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Abstract. Sobol´ indices and Shapley effects are attractive methods of assessing how a function depends on its
various inputs. The existing literature contains various estimators for these two classes of sensitivity
indices, but few estimators of Sobol´ indices and no estimators of Shapley effects are computationally
tractable for moderate-to-large input dimensions. This article provides a Shapley-effect estimator
that is computationally tractable for a moderate-to-large input dimension. The estimator uses a
metamodel-based approach by first fitting a Bayesian Additive Regression Trees model which is then
used to compute Shapley-effect estimates. This article also establishes posterior contraction rates on
a large function class for this Shapley-effect estimator and for the analogous existing Sobol´-index
estimator. Finally, this paper explores the performance of these Shapley-effect estimators on four
different test functions for moderate-to-large input dimensions and number of observations.
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1. Introduction. An important task in global sensitivity analysis is to measure how a
function depends on its various inputs. A popular measure of variable importance is the class
of Sobol´ indices [1], which decomposes the variance of outputs from a function into terms
due to main effects for each input and interaction effects between the various inputs. To
quantify the impact of any particular input dimension, either the main-effect Sobol´ index
or the total-effect Sobol´ index can be used; the latter includes all interactions between the
given input and any other input whereas the former excludes any such interaction. Intuitive
interpretation of Sobol´ indices requires an orthogonal distribution on the inputs [2]. Shapley
effects [2, 3] form another class of variance-based global sensitivity indices that was first
introduced in the context of game theory but has only recently been gaining traction in the
statistics literature [4]. Although the additional computation required to compute Shapley
effects might render them unnecessary if the inputs are known to be independent, Shapley
effects remain interpretable even if the inputs are correlated [2] and hence are the more
reasonable option in such a case.

A function’s Sobol´ indices and Shapley values can, on occasion, be computed exactly,
particularly when a closed-form expression of the function is known and the required expecta-
tions can be computed easily. But more often than not, computing these expectations requires
some sort of integral approximation. Monte Carlo integration is a simple option and is used
to estimate Shapley effects by e.g. [2, 5, 6, 7], but computation becomes intractable as the
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number of inputs increases. Another option is to first fit a metamodel which can then be
used to compute estimates of Sobol´ indices and Shapley effects as a post-processing step.
This approach is also useful when a function can only be sparsely evaluated, necessitating
the use of a metamodel. A popular metamodel fit for this purpose is the Gaussian Process
(GP) model. Chapter 7 of [8] notes that the required expectations are known for GPs with
polynomial mean and either a separable Gaussian, Bohman, or cubic correlation function
[9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14]. [15] use GPs to compute Shapley effects in a simulation study with
a three-dimensional input space. Other metamodels used to compute Sobol´ indices include
generalized polynomial chaos expansions [16], treed GPs [17], dynamic trees [18], Gaussian
radial basis function [19], artificial neural networks [20], Bayesian multivariate adaptive re-
gression splines [21], and deep GPs [22]. However, many of these metamodel-based approaches
struggle to either fit the metamodel or compute the Sobol´-index estimates if the number of
inputs and function evaluations is moderate-to-large.

In addition to these computational challenges, the existing literature contains few the-
oretical guarantees of contraction rates for estimators of Sobol´ indices. [23] propose an
asymptotically efficient estimator for sensitivity indices that include Sobol’ indices as a spe-
cial case, but this efficiency result assumes a one-dimensional input space and the existence of
an estimator of the joint density of the input-output pair that converges quickly enough to the
true joint density. [24] establish central limit theorems (CLTs) for two Sobol´ index estima-
tors. [25] establish a CLT for a rank-based estimator of first-order Sobol’ indices, where the
CLT result requires the boundedness of either the function f0 and its two first derivatives with
respect to each of its coordinates, or that f0 ◦ F−1

j and its two first derivatives are bounded,
where Fj is the cumulative distribution function of the jth input dimension. Finally, [6] seems
to be the only work containing convergence-rate results for Shapley-effect estimators.

To the best of our knowledge, this article is the first to provide an estimator of a function’s
Shapley effects that is computationally tractable for a moderate-to-large number of inputs and
function evaluations. This article is also the first to establish posterior contraction rates for
a Bayesian estimator of a function’s Sobol´ indices and Shapley effects. Our approach is
a metamodel-based one, and the metamodel we use is Bayesian Additive Regression Trees
(BART) [26] which is an increasingly popular tool for complex regression problems and as
emulators of expensive computer simulations [27, 28, 29]. BART is a nonparametric sum-of-
trees model embedded in a Bayesian inferential framework. Unlike many other metamodels,
BART can easily incorporate categorical inputs, avoids strong parametric assumptions, and
is relatively quick to fit even on a large number of observations. In particular, fitting a
BART model does not perform the O(n3) matrix decompositions required for a GP to fit to
n data points. BART even has been shown to be resilient to the inclusion of inert inputs,
particularly when the BART prior incorporates either the sparsity-inducing Dirichlet prior
of [30] or the spike-and-tree prior of [31, 32]. Furthermore, the Bayesian framework provides
natural uncertainty quantification for both predictions and sensitivity-index estimates. Per the
review article of [33], the work in this article can be considered part of the “cross-fertilization
of ideas between [machine learning] and [sensitivity analysis].”

The computation of our estimators relies on a particular feature of BART, namely that the
sum-of-trees model assumption implies every realization of a BART random function is piece-
wise constant. [34] uses this to establish closed-form expressions for Sobol´ index estimates
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computed using a fitted BART model (such estimates will be denoted as “BART-based Sobol´
indices” for the rest of this article) that are easy to compute after the BART model is fit. Sec-
tion 2 will show these closed-form expressions can be used to compute BART-based Shapley
effects, but because the number of expressions to compute increases dramatically, Section 4
discusses computationally friendly approximations. On the other hand, our contraction-rate
results rely heavily on recent BART theory from [35], who introduce the large class of sparse
piecewise heterogeneous anisotropic Hölder functions and show that over this function class,
the contraction rate for Bayesian forests is optimal up to a logarithmic factor.

This article is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews BART, piecewise heterogeneous
anisotropic functions, posterior contraction, Sobol´ indices, and Shapley effects. Section 3
provides posterior contraction results for BART-based Sobol´ indices and Shapley effects.
Section 4 discusses the computation of BART-based Shapley effects and Section 5 showcases
their performance on numerical examples (the analogous discussion for BART-based Sobol´
indices can be found in [34]). Section 6 provides discussion on future work.

1.1. Notation. For any positive integer m, denote [m] := {1, . . . ,m}. We also make the
distinction that ⊂ denotes a proper subset whereas ⊆ denotes any subset. Let L2 ≡ L2([0, 1]p)
denote the space of real-valued, square-integrable functions on the unit hypercube [0, 1]p.
Finally, let E and V respectively denote the expectation and variance operator.

2. Review. Mirroring [35], this article considers regression settings with either a fixed or
random design. The regression model with fixed design is

Yi = f0(xi) + εi, εi ∼ N(0, σ2
0), i = 1, . . . , n,(2.1)

where σ2
0 <∞ and each covariate xi ∈ [0, 1]p is fixed. A fixed design would be assumed if for

example the trees in BART are allowed to split only on observed covariate values (which was
a specification used in the seminal BART paper [36]) or on dyadic midpoints of the domain.
The regression model with random design is

Yi = f0(Xi) + εi, Xi ∼ π, εi ∼ N(0, σ2
0), i = 1, . . . , n,(2.2)

where σ2
0 < ∞, each Xi ∈ [0, 1]p is a p-dimensional random covariate, and π is a probabilty

measure such that supp(π) ⊆ [0, 1]p. A random design would be assumed for estimation
problems such as density estimation or regression/classification with random design. Our
results in Section 3 deal separately with fixed or random designs.

2.1. BART. In a regression setting in the form of either (2.1) and (2.2), a BART model
approximates the unknown function f0 by a sum of T regression trees:

(2.3) f0(·) ≈
T∑
t=1

g(·; Θt),

where each regression-tree function g(·; Θt) : [0, 1]p → R is piecewise constant over the input
space, which implies the sum on the right hand side of (2.3) is also piecewise constant. For
each t, the parameter set Θt determines a partition of the input space and the values assigned
to each partitioned piece of the input space. Each tree induces a partition by recursively
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Figure 1: An example tree shown graphically (left) and as a piecewise-constant regression
function (right) on the input space [0, 1]2.

applying binary splitting rules to split the domain [0, 1]p into boxes (i.e. hyperrectangles);
Figure 1 shows an illustrative example. To regularize the model fit, the BART prior over
the parameters {Θt}Tt=1 keeps the individual tree effects small, which causes each function
g(·; Θt) to contribute a small portion to the total approximation of f0. The expected response
E
[
Y (x) | {Θt}Tt=1

]
at a given input x is then the sum of each of the contributions g(x; Θt).

Though the right hand side of (2.3) is piecewise constant, [35] shows that BART can, under
certain conditions, approximate the unknown function f0 (which itself need not be piecewise
constant) arbitrarily closely with attractive posterior contraction rates. After reviewing the
concept of contraction rates, we state for convenience the conditions made in the theorems of
[35] that our contraction-rate results rely on. Because these conditions are not the focus of
this paper, we leave discussion of the context behind these conditions to [35].

2.1.1. Posterior contraction. A posterior contraction rate quantifies how quickly a poste-
rior distribution approaches the true parameter of the data’s distribution. We use a simplified
version of the definition from [37]: for every n ∈ N, let X(n) be an observation in a sample

space (X(n),X (n)) with distribution P
(n)
θ indexed by θ belonging to a first countable topolog-

ical space Θ. Given a prior Πn on the Borel sets of Θ, let Πn(· | X(n)) be (a fixed particular
version of) the posterior distribution.

Definition 2.1 (Posterior contraction rate). A sequence {εn}n∈N is a posterior contraction
rate at the parameter θ0 with respect to the semimetric d if Πn(θ : d(θ, θ0) ≥Mnεn | X(n))→ 0

in P
(n)
θ0

-probability, for every Mn →∞.

Note that if there exists a constant M > 0 such that Πn(θ : d(θ, θ0) ≥ Mεn | X(n)) → 0 in

P
(n)
θ0

-probability, then the sequence {εn}n∈N satisfies the definition of posterior contraction
rate. This will be relevant in interpreting Corollaries 3.3 and 3.5 in Section 3.

2.1.2. Piecewise heterogeneous anisotropic functions. Next we introduce the afore-
mentioned conditions of the theorems of [35] relevant to our work. The first set of conditions
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involves what values of f0 and σ2
0 are allowed for BART to contract around f0. A common

assumption for f0 is isotropic smoothness, but this excludes the realistic scenario that f0

is discontinuous and has different degrees of smoothness in different directions and regions.
[35] introduce a new class of piecewise heterogeneous anisotropic functions whose domain is
partitioned into many boxes (i.e. hyperrectangles), each of which has its own anisotropic
smoothness with the same harmonic mean. First assume f0 is d-sparse, i.e. there exists a
function h0 : [0, 1]d → R and a subset S0 ⊆ [p] with |S0| = d such that f0(x) = h0(xS0) for any
x ∈ [0, 1]p. For any given box Ξ ⊆ [0, 1]d, smoothness parameter α = (α1, . . . , αd)

T ∈ (0, 1]d,
and Hölder coefficient λ <∞, an anisotropic α-Hölder space on Ξ is defined as

Hα,d
λ (Ξ) :=

{
h : Ξ→ R; |h(x)− h(y)| ≤ λ

d∑
j=1

|xj − yj |αj , x, y ∈ Ξ
}
.

Though h0 might have different anisotropic smoothness on different boxes, an important
assumption to make is that all boxes have the same harmonic mean. Thus define the set AR,dᾱ

to be the set of R-tuples of smoothness parameters that have harmonic mean ᾱ ∈ (0, 1]:

AR,dᾱ :=
{

(α1, . . . ,αR) : αr ∈ (0, 1]d, ᾱ−1 = p−1
d∑
j=1

α−1
rj , r ∈ [R]

}
.

Given a box partition (Ξ1, . . . ,ΞR) of [0, 1]d with boxes Ξr ⊆ [0, 1]d and a smoothness R-tuple

Aᾱ ∈ AR,dᾱ for some ᾱ ∈ (0, 1], define a piecewise heterogeneous anisotropic Hölder space as

HAᾱ,dλ (X) :=
{
h : [0, 1]d → R;h|Ξr ∈ H

αr,d
λ (Ξr), r ∈ [R]

}
.

To extend a function from a sparse domain to the original domain [0, 1]p, for any nonempty
subset S ⊆ [p] define W p

S : C(R|S|) → C(Rp) as the map that extends h ∈ C(R|S|) to the

function W p
Sh : x → h(xS) where x ∈ [0, 1]p. With this definition, the space HAᾱ,dλ (X) from

the preceding panel can be extended to the corresponding d-sparse piecewise heterogeneous
anisotropic Hölder space

ΓAᾱ,d,pλ (X) :=
⋃

S⊆[p]: |S|=d

W p
S

(
HAᾱ,dλ (X)

)
.

With these definitions, we can now state the required assumptions on the true parameters
f0 and σ2.

(A1) For d > 0, λ > 0, R > 0, X = (Ξ1, . . . ,ΞR), and Aᾱ ∈ AR,dᾱ with ᾱ ∈ (0, 1], the true

function satisfies f0 ∈ ΓAᾱ,d,pλ (X) or f0 ∈ ΓAᾱ,d,pλ (X) ∩ C([0, 1]p).
(A2) It is assumed that d, p, λ,R, and ᾱ satisfy εn � 1, where

εn :=

√
d log p

n
+ (λd)d/(2ᾱ+d)

(R log n

n

)ᾱ/(2ᾱ+d)
.(2.4)

(A3) The true function f0 satisfies ‖f0‖∞ .
√

log n.
(A4) The true variance parameter satisfies σ2 ∈ [C−1

0 , C0] for some sufficiently large C0 > 1.
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2.1.3. Split-net. The second set of conditions (of the theorems of [35] relevant to our
work) involves the split values c allowed in the binary split rules “xj < c” of the regression
trees (again, see Figure 1 for an illustration). If a partition of [0, 1]p can be created using
the aforementioned tree-based procedure, call it a flexible tree partition. To restrict a flexible
tree partition by a set of allowable split values in the binary split rules, for any integer bn
define a split-net Z to be a finite set of points in [0, 1]p at which possible splits occur along
coordinates. That is, the allowable split values for any input dimension j ∈ [p] are the jth
components of the points in the split-net. For a given split-net Z, a flexible tree partition
(Ω1, . . . ,ΩK) of [0, 1]p with boxes Ωk ⊆ [0, 1]p, k ∈ [K], is called a Z-tree partition if every
split occurs at points in Z.

A split net should be dense enough for a resulting partition to be close enough to the
underlying partition X∗ = (Ξ∗1, . . . ,Ξ

∗
R) of the true function f0. For any two box partitions

Y1 = (Ψ1
1, . . . ,Ψ

1
J) and Y2 = (Ψ2

1, . . . ,Ψ
2
J) with the same number J of boxes, their closeness

will be measured using the Hausdorff-type divergence

Υ(Y1,Y2) := min
τ∈Perm[J ]

max
r∈[J ]

Haus(Ψ1
r ,Ψ

2
τ(r))

where Perm[J ] denotes the set of all permutations of [J ] and Haus(·, ·) is the Hausdorff distance.
For a subset S ⊆ [p], a box partition of [0, 1]p is called S-chopped if every box Ψ in the box
partition satisfies maxj∈S len([Ψ]j) < 1 and minj /∈S len([Ψ]j) = 1. For a given subset S ⊆ [p],
consider an S-chopped partition Y of [0, 1]p with J boxes. For any given cn ≥ 0, a split-net
Zn is said to be (Y, cn)-dense if there exists an S-chopped Zn-tree partition Tn of [0, 1]p with
J boxes such that Υ(Y, Tn) ≤ cn.

A split net should also be regular enough (defined below) for a tree partition to capture
local features of f0 on each box. Assume the underlying partition X∗ can be approximated
well by an S(X∗)-chopped Z-tree partition (Ω∗1, . . . ,Ω

∗
R) := arg minT ∈TS(X∗),R,Z Υ(X∗, T ). In

each box Ω∗r , the idea is to allow splits to occur more often along the input dimensions with
less smoothness. Given a split-net Z and splitting coordinate j, define the midpoint-split of
a box Ψ as the bisection of Ψ along coordinate j at the db̃j(Z,Ψ)/2eth split-candidate in
[Z]j ∩ int([Ψ]j), where b̃j(Z,Ψ) is the cardinality of [Z]j ∩ int([Ψ]j). Given a smoothness
vector α ∈ (0, 1]d, box Ψ ⊆ [0, 1]p, split-net Z, integer L > 0, and index set S = {s1, . . . , sd} ⊆
[p], define the anisotropic k-d tree AKD(Ψ;Z,α, L, S) as the iterative splitting procedure that
partitions Ψ into disjoint boxes Ω◦1, . . . ,Ω

◦
2L◦

as follows:
1. Set Ω◦1 = Ψ and set counter lj = 0 for each j ∈ [d].

2. Let L◦ =
∑d

j=1 lj for the current counters. For splits at iteration 1 + L◦, choose
j′ = min{arg minj ljαj}. Midpoint-split all boxes Ω◦1, . . . ,Ω

◦
2L◦

with the given Z and
splitting coordinate sj′ . Relabel the generated new boxes as Ω◦1, . . . ,Ω

◦
21+L◦ , and then

increment lj′ by one.
3. Repeat step 2 until either the updated L◦ equals L or the midpoint-split is no longer

available. Return counters l1, . . . , ld and boxes Ω◦1, . . . ,Ω
◦
2L◦

.

For a given box Ψ ⊆ [0, 1]p, smoothness vector α ∈ (0, 1]d, integer L > 0, and index set
S = {s1, . . . , sd} ⊆ [p], a split-net Z is called (Ψ,α, L, S)-regular if the counters and boxes
returned by AKD(Ψ;Z,α, L, S) satisfy L◦ = L and maxk len([Ω◦k]sj ) . len([Ψ]sj )2

−lj for
every j ∈ [d].
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With these definitions, we can now state the needed assumptions on the sequence {Zn}∞n=1

of split-nets.
(A5) Each split-net Zn satisfies max1≤j≤p log bj(Zn) . log n, where bj(Zn) is the cardinality

of the set {zj : (z1, . . . , zp) ∈ Zn}.
(A6) Each split-net Zn is suitably dense and regular to construct a Zn-tree partition T̂ such

that there exists a simple function f̂0 ∈ FT̂ satisfying ‖f0 − f̂0‖n . ε̄n, where

(2.5) ε̄n := (λd)d/(2ᾱ+d)((R log n)/n)ᾱ/(2ᾱ+d),

the empirical L2-norm ‖ · ‖n is defined as ‖f‖2n = n−1
∑n

i=1 |f(xi)|2, and FT̂ is the set

of functions on [0, 1]p that are constant on each piece of the partition T̂ .
(A7) Each Zn-tree partition (Ω∗1, . . . ,Ω

∗
R) approximating the underlying partition X∗ for the

true function f0 satisfies maxr∈[R] depth(Ω∗r) . log n, where depth means the depth
of a node (i.e. the number of nodes along the path from the root node down to that
node).

Finally, we state the required prior specification.
(P1) Each tree partition in the ensemble is independently assigned a tree prior with Dirichlet

sparsity from [30]. This sparse Dirichlet prior places Dirichlet prior on the proportion
vector used to select the splitting coordinate j during the creation of a split rule.

(P2) The step-heights of the regression-tree functions are each assigned a normal prior with
a zero-mean and a covariance matrix whose eigenvalues are bounded below and above.

(P3) The variance parameter σ2 for the regression model is assigned an inverse gamma
prior.

[35] make the above assumptions and prior specification for their contraction-rate results
in the fixed design setting (2.1). For their contraction-rate results in the random design setting
(2.2), a few of the above assumptions and prior specifications are replaced by the following:
(A3∗) The true function f0 satisfies ‖f0‖∞ ≤ C∗0 for some sufficiently large C∗0 > 0.
(A6∗) The split-net Z is suitably dense and regular to construct a Z-tree partition T̂ such

that there exists f̂0 ∈ FT̂ satisfying ‖f0 − f̂0‖ . ε̄n where ε̄n is given by (2.5).
(P2∗) A prior on the compact support [−C̄1, C̄1] is assigned to the step-heights of the

regression-tree functions for some C̄1 > C∗0 .
(P3∗) A prior on the compact support [C̄−1

2 , C̄2] is assigned to the variance parameter σ2 for
some C̄2 > C0.

2.2. Sobol´ indices. [1, 38] shows that if the random variable X follows an orthogonal
distribution whose support is [0, 1]p and if f ∈ L2, then the variance of f(X) can be de-
composed into a sum of terms attributed to single inputs or to interactions between sets of
inputs:

Vf(X) =

p∑
j=1

Vj +

p∑
j=1

∑
k<j

Vjk + · · ·+ V1,2,...,p(2.6)

where we recursively define for each variable index set P ⊆ [p]

VP := V(E[f(X) | XP ])−
∑
Q⊂P

VQ
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where we set V∅ = 0 and the relation ⊂ denotes a strict subset. For any variable index j ∈ [p],
the term V{j} = Vj is known as the jth (unnormalized) first-order (or main-effect) Sobol´
index, and the sum Tj =

∑
P⊆([p]\{j}) VP∪{j} is known as the jth (unnormalized) total-effect

Sobol´ index. We note that Tj ≥ Vj ≥ 0 for all j ∈ [p].
The VP terms in (2.6) are often divided by the total variance to produce the normalized

terms VP /[Vf(X)], which have the nice interpretation of being the proportion of the total
variance attributed to the interaction between the variables whose indices are in the index
set P . If P is the singleton {j}, then the normalized term Vj/[Vf(X)] can be interpreted
as the proportion of the total variance attributed to variable j by itself. Despite this nice
interpretation, the remainder of the article will assume that such indices are unnormalized
unless otherwise stated.

To see why these indices’ interpretation requires X to follow an orthogonal distribution,
we extend the definition of VP by removing the orthogonality assumption. That is, we allow
X to follow a possibly non-orthogonal distribution π whose support is [0, 1]p. We first define
the functional cP,π : L2 → R as

(2.7) cP,π(f) = Vπ(Eπ[f(X) | XP ]) = Eπ[(Eπ[f(X) | XP ])2]− [Eπf(X)]2

for any f ∈ L2. Then the generalized VP under the distribution π is recursively defined as

VP,π(f) := cP,π(f)−
∑
Q⊂P

VQ,π(f),

where again we set V∅,π(f) = 0. Similarly, we define the generalized jth total-effect term as

Tj,π(f) =
∑

P⊆([p]\{j})

VP∪{j},π(f)

where the binary relation ⊆ denotes a subset that is not necessarily strict. Recall that if π
is orthogonal and f ∈ L2, then Tj,π(f) ≥ Vj,π(f) ≥ 0 for all j ∈ [p] and the variance de-
composition (2.6) (where orthogonality implies VP = VP,π(f) for all P ⊆ [p]) holds. However,
Theorem 2 of [2] asserts the existence of a non-orthogonal distribution π and a function f ∈ L2

such that
∑p

j=1 Vj,π(f) > Vπf(X) >
∑p

j=1 Tj,π(f). In such a case, these Sobol´ indices can
no longer be interpreted as in the orthogonal case.

2.3. Shapley effects. One way to measure variable activity that can be used regardless
of dependence among inputs are the Shapley effects defined by [2] as the Shapley values in
[4] using the functional (2.7) as the “value” or “cost.” For j ∈ [p] the jth Shapley effect is
defined as

(2.8) Sj,π(f) = (p!)−1
∑

P⊆([p]\{j})

(p− |P | − 1)! |P |!
[
cP∪{j},π(f)− cP,π(f)

]
,

which has the desirable property

p∑
j=1

Sj,π(f) = Vπf(X)
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for any distribution π whose support is [0, 1]p, regardless of whether π is orthogonal. Hence,
the jth Shapley effect (after normalization) can be nicely interpreted as the contribution of
input j to the total output variance. Furthermore, if π is orthogonal, then

(2.9) Vj,π(f) ≤ Sj,π(f) ≤ Tj,π(f)

for any f ∈ L2 and j ∈ [p] [4, Section 3], i.e. the jth Shapley effect is bounded between the
jth main-effect Sobol´ index and the jth total-effect Sobol´ index.

The astute reader will note the calculation of (2.8) can be prohibitively costly due to it
being a sum of values (2.7) over all subsets of a set [p] \ {j} which has p − 1 elements. Its
computational tractability will be discussed in Section 4.

3. Main results. The aim of this section is to establish Corollaries 3.3 and 3.5, which
are our contraction-rate results for estimators of Sobol´ indices and Shapley effects under
either the fixed design (2.1) or the random design (2.2). Our proofs of these corollaries rely on
these sensitivity indices having a property similar to but slightly less restrictive than Lipschitz
continuity (this property is defined Lemma 3.1 below). However, the tasks of proving this
property for all of these sensitivity indices are somewhat tedious and very similar to each
other. If we note that these indices are linear combinations of the functional cP,π defined in
(2.7), we can use Lemma 3.1 below to reduce the above tasks to the single task of proving
this property for cP,π.

Lemma 3.1. Suppose the following relationship holds true for all indices k in a finite set
A: given two metric spaces (X, dX) and (X0, dX) that share the same metric, there exists a
real constant C > 0 such that, for all (x, x0) ∈ X×X0, the function φk : X ∪X0 → R satisfies

|φk(x)− φk(x0)| ≤ CdX(x, x0).

Then any set {ak}k∈A of real numbers satisfies∣∣∣∑
k∈A

akφk(x)−
∑
k∈A

akφk(x0)
∣∣∣ ≤ C∗dX(x, x0).

where C∗ = C
∑

k∈A |ak|.
Proof of Lemma 3.1. The LHS of the inequality we wish to prove is bounded above by∑

k∈A
|ak|

∣∣φk(x)− φk(x0)
∣∣ ≤∑

k∈A
|ak|CdX(x, x0)

where the RHS of the above inequality is exactly C∗dX(x, x0).

3.1. Nonparametric regression with random design. This section assumes the random-
design regression setting (2.2); all expectations in this section are with respect to the proba-
bility measure π in (2.2).

Theorem 3.2. Assume (A3*). If f ∈ L2([0, 1]p) shares the same bound C∗0 from (A3*),
then for any subset P ⊆ [p] and distribution π with support [0, 1]p we have

|cP,π(f)− cP,π(f0)| ≤ 4C∗0‖f − f0‖2,π

for the functional cP,π defined in (2.7).
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Proof. Note that∣∣∣cP,π(f)− cP,π(f0)
∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣(E[(E[f(X) | XP ])2 − (E[f0(X) | XP ])2
])
−
(

[Ef(X)]2 − [Ef0(X)]2
)∣∣∣

≤ E
∣∣∣(E[f(X) | XP ])2 − (E[f0(X) | XP ])2

∣∣∣+
∣∣∣[Ef(X)]2 − [Ef0(X)]2

∣∣∣.
From the assumption that f and f0 are bounded in supremum norm by C∗0 , we get∣∣∣[Ef(X)]2 − [Ef0(X)]2

∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣[Ef(X) + Ef0(X)][Ef(X)− Ef0(X)]

∣∣∣
≤ 2C∗0E|f(X)− f0(X)|.

We can similarly deduce for any XP that∣∣∣(E[f(X) | XP ])2 − (E[f0(X) | XP ])2
∣∣∣ ≤ 2C∗0 E[|f(X)− f0(X)| | XP ].

Then

|cP,π(f)− cP,π(f0)| ≤ E
[
2C∗0E[|f(X)− f0(X)| | XP ]

]
+ 2C∗0E|f(X)− f0(X)|

= 4C∗0E|f(X)− f0(X)|.

To finish, Jensen’s inequality implies E|f(X)− f0(X)| ≤ ‖f − f0‖2,π.

Corollary 3.3. Under the assumptions of Theorem 4 of [35] – Assumptions (A1), (A2),
(A3∗), (A4), (A5), (A6∗), and (A7), and the prior assigned through (P1), (P2∗), and (P3∗)
– and Theorem 3.2 above, there exist positive constants L1, L2, and L3 such that

E0Π
{

(f, σ2) : |VP,π(f)− VP,π(f0)|+ |σ2 − σ2
0| > L1εn | Y1, . . . , Yn

}
→ 0,

E0Π
{

(f, σ2) : |Tj,π(f)− Tj,π(f0)|+ |σ2 − σ2
0| > L2εn | Y1, . . . , Yn

}
→ 0,

and E0Π
{

(f, σ2) : |Sj,π(f)− Sj,π(f0)|+ |σ2 − σ2
0| > L3εn | Y1, . . . , Yn

}
→ 0

for εn in (2.4).

Proof. Below is the proof just for the jth (where j ∈ [p]) total-effect Sobol´ index. The
same argument can be followed to obtain the corresponding results for any main-effect Sobol´
index and any Shapley effect after making the appropriate substitutions for the aP below.
Lemma 3.1 and Theorem 3.2 together imply

|Tj,π(f)− Tj,π(f0)| ≤ D2‖f − f0‖2,π.

where the constant D2 := max{1, 4C∗0
∑

P∈[p] |aP |} and the real values aP are the coefficients
corresponding to Tj,π expressed as a linear combination of cP,π. For any constant δ > 0, define
the two sets

Aδ := {(f, σ2) : |Tj,π(f)− Tj,π(f0)|+ |σ2 − σ2
0| > δ}

Bδ := {(f, σ2) : D2|Tj,π(f)− Tj,π(f0)|+D2|σ2 − σ2
0| > δ}.

Because D2 ≥ 1, we have Aδ ⊆ Bδ for all δ > 0. Let Dn := {(X1, Y1), . . . , (Xn, Yn)}. By
Theorem 4 of [35], there exists a constant M > 0 such that E0Π(BL2εn | Dn) → 0, where
L2 = D2M . Because AL2εn ⊆ BL2εn for all n, we have E0Π(AL2εn | Dn)→ 0.
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Regarding the constant D2 in the proof, the sum
∑

P∈[p] |aP | grows exponentially in p.
But if p is large, it is typically assumed the underlying regression function f0 can be written
as a function of a subset S0 ⊂ [p] of d � p variables, which would associate aP with a zero
value of cP,π(f0) if P has any indices not in S0. Furthermore, because each tree in a BART
regression function f will also typically be a function of at most d variables, this sparsity
assumption would also associate aP with a zero value of cP,π(f) if P has any indices not in
S0. If aP is associated with a zero value of both cP,π(f0) and cP,π(f), it can be omitted from
the upper bound of Lemma 3.1. Thus if aP can be omitted from the upper bound for all P
with indices outside of S0, what remains is a sum of O(2d)� O(2p) terms.

3.2. Nonparametric regression with fixed design. This section assumes the fixed-design
regression setting (2.1); all expectations in this section are with respect to the probability
measure PX (·) = n−1

∑
x∈X δx(·) where X is the set of the fixed covariates assumed in (2.1).

Theorem 3.4. Assume (A3). If f ∈ L2([0, 1]p) shares the same bound
√

log n from (A3),
then for any subset P ⊆ [p] and distribution π with support [0, 1]p we have

|cP,PX
(f)− cP,PX

(f0)| . 4
√

log n‖f − f0‖2,PX

where the empirical L2-norm ‖·‖2,PX
is defined as ‖f‖22,PX

= n−1
∑

x∈X |f(x)|2.

Corollary 3.5. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2 of [35] – Assumptions (A1), (A2),
(A3), (A4), (A5), (A6), and (A7), and the prior assigned through (P1), (P2), and (P3) –
and Theorem 3.4 above, there exist positive constants L1, L2, and L3 such that

E0Π
{

(f, σ2) : |VP,π(f)− VP,π(f0)|+ |σ2 − σ2
0| > L1εn

√
log n | Y1, . . . , Yn

}
→ 0,

E0Π
{

(f, σ2) : |Tj,π(f)− Tj,π(f0)|+ |σ2 − σ2
0| > L2εn

√
log n | Y1, . . . , Yn

}
→ 0,

and E0Π
{

(f, σ2) : |Sj,π(f)− Sj,π(f0)|+ |σ2 − σ2
0| > L3εn

√
log n | Y1, . . . , Yn

}
→ 0

for εn in (2.4).

The proofs of Theorem 3.4 and Corollary 3.5 can be obtained by replacing the random-
design bound C∗0 with

√
log n and the distribution π with the probability measure PX .

4. Computation. This section considers the computational tractability of estimating the
Shapley values of the underlying regression function f0 for various fitted Bayesian surrogate
models. Suppose each surrogate model is summarized by nd post burn-in posterior draws.
For each posterior draw i, denote the ith surrogate regression function as f̂ (i). For each input
j ∈ [p], we can estimate the jth Shapley effect Sj,π(f0) of f0 by computing the nd values of

Sj,π(f̂ (i)):

Sj,π(f0) ≈ n−1
d

nd∑
i=1

Sj,π(f̂ (i))

= n−1
d

nd∑
i=1

(p!)−1
∑

P⊆([p]\{j})

(p− |P | − 1)! |P |!
[
cP∪{j},π(f̂ (i))− cP,π(f̂ (i))

]
.
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But for each f̂ (i), computing the p Shapley effects would require computing the cost function
(2.7) for 2p subsets of the set [p]. Using this approach for all inputs would thus require
computing the cost function nd × 2p times. The exponential increase in p is undesirable, but
also the calculation of even a single cost function might be computationally intractable if p is
large enough.

We first tackle the exponential increase in p. We can reduce the increase in p from exponen-
tial to linear by approximating the Shapley effect Sj,π(f̂ (i)) using the following permutation-
based approach [2, 6]. For some chosen positive integer m and each posterior draw i and
input j ∈ [p], do the following m times: randomly draw a subset P ⊆ ([p] \ {j}) by including
each j′ ∈ ([p] \ {j}) in P with probability 0.5 (which gives each subset of ([p] \ {j}) equal
probability 21−p of being chosen) and then compute the difference cP∪{j},π(f̂ (i)) − cP,π(f̂ (i))
for the randomly drawn subset P . The mean over the m differences and nd posterior draws
is the desired estimate of the Shapley effect Sj,π(f0):

Ŝj,π,m

({
f̂ (i)
}nd
i=1

)
:= n−1

d

nd∑
i=1

m−1
m∑
l=1

[
c
P

(i)
l ∪{j},π

(f̂ (i))− c
P

(i)
l ,π

(f̂ (i))
]
≈ Sj,π(f0),(4.1)

where P
(i)
l is the lth of m randomly drawn subset of ([p]\{j}) for the ith posterior draw. Hence

this approach reduces the number of cost-function calculations from nd× 2p to nd× p× (2m).
What value of m should be used? Both the computational cost and the accuracy of the

surrogate-based Shapley-effect estimate increase with m × nd. Because any decent posterior
summary of the surrogate model will require nd to be at least somewhat large, we consider
using a small value of m to keep the computational cost reasonable, but the random draws
of subsets induce additional variability that will likely inflate the length of credible intervals
(CIs) constructed for the Shapley-effect estimate. For the remainder of the article, we prioritize
keeping computational cost low and hence use m = 1.

(As an aside, the relationship (2.9) implies for orthogonal designs that a CI for a Shapley
effect should have length between the CI-length of the main-effects Sobol´-index and the
CI-length of the total-effects Sobol´ index. Thus we can construct an approximate credible
interval (CI) for the Shapley effect by giving it length equal to the average of the two Sobol´ CI
lengths and centering it at the Shapley-effect point estimate. Though we do not make use of it,
this CI construction provides a rough sense of the posterior uncertainty of the Shapley-effect
estimate without having to use m > 1 if the inputs are orthogonal.)

We now consider how the each cost-function calculation is affected by which surrogate
model is used. If the integrals in (2.7) have a closed-form expression, they can be computed
exactly. For BART, a closed-form expression can be found using Theorem 1 of [34]. For
Bayesian MARS, [21] provides a closed-form expression for estimating Sobol´ indices and
contains a numerical example with p = 200, but no posterior consistency results currently
exist. For GP, a closed-form expression can be found for certain correlation functions, but these
functions are typically restrictive i.e. assume stationarity and isotropy. If the cost function
for f̂ (i) is unavailable in closed form, the integrals can be approximated but the computation
time will likely have to grow superlinearly in p to keep the resulting integral approximation
error small. Because BART is the only surrogate model that is computationally tractable for
moderate-to-large p and has theoretical guarantees of consistency for piecewise anisotropic
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Friedman Morris Bratley g−function
Var 23.8 5.25 0.057 3.076
j V ∗j (f) T ∗j (f) S∗j (f) V ∗j (f) T ∗j (f) S∗j (f) V ∗j (f) T ∗j (f) S∗j (f) V ∗j (f) T ∗j (f) S∗j (f)

1 0.197 0.274 0.235 0.190 0.210 0.2 0.688 0.766 – 0.433 0.701 –
2 0.197 0.274 0.235 0.190 0.210 0.2 0.142 0.220 – 0.108 0.284 –
3 0.093 0.093 0.093 0.190 0.210 0.2 0.051 0.099 – 0.048 0.135 –
4 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.190 0.210 0.2 0.006 0.018 – 0.027 0.078 –
5 0.087 0.087 0.087 0.190 0.210 0.2 0.006 0.018 – 0.017 0.050 –

Table 1: Normalized main-effects V ∗j (f) and total-effects T ∗j (f) for various data-generating
functions f and variable indices j ∈ [5] under orthogonal inputs. Normalized Shapley values
S∗j (f) for the Friedman and Morris functions can be found analytically and hence are provided.
Shapley values for the Bratley and g functions are bounded between their respective main-
effects and total-effects, per (2.9).

function spaces, the remainder of the article considers only BART as a surrogate model.

5. Simulation study: orthogonal design. This section explores the performance of BART-
based Shapley values for moderate-to-large p, which is a regime where most other methods are
computationally intractable. (The performance of BART-based Sobol´ indices is evaluated in
detail in [34] and [39] and hence is not evaluated in this paper.) In particular, we illustrate
how many posterior draws are needed for the BART-based Shapley effect estimates to con-
verge to the underlying function’s Shapley effect. Datasets are generated using the following
four test functions, which all depend on d = 5 input variables:

1. The “Friedman” function [40] is defined as

f(x) := 10 sin(πx1x2) + 20(x3 − 0.5)2 + 10x4 + 5x5.

2. The “Morris” function inspired by [41] is defined as

f(x) := α

d∑
i=1

xi + β

d−1∑
i=1

xi

d∑
j=i+1

xj

= α(x1 + x2 + x3 + x4 + x5)

+ β(x1x2 + x1x3 + x1x4 + x1x5 + x2x3 + x2x4 + x2x5 + x3x4 + x3x5 + x4x5)

where α =
√

12− 6
√

0.1(d− 1) ≈ −0.331 and β = 12√
10(d−1)

≈ 1.897 are chosen.

3. The “Bratley” function [42, 43] is defined as

f(x) :=

d∑
i=1

(−1)i
i∏

j=1

xj = −x1 + x1x2 − x1x2x3 + x1x2x3x4 − x1x2x3x4x5.

4. The “g-function” from [44] is defined as

f(x) :=
d∏

k=1

|4xk − 2|+ ck
1 + ck

,

where we use the coefficient values ck = (k − 1)/2 for k = 1, . . . , d suggested by [45].
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Table 1 contains the variances, Sobol´ indices, and Shapley values for each test function.
For our first set of explorations, we create a dataset with n = 50p observations and noise

variance σ2
0 = 1 from (2.1) for each test function and each p ∈ {5, 50, 200}. To each of

the twelve datasets, we fit a BART model with nd = 1000 posterior draws and 200 trees
with code from [46]. For each fitted BART model, we compute Shapley-effect running means
Ŝj,π,1({f̂ (i)}ki=1) for each k ∈ [nd] and each j ∈ [d], where Ŝj,π,1({f̂ (i)}ki=1) is defined in (4.1).
The running means, displayed in Figure 2, are shown to stabilize before k = 150 for all tested
functions and values of p, which implies a much smaller value of nd could have been used to
obtain a practically identical Shapley-effect estimate. The running means also stabilize close to
the true Shapley effects for the Friedman and Morris functions with either (p, n) = (50, 2500)
or (p, n) = (200, 10000). This p = 200 result becomes even more notable if we consider the
fitted BART models do not use (P1)’s tree prior with Dirichlet sparsity from [30]. But for the
Bratley and g functions, the running means stabilize often far from the true Shapley effects. In
particular, the largest Shapley effect for each of these two functions is consistently and largely
underestimated. The Friedman and Morris functions differ from the Bratley and g functions
in that the former two functions have at most a two-way interaction, whereas the latter two
functions each contain a multiplicative product of (univariate functions of) all d = 5 active
inputs.
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Figure 2: BART-based Shapley-effect running means Ŝj,π,1({f̂ (i)}ki=1), defined in (4.1), for
each k ∈ [1000] and four test functions. For the Friedman and Morris functions, the dark
horizontal lines indicate the true Shapley effects.

For the more challenging Bratley and g functions, we next explore what parameters or
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priors should be changed for the running means to stabilize closer to the true Shapley effects.
Of the three directions we explored – increasing the number of trees to 300, weakening the tree-
depth prior to encourage higher order interactions, and increasing n – only the third (with
200 trees, the same tree-depth prior as in the first set of explorations, and p = 5) yielded
running means that stabilized closer to the true Shapley effects (see Figure 3). This provides
assurance that for these more challenging functions, the running means can stabilize close to
the true Shapley effects if n is large enough without having to change any other parameters
or priors.
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Figure 3: BART-based Shapley-effect running means Ŝj,π,1({f̂ (i)}ki=1), defined in (4.1), for
each k ∈ [150] and two test functions.

6. Discussion. This article establishes posterior contraction rates for Sobol´ index and
Shapley effect estimators computed using BART. The proofs of our contration rates required
proving a property similar to Lipschitz continuity for Sobol´ indices and Shapley effects be-
fore using recent contraction-rate results that applies to function spaces with heterogeneous
smoothness and sparsity in high dimensions and to fixed and random designs. This article also
illustrates the computational tractability and performance of BART-based Shapley effects on
four different test functions under orthogonal inputs and moderate-to-large p. Code to fit
BART models and compute Sobol´ index and Shapley effect estimates is found in [46].

Regarding computation, it is challenging to encode an arbitrary (e.g. nonorthogonal) input
design with full support into a BART model. This can be possibly achieved by replacing the
volume of each hyperrectangle used to compute BART-based Sobol´ indices and Shapley
effects with the proportion of observations that fall in each hyperrectangle. A direction for
future work is to implement the calculation of BART-based Shapley effects under an arbitrary
(e.g. nonorthogonal) input design and evaluate its performance.

Another direction of future work is to establish posterior contraction rates for estimators
computed from a GP metamodel. Chapter 11 of [37] contains contraction rates for GP random
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functions under various correlation functions. Given that closed-form expressions for GP-
based Sobol´ indices are established for certain correlation functions, it is possible that a
strategy similar to the one used in this article can be used to establish contraction rates for
GP-based Sobol´ indices and Shapley effects.

Finally, one could also try to establish posterior consistency and contraction rates for
estimators of other sensitivity indices computed using BART. An example is the Cramér-
von-Mises index [47], which is based on the whole distribution of the random variable rather
than on only the second moment. Another option is a sensitivity index geared toward causal
inference, per the field’s growing use of BART [48].
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