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Abstract. We study the robustness of global post-hoc explanations for
predictive models trained on tabular data. Effects of predictor features in
black-box supervised learning are an essential diagnostic tool for model
debugging and scientific discovery in applied sciences. However, how vul-
nerable they are to data and model perturbations remains an open re-
search question. We introduce several theoretical bounds for evaluating
the robustness of partial dependence plots and accumulated local effects.
Our experimental results with synthetic and real-world datasets quantify
the gap between the best and worst-case scenarios of (mis)interpreting
machine learning predictions globally.
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1 Introduction

Post-hoc explainability methods have become a standard tool for interpreting
black-box machine learning (ML) models [6, 7, 36]. While the majority of popu-
lar explanation methods focus on the local perspective of a particular prediction,
e.g., feature attributions [27, 34] and counterfactual explanations [16, 17], this
paper focuses on the global perspective, specifically feature effects like partial de-
pendence plots [10] and accumulated local effects [3]. We observe a widespread
adoption of global feature effect explanations in various scientific domains, in-
cluding medicine [33], engineering [28], microbiology [35], and climate [23].

Alongside the adoption of post-hoc explanations in scientific practice, work
has appeared questioning the quality of explanations regarding stability and
faithfulness [7] as measured with quantitative evaluation metrics [18]. In fact,
the quality of explanations often correlates with model performance [22, 25].
Alarmingly, local explanations have been shown to be vulnerable to adversarial
manipulations that exploit their well-known limitations [4, 32], e.g., sampling
out-of-distribution [24, 37] or sensitivity to overparameterized models [12, 21].
In general, the limitations of ML related to robustness are often unknown or
overlooked in applied research [see examples listed in the introduction of 9].
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Most recently in [26], the authors studied the robustness of local feature
attributions [27, 34] to input and model perturbations. However, the potential
limitations of global feature effects related to robustness are currently understud-
ied. In [5], a data poisoning attack on partial dependence is proposed to manip-
ulate the visualizations and thus change the model’s interpretation. In [14], a
heterogeneity-aware estimator of accumulated local effects is proposed that au-
tomatically determines an optimal splitting of feature values to balance bias and
variance. A responsible adoption of feature effects in practice requires a more
in-depth analysis, which motivates our research question:

How robust are global feature effect explanations to data perturbations
and model perturbations?

To this end, we derive theoretical bounds for evaluating the robustness of partial
dependence plots and accumulated local effects.

The main contributions of our work are:

1. We analytically quantify the robustness of global feature effects to data per-
turbations (Theorems 2 & 4). The theoretical bounds we derive give a better
intuition about the factors influencing explanations and advance our general
understanding of these explanation methods.

2. We relate the robustness of global feature effects to model perturbations to
the robustness of local feature attributions (Lemma 2). Moreover, we extend
this result and derive a new bound for accumulated local effects (Theorem 5).

3. We perform experiments with real-world datasets concerning data poisoning
and model parameter randomization tests to computationally quantify the
robustness of global feature effects in practical applications.

2 Related work

2.1 Global feature effect explanations

Partial dependence plots were one of the first methods proposed to interpret
black-box ML models like gradient boosting machines [10]. They provide a sim-
plified view of feature effects without decomposing interaction effects as in the
case of functional ANOVA [20]. Feature effects have a natural interpretation cor-
responding to feature importance [8]. In [3], authors propose accumulated local
effects as an improvement to partial dependence, which corrects the estimation
when features in data are correlated. Highly efficient estimation of accumulated
local effects is possible when a model is differentiable [13], e.g., in the case of
neural networks. In [19], authors propose regional effect plots to correct expla-
nations when feature interactions are present in the model. Most recently in this
line of work, a heterogeneity-aware estimator of accumulated local effects was
proposed that improves a naive bin-splitting of features [14].

Crucially, feature effect explanations are computed based on a fitted model
(or learning algorithm) and the underlying data distribution [30]. In [5], an adver-
sarial attack on partial dependence that poisons the data is used to manipulate



On the Robustness of Global Feature Effect Explanations 3

the interpretation of an explanation. In [31], the authors propose a method to
estimate partial dependence under data shifts that impact a model in the case
of incremental learning. Both works can be viewed as specific cases generalized
by our theoretical analysis.

Despite their inherent limitations, feature effect explanations are useful to
interpret ML models in applied sciences, e.g., the effect of age and cholesterol
on the probability of heart disease [33, figure 6], the effect of wall properties
on shear strength [28, figures 5 & 6], the impact of aridity on flood trends [23,
figure 5b], which motivates our further study on their robustness.

2.2 Robustness and stability of explanations

Robustness is a key concept in ML with often divergent meanings as discussed
in [9]. In [25], the authors propose robust global explanations in the form of lin-
ear and rule-based explanations (a.k.a. interpretable surrogate models). Recent
work on interpretability studies the robustness, also referred to as stability, of
local explanation methods such as counterfactuals [16, 17] and feature attribu-
tions [11, 26, 29]. Stability is defined in the literature as ability to provide similar
explanations on similar instances [11, 16] or obtaining similar explanations after
the model is retrained on new data [29], which directly refers to the notion of
robustness of explanations to input data and model perturbations [17, 25, 26].

Related to this notion of robustness from the point of safety are works propos-
ing adversarial attacks on explanation methods. Explanations can be manipu-
lated by substituting a model [37], crafting adversarial examples [12, 21] or poi-
soning the data [5, 24]. Such threats undermine the trustworthiness of ML sys-
tems that possibly cannot provide actionable explanations in real-world [16, 29].
In [39], authors propose a method to guarantee the adversarial robustness of
local gradient-based explanations.

Our theoretical work directly relates to the robustness results obtained in [26]
but instead aims at global feature effect explanations.

3 Notation and definition of feature effects

We consider a supervised ML setup for regression or binary classification with
labeled data {(x(1), y(1)), . . . , (x(n), y(n))}, where every element comes from X ×
Y, the underlying feature and label space. Usually, we assume X ⊆ Rp. We
denote the n × p dimensional design matrix by X where x(i) is the i-th row of
X. This data is assumed to be sampled in an i.i.d. fashion from an underlying
distribution defined on X×Y. We denote a random variable vector asX ∈ X and
the random variable for a label by Y ∈ Y. Let s ⊂ {1, . . . , p} be a feature index
set of interest with its complement s̄ = {1, . . . , p} \ s. We often index feature
vectors, random variables, and design matrices by index sets s to restrict them
to these index sets. We write f(xs,xs̄), to emphasize that the feature vector is
separated into two parts, usually the “features of interest” xs and the “‘rest”
xs̄. We use p(x, y) for the joint probability density function on X × Y, and we
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write pX(x) and pXs
(xs) for marginal distributions for X and Xs, respectively,

and pXs|Xt
(xs|xt) for the conditional distribution of Xs|Xt.

We denote a prediction model by f : X 7→ R; it predicts an output using an
input feature vector x. In the case of binary classification, the output is either
a decision score from R or a posterior probability from [0, 1]. Without loss of
generality, we explain the output for a single class in the case of a multi-class
task. Later, we will make changes to the design matrix of our labeled data on
which we train a model. To make this explicit, we sometimes write fX to denote a
model trained on X (and we suppress labels in notation here) but we will simply
write f when training data is clear from context.

Furthermore, let g(· ; f, pX) denote a general explanation function where we
emphasize in notation that the explanation depends both on a given model f
and the feature density pX – which we will both perturb later. Specifically, let
gs(xs; f, pX) denote a global feature effect (e.g., a pds or ales function as defined
in Definitions 1 and 3) for a set of features of interest s – often |s| = 1 when
the effect is visualized as a line curve or |s| = 2 when it is visualized as a heat
map. In practice, an estimator of feature effects denoted by ĝs(xs; f,X) requires
estimating probability density pX using particular input data X.

Definition 1 (Partial dependence [10]). Partial dependence for feature set
s is defined as pds(xs; f, pX) = EXs̄∼pXs̄

[f(xs,Xs̄)] =
∫
f(xs,xs̄)pXs̄(xs̄)dxs̄,

which in practice can be estimated using Monte-Carlo estimation: p̂ds(xs; f,X) =
1
n

∑n
i=1

[
f(xs,x

(i)
s̄ )

]
.

Definition 2 (Conditional dependence, i.e., Marginal plot [3, 10]). Con-
ditional dependence is defined as cds(xs; f, pX) = EXs̄∼pXs̄|Xs=xs

[f(xs,Xs̄)] =∫
f(xs,xs̄)pXs̄|Xs=xs

(xs̄|xs)dxs̄, which can be estimated using ĉds(xs; f,X) =
1

|N (xs)|
∑

i∈N (xs)

[
f(xs,x

(i)
s̄ )

]
, where N (xs) := {i : ∥xs − x

(i)
s ∥ ≤ ϵ} denotes

indices of observations in an ϵ-neighborhood of xs for a given norm ∥ · ∥.

Definition 3 (Accumulated local effects [3]). For brevity, we define here
ales for case when |s| = 1 as

ales(xs; f, pX) =

∫ xs

xmin,s

EXs̄∼pXs̄|Xs=z

[
∂f(z,Xs̄)

∂z

]
dz

=

∫ xs

xmin,s

∫ [
∂f(z,xs̄)

∂z

]
pXs̄|Xs=z(xs̄|z)dxs̄dz,

(1)

where xmin,s is a value chosen near the lower bound of the support of feature s.
ales can be estimated using

âles(xs; f,X) =
kxs∑
k=1

1

|B(k)|
∑
B(k)

[
f(zk,x

(i)
s̄ )− f(zk−1,x

(i)
s̄ )

]
, (2)

where (z1, . . . , zkxs ) are grid points spanning the domain of feature s up to xs

and B(k) := {i : x(i)
s ∈ (zk−1, zk)} are indices of observations in a k-th bin.
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Otherwise, d̂ales [13] is a more efficient estimator of ales under the assump-
tion that f is theoretically differentiable, and auto-differentiable in practice, e.g.,
a neural network. Both âles and d̂ales are estimated up to a constant (also
called an “uncentered” estimator), which in practice is corrected by adding to it
the mean prediction of the model.

Feature effect explanation is usually estimated on a finite set of grid points
z = (z1, . . . , zm) spanning the domain of feature xs. The most popular choices
for grid points are quantile values or an equidistant grid. Function ĝ then returns
an estimated m-dimensional explanation vector e defined on the grid z, and the
curve can be visualized from the finite set of points {zk, ĝs(zk | f,X)}mk=1.

4 Theoretical analysis

Let the symbol → denote a change in a given object, e.g., a small perturbation
in the data. In general, our goal is to quantify the change in global explanations
e → e′ in means of data change X → X′ (e.g., distribution shift) or model change
f → f ′ (e.g., fine-tuning) measured with some distance function d. In the case of
model-agnostic interpretability, typically both model and data are used as input
to the explanation estimator ĝ(· ; fX,X). The literature considers the following
scenarios for analyzing explanation robustness:

4.1 data perturbation when X → X′ implies ĝ(· ; fX,X) → ĝ(· ; fX,X′), also
known as data poisoning [5] or biased sampling [24],

4.2 model perturbation when f → f ′ implies ĝ(· ; f,X) → ĝ(· ; f ′,X), which,
in practice, often corresponds to either

– X → X′ implies ĝ(· ; fX,X) → ĝ(· ; fX′ ,X) in case of data shifts [29], or

– X → X′ implies ĝ(· ; fX,X) → ĝ(· ; fX′ ,X′) in incremental learning [31].

Therefore, quantifying robustness can be defined as quantifying bounded rela-
tionships between explanation change d(e, e′) and data change d(X,X′) or model
change d(f, f ′). We do exactly that for global feature effects.

4.1 Robustness to data perturbation

Consider a simple scenario where the model function is the XOR function of
two features f(x1,x2) = 1x1·x2>0. We want to explain an effect of feature x1 so
taking a partial dependence of f on x1 yields

pd1(x1; f, pX) = EX2∼pX2
[f(x1,X2)] = EX2∼pX2

[1x1·x2>0]

= P(x1 ·X2 > 0) =

{
P(X2 > 0), if x1 > 0

P(X2 < 0), otherwise.

(3)

We observe that an explanation of x1 depends solely on the distribution pX2 .
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Fig. 1. Global feature effect explanation (in color) for value x1 = 1 depends solely on
the parameters of a uniform (left) or normal (right) distribution of feature X2.

For example, assuming the distribution of the second feature is given by
X2 ∼ U [a, b] where a ≤ 0 ≤ b, we have

pd1(x1; f, pX) =

{
P(X2 > 0) = b

b−a , if x1 > 0

P(X2 < 0) = a
b−a , otherwise.

(4)

Figure 1 shows this relationship between a feature effect in grid point x1 = 1
and perturbing distribution pX2

computationally; also for a normal distribution.
We are interested in finding a theoretical bound for this relationship in a

general case.

Assumption 1. We assume that the model f has bounded predictions, i.e.,
there exists a constant B such that |f(x)| ≤ B for all x ∈ Rp.

Theorem 2. The robustness of partial dependence and conditional dependence
to data perturbations is given by the following formulas∣∣pds(xs; f, pX)− pds(xs; f, p

′
X)

∣∣ ≤ 2B · dTV

(
pXs̄ , p

′
Xs̄

)
, (5)∣∣cds(xs; f, pX)− cds(xs; f, p

′
X)

∣∣ ≤ 2B · dTV

(
pXs̄|Xs=xs

, p′Xs̄|Xs=xs

)
, (6)

where the total variation distance dTV is defined via the l1 functional distance.

Proof. We have∣∣pds(xs; f, pX)− pds(xs; f, p
′
X)

∣∣ =
=

∣∣∣∣∫ f(xs,xs̄)pXs̄
(xs̄)dxs̄ −

∫
f(xs,xs̄)p

′
Xs̄

(xs̄)dxs̄

∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∫ f(xs,xs̄)
(
pXs̄(xs̄)− p′Xs̄

(xs̄)
)
dxs̄

∣∣∣∣
≤

∫ ∣∣f(xs,xs̄)
(
pXs̄(xs̄)− p′Xs̄

(xs̄)
)∣∣dxs̄
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=

∫ ∣∣f(xs,xs̄)
∣∣ · ∣∣pXs̄

(xs̄)− p′Xs̄
(xs̄)

∣∣ dxs̄

from Assumption 1, we have

≤
∫

B ·
∣∣pXs̄(xs̄)− p′Xs̄

(xs̄)
∣∣ dxs̄

= B ·
∫ ∣∣pXs̄

(xs̄)− p′Xs̄
(xs̄)

∣∣ dxs̄

= 2B · dTV

(
pXs̄ , p

′
Xs̄

)
.

We now apply this argument again, with expected value EXs̄∼pXs̄|Xs=xs
instead

of EXs̄∼pXs̄
, to obtain∣∣cds(xs; f, pX)− cds(xs; f, p

′
X)

∣∣ ≤ 2B · dTV

(
pXs̄|Xs=xs

, p′Xs̄|Xs=xs

)
. (7)

⊓⊔

Theorem 2 gives an upper bound on the possible change of global feature
effects in terms of distance between data distributions given model-specific con-
stant B, e.g. 1 in classification or a maximum value of target domain in re-
gression. Certainly in many scenarios, an average value of model prediction∣∣f(xs,xs̄)

∣∣, and hence the bound, is smaller.

Remark 1. In Theorem 2, we can obtain a tighter bound per point xs by taking
B(xs) such that |f(xs,xs̄)| ≤ B(xs) for all xs̄ ∈ Rp−|s|.

Remark 2. By definition, if f has bounded predictions such that A ≤ f(x) ≤ B,
then the feature effect value is bounded, i.e., A ≤ gs(xs; f, pX) ≤ B. From this
follows that a change in the feature effect value will be smaller than the maximal
distance to these bounds (A or B). We obtain∣∣gs(xs; f, pX)− gs(xs; f, p

′
X)

∣∣ ≤ max(|gs(xs; f, pX)−B|, |gs(xs; f, pX)−A|),

which makes the bound constant for high-enough values of dTV

(
pX, p′X

)
. For

example, taking A = 0 and B = 1, for xs such that gs(xs; f, pX) = 0.5, we have

∣∣gs(xs; f, pX)−gs(xs; f, p
′
X)

∣∣ ≤ {
2 · dTV

(
pX, p′X

)
, if dTV

(
pX, p′X

)
≤ 0.25,

0.5, otherwise.
(8)

We conduct analogous theoretical analysis for accumulated local effects based
on the following assumption about the model f , which holds for many predictive
functions, e.g., typical neural networks [38].

Assumption 3. We assume that the model f is globally L-Lipschitz continuous,
or that we have ∥f(x)− f(x′)∥ ≤ L · ∥x− x′∥ for all x,x′ ∈ Rp.

It can be easily shown that Assumption 3 leads to Lemma 1.

Lemma 1. If f is L-Lipschitz, then it holds that ∥∇f∥ ≤ L almost everywhere.
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Theorem 4. The robustness of accumulated local effects to data perturba-
tions is given by the following formula∣∣ales(xs; f, pX)−ales(xs; f, p

′
X)

∣∣ ≤ 2L·(xs−xmin,s)·dTV

(
pXs̄|Xs=z∗ , p′Xs̄|Xs=z∗

)
,

(9)
where z∗ = argmaxz dTV

(
pXs̄|Xs=z, p

′
Xs̄|Xs=z

)
.

Proof. We have∣∣ales(xs; f, pX)− ales(xs; f, p
′
X)

∣∣ =
=

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ xs

xmin,s

∫
∂f(z,xs̄)

∂z
pXs̄|Xs=z(xs̄|z)dxs̄dz

−
∫ xs

xmin,s

∫
∂f(z,xs̄)

∂z
p′Xs̄|Xs=z(xs̄|z)dxs̄dz

∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ xs

xmin,s

∫
∂f(z,xs̄)

∂z

(
pXs̄|Xs=z(xs̄|z)− p′Xs̄|Xs=z(xs̄|z)

)
dxs̄dz

∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∫ xs

xmin,s

∫ ∣∣∣∂f(z,xs̄)

∂z

(
pXs̄|Xs=z(xs̄|z)− p′Xs̄|Xs=z(xs̄|z)

)∣∣∣dxs̄dz

=

∫ xs

xmin,s

∫ ∣∣∣∂f(z,xs̄)

∂z

∣∣∣ · ∣∣∣pXs̄|Xs=z(xs̄|z)− p′Xs̄|Xs=z(xs̄|z)
∣∣∣dxs̄dz

from Assumption 3 and Lemma 1, we have

≤
∫ xs

xmin,s

L

∫ ∣∣∣pXs̄|Xs=z(xs̄|z)− p′Xs̄|Xs=z(xs̄|z)
∣∣∣ dxs̄dz

=

∫ xs

xmin,s

2L · dTV

(
pXs̄|Xs=z, p

′
Xs̄|Xs=z

)
dz

≤ 2L · (xs − xmin,s) ·max
z

dTV

(
pXs̄|Xs=z, p

′
Xs̄|Xs=z

)
.

(10)

⊓⊔

Theorem 4 is for case when |s| = 1, but it can be generalized to |s| > 1. The
robustness of accumulated local effects differs from that of partial and conditional
dependence as ale uses a gradient of a function bounded by L instead of the
model’s prediction bounded by B. In general, estimating L is not obvious, but
in many cases it can be found computationally [see a discussion in 38].

Remark 3. Interestingly, the “accumulated” nature of the method makes the
bound 2L · (xs − xmin,s) · dTV

(
pXs̄|Xs=z∗ , p′Xs̄|Xs=z∗

)
an increasing function of

xs, while the corresponding bound of pds and cds does not posses such property.

We further support the derived theory concerning the robustness of global
feature effects to data perturbations with experimental results in Section 5.
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4.2 Robustness to model perturbation

In this section, we first relate the robustness of global feature effects to the ro-
bustness of local removal-based feature attributions discussed in [26] (Lemma 2).
Theorem 5 extends these results to accumulated local effects.

Lemma 2. The robustness of partial dependence and conditional dependence to
model perturbations is given by the following formulas∣∣pds(xs; f, pX)− pds(xs; f

′, pX)
∣∣ ≤ ∥f − f ′∥∞, (11)∣∣cds(xs; f, pX)− cds(xs; f

′, pX)
∣∣ ≤ ∥f − f ′∥∞,X , (12)

where ∥f∥∞ := supx∈Rp |f(x)| denotes an infinity norm for a function and
∥f∥∞,X := supx∈X |f(x)| is the same norm taken over the domain X ⊆ Rp.

Proof. Follows directly from [26, lemmas 5 & 6].

Theorem 5. The robustness of accumulated local effects to model perturba-
tions is given by the following formula∣∣ales(xs; f, pX)− ales(xs; f

′, pX)
∣∣ ≤ (xs − xmin,s) · ∥h− h′∥∞,X , (13)

where h := ∂f
∂xs

and h′ := ∂f ′

∂xs
denote partial derivatives of f and f ′ respectively.

Proof. We have∣∣ales(xs; f, pX)− ales(xs; f
′, pX)

∣∣ =
=

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ xs

xmin,s

∫
∂f(z,xs̄)

∂z
pXs̄|Xs=z(xs̄|z)dxs̄dz

−
∫ xs

xmin,s

∫
∂f ′(z,xs̄)

∂z
pXs̄|Xs=z(xs̄|z)dxs̄dz

∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ xs

xmin,s

∫ (
∂f(z,xs̄)

∂z
− ∂f ′(z,xs̄)

∂z

)
pXs̄|Xs=z(xs̄|z)dxs̄dz

∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∫ xs

xmin,s

∫ ∣∣∣∂f(z,xs̄)

∂z
− ∂f ′(z,xs̄)

∂z

∣∣∣pXs̄|Xs=z(xs̄|z)dxs̄dz = (⋆)

We can derive two bounds:

(A) assuming f ′ is globally L′-Lipschitz continuous, we have

(⋆) ≤ (L+ L′) ·
∫ xs

xmin,s

∫
pXs̄|Xs=z(xs̄|z)dxs̄dz

= (L+ L′) ·
∫ xs

xmin,s

1dz = (xs − xmin,s) · (L+ L′)

(B) substituting h(z,xs̄) :=
∂f(z,xs̄)

∂z
and h′(z,xs̄) :=

∂f ′(z,xs̄)

∂z
, we have
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(⋆) =

∫ xs

xmin,s

∫ ∣∣h(z,xs̄)− h′(z,xs̄)
∣∣pXs̄|Xs=z(xs̄|z)dxs̄dz

from Lemma 2, we use
∣∣cds(z;h, pX)− cds(z;h

′, pX)
∣∣ ≤ ∥h− h′∥∞,X to obtain

≤
∫ xs

xmin,s

∥h− h′∥∞,X dz = (xs − xmin,s) · ∥h− h′∥∞,X .

We observe that the bound obtained in (A) is a specific worst-case scenario
of the bound obtained in (B). From Lemma 1, it can be easily shown that
∥h− h′∥∞,X ≤ (L+ L′) and so (B) is a tighter bound. ⊓⊔

Theorem 5 is for case when |s| = 1, but it can be generalized to |s| > 1. The
robustness of accumulated local effects to model perturbation differs from that
of partial and conditional dependence as ale is bounded by the norm between
partial derivative functions h instead of the model functions f .

5 Experiments

We provide additional empirical results supporting our theoretical analysis con-
cerning the robustness of feature effects to data perturbation (Section 5.1) and
model perturbation (Section 5.2). We rely on data and pretrained models from
the OpenXAI benchmark [2] to make our experiments reproducible and to min-
imize bias related to the choice of a particular ML algorithm or a dataset pre-
processing pipeline. Code to reproduce our experiments is available on GitHub
at https://github.com/hbaniecki/robust-feature-effects.

5.1 Robustness to data perturbation

First, we aim to computationally analyze the relationship of how changes in the
input data d(X,X′) affect changes in the resulting explanations d(e, e′).

Setup. To this end, we rely on the three datasets from OpenXAI that contain
only continuous features: HELOC (n = 9871, p = 23) where the task is to predict
whether a credit will be repaid in 2 years, Pima (n = 768, p = 9) where the task is
to predict whether a patient has diabetes, and a Synthetic dataset (aka Gaussian,
n = 5000, p = 20). We leave considerations concerning the perturbation of
categorical features for future work. To each dataset, there is a pretrained neural
network with an accuracy of 74% (HELOC), 92% (Synthetic), and 77% (Pima)
that outperforms a logistic regression baseline (72%, 83%, 66%, respectively).
We explain a neural network on the test sets of HELOC and Synthetic based on
the pre-defined splits, but on the train set of Pima, as its test set is too small to
reliably estimate conditional distributions and effects.

To analyze a wide spectrum of possible feature effect explanations, we explain
three features s: the least, “median” and most important to the model. We
measure the importance of features with the variance of feature effects, i.e.,
higher variance means higher importance [15, 40]. For each feature, we evaluate
xs values on a grid of the three quantile values: 0.2, 0.5, and 0.8.

https://github.com/hbaniecki/robust-feature-effects
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Data perturbation. We perturb data using two approaches: a baseline of ap-
plying Gaussian noise with varying intensity N (0, σ), and an adversarial per-
turbation found using a genetic algorithm proposed in [5]. The latter perturbs
a dataset X used for estimating pX so that the change in an explanation value
|gs(xs; f, pX)−gs(xs; f, p

′
X)| is maximized for each xs separately. Further details

concerning methods and their hyperparameters are in Appendix A. In each sce-
nario, we measure the magnitude of perturbation by estimating total variation
distance dTV(pX, p′X) for partial dependence and dTV

(
pXs̄|Xs=xs

, p′Xs̄|Xs=xs

)
for

conditional dependence.

Results. Figure 2 shows results for the Pima dataset. In most cases, it is pos-
sible to adversarially perturb input data to drastically change the explanation.
Note that our theoretical bounds are only a worst-case scenario analysis that
might not occur in practice. Moreover, the adversarial algorithm might not find
the best solution to the optimization problem of maximizing the distance be-
tween explanations. Figure 3 shows results for the Synthetic dataset, where we
observe that even with simple predictive tasks it can be hard to significantly
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Fig. 2. Robustness of feature effects to data perturbation for a neural network trained
on the Pima dataset. Feature effect is evaluated for a feature s (rows) and quantile
value xs (columns). The dotted lines denote the approximated theoretical bound de-
rived in Theorem 2, which ends with a case-specific constant value as described in
Remark 2. Results are with respect to estimating feature effects on marginal pX (par-
tial dependence) or conditional distribution pXs̄|Xs=xs (conditional dependence).
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manipulate feature effects. More analogous results for the HELOC dataset are
in Appendix A. On average in our setup, pds (marginal) is more robust to data
perturbation than cds (conditional).
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Fig. 3. Robustness of feature effects to data perturbation for a neural network trained
on the Synthetic dataset. Feature effect is evaluated for a feature s (rows) and quan-
tile value xs (columns). The dotted lines denote the approximated theoretical bound
derived in Theorem 2, which ends with a case-specific constant value as described in
Remark 2. Results are with respect to estimating feature effects on marginal pX or
conditional distribution pXs̄|Xs=xs . On average, partial dependence (marginal) is more
robust to data perturbation than conditional dependence.

5.2 Robustness to model perturbation

Next, we aim to computationally analyze the relationship of how changes in the
model parameters d(f, f ′) affect changes in the resulting explanations d(e, e′).

Setup. We add to experiments the remaining datasets from OpenXAI that can
include categorical features: Adult (n = 48842, p = 13) where the task is to
predict whether an individual’s income exceeds $50K per year, Credit (aka Ger-
man, n = 1000, p = 20) where the task is to distinguish between a good or bad
credit score, and Heart (n = 4240, p = 16) where the task is to predict whether
the patient has a 10-year risk of future heart disease. To each dataset, there is a
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pretrained neural network with an accuracy of 85%, 75%, and 85% respectively.
We excluded the COMPAS dataset as the pretrained neural network does not
outperform a logistic regression baseline (85.4%), signaling that the model is
underfitted, which might influence its robustness analysis. In this experiment,
we want to aggregate results across all features and their values for three fea-
ture effects: marginal (partial, pds), conditional (cds), and accumulated (ales).
Specifically, we explain features that have more than 2 unique values to exclude
one-hot-encoded features for which accumulated local effects are not intuitive
to estimate. Finally, we use d̂ales [13] to accurately estimate ales for neural
networks.

Model perturbation. We perform model parameter randomization tests [1] for
global feature effect explanations. The idea is to sequentially perturb weights in
consecutive layers of a neural network starting from the end. It was previously
shown that gradient-based explanations from the class of local feature attribu-
tions are not significantly affected by such a perturbation, which might not be a
desired property of an explanation method [1]. To implement model parameter
randomization tests for the pretrained 3-layer neural networks, we add Gaussian
noise N (0, σ = 0.5) to the weights. We repeat the test 20 times and visualize
the average result with a standard error.

Results. Figure 4 shows results for all datasets. We observe, as expected, that
feature effects are influenced by perturbing weights of a neural network. In many
cases, (differential) accumulated local effects do not pass the model randomiza-
tion test, i.e., are significantly less affected by drastic model perturbation than
partial and conditional dependence. Our result is consistent with the work com-
paring removal-based to gradient-based local feature attributions [26]. In Ap-
pendix B, we provide more analogous results for different σ values and report
the drop in model predictive performance after perturbations.

6 Conclusion

We derived theoretical bounds for the robustness of feature effects to data and
model perturbations. They give certain guarantees and intuition regarding how
adversarial perturbations influence global explanations of ML models. Our the-
ory can guide future work on improving these explanation methods to be more
stable and faithful to the model and data distribution. We made several valu-
able connections to previous work, e.g., concerning the robustness of local feature
attributions [26], adversarial attacks on partial dependence [5], and model pa-
rameter randomization tests for gradient-based explanations [1].

Experimental results show that, on average, partial dependence is more ro-
bust to data perturbation than conditional dependence. Moreover, accumulated
local effects do not pass the model randomization test, i.e., are significantly less
affected by drastic model perturbation than partial and conditional dependence.
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Fig. 4. Robustness of feature effects to model perturbation for neural network models
trained on six datasets. The X-axis denotes consecutive layers of a neural network being
randomized sequentially. Values on the Y-axis are normalized per dataset and relate to
the bounded distance between explanations in Lemma 2 and Theorem 5. Accumulated
local effects do not pass the model randomization test, i.e., are significantly less affected
by drastic model perturbation than partial (marginal) and conditional dependence.

Limitations and future work. Theorem 4 assumes model f is L-Lipschitz con-
tinuous and future work can improve the bound to remove this assumption. It
would say more about an explanation of a decision tree or, in general, a step-
wise function that has infinite gradients not bounded by L. Theorems 4 & 5 are
derived for the most popular case when |s| = 1, but can be similarly derived for
case when |s| > 1. Our experiments are biased toward pretrained models from
OpenXAI. Moreover, we acknowledge that the numerical approximation of total
variation distance, as well as conditional distributions and effects, is prone to
errors and might impact experimental results. Future theoretical and experimen-
tal work can analyze how feature dependence, e.g., correlation and interactions,
impacts the robustness of global feature effects to model and data perturbation.
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Here, we provide an additional description of methods and results regarding
experiments done in Section 5.

A Experiments: robustness to data perturbation

Data perturbation. We constraint to perturbing only the top 2 most important
features (in the case when s is the most important, we perturb the 2nd and 3rd
important) as measured by the variance of partial dependence.

In random perturbation, we add (once) univariate Gaussian noise N (0, σ)
with σ = {0.01, 0.05, 0.10, 0.12, 0.25} to each of the perturbed features.

In adversarial perturbation, a genetic algorithm performs mutation, crossover,
evaluation, and selection between a population of 100 individuals (dataset in-
stances) for 200 iterations. In each iteration, mutation adds univariate Gaussian
noise N (0, σ) with σ = {0.01, 0.05, 0.10, 0.25, 0.33} to each of the perturbed
features. It always checks if any new value is out of distribution (edges of the
domain of a particular feature) and if so, samples a new value from the original
distribution. This is to constrain the perturbation to the data manifold.

A crossover operator exchanges values in corresponding row/column indices
(i, j) of the dataset between the two parent individuals to generate new child
individuals. Evaluation of individuals considers calculating a fitness function,
which here is a distance between the original explanation value (e.g., 0.53) and a
target (in this case 0 or 1). Finally, the algorithm uses a standard roulette wheel
selection to choose individuals for the next iteration. For further details on the
method, refer to the original article [5]. We set the remaining hyperparameters
to default values.

We repeat random and adversarial perturbations 5 times and visualize all
the obtained results.

Additional results. Figure 5 shows results of the first experiment for the HELOC
dataset. On average in our setup, partial dependence (marginal) is more robust
to data perturbation than conditional dependence

B Experiments: robustness to model perturbation

Additional results. Figures 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 & 11 show additional results of the sec-
ond experiment for all the datasets. We can observe how different σ values impact
the model parameter randomization test. For a broader context, we report the
drop in model performance (accuracy) after each layer is sequentially perturbed.
Clearly in cases where parameter perturbations are significant enough to impact
model performance, (differential) accumulated local effects remain more robust
(here, in a bad way) than partial and conditional dependence. Our result is con-
sistent with the original work introducing model randomization tests for saliency
maps [1], as well as the work comparing removal-based to gradient-based local
feature attributions [26].
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Fig. 5. Robustness of feature effects to data perturbation for a neural network trained
on the HELOC dataset. Feature effect is evaluated for a feature s (rows) and quan-
tile value xs (columns). The dotted lines denote the approximated theoretical bound
derived in Theorem 2, which ends with a case-specific constant value as described in
Remark 2. Results are with respect to estimating feature effects on marginal pX (par-
tial dependence) or conditional distribution pXs̄|Xs=xs (conditional dependence).
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Fig. 6. Robustness of feature effects to model perturbation for a neural network trained
on theAdult dataset (85% accuracy). The X-axis denotes consecutive layers of a neural
network being randomized sequentially. Values in parentheses report the accuracy of
the model after each layer is perturbed. Values on the Y-axis are normalized per dataset
and relate to the bounded distance between explanations in Lemma 2 and Theorem 5.
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Fig. 7. Robustness of feature effects to model perturbation for a neural network trained
on the Credit dataset (75% accuracy). Values in parentheses report the accuracy of
the model after each layer is perturbed.
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Fig. 8. Robustness of feature effects to model perturbation for a neural network trained
on the Heart dataset (85% accuracy). Values in parentheses report the accuracy of the
model after each layer is perturbed. The X-axis denotes consecutive layers of a neural
network being randomized sequentially. Values in parentheses report the accuracy of
the model after a layer is perturbed. Values on the Y-axis are normalized per dataset
and relate to the bounded distance between explanations in Lemma 2 and Theorem 5.
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Fig. 9. Robustness of feature effects to model perturbation for a neural network trained
on the HELOC dataset (74% accuracy). Values in parentheses report the accuracy of
the model after each layer is perturbed.
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Fig. 10. Robustness of feature effects to model perturbation for a neural network
trained on the Synthetic dataset (92% accuracy). The X-axis denotes consecutive
layers of a neural network being randomized sequentially. Values in parentheses re-
port the accuracy of the model after each layer is perturbed. Values on the Y-axis are
normalized per dataset and relate to the bounded distance between explanations in
Lemma 2 and Theorem 5.
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Fig. 11. Robustness of feature effects to model perturbation for a neural network
trained on the Pima dataset (77% accuracy). Values in parentheses report the ac-
curacy of the model after each layer is perturbed.
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