50, where an L-Lipschitz model with perfect tightness and expressive power
should achieve a 0 loss for the first time. SN can achieve a 0 loss only from around L = 100 while ours at L = 50. See
Appendix G.4 for further details.

Notation Throughout this paper, the Euclidean norm is denoted as ∥ · ∥ for vectors unless stated otherwise. Similarly,
for matrices, ∥ · ∥ corresponds to the matrix norm induced by the euclidean norm. For a real-valued function
F : Rm → R, ∇F is defined as (∂f(x)/∂x1, . . . , ∂f(x)/∂xn)⊤, and ∇⊤F as its transpose. When the function is a
vector F : Rm → Rn, then its Jacobian is defined as ∇⊤F = (∂fi/∂xj)i,j . The subderivative is denoted as ∂sub to
clearly differentiate it from partial derivatives.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we explain mathematical backgrounds and existing bi-Lipschitz models to clarify the motivation of this
work.

2.1 Definition

Let us first start by the definition of bi-Lipschitzness.

Definition 2.1 (bi-Lipschitzness). Let 0 < L1 ≤ L2. f : Rl → Rt is (L1, L2)-bi-Lipschitz if L1∥x − y∥ ≤
∥f(x)− f(y)∥ ≤ L2∥x− y∥ holds for all x, y ∈ Rl. L1 and L2 are called together bi-Lispchitz constants.

We can decompose this definition into the left and right inequalities. The former corresponds to the inverse Lipschitzness
with inverse Lipschitz constant L1, and the latter to the Lipschitzness with Lipschitz constant L2.

2.2 Desired Features for a Controllable Inductive Bias

In order to gain new insights of a problem and a predictable behavior of the bi-Lipschitz model, it is primordial that
bi-Lipschitzness works as an inductive bias with high controllability and theoretical foundation. For this goal, the
following points are of particular interest: (a) bi-Lipschitzness guaranteed by design, (b) theoretical bounds on the
bi-Lipschitz constants, (c) tight bounds, (d) independent control of the Lipschitz and inverse Lipschitz constants,
(e) a minimal number of hyper-parameters to tune, (f) theoretical guarantee on the expressive power and (g) direct
parameterization of the optimized variables (in the sense of Definition 2.3 of Wang and Manchester (2023)).

2.3 Models

There are currently two methods that are mainly employed to achieve and control bi-Lipschitz neural networks. See
Appendix A for a brief overview on Lipschitz and inverse Lipschitz architectures.

Regularization The first one is based on a regularization method (Van Amersfoort et al., 2020). It adds to the loss a
term that incites bi-Lipschitzness. This kind of regularization was originally introduced by Gulrajani et al. (2017) in the
context of Wasserstein GANs (Arjovsky et al., 2017). While the method is simple, it is actually unclear if the function
will really become bi-Lipschitz at the end of the training as we have no theoretical bounds on the bi-Lipschitz constants
and cannot achieve a real control of them.

Invertible Residual Network The second approach is the invertible residual network from Behrmann et al. (2019). It
is based on the composition of several layers of the type fi(x) = x + gi(x), where gi has to be contractive, i.e., its
Lipschitz constant Lgi smaller than 1. This requires the use of a Lipschitz architecture which is also constructed by
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the composition of many simple Lipschitz layers. We can use spectral normalization of weights (SN) (Miyato et al.,
2018), or non-linear layers such as SLL (Araujo et al., 2023) or Sandwich (Wang and Manchester, 2023). This leads to
a bi-Lipschitz fi with constants (1− Lgi , 1 + Lgi). This is one of the sole approaches used in practice to be able to
directly control the bi-Lipschitz constants. However, it is known that this architecture has limited expressive power
as it cannot represent the function y = −x (Zhang et al., 2020). In order to become a universal approximator, the
model needs to execute a dimensional augmentation, but this can compromise the invertibility of the function due
to the presence of approximations (Teshima et al., 2020). Moreover, this universality theorem assumes that gi can
represent any Lipschitz function, which fails to take into account the restriction on the expressive power introduced by
the creation of such gi in practice. For example, the initial work of Behrmann et al. (2019) proposes to form gi by SN,
but this approach with ReLU activation functions cannot approximate certain functions such as y = |x| (Anil et al.,
2019). In addition, this kind of layer-wise control of (bi-)Lipschitzness is known to be loose in general (Fazlyab et al.,
2019). See Figure 1 for an illustration. Nolte et al. (2023) used the GroupSort activation function and constructed a
similar structure called Lipschitz monotone network (LMN). This approach still requires to adjust the Lipschitzness of
each weight during the training process, which may be sub-optimal (i.e., no direct parameterization).

Therefore, current models fail to satisfy the desired features of Subsection 2.2 for a practical control of bi-Lipschitzness.
Notably, all these points cannot be satisfied as long as we rely on the simple layer-wise control which offers too
conservative bounds and a number of tunable hyper-parameters proportional to that of the layers in general. In this
work, we will establish a bi-Lipschitz architecture that satisfies almost all these expected attributes mentioned above at
the expense of some computational efficiency.

3 Bi-Lipschitz Neural Network

In this section, we introduce our novel bi-Lipschitz model, followed by some theoretical analyses and discussion.

3.1 Additional Definitions

We clarify notions of smoothness and convexity.
Definition 3.1. Let γ > 0. F : Rm → R is γ-smooth if F is differentiable and ∇F is γ-Lipschitz.
Definition 3.2. Let µ > 0. F : Rm → R is µ-strongly convex if F (x)− µ

2 ∥x∥
2 is convex.

We also introduce the Lengendre-Fenchel transformation (LFT) which will be a core process in our construction.
Definition 3.3. Let F : I → R a convex function over I ⊂ Rm. Its Legendre-Fenchel transformation F ∗ is defined as
F ∗(x) := supy∈I {⟨y, x⟩ − F (y)}.

3.2 Inverse Lipschitz Model of Kinoshita et al. (2023)

In Kinoshita et al. (2023), it was shown that an α-inverse Lipschitzness can be generated by the Brenier map (Ball,
2004; Wang et al., 2021), or gradient, of an α-strongly convex function as follows: ∇(F + α∥x∥2/2), where F is
convex. This approach has the interesting property that the inverse Lipschitz constant is directly parameterized into the
model as a simple coefficient of a regularization term added at the output. That way, it is sufficient to control this α to
manipulate the overall inverse Lipschitzness without needing to dissect the neural network and control each layer, a
feature that existing methods for (bi-)Lipschitzness cannot deliver.

3.3 Construction of Bi-Lipschitz Functions

We extend their approach and invent a method that creates bi-Lipschitz functions with a similar parameterization. The
first step is to notice that the gradient of a real-valued µ-strongly convex function becomes µ-inverse Lipschitz, and
that of a γ-smooth function γ-Lipschitz by definition. Therefore, we aim to compose a function which is both strongly
convex and smooth. Interestingly, smoothness and strong convexity are closely related through the LFT.
Proposition 3.4. If F is a closed 1/β-strongly convex function, then its Legendre-Fenchel transformation is β-smooth.

See Zhou (2018) for a proof. Since the resulting function of a LFT F ∗ is also convex, we can prove our main theorem.
Theorem 3.5. Let F be a closed 1/β-strongly convex function and α ≥ 0. Then the following function is α-strongly
convex and α+ β-smooth:

F ∗
α(x) = sup

y∈I
{⟨y, x⟩ − F (y)}+ α

2
∥x∥2.

Thus, its derivative is (α, α+ β)-bi-Lipschitz and ∇F ∗
α(x) = argmaxy {⟨y, x⟩ − F (y)}+ αx.
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Algorithm 1: Forward pass of (α, β)-BLNN
Input: input data x, an ICNN Gθ with parameters θ and constants α, β ≥ 0
Output : image of x by an (α, α+ β)-bi-Lipschitz function
Step 0: Construct 1

β -strongly convex function Fθ(y) = Gθ(y) +
1
2β ∥y∥

2

Legendre-Fenchel transformation Step: Find y∗θ(x) = argmaxy {⟨y, x⟩ − Fθ(y)}
Gradient Step: Compute f∗θ (x) = ∇x

(
F ∗
θ (x) +

α
2 ∥x∥

2
)
= y∗θ(x) + αx

return f∗θ (x)

See Appendix B.2 for the proof. The term α
2 ∥x∥

2 of F ∗
α has the effect of turning a convex function into an α-strongly

convex function by definition of strong convexity. This ∇F ∗
α constructed as described in the above theorem is precisely

the bi-Lipschitz model we propose in this paper.

3.4 Implementation of the Forward Pass

Based on Theorem 3.5, we can create a bi-Lipschitz function parameterized by neural networks, and thus applicable to
machine learning problems. Here, we clarify the implementation of a strongly convex function and the LFT, which are
core components of this construction. The overall explicit formulation of our bi-Lispchitz neural network (BLNN) is
already shown in Algorithm 1 for convenience. The parameters α and β are emphasized as a prefix.

Strongly Convex Neural Networks A µ-strongly convex neural network can be constructed by adding a regularization
term to the output of the Input Convex Neural Network (ICNN) from Amos et al. (2017), which is guaranteed to be
convex with respect to its input and a universal approximator of convex functions defined on a compact domain endowed
with the sup norm (Chen et al., 2019). The resulting structure can be written as follows:

zi+1 = gi(W
(z)
i zi +W

(y)
i y + bi) (i = 0, . . . , k − 1),

Fθ(y) = zk +
µ

2
∥y∥2,

where {W (z)
i }i are non-negative, W (z)

0 = 0, and all functions gi are convex and non-decreasing. Without the term
µ
2 ∥y∥

2, we arrive at the original formulation of an ICNN. Likewise, this architecture is a universal approximator of
µ-strongly convex functions. Note that any other choice for the convex architecture is possible. This is only an example,
also employed in Huang et al. (2021) and Kinoshita et al. (2023).

Algorithms for LFT We will opt for a pointwise optimization during the training to calculate the LFT. By Theorem 3.5,
we only need to compute the optimal point of the LFT, i.e., y∗(x) := argmaxy {⟨y, x⟩ − F (y)}. Fortunately, this can
be rather fast since the negative objective function F (y)− ⟨y, x⟩ is guaranteed to be strongly convex in our case. We
can use various algorithms with well-known convergence guarantees to the optimal point such as the steepest gradient
descent (Shamir and Zhang, 2013; Bansal and Gupta, 2017). Such convex solvers will generate for a fixed x a sequence
of points {yt(x)}t=0,...,T based on the objective function ⟨y, x⟩ − F (y), and its last point will be a good approximation
of y∗(x). See Appendix C for some experiments and further discussion on this topic. Overall, steepest gradient descent
seems to be a good choice.

However, this kind of discrete finite time approximation could compromise the bi-Lipschitzness of the whole algorithm.
That is, we are concerned about the evolution of the lower and upper bound of the following quantity: ∥f(t)(xi)−f(t)(xj)∥

∥xi−xj∥ ,

where f (t)(x) := yt(x) + αx is the approximation of ∇F ∗
α(x) (see Theorem 3.5) and xi ̸= xj ∈ domF ∗. It is not

trivial whether f (t)(x) is in the first place bi-Lipschitz for a finite number of iterations. If there are some points that
approach the true value more slowly than the average, f (t)(x) may not be Lipschitz for certain t. On the other hand, if
there are points that take the same value at some time in the optimization, then f (t)(x) may not be inverse Lipschitz
either. Moreover, if f (t)(x) is bi-Lipschitz, we would like to know its behavior over the iterations: its convergence, its
speed and the possible presence of bias that persists even for t→ ∞. The following theorem provide a crude estimation
of the bi-Lipschitzness of f (t)(x).
Theorem 3.6. Let the symbols defined as in Algorithm 1. Consider an optimization scheme of supy {⟨y, x⟩ − F (y)}
generating points {yt(x)}t that achieves an error of ∥yt(x)− y∗(x)∥ ≤ e(t, x) after t iterations, where y∗(x) is the
global maximum. Then, for all xi, xj such that ∥xi − xj∥ ≥ δ for δ > 0,

α− ϵ(t, xi, xj) ≤ S(xi, xj) ≤ α+ β + ϵ(t, xi, xj),

5
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where ϵ(t, xi, xj) := (e(t, xi) + e(t, xj))/δ, S(xi, xj) := ∥f (t)(xi)− f (t)(xj)∥/∥xi − xj∥ is the sensitivity and
f (t)(x) := yt(x) + αx.

See Appendix C.2.1 for the proof. Since data is finite during training, this theorem shows we can achieve an arbitrarily
close bounds to the true value as long as we execute the optimization (not specified here) of LFT for a sufficient number
of iterations as limt→∞ e(t, x) = 0. The problem of this theorem is that it cannot handle an infinite precision translated
into δ → 0 since the bounds would explode. This analysis can be improved if we focus on the gradient descent.

Theorem 3.7. Let the symbols defined as in Algorithm 1. Consider the steepest gradient descent of
supy {⟨y, x⟩ − F (y)} generating points {yt(x)}t at the t-th iterations and y∗(x) is the global maximum. If F is
µ-strongly convex and γ-smooth then the point limt→∞ yt(x) is (1/γ, 1/µ)-bi-Lipschitz without any bias. Moreover,
with ηt = 1/(µ(t+ 1)) as a step size and y0(xi) = y0 as initial point, then for all xi, xj , ∥yt+1(xi)− yt+1(xj)∥ ≤
h(t)∥xi − xj∥ where limt→∞ h(t) = 1/µ.

See Appendix C.2.2 for the concrete formulation of h(t) and the proof. The above theorem guarantees that the
optimization scheme will ultimately provide an f (t)(x) that is bi-Lipschitz with the right constants. This was not trivial
as a bias may have persisted due to the non-zero step size. More importantly, this statement offers a non-asymptotic
bound for Lipschitzness. Indeed, at any point in the time t, yt(x) has a known upper bound of the Lipschitz constant.
This is greatly useful when we theoretically need to precisely assure a certain degree of Lipschitzness such as in
robustness certification against adversarial attacks (Szegedy et al., 2013). The step size η = 1/(µ(t + 1)) can be
precisely calculated as µ = 1/β for an (α, β)-BLNN. We could not provide such a non-asymptotic bound for inverse
Lipschitz, but experimental results suggest a similar behavior. Note strong convexity of F is always satisfied in our
setting and smoothness can be fulfilled if we use an ICNN with softplus activation functions log(1 + ex).

To summarize, the approximation of the LFT by a discrete finite time optimization scheme does not compromise the
desired bi-Lipschitzness and its constants can be made arbitrarily close to the true values with known guarantees.

3.5 Expressive Power

As we mentioned earlier, layer-wise constraints realize a bi-Lipschitz neural network by restricting the sensitivity of
each layer. Nevertheless, this kind of construction may be sub-optimal as it does not take into account the interaction
between layers, limiting more than expected the expressive power. For instance, Lipschitz neural networks with spectral
normalization and ReLU activation functions cannot represent y = |x| (Anil et al., 2019), and an invertible residual
network cannot express the linear function y = −x (Zhang et al., 2020), which were not mentioned in the original
papers. Layer-wise bi-Lipschitz approaches cannot inherit the proofs and properties of the original network, which
makes the understanding of their behavior more difficult.

As for our model, the (α, β)-BLNN, we can prove that before taking the gradient, our model can approximate any
α-strongly convex and α+ β-smooth function on a compact domain endowed with the sup norm.

Theorem 3.8. For any proper closed α-strongly convex and α+ β-smooth function on a compact domain, there is a
BLNN without taking the gradient at the end, i.e., supy{⟨y, x⟩ − (Gθ(y) + ∥y∥2/(2β))}+ α∥x∥2/2 where Gθ is an
ICNN with ReLU or softplus-type activation function, that approximates it within ϵ in terms of the sup norm.

Thus, after taking the gradient, we can create a sequence of functions that converges point-wise to any function which is
α+ β-Lipschitz, α-strongly monotone (Definition B.12) and the derivative of a real-valued function. See Appendix B.3
for the proofs and further discussion.

3.6 Backward Pass of BLNN

The most straightforward way to compute the gradient of a BLNN is to track the whole computation of the forward pass
including the optimization of the LFT and back-propagate through it. The implementation is quite simple. However,
this brute force approach engenders a crucial bottleneck since back-propagating over the for-loop of the optimization
involves many computations of the Hessian and the memorization of the whole computational graph. Nevertheless, we
have noticed that if the activation function of the ICNN is chosen as softplus, the convergence of the LFT is quite fast
making this strategy scalable to moderately large data. Moreover, some simple accelerations can be considered such as
tracking the computation of only a few past iterations of the optimization, but a more fundamental boosting can be
realized.

Interestingly, when Fθ := F (·; θ) is C2, the backward pass can be computed only with the information of the core
ICNN, which means we do not need to track the whole forward pass involving many recurrent computations:

6
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Theorem 3.9. Suppose a loss function L : z 7→ L(z), and the output of the BLNN is f∗(x; θ) := ∇F ∗
θ (x) + αx as

defined in Algorithm 1. If F is C2 and F ∗ is differentiable, then the gradient ∇⊤
θ L(f

∗(x; θ)) can be expressed as
follows:

−∇⊤
z L(z)

{
∇2
yF (y

∗(x; θ); θ)
}−1

∂⊤θ ∇yF (y
∗(x; θ); θ).

See Appendix B.4 for the proof and formulation with more complex architectures. In practice, coding is simple since
we can directly employ the backward algorithm provided in libraries such as Pytorch (Corollary B.19). The advantage
of this second method is threefold. First of all, it can reduce the computational cost of the backward process. This
approach only needs two matrix multiplications, two hessian computations and one matrix inversion, independently of
the iteration number. Second, this calculation of the gradient leaves the freedom to choose the optimizer to calculate the
LFT, while the brute force method requires the gradient to be tracked during the optimization process, which is a feature
that many current solvers do not provide. Third, this method approximates the gradient by taking the derivative along
the true curve at a point y(t)θ (x) close to y∗θ(x). On the other hand, the brute force method approximates the gradient
based on the recurrent computation of y(t)θ (x) but we do not know whether this is really a good estimate.

3.7 Discussion

Our bi-Lipschitz model BLNN possesses interesting properties. First, it provides by design a theoretical bound of the
bi-Lipschitz constants. Some methods cannot necessarily afford this. Furthermore, it enables a direct parameterization
of the overall bi-Lipschitzness through the addition of two regularization terms with respective coefficients α and β
at different outputs. This translation of bi-Lipschitzness into strong convexity plays an indispensable role as we do
not disturb the formulation of the core function, do not track the transformation of the input down to the output and
only have two hyper-parameters to monitor, the strict minimum. As a result, we can create bi-Lipschitz functions with
known expressive power and more complex than a single layer which others had to compose many times to create a
deep bi-Lipschitz neural network. We also avoid the risk of losing tightness in the bounds of the bi-Lipschitz constants
caused by this kind of layer-wise parameterization. Therefore, our model satisfies the desired points of Subsection 2.2.

The main drawback of the proposed method resides in its computational efficiency. Indeed, the optimization inside
the forward pass is an expensive procedure that also impacts the backward process. Nevertheless, it gives room for
additional approximations since the optimization can be simplified further if required, and some accelerations have been
discussed throughout this paper. There are plenty of approaches to accelerate the LFT and backpropagation through
approximations as well. On the one hand, the optimization scheme of the LFT can be improved. Since the objective
function is always strongly convex, the convergence speed does not depend on the dimension, and the only bottleneck
is the computation of the gradient information of the objective function (i.e., the ICNN). For example, this gradient
can be approximated by zeroth-order methods. On the other hand, backpropagation through the whole forward pass
can also be simplified based on Theorem 3.9. This theorem can be regarded as a base to apply further approximations
and improvements. For instance, we can approximate the Hessian matrix by its diagonal or upper triangular elements,
making the inversion operation easier, or explore other more involved techniques. A zeroth-order method could be also
used at this level.

Another limitation is that our model cannot represent a function that is not the gradient of a convex function. However,
such a type of function is clearly present in some important machine learning problems and physical systems (Huang
et al., 2021). For example, it is known that the optimal transport between two probability measures can be written
as the derivative of a convex potential (Santambrogio, 2015). In this area, this constraint of derivative of convex
function is negligible. In the following chapter, we will show that our model can be applied to various problems and its
performance is not overshadowed by these weaknesses. In short, it is a necessary price to pay to gain a bi-Lipschitz
model with features such as known expressive power and high controllability so that it can outperform other methods
with looser constraint but lower controllability and fewer guarantees. In Appendix B.3.3, we discuss in more detail the
difference between the set of derivatives of convex functions and the general set of bi-Lipschitz functions. If we suppose
the function can be represented by the gradient of another real-valued, these two classes of functions are equivalent.
We also briefly provide a potential construction of bi-Lipschitz functions without this condition based on the Hodge
decomposition theorem. Therefore, we believe it is possible to overcome this weakness by employing more involved
constructions and mathematical tools.

Partially BLNN In fact, these two weaknesses can be alleviated by imposing the bi-Lipschitz requirement on a
limited number of variables. This can be realized by using the partially input convex neural network (PICNN) in our
architecture instead of the ICNN following the approach from Amos et al. (2017). A PICNN is only convex with
respect to a pre-defined limited set of variables. Based on this architecture, we can proceed similarly to Algorithm 1
and obtain a partially bi-Lipschitz neural network (PBLNN). See Appendix F.2 for further details and Subsection 4.3
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for some experiments. As a result, all computationally heavy operations such as the LFT and the gradient are applied
on this smaller set of variables, which makes the architecture more scalable to higher dimensions. Moreover, a PICNN
with k layers can represent any ICNN with k layers and any purely feedforward network with k layers, as shown in
Proposition 2 of Amos et al. (2017). This also guarantees the expressive power of our model with larger liberty on the
precise construction of the architecture.

Further substantial extensions of our method can be found in Appendix F, such as generalization to different input and
output dimensions, to non-homogeneous functions and to other norms.

3.8 Comparison with Prior Models

Convex Potential Flow If we set α = 0, we obtain a BLNN whose output is ∇F ∗
θ , the derivative of the LFT of a

1/β-strongly convex ICNN Fθ in terms of Algorithm 1. Since the BLNN is still injective, it has an inverse which is only
∇Fθ. As a consequence, in applications where we need to compute the inverse, this model can provide an interesting
solution since we can create invertible functions with known inverse. This model was precisely used by Huang et al.
(2021) in the context of normalizing flows. It is equivalent to that of Kinoshita et al. (2023), but the motivation is
different. Ours can thus be regarded as an extension of their model as well.

Residual Network Interestingly, our model ultimately takes the form of αx+ g(x), which can be compared with
a residual network. The main differences are that the skip connection is scaled by α and that the formulation of g is
restricted to derivatives of convex functions. These two features were crucial components for a direct parameterization
of the bi-Lipschitz constants. Behrmann et al. (2019) composed many layers of the form of a residual network to
guarantee high expressive power to their invertible residual network. This superposition of layers is only sub-optimal as
it leads to a looseness in the bounds of the bi-Lipschitz constants of the overall function and it is not enough to represent
some functions such as y = −x. In a sense, our work shows that by restricting ourselves to the derivative of convex
functions, this kind of heuristics is not necessary at all and that this condition leads to tighter control.

4 Experiments

Experimental setups can be found in Appendix H, and further detailed results are summarized in Appendix G. Codes
will be made available soon.

4.1 Bi-Lipschitz Control

In this subsection, we particularly focus on the behavior of the model with respect to the bi-Lipschitzness. The goal
is to empirically verify that (i) our model achieves a tight control of bi-Lipschitz constants, and (ii) it provides new
beneficial behaviors different from other methods due to its unique formulation. To understand these points, we run
several experiments on toy problems since it is easier to visualize and interpret the result.

4.1.1 Tightness of the Bounds

Here we verify the quality of the bi-Lipschitz bounds when the model undergoes training. Especially, we focus
on the Lipschitz bound since it is the most affected by the approximation of LFT, and there exist many works
to compare with it. Inspired by the experiment of Wang and Manchester (2023), we aim to learn the function
f(x) = x (x < 0), x + 1 (x ≥ 0) that has a discontinuity at x = 0. When the Lipschitzness of the model is
constrained by a positive finite L, a model with a tight Lipschitz bound should achieve that upper bound around x = 0
in order to reproduce the behavior of f . We take as comparison the spectral normalization (SN) (Miyato et al., 2018),
AOL (Prach and Lampert, 2022), Orthogonal (Trockman and Kolter, 2021), SLL (Araujo et al., 2023), Sandwich (Wang
and Manchester, 2023) and LMN (Nolte et al., 2023). We do not directly use previously proposed bi-Lipschitz models
as regularization methods (Van Amersfoort et al., 2020) are not able to manipulate the Lipschitz constant and as the
invertible residual network (Behrmann et al., 2019) is just adjusting the Lipschitzness of a substructure in the essence.
Hence, it is sufficient to compare our model with those controlling Lipschitzness. The percentage between the empirical
Lipschitz constant and the imposed upper bound L can be found in Table 1.

All methods achieve about the same loss for a fixed value of L but the tightness of the upper bound greatly differs among
each of them. Interestingly, our method is the only one that achieves an almost perfect score for all settings, while for
others the tightness is decreasing. The tightness of the bound for our model can be understood as the result of the direct
control of bi-Lipschitzness without relying on the information of the individual layers and the construction which uses
only direct parameterizations. See Figure 2 for a visualization of the learned representation and Appendix G.2 for more
results.
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Models L = 5 L = 10 L = 50
SN 80.1% 68.9 % 32.5%

Orthogonal 75.1% 48.9% 14.6%
AOL 65.9% 46.5% 15.4%
SLL 77.6% 50.0% 15.7%

Sandwich 84.3% 60.2% 16.4%
LMN 100.0% 98.5% 26.0%
Ours 100.0% 99.4% 99.9%

Table 1: Tightness of Lipschitz bound with different methods. Each model was built with an upper-bound constraint L
on the Lipschitzness, and the true Lipschitzness of the model after training was evaluated. The percentage between this
value and L is reported in the table, with a mean over five different seeds. See Table 4 for further results.

Figure 2: Results of fitting f(x) = x (x < 0), x + 1 (x ≥ 0) with SLL (left), Sandwich (middle) and our method
(right) with a specified Lipschitzness of 50. See Figure 15 for further details.

4.1.2 Flexibility of the Model

If we can underestimate the Lipschitz constant of the target function as the previous experiment, we may also
overestimate it. In this case, we observe that some previous methods are influenced by the imposed Lipschitz bound
presenting high fluctuations in the learned representation. For example, this is illustrated when learning the identity
function y = x with a Lipschitz constraint of L = 1000 in Figure 3. Our model can learn this function without any
problem. Although we do not have a theoretical explanation for this, it may be due to the way we control the Lipschitz
constant of the model. In layer-wise models, we adjust the Lipschitz constant by scaling the input, while in ours we add
a regularization term at the end, resulting in different loss landscapes with seemingly better regularization performance
for the latter strategy. See Appendix G.3 for more results.

4.2 Uncertainty Estimation

We now illustrate that our model can be efficiently used in areas where bi-Lipschitzness already plays an essential role
as an inductive bias. In the estimation of uncertainty based on a single neural network, imposing bi-Lipschitzness on the
underlying neural network of the architecture is important as it can avoid a phenomenon called feature collapse. In one
of the state-of-the-art approaches called deterministic uncertainty quantification (DUQ) from (Van Amersfoort et al.,
2020), bi-Lipschitzness is constrained through a regularization method. Therefore, we can replace the gradient penalty
with a hard restriction by changing the neural network to a BLNN, resulting in a method we call here DUQ+BLNN.
See Appendix E for a precise formulation of this method and theme.

4.2.1 Two moons

The first experiment we lead is with the two moons dataset. Here, we compare not only DUQ and DUQ+BLNN but
also the deep ensembles method (Lakshminarayanan et al., 2017) and a DUQ with no bi-Lipschitz regularization (DUQ
with no reg.). Results are plotted in Figure 4. Blue indicates high uncertainty, and yellow low uncertainty. The ideal
scenario is for the boundary of the yellow area to be as close as possible to the training data.

As we can observe, deep ensembles and DUQ with no bi-Lipschitz regularization are certain in a wide area around the
in-distribution data. This supports the importance of bi-Lipschitzness as mentioned in many previous works (Liu et al.,
2020; Van Amersfoort et al., 2020). By adding a bi-Lipschitz constraint, the area of certainty is decreased. DUQ+BLNN
with (α, β) = (2, 4) achieves a tighter area than DUQ which is possible because we are able to tune the bi-Lipschitz
constants unlike DUQ. We chose the value of α and β based on a grid search. We took the hyper-parameters with the
highest accuracy and α since this hyper-parameter controls the minimal sensitivity of the model to outliers. A higher α
is thus expected to create a tighter yellow area as shown in Figure 4. Note this strategy only relies on the training data,
and such strategy is possible thanks to our direct and simple parameterization of the bi-Lipschitz constants. This clearly
shows the advantage of the unique features of our model. See Appendix G.6.1 for further results and discussion on this
experiment.
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Figure 3: Results of fitting the linear function y = x with AOL (left), Sandwich (middle) and our method (right) with a
specified Lipschitzness of 1000. See Figures 16 and 17 for further results.

(a) Deep ensemble (b) DUQ no reg. (c) DUQ (d) DUQ+(0, 4)-BLNN (e) DUQ+(1, 4)-BLNN (f) DUQ+(2, 4)-BLNN

Figure 4: Uncertainty estimation with the two moons data set with several models. Our model constraining bi-
Lipschitzness is used in the last three figures.

4.2.2 Fashion-MNIST

Next, we use real world data of FashionMNIST (Xiao et al., 2017), MNIST (LeCun and Cortes, 2010) and NotM-
NIST (Bulatov, 2011). The task is to learn to classify FashionMNIST, but at the end of training we verify whether the
uncertainty of the model significantly increases when other types of data such as MNIST or NotMNIST is given to the
model. This task to distinguish FashionMNIST from MNIST datasets is known to be a complicated task (Van Amers-
foort et al., 2020). We compute the AUROC for the detection performance. The result is shown in Table 2. Our model
achieves not only higher performance for FashionMNIST but also better detection of MNIST and NotMNIST dataset.
The AUROC for NotMNIST is notably higher, which shows the effectiveness of our model in out-of-distribution
detection tasks. See Appendix G.6.2 for further results and discussion on this experiment.

4.3 Partially Monotone Settings

Sometimes, it happens that we have preliminary knowledge on some type of monotone behaviors of the dataset (Nolte
et al., 2023). For example, COMPAS (Angwin et al., 2016), HeartDisease (Janosi et al., 1988) and AutoMPG (Quinlan,
1993) are three datasets that possess a monotonous inductive bias on some variables. See Nolte et al. (2023) for further
details on the dataset. As a result, it seems to be more efficient to tune the architecture of the trained model so that it
successfully reflects this inductive bias. In this case, we can apply the PBLNN explained in Subsection 3.7 that creates
partially bi-Lipschitz (and partially monotone) functions. We compare our results with that of Nolte et al. (2023).
Results are shown in Table 3. As we can observe, our model performs well or outperforms the state-of-the-art.

Furthermore, we used the dataset provided by Nolte et al. (2023), CIFAR101, which is a slight augmentation of the
original CIFAR100 dataset and designed to exhibit a monotone behavior with respect to one variable. We adopted
their training scheme employed, utilizing the entire dataset for training and intentionally overfitting the data in order to
assess both the scalability and expressive power of the model. Successfully, we achieved a 0 loss and 100% accuracy
for this experiment, and the convergence was faster than that of Nolte et al. (2023). As discussed in Subsection 3.7, this
illustrates that the PBLNN indeed improves the scalability and expressive power of the simple BLNN by replacing the
core ICNN by a PICNN and adjusting the operations, while conserving necessary bi-Lipschitz properties.

5 Conclusion

In this work, we started from the observation that current bi-Lipschitz models are failing in providing a tight, direct and
simple control of the bi-Lipschitz constants equipped with necessary theoretical guarantees although this property is
at the core of many applications. To address this challenge, we built a model called BLNN based on convex neural
networks and the LFT so that bi-Lipschitz functions more complex than a single layer can be constructed and its
bi-Lipschitz constants manipulated through the coefficient of two regularization terms added at different outputs. That
way, BLNN not only achieves such a tight, direct and simple control but also provides rigorous straightforward analysis
on the expressive power and on approximations involved in practice. We illustrated with experiments its distinctive
advantageous features compared to prior models. We then turned to its application to a more general machine learning
problem to show its potential effectiveness. While the primary focus of this paper was to establish a framework suited
for solid analyses and for the practical control of bi-Lipschitzness, it is, of course, essential to complement this effort

10



A provable control of sensitivity of neural networks through a direct parameterization of the overall bi-Lipschitzness A PREPRINT

Accuracy BCE AUROC
MNIST

AUROC
NotMNIST

DUQ 0.889 0.064 0.862 0.900
DUQ

+BLNN 0.899 0.060 0.896 0.964
Table 2: Out-of-distribution detection task with full size data. FashionMNIST vs MNIST and FashionMNIST vs
NotMNIST dataset with DUQ and DUQ+BLNN. For the BLNN, α = 0 and β = 3.0. Mean over five trials. See
Tables 6 and 7 for more results.

COMPAS
(Accuracy)

HeartDisease
(Accuracy)

AutoMPG
(MSE)

LMN 69.3 ± 0.1 % 89.6± 1.9 % 7.58± 1.2
Ours 68.3± 0.08 % 90.2± 1.6 % 7.13± 1.2

Table 3: Comparison of our model with state-of-the-art monotone models with different datasets. Means and standard
deviations over three trials. Results of LMN are those of the original paper (Nolte et al., 2023).

with more varied machine learning applications in future work. We still believe this work on its own contributes to the
further exploitation of bi-Lipschitzness in many prospective fields and to the deeper understanding of neural networks
by delivering a model with unique features for the control of this central inductive bias.
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problems. arXiv preprint arXiv:2101.10763, 2021.

Jens Behrmann, Paul Vicol, Kuan-Chieh Wang, Roger Grosse, and Joern-Henrik Jacobsen. Understanding and
mitigating exploding inverses in invertible neural networks. In Arindam Banerjee and Kenji Fukumizu, editors,
Proceedings of the 24th International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, volume 130 of Proceedings
of Machine Learning Research, pages 1792–1800. PMLR, 13–15 Apr 2021.

Kevin Scaman and Aladin Virmaux. Lipschitz regularity of deep neural networks: Analysis and efficient estimation. In
S. Bengio, H. Wallach, H. Larochelle, K. Grauman, N. Cesa-Bianchi, and R. Garnett, editors, Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems, volume 31. Curran Associates, Inc., 2018.

Mahyar Fazlyab, Alexander Robey, Hamed Hassani, Manfred Morari, and George Pappas. Efficient and accurate
estimation of Lipschitz constants for deep neural networks. In H. Wallach, H. Larochelle, A. Beygelzimer, F. d'Alché-
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A Lipschitz and Inverse Lipschitz models

In this appendix, we review existing architectures that aim to control the Lipschitzness and inverse Lipschitzness
separately as existing bi-Lipschitz models borrow a lot of ideas from prior works on Lipschitzness and inverse
Lipschitzness. Moreover, this appendix may constitute a reference for future bi-Lipschitz architectures.

Let us start by the Lipschitz property which has been extensively researched over the past few years.
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A.1 Lipschitzness

A.1.1 Definition

Definition A.1 (Lipschitzness). Let L > 0. f : Rl → Rt is L-Lipschitz (continuous) if ∥f(x)− f(y)∥ ≤ L∥x− y∥
holds for all x, y ∈ Rl. L is called the Lipschitz constant and denoted as Lip(f ).

As we can observe, this definition represents the concept of maximal sensitivity with respect to the input as changes
in the input upper-bounds changes in the output. This is also referred to as smoothness since when the function is
differentiable the Lipschitz constant upper bounds the L2-norm of its Jacobian.

A convenient property which is often used in Lipschitz constrained neural networks is its closure under composition
and addition. Thanks to these properties, the problem of Lipschitz regulation can be decomposed into smaller ones for
neural networks constructed by the composition and addition of many simple layers.

A.1.2 Models

Due to its omnipresence in the field of machine learning, especially in the certification of robustness against adversarial
attacks, Lipschitz constrained neural networks have been the focus of many prior works. Interestingly, their realization
greatly varies, delivering different solutions for the same ultimate goal.

A.1.3 Gradient Clipping

One of the earliest works trying to control Lipschitzness in the context of machine learning proposes to clip the weights
of the function to lie within a range of [−c, c] after back-propagation (Arjovsky et al., 2017). Consequently, the set of
possible parameters would be limited to a compact set, meaning that the overall function is guaranteed to be Lipschitz
with a constant dependent on c. However, we cannot precisely know this value, and Miyato et al. (2018) pointed out this
kind of brutal restriction favors low-rank weights, leading to a serious decrease of the expressive power of the neural
networks.

Regularization Another simple approach but quite effective is to add a regularization term to the loss function so
that the behavior of the overall function is encouraged to become Lipschitz in a certain way. On the one hand, we can
introduce a regularization term which penalizes the whole gradient of the network as Gulrajani et al. (2017) did in the
context of Wasserstein GAN (Arjovsky et al., 2017) with the following term:

Ex[(∥∇F (x)∥2 − 1)2]. (1)

On the other hand, we can just focus on the weights. For example, Cisse et al. (2017) proposed a Lipschitz architecture
called the Parseval network which uses the following regularization term:

∥W⊤W − I∥2.

As a result, all the weight matrices are incited to become orthogonal, which means 1-Lipschitz.

The main downside of these regularization methods is that they can only impose soft constraints and cannot provide any
theoretical guarantees on the Lipschitzness of the neural network. This is crucial in some cases such as adversarial
attacks where sensitivity has to be exactly controlled. While the implementation is not so complicated as we only need
to add a term to the loss function, the computational cost heavily depends on the formulation of the regularization term.
Moreover, penalty on the whole gradient like that of equation (1) may not be truly efficient since the expectation can
only be computed for a limited number of points, which means that it is unclear whether or not the regularization effect
will propagate throughout the whole function.

Spectral Normalization The Lipschitz constant of a linear layer is equivalent to its largest singular value since

∥Wx−Wy∥ ≤ ∥W (x− y)∥ ≤ ∥W∥∥x− y∥.

As a result, the problem amounts to normalizing the spectral norm of the weights. This is one of the most famous
approaches in this sector. The estimation of the largest singular value is thus crucial for this technique, and power
iteration is often used in practice.

Once we evaluated the spectral norm of each layer, we can for example normalize it (Miyato et al., 2018):

W = V/∥V ∥,
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or rescale only weights whose norm is above a certain threshold λ (Gouk et al., 2021):

W =
1

max(1, ∥V ∥2/λ)
V.

This can be applied to most types of layers used so far in practice including convolutional layers which are only in
essence linear operators (Farnia et al., 2019).

During training, since the weights are constantly changing, it is not realistic to exactly compute the spectral norm
at each iteration. Nevertheless, it has been observed that weights evolve more slowly than the convergence of the
power-iteration. As a consequence, we can only execute a few steps of the power-iteration at each step and at the end of
training arrive at linear layers normalized as desired. This drastically reduces the computational cost.

Spectral normalization enables us to simplify the problem of Lipschitz control of the overall function into that of the
singular value of the linear units, as the overall Lipschitz constant becomes the product of the spectral norm of each
layer. However, it has been repeatedly shown that this approach considerably overestimates the true Lipschitz constant
of the whole function (Fazlyab et al., 2019). For example, consider the composition of the following two matrices:

A =

(
100 0
0 1/100

)
, B =

(
1/100 0
0 100

)
.

The spectral norm is determined by the direction of the maximal expansion of the layer but this direction may not
be aligned throughout all the layers, especially when there is a nonlinear activation function between each of them.
As a result, it engenders a gap between the overall maximal sensitivity and the product of that of each layer, and an
intentional control becomes really difficult.

Similarly, since we are manipulating layers without taking into account the complex interaction between each other, the
magnitude of the gradient may vanish (Anil et al., 2019). Indeed, when the weights are restricted to be 1-Lipschitz, the
norm of the gradient can only decrease through the layers during the backward pass, leading to potential vanishing
gradients (Anil et al., 2019). Notably, it was proved that this kind of 1-Lipschitz neural networks with spectral
normalization and with ReLU activation functions cannot represent the absolute value |x| (Anil et al., 2019) which is
1-Lipschitz.

In short, layer-wise spectral normalization risks overestimating the general Lipschitz constant, which is problematic if
we want to control it, may result in the problem of vanishing gradient and introduce issues into the expressive power of
the neural network.

Orthogonalization The problem of vanishing gradient can be solved by restricting the matrices to be orthogonal
since the eigenvalues of an orthogonal matrix always equal 1. The fact that all matrices are isotropic help to stabilize
the training (Prach and Lampert, 2022). This leads to a large body of work that investigates orthogonal linear layers.

There exist several direct realizations of orthogonality. For instance, Xu et al. (2022); Huang et al. (2020) uses the form
of

W = (V V ⊤)−1/2V.

Singla and Feizi (2021) provides a parameterization with a skew matrix V as follows:

W = exp
(
V − V ⊤) .

The latter method needs to approximate the exponential operator with a finite sum. Anil et al. (2019) also construct an
orthogonal weight from matrix power series:

Ak+1 = Ak

(
I +

1

2
Qk + . . .+ (−1)p

(
−1/2
p

)
Qpk

)
,

where Qk = I −A⊤
k Ak. Orthogonal convolutional layers are also studied (Li et al., 2019; Wang et al., 2020), and other

realizations were considered based on Cayley transform including convolutions (Trockman and Kolter, 2021; Yu et al.,
2022).

The Almost-orthogonal layer (AOL) (Prach and Lampert, 2022) reduces the computational cost of creating orthogonal
layers by approximating them by the following formulation:

W = V diag

∑
j

|V ⊤V |ij

−1/2

.
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Empirically, these weights were nearly orthogonal at the end of the training.

In order to create L-Lipschitz functions, we can simply multiply the output or input by L. Nevertheless, while orthogonal
layers are able to stabilize the training, this regularization destroys the information about the spectrum by setting all the
singular values to one. Moreover, the problem of looseness of the Lipschitz bound persists since nonlinear activations
are considered apart, and we do not know how they interact with the linear layers.

Nonlinear Lipschitz Layer So far, we have reviewed methods that deal with linear layers. Recently, some that
incorporate nonlinear functions have started to appear.

Meunier et al. (2022) suggest to use residual type layers of the form

f(x) = x− 2/∥W∥2W⊤σ(Wx+ b),

where W⊤σ(Wx+ b) is the derivative of s(Wx+ b) and s is a 1-smooth convex function so that s′ = σ. This type of
layer is guaranteed to be 1-Lipschitz. This has been generalized by Araujo et al. (2023) who built a nonlinear layer of
the form

f(x) = Hx+Gσ(Wx+ b).

If there exists a diagonal matrix Λ with non-negative scalars that satisfies(
γI −H⊤H + 2αβW⊤ΛW −H⊤G− (α+ β)W⊤Λ
−G⊤H − (α+ β)ΛW 2Λ−G⊤G

)
⪰ 0,

where σ is slope restricted to [α, β], then f(x) is
√
γ-Lipschitz. Especially, when γ = 1, H = 1 and G = −2WT−1,

where T is a diagonal with non-negative entries so that T ⪰ W⊤W , the corresponding layer is called SDP-based
Lipschitz Layer (SLL). A choice of T is

Tii =

n∑
j=1

|W⊤W |ijqj/qi,

where qi > 0. See Theorem 3 of their work for further detail.

Fazlyab et al. (2019) proposes LipSDP which estimates the Lipschitz constant of a multi-layer neural network through
a semi-definite programming (SDP). It is based on a SDP derived from an integral quadratic constraint. Suppose we
reformulate the simple multi-layer neural network as

BX = σ(AX + b), f(x) = CX + bL,

where σ is [α, β] slope-restricted, X = (x⊤0 , x
⊤
1 , · · · , x⊤L )⊤,

A =


W0 0 · · · 0 0
0 W1 · · · 0 0
...

...
. . .

...
...

0 0 · · · WL−1 0

 ,

B =


0 In1

0 · · · 0
0 0 In2

· · · 0
...

...
...

. . .
...

0 0 0 · · · InL

 ,

and
C = (0, . . . , 0,WL), b = (b⊤0 , . . . , b

⊤
L−1)

⊤.

Now, if there is a diagonal matrix Λ with non-negative entries such that

(
A
B

)⊤ (
−2αβΛ (α+ β)Λ
(α+ β)Λ −2Λ

)(
A
B

)
+


−γIn0

0 · · · 0
0 0 · · · 0
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 · · · W⊤

LWL

 ⪯ 0

is satisfied, then f is
√
γ-Lipschitz.

Wang and Manchester (2023) provides a direct parameterization for this SDP. Its 1-layer version is called the Sandwich
layer and formulated as follows:

f(x) =
√
2A⊤Ψσ(

√
2Ψ−1Bx+ b),
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where A and B are produced from the Cayley transformation of an arbitrary matrix with correct dimensions, and Ψ is a
diagonal matrix with positive entries.

While these methods provide new interesting possibilities to parameterize Lipschitz functions, they are mainly layer-
wise, still leading to overestimation of the overall Lipschitz constant, or use the typical structure of the Lipschitzness,
meaning that we cannot extend them to bi-Lispchitzness for our purpose. Notably, the SDP-based approach that comes
from Fazlyab et al. (2019) cannot handle more general structures such as skip connections.

A.2 Inverse Lipschitzness

A.2.1 Definition

Definition A.2 (inverse Lipschitzness). Let L′ > 0. f : Rl → Rt is L′-inverse Lipschitz if
∥f(x)− f(y)∥ ≥ L′∥x− y∥

holds for all x, y ∈ Rl. L′ is called the inverse Lipschitz constant and denoted as invLip(f ).

The above property implies that an inverse Lipschitz function is always injective, which means that it has an inverse
which is 1/L′-Lipschitz.

The inverse Lipschitzness is a mathematical description of the minimal sensitivity of the function. By increasing
the inverse Lipschitz constant, we can dilute the function and make it more sensitive to small changes of the input.
Unfortunately, the inverse Lipschitzness is not closed under addition as we can understand with the simple example of
0 = x− x.

A.2.2 Models

To the best of our knowledge, the only model that was built specially for the control of inverse Lipschitzness is
that of Kinoshita et al. (2023). The same model was used earlier by Huang et al. (2021) but for the construction of
normalizing flows compatible with Brenier’s theorem in optimal transport.

Kinoshita et al. (2023) observed that the derivative of an α-strongly convex function is α-inverse Lipschitz. As a result,
they propose a model of the type

∇
(
F (x) +

α

2
∥x∥2

)
= ∇F (x) + αx, (2)

where F is any convex function parameterized by a neural network. This approach has the interesting property that we
do not need to know what happens between the layers as we only add a term to the output, which is possible thanks to
the convexity of F . That is, a layer-wise control is not required, resulting in a simple and tight control of the inverse
Lipschitz constant thanks to the fact that before taking the derivative F can also freely reproduce any convex function
that is not necessarily strongly convex. In our work, we start from this model and extend it to bi-Lipschitzness.

A.3 Bi-Lipschitzness

A.3.1 Definition

Finally, a function which is both Lipschitz and inverse-Lipschitz is called bi-Lipschitz. Note that by definition the
inverse Lipschitz constant cannot exceed the Lipschitz constant.
Definition A.3 (bi-Lipschitzness). Let 0 < L1 ≤ L2. f : Rl → Rt is (L1, L2)-bi-Lipschitz if

L1∥x− y∥ ≤ ∥f(x)− f(y)∥ ≤ L2∥x− y∥
holds for all x, y ∈ Rl. L1 and L2 are called together bi-Lispchitz constants.

A.3.2 Applications

Several interpretations can be attributed to this definition. Here, we provide some examples with clearer explanations of
the importance of bi-Lipschitzness which were omitted in the main paper. In these applications, both Lipschitzness and
inverse Lipschitzness are useful, or sometimes indispensable, and Lipschitzness alone becomes insufficient.

1. Injectivity and Out-of-Distribution Detection: Bi-Lipschitz functions are injective thanks to inverse Lipschitz-
ness. This helps distinguish out-of-distribution and in-distribution data in the feature space, making uncertainty
estimation possible (Van Amersfoort et al., 2020). Without inverse Lipschitzness, the problem of feature
collapse can occur and compromise the detection of outliers. The inverse Lipschitz constant can control the
sensitivity to out-of-distribution points. Please see Appendix E for further details on this topic.
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2. Quasi-Isometry and Dimensionality Reduction: Bi-Lipschitz functions can be regarded as a quasi-isometry,
meaning that the structure of the input is inherited in the output as well. This property is used for adequate
dimensionality reduction or embeddings (Li et al., 2020).

3. Invertibility and Solving Inverse Problems: Bi-Lipschitz functions are invertible, and the inverse Lipschitz
constant serves as the Lipschitz constant of the inverse function. In that sense, imposing inverse Lipschitzness
helps guarantee good properties of the inverse function, just as Lipschitzness assures them for the forward
function (Behrmann et al., 2021). This aspect is used to create normalizing flows (Behrmann et al., 2019) and
solve inverse problems (Kruse et al., 2021).

4. Balancing Sensitivity and Robustness: Bi-Lipschitz functions can avoid overly insensitive behavior with
respect to their input by controlling the inverse Lipschitz constant. An overly invariant function is also
vulnerable to adversarial attacks, as pointed out by Jacobsen et al. (2019). To the best of our knowledge, the
application of bi-Lipschitzness in this direction is underexplored, but this concept may provide an effective
solution.

B Proofs of Statements and Further Discussion

In this appendix, we provide further details and proofs of statements in the main paper.

B.1 Additional Definitions

We first remind some definitions.
Definition B.1. Let γ > 0. F : Rm → R is γ-smooth if F is differentiable and

∥∇F (x)−∇F (y)∥ ≤ γ∥x− y∥
holds for all x, y ∈ Rl. That is, ∇F is γ-Lipschitz.

In the remainder of this chapter, we will concisely refer to a smooth function when we do not need to specify the
smoothness constant. Furthermore, in this work, we will often deal with smooth convex functions. For this type of
function, there exist four equivalent characterizations. See Appendix D for the proof.
Theorem B.2. Let γ > 0 and F : Rm → R a differentiable convex function on a convex domain. Then the following
are equivalent:

1. F is γ-smooth in the meaning of Definition B.1:
∥∇F (x)−∇F (y)∥ ≤ γ∥x− y∥

.

2. The following holds for any x, y ∈ domF :

(∇F (x)−∇F (y))⊤(x− y) ≤ γ∥x− y∥2.

3. The following holds for any x, y ∈ domF :

F (y) ≤ F (x) +∇F (x)⊤(y − x) +
γ

2
∥y − x∥2.

4. (co-coercivity) The following holds for any x, y ∈ domF :

(∇F (x)−∇F (y))⊤(x− y) ≥ 1

γ
∥∇F (x)−∇F (y)∥2.

Convexity and strong convexity is defined as follows:
Definition B.3. F : Rm → R is convex if

F (tx+ (1− t)y) ≤ tF (x) + (1− t)F (y)

holds for all t ∈ [0, 1] and x, y ∈ domF .
Definition B.4. Let µ > 0. F : Rm → R is µ-strongly convex if F (x)− µ

2 ∥x∥
2 is convex.

We also introduce the Lengendre-Fenchel transformation which will be a core process in our construction.
Definition B.5. Let F : I → R a convex function over I ⊂ Rm. Its Legendre-Fenchel transformation F ∗ is defined as
follows:

F ∗(x) := sup
y∈I

{⟨y, x⟩ − F (y)} . (3)
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B.2 Construction of Bi-Lipschitz Functions: Proof of Theorem 3.5

The first step is to notice that the gradient of a real-valued L-strongly convex function F becomes L-inverse Lipschitz
as pointed out by Kinoshita et al. (2023).
Proposition B.6. Let F be an α-strongly convex differentiable function. Then ∇F is α-inverse Lipschitz.

Proof. Since F is α-strongly convex,

F (y) ≥ F (x) +∇F (x)⊤(y − x) +
α

2
∥y − x∥2.

Similarly,
F (x) ≥ F (y) +∇F (y)⊤(x− y) +

α

2
∥x− y∥2.

By summing both inequalities side by side, we obtain

α∥x− y∥2 ≤ (∇F (x)−∇F (y))⊤ (x− y) ≤ ∥∇F (x)−∇F (y)∥∥y − x∥,
where we used Cauchy-Schwarz inequality for the right inequality. As a result,

∥∇F (x)−∇F (y)∥ ≥ α∥x− y∥.

Therefore, an α-strongly convex neural network can be first built, and then its gradient calculated in order to construct
a neural network which is guaranteed to be α-inverse Lipschitz. Now, since the derivative of a smooth function is
Lipschitz by definition, we can similarly proceed to construct a function which is both Lipschitz and inverse Lipschitz.
That is, we aim to compose a function which is both strongly convex and smooth.

Interestingly, smoothness and strong convexity are closely related through the Legendre-Fenchel transformation.
Proposition B.7. If F is a closed 1/β-strongly convex function. Then its Legendre-Fenchel transformation is β-smooth.

See Zhou (2018) for a proof. Importantly, the smoothness of the Legendre-Fenchel transform does not depend on that
of F as long as it is strongly convex. This means that this statement holds also for strongly convex neural networks with
ReLU activation functions, and consequently non-differentiable.
Proposition B.8. The resulting function F ∗ of a Legendre-Fenchel transformation is also convex as long as its domain
is convex.

Proof. For all t ∈ [0, 1] and x1, x2 ∈ domF ∗,
F ∗(tx1 + (1− t)x2) = sup

y∈I
{⟨y, tx1 + (1− t)x2⟩ − F (y)}

=sup
y∈I

{t (⟨y, x1⟩ − F (y)) + (1− t) (⟨y, x2⟩ − F (y))}

≤t sup
y∈I

{⟨y, x1⟩ − F (y)}+ (1− t) sup
y∈I

{⟨y, x2⟩ − F (y)}

=tF ∗(x1) + (1− t)F ∗(x2).

This leads to the following statement.
Theorem B.9. Let F be a closed 1/β-strongly convex function and α ≥ 0. Then the following function is α-strongly
convex and α+ β-smooth:

F ∗
α(x) = sup

y∈I
{⟨y, x⟩ − F (y)}+ α

2
∥x∥2.

Proof. Since F is a closed 1/β-strongly convex function, we know that F ∗ is convex and β-smooth. Now clearly
F ∗ + α

2 ∥x∥
2 is α-strongly convex by definition of strong convexity. Moreover, since∥∥∥∇(

F ∗(x) +
α

2
∥x∥2

)
−∇

(
F ∗(y) +

α

2
∥y∥2

)∥∥∥ = ∥∇F ∗(x) + αx− (∇F ∗(y) + αy)∥

≤ ∥∇F ∗(x)−∇F ∗(y)∥+ ∥αx− αy∥
≤ (β + α)∥x− y∥,

F ∗ + α
2 ∥x∥

2 is α+ β-smooth.
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Figure 5: Construction flow of bi-Lipschitz neural network through Legendre-Fenchel transformation and Brenier map.

Corollary B.10. Suppose F ∗
α is constructed as Theorem B.9, then ∇F ∗

α is (α, α + β)-bi-Lipschitz, and ∇F ∗
α(x) =

argmaxy {⟨y, x⟩ − F (y)}+ αx.

See Zhou (2018) for a proof of ∇F ∗(x) = argmaxy {⟨y, x⟩ − F (y)}. See Figure 5 for a summary of the construction
flow.
Remark B.11. This construction can only handle functions with the same input and output dimensions. However, this is
a common problem in bi-Lipschitz architectures such as that of Behrmann et al. (2019). It can be addressed by using a
composition of bi-Lipschitz functions which will be explained in Appendix F.

B.3 Expressive Power of BLNN

In this subsection, we discuss the expressive power of BLNN. It is crucial for this type of construction to clarify this.
As we mentioned earlier, layer-wise constraints realize a bi-Lipschitz neural network by restricting the sensitivity
of each layer. Nevertheless, this kind of construction is only sub-optimal as it limits the expressive power of the
function more than expected. For instance, neural networks with spectral normalization and ReLU activation functions
cannot represent y = |x| (Anil et al., 2019), and an invertible residual network cannot express the linear function
y = −x (Zhang et al., 2020), which were not mentioned in the original paper (Behrmann et al., 2019). Layer-wise
bi-Lipschitz approaches cannot directly inherit the proofs and properties of the original network, which makes the
understanding of their behavior more difficult.

As for our model, the (α, β)-BLNN, we can prove that

1. Before taking the gradient, our model can approximate any α-strongly convex and α+ β-smooth functions on
a compact domain endowed with the sup norm (Theorem 3.8).

2. After taking the gradient, we can create a sequence of functions that converges point-wise to any function
which is α + β-Lipschitz, α-strongly monotone (see Definition B.12) and the derivative of a real-valued
function.

The proof is almost straightforward thanks to the fact that our model only makes modification at the output of the core
neural network, and we can build on the proofs of previous works (Chen et al., 2019; Huggins et al., 2018).

Definition B.12. A monotone function f : Rl → Rt is defined as ⟨f(x) − f(y), x − y⟩ ≥ 0. Furthermore, f is
α-strongly monotone if ⟨f(x)− f(y), x− y⟩ ≥ α∥x− y∥2.

B.3.1 First Part: Proof of Theorem 3.8

Theorem B.13. For any proper closed α-strongly convex and α+ β-smooth function on a compact domain, there is a
BLNN without taking the gradient at the end, i.e., supy{⟨y, x⟩ − (Gθ(y) + ∥y∥2/(2β))}+ α∥x∥2/2 where Gθ is an
ICNN with ReLU or softplus-type activation function, that approximates it within ϵ in terms of the sup norm.

Proof. From Proposition 3 of Huggins et al. (2018), we already know that for any convex function on a compact domain,
there is an ICNN with ReLU or softplus-type activation function that approximates it within ϵ in terms of the sup norm.1
The key point in this proof is to show that the Legendre-Fenchel transformation does not deteriorate the approximation

1Here, a softplus-type activation function is a function s that satisfies the following conditions: s ≥ ReLU, s is convex and
|s(x)− ReLU(x)| → 0 as |x| → ∞ (Chen et al., 2019).
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quality and that introducing strongly convexity and smoothness constraints does not cause any unexpected limitations
on the expressive power.

Let f be a proper closed α-strongly convex and α+ β-smooth function. Since f(x) is α-strongly convex and α+ β-
smooth, f(x)− α

2 ∥x∥
2 becomes a convex β-smooth function. Indeed, by definition of strong convexity, f(x)− α

2 ∥x∥
2

is convex. Moreover,
⟨∇f(x)− αx− (∇f(y)− αy), x− y⟩ ≤ β∥x− y∥2.

As a result, by definition of smoothness (Theorem B.2), f(x)− α
2 ∥x∥

2 is β-smooth. Now, since f̃(x) := f(x)− α
2 ∥x∥

2

is a proper closed convex function, f̃∗∗ = f̃ (Theorem 12.2 of Rockafellar (1997)). That is, the Legendre-Fenchel
transforms is an involution. Taking f̃∗, we obtain a 1/β-strongly convex function. Similarly, f̃∗(y)− 1

2β ∥y∥
2 is convex.

Therefore, there exists an ICNN f̂ so that

sup
y

∣∣∣∣f̂(y)− (
f̃∗(y)− 1

2β
∥y∥2

)∣∣∣∣ < ϵ,

or

sup
y

∣∣∣∣f̂(y) + 1

2β
∥y∥2 − f̃∗(y)

∣∣∣∣ < ϵ. (4)

This precision is preserved after Legendre-Fenchel transformation. Indeed, if we define f̂∗β as the Legendre-Fenchel
transformation of f̂(y) + 1

2β ∥y∥
2, then

sup
x

|f̂∗β(x)− f̃∗∗(x)| < ϵ (5)

which is equivalent to
sup
x

|f̂∗β(x)− f̃(x)| < ϵ.

This can be derived as follows:

f̂∗β(x) = sup
y

{
⟨y, x⟩ −

(
f̂(y) +

1

2β
∥y∥2

)}
=sup

y

{
⟨y, x⟩ − f̃∗(x) + f̃∗(x)−

(
f̂(y) +

1

2β
∥y∥2

)}
≤ sup

y

{
⟨y, x⟩ − f̃∗(x)

}
+ sup

y

{
f̃∗(x)−

(
f̂(y) +

1

2β
∥y∥2

)}
≤f̃∗∗(x) + ϵ,

where we used the definition of f∗∗(x) and equation (4) for the last inequality. Since we can change the role of f̂ and
f̃∗ and the above inequality holds for all x, we obtain inequality (5). Finally, by adding α∥x∥2/2 to f̂∗β(x), we obtain a
function that approximates f within ϵ

sup
x

|f̂∗β(x) + α∥x∥2/2− f(x)| =sup
x

|f̂∗β(x)− (f(x)− α∥x∥2/2)|

=sup
x

|f̂∗β(x)− f̃(x)|

≤ϵ.

In order words, f̂ is the ICNN that creates a BLNN (before derivation) that approximates f within ϵ.

As we can conclude, our model with parameters α and β (before taking the gradient) can approximate any α-strongly
convex and α+ β-smooth functions on a compact domain endowed with the sup norm. Importantly, the approximation
quality of the BLNN equals that of the model we use to create the core convex function.

B.3.2 Second Part

The second point of this section is proved by the following theorem.
Theorem B.14 (Huggins et al. (2018), Theorem 2 adapted). Suppose G : Rd → R a proper convex function and almost
everywhere differentiable. If there is a sequence Fn : Rd → R of BLNN before taking the derivative so that Fn → G.
Then, for almost every x ∈ Rd, ∇Fn(x) → ∇G(x).
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If a monotone function can be represented as the derivative of the real-valued function, then it is the gradient of a convex
function. Hence, we can use the above theorem.
Remark B.15. The existence of such sequence Fn is assured by Theorem B.13 since we can let Fn approximate G with
a uniform error of 1/n on the compact domain [−n, n]d.

Therefore, an (α, β)-BLNN can represent any α + β-Lipschitz α-strongly monotone (i.e., (α, α + β)-bi-Lipschitz)
function that is the derivative of another function almost everywhere.

B.3.3 A Brief Discussion on the Expressive Power of BLNN

In this section, we briefly discuss the difference between the whole set of bi-Lipschitz functions and the expressive
power of the BLNN and the possibility of designing an architecture that can approximate any bi-Lipschitz functions
based on our model.

There are three relevant classes of functions: (1) bi-Lipschitz functions, (2) monotone bi-Lipschitz functions, and
(3) cyclically monotone bi-Lipschitz functions. Our model can represent any function of class (3) since cyclically
monotone bi-Lipschitz functions are equivalent to the class of derivatives of (strongly) convex functions (Rockafellar,
1970). In dimensions larger than 1, these three classes are different: f(x, y) = (−y, x) is in (1) but not in (2), and
f(x, y) = (x+ 2y, y) is in (2) but not in (3). Current bi-Lipschitz models are supposedly in class (1) or (2), like that
of Behrmann et al. (2019) and Nolte et al. (2023). Here, we will only focus on bi-Lipschitz functions with the same
input and output dimensions, as most of the bi-Lipschitz models fall into this category. Let us now discuss how class (3)
can be used to produce functions of class (1) (and (2)).

First, if we suppose the function can be represented by the gradient of another real-valued function, class (1) and
(3) are equivalent. Interestingly, under this condition, we can provide an even stronger statement based on Theorem
2.1 of Zlobec (2005). It says that If f : Rn → R is continuously differentiable and its derivative is Lipschitz on
a convex set K with some Lipschitz constant L, then there are a convex function C(x) on K and a ≥ L so that
f(x) = C(x)− ax⊤x/2. In other words, under the condition that a function can be written as the gradient of another
real-valued function, class (3) is equivalent to all Lipschitz functions up to a quadratic concave term. Therefore, our
model can still express a quite large family of functions.

Next, the condition of being the gradient of a function can be interpreted as being rotation-free, i.e., ∇ × F = 0.
It is known that any vector field can be decomposed into a rotation-free and divergence-free component (Hodge
decomposition theorem) under some regularity conditions. In R3, this means that a function f in class (1) can be
decomposed as follows:

f = ∇×A+∇B

where A is a vector field, and B a scalar function. From the other direction, we can take∇B as a function of class
(3), and A as an arbitrary function with bounded gradient. That way, we can reproduce a large variety of functions so
that f is bi-Lipschitz without necessarily being representable as the gradient of another function. The choice of A is
still ambiguous so that f is effectively bi-Lipschitz with explicit bi-Lipschitz parameter control, but we believe this
approach is promising for the generalization of our method.

In conclusion, while our model may have theoretically restrictive expressive power, it still leaves a large liberty to
express more general bi-Lipschitz functions both in theory and practice.

B.4 Backward Pass of BLNN

In this subsection, we provide the explicit formulation of the gradient of the BLNN with respect to the parameters. The
first half considers the simple BLNN and the second a more complete case analysis with a complex architecture where
BLNN is only one component of it.

B.4.1 Proof of Theorem 3.9

First of all, the gradient of the loss with respect to the parameters can be more concretely formulated as follows:
Lemma B.16. Suppose a loss function L : z 7→ L(z), and the output of the BLNN is f∗(x; θ) := ∇xF

∗
θ (x) + αx as

defined in Algorithm 1. Then the gradient can be expressed as follows:

∇⊤
θ L(f

∗(x; θ)) = ∇⊤
z L(z)

{
∇⊤
x∇θF

∗(x; θ)
}⊤

, (6)
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where z = f∗(x; θ).

This is only an application of the chain rule. Now, interestingly, ∇θF
∗(x; θ) can be written as a function of the core

ICNN F as the following statements shows.

Theorem B.17. Suppose F and F ∗ are both differentiable, then the following holds:

∇θF
∗(x; θ) = −∂θF (y∗(x; θ); θ), (7)

where ∂θ is the partial derivative with respect to θ.

Proof. Since, y∗(x; θ) = argmaxy∈I {⟨y, x⟩ − F (y; θ)}, y∗ satisfies the following stationary point condition:

∇y {⟨y∗(x; θ), x⟩ − F (y∗(x; θ); θ)} = x−∇yF (y
∗(x; θ); θ) = 0. (8)

Now, taking the derivative of F ∗(x; θ) = ⟨y∗(x; θ), x⟩ − F (y∗(x; θ); θ) with respect to θ leads to:

∇θF
∗(x; θ) = ∇θ {⟨y∗(x; θ), x⟩ − F (y∗(x; θ); θ)}

= (∇⊤
θ y

∗(x; θ))⊤x− ∂θF (y
∗(x; θ); θ)− (∇⊤

θ y
∗(x; θ))⊤∇yF (y

∗(x; θ); θ)

= (∇⊤
θ y

∗(x; θ))⊤x− ∂θF (y
∗(x; θ); θ)− (∇⊤

θ y
∗(x; θ))⊤x

= −∂θF (y∗(x; θ); θ),

where we used equation (8) for the last equality.

This results in the following representation of the gradient (Theorem 3.9).

Theorem B.18. Suppose a loss function L : z 7→ L(z), and the output of the BLNN is f∗(x; θ) := ∇F ∗
θ (x) + αx as

defined in Algorithm 1. If F and F ∗ are both differentiable, then the gradient can be expressed as follows:

∇⊤
θ L(f

∗(x; θ)) = −∇⊤
z L(z)

{
∇2
yF (y

∗(x; θ); θ)
}−1

∂⊤θ ∇yF (y
∗(x; θ); θ). (9)

Proof. From Lemma B.16 and Theorem B.17, we know that

∇⊤
θ L(f

∗(x; θ)) =∇⊤
z L(z)

{
∇⊤
x∇θF

∗(x; θ)
}⊤

=−∇⊤
z L(z)∂

⊤
θ ∇xF (y

∗(x; θ); θ).

Continuing the procedure, we obtain:

∇⊤
θ L(f

∗(x; θ)) =−∇⊤
z L(z)∂

⊤
θ ∇xF (y

∗(x; θ); θ)

=−∇⊤
z L(z)∇xy

∗(x; θ)∂⊤θ ∇yF (y
∗(x; θ); θ)

=−∇⊤
z L(z)

{
∇2
yF (y

∗(x; θ); θ)
}−1

∂⊤θ ∇yF (y
∗(x; θ); θ),

where in the last equality, we used the fact that y∗θ = ∇xF
∗
θ and ∇yFθ are inverse with respect to each other (Zhou,

2018).

Therefore, we can compute the gradient without back-propagating through the whole optimization process of the
Legendre-Fenchel transformation but only with the information of the ICNN Fθ. In practice, the following observation
facilitates even more coding since we can directly employ the backward algorithm provided in libraries such as Pytorch.

Corollary B.19. Under the assumptions of Thoerem B.18, the gradient of the loss L is equivalent to the following
real-valued function:

−∇⊤
z L(f

∗(x; θ.requires grad (F)))
{
∇2
xF (y

∗
θ(x); θ.requires grad (F))

}−1 ∇yF (y
∗
θ(x); θ),

where θ.requires grad (F) indicates that this θ is considered as a constant and not a parameter to be differentiated with
respect to.
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Figure 6: A generalization of an architecture including our model.

B.4.2 A more complete case analysis

In practice, a model may possess a more complex architecture where parameters to be optimized do not only come
from the ICNN but also from other components. Consider the schema of Figure 6. Mathematically, this can be
formulated as follows. Suppose θ, ϕ and ψ are parameters, f(x; θ) is a BLNN, h(d;ϕ) is a parameterized function like
a neural network, and L(z, w;ψ) is a real-valued function returning the loss. In this problem setting, the overall loss
can be expressed as L(f(h(d;ϕ); θ), h(d;ϕ);ψ). This means, for a model that incorporates a BLNN, we can classify
parameters into three groups:

1. those that define the ICNN used in BLNN,

2. those that define the transformation whose output is transferred to the input of the BLNN,

3. and those that are unrelated to the BLNN.

For instance, this formulation includes VAEs with a BLNN for the underlying neural network of the decoder. The
derivative of the first group of parameters was already discussed above, and that of the last one is straightforward. As
for the second family, we can proceed in a similar way as Theorem B.18.

Theorem B.20. Suppose a model with loss included L(f∗(h(d;ϕ); θ);ψ). The output of the BLNN is f∗(x; θ) :=
∇F ∗

θ (x) + αx as defined in Algorithm 1. If F and F ∗ are both differentiable, then the gradient of ϕ can be expressed
as follows:

∇ϕL(f
∗(h(d;ϕ); θ), h(d;ϕ);ψ) =∇⊤

z L(z, x;ψ)
[{

∇2
yF (y

∗(x; θ); θ)
}−1

+ αI
]
∇⊤
ϕ h(d;ϕ)

+∇⊤
x L(z, x;ψ)∇⊤

ϕ h(d;ϕ),

where z = f∗(h(d;ϕ); θ) and x = h(d;ϕ).

Proof. We can proceed similarly as the previous theorems. By chain rule,

∇ϕL(f
∗(h(d;ϕ); θ), h(d;ϕ);ψ) = ∇⊤

z L(z, w;ψ)∇⊤
ϕ f

∗(h(d;ϕ); θ) +∇⊤
wL(z, w;ψ)∇⊤

ϕ h(d;ϕ),

where z = f∗(h(d;ϕ)) and w = h(d;ϕ). The second term does not require further computation. We will focus on the
first term.

∇⊤
ϕ f

∗(h(d;ϕ); θ) :=∇⊤
ϕ {∇xF

∗
θ (h(d;ϕ)) + αh(d;ϕ)}

=∇⊤
ϕ y

∗(h(d;ϕ); θ) +∇⊤
ϕ αh(d;ϕ)

=∇⊤
x y

∗(x; θ)∇⊤
ϕ h(d;ϕ) +∇⊤

ϕ αh(d;ϕ)

=
[{

∇2
yF (y

∗(x; θ); θ)
}−1

+ αI
]
∇⊤
ϕ h(d;ϕ).

This provides the desired result.

To summarize, gradients used for the update of each type of parameters can be written as follows:
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Corollary B.21. Let L := L(f∗(h(d;ϕ); θ), h(d;ϕ);ψ). Then under assumptions of Theorem B.20,

∇⊤
θ L = −∇⊤

z L(z, x;ψ)
{
∇2
yF (y

∗(x; θ); θ)
}−1

∂⊤θ ∇yF (y
∗(x; θ); θ),

∇⊤
ϕL = ∇⊤

z L(z, x;ψ)
[{

∇2
yF (y

∗(x; θ); θ)
}−1

+ αI
]
∇⊤
ϕ h(d;ϕ) +∇⊤

x L(z, x;ψ)∇⊤
ϕ h(d;ϕ),

∇⊤
ψL = ∇⊤

ψL(z, x;ψ),

where x = h(d;ϕ) and z = f(h(d;ϕ); θ).

C Algorithms for Legendre-Fenchel Transformation

In this appendix, we discuss the implementation of the LFT as an optimization problem and properties derived from
the choice the optimization algorithm. As a reminder, we suppose that a convex solver generates for a fixed x a
sequence of points {yt(x)}t=0,...,T based on the objective function ⟨y, x⟩ − F (y), converging to the true optimizer
y∗(x) := argmaxy {⟨y, x⟩ − F (y)}.

C.1 Influence of Approximate Optimization on Bi-Lipschitz Constants: Experiments

We first run experiments with the following common convex solvers: steepest gradient descent (GD), Nesterov’s accel-
erated gradient (AGD) (Nesterov, 1983), Adagrad (Duchi et al., 2011), RMSprop (Hinton et al., 2012), Adam (Kingma
and Ba, 2015) and the Newton method. We calculated the bi-Lipschitz constants of the generated curve yt(x) for
each optimization scheme at each iteration t. F was chosen as a two-dimensional ICNN with two hidden layers. The
activation was set as the softplus function log(1 + exp(x)). The derivative of the softplus function is the sigmoid
function, which means the overall convex neural network becomes smooth. At the output of the ICNN, we added
a regularization term ∥x∥2/(2 × 10) so that the overall function becomes 10-strongly convex as well. As a result,
the Legendre-Fenchel transformation is also smooth and strongly convex with respective constants c′ and c that we
estimated beforehand. In other words, the Lipschitz and inverse Lipschitz constants of the function yt(x) with respect
to x should converge to c′ and c, respectively. As for the step size, we chose one so that the corresponding convex
solver converged. For a µ-strongly convex objective function, it is known that GD converges with a decreasing step size
of 1

µ(t+1) . Thus, we chose this for GD but also for Adam and RMSprop since it helped the algorithm to converge. For
Adagrad, we set it as 1

µ , for the Newton method as 1 and for AGD as 1/c, the smoothness constant of the objective
function. Results are shown in Figures 7 and 8. See Appendix H for further details on the experimental setup.
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(a) GD

(b) AGD

(c) Newton

Figure 7: Evolution of bi-Lipschitzness (Lipschitz: left, inverse Lipschitz: right) through the iteration of several
optimization algorithms: GD (top row), AGD (middle row) and Newton (bottom row).
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(a) Adagrad

(b) Adam

(c) RMSprop

Figure 8: Evolution of bi-Lipschitzness (Lipschitz: left, inverse Lipschitz: right) through the iteration of several
optimization algorithms: Adagrad (top row), Adam (middle row) and RMSprop (bottom row).

As we can observe, the simple gradient descent, AGD, Adagrad and the Newton method perform well in the perspective
of conservation of bi-Lipschitzness while RMSprop and Adam are not able to provide such feature, especially for the
inverse Lipschitz constant. This incites us to use GD for simplicity or Adagrad as convex solver of the Legendre-Fenchel
transformation.

C.2 Influence of Approximate Optimization on Bi-Lipschitz Constants: Theoretical Analysis

Now that we have an idea of the behavior of well-known convex solvers, we proceed to the theoretical analysis of the
approximation quality of optimization schemes concerning the bi-Lipschitz constants predefined in our model. The
aim is to clarify when bi-Lipschitzness is preserved and to evaluate the effective bi-Lipschitz constants through the
iterations.
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C.2.1 Proof of Theorem 3.6

Here, we focus on deriving a general non-asymptotic bounds, i.e., the evaluation and evolution of the bi-Lipschitzness
of yt(x) for a finite period of time, corresponding to Theorem 3.6 of the main paper.

Theorem C.1. Let the symbols defined as in Algorithm 1. Consider an optimization scheme of supy {⟨y, x⟩ − Fθ(y)}
generating points {yt(x)}t that achieves an error of ∥yt(x)− y∗(x)∥ ≤ ϵ(t, x) after t iterations, where y∗(x) is the
global maximum. Then, for all xi, xj such that ∥xi − xj∥ ≥ δ for δ > 0,

α− (ϵ(t, xi) + ϵ(t, xj))/δ ≤
∥f (t)θ (xi)− f

(t)
θ (xj)∥

∥xi − xj∥
≤ α+ β + (ϵ(t, xi) + ϵ(t, xj))/δ,

where f (t)θ (x) := yt(x) + αx is the finite time approximation of f∗θ (x).

Proof. Concerning the upper bound,

∥f (t)θ (xi)− f
(t)
θ (xj)∥ =∥yt(xi) + αxi − (yt(xj) + αxj)∥

≤α∥xi − xj∥+ ∥yt(xi)− yt(xj)∥
≤α∥xi − xj∥+ ∥yt(xi)− y∗(xi)∥+ ∥y∗(xi)− y∗(xj)∥
+ ∥y∗(xj)− yt(xj)∥

≤α∥xi − xj∥+ ϵ(t, xi) + ∥y∗(xi)− y∗(xj)∥+ ϵ(t, xj)

≤α∥xi − xj∥+ ϵ(t, xi) + ∥∇F ∗
θ (xi)−∇F ∗

θ (xj)∥+ ϵ(t, xj)

≤α∥xi − xj∥+ ϵ(t, xi) + β∥xi − xj∥+ ϵ(t, xj)

=α∥xi − xj∥+ β∥xi − xj∥+ ϵ(t, xi) + ϵ(t, xj),

where F ∗
θ is the Legendre-Fenchel transformation of Fθ.

As for the lower bound, we begin by evaluating ⟨yt(xi)− yt(xj), xi − xj⟩.

⟨yt(xi)− yt(xj), xi − xj⟩ =⟨yt(xi)− y∗(xi), xi − xj⟩+ ⟨y∗(xi)− y∗(xj), xi − xj⟩
+ ⟨y∗(xj)− yt(xj), xi − xj⟩

≥ − ∥yt(xi)− y∗(xi)∥∥xi − xj∥
+ ⟨∇F ∗

θ (xi)−∇F ∗
θ (xj), xi − xj⟩

− ∥y∗(xj)− yt(xj)∥∥xi − xj∥
≥ − ϵ(t, xi)∥xi − xj∥+ ⟨∇F ∗

θ (xi)−∇F ∗
θ (xj), xi − xj⟩

− ϵ(t, xj)∥xi − xj∥
≥ − ϵ(t, xi)∥xi − xj∥ − ϵ(t, xj)∥xi − xj∥,

where for the last inequality we used that for any convex function ⟨∇F ∗
θ (xi)−∇F ∗

θ (xj), xi − xj⟩ ≥ 0.

Now since f (t)θ (x) := yt(x) + αx

⟨f (t)θ (xi)− f
(t)
θ (xj), xi − xj⟩ =⟨yt(xi) + αxi − (yt(xj) + αxj), xi − xj⟩

=⟨yt(xi)− yt(xj), xi − xj⟩+ α∥xi − xj∥2

≥α∥xi − xj∥2 − ϵ(t, xi)∥xi − xj∥ − ϵ(t, xj)∥xi − xj∥.

By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, ⟨f (t)θ (xi)− f
(t)
θ (xj), xi − xj⟩ ≤ ∥f (t)θ (xi)− f

(t)
θ (xj)∥∥xi − xj∥. Thus, we finally

obtain
∥f (t)θ (xi)− f

(t)
θ (xj)∥ ≥ α∥xi − xj∥ − ϵ(t, xi)− ϵ(t, xj).

In order to derive the inequalities of the statement, it suffices to divide all sides by ∥xi − xj∥ and use ∥xi − xj∥ ≥ δ on
the two obtained bounds.

Since ϵ(t, x) → 0 as t → ∞ for any optimization scheme that converges, we can recover an arbitrarily close
approximation of α and α+ β, the inverse Lipschitz and Lipschitz constants, with enough number of iterations. This is
a general bound that can be applied to any algorithm with known behavior. Below, we provide two concrete evaluations
applied to the gradient descent.
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Corollary C.2. Suppose Fθ is µ-strongly convex and x− ∥∂subFθ(yt)∥ ≤ G(x). If we employ gradient descent with
ηt = 1/(µ(t+ 1)) as a step size and a fixed initial point y0 = 0, ϵ(t, x) = 2G(x)/(µ

√
t). Therefore,

α− 2(G(xi) +G(xj))/(δµ
√
t) ≤

∥f (t)θ (xi)− f
(t)
θ (xj)∥

∥xi − xj∥
≤ α+ β + 2(G(xi) +G(xj))/(δµ

√
t).

Proof. This follows from Lemma 1 of Rakhlin et al. (2012).

A similar bound can be provided when x− ∥∂subFθ(yt)∥ ≤ G(x) is satisfied almost surely. See Lemma 2 of Rakhlin
et al. (2012).

Corollary C.3. Suppose Fθ is µ-strongly convex and γ-smooth. If we employ gradient descent with ηt = 1/γ as a step

size and a fixed initial point y0, we can choose ϵ(t, x) =
(
1− µ2

γ2

)t/2
∥y0(x)− y∗(x)∥2.

Proof. Since F is γ-smooth, h(y) = ⟨y, x⟩ − F (y) is γ-smooth and µ-strongly concave. As a result,

∥yt+1 − y∗∥2 =∥yt + η∇h(yt)− y∗∥2

=∥yt − y∗∥2 − 2η⟨∇h(yt), yt − y∗⟩+ η2∥∇h(y)∥2

=∥yt − y∗∥2 − 2η⟨∇h(yt)−∇h(y∗), yt − y∗⟩+ η2∥∇h(yt)−∇h(y∗)∥2

≤∥yt − y∗∥2 − 2η
1

γ
∥∇h(yt)−∇h(y∗)∥2 + η2∥∇h(yt)−∇h(y∗)∥2

=∥yt − y∗∥2 − 1

γ2
∥∇h(yt)−∇h(y∗)∥2

≤∥yt − y∗∥2 − µ2

γ2
∥yt − y∗∥2

=

(
1− µ2

γ2

)
∥yt − y∗∥2

=

(
1− µ2

γ2

)t+1

∥y0 − y∗∥2,

where we used that ∇h(y∗) = 0 for the third equality, the co-coercivity of smooth convex functions for the first
inequality, and inverse Lipschitzness for the second inequality.

This is a crude estimation of the bi-Lipschitz constants. As long as we assume that all values can only take discrete
ones with intervals bigger than δ, then this theorem provides a meaningful evaluation. For example, during training this
does not pose a problem since the number of training data is usually finite. Technically speaking, we will not have any
problem in practice either as the computer also deals with discrete values.

The limitation of the above theorem appears once we authorize infinite precision as we could take two values arbitrarily
close to each other, i.e., δ → 0, leading the lower and upper bound to explode. This makes the model prone to
adversarial attacks. One way to remedy this is to evaluate the Legendre-Fenchel transformation for some discrete values
and interpolate with some bi-Lipschitz functions (e.g., linear) so that the whole function satisfies the expected bounds.

Ideally, we would like to derive a bound of the type

h1(∥xi − xj∥, t) ≤
∥f (t)θ (xi)− f

(t)
θ (xj)∥

∥xi − xj∥
≤ h2(∥xi − xj∥, t), (10)

where h1 and h2 converge as ∥xi − xj∥ → 0 and converge to 0 as t→ ∞. We could not achieve this in Theorem C.1,
which is predictable as we did not take into account the similarity of the optimization paths of xi and xj and derived
the bounds by isolating each point. The next step is thus to take into account this closeness. Nevertheless, this kind of
analysis is more involved and we do not know if it is applicable to all optimization schemes. This could explain the
existence of some algorithms where the bi-Lipschitzness do not evolve as desired as we have pointed out in Figure 8.
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C.2.2 Proof of Theorem 3.7

The following theorem shows the first half of the statement of Theorem 3.7. That is, we show that in the limit there is
no bias for GD in terms of bi-Lipschitz constants.
Theorem C.4. Let the symbols defined as in Algorithm 1. Consider an optimization scheme of supy {⟨y, x⟩ − F (y)}
generating points {yt(x)}t at the t-th iterations. If F is µ-strongly convex, γ-smooth and twice differentiable and we
employ gradient descent with a step size ηt so that the discrete optimization converges to the global maximum y∗(x),
then for all x

1

γ
⪯ ∇⊤

x y∞(x) ⪯ 1

µ
.

Proof. The recurrence relation of GD is as follows:

yt+1(x) = yt(x) + ηt {x−∇yF (yt(x))} .

Since F is twice differentiable, we can take the Jacobian of both sides:

∇⊤
x yt+1(x) = ∇⊤

x yt(x) + ηt
{
I −∇2

yF (yt(x))∇⊤
x yt(x)

}
.

By replacing yt+1(x) and yt(x) by y∞(x) as the sequence is converging by hypothesis, we obtain

∇⊤
x y∞(x) =∇⊤

x y∞(x) + ηt
{
I −∇2

yF (y∞(x))∇⊤
x y∞(x)

}
=
{
I − ηt∇2

yF (y∞(x)
}
∇⊤
x y∞(x) + ηtI

Therefore, since∇2
yF (y) is invertible as µ ⪯ ∇2

yF (y),

∇⊤
x y∞(x) =

{
∇2
yF (y∞(x))

}−1
.

By using µ ⪯ ∇2
yF (y) ⪯ γ, we arrive at the desired result.

Remark C.5. Note that y∞(x) and y∗(x) are different in the sense that the former is defined by the limit (t→ ∞) of
the recurrence relation of the optimizer, while the latter is defined as the global maximum of supy {⟨y, x⟩ − F (y)}
which also satisfies ∇yF (y

∗(x)) = x. In short, they differ in the formulation and explicit dependence on x.

Since F is µ-strongly convex and γ-smooth, its Legendre-Fenchel transform is 1/γ-strongly convex and 1/µ-smooth,
leading to a (1/γ, 1/µ)-bi-Lipschitz function by taking the derivative of the latter. This behavior is inherited by the
optimization scheme in the limit of t→ ∞ as the above theorem shows. The point is that there is no bias, which may
have occurred if the influence of the step size persisted in the final result. A similar result can be obtained for AGD. For
the others, the analysis is more complicated as the gradient is accumulated throughout the iterations. Since our main
interest is non-asymptotic behavior, we will not further develop this.

We will now prove the second half of the theorem and show that equation (10) can be actually established for some
parameter settings at least for Lipschitzness.
Theorem C.6. Let the symbols defined as in Algorithm 1. Consider an optimization scheme of supy {⟨y, x⟩ − F (y)}
generating points {yt(x)}t at the t-th iterations and y∗(x) is the global maximum. If F is µ-strongly convex and
γ-smooth and we employ gradient descent with ηt = 1/µ(t+ 1) as a step size and y0(xi) = y0 as initial point, then
for all xi, xj

∥yt+1(xi)− yt+1(xj)∥ ≤
√

1− 2ηtµ+ η2t γ
2∥yt(xi)− yt(xj)∥+ ηt∥xi − xj∥.

As a result,
∥yt+1(xi)− yt+1(xj)∥ ≤ h(t)∥xi − xj∥,

where
lim
t→∞

h(t) =
1

µ
.

Proof. Let us first prove the recurrence relation of the statement. Throughout the proof, we use the following notations:

∆yt := yt(xi)− yt(xj),

∆x := xi − xj ,

∆Dt := ∇F (yt(xi))−∇F (yt(xj)).
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Since
∥∆yt+1∥ = ∥∆yt − ηt∆Dt + ηt∆x∥ ≤ ∥∆yt − ηt∆Dt∥+ ηt∥∆x∥, (11)

it suffices to evaluate ∥∆yt − ηt∆Dt∥. Now,

∥∆yt − ηt∆Dt∥2 =∥∆yt∥2 − 2ηt⟨∆yt,∆Dt⟩+ η2t ∥∆Dt∥2

≤∥∆yt∥2 − 2ηtµ∥∆yt∥2 + η2t ∥∆Dt∥2

≤∥∆yt∥2 − 2ηtµ∥∆yt∥2 + η2t γ
2∥∆yt∥2

=
(
1− 2ηtµ+ η2γ2

)
∥∆yt∥2,

where for the first inequality we used that F is µ-strongly convex, i.e., ⟨∇F (y)−∇F (y′), y − y′⟩ ≥ µ∥y − y′∥2 and
for the second inequality we used that F is γ-smooth.

As µ ≤ γ always holds,

1− 2ηtµ+ η2γ2 = 1− 2ηtµ+ η2µ2 + η2(γ2 − µ2) = (1− ηtµ)
2 + η2(γ2 − µ2) ≥ 0.

As a result
∥∆yt − ηt∆Dt∥ ≤

√
1− 2ηtµ+ η2γ2∥∆yt∥.

By substituting this to equation (11), we obtain

∥∆yt+1∥ ≤
√
1− 2ηtµ+ η2t γ

2∥∆yt∥+ ηt∥∆x∥,

which was the desired inequality.

Next, we assume ∥∆x∥ > 0 and divide both sides by ∥∆x∥. Denoting αt := µ∥∆yt+1∥/∥∆x∥, we arrive at

αt+1 ≤
√
1− 2ηtµ+ η2t γ

2αt + ηtµ.

We want to show that limt→∞ αt = 1.

By the above-mentioned argument when t ≥ 1, we can further develop this as follows:

αt+1 ≤
√
1− 2ηtµ+ η2t γ

2αt + ηtµ

=
√
(1− ηtµ)2 + η2t (γ

2 − µ2)αt + ηtµ

≤

√{
(1− ηtµ) +

1

2

η2t (γ
2 − µ2)

1− ηtµ

}2

αt + ηtµ

=

{
(1− ηtµ) +

1

2

η2t (γ
2 − µ2)

1− ηtµ

}
αt + ηtµ.

Since ηtµ = 1/(t+ 1), we get

αt+1 =

{
t

t+ 1
+
γ2/µ2 − 1

2

1

t(t+ 1)

}
αt +

1

t+ 1
.

By multiplying both sides by t+ 1, defining At := tαt and κ := γ2/µ2 − 1(≥ 0), we can conclude that

At+1 ≤
(
1 +

κ

2

1

t2

)
At + 1. (12)

Let us prove that from equation 12, we have

At ≤ t+
κ

2

t−1∑
k=1

1

k

∏
k<i≤t−1

exp

(
κ

2

1

i2

)
(13)

for all t = 1, 2, . . .. We will proceed by mathematical induction.

When t = 1, A1 = α1. Since ∥∆y1∥ = ∥∆y0 − η0∆D0 + η0∆x∥ and the initial point was a constant independent of
xi, ∥∆y1∥ = η0∥∆x∥ = 1

µ∥∆x∥. Thus, A1 = α1 = 1. This means, equation (13) is satisfied.
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Now suppose equation (13) holds for t = m. Then by equation 12,

Am+1 ≤
(
1 +

κ

2

1

m2

)
Am + 1

≤
(
1 +

κ

2

1

m2

)m+
κ

2

m−1∑
k=1

1

k

∏
k<i≤m−1

exp

(
κ

2

1

i2

)+ 1

≤m+
κ

2

1

m
+

(
1 +

κ

2

1

m2

)κ

2

m−1∑
k=1

1

k

∏
k<i≤m−1

exp

(
κ

2

1

i2

)+ 1

≤m+ 1 +
κ

2

1

m
+ exp

(
κ

2

1

m2

)κ

2

m−1∑
k=1

1

k

∏
k<i≤m−1

exp

(
κ

2

1

i2

)
≤m+ 1 +

κ

2

1

m
+

κ

2

m−1∑
k=1

1

k

∏
k<i≤m

exp

(
κ

2

1

i2

)
≤m+ 1 +

κ

2

m∑
k=1

1

k

∏
k<i≤m

exp

(
κ

2

1

i2

) .

Therefore, by mathematical induction equation (13) holds for all t = 1, 2, . . ..

Finally, since
j∑
i=1

1

i2
≤

∞∑
i=1

1

i2
=
π2

6
∀j = 1, 2, . . .

and
j∑
i=1

1

i
≤ O(log j),

we can conclude that

αt =
At
t

≤
t+ κ

2

∑t−1
k=1

1
k

∏
k<i≤t−1 exp

(
κ
2

1
i2

)
t

=
t+ κ

2

∑t−1
k=1

1
k exp

∑
k<i≤t−1

(
κ
2

1
i2

)
t

≤
t+ κ

2

∑t−1
k=1

1
k exp

κ
2
π2

6

t

≤ t+O(log t)

t
→1 (t→ ∞).

This theorem proves that the generated curve yt(x) at a fixed time t is Lipschitz with a constant that converges to the
true value with a convergence speed of O(log t/t). This theorem is interesting as it not only guarantees that yt(x) is
bi-Lipschitz through the whole iteration and converges to the desired values but also is equipped with a non-asymptotic
bound offering a concrete convergence speed and a value at each iteration. The advantage of this proof is that setting the
step size as ηt = 1/(µ(t+1)) is realistic, since in our setting we know the strong convexity constant which corresponds
to 1/β. In practice, the convergence of the bi-Lipschitz constants seems to be faster, which means that there may exist
tighter bounds but we let this investigation for future work since our goal was to just assure a convergence with good
properties.
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As for the lower bound, we could not prove a similar property for GD. Nevertheless, we can guarantee that it will not
diverge to −∞ when ∥xi − xj∥ → 0 as

⟨yt(xi)− yt(xj), xi − xj⟩ ≤ −∥yt(xi)− yt(xj)∥∥xi − xj∥

and ∥yt(xi)− yt(xj)∥ was just proved to be upper-bounded by a constant. We let further theoretical investigation for
future work. Since GD shows and assures rather good performance, we will mainly use this algorithm in this paper.

C.2.3 Analogue of Theorem 3.7 with optimal step size

An analogue of Theorem 3.7 can be shown with a different step size, i.e., η = 1/γ, where γ is the smoothness constant
of the objective function. This step size is optimal as it assures the fastest convergence. However, in practice, it is
actually useless as estimating the smoothness constant γ for the step size is computationally demanding and during
training this constant is constantly changing. Only after training, it suffices to estimate γ once, and all forward passes
can be executed with this step size and convergence speed. The theorem is as follows:
Theorem C.7. Let the symbols defined as in Algorithm 1. Consider an optimization scheme of supy {⟨y, x⟩ − F (y)}
generating points {yt(x)}t at the t-th iterations and y∗(x) is the global maximum. If F is µ-strongly convex and
γ-smooth and we employ gradient descent with ηt = 1/γ as a step size and y0(xi) = y0 as initial point, then for all xi,
xj

∥yt+1(xi)− yt+1(xj)∥ ≤
(
1− µ

γ

)
∥yt(xi)− yt(xj)∥+ ηt∥xi − xj∥.

As a result,
∥yt+1(xi)− yt+1(xj)∥ ≤ h(t)∥xi − xj∥,

where
lim
t→∞

h(t) =
1

µ
.

Proof. Let us first prove the following inequality:

⟨∇F (y)−∇F (y′), y − y′⟩ ≥ µγ

µ+ γ
∥y − y′∥2 + 1

µ+ γ
∥∇F (y)−∇F (y′)∥2. (14)

If µ = γ, then by strong convexity of F ,

⟨∇F (y)−∇F (y′), y − y′⟩ ≥ µ∥y − y′∥2 =
µγ

µ+ γ
∥y − y′∥2 + µ2

µ+ γ
∥y − y′∥2.

However, since µ = γ, we have µ∥y − y′∥ = ∥∇F (y)−∇F (y′)∥. Thus, the above inequality leads to

⟨∇F (y)−∇F (y′), y − y′⟩ ≥ µ∥y − y′∥2 =
µγ

µ+ γ
∥y − y′∥2 + 1

µ+ γ
∥∇F (y)−∇F (y′)∥2.

When γ > µ, since F is µ-strongly convex and γ-smooth, F (y) − µ
2 ∥y∥

2 is convex and γ − µ smooth. This is
straightforward from Definition 2 of Theorem B.2. Now, by applying Definition 4 of Theorem B.2 to F (y)− µ

2 ∥y∥
2,

we obtain

⟨∇F (y)− µy − (∇F (y′)− µy′) , y − y′⟩ ≥ 1

γ − µ
∥∇F (y)− µy − (∇F (y′)− µy′) ∥2.

By developing both sides, we arrive at

⟨∇F (y)−∇F (y′), y − y′⟩ − µ∥y − y′∥2

≥ 1

γ − µ

{
∥∇F (y)−∇F (y′)∥2 − 2µ⟨∇F (y)−∇F (y′), y − y′⟩+ µ2∥y − y′∥2

}
.

Rearranging the terms, we have

γ + µ

γ − µ
⟨∇F (y)−∇F (y′), y − y′⟩ ≥ µγ

γ − µ
∥y − y′∥2 + 1

γ − µ
∥∇F (y)−∇F (y′)∥2,

which leads to

⟨∇F (y)−∇F (y′), y − y′⟩ ≥ µγ

µ+ γ
∥y − y′∥2 + 1

µ+ γ
∥∇F (y)−∇F (y′)∥2.
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Let us now prove the recurrence relation of the statement. Throughout the proof, we use the following notations:

∆yt := yt(xi)− yt(xj),

∆x := xi − xj ,

∆Dt := ∇F (yt(xi))−∇F (yt(xj)).
Since

∥∆yt+1∥ = ∥∆yt − ηt∆Dt + ηt∆x∥ ≤ ∥∆yt − ηt∆Dt∥+ ηt∥∆x∥, (15)
it suffices to evaluate ∥∆yt − ηt∆Dt∥. Now,

∥∆yt − ηt∆Dt∥2 =∥∆yt∥2 − 2ηt⟨∆yt,∆Dt⟩+ η2t ∥∆Dt∥2

≤∥∆yt∥2 − 2ηt

(
µγ

µ+ γ
∥∆yt∥2 +

1

µ+ γ
∥∆Dt∥2

)
+ η2t ∥∆Dt∥2

=

(
1− 2ηtµγ

µ+ γ

)
∥∆yt∥2 + ηt

(
ηt −

2

µ+ γ

)
∥∆Dt∥2.

where we used inequality (14) for the inequality.

Since we set ηt = 1/γ,

∥∆yt − ηt∆Dt∥2 ≤
(
1− 2µ

µ+ γ

)
∥∆yt∥2 +

1

γ

(
1

γ
− 2

µ+ γ

)
∥∆Dt∥2

≤
(
1− 2µ

µ+ γ

)
∥∆yt∥2 +

1

γ

(
1

γ
− 2

µ+ γ

)
µ2∥∆yt∥2

=

(
1− µ

γ

)2

∥∆yt∥2,

where for the second inequality we used that 1
γ − 2

µ+γ ≤ 0 (µ ≤ γ) and ∥∇F (y)−∇F (y′)∥ ≥ µ∥y − y′∥ (inverse
Lipschitzness). Substituting this to equation (15), we conclude that

∥∆yt+1∥ ≤
(
1− µ

γ

)
∥∆yt∥+ ηt∥∆x∥

as µ/γ ≤ 1.

Since ∥∆y1∥ = ∥∆y0 − η0∆D0 + η0∆x∥ and the initial point was a constant independent of xi, ∥∆y1∥ = η0∥∆x∥ =
1
γ ∥∆x∥, and

∥∆yt∥ ≤ 1

γ

t−1∑
i=0

(
1− µ

γ

)i
∥∆x∥.

Finally,

lim
t→∞

∥∆yt∥ ≤ 1

γ

∞∑
i=0

(
1− µ

γ

)i
∥∆x∥ =

1/γ

1− (1− (µ/γ))
=

1

µ
∥∆x∥.

C.3 On the Choice of the Initial Point

In practice, as the iteration proceeds and θ evolves, the objective function changes. That is, the value of
argmaxy {⟨y, x⟩ − Fθ(y)} for the same training data x differs between each training epoch. However, it is often
observed that the evolution of the weights is relatively slow. This means that the objective function does not change too
much compared to the previous time. As a result, in order to accelerate the computation, we can use the final estimation
of argmaxy {⟨y, x⟩ − Fθ(y)} of the previous epoch as the initial point of the next epoch. This may be a really simple
trick, and there could exist more involved methods, but Figure 9 illustrates that this approach is already effective. See
Appendix H for further details on the experimental setup. We also leave this research of better approaches for future
work.

D Equivalent Definitions of Smoothness under Convexity

In this Appendix, we prove Theorem B.2 by showing a more general theorem extended to dual norms.
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Figure 9: Evolution of the number of iterations needed for the gradient descent of the Legendre-Fenchel transformation
to satisfy the stopping condition during training, with two regimes for the choice of initial points: a fixed or adaptive
initial points during training on the FashionMNIST dataset from Appendix G.6.2.

D.1 Theorem and Proof

Dual norms are defined as follows:

Definition D.1. The dual norm of a norm ∥ · ∥ is defined as

∥y∥∗ = sup {⟨x, y⟩ | ∥x∥ = 1} .

Let us now prove the following theorem. When the norm in question is L2, its dual is also the same and we arrive at the
initial statement.

Theorem D.2. Let γ > 0, ∥ · ∥ and ∥ · ∥∗ a pair of dual norms, and F : Rl → Rt a differentiable convex function on a
convex domain. Then the following are equivalent:

D1. The following holds for any x, y ∈ domF :

∥∇F (x)−∇F (y)∥∗ ≤ γ∥x− y∥

.

D2. The following holds for any x, y ∈ domF :

⟨∇F (x)−∇F (y), x− y⟩ ≤ γ∥x− y∥2.

D3. The following holds for any x, y ∈ domF :

F (y) ≤ F (x) +∇F (x)⊤(y − x) +
γ

2
∥y − x∥2.

D4. (co-coercivity) The following holds for any x, y ∈ domF :

(∇F (x)−∇F (y))⊤(x− y) ≥ 1

γ
∥∇F (x)−∇F (y)∥2∗.

Proof.
D1.⇒ D2.

When x = y, the inequality trivially holds. When x ̸= y, this is straightforward by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
since

⟨∇F (x)−∇F (y), x− y⟩ =∥x− y∥⟨∇F (x)−∇F (y), x− y

∥x− y∥
⟩

≤∥x− y∥ sup {⟨z,∇F (x)−∇F (y)⟩ | ∥z∥ = 1}
=∥x− y∥∥∇F (x)−∇F (y)∥∗
≤γ∥x− y∥2,

where we used D1. in the last inequality.
D2.⇒ D3.

36



A provable control of sensitivity of neural networks through a direct parameterization of the overall bi-Lipschitzness A PREPRINT

Consider the function G(t) := F (x + t(y − x)), which is well-defined as the domain of F is convex. Since F is
differentiable and F (y) = G(1),

F (y) =G(0) +

∫ 1

0

d

dt
G(t)dt

=G(0) +

∫ 1

0

⟨∇F (x+ t(y − x)), y − x⟩dt

=F (x) + ⟨∇F (x), y − x⟩+
∫ 1

0

⟨∇F (x+ t(y − x))−∇F (x), y − x⟩dt

≤F (x) + ⟨∇F (x), y − x⟩+
∫ 1

0

tγ∥x− y∥2dt

=F (x) + ⟨∇F (x), y − x⟩+ γ

2
∥x− y∥2,

where we used D2. for the inequality.
D3.⇒ D4.

Consider the following function:
Fx(z) := F (z)− ⟨∇F (x), z⟩,

which is a γ-smooth function. Moreover, since F is convex, x is the minimizer of Fx. Consequently, the following PL
inequality generalized to dual norms holds:

Fx(x) = inf
w
Fx(w)

≤ inf
w

{
Fx(z) + ⟨∇Fx(z), w − z⟩+ γ

2
∥w − z∥2

}
= inf

∥v∥=1
inf
t

{
Fx(z) + ⟨∇Fx(z), tv⟩+

γ

2
∥tv∥2

}
= inf

∥v∥=1
inf
t

{
Fx(z) + t⟨∇Fx(z), v⟩+

γ

2
t2
}

= inf
∥v∥=1

{
Fx(z)−

1

2γ
(⟨∇Fx(z), v⟩)2

}
=Fx(z)−

1

2γ
∥∇Fx(z)∥2∗,

where we used D3. for the inequality. Since this holds for all z, by substituting z = y, we obtain

1

2γ
∥∇F (y)−∇F (x)∥2∗ =

1

2γ
∥∇Fx(y)∥2∗ ≤ Fx(y)− Fx(x) = F (y)− F (x)− ⟨∇F (x), y − x⟩.

Since we can interchange x and y, we also have

1

2γ
∥∇F (y)−∇F (x)∥2∗ ≤ F (x)− F (y)− ⟨∇F (y), x− y⟩.

Summing side by side these two inequalities, we arrive at

1

γ
∥∇F (y)−∇F (x)∥2∗ ≤ ⟨∇F (x)−∇F (y), x− y⟩.

D4.⇒ D1.

When x = y, the inequality trivially holds. When x ̸= y, by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

1

γ
∥∇F (y)−∇F (x)∥2∗ ≤ ⟨∇F (x)−∇F (y), x− y⟩ ≤ ∥∇F (x)−∇F (y)∥∗∥x− y∥.
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E Uncertainty Estimation

E.1 Background

Deep neural networks are nowadays used in many applications such as self-driving cars and large language models.
However, in the real world, they are constantly subjected to a large amount of ambiguous scenarios, and assuring
fail-safes is a top priority. One approach to realize this is to design the agent so that it quantifies the reliability of its own
outputs and behavior, while achieving high performance. However, it is well-known that usual deep neural networks
over-confidently extrapolate to unknown data or poorly perform in uncertainty tasks. As a result, the quantification
of uncertainty has become the subject of many research, leading to Bayesian neural networks (Neal, 2012), Monte
Carlo dropouts (Gal and Ghahramani, 2016) and deep ensembles (Lakshminarayanan et al., 2017). Unfortunately, these
methods quickly become computationally expensive as they require to process multiple forward passes or to retain
distribution samples over a large number of parameters. Furthermore, such ensemble methods cannot in the essence
avoid that all constitutive members make the same mistake or place high confidence on the same out-of-distribution
data.

Therefore, a line of work that concentrates on the uncertainty estimation using a single neural network has recently
started to draw attention (Liu et al., 2020; Van Amersfoort et al., 2020). In these works, they are interested in quantifying
the uncertainty through a single forward pass and analyzing its behavior. On their own, they can not only provide new
methods with low computational cost but also address the challenges of ensemble methods as successful individual
agents can again be integrated in those models.

Thanks to these works, some properties necessary for an accurate uncertainty quantification have been discovered.
Notably, bi-Lipschitzness is an indispensable inductive bias. Intuitively, bi-Lipschitzness guarantees the neural network
to be distance aware, i.e., distance is moderately preserved between the input and the feature space, resulting in correct
detection of out-of-distribution points. Without this property, it is known that the problem of feature collapse occurs,
which refers to the phenomenon that out-of-distribution and in-distribution points overlap in the feature space, making
out-of-distribution detection impossible in principle (Van Amersfoort et al., 2020).

E.2 DUQ

We will focus on a recent model proposed by Van Amersfoort et al. (2020) as it is a model that has been shown to
perform as well as deep ensemble methods that are the state-of-the-art in this area.

Their model is called Deep Uncertainty Quantification (DUQ) and is mainly used for classification tasks. The idea is to
create a class c represented by a centroid ec and to calculate the distance Kc between a data point and all centroids.
The data will be classified as the label of the closest centroid to that point. They draw inspiration from the radial basis
function kernel. The mathematical formulation of Kc is as follows:

Kc(fθ(x), ec) = exp

{
−

1
n∥Wcfθ(x)− ec∥22

2σ2

}
,

where fθ is a general neural network also called feature extractor, Wc is a weight matrix, and σ is a hyper parameter
called length scale.

The loss function is the sum of the binary cross entropy over all classes. During the training, the centroids are updated
by the following rule:

Nc,t =γNc,t−1 + (1− γ)nc,t,

mc,t =γmc,t−1 + (1− γ)σiWcfθ(xc,t,i),

ec,t =mc,t/Nc,t,

where nc,t is the number of data points assigned to class c, xc,t,i is the i-th element of the minibatch corresponding to
class c, and γ is a hyper parameter (van den Oord et al., 2017).

Bi-Lipschitzness was incorporated through a gradient penalty term as follows:

λ

{
∥∇x

∑
c

Kc∥2 − 1

}
.

The discussion about this regularization can be found in Section 2. By deleting this regularization term, and replacing
the neural network fθ by our bi-Lipschitz neural network, we obtain a model called here DUQ+BLNN.
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F Extensions

F.1 Extension 1: Different Input and Output Dimensions

With only one BLNN, we can only provide an output that has the same dimension as the input. This is a common
problem in bi-Lipschitz models. In this extension, we provide an architecture that extends to a more realistic case with
different input and output dimensions. While we will lose many theoretical guarantees we have provided so far, some
will be retained. Furthermore, throughout this paper, we will show that this method works well in practice.

The idea follows Wang et al. (2021) and Kinoshita et al. (2023). Let f∗1 (·; θ1) and f∗2 (·; θ2) be two BLNN with input
(and output) dimension d1 and d2, respectively. By composing them as

f∗2 (Df
∗
1 (·; θ1); θ2), (16)

where D is a d2 × d1 matrix with all diagonal components to 1, we obtain a function with input dimension d1 and
output dimension d2. Note that if d1 ≤ d2 then the whole bi-Lipschitz property is preserved.

On the other hand, if d1 ≥ d2 then the Lipschitzness remains at least. Nevertheless, this parameterization (16) can
represent any bi-Lipschitz function l : Rd1 → Rd2 with d1 ≥ d2. It suffices to set f∗2 as the identity map and consider
the extension l̃ : Rd1 → Rd1 whose image coincides with that of l in the Rd2-dimensional subspace. This remains
bi-Lipschitz like l. Therefore, this representation is reasonable to some extent.

The gradient computation can also be explicitly formulated as follows:

Theorem F.1. Suppose a model with loss included

L := L(f∗2 (Df
∗
1 (h(d;ϕ); θ1); θ2), h(d;ϕ);ψ),

where f∗1 := ∇F ∗
1 (x1; θ1) + α1x1 and f∗2 := ∇F ∗

2 (x2; θ2) + α2x2 are two C2 BLNN defined in Algorithm 1 with
input dimensions d1 and d2, respectively. D is a d2 × d1 diagonal matrix with all diagonal elements set to 1. If F and
F ∗ are both differentiable, then the gradients with respect to each parameter can be expressed as follows:

∇⊤
θ1L =−∇⊤

z LΞ2D
{
∇2
yF1(y

∗
1(x; θ1); θ1)

}−1
∂⊤θ1∇yF1(y

∗
1(x; θ1); θ1),

∇⊤
θ2L =−∇⊤

z L(z, x;ψ)
{
∇2
yF2(y

∗
2(w; θ2); θ2)

}−1
∂⊤θ2∇yF2(y

∗
2(w; θ2); θ2),

∇ϕL =∇⊤
z L(z, x;ψ)Ξ2DΞ1∇ϕh(d;ϕ) +∇⊤

x L(z, x;ψ)∇⊤
ϕ h(d;ϕ),

∇⊤
ψL =∇⊤

ψL(z, x;ψ),

where Ξ1 :=
{
∇2
yF1(y

∗
1(x; θ1); θ1)

}−1
+ α1I , Ξ2 :=

{
∇2
yF2(y

∗
2(w; θ2); θ2)

}−1
+ α2I , z :=

f∗2 (Df
∗
1 (h(d;ϕ); θ1); θ2), w := Df∗1 (h(d;ϕ); θ1) and x := h(d;ϕ).

F.2 Extension 2: Non-Homogeneous Functions

As pointed out by Jin and Lavaei (2020), in some cases, we may have knowledge of specific physical constraints or
requirements to design a non-homogeneous control of the sensitivity like in physics-informed neural networks (Raissi
et al., 2019). However, the current model imposes the same bi-Lipschitz constraint for each dimension. In the linear
case, this corresponds to bounding all the eigenvalues of the matrix with the same constants from above and below
respectively. For example, consider the following function:

f(x1, x2) = (2x1, 100x2).

If we can only choose 1 parameter for Lipschitzness, then it would be 100. However, this ignores the non-homogeneity
of each dimension and their sparseness. In the above example, the Lipschitzness with respect to x1 is only 2. Therefore,
we would like to be able to control the bi-Lipschitzness of the function with respect to each dimension of the input.

This can be executed by introducing a diagonal matrix A and B instead of α and β in our model. That is, instead
of adding α∥x∥2/2 and ∥y∥2/(2β) (see Algorithm 1), we add x⊤A2x/2 and y⊤B−2y/2, respectively, which makes
possible a more flexible control of the sensitivity of the overall function. The drawback is that we obtain more parameters
to tune, but this can be avoided by designing these matrices as parameters to learn throughout the training too.

In the same idea, it may also be interesting to impose the convexity requirement on a limited number of variables. The
Legendre-Fenchel transformation is then executed on those variables solely. As a result, we obtain partially bi-Lipschitz
functions. This idea of incomplete convexity can be realized by the partially input convex neural network (PICNN)
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proposed by Amos et al. (2017). A PICNN f(x, y; θ), convex only with respect to y with L layers, can be formulated
as follows:

ui+1 =g̃i

(
W̃iui + b̃i

)
,

zi+1 =gi

(
W

(z)
i

(
zi ⊙ [W

(zu)
i ui + b

(z)
i ]+

)
+W

(y)
i

(
y ⊙

(
W

(yu)
i ui + b

(y)
i

))
+W

(u)
i ui + bi

)
(i = 0, . . . , L− 1),

f(x, y; θ) =zL, u0 = x,

where ⊙ denotes the Hadamar product, only W (z)
i are non-negative, gi are convex non-decreasing and W (z)

0 = 0.

F.3 Extension 3: General Norms

In this paper, we mainly discussed notions of Lispchitzness, inverse Lispchitzness, strong convexity and smoothness
in terms of the L2-norm. However, in some cases, it may be more interesting to work in other norms such as the L∞
norms (Zhang et al., 2022). In this extension, we briefly discuss how other norms can be introduced in our theoretical
framework and its advantages. The previous extension can be regarded as such an example where the L2 norm was
changed to a weighted L2 norm. Here, we treat the more general case. In this section, ∥ · ∥ will denote a general norm.

The dual norm can be defined as follows.

Definition F.2. Let ∥ · ∥ be a norm. Its dual ∥ · ∥∗ is defined as follows:

∥y∥∗ := sup {⟨x, y⟩ | ∥x∥ = 1}

For example, the dual of the Lp-norm for any p ≥ 1 is the Lq-norm such that 1/p+ 1/q = 1. Definitions of strong
convexity and smoothness are accordingly modified as follows:

Definition F.3. Let µ > 0. F : Rm → R is µ-strongly convex with respect to a norm ∥ · ∥ if for all t ∈ [0, 1]

F (tx+ (1− t)y) ≤ tF (x) + (1− t)F (y)− µ

2
t(1− t)∥x− y∥2.

Definition F.4. Let γ > 0. F : Rm → R is γ-smooth with respect to a norm ∥ · ∥ if F is differentiable and

F (y) ≤ F (x) + ⟨∇F (x), y − x⟩+ γ

2
∥x− y∥2.

Then, the following theorem holds:

Theorem F.5 (Shalev-Shwartz and Singer (2010), Lemma 18). If F is a closed and µ-strongly convex function with
respect to a norm ∥ · ∥, then its Legendre-Fenchel transformation F ∗ is 1/µ-smooth with respect to the dual norm ∥ · ∥∗.

Following Theorem D.2, the Legendre-Fenchel transformation of a closed and α-strongly convex function with respect
to a norm ∥ · ∥ satisfies:

∥∇F ∗(x)−∇F ∗(y)∥ ≤ β∥x− y∥∗. (17)

This means that by taking the derivative, we obtain a monotone Lipschitz function with respect to the dual norm. If
∥ · ∥ = ∥ · ∥1, then ∥ · ∥∗ = ∥ · ∥∞ and we arrive at a Lipschitzness in terms of the L∞ norm which is preferred in some
situations (Zhang et al., 2022). We can thus create convex smooth functions with a relatively wide choice on the norm.

In many applications, since all norms are equivalent in a finite dimensional vector space, it may not be interesting to be
able to deal with different norms. 2 In other words, controlling the sensitivity of a function f in terms of a norm ∥ · ∥
can be executed simply through the calculation of the L2-norm as

C1∥x− y∥ ≤ ∥x− y∥2 ≤ C2∥x− y∥.

where C1 and C2 are constant independent of x. However, it turns out that usually C1 and C2 are dependent on the
dimension. For example, between the Lp and Lq norms where p ≥ q, the following holds:

∥x∥p ≤ ∥x∥q ≤ n1/q−1/p∥x∥p.
2Any two norms ∥ · ∥(1) and ∥ · ∥(2) on a finite dimensional space X over C are equivalent. That is, there exist constants C1 and

C2 so that for all x ∈ X , C1∥x∥(1) ≤ ∥x∥(2) ≤ C2∥x∥(1).
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As a result, in high dimensional spaces, the equivalence of norms may become impractical as we will need to deal with
extremely large or small values when translating the requirements into L2 norm, making the training unstable. The
main advantage of our approach is that we can avoid this as we can directly characterize the function in any desired
norm without any dependency on the dimension.

On the other hand, the control of the lower bound (inverse Lipschitzness) becomes more difficult. Indeed, when p = 1
or p > 2, the Lp norm is not strongly convex with respect to its own norm (Acu et al., 2023). As a result, we cannot
similarly proceed like our approach for the L2 norm and introduce the generalized inverse Lipschitzness.

Note that adding the squared norm α∥x∥22/2 to a function F ∗ satisfying equation (17), will lead for the lower bound to

α∥x− y∥22 ≤ ⟨∇(F ∗(x) + α∥x∥2/2)−∇(F ∗(y) + α∥y∥2/2), x− y⟩

but for the upper bound to

⟨∇(F ∗(x) + α∥x∥2/2)−∇(F ∗(y) + α∥y∥2/2), x− y⟩ ≤β∥x− y∥2 + α∥x− y∥22
≤(C2α+ β)∥x− y∥2,

where the constant C2 of the left hand side is highly dependent on the dimension. In high dimension, this may attenuate
the importance of β, making control of the Lipschitzness difficult and unclear in practice.

The above discussion is rather theoretical. We let concrete applications, as well as deeper investigations for future
work. However, this may be a promising avenue since we can use other norms and the dependency on the dimension is
completely dropped.

F.4 A Simpler Architecture

In this work, the Legendre-Fenchel transformation was used in order to provide a direct and single parameterization of
the Lipschitzness in contrast to prior methods that controlled it on a layer-wise basis. At the expense of losing this
benefit, it is also possible to characterize Lipschitzness at each layer. This may be more practical and faster to apply
in some contexts. In this case, we will have to control the spectral norm of all the weights. Since we calculate the
derivative, the relation between the overall Lipschitz constant and that of each layer is complex though. We provide it in
the following proposition as reference.

Proposition F.6. Define the ICNN Gθ as follows

zi+1 = gi(W
(z)
i zi +W

(y)
i y + bi) (i = 0, . . . , k − 1),

Gθ(y) = zk,

where gi is a 1-Lipschitz function, with bounded and Lipschitz derivative. Then the Lipschitz constant of ∇Gθ can be
obtained by solving the following set of inequalities, where αk is the Lipschitz constant:

α1 =Lip(∇g1)∥W (y)
1 ∥22

β1 =∥W (y)
1 ∥2

αi+1 ≤∥∇gi∥∞∥∥W (z)
i ∥2αi

+
{
Lip(∇gi)∥W (z)

i ∥22βi + 2Lip(∇gi)∥W (y)
i ∥2∥W (z)

i ∥2
}
βi

+ Lip(∇gi)∥W (y)
i ∥22

βi+1 ≤∥W (z)
i ∥2βi + ∥W (y)

i ∥2 (i = 1, . . . , k − 1).

Proof. Let us denote, zi(y) the i-th layer of the ICNN with input y. By construction,

∥∇yzi+1(y1)−∇yzi+1(y2)∥

=
∥∥∥∇gi (W (z)

i zi(y1) +W
(y)
i y1 + bi

)(
W

(z)
i ∇yzi(y1) +W

(y)
i

)
−∇gi

(
W

(z)
i zi(y2) +W

(y)
i y2 + bi

)(
W

(z)
i ∇yzi(y2) +W

(y)
i

)∥∥∥ .
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By defining hi(y) := ∇gi
(
W

(z)
i zi(y) +W

(y)
i y + bi

)
, we can further develop as follows:

∥∇yzi+1(y1)−∇yzi+1(y2)∥ ≤
∥∥∥hi(y1)W (z)

i ∇yzi(y1)− hi(y2)W
(z)
i ∇yzi(y2)

∥∥∥
+

∥∥∥hi(y1)W (y)
i − hi(y2)W

(y)
i

∥∥∥ .
The second term of the right hand side becomes:

∥hi(y1) W (y)
i − hi(y2)W

(y)
i

∥∥∥
≤Lip(∇gi)

∥∥∥W (z)
i zi(y1) +W

(y)
i y1 + bi −

(
W

(z)
i zi(y2) +W

(y)
i y2 + bi

)∥∥∥ ∥W (y)
i ∥

≤Lip(∇gi)∥W (y)
i ∥

(
∥W (z)

i ∥∥zi(y1)− zi(y2)∥+ ∥W (y)
i ∥∥y1 − y2∥

)
.

As for the first term,

∥hi(y1)W (z)
i ∇yzi(y1)− hi(y2)W

(z)
i ∇yzi(y2)

∥∥∥
=
∥∥∥hi(y1)W (z)

i ∇yzi(y1)− hi(y2)W
(z)
i ∇yzi(y1)

+hi(y2)W
(z)
i ∇yzi(y1)− hi(y2)W

(z)
i ∇yzi(y2)

∥∥∥
∥hi(y1)− hi(y2)∥∥W (z)

i ∥∥∇yzi∥+ ∥∇gi∥∞∥W (z)
i ∥∥∇yzi(y1)−∇yzi(y2)∥

≤Lip(∇gi)
(
∥W (z)

i ∥∥zi(y1)− zi(y2)∥+ ∥W (y)
i ∥∥y1 − y2∥

)
∥W (z)

i ∥∥∇yzi∥

+ ∥∇gi∥∞∥W (z)
i ∥∥∇yzi(y1)−∇yzi(y2)∥,

where in the last inequality we used the definition of hi(y).

On the other hand, we have
∥∇yzi∥ ≤ ∥W (z)

i−1∥∥∇yzi∥+ ∥W (y)
i−1∥.

By replacing ∥∇yzi∥ by βi, we obtain
βi ≤ ∥W (z)

i−1∥βi−1 + ∥W (y)
i−1∥.

Since zi(y) is differentiable,

∥zi(y1)− zi(y2)∥ ≤ βi.

Finally, by setting αi := ∥∇yzi+1(y1)−∇yzi+1(y2)∥/∥y1 − y2∥ and substituting the results into the first inequality,
we obtain the desired result.

Remark F.7. Note that in the above theorem gi has to be not only convex non-decreasing but also 1-Lipschitz
with bounded and Lipschitz derivative. The layer-wise formulation requires thus further conditions on gi that were
unnecessary in the BLNN (Algorithm 1). This means that our original model has more freedom and flexibility than the
above simple approach.

G Additional Experiments

See Appendix H for further details on the setup of each experiment.

G.1 Simple Estimation of Bi-Lipschitz Constants at Initialization

First of all, we verify that BLNN behaves as expected with different values of α and β. We set all gi as ReLU or
softplus functions. The Legendre-Fenchel transformation step is executed with GD (since it is simple and has good
theoretical guarantees) until 1000 iterations are reached or the stopping condition, i.e., ∥∇y (⟨y, x⟩ − F (y)) ∥ < 10−3,
is satisfied. The BLNN has input dimension 2, and α is set to 4 as varying it does not severely impact the fundamental
quality of the theoretical bounds. On the other hand, β was changed following the sequence {0.05+ 99.95 · j/100}100j=0.
See Figures 10 and 11 for results.
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Figure 10: Estimated Lipschitz and inverse Lipschitz constants of BLNN with gradient descent with softplus activation
functions. The left figure is with 3 hidden layers and the right with 10. The x axis corresponds to j with β =
0.05 + 99.95 · j/100.

Figure 11: Estimated Lipschitz and inverse Lipschitz constants of BLNN with gradient descent with ReLU activation
functions. The left figure is with 3 hidden layers and the right with 10. The x axis corresponds to j with β =
0.05 + 99.95 · j/100

As we can observe, our model combined with gradient descent can generate functions with bi-Lipschitz constants that
are inside the predefined bounds as expected for both softplus and ReLU activation functions. That is why, it seems
reasonable to use the simple gradient descent in order to execute the Legendre-Fenchel transformation.

Theoretically, since the initialization of weights are executed at random, the Lipschitz and inverse Lipschitz constants
can be any value between α and α+ β. Curiously though, the estimated Lipschitzness is close to the upper bound for
almost every model. Note that we are generating the network and then directly estimating the bi-Lipschitz constants,
which means this phenomenon is possibly closely related to the initialization of weights. To better understand this
phenomenon, consider the linear network x 7→Wx where W ∈ Rn×n. In our architecture, this can be regarded as a
simplification of ∇Fθ, where Fθ is the core ICNN. If we add x/β to this network and compute the inverse operation,
corresponding to ∇F ∗

θ , we obtain y 7→ (W + I/β)−1y. By letting σmin the smallest singular value of W , the Lipschitz
constant becomes (σmin + 1/β)−1. As a result, if the initialization provides a W with small σmin close to 0, we
inevitably obtain a function with Lipschitz constant close to the upper bound β, independently of the distribution of
the other eigenvalues. This seems to happen in Figures 10 and 11. In other words, the construction employing the
default initialization is biased, or more concretely, the derivative of an ICNN Fθ with initialized weights is with high
probability ϵ-inverse Lipschitz with ϵ << 1. This is supported by Figure 12 which calculated the bi-Lipschitz constants
of a (4, 60)-BLNN initialized over 100 different trials. While the inverse Lipschitz constant is moderately distributed,
the Lipschitz constant is concentrated on the theoretical maximum, i.e., 64.

We also modified the initialization procedure of the non-negative weights W (z)
i to confirm our hypothesis. The default

approach was to draw each element from a uniform distribution proposed by Glorot and Bengio (2010) and clamp
all negative elements to 0. Figure 13 replaces this to a uniform distribution on an interval of [0, 1], and Figure 14 to
[1.0, 1.1].
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Figure 12: Histograms of Lipschitz and inverse Lipschitz constants of 100 (4, 60)-BLNNs with non-negative weights
W

(z)
i initialized following the uniform distribution of Glorot and Bengio (2010). Negative elements were clamped to 0.

Figure 13: Histograms of Lipschitz and inverse Lipschitz constants of 100 (4, 60)-BLNNs with non-negative weights
W

(z)
i initialized following a uniform distribution over [0, 1.0].

Figure 14: Histograms of Lipschitz and inverse Lipschitz constants of 100 (4, 60)-BLNNs with non-negative weights
W

(z)
i initialized following a uniform distribution over [1.0, 1.1].

As we can conclude, the choice of the initialization impacts the distribution of the starting bi-Lipschitz constants
for a (α, β)-BLNN while theoretically any values are possible. In the default setting, we have a strong bias for the
Lipschitz constant. Nevertheless, the fact that the bi-Lipschitz constants are close to the bounds can be regarded as the
representation of a function with rich features. For example, if a matrix has the greatest eigenvalue and the smallest
eigenvalue close to the limits, it implies that the other eigenvalues can assume any values in-between, allowing for
considerable flexibility. This is a direct consequence of our meticulous construction of bi-Lipschitz neural networks
respecting the desired constraints using convex neural networks and Legendre-Fenchel transformation.

The adequate initialization of the weights of an ICNN in order to obtain BLNNs with a richer distribution of bi-Lipschitz
constants is a whole new problem and outside the scope of our work. We will not investigate further but it seems to
be an interesting research topic since an appropriate initialization may facilitate training. In this paper, we used the
original setup.
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Models
(Nbr. of param.) L = 2 L = 5 L = 10 L = 50

SN (4.3K) 96.8%±1.3 80.1%±5.0 68.9 %±5.4 32.5%±5.8
AOL (4.3K) 96.2%±0.7 65.9%±4.7 46.5%±4.4 15.4%±2.8

Orthogonal (4.3K) 98.7%±0.4 75.1%±12.0 48.9%±11.7 14.6%±3.7
SLL (4.2K) 97.5 %±0.4 77.6%±6.5 50.0%±8.5 15.7%±6.5

Sandwich (4.5K) 97.5%±0.7 84.3%±2.0 60.2%±4.1 16.4%±3.6
Ours (4.3K) 100.2%±0.3 100.0%±0.0 99.4%±1.2 99.9%±0.1

Table 4: Tightness of Lipschitz bound with different methods. Each model was built with an upper-bound constraint on
the Lipschitzness L, and the true Lipschitzness of the model after training was evaluated. The percentage between this
value and L is reported in the table, with a mean and standard deviation over five different seeds.

G.2 Tightness of the Bounds: Underestimation Case

This subsection provides additional results of experiment 4.1.1 of the main paper. As a reminder, this experiment
verifies the tightness of the proposed architecture by fitting the following function that has a discontinuity at the point
x = 0:

f(x) =

{
x (x ≤ 0)
x+ 1 (x > 0)

Therefore, when constraining the Lipschitzness of the model by a positive finite L, a model with tight Lipschitz bounds
should achieve that upper bound around x = 0 in order to reproduce the behavior of f . We compare our model with
other Lipschitz constrained architectures that were introduced in Appendix A. We take as comparison the spectral
normalization (SN) (Miyato et al., 2018), AOL (Prach and Lampert, 2022), Orthogonal (Trockman and Kolter, 2021),
SLL (Araujo et al., 2023) and Sandwich (Wang and Manchester, 2023). They can all regulate the Lipschitzness by an
upper bound, but it is executed on a layer-wise basis.

Models are built so that L is set to 2, 5, 10 and 50. For the compared prior works, this is realized by making all layers
1-Lipschitz, and scaling the input by L, which is the strategy often employed in practice. After learning was completed,
the empirical Lipschitz constant was computed. The percentage between the empirical Lipschitz constant and the true
upper bound L can be found in Table 4. In order to be able to legitimately compare results, the number of parameters
for each model were all of the same order. The difference in tightness is even clearer when setting the upper bound to
50 and plotting the result as shown in Figure 15. Only our method can capture the presence of a discontinuous jump
around 0. We can conclude that our method clearly achieves the tightest bound for Lipschitzness as well as the most
coherent fit of the function.

G.3 Flexibility of the Model: Overestimation Case

This subsection provides additional results of experiment 4.1.2 of the main paper. As a reminder, this experiment
verifies the flexibility of our model. While we already provided a theoretical guarantee of the expressive power of our
model, it is important to show that it can learn without problem functions with smaller Lipschitz and larger inverse
Lipschitz constants than those we set as parameters. At the same time, this addresses one concern of the previous
experiment since the tightness of our model may be interpreted as a result of the strong influence the regularization
terms we add, effectively generating only α+ β-Lipschitz functions. Therefore, we lead this experiment, where we
overestimated the Lipschitz constant of the target function. The Lipschitz constant was set to 50 but the function we
want to learn is a linear function with slope 1. Experimental setting was the same as the previous subsection. Results
are shown in Figures 16 and 17.

Our model can without any problem fit the curve y = 50x and y = x even in the overestimation scenario. Interestingly,
this is not the case for prior work. On the one hand, SN and AOL cannot learn the linear function with slope 50. On
the other hand, others cannot learn the simple identity function even after convergence. While the overall trend is
along y = x, we can observe small fluctuations. This may be due to the large scaling factor L we multiply at the input,
leading to overfitting or interpolation which usually depends on the smoothness. That is, with high Lipschitzness, the
function is likely to dynamically fluctuate around unseen points during training.

In order to examine the influence of this scaling factor on the training we run the experiment again with even larger L,
namely, 100 and 1000. The evolution of the loss and the fitted function for L = 1000 can be found in Figures 18 and 19,
respectively. As we can observe, only our method is hardly affected by the size of L and achieves a good generalization
performance. While we do not have a rigorous mathematical explanation for this phenomenon, we believe our approach
provides a better regularization than the previous methods. In other words, these layer-wise methods seem to provide a
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(a) SLL

(b) Sandwich

(c) Ours

Figure 15: Results of fitting the curve with SLL (first row), Sandwich (second row) and our method (third row) with a
specified Lispchitzness of 50. The right column is a zoom of the right figure.

loss landscape that has many spurious minima where the function is driven. This phenomenon is aggravated with higher
L. The difference in the smooth decrease of the loss function also supports this. The presence of these fluctuations due
to the large scaling factor is thought to be related with the way we incorporated L into the model. For previous work,
we had no choice but to scale the function by multiplying with L. However, our method is adding a regularization term
without touching the core function. This is an interesting avenue for future research.

In short, our model can perfectly learn both the function with slope 50 and 1 even though we greatly overestimated the
Lipschitz constant.

G.4 Summary of the Two Previous Experiments

This experiment summarizes the two previous experiments. We propose to run a regression task of the function y = 50x
with SN (representing the layer-wise methods) and our model, where the Lipschitz bound L is changed from 25 to
125. If the model provides tight bounds and perfect expressive power, then the loss should equal 0 for L ≥ 50 as
theoretically y = 50x can be reconstructed, and should increase once L becomes smaller than 50 as the maximal slope
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(a) SN

(b) AOL

(c) Orthogonal

Figure 16: Results of fitting a linear function (y = 50x for left column and y = x for right column) with SN (first row),
AOL (second row) and Orthogonal (third row) with a specified Lipschitzness of 50.

we can reproduce is limited to L. Moreover, we expect that the optimization should proceed faster when L is near 50 as
the initialization of the function should also be close to y = 50x. Results are shown in Figure 20.

As we can observe, SN, a layer-wise model known to provide conservative bounds, only achieves a 0 loss from around
L = 100, while ours exactly exhibits an increase of the loss from L = 50. This clearly shows that a layer-wise
model has an expressive power that is largely lower than expected in the initial works. Notably, the convergence speed
drastically decreases around L = 50 for our approach. This suggests choosing bi-Lipschitz constants as tight as possible
tailored to the specific problem to ensure faster convergence.

Interestingly, this difference of behavior around the true Lipschitz constant of our model could provide a new method to
estimate the bi-Lipschitz constants. Indeed, by starting with a high Lipschitz constant α+ β and decreasing it, we can
find the largest point where the loss starts to increase. This value can become a good estimation of the Lipschitzness of
the true function. We can similarly proceed for inverse Lipschitzness. We leave further investigation for future work.
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(a) SLL

(b) Sandwich

(c) Ours

Figure 17: Results of fitting a linear function (y = 50x for left column and y = x for right column) with SLL (first),
Sandwich (second row) and our method (third row) with a specified Lipschitzness of 50.

G.5 Better Control for Annealing

Since our model provide tight bounds and good regularization performance as shown in the precedent experiments,
the annealing of its parameters could be effective in some suitable settings. Let us consider the case where we want
to learn the exponential function. It is not Lipschitz in general since its slope is monotonically diverging to ∞ as
x→ ∞ and not inverse Lipschitz either since ex → 0 as x→ −∞. We will start by a low Lipschitz parameter of the
model and increase it by evaluating its effective Lipschitzness during training. The annealing will proceed in an elastic
way. If the estimation is close to the upper bound then we will relax the bound since it means that our bound is too
strong. That way, if we have a tight bound, the annealing process should progress faster and the overall function should
rapidly converge to exp(x). The inverse Lipschitz constant is set to 0 and kept fixed. We compared our model with the
Sandwich model. See Figure 21. We can verify that the annealing process is faster than the layer-wise model. Ours
constantly wants to increase the Lipschitz constant while the Sandwich layer abandons at some point and cannot keep
up the increase of the Lipschitzness.
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(a) AOL (b) Sandwich

(c) Ours

Figure 18: The evolution of the loss with different upper bound constraints on the Lipschitz constant with AOL (top
left), Sandwich (top right) and our method (bottom).

G.6 Uncertainty Estimation

G.6.1 Two Moons

This subsection provides additional results of experiment 4.2.1 of the main paper. As a reminder, we compare the
uncertainty when learning the two moons dataset with not only DUQ and DUQ+BLNN but also the Deep Ensembles
method and a DUQ with no bi-Lipschitz regularization. Results are plotted in Figure 22. Uncertainty is calculated as
the distance to the closest centroid (see Appendix E for the mathematical formulation). Blue indicates high uncertainty,
and yellow low uncertainty.

α\β 0.1 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0
0.0 0.716±.111 0.874±.006 0.904±.045 0.990±.002 0.972±.043 0.957±.048
1.0 0.879±.004 0.991±.002 0.994±.004 0.992±.004 0.895±.195 0.993±.007
2.0 0.878±.006 0.990±.003 0.993±.004 0.936±.087 0.995±.003 0.518±.047
5.0 0.503±.006 0.500±.000 0.541±.080 0.503±.004 0.501±.002 0.503±.004

Table 5: Uncertainty quantification of two moons dataset with DUQ+BLNN with different α and β. Mean and standard
deviation over five different seeds.

As mentioned in the main paper, DUQ+BLNN achieves a tighter bound which is possible because we are able to tune the
bi-Lipschitz constant unlike DUQ. The experimental setup for DUQ was chosen like the original paper (Van Amersfoort
et al., 2020).

Table 5 provides details on the accuracy of the learned model with different α and β, used for the grid search. As for the
accuracy, the value of α does not matter as long as β is chosen large enough. Indeed, a BLNN with (α, β) = (0.0, 3.0)
theoretically includes that with (α, β) = (1.0, 2.0). That is why they exhibit similar performance. Nevertheless, a too
loose setting of these parameters, especially for β, still seems to affect the training, and a as tight as possible choice is
beneficial as we can see for (α, β) = (2.0, 5.0). In a sense, decreasing β which is mainly in charge of the Lipschitz
constant helps better generalization as pointed out in prior work as well (Bartlett et al., 2017). In the same direction, a
too large value of α leads to a nonsensical result as we can understand when α = 5. In this case, the model is randomly
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(a) AOL (b) Sandwich

(c) Ours

Figure 19: Results of fitting the linear function y = x with AOL (top left), Sandwich (top right) and our method
(bottom) with a specified Lipschitzness of 1000.

Accuracy BCE (loss function) AUROC
MNIST

AUROC
NotMNIST

DUQ 0.8564±.0066 0.078±.004 0.870±.040 0.852±.010
DUQ+BLNN 0.8595±.0032 0.078±.004 0.876±.008 0.960±.009

Table 6: Out-of-distribution detection task with down-sampled data. FashionMNIST vs MNIST and FashionMNIST vs
NotMNIST dataset with DUQ and DUQ+BLNN. For the BLNN, α = 0.2 and β = 0.4. Mean and standard deviation
over five trials.

guessing which means that it is unsure everywhere. This is also translated in the uncertainty estimation as shown in
Figure 23. The area where the model is unsure increases as α is increased, meaning that it becomes more sensitive to
unknown data (see Figure 24). Comparatively, setting α = 0 does not affect so much since the injectivity constraint
is already beneficial in this type of task. Finally, a too low value of β means that the inverse Lipschitz and Lipschitz
constants are close to each other and the function behaves more like a linear function. Consequently, learning becomes
difficult as we can conclude from the table with β = 0.1.

G.6.2 FashionMNIST

This subsection provides additional results of experiment 4.2.2 of the main paper. In this experiment, we use real
world data of FashionMNIST (Xiao et al., 2017), MNIST (LeCun and Cortes, 2010) and NotMNIST (Bulatov,
2011). The task is to learn to classify FashionMNIST but at the same time to detect out-of-distribution points from
MNIST and NotMNIST. This task to distinguish FashionMNIST from MNIST datasets is known to be a complicated
task (Van Amersfoort et al., 2020). We compute the AUROC for the detection performance. Results for a downsampled
dataset and full size dataset are shown in Table 6 and 7, respectively. A visualization of the ROC curve can be found in
Figures 25 and 26.
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(a) SN

(b) Ours

Figure 20: Results of fitting the linear function y = 50x with different L for SN and our model. The left figure is the
loss in function of L, and the right figure is the first iteration that the loss was below 0.5 for each L (if there is no point,
it means that a loss below 0.5 was never reached for this value of L). The red line emphasizes the point of L = 50.

Accuracy BCE (loss function) AUROC
MNIST

AUROC
NotMNIST

DUQ 0.8893±.0037 0.064±.005 0.862±.035 0.900±.024
DUQ+BLNN 0.8985±.0040 0.060±.000 0.896±.008 0.964±.005

Table 7: Out-of-distribution detection task with full size data. FashionMNIST vs MNIST and FashionMNIST vs
NotMNIST dataset with DUQ and DUQ+BLNN. For the BLNN, α = 0 and β = 3.0. Mean and standard deviation
over five trials.

(a) FashionMNIST vs MNIST (b) FashionMNIST vs NotMNIST

Figure 25: ROC between dwonsampled FashionMNIST vs MNIST (left) and FashionMNIST vs NotMNIST (right).
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(a) Sandwich

(b) Ours

Figure 21: Results of fitting y = exp(x) with Sandwich (top row) and our method (bottom row). The right figures are
the evolution of the upper bound and the estimated Lipschitz constant over the iteration, and the left column the learned
function. The x-axis of the right pictures represents the iteration number.

(a) FashionMNIST vs MNIST (b) FashionMNIST vs NotMNIST

Figure 26: ROC between full size FashionMNIST vs MNIST (left) and FashionMNIST vs NotMNIST (right).

H Experimental Setups

In this appendix, we provide further experimental details, including values of hyper-parameter, specific composition
of used architectures and optimization schemes, which were omitted in the main text as a concern of clarity. All
experiments were executed with Pytorch.
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(a) Deep ensemble (b) DUQ no reg.

(c) DUQ (d) DUQ+BLNN

Figure 22: Uncertainty estimation with the two moons data set. Left figure is with a simple neural network without any
constraints, and the right is with our model constraining bi-Lipschitzness.

Figure 23: Uncertainty quantification of two moons dataset with DUQ+BLNN with a high α. α = 5.0 and β = 3.0.
We do not show the points so that the highly certain area is visible.

H.1 Algorithms for LFT

H.1.1 Influence of Approximate Optimization on Bi-Lipschitz Constants: Experiments

In this experiment, we were interested in the evolution of the bi-Lipschitz constants under different optimization
schemes.

Corresponding Figures and Tables Figures 7 and 8.

Data We generated 5000 2-dimensional points uniformly sampled at random in the interval [−1, 9]× [−1, 9].

Architecture Our BLNN was created with β = 10. The value of α does not matter since we focused on the output of
the optimization process which occurs before adding the regularization term α/2∥x∥2. We used the softplus function as
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(a) DUQ+(0, 4)-BLNN (b) DUQ+(1, 4)-BLNN

(c) DUQ+(2, 4)-BLNN

Figure 24: Uncertainty quantification of two moons dataset with DUQ+BLNN with different α.

Hidden Dimension Number of Layers
Ours 10 2

Table 8: General details on the architectures of Figures 7 and 8.

the activation function. See Table 8 for further details on the architecture. The effective Lipschitz and inverse Lipschitz
constants were estimated by a simple sampling with sample size 5000 chosen from the data.

Optimization Schemes We used several optimization schemes, namely, steepest gradient descent (GD), Nesterov’s ac-
celerated gradient (AGD) (Nesterov, 1983), Adagrad (Duchi et al., 2011), RMSprop (Hinton et al., 2012), Adam (Kingma
and Ba, 2015) and the Newton method For Adagrad, RMSprop and Adam, all parameters were set as default except the
learning rate.

H.1.2 On the Choice of the Initial Point

In this experiment, we were interested in the influence of the initial point on the convergence speed of the Legendre-
Fenchel transformation. We used as a starting point either the final point of the previous epoch for each training data
or the point (1, . . . , 1)⊤ independently of the history. This experiment was run with the architecture explained in
Subsection H.3.2.

Corresponding Figures and Tables Figure 9.

H.2 Bi-Lipschitz Control

H.2.1 Simple Estimation of Bi-Lipschitz Constants at Initialization

In this experiment, we were interested in verifying in more detail whether an (α, β)-BLNN respects the pre-defined
bounds of bi-Lipschitzness, namely, α and α + β. We used GD for the computation of the Legendre-Fenchel
transformation since it showed good performance and practical usefulness in the previous sections.
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Hidden Dimension Number of Layers Size of Model
SN 45 4 4.3K

AOL 45 4 4.3K
Orthogonal 45 4 4.3K

SLL 45 2 4.2K
Sandwich 65 2 4.5K

Ours 64 2 4.3K
Table 9: General details on the architectures of Table 4 and Figure 15.

Corresponding Figures and Tables Figures 10, 11, 12, 13 and 14.

Data We randomly created 200 2-dimensional points, and estimated the effective bi-Lipschitz constants with them.

Architecture For a fixed activation function (ReLU or softplus) and number of hidden layers (3 or 10), we created
100 architectures with different α and β. α was set to 4 for all 100 models, and β as 0.05 + 99.95/100i where
i ∈ {0, . . . , 99}. The value of the hidden dimension was set to 10.

H.2.2 Tightness of the Bounds: Underestimation Case

In this experiment, we were interested in the tightness of the Lipschitz bound provided by each framework. The
experiment was inspired from Figure 3 of Wang and Manchester (2023). Codes were also imported and modified from
their github 3.

Corresponding Figures and Tables Tables 1 and 4 and Figures 2 and 15.

Data We created 300 training points (x, f(x)), where x was sampled at random in the interval [−2, 2]. The test
dataset consisted of 2000 points, with x in the interval [−1, 1].

Optimization Based on Wang and Manchester (2023), we used the Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 0.01, and
other parameters were set as default. The objective function was the mean squared error.

Architecture In addition to our model, we used five layer-wise Lipschitz architectures, namely, spectral normaliza-
tion (Miyato et al., 2018), AOL (Prach and Lampert, 2022), Orthogonal (Trockman and Kolter, 2021), SLL (Araujo et al.,
2023), Sandwich (Wang and Manchester, 2023) and LMN (Nolte et al., 2023). See Appendix A for the mathematical
formulation of each approach. Each layer was designed to be 1-Lipschitz, and we employed ReLU as activation function
for all of them, including ours, except that for LMN. Since the Lipschitz constant of the overall network is 1, we
included a scaling factor before the first layer which multiplies the input by L. As a result, we obtain L-Lipschitz neural
networks. In the experiments, L was set to 2, 5, 10 and 50. For our model, L corresponds to α + β. We set α = 1
and changed β accordingly. See Table 9 for further details on the architecture. The effective Lipschitz constant was
estimated by a simple sampling with sample size 1000 within the range [−1, 1].

H.2.3 Flexibility of the Model: Overestimation Case

In this experiment, we were interested in the influence of the overestimation of the Lipschitz constant when building the
model. The dataset, architecture and optimization scheme were mostly the same as H.2.2. We just changed the function
to be fitted to a linear one with slope 1 and 50. The architectures were designed to have a Lipschitz bound L of 50, 100
or 1000.

Corresponding Figures and Tables Figures 3, 16, 17, 18, 19.

H.2.4 Summary of the Two Previous Experiments

In this experiment, we were interested in the relation between the imposed Lipschitz upper bound and the loss function
when learning the function y = 50x. The dataset, architecture and optimization scheme were mostly the same as the
previous section. We just changed the activation function of the BLNN from ReLU to softplus. We also reported the
first time when the loss reached a value below 0.50.

3https://github.com/acfr/LBDN
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Hidden
Dimension

Num. of
Layers Output Dim. Centroid

Size
Num. of

Parameters
DUQ 40 3 40 10 4.2K

DUQ no reg. 40 3 40 10 4.2K
DUQ+BLNN 20 2/2 40 10 3.4K

Deep Ensembles 20 4 2 - 0.9K × 5
Table 10: General details on the architectures of Figure 22.“reg.” stands for regularization.

Corresponding Figures and Tables Figures 1 and 20.

H.2.5 Better Control for Annealing

In this experiment, we were interested in the behavior of our model under an annealing scheme. The dataset, architecture
and optimization scheme were mostly the same as H.2.2. We just changed the function to be fitted to y = ex. Moreover,
we set α = 0 for our model. The training was executed for 200 epochs.

Corresponding Figures and Tables Figure 21

Annealing We employed a simple annealing scheme. We started with a Lipschitz constant of γ = 2. For the Sandwich
model, it is the scaling factor at the input, and for ours, it is α + β = β since α = 0. We estimated the Lipschitz
constant at each iteration, and if the effective Lipschitzness was close to the imposed one, i.e., γ, with an accuracy of
0.05, we relaxed the condition by multiplying γ by 1.5. This update was executed every five epochs, if the condition
was satisfied, in order to provide to the model the time to learn a new appropriate representation.

H.3 Uncertainty Estimation

In this chapter, the experiments were inspired from Figure 3 of Van Amersfoort et al. (2020). Codes were also imported
and modified from their github. 4

H.3.1 Two Moons

In this experiment, we were interested in the uncertainty estimation when learning the two moons dataset. We compared
the performance of our model with other existing models.

Corresponding Figures and Tables Figures 4, 22, 23, 24 and Table 5.

Data The two moon dataset was generated using the sklearn toolkit with a noise of 0.1. We used 1500 points for
training and 200 for tests. Batch size was 64.

Optimization We used SGD with a learning rate of 0.01, momentum of 0.9 and weight decay of 10−4. We used the
binary cross entropy as a loss function.

Architecture We used four models, namely, a deep ensemble method (Lakshminarayanan et al., 2017), the original
DUQ, DUQ with no regularization and DUQ with our method (DUQ+BLNN). The latter means that we used the DUQ
framework but we deleted the gradient penalty of the loss function and directly replaced the vanilla neural network with
our BLNN. We used the softplus function for all architectures. See Table 10 for further details on the architecture. As
for our model, the best values of α and β were found through a grid search: α = 2 and β = 4. Results with other α and
β are shown in Table 5.

H.3.2 Fashion-MNIST (downsampled)

In this experiment, we were interested in applying BLNN to the task of out-of-distribution detection of FashionMNIST
vs MNIST and FASHIONMNIST vs NotMNIST datasets, and comparing its performance with existing models. This is
a downsampled version of the next experiment.

Corresponding Figures and Tables Tables 2, 6 and Figure 25.
4https://github.com/y0ast/deterministic-uncertainty-quantification
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Hidden
Dimension

Num. of
Layers Output Dim. Centroid Size Num. of

Parameters
DUQ 49 3 256 100 280.9K

DUQ+BLNN 40 3/1 256 100 293.7K
Table 11: General details on the architectures of Table 6 and Figure 25. For DUQ+BLNN, since the input and output
dimensions were not equal we used the architecture explained in Extension 1 of Appendix F. While these two parts
share almost the same structure, we clarify the differences by the following notation ”info. of first BLNN/info. of
second BLNN”.

Hidden
Dimensions

Num. of
Layers Output Dim. Centroid Size Num. of

Parameters
DUQ 196/49 3 256 100 432.3K

DUQ+BLNN 150 3 50 100 449.2K
Table 12: General details on the architectures of Table 7 and Figure 26.

Data The FashionMNIST dataset was generated using the torchvision toolkit, with 60000 training data and 2000 test
data. Batch size was set to 128. The dataset was downsamlped by a pooling data from 28× 28 to 14× 14.

Optimization We used SGD with a learning rate of 0.05, momentum of 0.9 and weight decay of 10−4. We used the
binary cross entropy as a loss function.

Architecture We compared two models DUQ and DUQ with our method (DUQ+BLNN). The latter means that we
used the DUQ framework but we deleted the gradient penalty of the loss function and directly replaced the vanilla
neural network with our BLNN. We used the softplus function for DUQ+ours and ReLU for the other architectures.
See Table 11 for further details on the architecture. As for our model, the best values of α and β were found through a
grid search: α = 0.2 and β = 0.4. For both models, data was down-sampled by a max-pooling layer from 28× 28 to
14× 14.

H.3.3 Fashion-MNIST (full size)

In this experiment, we were interested in applying BLNN to the task of out-of-distribution detection of FashionMNIST
vs MNIST and FASHIONMNIST vs NotMNIST datasets, and comparing its performance with existing models. This is
the full size version of the previous experiment.

Corresponding Figures and Tables Table 7 and Figure 26.

Data The FashionMNIST dataset was generated using the torchvision toolkit, with 60000 training data and 2000 test
data. Batch size was set to 128. We used the original size of the dataset, namely 28× 28.

Optimization We used SGD with a learning rate of 0.05, momentum of 0.9 and weight decay of 10−4. We used the
binary cross entropy as a loss function.

Architecture We compared two models DUQ and DUQ with our method (DUQ+BLNN). The latter means that we
used the DUQ framework but we deleted the gradient penalty of the loss function and directly replaced the vanilla
neural network with our BLNN. We used the softplus function for DUQ+ours and ReLU for the other architectures.
See Table 12 for further details on the architecture. As for our model, the best values of α and β were found through a
grid search: α = 0.0 and β = 3.0. Particularly, we only used one BLNN in this experiment compared to the previous
one, and projected it to a smaller sub-space of size 50 by a diagonal rectangular matrix with all components set to 1.

H.4 Partially Monotone Settings

In this experiment, we were interested in applying PBLNN to several tasks where data exhibited monotone behaviors
with respect to some variables.

Corresponding Figures and Tables Table 3.
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Data COMPAS (Angwin et al., 2016) is a classification task with 13 features, where 4 of them have monotone
inductive bias. It is important to highlight that this dataset is known to be racially biased (Angwin et al., 2016).
HeartDisease (Janosi et al., 1988) is also a classification task with 13 features, including 2 with monotone inductive
bias. AutoMPG (Quinlan, 1993) contains 7 features where 2 of them shows monotone inductive bias. CIFAR101 is an
augmented dataset used by Nolte et al. (2023).

Optimization We used the same training scheme as Nolte et al. (2023).

Architecture We compared our model, the PBLNN, with that of Nolte et al. (2023). As for the former, we constructed
the PBLNN based on the inductive bias. For COMPAS, HeartDisease and AutoMPG, we took as the final output the
average of the output of the PBLNN. For CIFAR101, we used 101 PBLNNs with respect to the last variable. See the
codes for further details.
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