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Abstract

Deep residual networks (ResNets) have demonstrated outstanding success in computer
vision tasks, attributed to their ability to maintain gradient flow through deep architec-
tures. Simultaneously, controlling the Lipschitz constant in neural networks has emerged
as an essential area of research to enhance adversarial robustness and network certifiabil-
ity. This paper presents a rigorous approach to the general design of L-Lipschitz deep
residual networks using a Linear Matrix Inequality (LMI) framework. Initially, the ResNet
architecture was reformulated as a cyclic tridiagonal LMI, and closed-form constraints on
network parameters were derived to ensure L-Lipschitz continuity; however, using a new
LDLT decomposition approach for certifying LMI feasibility, we extend the construction
of L-Lipchitz networks to any other nonlinear architecture. Our contributions include a
provable parameterization methodology for constructing Lipschitz-constrained residual net-
works and other hierarchical architectures. Cholesky decomposition is also used for efficient
parameterization. These findings enable robust network designs applicable to adversarial
robustness, certified training, and control systems. The LDLT formulation is shown to be
a tight relaxation of the SDP-based network, maintaining full expressiveness and achieving
3%-13% accuracy gains over SLL Layers on 121 UCI data sets.
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1 Introduction

The robustness of deep neural networks (DNNs) is a critical challenge, particularly in safety-
sensitive domains where small adversarial perturbations can lead to dangerous outcomes,
such as the misclassification of important objects. One approach to address this issue is
by enforcing Lipschitz constraints on the network architectures. These constraints ensure
that small changes in the input do not significantly alter the output. This property is
vital for certifying robustness against adversarial attacks, which involve introducing slight
noise to modify the expected classification output result (Inkawhich et al., 2019; Goodfellow
et al., 2014). The Lipschitz constant is a key measure to bound the network’s sensitivity to
input perturbations. Specifically, a £-Lipschitz network can be theoretically guaranteed to
remain stable within a defined “stability sphere” around each input, making it resistant to
adversarial attacks up to a certain magnitude (Tsuzuku et al., 2018).

To achieve this, several methods have been proposed to enforce Lipschitz constraints
on neural networks, including spectral normalization (Miyato et al., 2018; Bartlett et al.,
2017), orthogonal parameterization (Prach and Lampert, 2022), and more recent approaches
such as Convex Potential Layers (CPL) and Almost-Orthogonal Layers (AOL) (Meunier
et al., 2022; Prach and Lampert, 2022). Previous works have been formulated under a
unifying semidefinite programming architecture that imposes constraints on the networks
as LMIs (Araujo et al., 2023). From the SDP programming architecture, the SDP-based
Lipchitz layers (SLL) from Araujo et al. (2023) and most recently the Sandwich layers (Wang
and Manchester, 2023), monotone Deep Equilibrium Models (DEQ) (MonDEQ) (Winston
and Zico Kolter, 2020), and Lipschitz-bounded equilibrium models (LBEN) (Havens et al.,
2023) have emerged. Havens et al. (2023) further shows how various Lipschitz structures
(CPL, SLL, AOL, and Sandwich) interact in the DEQ setting. Our LDLT construction
could yield additional structures that DEQs can exploit, generalizing the methodology.
However, ensuring Lipschitz constraints in deep architectures, particularly residual networks
(ResNets), presents unique challenges due to their recursive structure. While prior work has
made strides in constraining individual layers (Araujo et al., 2023; Meunier et al., 2021a)
and in developing a unifying semidefinite programming approach, the generalized deep
residual network formulation presents issues due to the pseudo-tri-diagonal structure of the
LMI it imposes. Our formulation can be viewed as an extension of the unified SDP-based
perspective of Araujo et al. (2023) to deep residual modules and multi-layered sub-systems,
using block LDLT factorization of the resulting LMI.

Furthermore, multi-layered general Feedforward Neural Networks (FNN) have been
shown to generate block tri-diagonal matrix LMI formulations (Xu and Sivaranjani, 2024;
Wang and Manchester, 2023) due to their inherent network structure, which, in contrast
to the residual formulation, yield explicit solutions (Sandryhaila and Moura, 2013; Agarwal
et al., 2019). However, due to the residual network’s off-diagonal structure, applying the ex-
act eigenvalue computation directly is not feasible, making the solution process significantly
more complex.

Previous work has also demonstrated an iterative approach by using projected gradient
descent or a regularization term on the estimated Lipschitz constant to enforce a constraint
on the Lipschitz constant (Gouk et al., 2021; Aziznejad et al., 2020; Bear et al., 2024). While
this guarantees an iterative enforcement of the Lipschitz constraint, it does not ensure a
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theoretical Lipschitz guarantee across the entire network until this convergence. However,
the advantage of this technique is its generalizability, which allows for the usage of more
general network structures.

1.1 Contributions

This paper introduces the formulation of deep residual networks as Linear Matrix Inequal-
ities (LMI). It derives closed-form constraints on network parameters to ensure theoretical
L-Lipschitz constraints. The LMI was structured as a tri-diagonal matrix with off-diagonal
components, which inherently complicates the derivation of closed-form eigenvalue compu-
tations.

Moreover, while Araujo et al. (2023)’s work generates a closed-form solution for a resid-
ual network, it is limited to considering a single inner layer. In contrast, this paper presents
a more general formulation that accommodates a more expressive inner-layer system within
the residual network, offering greater flexibility and broader applicability.

This method decomposes the LMI system into an LDLT formulation and restricts the
diagonal matrix D to be strictly positive definite. Formally, we show in Sections 3.1 to 3.3
that for fixed architecture and Lipschitz constant £, the feasible set of LDL T-parameterized
weights coincides with the feasible set of the SDP problem from Fazlyab et al. (2019b),
restricted to general hierarchical neural network architectures. It is illustrated specifically
in this paper for the cyclic block-tri-diagonal LMI (up to measure-zero degeneracies). This
implies that our parameterization is a tight reparameterization of the SDP-based bound in
the sense of Wang and Manchester (2023); Araujo et al. (2023), rather than formulating the
network as a composition of 1-Lipschitz layers. This allows the system to be viewed as an
end-to-end parameterization and generalizes the architectures of the 1-Lipchitz formulation
from Fazlyab et al. (2019b); Araujo et al. (2023); Wang and Manchester (2023). Providing
a standard decomposition methodology for any compositional or hierarchical non-linear
system.

Efficient computation optimizations were derived for the LDLT parameterization by
converting the square root of the matrix operation, which is extremely expensive for large-
dimensional matrices, into Cholesky decomposed triangular matrices.

Empirical comparisons with the current state of the art are provided on tabular classi-
fication benchmarks, 121 curated UCI data sets, with certified accuracies at different levels
across algorithms statistically compared.

2 LMI Formulation

Following the work of Araujo et al. (2023), who formulated a Lipschitz neural network as
a constrained LMI problem to construct a residual network, limitations in their approach
were identified. Specifically, their formulation yielded a single-layer residual network, which
is inherently less expressive than the generalized deep-layered residual network popularized
by architectures such as ResNet and its variants (He et al., 2015b; Szegedy et al., 2016;
Zagoruyko and Komodakis, 2016; Hu et al., 2017; Xie et al., 2016). These deeper networks
perform better because the multiple inner layers within the modules enable more complex
latent-space transformations, thereby increasing the network’s expressiveness. This research
focuses on establishing constraints for the inner layers to maintain the £-Lipschitz condition
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while maximizing the expressiveness of the residual network for larger inner layers. As such,
the inner layers of the residual network were represented as a recursive system of linear
equations:

Tpy1 = ApTr + Brwg pn,
Vgn = ank,nfl + b,

Wk = On(Vkn),

g1 = Croy + by,

wi1 = 01(Vg,1)-

Where each of the layer parameters were defined as C; € R4*%-1 b € R% forl € {1,--- ,n}.
When n = 1, the formulation reduces to the one presented in Araujo et al. (2023), rendering
it redundant in its derivation. The goal of the LMI was to maintain the Lipschitz constraint
formulated as ||z}, | — zpi1 || < Ll|z), — |-

Given that this system could be represented as a large recursive system, it was possible
to split all the constraints of the inner layers as a set of LMI conditions similar to Araujo
et al. (2023); Xu and Sivaranjani (2024); Fazlyab et al. (2019a).

We only require that each non-linear function, in this case the activation functions,
satisfy a pointwise slope restriction, which can be encoded via incremental quadratic con-
straints (IQC) as in Xu and Sivaranjani (2024); Araujo et al. (2023); Lessard et al. (2015);
Fazlyab et al. (2019b); Megretski and Rantzer (1997). Strong convexity is not required; in
particular, ReLU and leaky ReLU fit in this framework with m; = 0 and L; = 1. The full
parameterization of available activation functions can be found in Appendix A. The IQC is
defined as:

[ v — V), ]T [ —2L;miA;  (my + Ly)A; v — V),
(

<0
Wy — Why m; + L;) A —2A; wy; — wk,i:| -

where A,, must be a positive definite diagonal matrix. Given that vy — v}, = Cp(wgp—1 —
wfﬁnfl) the inequality thus becomes the following quadratic constraints, where Awy,; was
defined as Awy; = w) ; — wy;, Vi € {1,2,...,n},

[oi (Awk,i_l)r [(—2LimiAi (m¢+Li)Ai] [c@- (Awyi_1)

< 0.
Awk,i m; + Li)AZ‘ —2A; Awk,i :| =0

The following LMI could be formulated as the summation in Equation (1).

_ - _ T
T — 17| Ao O Ta. O, i T —
E— Lk . . L Tk
/ M N /
Wy 1 — Wk,1 - Oay + 0q, Wy 1 — Wk,1
/ . . . . !
We,2 — Wk,2 c | [Af Ay — LT Al By D W o = Wk2 N
. T T .
: B, Ay B, By, :
/ ° N N . ,
Wg -1~ Wkn-1 . . Wk n—1 — Wk,n—1
wh, —w 04 04 : W —w
L k,n k,n n—1 n—1 L k,n kn
L 04, Ia,] L 04, Ig,]
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- - T - -
xh — Tp x) — Tg
/ ’
W1 — Wk, W1 — Wk,1
n r_ T [
Z Wy o — Wk,2 ET ;0 —2Lym A (ml + Ll)Al 0 B Wy o0 — Wk,2 <0
— 10T (my + LA —2A; oIl -7
’ ’
Wg -1~ Wkn-1 Wi p—1 — Wkn-1
! /
L Wi — Wkn | L Wgn — Wkn
(1)
where,

Y

l P .

1. ifj—D =

D= di B : {0, 1}@H-0xDn and (Bl =4 0 T
= 0, else

moreover, 7 and j represented the row and column indices, respectively. The E; matrix
represented a “selection” vector to ensure that the proper variables were used for the pa-
rameterization, which gave the following LMI in Equation (2).

[ATA - £2T —20,m O A\Cy (Ly+my)C{A; 0 0 0 ATB |
(L1 + ml)Alc’l _2L2m2C;AQCQ —2A1 7. 0 0 0
0 - e 0 0 <0
0 0 0
0 0 0 . —2L,m,CTACp —2M, 1 (L +my)CTA,
i BTA 0 00 (Ln + mn)AnCh BTB—2A, |

(2)
We seek a parameterization of A, {A1, -+ ,A,},{C1, -+ ,Cy}, and B that ensures the LMI
was indeed negative semidefinite to satisfy the Lipschitz constraint where ideally {Cy,--- ,Cy}
would be as unconstrained as possible to ensure expressive inner layers. From the LMI, it
was discovered that explicitly deriving the network’s constraint based on its eigenvalues
proved to be an exceptionally intricate task.

3 LDL Decomposition

The sparse block structure of the LMI allows the exploration of potential decompositions
that would lend to a more straightforward solution. Given that we know that Equation
(2) should be constructed as a positive semidefinite symmetric matrix, we can thus find a
decomposition that would allow for a nice block structure, which would make it feasible to
bound the eigenvalue signs quickly. Such a candidate is the Cholesky LDLT decomposition,
also known as the real square-root-free Cholesky decomposition.

Theorem 1 Given a real symmetric positive-definite matriz, the factorization may be writ-
ten as

A=LDL",

where L is a lower unit triangular (unitrangular) matriz, and D is a (block) diagonal matriz.
If A is positive definite, then D will also be positive definite (Watkins, 2002). Where the
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following recursive relations apply for the entries of D and L:

7j—1
Dj = Aj; - > LyDyL}, (LD1)
k=1
j—1
Lij = (Aij - ZLikaLka> D, fori > j. (LD2)
k=1

An advantage of the LDL" decomposition over the traditional Cholesky decomposition,
which Wang and Manchester (2023) alluded to, is the absence of the need to compute the
square root of components. This simplification facilitates the computation and derivation of
the necessary components for this system and enables a more straightforward formulation
for the block variant form. Given this block factorization, we can examine the current
LMI in Equation (2), and decompose each of its elements. However, since the current LMI
assumes negative semidefiniteness, we must ensure that we reverse the sign of the matrix
as M <0< —M > 0.

For our application, given that we only need the system’s positive definiteness to be
enforced, it is only necessary to constrain all the D, such that D; > 0 for all i € N.

3.1 Block Decompositions
The LMI is defined as a block matrix of (n + 1) x (n + 1) blocks,
Lemma 2 The result of D1 is equal to the symmetric matrizx,

Dy = LT +201m O] A1Cy — AT A,

additionally,
Lemma 3 The result of Dj for j € {2,--- ,n} is equal to the symmetric matriz,
Dj :2ijjC]TAjCj + 2Aj — (Lj—l + mj_l)zAj_le_le_lejT_lAj_l, (3)

where the triangular terms are represented as,

Lemma 4 The block triangular terms of L;; for j = {1,--- ,n — 1}, where Lj; = I, are
the following,

Lj11); = —(Lj +mj)A;C; Dy, (4)
Lji2); =0,

L,; =0,
L1y, = —J;D; ", (5)
where we define J; as the following:

7—1

H (Lk + mk)

k=1

j—1
[1 D Ci A
k=1

Jj= BT A

T; r;
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Lemma 5 The last triangular off diagonal component not explicitly stated is Ly 1), which
1s defined as,

L1y = —JnDyt = (Ly +mp)AnCp D
Finally the last block for the decomposition D, is defined as such,
Lemma 6 The symmetric block diagonal Dy is of the form,
n
D1 =2A, —B'B—BTA |Y Y;D;'T] | ATB — (Lyn + ma)*AnCnD;, ' C,f Ay,
j=1

Proof Let M denote the symmetric matrix appearing in (2) (annotated as M), which we

negate to achieve the positive definite constraint, M = —M. Thus the block entries of M
(indexed 1,...,n 4 1) are the negated blocks of (2). We seek an LDL factorization

M=LDL",

where L is block unit lower-triangular (L;; = I) and D = diag(D;,...,Dy41) is block
diagonal. We prove by induction on j that the block diagonal factors D; and the nonzero
sub-diagonal blocks L;; satisfy the formulas given in Lemmas 2—6.

Base case (j = 1). We start by recalling the standard recursive relations from Theorem
1. Applying (LD1) returns,

D = M.
where Mj; from (2) outputs,
D, = ,CzI-f- 2L1m1C’IA101 - ATA,

which matches Lemma 2.
For the first column of L-blocks, we use (LD2) with j = 1 from which we obtain that,

Loy = Mngl_l.
Since Ma; = —(L1 + mq1)A1C1, we have
L21 = —(Ll + ml)Alchl_l,

which is the stated formula for L), from (4). For i = {3,...,n} the matrix M;; = 0,
thus Lj; = 0. Finally M, 1)1 = —BTA, so

L(,41)1 = —BTAD{ .

Defining the empty products, Y := 1 and I'y := I, we note J; = T{BTAI'y = BT A, so
Ly, = —J1D1_1 as claimed in (5). This completes the base case.
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Inductive hypothesis. Fix j with 1 < j < n. Assume for all £ with 1 < k < j the
diagonal blocks Dy, and the nonzero sub-diagonal blocks L;i, (for ¢ > k) satisfy the Lemmas
2—6: We will prove the same pattern holds at index j + 1 (for j+1 <n+1).

Inductive step: diagonal block D;; for 1 < j <n. Apply (LD1) with index j + 1:
J
D= M0 =Y LjpxDiLj g,
k=1
From (2) we read

Mj+1,j+1 = 2Lj+1mj+10 +1A +1C 41+ 2A

Due to the sparsity of M and the inductive hypothesis, the only nonzero Lj;; with
1<k<jisLjj1;=—(L;+ m]-)AjCij*l. Which reduces the system to,

Lj1iD;L 5 = (Lj +m;)°A;CD7 I C A,
Thus,
D1 =2Lj1miCliyAj11Ciit + 20541 — (L +m;)°A;C;D I CT A,

which matches Lemma 3 (with index shift j — j + 1).
Inductive step: sub-diagonal blocks in column j + 1. Use (LD2):

J
Lij1= (Mij1— Y LyDyLj,, ,)Di}l,  i>j+1
k=1

For i = {j+3,...,n} we have M; j;1 = 0 and by the inductive hypothesis L;;, = 0 for all
k < j; hence the internal components vanishes and L; j41 =0 for i = {j +3,...,n}.
For the last row ¢ = n 4+ 1 we calculate,

J
Lint1) j1= ( (i3~ Y Dk DrLy, ’“)Dﬂjl
k=1

By the inductive hypothesis L, 1) = —Jlegl for £ < j, and the only nonzero L;
with k <jis Lj;q1,; = —(L; + mj)AjC’ij_l. Therefore, the summation reduces,
_ I\ T
L(ns1) iDL}y = (=J;D; ") Dj(—(Lj +m;)A;C;D; )
= JjD{l(Lj + m])AJC]TA]
Substituting M, 1) j+1 from (2),
Lint1y,j+1= JJ+1D j+1

which is exactly the formula claimed in (5).
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The immediate sub-diagonal L(;, 1) ; is obtained directly from (LD2) at step j:
Lijs1),j = M(ji) ;D5 = —(Lj +m;)A;C;D;

Final diagonal block D, ;. Applying (LD1) at j = n + 1 returns:

n
-
D1 = Mpt1n1 — Z L1 xDiLy -
k=1

From (2) we have My 41 541 = 27, — BT B and using the inductive results from above, we
derive that,

Lyp=-JD;" (k=1,...,n—1),
Ln—i—l,n - _Janl - (Ln + mn)AnCnDrjlv

and telescoping the summation, while canceling D, with D,;l, produces the closed form,

Dyy1 =2Ay = BB = Ly DL, 1y = LngneDaLjy 1y — - — Lingyn DLy 1y,

=2A, — B'B— [ Y J;D;'J] + (Ln + mn)*AnCn D, ' CI A |
j=1

=27, - B'B—BTA |Y T;D;'T] | ATB — (L + my)*AnCr D, 'C] Ay,
j=1
Dyi1=2A, —B'B-B'A [Z T?Fij_leT]ATB (Lo +mn)2AnCDIICT A,
j=1
This matches the final Lemma 6.

Conclusion. We have shown the base case, where j = 1, and proved by induction that
if the asserted formulas are valid up to index j then they must hold at index j + 1. By

induction, the formulas for Dy, Dj, for j = {2,...,n}, Dy11, and for the nonzero block-
sub-diagonal entries of L hold for all the necessary indices. This thus completes the proof.
|

Given the new structure, we can see the sparsity of the system decomposition resulting in
the initial sparsity of the general LMI with L 9y; = --+ = Ly; = 0, which significantly
reduces the diagonal components’ complexities to constrain each of the parameters in the
system.

The following properties are demonstrated empirically with the unit triangular matrix
L structure in Figure 1a and the block diagonal matrix D illustrated in Figure 1b.

3.2 Constraints

Given Table 7 in Appendix A, the majority (56%) of the activation function have the
property that P = 0 and S = 1, for the continuation of this derivation we will assume that
L; =1 and m; = 0, which thus generates the following symmetric block diagonals,

D, =T A" A,
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Unit lower triangular L Matrix Block diagonal matrix D

-0.25

-0.50

-0.75

-1.00

-1.25

-1.50

-175

(a) Unit lower—triangular factor L (unitri- (b)  Block—diagonal factor D =
angular), showing the sparsity pattern im- diag(Dy,...,Dp4+1), where each block
plied by the LDL" block factorization of matches the closed forms in Lemmas 2-6

the negated LMI M = —M; in particular, and satisfies D; > 0 under the imposed
L(j_;,_g)j =.--=Ly;=0and L;; =1. constraints.

Figure 1: Structure of the factors in the block LDLT decomposition used to certify positive
semidefiniteness of the LMI. Visualizations are generated from a randomly ini-
tialized LDLT network with input Joutput dimension 4 and hidden layer widths
[32, 64, 256, 256].

Dj = 2Aj — Aj,le,le_le]T_lAj,l, Vj S {2, S ,n},
n
D1 =2A, —B' [T+ A | I';D;'T/ | AT | B—A,C.D,'C,) Ay,
j=1

for which, the following conditions are imposed on the matrices D; = 0,Vi € {1,--- ,n+1}
by finding the parameterization of A, B,{C}, A;}j=1., such that the desired constraints are
satisfied.

Lemma 7 The matriz A needs to be constrained such that,
[Al2 < £,
Proof Beginning with the first block,
Dy =LT—-ATA 0.
which can thus be manipulated such that,

ATA < LT, (6)

10
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Given that || M || represents the spectral norm, defined || M |2 = \/Amax(M T M), we have,

Amax(ATA) < £2,
Amax(ATA) < L,

[All2 < L.
|
Based on the intermediary block D; for j € {2,n} we have that,
Lemma 8 The matrices {Cj,Aj}j—1.n—1 need to be constrained such that,
_1
HC]DJQ S\/iv Vje{lv"'ﬂlil}v
2
with {A]’}jzlmfl =1
Proof Starting with the intermediary block definition for j € {2,n},
—1 AT
Dj = 2Aj — Aj,le,le_le_lAj,l >~ 0,
we thus get the requirement that,
Aj,le,lD;_lleT_lqu = 2Aja
where a simple solution can be derived if A;_y =1,
Cj1Dj1Cly =21 (7)

_1 _1
(Cj—le_21> <DJ_210]T1> = 2I7

where by the same argument in the proof 3.2, the spectral norm is thus constructed. We
can take the inverse square root of D;j_1, as we know by induction that D;_; > 0, which
means that D;_ll > 0, which then means that there exists a square root of the matrix. H

The last two constraints that need to be obtained are the parameters {Cy,,A,} and B,
which can both be obtained through the last block D, 1,

Lemma 9 The matrixz C, has to be constrained such that,

_1
o

<V?2,
2

where A, = I and B needs to be constrained such that,

H (1+ AEAT>1/2 BH2 < \/IlT - c.p T,

11
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Proof Starting with the last block D,,11’s definition,

n
D1 =20, - BT [I1+ A |3 1;D;'T] | AT | B - A,C.D;'CA,,
j=1

we set A, = I resulting in,

n
D, =2I1-B' (I+A|> T;,D;'T]| A" | B-C,D,'C,,

j=1
we know by definition that all previous D; = 0 for j € {1,--- ,n} based on the constraints
defined in the lemmas above, as such Dj_1 = 0for je€{l,---,n}, which in turn means that

[;D;'T] = 0. and thus, © =37 T;D;'T] = 0. Thus,
BT (I + AzAT) B=<2I-C,D;'CT.

Given that BT (I + AEAT) B > 0 this means that we need that 21 — C’nDTZICJ > 0 to
provide a valid solution. As such

oI — C,D;'C! =0, (8)

which is symmetric and diagonalizable, which returns the constraints that

_1
o

< V2, (9)
2

which results in

BT (I + AZAT) B=2I-C,D;'CT, (10)

1

[BT (I+A2AT)_2] [<I+A2AT>_§B} < M,

< VM.

HBT (I n AZAT)1/2
2

Theorem 10 The spectral norm is invariant to the transpose, ||AT Alla = ||AAT ||z = || Al|2.

thus, applying it to the constraint yields the final constraint. |

The parameterization of B can further be tightened in the following manner,

Lemma 11 For the matriz B and the positive definite symmetric matrices C' and D, the
constraint

B'CB =< D,
can be constrained as,

_1 T 11
B=C 2WB(aBI+WBWB) 2Dz,

12
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Proof
BTCB =Dz (apl + WiWg) 2 WEC 20C :Wg(apl + WAWg) 2Dz,
=D2(apl + WEWg) 2 Wi Wg(agl + W Ws) 2D3,
<D3ID? < D. (11)
|
this means that the most accurate constraint for the system,
T —1/2 T 1 1 ~T %
B= (I+A2A ) Wa(apl + WEWg)~3 (2I—CnD; cn) . (12)

3.3 Variable Parameterization

Now that each variable has constraints imposed on it, it is necessary to find a parameteri-
zation for each variable to ensure that each constraint is satisfied.

Lemma 12 If a matriz is parameterized as,
M=W(al+WTW) 2,

for any W e RI™M) " gnd ~ o > 0 (can be parameterized using v = €7,7 € R). Then
[M]|2 <~

Proof Given the matrix M parameterized as stated above,

D=

MTM =7l + W W) 2 W W (al + W W)™z,
= ~2(a + A)"2A(al + A)2,
where A = WTW > 0. Since A is a positive definitive matrix there exists an orthogonal

matrix Q (Q'Q = I) and a diagonal matrix A = diag(u1,--- , ptn) with p; > 0 such that
A=QAQ",

MTM =~2(al + A)"2A(al + A)"2,

1

—2Q(aI + M) 2QT(QAQT)Q(aI + A)2QT,
=2Q(al + A)"2A(al + A)"2QT,

2.1: H1 Hn T
= dia, I ,

ve g<a+ﬂl 04+,U'n>Q

where ailuz < 1. As such | M]3 = max; aﬁfm Since the largest 1; is pimax = ||W]|3.
In turn:

w3

M2:2Nmax:2” 2_
w
I8l =y 2 <,
a+ Wl

13
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Based on the parameterization in Lemma 12, the parameterization of A is derived as,

A= LWa(oaal + WIW4)"2, (PA)
where W4 € RI™A  which guarantees the condition imposed in Lemma 7. Similarly,
{C}}j=1:n are constructed as,

1
Cj = VaW,(oy I + W] W;)"2D2, Vje{l,---,n}, (PC)
where W; € RYmC 5 ¢ {1,.-- n} which also satisfies the constraints constructed in
Lemma 8 and 9. The final parameter B can be parameterized as,

-1/2 1
B= <I+A2AT> Wg(apl + WEWg)~2 (2I—CnD;10nT)2, (13)

where Wg € RY™ B which guarantees the conditions in Lemma 9. The recursive dependence
on D, necessitates an eigen-decomposition of the matrix D, to compute the matrix square
root. Both of these points will be addressed in Section 4.1. This parameterization is closely
related to spectral normalization (Miyato et al., 2018), and to a norm-based Lipschitz
regularization (Gouk et al., 2021), but yields an extract spectral-norm bound rather than
relying on power iteration or layer-wise upper bounds, acting closer to the orthonormal
Cayley transform parameterization from Wang and Manchester (2023).

3.4 Diagonal Block Simplifications

Given the new parameterizations of the parameters A, B,{C;}j=1.n, we can now derive
simplifications for the blocks {D;}j—1.n41. Starting with D;, we have that,

Lemma 13 The simplification of D1 is
Dy = L2aa(aad + WiWa)~ L.

Proof We start with the initial definition of D, Lemma 2, and A, defined in Equation
(PA),

Dy =L£%T — AT A,
=L2T — L2(aud + WIWA) 2 W Wa(aal + WiWa) "2,
=L (I — (aal + M) 2 M(asd + M)*%> :

D=

substituting M = (aal + M) — asI, where M = W W4 and V = (aal + M),
D, = 2 (I VTV - aAI)V—%) ,
=L (I-T+aaV),

1
ZEZCVA ((XAI+M)_1:£204A (aAI—i-WXWA) .

The {Dj}j—2., can also be simplified using,

14
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Theorem 14 The Woodbury matriz identity (Woodbury, 1950), otherwise called the matrix
inversion lemma, states that

(A+UcV) =4t —A WUt +vA Uy tvaT,
where A € R™" U € Rk C e RF*F and V € RF*™ and A is invertible.
Corollary 15 The following matriz inverses are equivalent

alel + MM P =T - M I +M"M)"'MT,

given through the Woodbury matriz identity in Theorem 14. By setting A = oI, C' = éI,
U=+aM andV = \/aM"

which allows for the follow simplifications of {D;}j—o.n,
Lemma 16 For j ={2,---,n}, D; can be simplified to be,
Dj =201 (a1 I+ Wi WLy) ™l Vi€ {2, n).

Proof Starting with the general definitions of {D;};—2.,, Lemma 3, and {C}}=1., defined
in Equation (PC), we have that V; = a; I + W]-TWJ-,

D; =2I - C;\D;1C},, Vje{2,-- ,n},
=21 — 2Wj_1V_%DilD]._leilV_%WjT_l,
=2 (1= W (oyad + WL W) ' W)
Using Corollary 15 with A = W;_; we thus have that,
D; =20_1(aj1 T + Wj—1WjT_1)_17 Vje{2,---,n}.

Which thus simplifies the {C}};=1., to,
C1 = LVBaaWi, 20y 2,
Cj = 2/@ W0, 107, Wi e {2, n),
with,
- {aAI—l— WIWya, ifj=0
T oI + VVjoT, else ‘

3.5 B Expansion

Based on the previous definition of B in Equation (13) as,
%

B= (I n AEAT>_1/2 Wg(apl + WiWg)~3 (21 - Cnpglch) :

there are specific components that can be simplified in this system,

15
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3.5.1 RECURSIVE NORMALIZER

The recursive normalization constant, (I + AEAT)_I/ ? needs to be expanded to be further
understood now that interior components have been fully defined. The most important
component in the system is the AXAT. We have,

n j—1
—1pT —1~T
»=Y 1;D;'rj, TI;=]][D.'cy,
j=1 k=1
which is very computationally inexpensive to compute when viewed as an iterative process.
From the product form of I';, we obtain the simple recurrence
Fl = Ia (14)
1~T .
Fj+1 = Fij Cj y Vi Z 1. (15)
which allows 3 to be computed efficiently though Algorithm 1, especially since if {C}}j=1.x,
have been computed, the derivation of D;l is trivial since it equivalent to c{2;_1,c > 0,

which is much more computationally efficient than having to take the inverse of the matrices.
we can simplify and expand the system to (setting all o = 1),

Algorithm 1 Iterative % update
Input: matrices {D;,C;}]_; (each D; invertible)
Initialize: I'y «+ I, X+ 0
for j=1...ndo

T+ Ty Dj_]L > compute once and reuse
Y+ S+1TT] > since TTT =T'D;'T'T
L+ TCjT > update to I'j 1
end for
Output: X
j—1 j—1 . . P )
r; =[] Dy i =[] V2D ' D (I + W[ W) 2W,| =272 [[ D, 2(I + W, W) 2 W],
k=1 k=1 k=1
(2 k=1 E 1
=27 [] ol | d+wlwyew,
bl 2 else
Jj—1 -1
L k=1 1 1
=o' { , 0z Q7w
272 else
k=1
j—1
S T= a2 o tw)]
25277 L1 else o1 o1k ko
i—1
1 j=12" 1 1
= {f : USRI (16)
T8 o

16
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with,

n _ .
L2 j=1
= r;Q T/,
= ({2_1 else ) P
U L2x1 j=1 = . T
N = 21 x % else S
n

The simplification of AXAT, helps further reduce the system,

_1 _1
ASAT =L2WaQ, 22(Q, 2) WY,

n

_1 _1
=WaQy,? 2955 | (92 WA,
j=1
1 [ 1
=WAW 4 + WaQ, 2 595 | (Q2) Wy

Again we have the computational complexity of the problem being dominated from Q%fl
and QI;% inside I', however, as from Section 4.1, we can rewrite {23 by the decomposition,
Qr = R} Ry,
which we already need to fompute for the computational speedups, thus we have the very

efficient computation of Q,f simply as R;r, and we would thus get equivalent singular value
bounds,

Lemma 17 Define S = For every PSD matrixz A, we define S = A3 as the unique Sym-
metric PSD square root matriz (A = SST = STS) and R the upper triangular Cholesky
decomposition A = RTR. We state that there exists an orthogonal matriz Q such that,

R" =5Q, equivalently S=R'Q",
and
S*l _ QRiT, S*l — QTR—T7

depending on the chosen orientation for Q’s definition.

17
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Proof Because A = R' R = S2, the matrices R and S are two invertible square roots of
the same PSD matrix, thus the product

Q=S"'R", or, Q=RST,
is well defined and thus satisfies,

QQT =S"'RTRS ' =87145"1 = 5716251 = T.

Proposition 18 The factor AXAT cannot be rewritten as the computationally optimized
VETrsion,

j—1
E] = H Rl—crflRI;TWI;ra
k=1
ASAT = WaW, + WaRY! Z;Q15, | RyTWyL. (17)

Jj=2

Proof To verify that this reparameterization of the system is indeed correct, we need to
ensure that the norm of the matrix is maintained, such that |[AXAT|; = |[AXAT| and is
equivalent between the two formulation. We start with the symmetric formulation where
52 =Q,.

J J

J—1
Zj =[] Se-15: Wy,
k=1
n
ASAT =W + wasy (S 505 | 5w
j=2

now we replace each S with S; = R}—QJ-T and S;l = Q;FR;T , we get that,
Skflsj_l = (R;rle‘;rfl)(QjRj_T)v
:RjT—l( jT—le)Rj_T7
define the orthogonal factor,
Q] = Q;’r—lQ]’?

as such, it is improbable to have the decomposition be directly equal to each other such
that the form proposed in Equation (17) is valid (Q; = I in that formulation). This would

imply that Q;_1 = @j, which by induction thus imposes the constraint that Q1 = --- = Q.
This would imply that S; = --- =S, which is not possible unless all €2; equal each other.
This, by sheer randomness, is improbable and, if strictly imposed, would cause a major
reduction in expressiveness. |
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4 Computation Extensions

In this Section, we first describe how we can efficiently compute the square root of a matrix
using Cholesky decomposition rather than a costly full eigenvalue decomposition. Following
this we also briefly expand on how to implement the work to convolutional neural networks.

4.1 Square Root Computation

When tasked with deriving the square root of a matrix, the first thought is for a matrix to
satisfy the following conditions,

Theorem 19 If A is real symmetric positive semidefinite, then the square root, A%, s used
to denote the unique matriz B, that is positive semidefinite, and such that BB = BBT = A
(Higham, 1986). There is precisely one square root B that is both positive semidefinite and
symmetric (Horn and Johnson, 2012, Theorem 7.2.6).

This unique matrix is called the positive square root. To compute this is extremely com-
putationally expensive, as it requires, naively, the use of an eigenvalue decomposition, such
that,

A=VQVT,

where A € R™*"™ is a symmetric positive semidefinite matrix, @ is the diagonal eigenvalue
matrix and V the orthonormal eigenvectors matrix. The unique symmetric positive square
root is thus,

B=VvVQ:VT,

however, to compute the eigenvalue problem, computation is an (’)(%n3) + O(n?) algorithm
(Pan and Chen, 1999).

However, we do not necessarily need the symmetry constraint to be enforced in this
situation. Instead we look at the Cholesky decomposition which is instead O(3n?) + O(n?)
instead, which is much faster (ALGLIB, 1999).

To validate this as a valid optimization, we need to ensure that the constraints are all
still satisfied by this change. As such, we need to find parameterizations of A, B, {C}}j=1:n
that maintain their respective constraints.

Lemma 20 We can define A to be less computationally expensive by reformulating A as,
A=LWaR,,

where R4 is the upper Cholesky decomposition of RXRA =asl + WXWA, where R4 is the
upper triangular matriz.

Proof We start by finding the Cholesky decomposition of (I + WXWA)_%, which must
exist since the matrix is symmetric and positive definite, which implies that a Cholesky
decomposition exists. It then follows that,

aal + Wi Wi =R)Ra,
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(aal + WiWa)™' = (RiRA) ™ = Ry'R; .

Note that RAfl is a Cholesky factor of the inverse, not the symmetric inverse square root

(ie. R # (I+ WXWAY%). We need to verify that this formulation satisfies the spectral
norm constraint imposed on the system,

L2 > || A3 = Anax(AT A) = Anax(AA "),
= L2Amax(WAR'RTW L),
= Lnax(Walaal + WiW4) "' WJ),
which means that the spectral norm condition is still satisfied. |

Similarly, we have that,

Lemma 21 We can define {C}}j=1.n to be less computationally expensive by reformulating
{Ci}j=1m as,

La R;" =1
Cj = \/§WjRj_1{ “Ata T

A /204j_1Rj__T1, else

where R; is the upper triangular Cholesky decomposition of R}—Rj = ;.

Proof As a note, we need to satisfy the condition that,
—1~T
from Equations (7) and (8), where we thus decompose using Cholesky decomposition,
D _ L2aA(I+WIWa)~' = L2aaR'R, T, j=1
J 2051 (I + Wj_1WjT_1)_1 = 204]-_1R]-__11R]-__T1, else

For the case when j = 1, we have that,

O\D7I0T = 2020 Wi Ry R, T (LzaARglR;T)_l Ry By W
= 2WiR (Ry " RY)(RaR, DR TWY
= 2Wi(R{ Ry)~'Wy,
= 2W(ar I+ WaW)tw,| < 2I.

Equivalently for the case when j > 1, we have that,

-1
C;D;'C] = da; Wi R (2054 R RT )RR TW
= 2WjRj_1(Rj_AR;——l)(Rj—lRfjl)R;TW]Ta
following the same steps as for case j = 1, we have the same result. |

Finally, we have the simplification for B as follows,
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Lemma 22 We can define B to be less computationally expensive by reformulating B as,
B = cRy'WpR,

where Ry, and Rp are the upper Cholesky decompositions of I + ASAT and apI + W;WB

respectively, where R is an upper triangular matriz and ¢ = \/HQOzn (and + WnWJ)_1H2-

Proof From Equation (10) we need to satisfy the condition that,
BT <I + AEAT> B=2I-C,D;'CT,
where we thus decompose using Cholesky decomposition,
°of — C,D;'CT = BT (I + AzAT) B,

= (R Wg By ) (RS Re) (R W R,
= Ry W5 (Ry, ' Ry)(Re Ry )WERg,
= Ry Wi WpRE.

By construction we know that ¢2I > 2I — C,D,;'C.T as such,

Rp'WEWgRE <1,
WiWg < RLRp,
WEWp < agl + Wi Wp.

as well,
Lemma 23 We can define B to be less computationally expensive by reformulating B as,
B =20, R5'WERE'R; T,

where Ry, Rp and Rc are the upper Cholesky decompositions of I + AS AT, agI + W;WB
and ), respectively, where R is an upper triangular matriz.

Proof From Equation (10) we need to satisfy the condition that,
BT (I + AzAT) B=<2I-C,D;\CT,
where we thus decompose using Cholesky decomposition,
_BT (I + AEAT) B,
=20, (R;' Ry Wi Ry ' )(Ry,Rs) (R ' Wi R 'R ),

=20, R' Ry Wi (R " Ry (R Ry, ) WpRE' R, ',
=20, R 'R "W WsR5' R, "

21



JUSTON, SREENIVAS ET AL.

1 T 1 !
<20, R TRG " = 20,01 = 20, (nd + WV, )

Theorem 24 The inverse of an upper triangular matrix, if it exists, is upper triangular
(Taboga, 2021).

Theorem 25 The product of two upper triangular matrices is upper triangular (Taboga,
2021).

Considering that all operations employ triangular-triangular or triangular-dense matrix
multiplication, it is evident that optimized multiplication routines capable of multiplying
triangular matrices using more efficient computational methods, owing to their sparsity, can
be implemented. However, PyTorch does not inherently possess this functionality, necessi-
tating the creation of a custom CUDA kernel to implement this optimization. Although this
minor optimization is insignificant compared to the substantial performance gains achieved
by replacing the eigen-decomposition with the Cholesky decomposition function.

Lemma 26 Let B € R" "™ be symmetric positive definite. Let R € R™*™ be the (unique)

Cholesky factor with positive diagonal such that R'R = B, and let S = B be the (unique)
symmetric positive definite square root of B, for any m,n € N,

Hr:= {WR W e R™"} Hg := {WS™1: W ¢ R™*"},
coincide Hr = Hg, as such W — WR™" and W — WS~ have the same expressiveness.

Proof From Lemma 17, we know that there exists an orthonormal matrix ) such that
S~1 = R71Q and equivalently R~' = S~1QT.
Let A€ Hg. Then A= WS~ for some W € R™ " we can thus

A=W([R'Q)=(WQ)R ",

Since right-multiplication by the fixed invertible matrix @ is a bijection on R™*™  the
product W@ ranges over all m x n matrices as W, hence A € Hp.
Similarly let A € Hp. Then A = WR™! for some W € R™*", we can thus

A=W(STQT) =WwQNs™.

As before, right-multiplication by QT is a bijection on R”™*™, hence A € Hg.
Thus, the two parameterizations have identical representational power; they differ only
by an orthogonal factor in the learnable parameter W. |

From Lemma 26, we know that these less computationally expensive parameterizations of
the parameters maintain the same level of expressiveness as their original parameterization.

Corollary 27 The set of networks realizable by the Cholesky-based parameterization of
A, B,{C}}j=1.n is identical to that realizable by the symmetric square roots. Thus substi-
tuting the Cholesky factors for the symmetric ones, introduces no expressiveness loss, while
greatly reducing the computation cost from (’)(%ng) to O(3n).
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Full LMI

Figure 2: B matrix artifacting in network architecture with input and output size of 4 with
layer widths of [32, 64, 128] respectively

4.2 Convolution Layers

Let us define h,w, k € N, and n = wh. We define the input z € R»*w*¢r where ¢, co € N,
represents the number of input and output channels for the image. We thus have the
kernel K € Reoxerxkxk for which we assume that a circular convolution on h x w will
be applied (Gray, 2005; Rao and Yip, 2018). Assuming circular boundary conditions, the
parameterizations of A, B,{C}};=1., can be interpreted in terms of the spectral frequency
matrices, and in turn, the same normalization operations as above can be applied to them.

5 Other Architectures
5.1 Linear Network

It is possible to easily derive the same conditions as before for a classical deep neural network
of the form,

xk—i—l = wk,n;
vp1 = Cray + by,

Wk, 1 = 01(%,1)’

Vkgn = UnWkn—1 + bm
Wkn = On ('Uk,n)-

By simply setting Ax, = 0, B = I from our residual structure. In turn, this results in the
LMI, which generates the following conditions,

Lemma 28 The result of D1 is equal to the symmetric matriz,

D, 2[,21—{— 2L1m101TA101,
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The result of Dj for j € {2,--- ,n} is equal to the symmetric matriz,
Dj :2ijjC]TAjCj + 2Aj — (Lj,1 + mj,1)QAjflojlej_jlch_lAjfl,
The block triangular terms of L;j for j ={1,--- ,n}, where L;; = I, are the following,

Lj1); = —(L;j +my)A;C;D7
Lj12); =0,

L(n+1); =0,
where we define J; as the following: The symmetric block diagonal Dy, is of the form,
D,1 =2\, — I — (L, +m,)*A,C, D, 'CT A,

Again assuming L; = 1,m; = 0 and A; = I for all j (same as in Section 3.2), for the sake
of simplicity. In turn, we get the following simplified conditions,

D, = [°I,
D] =21 — Cj—le__llc]—'rfh v] € {27 e 7n}7
D,,=1I-C,D,'C],

where D; is clearly always satisfied. In turn, the simplified constraints are defined as,
)L g=n,
Iij = y
2, else
1 ~T .
Cij Cj < I*ijI, Vj

which generates parameterization similar to the ones in Section 3.3,

Lemma 29 For the linear network defined by the L-Lipschitz activation function o, the
deep network’s weights {Cj}j=1., can be parameterized as,

_1. 1 .
Cj = VEWi(ayI + W Wj)"2D2,  Vj
Cj = ,/Hj/ij_le‘Rj_le_;rl,

where RjTRj = Qj.

q T ifj=1
T g+ WWT, else

which also implies that, from the logic following from Lemma 16,

Dj =i (I+W; W)™ Vjef2,-- n}.
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this more expressive nature to current methodologies such as in Araujo et al. (2023); Prach
and Lampert (2022); Meunier et al. (2021b); Singla et al. (2021) allow for an end-to-end
L-parameterization of the linear network, thus helping for mitigating decay initialization
problems illustrated in Juston et al. (2025), where the approximated 1-Lipschitz deep neural
network parameterizations of just stacking 1-Lipschitz layers and ensuring the 1-Lipschitz
property causes decay due to these stacking approximations. This recursively dependent
network, with the addition of the Cholesky decomposition parameterization in Section 4.1,
provides an extremely computationally efficient and robust framework for deep Lipschitz
networks.

5.2 U-Net

U-Nets (Ronneberger et al., 2015), a variant of variational latent state encoders (VAE),
are effective at encoding information into a lower-dimensional latent space. These networks
have been widely used in diffusion networks, data compression, and similar tasks (Rombach
et al., 2021; Kingma and Welling, 2019). The network structure is as follows, assuming an
U-Net of depth d, meaning that there are n = 2d — 1 blocks, starting with the encoder
structure,

vg,1 = Crzg + by,

wi1 = 01(vg1),

Vg, d = Cqwi,d—1 + b,
Wid = 0q(Vk,d)-

where wy, 4 represents the latent space encoding vector output. The decoder output is,

Vkd+1 = Cay1,1Wk,d—1 + Cay1,2Wk,d + bat1,

Wk, d+1 = Ul(vk,dJrl)a

Vg = Cpiwi + CpoWg p—1 + bp,
Wk = 0n (Vi)
Tkl = Wgn
from which the full LMI and the set of constraints can be derived; these will be explored in a
separate paper. Having a Lipschitz U-Net could provide interesting properties to the latent
space representation encoding vector. Given that having a latent space with a Lipschitz

bound enforces the distance between embeddings to be a Lipschitz bound as well. This
formulation will be explored in future work.

6 Experiments

This Section goes through evaluating the LDL T network with other state-of-the-art algo-
rithms on a series of data sets from the UCI machine learning repository and an analysis of
the results.
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6.1 UCI Machine Learning Repository Dataset

To validate and compare the performance of the LDLT based algorithms, we evaluated
this work and other state-of-the-art techniques on a collection of 121 classification data sets
from the UCI Machine Learning repository. These repositories encompass a wide variety
of problems from physics, geology, and biology (Ferndndez-Delgado et al., 2014). The data
sets range in size from 10 to 63 million data points, with input features ranging from 1
to 3.2 million. Because there are such a large number of data sets and some of the data
sets have a prohibitively large amount of data for training, we instead look at a subset of
these data sets whose data set subsection selection was provided by the previous works for
SeLU (Klambauer et al., 2017), which selects 121 data sets and prepares them with four-fold
cross-validation.

6.2 Details on the Architecture and Hyper-parameters

To ensure fairness among the chosen algorithms, each network was provided with a set
depth of four hidden layers. A simple heuristic determined the network’s width, w, where

w = min(max (4N, 32),512),
w = (1 + 0.25]].M>10)b,
W= 21‘0und(log2(b))7

and we have to choose the closest power-of-2 width for these data set widths, Table 1
demonstrates the different 1-Lipchitz architectures used and the parameter specifications
during training across all data sets. In addition, all networks were trained using the AdamW
optimizer with a weight decay of le-4 and an initial learning rate of 1e-3; a training scheduler
was also used that halved the learning rate when validation accuracy plateaued for eight or
more epochs. Each network was trained for a maximum of 100 epochs, and early termination
was set to terminate the run if no improvement in validation accuracy was observed for 30
epochs. The loss function used was cross-entropy, and class weights were calculated to
normalize the data sets’ uneven class distributions, especially in the smaller data sets. Each
network was four layers deep, as adding more layers did not change rankings and is therefore
deemed acceptable.

For simpler, consistent computation of certification accuracy, each network architecture
was fitted with a linear normalization head as its last layer.

We first compare the mean accuracy of each algorithm to validate purely on accuracy,
and we also compare the provable accuracy of each network in Table 2. For each model
on each data set, we report both clean accuracy and certified robust accuracy at ¢ radii
36/255, 72/255, 108/255, and 255/255, obtained from the global Lipschitz bound. Given a
1-Lipschitz network and a radius €, we are guaranteed that predictions cannot change within
an {9 ball of radius €; we therefore label a test point as certifiably correct at radius e if the
prediction of the datapoint matches the true label (Araujo et al., 2023). We can see that, in
terms of accuracy, the Sandwich layer network consistently performs best among the other
algorithms; however, between the LDLT and the SLL, the closest equivalent to this paper,
the LDLT-R algorithm, consistently performs better than the SLL-based layers. The AOL
algorithm consistently performed the worst among the algorithms. The Tables 3-4d provide
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Algorithm Width Depth Parameters Padding Input dim Output dim
AOL 32—512 44 282—694837 10—524 3—262 2—100
Orthogonal 32—512 4—4 285—694840 10—524 3—262 2—100
Sandwich 32—512 4—4  615—1520140 10—524 3—262 2—100
SLL 32—512  4—4 1558—1084073 10—524 3—262 2—100
LDLT-L 32—512  4—4  3366—929297 10—524 3—262 2—100
LDLT-R 32—512 4—4 3463—1063442 10—524 3—262 2—100

Table 1: Model dimension ranges (min—max across all data sets and folds). Input/Output
dimensions follow data set label spaces.

a statistical comparison of the different algorithms at different certified accuracy noise levels.
The average ranks compare relative performance across many data sets without assuming
scales (Demsar, 2006). This helps guard against a few easy data sets with large dominating
means (Demsar, 2006). The Wilcoxon-based significant loss helps answer how often A
performs significantly better than B across data sets, and the mean-aggregate scores show
the absolute accuracy margins between the algorithms, which rank-based methods often
ignore (Demsar, 2006).

From the ranking statistics from Tables 3-4 we can see that the Sandwich layers clearly
dominate all the tests; however, the LDLT-R is always above the SLL layer rankings;
however, for the general accuracy metric the LDLT-L barely ties with the Sandwich layers
but does not handle the noise as well.

Certified Accuracy
Algorithm N Accuracy 36/255 72/255 108/255 255/255

AOL 121 0.6295 +o0.227s  0.3669 +o.2805  0.2660 +0.20535 0.2076 +o0.2819  0.0999 +0.1875
Orthogonal 121 0.6969 +0.1938  0.5973 +o.2386  0.5073 +0.2617  0.4300 +0.2702  0.1970 +0.2288
Sandwich 121 0.7215 +0.1871  0.6375 +0.2305 0.5593 +0.2503 0.4836 +o0.2659 0.2496 +0.2471
SLL 121 0.6978 +0.1998  0.5885 +0.2451  0.4975 +0.2640  0.4146 +0.2715  0.1918 +0.2222

LDLT-L 121 0.7223 +o0.1868 0.5301 +0.2020 0.4293 +0.3049 0.3535 +0.3003  0.1652 +0.2281
LDLT-R 121 0.7022 +0.1044  0.6107 +o0.2314 0.5292 +0.2525 0.4492 +0.2655 0.2172 +0.2312

Table 2: Sorted mean+std across N data sets for each algorithm.

The Tables 5-6 show a graphical comparison of the pair-wise results between each of the
algorithms from the Wilcoxon pair-wise test. The full summary of the results is provided
in Appendix B. We can again see that, for the non-perturbed mean accuracy metric (Table
5), the LDLT-L. LDLT-R and Sandwich layers performed similarly, with the same number
of victories. However, when looking at the perturbed certification accuracies, the Sandwich
layers perform better than every other technique, while the LDLT-R only loses to the
Sandwich layers.
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Avg sig Sig  net win
Algorithm rank | wins losses wins share mean r
LDLT-L 2.434 4 0 4 0.800 0.577
Sandwich 2.566 4 0 4 0.800 0.517
LDLT-R 3.438 1 2 -1 0.200  0.629
SLL 3.624 1 2 -1 0.200  0.678
Orthogonal  3.831 1 2 -1 0.200  0.639
AOL 5.107 0 5 -5 0.000  0.000

Table 3: Overall comparison on Mean Accuracy: average rank (lower is better) with Iman—
Davenport F' = 44.33 (df=5,600), p = 1.11e — 16; Nemenyi CD= 0.685. Counts
are significant wins/losses after Holm within-metric at a = 0.05.

Avg sig sig  net win Avg sig sig  net win
Algorithm rank | wins losses wins share mean r Algorithm rank | wins losses wins share mean r
Sandwich 2.021 5 0 5 1.000  0.626 Sandwich 1.926 5 0 5 1.000  0.670
LDLT-R 2.715 4 1 3 0.800 0.514 LDLT-R 2.628 4 1 3 0.800  0.557
Orthogonal  3.417 2 2 0 0.400 0.627 Orthogonal  3.376 2 2 0 0.400 0.643
SLL 3.426 2 2 0 0.400  0.602 SLL 3.409 2 2 0 0.400  0.640
LDLT-L 3.785 1 4 -3 0.200 0.732 LDLT-L 4.058 1 4 -3 0.200 0.732
AOL 5.636 0 5 -5 0.000  0.000 AOL 5.603 0 5 -5 0.000  0.000

(a) Overall comparison on Mean Certified Ac-
curacy (36/255): average rank (lower is better)
with Iman—Davenport F' = 89.22 (df=>5,600),
p = 1.11e — 16; Nemenyi CD= 0.685.

(b) Overall comparison on Mean Certified Ac-
curacy (72/255): average rank (lower is better)
with Iman—Davenport F' = 101.00 (df=>5,600),
p = 1.11e — 16; Nemenyi CD= 0.685.

Avg sig sig net  win Avg sig sig net  win
Algorithm rank | wins losses wins share mean r Algorithm rank | wins losses wins share mean r
Sandwich 1.868 5 0 5 1.000 0.675 Sandwich 1.909 5 0 5 1.000 0.671
LDLT-R 2.562 4 1 3 0.800 0.548 LDLT-R 2.550 4 1 3 0.800 0.575
Orthogonal  3.347 2 2 0 0.400 0.674 SLL 3.310 2 2 0 0.400  0.662
SLL 3.360 2 2 0 0.400  0.660 Orthogonal  3.471 2 2 0 0.400  0.607
LDLT-L 4.136 1 4 -3 0.200 0.801 LDLT-L 4.202 1 4 -3 0.200  0.796
AOL 5.727 0 5 -5 0.000  0.000 AOL 5.558 0 5 -5 0.000  0.000

(c) Overall comparison on Mean Certified Accu-
racy (108/255): average rank (lower is better)
with Iman—Davenport F' = 125.70 (df=>5,600),
p = 1.11e — 16; Nemenyi CD= 0.685.

(d) Overall comparison on Mean Certified Ac-
curacy (255/255): average rank (lower is better)
with Iman—Davenport F' = 105.79 (df=>5,600),
p = 1.11e — 16; Nemenyi CD= 0.685.

Table 4: Overall comparison on Mean Certified Accuracy at perturbation radii 36/255,

72/255, 108/255, and 255/255.
within-metric at o« = 0.05.

7 Limitations

Counts are significant wins/losses after Holm

ResNet is numerically unstable in deep networks unless more robust Cholesky-update rou-
tines are implemented. The convolution implementation of the network is computationally
expensive due to the cost of complex operators and the doubling of matrix sizes in the block-
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AOL LDLT-L LDLT-R Orthogonal Sandwich SLL

AOL : v v v v \/
LDLT-L . .
LDLT-R v . . v
Orthogonal v . : v
Sandwich .
SLL v . . v

Table 5: Pairwise Wilcoxon outcomes for Mean Accuracy (Holm within-metric at o« = 0.05):
row vs. column (A win, V¥ loss, - none).

AOL LDLT-L LDLT-R Orthogonal Sandwich SLL AOL LDLT-L LDLT-R Orthogonal Sandwich SLL
AOL : v v v v v AOL : v v v v v
LDLT-L : v v v v LDLT-L : v v v v
LDLT-R : v LDLT-R : v
Orthogonal v v Orthogonal v v
Sandwich . Sandwich .
SLL v - v - SLL v - v
(a) Pairwise Wilcoxon outcomes for Mean Cer-  (b) Pairwise Wilcoxon outcomes for Mean Cer-
tified Accuracy (36/255). tified Accuracy (72/255).

AOL LDLT-L LDLT-R Orthogonal Sandwich SLL AOL LDLT-L LDLT-R Orthogonal Sandwich SLL
AOL : v v v v v AOL : v v v v v
LDLT-L : v v v v LDLT-L : v v v v
LDLT-R - v LDLT-R : v
Orthogonal v v Orthogonal v v
Sandwich . Sandwich .
SLL v : v : SLL v : v
(c) Pairwise Wilcoxon outcomes for Mean Cer-  (d) Pairwise Wilcoxon outcomes for Mean Cer-
tified Accuracy (108/255). tified Accuracy (255/255).

Table 6: Overall pairwise Wilcoxon outcomes on Mean Certified Accuracy at perturbation
radii 36/255, 72/255, 108/255, and 255/255. row vs. column (A win, V¥ loss, - tie).

Holm within-metric at o = 0.05.

matrix representation. PyTorch is currently working on implementing less computation-
ally expensive complex operations (cf. https://github.com/openteams-ai/pytorch-complex-
tensor, for details). Training networks for complex data sets like CIFAR10, CIFAR100, or
TinyImageNet becomes prohibitively expensive due to the scaling of CNN computational
cost. These data sets require greater convolutional channel depths for effectiveness. Future
work involves developing these additional data sets and validations.

8 Conclusion

We introduced a novel LDLT framework to decompose the LMI into block matrices D,
the only components needing constraints. This enables complex architectures to derive and
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enforce their constraints. The deep residual network structure and deep linear network are
demonstrated through an end-to-end analysis, not a shallow layer-by-layer perspective.

This architecture offers greater robustness to adversarial noise than its direct competitor,
the SDP-Layers (Araujo et al., 2023), and outperforms other state-of-the-art algorithms.
The residual structure LDLT-R consistently ranks higher than the SLL layers, achieving
3%-13% better performance at higher certified accuracy thresholds. The Sandwich layers
(Wang and Manchester, 2023) perform best among the selected algorithms. Based on the
empirical accuracy increase from the Sandwich layers, we will explore integrating their
parameterization into our system to achieve further accuracy. In the future, U-Nets, with
their 1-Lipschitz latent-state representation, could be considered for specific applications or
unknown beneficial properties. Novel normalization schemes based on the current network
architecture will be derived to improve training efficiency. From the LDLT decomposition
formulation, this methodology enables decomposing neural networks into linear and non-
linear operations and generating both the LMI and its parametric LDL" decomposition for
general architectures.

This methodology, derived from the LDLT decomposition formulation, enables the cre-
ation of an algorithmic method for decomposing neural networks into linear and non-linear
operations, generating both the LMI and its parametric LDLT decomposition for general
architectures.

9 Code

The code for this repository, including the models and their respective training weights, is lo-
cated at https://github.com/Marius-Juston/DeepLipschitzResNet. With the trained
weights and Tensorboard plots available for download at the HuggingFace repository loca-
tion https://huggingface.co/SuperComputer/LDLT.
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Appendix A. Activation Function Quadratic Bounds

For the sake of completeness, the L and m constants of the activation functions defined in
PyTorch (assuming default values if not specified) were derived and defined in Table 7. It
should be noted that the Hardshrink and RReLU could not be used due to their infinite
L, m constants; Hardshrink has infinite L, m due to its noncontinuous piece-wise definition,
and PReLU due to its stochastic definition, which no longer made its L, m computable.
To compute the bounds L,m bounds of the activation functions revolved to finding the
minimum and maximum gradient of each activation function, f(z).

o) ()
m = arg min —/—=, = arg max ——— (18)
z  Ox r Oz
Where,
2 [ g
erfc(z) =1 —erf(z), erf(z)=— [ e "dt. (19)
V7 Jo
Activation Function L m S P
ELU (o =1) (Clevert et al., 2015) max(1, a) 0 max(1, a) 0
Hardshrink (Cancino-De-Greiff et al., 2002) 00 0 00 00
Hardsigmoid (Courbariaux et al., 2015) % 0 é 0
Hardtanh (Collobert, 2004) 1 0 1 0
Hardswish (Howard et al., 2019) 1.5 —0.5 1 —0.75
LeakyReLU (o = 1072) (Maas et al., 2013) 1 a 1+a a
LogSigmoid 1 0 1 0
PReLU (o = 1) (He et al., 2015a) 1 a 1+a a
ReLU (McCulloch and Pitts, 1943) 1 0 1 0
ReLU6 (Howard et al., 2017) 1 0 1 0
RReLU (Xu et al., 2015) 00 —00 00 00
o - scale o - scale
SELU (Klambauer et al., 2017) ~ 1.758099341 0 ~ 1.758099341 0
CELU (Barron, 2017) 1 0 1 0
erfe(1) 1 l(erf(l) 1)+ 1 (ey/m (erf(1) + 1) + 2) (ey/merfe(1) — 2)
2 ey/m 2 ey/m Aem
GELU (Hendrycks and Gimpel, 2016) ~ 1.128904145 ~ —0.1289041452 1 ~ —0.145520424
Sigmoid (Sak et al., 2014) 1 0 1 0
SiLU (Elfwing et al., 2017) 1.099839320 —0.09983932013 1 —0.1098072100
Softplus (Zhou, 2016) 1 0 1 0
Mish (a > %) (Misra, 2019) 1.199678640 —0.2157287822 0.8060623125 —0.2204297485
Softshrink (Cancino-De-Greiff et al., 2002) 1 0 1 0
Softsign (Ping et al., 2017) 1 0 1
Tanh (Sak et al., 2014) 1 0 1 0
Tanhshrink 1 0 1 0
Threshold 1 0 1 0

Table 7: Convexity constants of the element-wise activation functions in PyTorch.

Appendix B. Wilcoxon Metrics

The general metrics for all runs, with more details on pairwise Wilcoxon comparisons for
all 121 UCI data sets between each algorithm can be found in Tables 8-12, which shows
the complete decompositions of win and loss ratios between the different algorithms over
all 121 UCI data sets.
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Algorithms Run Statistics Wilcoxon pairwise Statistics
Median
Alg A Alg B n winsa winsg ties WinRate A A (A—B) W P PHolm,within  PHolm,global T
AOL LDLT-L 121 16 105 0 0.1322 -0.0568 412 2.3e — 17**" 3.4e — 16™" 0*** 0.7708
AOL Sandwich 121 18 103 0 0.1488 -0.0595 518 2.3e — 16™** 0*** 0*** 0.7459
AOL SLL 121 22 9 0 0.1818 -0.0351 806 (U (U 0"** 0.6782
AOL Orthogonal 121 27 94 0 0.2231 -0.0265 971 0™ 0*** 1.0e — 10" 0.6394
AOL LDLT-R 121 25 9% 0 0.2066 -0.0313 1013 0 0*** 2.0e — 10™* 0.6295
Orthogonal Sandwich 121 31 89 1 0.2603 -0.0126 1269 6.0e — 10™** 6.3e — 09" 2.2e — 08™"* 0.5643
LDLT-L Orthogonal 121 94 27 0 0.7769 0.0139 1309 7.0e —10*** 6.6e — 09™** 2.5¢ — 08"** 0.5599
LDLT-L SLL 121 86 35 0 0.7107 0.0111 1503 1.5e —08"** 1.2e — 07*** 4.9¢ — 07*** 0.5143
LDLT-L LDLT-R 121 87 33 1 0.7231 0.0108 1689 3.7e — 07*** 2.6e — 06™* 1.1e — 05*** 0.4639
Sandwich  SLL 121 83 38 0 0.6860 0.0090 1789 8.8¢ —07*** 5.3e — 06™* 2.3e — 05""" 0.4470
LDLT-R Sandwich 121 43 78 0 0.3554 -0.0068 2364 6.0e —04™** 3.0e —03"* 7.2e — 03" 0.3118
LDLT-R SLL 121 66 54 1 0.5496 0.0019 3070 1.4e — 01 5.7e — 01 8.7e — 01 0.1338
LDLT-R Orthogonal 121 71 50 0 0.5868 0.0025 3138 1.5e — 01 5.7e — 01 8.7e — 01 0.1298
Orthogonal SLL 121 60 61 0 0.4959 -0.0004 3623 8.6e — 01 1.0e + 00 1.0e +-00 0.0158
LDLT-L Sandwich 121 59 62 0 0.4876 -0.0002 3624 8.6e — 01 1.0e + 00 1.0e + 00 0.0155

Stars mark significance (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, **p<0.001).

Table 8: Wilcoxon signed-rank tests (two-sided) for Mean Accuracy; p-values with Holm
FWER corrections within-metric and global.

Algorithms Run Statistics Wilcoxon pairwise Statistics
Median
Alg A Alg B n winsa winsg ties WinRate A A (A B) w P PHolm,within  PHolm,global T
AOL LDLT-R 121 6 115 0 0.0496 -0.2319 84 1.le —20""" 1.6e —19""" T7.7e —19"™* 0.8479
AOL Sandwich 121 6 115 0 0.0496 -0.2436 88 1.2e — 20" 1.7e — 19"** 8.4e — 19"™* 0.8470
AOL SLL 121 6 115 0 0.0496 -0.1912 145 4.8 —20™** 6.2e — 19"** 3.2e — 18"** 0.8336
AOL Orthogonal 121 10 111 0 0.0826 -0.2187 196 1.6e —19""" 1.9e — 18"** 1.0e — 17"** 0.8216
AOL LDLT-L 121 16 105 0 0.1322 -0.1218 579 8.5e — 16~ 0™ 0*** 0.7315
LDLT-L Sandwich 121 28 93 0 0.2314 -0.0511 884 0 0 0*** 0.6598
Orthogonal Sandwich 121 24 9% 1 0.2025 -0.0275 1002 0™ 0*** 2.0e — 10™" 0.6282
Sandwich  SLL 121 97 24 0 0.8017 0.0199 1005 0™ 0" 2.0e — 10™* 0.6314
LDLT-L LDLT-R 121 39 82 0 0.3223 -0.0372 1356 1.6e —09*** 1.1e — 08"** 5.2e — 08"** 0.5488
LDLT-L Orthogonal 121 47 74 0 0.3884 -0.0190 1855 2.1e — 06™** 1.2e — 05*** 4.8¢ — 05"** 0.4315
LDLT-R SLL 121 81 39 1 0.6736 0.0118 2104 6.5e — 05" 2.5e — 04™* 1.0e — 03"* 0.3647
LDLT-L SLL 121 49 72 0 0.4050 -0.0075 2119 4.8 — 05"** 2.4e — 04™** 9.2e — 04™** 0.3694
LDLT-R Sandwich 121 41 80 0 0.3388 -0.0168 2142 6.2e — 05*** 2.5e — 04*** 1.0e — 03** 0.3640
LDLT-R Orthogonal 121 78 43 0 0.6446 0.0126 2429 1.le —03™ 2.2¢ —03"" 1l.le — 02" 0.2965
Orthogonal SLL 121 60 61 0 0.4959 -0.0004 3076 1.1e — 01 1l.1e — 01 8.7e — 01 0.1444

Stars mark significance (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, ** p<0.001).

Table 9: Wilcoxon signed-rank tests (two-sided) for Mean Certified Accuracy (36/255); p-
values with Holm FWER corrections within-metric and global.
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Algorithms Run Statistics Wilcoxon pairwise Statistics
Median
Alg A Alg B n winsa winsg ties WinRate A A (A—B) W P PHolm,within  PHolm,global T
AOL Sandwich 121 7 114 0 0.0579 -0.2614 107 1.9¢ — 20™™* 2.9e — 19™* 1.3e — 18™™* 0.8425
AOL LDLT-R 121 5 116 0 0.0413 -0.2327 116 2.4e — 20™** 3.3e — 19" 1.6e — 18™** 0.8404
AOL SLL 121 5 116 0 0.0413 -0.1928 162 7.le —20™** 9.3¢ — 19" 4.6e — 18™"" 0.8296
AOL Orthogonal 121 11 110 0 0.0909 -0.2064 214 2.4e — 19" 2.9e — 18" 1.5e — 17*** 0.8174
AOL LDLT-L 121 19 100 2 0.1653 -0.1250 557 0 0*** 0*** 0.7323
Orthogonal Sandwich 121 19 101 1 0.1612 -0.0346 601 (U 0 0"** 0.7240
LDLT-L Sandwich 121 20 101 0 0.1653 -0.0772 607 (U 0 0*** 0.7250
Sandwich ~ SLL 121 95 25 1 0.7893 0.0393 801 0 0 0*** 0.6762
LDLT-L LDLT-R 121 30 91 0 0.2479 -0.0627 930 0 0*** 0*** 0.6490
LDLT-L Orthogonal 121 42 M 0 0.3471 -0.0210 1696 2.5e —07*** 1.5e —06™"* 7.5e — 06™"* 0.4689
LDLT-L SLL 121 42 9 0 0.3471 -0.0213 1776 7.4e —07*"* 3.7e — 06™" 2.0e — 05™** 0.4501
LDLT-R SLL 121 83 38 0 0.6860 0.0192 1938 5.9¢ — 06™** 2.3e — 05™** 1.3e — 04™** 0.4120
LDLT-R Sandwich 121 40 81 0 0.3306 -0.0197 2062 2.5e — 05™"* 7.6e — 05" 5.2e — 04™"" 0.3828
LDLT-R Orthogonal 121 78 43 0 0.6446 0.0178 2306 3.4e — 04" 6.9e — 04™" 4.5e — 03"* 0.3254
Orthogonal SLL 121 66 55 0 0.5455 0.0041 3178 1.9e — 01 1.9e — 01 8.7e — 01 0.1204

Stars mark significance (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, **p<0.001).

Table 10: Wilcoxon signed-rank tests (two-sided) for Mean Certified Accuracy (72/255);
p-values with Holm FWER corrections within-metric and global.

Algorithms Run Statistics Wilcoxon pairwise Statistics
Median
A]g A Alg B n winsa winsg ties WinRate A A (A B) w P PHolm,within  PHolm,global T
AOL LDLT-R 121 1 120 0 0.0083 -0.2229 11 1.8e —21""" 2.7e — 20" 1.3e — 19"™* 0.8651
AOL SLL 121 4 117 0 0.0331 -0.1616 33 3.1e — 21" 4.3e — 20" 2.3e — 19" 0.8599
AOL Orthogonal 121 6 115 0 0.0496 -0.1829 54 5.2e — 21*** 6.8 — 20" 3.8¢ — 19"** 0.8550
AOL Sandwich 121 5 116 0 0.0413 -0.2530 63 6.5e — 21" 7.8¢ — 20" 4.7e — 19" 0.8529
AOL LDLT-L 121 15 102 4 0.1405 -0.0795 265 4.5e — 18"** 5.0e — 17"** 2.7e — 16™** 0.8011
LDLT-L Sandwich 121 16 104 1 0.1364 -0.0911 469 1.3e — 16™** 0*** 0*** 0.7556
Orthogonal Sandwich 121 15 106 0 0.1240 -0.0411 634 0™~ 0*** 0*** 0.7186
Sandwich ~ SLL 121 95 25 1 0.7893 0.0391 769 (U (U 0"** 0.6839
LDLT-L LDLT-R 121 28 93 0 0.2314 -0.0559 854 o 0 0*** 0.6669
LDLT-L Orthogonal 121 39 82 0 0.3223 -0.0289 1595 6.0e — 08*** 3.6e — 07*** 1.9¢ — 06™** 0.4926
LDLT-L SLL 121 37 82 2 0.3140 -0.0231 1675 5.1e — 07*** 2.5¢ — 06™* 1.4e — 05" 0.4605
LDLT-R SLL 121 83 38 0 0.6860 0.0187 2059 2.5¢ —05"** 9.8e — 05™** 5.2e — 04™** 0.3835
LDLT-R Sandwich 121 43 8 0 0.3554 -0.0213 2138 6.0e — 05*** 1.8 — 04™* 1.0e — 03™* 0.3649
LDLT-R Orthogonal 121 77 44 0 0.6364 0.0182 2506 2.2¢ — 03" 4.4e —03™ 2.0e — 02" 0.2784
Orthogonal SLL 121 65 56 0 0.5372 0.0038 3069 1.1e—01 l.le—-01 8.7e — 01 0.1460
Stars mark significance (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, ** p<0.001).

Table 11: Wilcoxon signed-rank tests (two-sided) for Mean Certified Accuracy (108/255);
p-values with Holm FWER corrections within-metric and global.
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Algorithms Run Statistics Wilcoxon pairwise Statistics
Median
Alg A Alg B n winsa winsg ties WinRate A A (A—B) W P PHolm,within  PHolm,global r
AOL LDLT-R 121 1 111 9 0.0455 -0.0570 10 5.4e —20"** 8.2e — 19™* 3.6e — 18™"* 0.8651
AOL SLL 121 3 104 14 0.0826 -0.0476 23 5.3e — 19" 6.9¢ — 18" 3.2e¢ — 17*** 0.8610
AOL Sandwich 121 2 112 7 0.0455 -0.0803 62 9.9¢ —20™"" 1.4de — 18" 6.3e — 18™"" 0.8514
AOL Orthogonal 121 5 105 11 0.0868 -0.0363 122 2.4e — 18™"* 2.8¢ — 17" 1l.4e — 16™"" 0.8331
AOL LDLT-L 121 8 85 28 0.1818 -0.0160 182 0 0*** 0*** 0.7958
Orthogonal Sandwich 121 11 103 7 0.1198 -0.0313 258 1l.4e—17""" 1.5e —16™" 8.1e — 16™* 0.7995
LDLT-L Sandwich 121 12 102 7 0.1281 -0.0397 342 1l.le — 16" 0 0"** 0.7772
LDLT-L LDLT-R 121 23 89 9 0.2273 -0.0242 927 1.0e — 10*** 6.0e — 10™* 3.0e — 09"** 0.6135
Sandwich ~ SLL 121 90 25 6 0.7686 0.0240 977 0*** 4.0e — 10" 1.7e — 09*** 0.6135
LDLT-L SLL 121 27 79 15 0.2851 -0.0091 1323 1.9¢ —06™** 9.4e — 06™" 4.5e — 05™"" 0.4629
LDLT-R SLL 121 80 35 6 0.6860 0.0175 1603 1.4e —06™"* 8.1e — 06™** 3.4e — 05"** 0.4506
LDLT-L Orthogonal 121 36 75 10 0.3388 -0.0085 1741 5.8e — 05*** 2.3e — 04™* 1.0e — 03™* 0.3816
LDLT-R Orthogonal 121 7 40 4 0.6529 0.0132 1982 6.5¢ — 05""" 2.3e — 04™" 1.0e — 03"" 0.3694
LDLT-R Sandwich 121 45 733 0.3843 -0.0078 2234 6.le — 04™* 1.2 — 03" 7.2e —03™" 0.3154
Orthogonal SLL 121 55 58 8 0.4876 0.0000 3068 6.6e — 01 6.6e — 01 1.0e + 00 0.0410

Stars mark significance (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, **p<0.001).

Table 12: Wilcoxon signed-rank tests (two-sided) for Mean Certified Accuracy (255/255);
p-values with Holm FWER corrections within-metric and global.
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