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Abstract. Neural networks (NNs) are pervasive across various domains
but often lack interpretability. To address the growing need for explana-
tions, logic-based approaches have been proposed to explain predictions
made by NNs, offering correctness guarantees. However, scalability re-
mains a concern in these methods. This paper proposes an approach
leveraging domain slicing to facilitate explanation generation for NNs.
By reducing the complexity of logical constraints through slicing, we de-
crease explanation time by up to 40% less time, as indicated through
comparative experiments. Our findings highlight the efficacy of domain
slicing in enhancing explanation efficiency for NNs.

Keywords: Neural Networks · Machine Learning · Explainable Artifi-
cial Intelligence · Logic-based Explainability

1 Introduction

Neural Networks (NNs) are widely used across various domains [8, 1, 13], but
their lack of interpretability makes them opaque models [10]. This means that the
processes leading to their outputs from a given set of inputs are not inherently
interpretable or explainable. This opacity raises concerns in critical systems with
limited tolerance for failure [14]. As a result, efforts have been made to develop
tools that can explain NN behavior [9, 7]. In this work, an explanation for a given
input and its corresponding output is a subset of attributes that are sufficient
to determine the output. While the remaining attributes are not necessary. For
instance, consider an input {income = 5000, employment_status = employed,
loan_history = good, age = 30} and let N be a neural network that out-
puts credit_approved for this input. A possible explanation for this prediction
is {loan_history = good, employment_status = employed}. This means that
if an applicant has a good loan history and is employed, the neural network N
predicts credit_approved, regardless of the values of income and age.

Heuristic explainable AI (XAI) methods, such as LIME [14] and Anchors
[15], have been used to provide explanations for NNs and other machine learning
(ML) models. However, these methods lack guarantees of correctness [2], making
it difficult to assess the trustworthiness of machine learning (ML) models. Recent
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2 Queiroz et al.

research in logic-based XAI for ML classifiers [17, 9, 18, 3, 16, 4, 6] offers promis-
ing solutions by providing guarantees of correctness. Moreover, these methods
also ensure explanations without redundancy [9]. Such explanations provide only
essential information and seem easier to understand. Among these logic-based
XAI approaches, the method proposed by Ignatiev et al. [9] specifically targets
NNs. Their approach encodes the NN as a set of logical constraints—comprising
Boolean combinations of linear (in)equalities over binary and continuous vari-
ables—and leverages a Mixed Integer Linear Programming (MILP) solver to
determine whether a subset of input features is sufficient to determine the same
prediction. Nonetheless, scalability remains a key challenge when applying these
techniques to larger NNs.

In this work, we propose an enhancement of the method by Ignatiev et al. [9],
introducing a novel technique based on slicing to improve scalability. Inspired
by NN simplification techniques [12], this technique partitions the input domain
into smaller subdomains, allowing us to simplify the original NN and potentially
reduce explanation computation time. To the best of our knowledge, this is the
first application of slicing in the context of XAI. By adapting this technique
to explainability, we show that domain slicing can enhance the scalability of
logic-based XAI while preserving correctness and irredundancy guarantees. Our
experiments evaluate the impact of slicing on explanation times, considering
configurations with up to 3 slices.

Our results show that, for deeper NNs, slicing can significantly reduce ex-
planation times by over 40% for some datasets. This suggests that slicing is a
promising strategy for improving the scalability of XAI methods, particularly
for larger NNs. However, the impact of slicing varies across datasets, and its ef-
fectiveness seems to depend on the characteristics of the data. For smaller NNs,
the overhead of handling multiple slices often outweighed the potential gains
in efficiency. These findings suggest that slicing has the potential to improve
scalability for larger NNs in certain scenarios.

2 Preliminaries

This section aims to present basic concepts necessary for a general understanding
of the work.

2.1 First-order Logic over LRA

In this work, we use first-order logic (FOL) to generate explanations with guar-
antees of correctness. We use quantifier-free first-order formulas over the theory
of linear real arithmetic (LRA) [11]. Variables are allowed to take values from
the real numbers R. We consider formulas as

∑n
i=1 wixi ≤ b, such that n ≥ 1 is a

natural number, each wi and b are fixed real numbers, and each xi is a first-order
variable. As usual, if F and G are formulas, then (F ∧G), (F∨G), (¬F ), (F → G)
are formulas. We allow the use of other letters for variables instead of xi, such as
si, zi. For example, (2.5x1+3.1s2 ≥ 6)∧ (x1 = 1∨x1 = 2)∧ (x1 = 2 → s2 ≤ 1.1)
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is a formula by this definition. Observe that we allow standard abbreviations as
¬(2.5x1 + 3.1s2 < 6) for 2.5x1 + 3.1s2 ≥ 6.

Since we are assuming the semantics of formulas over the domain of real
numbers, an assignment A for a formula F is a mapping from the first-order
variables of F to elements in the domain of real numbers. For instance, {x1 7→
2.3, x2 7→ 1} is an assignment for (2.5x1+3.1x2 ≥ 6)∧ (x1 = 1∨x1 = 2)∧ (x1 =
2 → x2 ≤ 1.1). An assignment A satisfies a formula F if F is true under
this assignment. For example, {x1 7→ 2, x2 7→ 1.05} satisfies the formula in the
above example, whereas {x1 7→ 2.3, x2 7→ 1} does not satisfy it. Moreover, an
assignment A satisfies a set Γ of formulas if all formulas in Γ are true under A.

A set of formulas Γ is satisfiable if there exists a satisfying assignment for
Γ . To give an example, the set {(2.5x1 + 3.1x2 ≥ 6), (x1 = 1 ∨ x1 = 2), (x1 =
2 → x2 ≤ 1.1)} is satisfiable since {x1 7→ 2, x2 7→ 1.05} satisfies it. As another
example, the set {(x1 ≥ 2), (x1 < 1)} is unsatisfiable since no assignment satisfies
it. Given a set of formulas Γ and a formula G, the notation Γ |= G is used to
denote logical consequence or entailment, i.e., each assignment that satisfies Γ
also satisfies G. As an illustrative example, let Γ = {x1 = 2, x2 ≥ 1} and
G = (2.5x1 + x2 ≥ 5) ∧ (x1 = 1 ∨ x1 = 2). Then, Γ |= G. The essence of
entailment lies in ensuring the correctness of the conclusion G based on the
set of premises Γ . In the context of computing explanations, as presented in [9],
logical consequence serves as a fundamental tool for guaranteeing the correctness
of predictions made by NNs.

The relationship between satisfiability and entailment is a fundamental as-
pect of logic. It is widely known that, for all sets of formulas Γ and all formulas
G, it holds that

Γ |= G if and only if Γ ∪ {¬G} is unsatisfiable. (1)

For instance, {x1 = 2, x2 ≥ 1),¬((2.5x1 + x2 ≥ 5) ∧ (x1 = 1 ∨ x1 = 2))} has no
satisfying assignment since an assignment that satisfies {x1 = 2, x2 ≥ 1} also
satisfies (2.5x1 + x2 ≥ 5) ∧ (x1 = 1 ∨ x1 = 2) and, therefore, does not satisfy
¬((2.5x1 + x2 ≥ 5) ∧ (x1 = 1 ∨ x1 = 2)). Since our approach builds upon the
concept of logical consequence, we can leverage this connection in the context of
computing explanations for NNs.

2.2 Classification Problems and Neural Networks

In machine learning, classification problems are defined over a set of n input
features F = {x1, ..., xn} and a set of k classes K = {c1, c2, ..., ck}. In this
work, we consider that each input feature xi ∈ F takes its values vi from the
domain of real numbers. Moreover, each input feature xi has an upper bound
ubi and a lower bound lbi such that lbi ≤ xi ≤ ubi, i.e., its domain is the closed
interval [li, ui]. This is represented as an input domain D = {l1 ≤ x1 ≤ u1, l2 ≤
x2 ≤ u2, ..., ln ≤ xn ≤ un}. For example, a feature for the height of a person
belongs to the real numbers and may have lower and upper bounds of 0.5 and 2.1
meters, respectively. As another example, a pixel intensity feature in an image
classification problem belongs to the real numbers and typically has lower and
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upper bounds of 0 and 255, respectively, representing the range of grayscale
values. Finally, a set I = {x1 = v1, x2 = v2, ..., xn = vn}, such that each vi is in
the domain of xi, represents an instance of the input domain.

In this work, a NN is a function that maps elements in the input domain
into the set of classes K. Then, a NN is a function N such that, for all instances
I, N (I) = c ∈ K. A NN is represented as L + 1 layers of neurons with L ≥ 1.
Each layer l ∈ {0, 1, ..., L} is composed of nl neurons, numbered from 1 to nl.
These layers and neurons define the architecture of the NN. Layer 0 is fictitious
and corresponds to the input of the NN, while the last layer L corresponds to
its outputs. Layers 1 to L − 1 are typically referred to as hidden layers. Let xl

i

be the output of the ith neuron of the lth layer, with i ∈ {1, ..., nl}. The inputs
to the NN can be represented as x0

i or simply xi. Moreover, we represent the
outputs as xL

i or simply oi.
The values xl

i of the neurons in a given layer l are computed through the
output values xl−1

j of the previous layer, with j ∈ {1, ..., nl−1}. Each neuron
applies a linear combination of the output of the neurons in the previous layer.
Then, the neuron applies a nonlinear function, also known as an activation func-
tion. The output of the linear part is represented as

∑nl−1

j=1 wl
i,jx

l−1
j + bli where

wl
i,j and bli denote the weights and bias, respectively, serving as parameters

of the ith neuron of layer l. In this work, we consider only the Rectified Lin-
ear Unit (ReLU) as activation function because it can be represented by linear
constraints due to its piecewise-linear nature. This function is a widely used ac-
tivation whose output is the maximum between its input value and zero. Then,
xl
i = ReLU(

∑nl−1

j=1 wl
i,jx

l−1
j + bli) is the output of the ReLU. The last layer L

is composed of nL = k neurons, one for each class. It is common to normalize
the output layer using an additional Softmax layer. Consequently, these val-
ues represent the probabilities associated with each class. The class with the
highest probability is chosen as the predicted class. However, we do not need
to consider this normalization transformation as it does not change the max-
imum value of the last layer. Thus, the predicted class is ci ∈ K such that
i = argmaxj∈{1,...,k} x

L
j .

2.3 MILP – Mixed Integer Linear Programming

In Mixed Integer Linear Programming (MILP), the objective is to optimize a
linear function subject to linear constraints, where some or all of the variables
are required to be integers [5]. To illustrate the structure of a MILP problem,
we provide an example below:

min y1

s.t. 1 ≤ x1 ≤ 3

3x1 + s1 − 2 = y1

0 ≤ y1 ≤ 3x1 − 2

0 ≤ s1 ≤ 3x1 − 2 (2)
z1 = 1→ y1 ≤ 0
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z1 = 0→ s1 ≤ 0

z1 ∈ {0, 1}

In the MILP problem in (2), we want to find values for variables x1, y1, s1, z1
minimizing the value of the objective function y1, among all values that satisfy
the constraints. Variable z1 is binary since z1 ∈ {0, 1} is a constraint in the
MILP, while variables x1, y1, s1 have the real numbers R as their domain. The
constraints in a MILP may appear as linear equations, linear inequalities, and
indicator constraints. Indicator constraints can be seen as logical implications of
the form z = v →

∑n
i=1 wixi ≤ b such that z is a binary variable, and v is a

constant 0 or 1.
An important observation is that a MILP problem without an objective func-

tion corresponds to a satisfiability problem, as discussed in Subsection 2.1. Given
that the approach for computing explanations relies on logical consequence, and
considering the connection between satisfiability and logical consequence, we
employ a MILP solver to address explanation tasks. Additionally, throughout
the construction of the MILP model, we may utilize optimization, specifically
employing a MILP solver, to determine tight lower and upper bounds for the
neurons of NNs.

3 Logic-based XAI for Neural Networks

As previously mentioned, most methods for explaining ML models are heuristic,
resulting in explanations that can not be fully trusted. Logic-based explainabil-
ity provides results with guarantees of correctness and irredundancy. For NNs,
Ignatiev et al. [9] employed a logic-based approach based on linear constraints
with binary and continuous variables. Given an instance, this approach identifies
a subset of input features sufficient to justify the correspondent output given by
the NN. This method ensures correctness and minimality of explanations, which
are referred to as abductive explanations. An abductive explanation is a subset
of features that form a rule. When applied, this rule guarantees the same model
prediction. The formal definition below encapsulates this notion.

Definition 1 (Abductive Explanation [9]). Let I = {x1 = v1, ..., xn =
vn} be an instance and N be a NN such that N (I) = c ∈ K. An abductive
explanation X is a minimal subset of I such that for all v′1 ∈ [l1, u1], ..., v

′
n ∈

[ln, un], if v′j = vj for each xj = vj ∈ X , then N ({x1 = v′1, ..., xn = v′n}) = c.

An abductive explanation is a minimal set of features from an instance that
are sufficient for the prediction. This subset ensures that, when the values of these
features are fixed and the other features are varied within their possible ranges,
the prediction remains the same. In other words, it identifies key features that
are sufficient for the output. Minimality ensures that the explanation X does not
include any redundant features. In other words, removing any feature xj = vj
from X would result in a subset that no longer guarantees the same prediction
c over the defined bounds.
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It is important to note that a given instance may have multiple distinct
abductive explanations. Different subsets of features may independently satisfy
the conditions for an explanation while maintaining minimality. This means that
there can be multiple ways to justify a prediction, each highlighting different
aspects of the instance that are sufficient to ensure the same output.

The approach by Ignatiev et al. [9] to obtain abductive explanations for NNs
works as follows. First, the NN and the input domain D are encoded as a set of
formulas F . We encode a NN with L + 1 layers and D as F in (3)-(10), where
l = 1, . . . , L− 1 and, for each l, j = 1, . . . , nl.

lbi ≤ xi ≤ ubi, i = 1, ..., n (3)
nl−1∑
i=1

wl
i,jx

l−1
i + blj = xl

j − slj (4)

zlj = 1→ xl
j ≤ 0 (5)

zlj = 0→ slj ≤ 0 (6)

zlj = 0 ∨ zlj = 1 (7)

0 ≤ xl
j ≤ ublx,j (8)

0 ≤ slj ≤ ubls,j (9)

oi =

nL−1∑
j=1

wL
i,jx

L−1
i + bLi , i = 1, ..., k (10)

In the following, we explain the notation. The encoding uses variables xl
j

and oi with the same meaning as in the notation for NNs. Auxiliary variables
slj and zlj control the behaviour of ReLU activations. Moreover, this encoding
uses implications to represent the behavior of ReLU. Variable zlj is binary and
if zlj is equal to 1, the ReLU output xl

j is 0 and −slj is equal to the linear
part. Otherwise, the output xl

j is equal to the linear part and slj is equal to
0. The bounds ublx,j are defined by isolating variable xl

j from other constraints
in subsequent layers. Then, xl

j is maximized to find its upper bound. A similar
process is applied to find the bounds ubls,j for variables slj . In this case, ubls,j
corresponds to the absolute value of the smallest non-positive input to the ReLU
function. These bounds ublx,j and ubls,j can be determined due to the bounds of
the features. Furthermore, these bounds can assist the solver in accelerating the
computation of explanations. Finally, in (3), variables xi have lower and upper
bounds lbi, ubi, respectively, defined by the input domain. Therefore, D ⊆ F .

The second step in this approach consists of defining a formula Ej that cap-
tures the prediction of the NN. Given an instance I = {x1 = v1, x2 = v2, ..., xn =
vn} from the input domain, the neural network N , and its corresponding pre-
diction N (I) = cj , we encode this information by asserting that oj is the largest
among all output neurons: Ej =

∧k
i=1,i̸=j oj > oi. Then, I ∪ F is satisfiable

and I ∪F |= Ej . An abductive explanation X is calculated removing feature by
feature from I. For example, given xi = vi ∈ I, if (I \{xi = vi})∪F |= Ej , then
feature xi = vi is not required for the explanation and can be removed. In other
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words, xi can take any value within its domain, while guaranteeing that the pre-
diction remains cj . Otherwise, if (I \ {xi = vi}) ∪ F ̸|= Ej , then xi = vi is kept,
since class cj cannot be guaranteed. In this case, there exists some value within
the domain of xi that would change the prediction. This process is described in
Algorithm 1 and is performed for all features. Then, X is the result at the end
of this procedure. This means that for the values of the features in X , the NN
makes the same classification cj , whatever the values of the remaining features.

Algorithm 1 Computing an Explanation X
Input: F , I, Ej

1: X ← I
2: for xi = vi in I do
3: if (X \ {xi = vi}) ∪ F |= Ej then
4: X ← X\{xi = vi}
5: return X

As stated in (1), to check entailments (X\{xi = vi})∪F |= Ej , it is equivalent
to test whether (X \{xi = vi})∪F ∪{¬Ej} is unsatisfiable. Since F , X and ¬E
are encoded as linear constraints with continuous and binary variables, along
with indicator constraints, such entailments can be addressed using a MILP
solver.

4 Logic-based XAI for NNs via Slicing

Previous work [9] introduced a logic-based approach for explaining NNs, identi-
fying a subset of input features sufficient to justify a given output. This method
ensures correctness and minimality of explanations, which are referred to as
abductive explanations. Unfortunately, this approach becomes computationally
prohibitive with increasing network size. In this work, we address this limita-
tion by exploring the concept of slicing. We partition the feature domains into
smaller subdomains. Then, within each subdomain, we can simplify the original
NN, potentially reducing the time to compute explanations. Therefore, domain
slicing may enable the computation of abductive explanations for larger NNs.

There are several approaches for partitioning the input domain. One direct
method evaluated in our work involves dividing the domain of a feature into two
equal sub-domains. More formally, let xi = vi in I such that lbi ≤ xi ≤ ubi in
F and define mi := (li + ui)/2. Then, we consider the sub-domains lbi ≤ xi ≤
mi and mi ≤ xi ≤ ubi for feature xi. To illustrate the method, we consider
Example 1 below.

Example 1. For instance, consider an input domain with two features: D =
{0.2 ≤ x1 ≤ 0.7, 0.2 ≤ x2 ≤ 0.5}. Also consider the simple NN in Fig. 1. This
NN consists of an input layer, one hidden layer, and one output layer. Each layer
consists of two neurons. Then, there are two inputs to this NN, x1 with domain
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x1

[0.2, 0.7]

x2

[0.2, 0.5]

y1

[−0.3, 0.8]

y2

[−0.3, 0.5]

x1
1

x1
2

o1

o2

−1

1

2
−1

ReLU

ReLU

1

1

1
−1

Fig. 1. Example of Neural Network

[0.2, 0.7] and x2 with domain [0.2, 0.5]. To simplify the example, we separate each
neuron in the hidden layer into two parts: one representing the output of the
linear transformation and the other capturing the output of the ReLU activa-
tion. We denote the upper neuron in the hidden layer as y1 and the lower neuron
as y2. The weights for the linear transformations are represented by weights on
the edges. The bias for each neuron is 0 and has been omitted to simplify the
example. Above or below some neurons, there is an interval representing a tight
range of values the neuron can take. These initial intervals for y1 and y2 can
be obtained through optimization, for example. In particular, the upper bound
of y1 can be determined by maximizing: −1x1 + 2x2. A lower bound for y1 can
be found using a similar optimization process. This optimization is feasible due
to the predefined bounds on the input features. The upper bound ub1x,1 of x1

1

is, then, the maximum between 0 and the largest input to the ReLU function.
In our example, this results in ub1x,1 = max{0, 0.8} = 0.8. Similarly, the bound
ub1s,1 of s11 is the absolute value of the minimum between 0 and the smallest in-
put to the ReLU function. In this case, we obtain: ub1s,1 = |min{0,−0.3}| = 0.3.
A similar reasoning applies to x1

2 and s12, where their respective bounds can be
determined using the same approach based on the inputs to the ReLU function.

In this example, we apply the slicing method to x2, obtaining the two sub-
domains: D1 = {0.2 ≤ x1 ≤ 0.7, 0.2 ≤ x2 ≤ 0.35} and D2 = {0.2 ≤ x1 ≤
0.7, 0.35 ≤ x2 ≤ 0.5}. Then, within each subdomain, we can simplify the orig-
inal NN, potentially reducing the time to compute explanations. For example,
the simplification corresponding to subdomain D1 is presented in Fig. 2.

The subdomain D1 affects the propagation of values within the NN. For y1, its
original interval was [−0.3, 0.8]. With the new subdomain restriction, the values
of x2 are now constrained within the reduced range [0.2, 0.35]. This decreases
the influence of x2 on the linear transformations, lowering the upper bound of
y1 to 0.5. Thus, the updated interval for y1 becomes [−0.3, 0.5]. Consequently,
ub1x,1 = max{0, 0.5} = 0.5. Therefore, for subdomain D1, the formula 0 ≤ x1

1 ≤
0.8 corresponding to Equation (8) for l = 1 and j = 1, can be simplified to
0 ≤ x1

1 ≤ 0.5. In a MILP problem, tightening the bounds of a continuous variable
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x1

[0.2, 0.7]

x2

[0.2, 0.35]

y1

[−0.3, 0.5]

y2

[−0.15, 0.5]

x1
1

x1
2

o1

o2

−1

1

2
−1

ReLU

ReLU

1

1

1
−1

Fig. 2. Slicing respective to subdomain D1

x1

[0.2, 0.7]

x2

[0.35, 0.5]

y1

[0.0, 0.8]

y2

[−0.3, 0.35]

x1
1

x1
2

o1

o2

−1

1

2
−1

ReLU

ReLU

1

1

1
−1

Fig. 3. Slicing respective to subdomain D2

reduces the feasible region, thereby limiting the search space explored by the
solver and potentially improving solver efficiency.

For y2, whose original interval was [−0.3, 0.5], the new restriction on x2 in
subdomain D1 affects the lower bound. Since the minimum value of x2 is now
0.2, the linear transformation results in an updated lower bound of −0.15 for y2.
Consequently, the new interval for y2 becomes [−0.15, 0.5]. Therefore, ub1s,2 =
|min{0,−0.15}| = 0.15. Then, for subdomain D1, the formula 0 ≤ s12 ≤ 0.3
corresponding to Equation (9) for l = 1 and j = 1, can be simplified to 0 ≤ s12 ≤
0.15.

The simplification corresponding to subdomain D2 is presented in Fig. 3.
Initially, the interval of neuron y2 was [−0.3, 0.5]. After slicing, due to the new
range of x2 in the subdomain D2, the upper bound of y2 decreases to 0.35. The
lower bound of y2 remains unchanged at −0.3.

The most interesting case in this example occurs with neuron y1 in subdomain
D2. Initially, its interval was [−0.3, 0.8], but with the subdomain constraint x2 ≥
0.35 in D2, the lower bound of y1 increases from −0.3 to 0.0. In this case, the
formulas −1x1 + 2x2 = x1

1 − s11, z11 = 1 → x1
1 ≤ 0, z11 = 0 → s11 ≤ 0, z11 =

0 ∨ z11 = 1, 0 ≤ xl
j ≤ 0.8, and 0 ≤ slj ≤ 0.3 corresponding to Equations (4)-(7)

for l = 1 and j = 1, i.e., for neuron x1
1, can be simplified to −1x1+2x2 = x1

1 and
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0 ≤ x1
1 ≤ 0.8. In other words, we remove the constraints associated with binary

variable z11 and real variable s11. Since MILP solvers are generally more efficient
with fewer binary variables, this reduction potentially improves computational
efficiency.

We will now continue exploring the slicing approach by extending it to two
features simultaneously. This will allow us to understand how the subdomains
are formed and how the combined effect of slicing multiple features partitions
the input domain.

Example 2. Consider an input domain with three features: D = {lb1 ≤ x1 ≤
ub1, lb2 ≤ x2 ≤ ub2, lb3 ≤ x3 ≤ ub3}. Applying this slicing method to x1, we
obtain two sub-domains: D1 = {lb1 ≤ x1 ≤ m1, lb2 ≤ x2 ≤ ub2, lb3 ≤ x3 ≤ ub3}
and D2 = {m1 ≤ x1 ≤ ub1, lb2 ≤ x2 ≤ ub2, lb3 ≤ x3 ≤ ub3}. Now, applying
the same partitioning method to x2, each of the previous sub-domains is further
divided into two, resulting in four sub-domains: D1 = {lb1 ≤ x1 ≤ m1, lb2 ≤ x2 ≤
m2, lb3 ≤ x3 ≤ ub3}, D2 = {lb1 ≤ x1 ≤ m1,m2 ≤ x2 ≤ ub2, lb3 ≤ x3 ≤ ub3},
D3 = {m1 ≤ x1 ≤ ub1, lb2 ≤ x2 ≤ m2, lb3 ≤ x3 ≤ ub3}, and D4 = {m1 ≤ x1 ≤
ub1,m2 ≤ x2 ≤ ub2, lb3 ≤ x3 ≤ ub3}. By continuing this process, we iteratively
refine the input domain, generating a finer partitioning of the domain.

In networks with a larger number of input neurons, the number of resulting
input subdomains can become prohibitively large. Then, we will evaluate the
domain slicing technique by limiting the values to a maximum of three features.

Next, we explore how analyzing a single subdomain can sometimes be enough
to determine that a feature must be retained in the explanation. This occurs
when the constraints within that subdomain inherently enforce the necessity of
the feature to ensure the prediction, even without considering the entire input
domain.

In Algorithm 1, we test whether (X \ xi = vi) ∪ F |= Ej . Since the domain
of feature xi is in F , i.e., li ≤ xi ≤ ui ∈ F , we are effectively testing whether all
assignments A that satisfy (X \ xi = vi), F and li ≤ xi ≤ ui also satisfy Ej . If
there exists an assignment A where xi 7→ v′i ∈ A for some v′i ∈ [li, ui] such that A
satisfy (X \xi = vi) and F but does not satisfy Ej , then (X \xi = vi)∪F ̸|= Ej .
Consequently, Algorithm 1 ensures that xi = vi remains in X .

Now, suppose we apply slicing to feature xi, splitting its domain into two
subdomains D1 and D2 where li ≤ xi ≤ mi ∈ D1 and mi ≤ xi ≤ ui ∈ D2.
To verify whether (X \ xi = vi) ∪ F |= Ej it suffices to check both subdomains
separately: (X \ xi = vi) ∪ F ∪ {mi ≤ xi} |= Ej and (X \ xi = vi) ∪ F ∪ {xi ≤
mi} |= Ej . Since li ≤ xi and xi ≤ ui are already present in F , if (X \ xi = vi) ∪
F ∪ {xi ≤ mi} ̸|= Ej , then there exists an assignment A with xi 7→ v′i ∈ A
for some v′i ∈ [li,mi] such that A satisfy (X \ xi = vi) and F but does not
satisfy Ej . Consequently, since v′i ∈ [li,mi] ⊆ [li, ui], the same assignment A
satisfies (X \ xi = vi) and F but does not satisfy Ej . Thus, we conclude that
(X \ xi = vi)∪F ̸|= Ej without needing to evaluate the entire domain li ≤ xi ≤
ui.
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Similarly, if (X \ {xi = vi}) ∪ F ∪ {mi ≤ xi} ̸|= Ej , the same reasoning
applies, ensuring that (X \ xi = vi) ∪ F ̸|= Ej . We now consider the converse.
Assume that (X \ xi = vi) ∪ F ̸|= Ej . Then there exists an assignment A where
xi 7→ v′i ∈ A for some v′i ∈ [li, ui], such that A satisfies (X \ {xi = vi}) and F ,
but does not satisfy Ej . We have two possible cases (both may hold if v′i = mi).
If v′i ∈ [li,mi], then it follows that (X \ {xi = vi}) ∪ F ∪ {xi ≤ mi} ̸|= Ej . If
v′i ∈ [mi, ui], then we conclude that (X \ {xi = vi}) ∪ F ∪ {mi ≤ xi} |= Ej .

From the reasoning above, we conclude that verifying (X\{xi = vi})∪F |= Ej

can be reduced to checking the two subdomains separately. Furthermore, we
established that if (X \{xi = vi})∪F ̸|= Ej , then at least one of these subdomain
checks must also fail. These observations lead to the following proposition:

Proposition 1. Let mi := (li + ui)/2 for a feature xi with li ≤ xi ≤ ui ∈ D.
Then, (X\{xi = vi})∪F |= Ej if and only if (X\{xi = vi})∪F∪{xi ≤ mi} |= Ej

and (X \ {xi = vi}) ∪ F ∪ {mi ≤ xi} |= Ej .

This observation naturally extends to multiple features. Specifically, if (X \{xi =
vi, xp = vp})∪F∪{xi ≤ mi,mp ≤ xp} ̸|= Ej , then considering the entire domain
also does not entail Ej , i.e., (X \ {xi = vi, xp = vp}) ∪ F ̸|= Ej . This suggests a
structured way to refine the input domain. The following proposition formalizes
this idea for two features, showing that verifying entailment over the full domain
can be reduced to verifying it over smaller subdomains.

Proposition 2. Let mi := (li + ui)/2 for a feature xi with li ≤ xi ≤ ui ∈ D,
and mp := (lp + up)/2 for a feature xp with lp ≤ xp ≤ up ∈ D. Then, (X \ {xi =
vi, xp = vp}) ∪ F |= Ej if and only if (X \ {xi = vi, xp = vp}) ∪ F ∪ {xi ≤
mi, xp ≤ mp} |= Ej, (X \ {xi = vi, xp = vp}) ∪ F ∪ {xi ≤ mi,mp ≤ xp} |= Ej,
(X \{xi = vi, xp = vp})∪F ∪{mi ≤ xi, xp ≤ mp} |= Ej, and (X \{xi = vi, xp =
vp}) ∪ F ∪ {mi ≤ xi,mp ≤ xp} |= Ej.

The proposition shows that instead of evaluating entailment over the entire in-
put space, it suffices to check it over a partitioned set of subdomains. Moreover,
each subdomain can simplify the constraints of the MILP problem, as demon-
strated in Example 1. However, in NNs with a large number of input features, the
number of resulting subdomains can grow exponentially, making the approach
computationally impractical. To address this, in our experiments, we limit the
domain slicing technique to at most three features, which are selected incremen-
tally and at random. In the subsequent section, we will evaluate the impact of
domain slicing by measuring its effect on explanation computation time.

5 Experiments

In our experiments, we applied slicing to continuous input features. For each
trained NN, we considered four slicing cases: no slicing and one to three sliced
attributes. The case without any slicing represents the baseline model found
in other works [9], whereas the cases with one or more slicings represent the
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approach we propose. The features selected for slicing were chosen randomly, and
each additional slice reused the sliced features from the previous slicing level.
All slicing configurations produce the same explanations, ensuring correctness
and minimality. Performance was evaluated by summing explanation times (in
seconds) over a fixed set of randomly selected instances. For each slicing level, we
also measured the number of binary variables removed due to the input domain
and subdomains, averaging across subdomains. These simplifications are applied
to the constraints in Equations (4)-(7), as illustrated in Example 1. The extent
of binary variable elimination may influence the computational efficiency of our
approach. As our method guarantees perfect fidelity to the underlying model by
construction, we do not evaluate this metric in our experiments.

We used five datasets from the UCI Machine Learning Repository1 and the
Penn Machine Learning Benchmarks2: Auto (25 features), Hepatitis (19 fea-
tures), Australian (14 features), Heart-Statlog (13 features), and Glass (9 fea-
tures). For each, we trained three NNs, each with 16 neurons per layer: one with
two hidden layers, one with three hidden layers, and one with four hidden layers.
The NNs were implemented with TensorFlow, using a 90%-10% data split for
training and testing. Training used a batch size of 4 and 100 epochs. Explana-
tions were performed on the test set. For the entailment checks in Algorithm 1,
we used IBM-CPLEX3 via the DOcplex API to handle MILP constraints. All
experiments were run on an Intel Core i5-7200U (2.50 GHz) with 8 GB of RAM.
Full details are available in our repository4.

The results for 2-, 3-, and 4-layer NNs are shown in Tables 1–3, respectively.
The number of features of each dataset is indicated in parentheses. For 2-layer
NNs (Table 1), slicing did not improve explanation time and often increased
it, with little to no binary variable removal. This suggests that, for smaller
architectures, the overhead of slicing outweighs its benefits, and performance
gains may only appear beyond a certain NN size.

Table 1. Explanation time (in seconds) and average % binary variables removed by
number of slices for 2-layers NNs.

Dataset Metric 0 slices 1 slice 2 slices 3 slices
Auto Exp Time (s) 12.56 13.17 13.32 13.80
(25) % Bin Rem 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hepatitis Exp Time (s) 4.49 5.83 6.74 9.97
(19) % Bin Rem 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Australian Exp Time (s) 32.20 33.25 33.01 34.09
(14) % Bin Rem 0.00 1.00 1.50 2.13
Heart-Statlog Exp Time (s) 9.65 9.85 10.75 13.12
(13) % Bin Rem 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.38
Glass Exp Time (s) 5.80 5.97 6.60 6.87
(9) % Bin Rem 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.13

1 https://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml/
2 https://github.com/EpistasisLab/penn-ml-benchmarks/
3 https://www.ibm.com/docs/en/icos/22.1.2
4 https://github.com/Luizfernandopq/Explications-ANNs
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For 3-layer NNs (Table 2), slicing sometimes improved explanation time,
especially when accompanied by notable binary variable removal. In the Aus-
tralian dataset, binary variable removal reached 16% with three slices, and the
best explanation time reduction (5.00%) occurred with two slices (12.75% re-
moval). Heart-Statlog followed a similar pattern, with up to 3.50% removal and
significant time reductions of 15.67% (three slices) and 11.22% (two slices). In
contrast, Hepatitis and Glass showed low binary variable removal and increasing
explanation times with more slices, indicating that slicing introduced overhead
without sufficient simplification. The Auto dataset showed an interesting behav-
ior: no binary variables were removed at any slicing level, yet explanation time
improved (13.40% with one slice, 9.36% with three). This suggests that efficiency
gains can also stem from other structural changes induced by slicing, not just
from binary variable elimination.

Table 2. Explanation time (in seconds) and average % of binary variables removed by
number of slices for 3-layers NNs. The values in bold represent the slices that achieved
a reduction in explanation time compared to 0 slices.

Dataset Metric 0 slices 1 slice 2 slices 3 slices
Auto Exp Time (s) 56.40 48.84 68.86 51.12
(25) % Bin Rem 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hepatitis Exp Time (s) 15.85 19.82 19.90 18.59
(19) % Bin Rem 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.38
Australian Exp Time (s) 149.92 154.09 142.43 153.18
(14) % Bin Rem 0.00 11.00 12.75 16.00
Heart-Statlog Exp Time (s) 69.50 73.63 61.70 58.61
(13) % Bin Rem 0.00 1.00 1.50 3.50
Glass Exp Time (s) 38.99 53.65 42.44 49.58
(9) % Bin Rem 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.13

Next, we discuss the results for 4-layers NNs from Table 3. The Australian
and Heart-Statlog datasets show the most substantial benefits from slicing. In
the Australian dataset, explanation times improve consistently as more slices
are added, culminating in a remarkable 37.20% reduction with three slices. This
aligns with the progressive increase in binary variable removal, which reaches
23.38% for three slices. Similarly, the Heart-Statlog dataset benefits across all
slicing configurations, with explanation time reductions exceeding 25% for one
slice and reaching 40.46% with three slices. These results highlight the potential
of slicing to enhance efficiency in explanation tasks, especially for larger NNs.
Conversely, the Auto dataset presents a case where slicing consistently increases
explanation time, and no binary variables are removed at any slicing level. This
reinforces the observation that, for this dataset, slicing introduces computational
overhead without providing meaningful simplifications. Similarly, the Hepati-
tis and Glass datasets exhibit low binary variable removal (at most 1.50% and
2.00%, respectively), and their explanation time reductions are inconsistent. The
Hepatitis dataset benefits slightly from one slice (6.28% reduction) but deteri-
orates with additional slices. The Glass dataset shows a notable improvement
only with three slices (21.39% reduction).
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Table 3. Explanation time (in seconds) and average % of binary variables removed by
number of slices for 4-layers NNs. The values in bold represent the slices that achieved
a reduction in explanation time compared to 0 slices.

Dataset Metric 0 slices 1 slice 2 slices 3 slices
Auto Exp Time (s) 387.34 454.78 466.26 460.04
(25) % Bin Rem 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hepatitis Exp Time (s) 463.45 434.36 510.26 625.97
(19) % Bin Rem 1.00 1.00 1.50 1.50
Australian Exp Time (s) 6156.11 6017.00 5195.69 3867.26
(14) % Bin Rem 1.00 15.50 19.00 23.38
Heart-Statlog Exp Time (s) 3317.58 2457.75 2523.63 1974.47
(13) % Bin Rem 3.00 3.00 3.50 4.75
Glass Exp Time (s) 217.89 253.87 233.12 171.31
(9) % Bin Rem 1.00 1.00 1.50 2.00

Overall, the results suggest that, for deeper networks, the effectiveness of
slicing is strongly influenced by the extent of binary variable removal. When this
removal is substantial, as in the Australian and Heart-Statlog datasets, slicing
tends to yield consistent efficiency gains. However, when the number of binary
variables removed is minimal or nonexistent, slicing may introduce overhead that
outweighs its potential benefits.

Additionally, the relationship between binary variable removal and expla-
nation time improvements appears to be more dataset-dependent than strictly
related to NN depth or data dimensionality. For instance, the Auto and Glass
datasets both exhibit minimal binary variable removal at any slicing level. These
datasets have significantly different dimensionalities (25 and 9, respectively),
suggesting that the impact of slicing is not solely determined by the number of
input features, but rather by dataset-specific characteristics or features selected
for slicing. Certain features may better capture meaningful structure in the data,
leading to greater simplification and more efficient explanations.

6 Conclusions

In this paper, we propose using domain slicing to enhance the scalability of logic-
based XAI for NNs. Our approach partitions the input domain into smaller sub-
domains, allowing simplification of logical constraints. Experiments show that
domain slicing can reduce explanation time by over 40%. Notably, the benefits
of slicing are more pronounced in cases where binary variable removal becomes
more effective. This improvement suggests that modest slicing can enhance effi-
ciency without compromising correctness.

Moreover, the relationship between explanation time improvements and bi-
nary variable removal appears to depend more on dataset-specific characteristics
than on NN depth or input dimensionality. This also suggests that the features
selected for slicing can play a key role, highlighting the importance of feature
selection in the slicing process. Future work may explore slicing strategies that
adapt to dataset characteristics and network properties, as well as techniques
for automatically identifying the most effective features for slicing.
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