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Abstract

The demand for open and trustworthy Al mod-
els points towards widespread publishing of model
weights. Consumers of these model weights must
be able to act accordingly with the information pro-
vided. That said, one of the simplest Al classifi-
cation models, Logistic Regression (LR), has an
unwieldy interpretation of its model weights, with
greater difficulties when extending LR to gener-
alised additive models. In this work, we show via
a User Study that skilled participants are unable to
reliably reproduce the action of small LR models
given the trained parameters. As an antidote to this,
we define Linearised Additive Models (LAMs), an
optimal piecewise linear approximation that aug-
ments any trained additive model equipped with a
sigmoid link function, requiring no retraining. We
argue that LAMs are more interpretable than logis-
tic models — survey participants are shown to solve
model reasoning tasks with LAMs much more ac-
curately than with LR given the same information.
Furthermore, we show that LAMs do not suffer from
large performance penalties in terms of ROC-AUC
and calibration with respect to their logistic counter-
parts on a broad suite of public financial modelling
data.

1 Introduction

In high-stakes domains such as finance and healthcare, there
is renewed interest in inherently interpretable models [Lip18;
Mol22; Gunl9], where the model form is such that it ad-
mits useful explanations of its output without any post-
processing. Calls for transparency of algorithms being used
on the public are widespread [VVKB18]. Within finance there
is already increased regulatory scrutiny [OCC21; Com21;
Reg21] being introduced with regards to the usage of Al,
which could extend in the future — within certain contexts —
to require full algorithmic transparency, i.e. sharing model
coefficients.

One of the prototypical inherently interpretable classifica-
tion models often used as a baseline is Logistic Regression
(LR) [Mol22]. Other additive models such as Generalised
Additive Models (GAMs) and variants thereof [LCGH13;

GTD%23] generalise LR to have more flexibility [HTF09]
and are also considered to be interpretable. As with LR, such
models entail evaluating a real-valued function of the input
data in logit, or log-odds space, that is subsequently trans-
formed into probability space via a non-linear logistic link
function. We call this class of models logistic models — a
rigorous definition is given in Definition 2.1. In some sense,
logistic models can be thought of as reasoning in logit space,
in that the model weights naturally find their interpretation
in terms of log-odds rather than probabilities, the units of the
eventual model output.

Logistic models are now ubiquitous within Explainable Al
(XAI) [LCGH13; SZ21; VSB*18] but the literature is scant
on evaluating the interpretability of these models. Indeed,
there is a small amount of evidence to the contrary [Harl7;
vH15], with no more thorough study to the authors’ knowl-
edge. To what extent is this family of models truly inter-
pretable? The present work aims to (at least partially) answer
this question. We show via a User Study that for at least
one definition of interpretability, based on Human-Grounded
Evaluation [DVK17], such models provide limited and mis-
leading explanations. For contexts where a certain level of
interpretability is required we propose a remedy, Linearised
Additive Models (LAM), that largely keeps the properties of
any base logistic model the same, while dispensing with the
non-linearities that cause confusion when using model weights
as explanations.

Contributions. We outline the primary contributions below.
1. Identification of interpretability limitations for LR. A
concrete motivating example demonstrating that model
explanations provided in log-odds can be difficult for
humans to interpret.

2. Linearised Additive Models (LAM). An efficient pro-
cedure to convert any trained logistic additive model that
reasons in log odds to one that reasons directly about
probabilities, without any retraining. For the special
case of LR, LAM is rigorously proved to be the optimal
approximation out of a large class of possible models.

3. Empirical evaluation of performance preservation.
On a collection of public datasets from credit modelling,
we establish that there is only a very small penalty in
classification performance and a somewhat larger — but
still small — penalty in calibration incurred for using
LAMs versus logistic models.



4. User evaluation. We conduct a user study with N = 36
participants, concluding via Human-Grounded Evalu-
ation that LAMs are more interpretable than logistic
models, as suggested by the motivating example. The
measured outcomes of the user study are statistically
significant.

Related Work. There is a vast literature on defining and eval-
uating performance of inherently interpretable models in gen-
eral, a non-exhaustive group of which is [DGW18; LCGH13;
YZS21; VSBT18; KF19; DBDC21; VS20; AvdS19]. The eval-
uation of interpretability itself is still an open question, with
detailed discussion of this issue in the references [HGLV?22;
CSH™22; NCH™"18; Lip18]. There are several different ap-
proaches, with the current preferred (and most expensive)
approach being User Studies, as this allows one to directly
measure resulting outcomes from explanations [DVK17]. In-
deed, measuring explanation quality via measured outcomes
when humans are asked to simulate the action of an algorithm
predates most of the Al interpretability literature, for instance
works such as [KSBT13]. [RLN*22] provide a recent sur-
vey paper on User Studies for evaluating explanations and
interpretability of Al models.

The closest works in the literature to this paper are [Avd-
WKL20; PSGHT21]. In [AvdWKL20], the authors measure
interpretability of sparse linear models and GAMs via user
studies that measure cognitive load on participants carrying
out tasks with these models and their associated explanations.
In the work by [PSGH*21], users are presented with the co-
efficients of 2 and 8-variable linear models. The quality of
the explanations from each model is measured by how adept
users are at simulating the action of the model. Crucially, both
these works evaluate regression models and are not concerned
with issues arising due to the non-linearity of the sigmoid
transformation required for logistic classification models.

The present work highlights that experts are not immune
from misinterpreting certain model explanations, as also ob-
served in the works: [KNJT20; BXST20].

Low-degree polynomial approximations to the sigmoid
are employed in Private Machine Learning, e.g. [KSK'18;
CGBH™18; KSW*18], but to our knowledge the piecewise
linear approximation in this work is unique.

Structure. In Section 2 we provide the motivating example
and present the LAM definition and optimality results. Sec-
tion 3 contains the performance evaluation of LAMs against
their logistic counterparts and Section 4 details the User Study.
We include most detail in the main text for the User Study,
providing derivations, proofs and experimental details in the
Supplementary Material (SM). We conclude with limitations
and future work in Section 5.

Notation. This work considers binary classification, and we
use {(x0), y(-j))}jj‘i1 to denote the data, where z € R? is a
vector of numerical features in a given dataset. The binary
labels are indicators of some (usually bad) event such as a
loan default: y; € {0,1}. We assume data points are drawn
i.i.d. For a point x € R?, we denote the i™ element of & by x;.
The i Euclidean basis vector is denoted by e;. The sigmoid
function is defined as o(2) := (1 + e %)~ ! for 2 € R. We
follow credit modelling terminology, where risk g(cc(j )) isa

model’s subjective probability in [0, 1] for a data point %) to
be of positive class, that is y/) = 1. The set [d] := {1,...,d}
ford € N.

2 Logistic and Linear Probability Modelling

GAMs [HTF09; Mol22] are a widely-known and long stand-
ing class of models considered to be inherently interpretable.
In this work we restrict attention to GAMs without feature
interactions. We formalise the notion of additive models as
understood in this paper in Definition 2.1.

Definition 2.1 (Logistic Additive Model). Let x € R%. We
call § : R? — [0, 1] a logistic additive model if takes the form
j(@) = o(f(x)) = 0(Bo + X1, Bifi(x:)), where the bias
Bo € Randforalli € [d], B; € Rand the f; : R — R are
univariate shape functions. We may also refer to f(x) as a
logistic additive model with o o f implicit when the context is
clear.

We refer to logistic additive models as defined in Defini-
tion 2.1 simply as logistic models or additive models when
it is clear from context. The simplest and most common ad-
ditive model in wide usage is LR, where f;(z;) = z; for all
i € [d] [HTF09]. Another example would be an Explainable
Boosting Machine of [LCGH13] for classification, where the
fi are piecewise constant functions (when there are no feature
interactions).

2.1 Logistic Modelling and Interpretability

Historically, linear probability modelling, i.e. linear regres-
sion on dichotomous variables, was used prior to the ad-
vent of efficient methods for fitting LR models; see [AN84;
HTFO9]. Tt is generally accepted that the application of linear
regression to binary classification problems is unwise due to
the propensity of the model returning probability estimates
outside the [0, 1] interval and sensitivity to outliers [Ng11;
HTFO09; Mol22]. In certain circumstances, these issues are
not observed, with linear regression obtaining similar classi-
fication performance to LR [Hel09; vH15]. LR models have
superceded linear probability models.

The LR model coefficients are typically interpreted as fol-
lows [Mol22; HTF09]: a unit change in variable z; leads
to a multiplicative increase in odds for the positive class of
exp(B;). However, as observed by [Har17; vH15] this inter-
pretation can be unwieldy for experts and nigh-on impossible
for non-experts to reason with when we are concerned with
probabilities, which is how the model outputs are typically
presented and thought about.

Motivating Example. Suppose there is a LR model g used
to predict some negative outcome and coefficients are shared
with downstream users of the model. Inputs with risk > 0.5 are
considered “high-risk” and “low-risk” otherwise. Referring to
Figure 1, Alice has a predicted risk of §j(z(*)) = 0.1 and Bob
has a predicted risk of §(x(#)) = 0.25. Both Alice and Bob
are interested in what happens to their risk if they increase
the value of feature x; by one unit, all else equal. They are
told the model coefficient 3; = 1.61 = In 5, a common form
of transparent model explanation. First, both exponentiate 3;
which gives 5. They now know that increasing feature z; by
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Figure 1: The cost of misinterpration of model coefficients as
explanations. Alice and Bob receive the same explanation, but
incur a different change in model output, ultimately leading to
different outcomes.

increases their odds by a factor 5. The model outputs a risk
score in units of probability, so they now have to compute
what increasing their odds corresponds to in probabilities.

In this instance for Alice, odds(4) = H(=)/(1 —
g(xzA)) = 0.1/(1 — 0.1) ~ 0.111. Alice then multiplies
her odds by 5, yielding 0.556. Converting back to probabil-
ities we have ¢j(z(*) + e;) ~ 0.556/(1 + 0.556) ~ 0.357.
Subtracting her original risk score, we have that increasing x;
by one unit increases the risk by a probability of 0.257 and
Alice remains low-risk. A similarly laborious computation
gives an increase in risk for Bob to approximately 0.625. Bob
would be considered high-risk under a unit increase in x;.
This was not obvious on first inspection before carrying out
the computation explicitly.

The nonlinearity of odds as a function of probabilities (and
vice versa) means that users with different risk scores cannot
attribute logistic regression model outputs to the model coeffi-
cients in the same way. Moreover, the necessary computations
are such that one cannot easily reason about the model’s input-
output relationship without a significant amount of practice.
On the contrary, the coefficients 3; of a linear probability
model admit the more direct interpretation of the increase in
output model probability arising from a unit increase in z;,
regardless of the risk value of the user in question.

2.2 Linearised Additive Models (LAMS)

Given the preceding example, we wish to keep the inter-
pretability characteristics of linear probability modelling while
simultaneously sidestepping the issues arising from using a
non-linear link function as in LR. To this end, we present
the Linearised Additive Model (LAM), which is defined with
respect to an already trained logistic model, o o f. Informally,
a LAM replaces the sigmoid link function with a clipping
function and scales f by an affine transformation. Denote
by Iljo,1; the projector from R onto the unit interval, that is
jp,11(2) = max(0, min(1, 2)).
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Figure 2: Optimal approximation & (z; @ ~ 2.5996) to sig-
moid function o(z). The parameter « corresponds the half
the width along the z-axis of the middle line segment in the
piecewise linear function.

Definition 2.2 (Linearised Additive Models (LAM)). Let
x € R? and let j(x) = o(f(x)) be an additive model per
Definition 2.1. Moreover, set o* := 50903 ~ 2.5996 as a uni-
versal constant. Then, the Linearised Additive Model, § am,
relative to f is given by

d

Jram(z) = o (; + 2665* + Z 2%* fz(%))
i=1

For brevity we refer to ypam as a linearised model and say
that ¢ am 1S the LAM induced by 7.

The LAM as defined in Definition 2.2 is derived by consid-
ering the optimal 3-piece piecewise linear approximation (see
Figure 2) to the sigmoid function in terms of squared error,
using this function as a link function for f(x) and invoking
linearity. We choose this family of approximating functions
as 3 pieces gives the simplest non-trivial approximation to
the logistic sigmoid, while simulataneously allowing for a
similar interpretation to a linear probability model. Squared
error is chosen as it is a common metric for function approxi-
mation [HTF09] for which we are able to derive a universal
tractable approximator.

As an example, an LR model is written as ¢(x) =

U(Z‘LO Bix;), where we fix g = 1 according to con-
vention. Then, the linearised version will be jpam(x) =

Mo, (5 + Z?:o %xz) In the case of linearised LR we can
interpret the coefficients [3;/2a* as the contribution to model
output in probability space for a unit increase in x;, as with a

linear probability model.

Remark 2.3. To train a LAM, all that is required is to train the

underlying logistic additive model, then apply Definition 2.2
. . . . d

using the trained coefficients {3; }{_.

Motivating Example Revisited. Under an LR model, Alice
and Bob had to interpret a unit increase in feature x; as having
different and unintuitive effects on their respective risk scores.
Using the induced LAM, a unit increase in x; gives rise to
the same change in model output, regardless of the input, i.e.
2 = L6l ~0.310, modulo outputs greater than unity
which will be clipped. Alice and Bob’s respective inputs of
0.1 and 0.25 can be readily seen to change to 0.41 and 0.56.




Note this gives the same qualitative result as the non-linearised
model, namely Alice stays low-risk and Bob becomes high-
risk. We surmise that this direct interpretation of the LAM
coefficients incurs smaller cognitive overhead in answering
questions of this type, in constrast to LR.

The following optimality result for the LAM approximation
to LR lends theoretical support to our definition of LAMs.

Theorem 2.4 (LAM Optimality). Let PL3 be the space of 3-
piece piecewise linear functions of one variable and X = R
For any LR model j(x) = o(f(x)) = (B + Zle Bix;)
on X, an approximator ¢ (f(x)) is defined for all 7 € PLs.
Then, yr.am IS the squared-error optimal approximator for
arbitrary f, that is,

gLam(x) = o (f(x);a*) where

3(-;0%) = arg_min { / (5(f(m))0(f(w)))2dw},

g€PL3

with & (z; a*) :== o 1)(3(1 + =), o ~ 2.5996.

o
Proof (Sketch). One can show via symmetry arguments that
the minimising approximator comes from a one-parameter
function family, when d = 1 with f(z) = x. The error is a
convex function of this parameter «, which is minimised at a*.
The argument can then be extended to d-dimensional, affine
f (@) by considering the error integral explicitly, from which
the result follows. O

The proof of Theorem 2.4 and supporting results is given in
full Appendix A.

3 Performance Comparison

In this section we detail our experiments comparing the model
performance of logistic additive models against their linearised
(LAM) counterparts.

3.1 Experimental Setup

Models. We compare all models to XGBoost [CG16], with
shorthand XGB, and XGB with monotone constraints im-
posed (MonoXGB). XGB classification performance serves
as an effective upper-bound on the competing models. In-
deed, there has been much discussion in recent years about a
tradeoff between model accuracy and interpretability [Rud19;
DBDR20] and XGB is included here to illustrate this trade-
off. Nonetheless, when using black-box models with post-
hoc explanations care must be taken [ZBRS22; SHI*20;
SBRZ"21], especially in sensitive domains. As state-of-the-
art baseline logistic additive models we consider the Additive
Risk Models (ARMs) of [CLR22], since they are GAMs
that explicitly incorporate monotone constraints that are of-
ten required in sensitive domains such as finance [Res11].
These models come in 1-layer (ARM1) and 2-layer (ARM2)
variants. Further baselines include NNLR (Non-negative
LR [CLR™*22]) with raw feature inputs as an effective lower
bound on model performance. For an additive model with
shorthand M, we denote its linearised version (in the sense of
Definition 2.2) by LAM-M. We include the linearised models
LAM-NNLR, LAM-ARM1 and LAM-ARM2 in our experi-
ments. LAM-ARM?2 has both the individual subscale models

Classifier Description

NNLR Non-negative logistic regression on unprocessed features.
LAM-NNLR Linearised Additive Model (LAM) induced by NNLR.
ARM1 One-Layer Additive Risk Model from [CLR22].
LAM-ARM1 LAM induced by ARMI.

XGB XGBoost [CG16] model.

MonoXGB XGBoost [CG16] model with monotone constraints imposed.
ARM2 Two-Layer Additive Risk Model from [CLR T 22].
LAM-ARM2 LAM induced by ARM2. Both logistic layers are linearised.

Table 1: Shorthand and descriptions of k£ = 8 classifiers under
comparison. Models in the second section have two layers,
with first layer operating on subscales and the second layer
combining the individual subscale scores.

and global NNLR model linearised. Table 1 provides a quick
lookup table of the £ = 8 models. Model hyperparameters are
provided in Appendix B.3 and no attempts were made to tune
them due to computational constraints.

Datasets. In this work we are principally interested in the
consumer credit domain. Bankruptcy prediction datasets
are also included due to their similar problem structure
and origin. We consider publically available datasets from
the UCI repository [KLN], namely, the German Credit
dataset [Hof94], Australia credit approvals [Qui87], Taiwanese
bankruptcy [LLTS20] prediction, Japanese credit screen-
ing [San92] and the Polish companies bankruptcy [Tom16]
dataset. We consider also the FICO Home Equity Line
of Credit dataset (HELOC) [FIC18], Give Me Some
Credit (GMSC) and Lending Club (LC) [Kag19] datasets.

3.2 Performance Metrics

We are chiefly interested to what extent linearising relative to
logistic models introduces degredation (if any) of both clas-
sification performance and calibration — the latter being of
interest as we are modifying the probability estimates of a
trained logistic model. For each metric the 10-fold strati-
fied cross-validation score is computed for every (classifier,
dataset) combination.

Classification Performance. To measure of classification
performance, we use the area under the curve of the receiver
operating characteristic [Bra97; HM83], denoted as AUC.

Calibration. We consider two widely-used numerical sum-
mary statistics for the calibration, Expected Calibration Error
(ECE) and Maximum Calibration Error, (MCE) with full de-
tails provided in Appendix B.4. Lower values of ECE and
MCE correspond to better calibration of a particular model,
with the idealised model having a value of zero for both.

Statistical Methodology. The statistical testing for the per-
formance evaluation is described in full in Appendix D.1.
For the purposes of discussion here, consider a graph where
for each classification algorithm A we draw a node. We
draw an edge between any nodes corresponding to algorithm
pairs (A, A’) such that the performance of .4 cannot be distin-
guished from the performance A" with significance oo = 0.05
according to a a Wilcoxon signed-rank test [Wil45] conducted
over the considered datasets. Cliques in this graph correspond
to algorithms that are mutually indistinguishable. We display
this graph, where the nodes .4 are arranged according to their
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Figure 3: Critical Difference diagrams for AUC, ECE and
MCE. The z-axis represents the mean rank averaged over all
datasets, with each classifier’s mean rank reported adjacent to
its name (lower rank = better). Classifiers connected by an
edge cannot be distinguished with significance o = 0.05.

average rank R 4 in Figure 3. These are the Critical Difference
(CD) diagrams of [Dem06] for AUC, ECE and MCE . Not
only are we interested in whether an observed difference in
cross validated score between two algorithms is statistically
significant, but also the size of this difference. In Table 2
for the AUC metric, 11 (Appendix) and 12 (Appendix) we

tabulate the differences Gy between all pairings (A, A’) for
the AUC, ECE and MCE metrics respectively. The quantity

éHL is a robust point estimate! computed across the datasets.

Results for Classification Performance. Raw AUC scores
for each (classifier, dataset) combination are reported in Ta-
ble 3 in Appendix C. We highlight several observations from
the CD diagram for AUC (Figure 3). Unconstrained XGB
is the strongest model in terms of AUC, as we may expect.
The weakest performing model families are {NNLR, LAM-
NNLR}, presumably due to their simplicity as compared with
the other models. LAM-NNLR models are indistinguishable
in AUC performance from their logistic counterparts, NNLR.
Interestingly, LAM-ARMI is connected to MonoXGB in the
CD graph. MonoXGB models are considered state of the art
for monotone constrained models on tabular data and LAM-
ARM1 is more interpretable according to a number of criteria,
yet here they display statistically indistinguishable classifi-
cation performance. However, LAM-ARMI1 can be distigu-
ished with statistical significance from its logistic counterpart,
ARMI1. Nonetheless they are in the same connected com-
ponent of the CD graph indicating a very similar level of
proficiency. The AUC performance of LAM-ARM?2 can be
separated from the performance of ARM2. In this instance we

'The Hodges-Lehmann estimator associated to Wilcoxon’s signed
rank test [Wil22].

-
§ s 5§ &
¥ S
& ,2 & Q T X X
F§ § 87§77 5
N < <3 J 5 53
NNLR — 0.000 -0.327 -0.314 -0.319 -0.311 -0.320 -0.340
LAM-NNLR —  — -0.327 -0.314 -0.319 -0.311 -0.320 -0.340
ARM1 — —  — 0.008 0.003 0.013 0.000 -0.011
ARM2 — —  —  — -0.005 0.003 -0.009 -0.017
LAM-ARM1 — — — — — 0.009 -0.003 -0.013
LAM-ARM2 — — — — — — -0.014 -0.020
MonoXGB ~— @ — — — —  —  — .0.002
XGB - - = = = = = =

Table 2: Point estimate for difference in AUC scores between
classifiers. Negative values mean column model is better than
row model. Bold values indicate statistical significance.

hypothesise that this is happening due to linearisation being
applied in two layers as opposed to just one, allowing errors
to accumulate. In terms of absolute numerical difference in
AUC performance, linearisation incurs a very small penalty,
as shown in Table 2. The AUC penalties (point estimate) for
linearising NNLR, ARM1 and ARM2 are 0.000, 0.003 and
0.003 respectively across the datasets.

Results for Calibration. Raw ECE and MCE scores for
each (classifier, dataset) combination are reported in Ta-
bles 5 and 7 respectively in the Appendix. Inspecting the
CD diagrams for the ECE and MCE calibration metrics in Fig-
ure 3, we see there is a penalty incurred on model calibration
for linearising. Indeed for both metrics, only the linearisation
of NNLR models gives a penalty in calibration that cannot
be distinguished from the logistic model with statistical sig-
nificance. However, we note the numerical difference across
the datasets is small, as evidenced in Tables 11 and 12 in
the Appendix, being of order ~0.005 for ECE and ~0.03 for
MCE. We believe this discrepancy in calibration is likely due
to “model certainty” evinced by the linearised models, namely
output values lying in {0, 1}. Notably, the LC datasets get a
very large fraction of predictions with certainty (~80%) using
LAM-ARMI1 and LAM-ARM2 models, as shown in Table 9
in the Appendix. The MCE ranks are all fairly close to one an-
other, meaning all of the classifiers are more closely matched
on this metric as compared with AUC and ECE.

4 User Survey

The motivating example in Section 2.1 suggests that linearised
models will be easier to interpret and reason about by users as
opposed to logistic models. To substantiate this, we conduct a
user study where the aim is to ascertain which class of models
is more interpretable: logistic models or LAMs. Our proxy
for interpretability is how capable users are at carrying out
basic reasoning tasks about the models’ outputs, given the
model coefficients. This falls within the paradigm of Human-
Grounded Evaluation [DVK17], where empirically measured
human performance on a simplified task serves as a proxy for
explanation quality. Using human simulation of model outputs
as a proxy for model interpretability is a similar strategy to
that used in the work by [PSGHT21].
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Figure 4: Summary of responses to User Survey comparing interpretability of LR models against LAM-LR. Users predict the
change in direction of model output correctly at a slightly higher rate for linearised models (left). When users are asked about the
magnitude of this change, users fare overwhelmingly better using LAM-LR as opposed to LR (center). When asked about which
model they found easiest to use (right), the majority of users said neither model, with slightly fewer opting for LAM-LR and

only one for LR.

4.1 Setup

The study is structured as a questionnaire, wherein participants
are shown a small LR model alongside its linearised counter-
part and are asked to predict how the output of each model
will change in both direction and magnitude from some initial
(input, output) pairs. Participants are shown several instanti-
ations, which we call scenarios. More formally, a scenario
consists of the following elements:

* A tuple of model coefficients (Ag, A1, As).

* A tuple of model coefficients (By, By, B2).

* An input to the models « := (x1,x2)

* The result of applying models A and B to x, §a(x) €
0, 1] and () € [0, 1]

* A modified input to the models ' = x + de,,, where
m € {1,2}. Both ' and § € R are shown to participants.
The feature m being modified is also highlighted.

Crucially, participants are given no indication as to what kind
of model the coefficients represent. This choice was made so as
to not prime participants with any expectation of the models’
behaviour [NWC16]. Nor are participants led to believe the
models are related to one another. In fact, for all scenarios
Model A was the linearisation of Model B. Model B is the
LR model §p(x) = o(Bg + By1z1 + Baxa), with the Model
A coefficients computed using Definition 2.2. Upon being
shown a particular scenario a user is directed to carry out the
following tasks:
Direction Task. For both models A and B give
the change of direction in model output,
that is, compute sign(ga(x’) — ga(x)) and
sign(gp(x’) — §p(x)). The options given to participants
are {“OUTPUT INCREASES”, “OUTPUT DECREASES”}.
Magnitude Task. For both models A and B give the mag-
nitude of the change in model output, that is, com-
pute |j4(2') — ()| and |js (@) — g ()| The op-
tions given to participants are {~ 0.05,~ 0.1,~ 0.2, ~
0.3, “DON’T KNOW”’ }.

Respondents are shown six scenarios, not including three
training scenarios shown at the beginning of the survey. The
training scenarios show the same input  with progressively
increasing (and decreasing) inputs & + d, €, such that |01 <
|02| < --- along with the corresponding outputs, so that the

user can learn the behaviour of each model class. The six
test scenarios were designed to be balanced, in the sense that
positive and negative changes were included as well as positive
and negative values for the z,,, (Bo, B1, B2), so as to not
skew the results. The scenarios were randomly shuffled three
times and each permutation assigned to a different subgroup
of participants at random. As a final task after all scenarios
are presented to study participants, we query the following.
Preference Task. This is a question asked upon
completion of the survey about which class of
model was easiest to use. The choices are:
“MODEL A”, “MODEL B”, “NEITHER” }.
The full user survey is reproduced in Appendix F. The survey
was sent to 101 possible respondents via the SurveyMonkey
platform [Inc22], who are Al researchers and practitioners
in the authors’ firm. Participation was anonymous and on
a voluntary basis. There were 46 respondents in total, from
which 36 successfully completed the training scenarios and
gave answers to more than 35% of scenarios. This was the data
that was analysed. Despite the small number of participants,
the design of the experiment, providing multiple scenarios
per-respondent, meant that we can still report results with
statistical significance.

4.2 Results and Analysis

We summarise the findings of the User Survey in Figure 4. In
the Direction Task we see that a slightly greater proportion
of correct answers are given for the LAM as opposed to the
logistic model. In the Magnitude Task we see that the logistic
models received a response of “DON’T KNOW” most often,
followed by an incorrect response and a small number of
correct responses. The linearised counterparts of these models
yielded mostly correct answers, followed by “DON’T KNOW”,
then incorrect answers. In the Preference Task, the majority of
users declared neither model easiest to use, followed closely
by the LAM. Only one respondent declared logistic models
easiest to use.

Statistical Analysis. The Direction and Magnitude Tasks
are instances of a clustered matched-pair binary data exper-
iment, with the matched pairs being the logistic model and
corresponding LAM within each scenario, the binary data



comprising a correct vs not correct response to an individual
task on each scenario and each cluster corresponding to an
individual respondent’s answers to multiple scenarios. We use
the statistical test for non-inferiority in clustered matched-pair
binary data of [YSH12], which accounts for within cluster
correlated responses. In our setting this corresponds to an
individual’s responses possibly being correlated with one an-
other, but independent from the responses of other individuals.
Suppose that pi,, is the success probability of a respondent for
a given task on a logistic model and py opm the corresponding
success probability for the linearised version. The true differ-
ence between the two classes of model is § = pram — Piog.
Choose a small non-inferiority margin? 6, > 0. Then the
hypothesis test we are conducting is

Ho : pram — Piog < o5 vs Hi @ pram — Piog > do.

YSHI12’s Zyio test statistic asymptotically follows a normal
distribution assuming the null hypothesis Hy. For the Direc-
tion Task we observe Zyio = 2.822 corresponding to a p-value
of 0.0024, which is significant at the = 0.05 level. More-
over, the 95% confidence interval for the difference in success
rates between LAMs and logistic models was ¢ € (0.03,0.16).
This small value of the performance difference in the Direction
Task is expected, as for both logistic models and LAMs we
can easily inspect the signs of the model coeficients to get the
directions, a strategy which many respondents guessed from
the training scenarios. For the Magnitude Task we observe
Zno = 4.55 corresponding to a p-value of 2.72 x 10~°, which
is significant at the o = 0.05 level. The 95% confidence in-
terval for the difference in success rates between LAMs and
logistic models was § € (0.23,0.50), a significant gap. We
attribute this gap to inherent non-interpretability of reasoning
in log-odds space vs reasoning directly in probabilities.

For the Preference Task, the data correspond to matched
pairs, each pair belonging to one participant and correspond-
ing to a preference of logistic models vs LAM models, that
is, possible responses are {A < B, A = B, A ~ B}, with
Model A corresponding to LAM and Model B to logistic. As
there is no numerical or ranked comparison, the usual appro-
priate statistical test is the Sign Test [DM46]. Given there are
many ties A ~ B, we use the Trinomial Test of [BMW11],
specially developed for this regime. See Appendix D.2 for
full details). Let p4 denote the probability a randomly cho-
sen participant prefers LAMs to logistic models and let pp
denote the converse. Moreover, py is the probability neither
is preferred. Then our null hypothesis is Hy : p4 = pp and
alternative is Hy : pa > pp. Let Ny, Np and Ny be the
random variables denoting the observed counts corresponding
to Model A preferred, Model B preferred and neither respec-
tively, with N := N4 + Np + Ny. Assuming Hy, the test
statistic Ny = N4 — Np has critical value at significance
a = 0.05 of Cy.g5 = 6, which is exceeded in our data with
ng = 12, corresponding to a p-value of 0.0009, which is statis-
tically significant. This supports there being a user preference
for LAMs over logistic models, although the impact of this is
somewhat dampened by the comparatively large number of
responses preferring neither.

2We choose dy = 0.001

Findings. We interpret these findings as follows: as mea-
sured by performance in basic reasoning tasks about model
behaviour, logistic models are less interpretable than their
linearised counterparts. This difference is more pronounced
when it comes to reasoning about actual numerical model
outputs in response to varying input variables as opposed to
reasoning just about the general direction of change. Interest-
ingly, in spite of the gulf in respondents’ performance between
the LAMs and logistic models this difference is not necessarily
felt strongly by the respondents themselves, a large number of
whom stated that neither class of models was easier to reason
about. This suggests that when providing explanations for
models in production, there should be a mechanism for con-
firming to consumers of explanations that their interpretation
is correct, to increase confidence. In this study, consumers
of LAM explanations were correctly interpreting them with-
out even knowing what the underlying model was, but were
not generally confident in their interpretations. For logistic
models, participants did not correctly interpret the explana-
tions and did not declare them easy to use, in spite of their
preexisting modelling expertise.

5 Conclusion

This work introduces techniques for improving the inter-
pretability characteristics of existing models while incurring
only very small penalties in classification performance. For
an additive logistic model such as ARM, one can use our lin-
earisation scheme (LAM) with the model and incur only a
very small reduction in ROC-AUC and a small increase in
calibration error. Via the User Study, we showed that when
participants are required to simulate the output of a model,
that is, predict its behaviour, their performance was far better
with linearised models than their logistic counterparts.

Lessons Learned. In this work we closely examined a com-
mon tacit assumption within the XAl literature, that there is
no reduction in interpretability of GAMs when moving from
regression to classification via a non-linear link function (here,
the logistic function). We showed that this assumption in fact
does not hold in general, with the commonly used explanation
method of sharing model weights or shape functions proving
to be misleading to human respondents. Our LAM construc-
tion is shown to mostly overcome this issue while largely
preserving an underlying model’s behaviour. The implication
here is that when providing model coefficients as explanations,
it may be worth paying a small price in performance by lin-
earising a trained logistic model to ensure explanations are
correctly understood.

Limitations and Future Work. With this work we must
take the following into consideration.

* Model Certainty. For a LAM ¢ oM induced by a logistic
model g, inputs « such that §(x) ¢ [0.07,0.93] corre-
spond to LAM outputs gram(x) € {0,1}. Risk scores
of < 7% and > 93% correspond to confident predictions.
LAMs effectively round these risk scores to certainty — we
show empirically the prevalence of this phenomenon in
Table 9 (Appendix). If a difference in risk score between,
say, 97% and 99.99% is important, then using a LAM may
not be appropriate. Possible mitigations are: i. clip to the



interval [e, 1 — €] for some small € > 0; or ii. increase o
in the approximation to the sigmoid, thereby growing the
set of model inputs with output in (0, 1), while incurring a
penalty in approximation.

* Alternate Linearisation Schemes. One could consider
alternate methods of linearising as opposed to LAMs. As
an example, Average Marginal Effects (AME) [SCM™24;
Bar05] are local model explanations based on evaluating
model prediction function derivatives. The AME values
could potentially be interpreted as coefficients of a clipped
linear model, although they would lack the theoretical
guarantees afforded by LAM.

* User Study Scope. One could increase the scope of the
User Study in terms of tasks and information provided to
users, considering interpretation of the model coefficients
integrated as part of a downstream task, as opposed to
predicting model outputs being the tasks’ focus. A po-
tentially fruitful investigation is measuring the effect of
linearisation on interpretability of general shape functions
in GAMs, since LR models have linear shape functions.

6 Disclaimer

This paper was prepared for informational purposes by the
Artificial Intelligence Research group of JPMorgan Chase &
Co. and its affiliates (“JP Morgan”), and is not a product of
the Research Department of JP Morgan. JP Morgan makes
no representation and warranty whatsoever and disclaims all
liability, for the completeness, accuracy or reliability of the
information contained herein. This document is not intended
as investment research or investment advice, or a recommen-
dation, offer or solicitation for the purchase or sale of any
security, financial instrument, financial product or service, or
to be used in any way for evaluating the merits of participating
in any transaction, and shall not constitute a solicitation under
any jurisdiction or to any person, if such solicitation under
such jurisdiction or to such person would be unlawful.
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A LAM Derivation and Proofs

A.1 Approximating the Sigmoid.
Definition A.1 (Piecewise Linear Functions). A piecewise linear function on one variable f(x) with n pieces determined by the
n+ 1 points (z1,y1), ..., (Tnt1,Yn+1) is given by
mir+cy, T < To;
Mok + ¢, T2 <x < T3;
f(ﬂh,yl)w-»«,(wnﬂ,yn+1)(x) = Q)

MpX + Cpy, T > Ty,

where my, = g’;ﬂ%g’; and ¢, = y — mpxr and we demand 11 < 22 < -+ < Tpyq.
Definition A.2 (PL,,). The space of piecewise linear functions comprised of n pieces, PL,,, is defined as
PL, = {f(ll,y1),~~,(1n+1,yn+1) ’yl, cesYng1 €ER, —oo <z <20 < < By < OO} .

For a function f(z) that is to be approximated by f(x), the squared error is defined as SE = / j:oo (f(z) — f(x))2dz. The

squared error is finite when f(x) — f(x) is square integrable.
Proposition A.3. Let PL3 be the space of 3-piece piecewise linear functions of one variable and consider the family of functions
in PL3 parameterised by o > ()

x € (—00, —a);
+ 55, @€ [—o,+af; (2)
, z € (o, +00).

YZzen.&( ;o) with o = 2.5996 ~ ggggg is the squared-error optimal approximator to the logistic sigmoid o(z) = (1+e~%)71,
that is

o(z;a) =

== O

“+o00

o(-;a*) = arg min {/ (c(z) — O’(Z))2dz}.
oc€ePLs —00

Proof. The proof proceeds in two parts. We first show via symmetry arguments that the minimising approximator belongs to a

one-parameter family of approximate functions, then we minimise squared error as a function of the parameter.

Consider the leftmost piece of the approximate function &, which takes the values m1z + ¢;. Then we have (5(z) — o(2))* ~
(myz + c1)? as z — —oo0 and so the error integral diverges if m; # 0, that is, the first piece is a constant function c;. Moreover,
suppose m1 = 0, ¢; # 0. Then the error integral will also diverge. Thus the first piece of the optimal approximator ¢ is the
constant function z — 0. A similar argument considering the limit z — oo demands that the third (rightmost) piece msz + c3
has mg =0, c3 = 1.

It remains to determine the middle line segment, with (x, y)-coordinates (x2,0), (x3,1). We can see that for the optimal
approximator we require xo = —x3 by the following: we can reparametrise the middle line segment by its center ¢ = % and
its halfwidth o = 252 For a fixed halfwidth w we can consider varying the center c in order to minimise the error. Since o (z2)
has 180° rotational symmetry about the point (0, %), all else held equal the optimal approximator should also satisfy this same
symmetry as the error integral will penalise violations of this symmetry. The center c is the only variable parameter remaining
and the only center that gives rise to an approximator satisfying this symmetry given a fixed width is ¢ = 0.

Thus our optimal approximator & € PL3 has the functional form (2) parameterised by o > 0. We refer to this function as
o (x; ) from now on. In Fig. 5 (right) we see an example of & (x, o) with the optimally chosen value of . Toward the goal of
minimising with respect to a,, we compute the error integral as a function of «

+oo
SE(a) = / (G(z;a) — o(2))%dz

— 00

/_O‘ (0(2))* dz + /_:a (é - i - U(Z)>2 et [:yoo (1~ ote))”az

—o0
1
«

= (7@2 +6alog (1+e ) —6alog(e*+1)+3a—3Liy (—e~*) + 3Lix (—e%) ),

where Li; is Spence’s dilogarithm function, defined as Liz(z) := — [; Wdu for z € C\ [1, 00). The closed form of SE(«)
was obtained using the SageMath system [The20]. The function SE(«) is plotted in Fig. 5 (left) for o > 0, is convex and takes
its minimum at o* ~ 2.5996 ~ 89990 'with this minimum obtained via Newton’s method’. Thus the function & (z; o*) is the

30773’
minimiser of squared error in PL3 and the result is proved.

3We were unable solve this minimisation in closed form.
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Figure 5: Squared error for linear approximation to sigmoid (left panel) and optimal (in square error) clipped linear approximation
o(x; a0 & 2.5996) to sigmoid function o (z) (right panel).

A.2 LAM Definition Motivation.

Recall that an additive model takes the form g(x) = o(f(x)) = a(z _o Bifi(x;)), where ﬂz,xl €ERand f; : R - R
for all i € [d], fo P X 1 Observe in the case of an additive model we have for each 2’ € {z | f(2) € [~a,a]},
a(f(x');a) =4+ ZZ 0 2(1* fi(z}) =: f('), which follows immediately from linearity. We shall call f the o*-linearised
model relative to f. Recall that H[o,1] is the projector from R onto the unit interval, that is ITj 1j(2) = max(0, min(1, z)). We
then have the following result.

Lemma A.4. Suppose f is an additive model as defined in Definition 2.2 with fits a*-linearised version. Then, 5(f(x); a*) =
jo,1)(f(=)), that is, for an additive model f the optimal piecewise linear approximation in PLs to the logistic sigmoid evaluated
on the output of f is formally equivalent to the output of the o*-linearised model relative to f, projected on the unit interval.

Proof. We proceed via case analysis. For brevity we denote & (z; a*) by o(z). Case i. When f(x) € [—a*, o*] the required
identity follows immediately from the definitions of 7, f and ITjy ;). Now suppose that f(x) = Zle Bi fi(z;) = ~. It follows

from substitution into the definition of fthat
- (1 7) 3
fa)=5(1+ 2 3
Case ii. When v > a* we have that f(x) > 1 by substitution into (3), in which case o, 1) (f(a:)) =1=0(y) =a(f(x)),
yielding the required identity. Case iii. When v < «o* we have that f(m) < 0 by substitution into (3), in which case

o) (f(:c)) =0=o0(y) = a(f(x)), yielding the required identity. We have shown that the identity holds for all values of
f(x) and so the result is proved. O

Lemma A.4 provides the inspiration for the LAM definition (Definition 2.2 in the main text).

A.3 Optimality Proof
We are now able to present the LAM optimality proof for LR models Recall that for an logistic model §(x) = o(f(x)) =
U(Zfzo Bi fi(w;)), the induced LAM is given by giran () = I (3 + Zz 0 2a* i(x;)) for a* &~ 2.5996. We restate the

result from the main text.
Theorem 2.4 (LAM Optimality). Let PL3 be the space of 3-piece piecewise linear functions of one variable and X = R?.

For any LR model §(x) = o(f(x)) = o(Bo + Zle Bix;) on X an approximator & (f(x)) is defined for all & € PLg. Then,
YLAM IS the squared-error optimal approximator for arbitrary f, that is,

o€PLs

Jram(z) =o(f(x);a*) where &(-;a*) =arg min {/X (5(f(w))—o(f(a:)))2dw},

with &(z;0*) =g 1)(5(1 + =), & = 2.5996.

a*

Proof. We examine the optimisation problem

e win { [ @(7(@) - ol @) de) (OPT)

gePL3



Using similar symmetry arguments to those in the proof of Proposition A.3

OPT) = argniy { [ @(f@)ia) - o(7(@)) e @
~ argmi { Jm [ @) - U(f(w)))de} )

where B(0, R) is the unit ball on R? and we have equality since limp_,o. | Ji B(0, R) = R? and B(0, R) C B(0, R') for all
R < R’. We change integration variables to u = f(x), giving

(OPT) = arg mm {B}lm / (G (u; ) — o(u))g(u, R) du}, (6)
— 00 00
where g(u, R) is the quantity
g(u, R) = / lde. )
B(0,R)N{z|f(z)=u}

Now the integral in Eq. (7) is describing the volume of the intersection of a sphere in d dimensions centered on the origin
B(0, R) with a d-dimensional hyperplane — the set of all z such that )", f;2; = fp — u. For —R < —Bo—u__ < R this volume

Vi B

is nonzero and given by the formula

d—1
=
= (Bo —u)? T
g(U,R) = d—1 . a~ R2 - 32 ~ dﬁiRd_l = G(R)7 (8)
(%= +1 I's=+1
G0 (e 5+
where g(R) ~ p(R) if and only if limp_,~ % = 1. Making the limits explicit in Eq. (6) we have
(OPT) = arg mm{ lim lim (G (u; ) — o(u))’g(u, R) du} ©)
R—ooa—oo [_
. . “ o B 2
= arggl;%{alggo Rh_r}r;O » ((u; ) —o(u)) g(u, R) du} (10)

where we can exchange the limits by the Moore-Osgood theorem — the integral converges uniformly for fixed R as a — oo due
to the integrand tails being O (u?~! exp(—|u|)). We then write

(OPT) = arg ran>1{)1 {ahg& /aa (6 (u; ) — o(u))” Rli_r)noog(u, R) du} (11)
bringing the limit inside the integral as g(u, R) ~ G(R) uniformly on [—a, a] for fixed a. Allowing R to grow we have
(OPT) = arg 1;1;% {ali_{go /_2 (G (u; ) — o(u))” RH—IPOO G(R) du} (12)
= arg gl;% {Rh_rgo G(R) - ali_{glo _: (G (u; ) — o (u))? du} (13)
= arg gl;r& {ali_{gO /_C; (G (u; ) — o(u))” du}, (14)

where we ignore factors dependent on R as we are interested in the optimal argument a* and not the value of the minimum itself.
Taking the limit as a — oo yields

(OPT) = arg m>i{)1 {/Oo (G (u; ) — o (u))? du} (15)
=0(-;a") (16)

from Proposition A.3. Finally, from Lemma A.4 we have that the LAM induced from an LR model is

d
Jram(z) = 01]< +Z 61* 1) _5<Zﬂi$i;a*>,
i=0

which upon comparison with Eq. (16) completes the proof. O




B Experiment Details

B.1 Problem Domain

We explicitly consider the consumer credit modelling domain, as this is a high-stakes application where interpretability is critical.
From the perspective of a machine learning model, a risk factor is effectively a specific grouping of features and their values for
a particular input. Such groupings are known in the academic literature as subscales. Monotone constraints and explicit subscale
modelling limit the logistic additive models that we consider for comparison with their equivalent LAMs. We formally describe
these aspects below.

Monotone Constraints. The set of monotone increasing variables is denoted as Z C [d], monotone decreasing variables
D C [d] and the remaining unconstrained variables U/ = [d] \ (Z U D). Note that a variable can either be monotone increasing,
decreasing, or neither, that is, Z, D and U/ form a partition of [d]. Monotone constraints for a particular dataset are specified by
the modeller using domain knowledge. Categorical features are one-hot encoded and belong to /.

Subscales. Formally, the subscales partition the feature set: a dataset with d input features has every subscale .S; satisfying
S; C[d], SinsS; =0foralli# jand|J, S; = [d]. The set of all subscales we denote by S and S is decided by the modeller a
priori.

B.2 Baseline Models

We briefly describe a number of additive models, as defined in Definition 2.1, from the literature that will be used in the
experimental comparison. These models will be used to test the linearisation procedure of Definition 2.1, namely LAMs will be
constructed from the baseline additive models and their performance will be compared.

Nonnegative Logistic Regression.
We define Nonnegative Logistic Regression models (NNLR) as those solving the following optimisation problem [CLR22].

M d
1 4 A
Il’élin JE:l L(g(xY),yV)) + C’;Zl B; s.t. Bi>0Viel; B; <0 VieD. (17)

where the logistic loss L(§,y) = —ylog §—(1—y)log(1 — §) and g(x) = U(BOJer:l Bix;), with C' > 0 being a regularisation
hyperparameter. We solve the optimisation problem (17) via Sequential Least Squares Programming (SLSQP) [Kra94; Kra88] as
implemented in scipy [VGO120]. NNLR models follow the familiar /5-regularised (or ‘ridge’) logistic regression [HTF09],
with the added constraint on the model coefficients enforcing the monotone directions on the variables in Z and D. The
“nonnegative” label arises from the constraints all being positive in the Additive Risk Models of [CLR22].

Additive Risk Models (ARMs).

ARMs are additive models introduced in [CLR™22] and come in two flavours, One-Layer ARMs (ARM1) and Two-Layer ARMs
(ARM?2). We begin with a brief description of ARM1, and refer the reader to [CLR*22] for a more detailed description. These
models are chosen as they are the state-of-the-art interpretable GAMs that allow monotone constraints and in the case of ARM2,
explicit subscale modelling.

The ARM1 model comprises a NNLR model with input features transformed like so: categorical features and special values
are one-hot encoded. For a monotone decreasing continuous feature u € D, a series of L,, € N indicator variables are created
in its stead, signifying membership of half intervals (—oo, 6;] with right-side boundaries 61 < 65 < --- < 61, = 400. The
corresponding NNLR model coefficients 51“9] for j € [L,] are all constrained to be nonnegative, i.e. Tuz0; € Z. This feature
processing scheme enforces that the ARM1 model output is monotone decreasing in x,, — in the notation of Definition 2.1,
fu(z,,) is piecewise constant and monotone decreasing. Monotone increasing features receive a similar treatment, with the
indicator variables corresponding to the half-intervals [6;, +-00) with left-side boundaries 61 > 0y > --- > 01, = ¢,,, where ¢,
lower bounds x,,. Again, 3,0, € Z, ensuring that f,,(x,,) is piecewise constant and monotone increasing. For unconstrained
variables u € U, the intervals (6j7 0;1+1] are two-sided, with bin edges ¢, = 61 < 02 < --- < 0, = +o0. The bin edges 6; for
all continuous variables are decided using an entropy-based scheme [CLR*22] that is essentially equivalent to training a CART
decision tree separately on each feature z,, with the fixed number of leaves L,, pre-determined as a hyperparameter.

The ARM2 model is built out of ARM1 models trained on solely the variables for a particular subscale, with the output of the
subscale S model designated by 7[5! (z). The output for each subscale model ! lies within [0, 1] and is interpreted as the risk
arising solely from S. The second layer of ARM2, 7(x) = o (o + ) g Bsrl¥l(x)), is an additional NNLR model with the
subscale risk scores as input variables. The input variables are fixed to be monotone increasing, that is, s > 0. Note that the
individual subscale ARM1 models 7[5! are trained first and their outputs treated as fixed for the training of the global model r(x).

B.3 Model training and hyperparameters

For the ARM models on the HELOC and German Credit datasets, we replicate the hyperparameters (namely feature bin edges
6,) of [CLR*22]. For the remaining datasets we restrict each continuous feature using feature binning to 5 bins and the



DecisionTreeClassifier from scikit-learn [PVG™T11] is trained on each individual feature, with the splits being used to
decide the bins. NNLR-based models have regularisation parameter C' = 0 in all cases. All XGB models use the following

hyperparameters, with the remaining being the default parameters used in version 1.4.2 [CG16].
xgb_base_params = {
"max_depth": 2,

1
S
3
4 "learning_rate": 0.1,
5

"n_estimators": 50,
"eval_metric": ’logloss’,
6 "use_label_encoder": False,
7 "missing": self.binariser_kwargs["special_ value_threshold"]

8 )
Listing 1: XGBoost hyperparameters

The value self.binariser_kwargs|["special value_ threshold"] corresponds to ¢, in the main text and is
decided for each dataset separately.

B.4 Calibration

Generally, a set of predictions of a binary outcome is well calibrated if the outcomes predicted to occur with probability p
occur about p fraction of the time, for any probability p € [0, 1]. A common method for assessing the calibration of a binary
classifier is the reliability diagram [DF83; NMCO05].The reliability diagram of a perfect classifier would be a line segment
from (0,0) to (1,1). In practise, the reliability diagram is often plotted alongside the idealised version and the difference is
visually inspected, with the empirical frequencies computed with respect to some binning scheme over the model-predicted
probabilities. We consider two widely-used numerical summary statistics for the calibration, Expected Calibration Error (ECE)
and Maximum Calibration Error, (MCE) [DF83; NMCO05]. To compute these metrics, the test set predictions are sorted and
partitioned into K equally spaced bins over [0, 1] (X = 15 in our experiments). We then have ECE = ZZK:1 P(i) - |o; — e
and MCE = max;¢q;,... k) |0; — e, where o; is the true fraction of positive instances in bin i, e; is the arithmetic mean of the
model outputs for the instances in bin ¢, and P(3) is the empirical probability (fraction) of all instances that fall into bin 7. Lower
values of ECE and MCE correspond to better calibration of a particular model, with the idealised model having a value of zero
for both.

B.5 Dataset preprocessing

If we wish to distinguish metrics of interest of the k£ = 8 different algorithms under consideration, then it is important for the
number of statistically independent datasets, N, to be as large as possible so that the power of any statistical tests is maximal.
The work [CW20] provides an algorithm for determining the appropriate N for a desired statistical power. We restrict our
experiments to publically available datasets that are not synthetically generated, so we cannot keep generating datasets until
the desired NNV is reached. Nonetheless, we are able to use N = 24 independent datasets. For the Poland dataset, there are 5
separate datasets provided, corresponding to consecutive years of data. We consider these datasets separately, and denote them
by Poland n for n € {0,...,4}. The LC dataset is an order of magnitude larger than the others, thus we split the data into
temporally contiguous (and disjoint) regions comprising 100000 datapoints each (apart from the last region). This procedure
leaves us with 13 datasets, which we denote by LC_n for n € {0,...,12}. The subscales S and monotone constraints (Z, D, )
for the remaining datasets were decided based on domain knowledge and are included in full in the appendix.

In terms of the subscale groupings S, monotone constraints (Z, D, and feature lower bounds { ¢, }.¢[q) for each dataset,
for the HELOC and German datasets we replicate the assignments from [CLR™22]. In the code listings below we show all of the
subscale groupings S as a Python OrderedDict with name <dataset>_RC_FEATURE_MAPP ING, with keys corresponding
to the names of the subscale, and values comprising a list of the constituent features. Monotone constraints are stored in a Python
dict called <dataset>_MONOTONE_CONSTRAINTS, with keys corresponding to feature names, and values in {—1,1,0}
corresponding to monotone decreasing, increasing and no constraint respectively. <dataset>_SPECIAL_VALUES_DICT con-
tains special values for each feature that are subsequently one-hot encoded, and <dataset>_SPECIAL VALUE_THRESHOLD
corresponds to a global feature lower bound ¢,, for each dataset. The dict called <dataset>_MAX_LEAF_NODES_DICT cor-
responds to the number of allowed bins for each (continuous) feature. The Poland dataset has uninformative attribute names, which

we replace with informative names from [ZTT16] using the Python dict called POLAND_BANKRUPTCY_FEATURE_MAPP ING.

1 HELOC_RC_FEATURE_MAPPING = OrderedDict ({

2 "ExternalRiskEstimate": ["ExternalRiskEstimate"],
"TradeOpenTime": ["MSinceOldestTradeOpen", "MSinceMostRecentTradeOpen", "AverageMInFile"],

4 "NumSatisfactoryTrades": ["NumSatisfactoryTrades"],

5 "TradeFrequency": ["NumIrades60Ever2DerogPubRec", "NumTrades90Ever2DerogPubRec", "NumTotalTrades", "
NumTradesOpeninLast12M"],

6 "Delinquency": ["PercentTradesNeverDelq", "MSinceMostRecentDelqg", "MaxDelg2PublicRecLastl1l2M", "MaxDelgEver"]

"Installment": ["PercentInstallTrades", "NetFractionInstallBurden", "NumInstallTradesWBalance"],

8 "Inquiry": ["MSinceMostRecentIngexcl7days", "NumIngLast6M", "NumIngLast6Mexcl7days"],

9 "RevolvingBalance": ["NetFractionRevolvingBurden", "NumRevolvingTradesWBalance"],

10 "Utilization": ["NumBank2NatlTradesWHighUtilization"],

11 "TradeWBalance": ["PercentTradesWBalance"



HELOC_MONOTONE_CONSTRAINTS = {

16 "ExternalRiskEstimate’: -1,

17 'MSinceOldestTradeOpen’: -1,

18 "MSinceMostRecentTradeOpen’: -1,

19 ’AverageMInFile’: -1,
20 "NumSatisfactoryTrades’: -1,
21 "NumTrades60Ever2DerogPubRec’ : 1,
22 "NumTrades90Ever2DerogPubRec’ : 1,
23 'NumTotalTrades’: O,
24 ’NumTradesOpeninLast12M’: +1,
25 "PercentTradesNeverDelqg’: -1,
26 ’MSinceMostRecentDelqg’: -1,
27 ’'MaxDelg2PublicRecLast12M’: O,
2 "MaxDelgEver’: 0,
29 ’PercentInstallTrades’: O,
30 ’NetFractionInstallBurden’: +1,
31 "NumInstallTradesWBalance’: O,
32 ’MSinceMostRecentIngexcl7days’: -1,

33 "NumIngLast6M’: +1,

34 ’NumIngLast6éMexcl7days’: +1,

35 ’'NetFractionRevolvingBurden’: +1,

36 "NumRevolvingTradesWBalance’: 0,

37 "NumBank2NatlTradesWHighUtilization’: +1,

38 'PercentTradesWBalance’: 0

39 }
40
41 HELOC_CATEGORICAL_COLS = ["MaxDelg2PublicRecLastl2M", "MaxDelgEver"]
42
43 HELOC_MAX_LEAF_NODES_DICT = {
44 ’ExternalRiskEstimate’: 5,
45 "MSinceOldestTradeOpen’: 4,
46 "MSinceMostRecentTradeOpen’: 2,
47 ’AverageMInFile’: 4,
48 "NumSatisfactoryTrades’: 5,
49 "NumTrades60Ever2DerogPubRec’: 5,

50 "NumTrades90Ever2DerogPubRec’ : 4,

51 "NumTotalTrades’: 5,

52 "NumTradesOpeninLast12M’: 5,

53 ’PercentTradesNeverDelqg’: 5,

54 "MSinceMostRecentDelq’ : 4,

55 ’'MaxDelg2PublicRecLastl12M’: 3,

56 'MaxDelgEver’: 2,

57 ’PercentInstallTrades’: 5,

58 ’NetFractionInstallBurden’: 3,

59 "NumInstallTradesWBalance’: 5,

60 "MSinceMostRecentIngexcl7days’: 5,

61 "NumIngLast6M’ : 4,

62 "NumIngLast6Mexcl7days’: 2,

63 ’NetFractionRevolvingBurden’: 4,

64 "NumRevolvingTradesWBalance’: 5,

65 ’NumBank2NatlTradesWHighUtilization’: 5,

66 'PercentTradesWBalance’: 5

67 }

68

69 HELOC_SPECIAL_VALUES_DICT = { feature: [-7, -8, -9

70 for feature in HELOC_MAX_LEAF_NODES_DICT.keys ()
71 }

72

73 HELOC_SPECIAL_VALUE_THRESHOLD = -0.5

Listing 2: HELOC preprocessing

1 GERMAN_CREDIT_HEADERS =["Status of existing checking account","Duration in month", "Credit history",\
2 "Purpose", "Credit amount","Savings account/bonds", "Present employment since",\
3 "Installment rate in percentage of disposable income","Personal status and sex",\
4 "Other debtors / guarantors","Present residence since","Property","Age in years",\
5 "Other installment plans", "Housing", "Number of existing credits at this bank",\
6 "Job", "Number of people being liable to provide maintenance for","Telephone","foreign worker", "Target"]
7

8 GERMAN_CREDIT_FEATURES = copy (GERMAN_CREDIT_HEADERS); GERMAN_CREDIT_FEATURES.remove ("Target")

10 GERMAN_CREDIT_CATEGORICAL_COLS = [
11 "Credit history",

12 "Purpose",

13 "Present employment since",
14 "Personal status and sex",

15 "Other debtors / guarantors",
16 "Property",

17 "Other installment plans"

18 "Housing",
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"Job",
"Telephone",
"foreign worker"

1
GERMAN_CREDIT_NON_CATEGORICAL_COLS = list (set (GERMAN_CREDIT_FEATURES) - set (GERMAN_CREDIT_CATEGORICAL_COLS) )

GERMAN_CREDIT_RC_FEATURE_MAPPING = OrderedDict ({
"CreditLoanInfo": [
"Status of existing checking account",
"Credit history",
"Purpose",
"Savings account/bonds"
1,
"PersonalInfo": [
"Present employment since",
"Personal status and sex",
"Other debtors / guarantors",
"Property",
"Other installment plans",
"Housing",
"Job",
"Telephone",
"foreign worker"

b

GERMAN_CREDIT_MONOTONE_CONSTRAINTS = {feature: 0 for feature in GERMAN_CREDIT_FEATURES}
GERMAN_CREDIT_MONOTONE_CONSTRAINTS["Status of existing checking account"] = 1
GERMAN_CREDIT_MONOTONE_CONSTRAINTS["Savings account/bonds"] = 1

GERMAN_CREDIT_MAX LEAF_NODES_DICT = {feature: 5 for feature in GERMAN_CREDIT_NON_CATEGORICAL_COLS}
GERMAN_CREDIT_SPECIAL_VALUE_THRESHOLD = -1000

GERMAN_CREDIT_SPECIAL_VALUES_DICT = { feature: [GERMAN_CREDIT_SPECIAL_VALUE_THRESHOLD]

for feature in GERMAN_CREDIT_NON_CATEGORICAL_COLS

Listing 3: German preprocessing

TAIWAN_CREDIT_FEATURES = [/LIMIT_BAL’, ’SEX’, ’'EDUCATION’, ’MARRIAGE’, ’'AGE’, 'PAY 0/, ’'PAY_2',
"PAY_3’, ’PAY_4’, 'PAY_5'’, 'PAY_6’, 'BILL_AMT1’, ’BILL_AMT2’,
'BILL_AMT3’, ’BILL_AMT4’, ’'BILL_AMT5’, ’BILL_AMT6’, ’'PAY AMT1’,
"PAY_AMT2’, ’PAY_AMT3’, ’'PAY_AMT4’, 'PAY_AMT5’, ’PAY_AMT6’

TAIWAN_CREDIT_CATEGORICAL_COLS = [
"SEX’, "EDUCATION’, ’MARRIAGE’,
"PAY_0’, 'PAY_2’, 'PAY_3’, ’'PAY_4’, 'PAY_5', ’'PAY 6’

TAIWAN_CREDIT_NON_CATEGORICAL_COLS = list (set (TAIWAN_CREDIT_FEATURES) - set (TAIWAN_CREDIT_CATEGORICAL_COLS))

TAIWAN_CREDIT_RC_FEATURE_MAPPING = OrderedDict ({
"CreditLoanInfo": [
"LIMIT_BAL"
1,
"PersonalInfo": [
’SEX’, "EDUCATION’, ’'MARRIAGE’, ’AGE’
1,
"RepaymentStatus": [
"PAY_O0’, ’'PAY_2’, 'PAY_3', 'PAY_4', '"PAY 5’, ’'PAY_6'
1,
"BillAmount": [
'BILL_AMT1’, ’'BILL_AMT2’, ’'BILL_AMT3’, ’'BILL_AMT4’, ’'BILL_AMTS5’, ’'BILL_AMT6’
1,
"PaymentAmounts": [
"PAY_AMT1’, 'PAY_AMT2’, 'PAY_AMT3’, 'PAY_AMT4’, 'PAY_AMT5’, 'PAY_ AMT6’
]
})

TAIWAN_CREDIT_MONOTONE_CONSTRAINTS = {feature: 0 for feature in TAIWAN_CREDIT_FEATURES}

TAIWAN_CREDIT_MONOTONE_CONSTRAINTS[’PAY _0’] =1
for n in range(l, 7):
TAIWAN_CREDIT_MONOTONE_CONSTRAINTS[f’PAY AMT{n}’] = -1
TAIWAN_CREDIT_MAX_ LEAF_NODES_DICT = {feature: 5 for feature in TAIWAN_CREDIT_NON_CATEGORICAL_COLS}
TAIWAN_CREDIT_SPECIAL_VALUE_THRESHOLD = -400000

TAIWAN_CREDIT_SPECIAL_VALUES_DICT = { feature: [TAIWAN_CREDIT_SPECIAL_VALUE_THRESHOLD]
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for feature in TAIWAN_CREDIT_NON_CATEGORICAL_COLS

Listing 4: Taiwan preprocessing

GIVE_ME_SOME_CREDIT_FEATURES = [

'RevolvingUtilizationOfUnsecuredLines’,
"age’,
"NumberOfTime30-59DaysPastDueNotWorse’,
'DebtRatio’,

"MonthlyIncome’,
’NumberOfOpenCreditLinesAndLoans’,
’NumberOfTimes90DaysLate’,
'NumberRealEstateLoansOrLines’,
"NumberOfTime60-89DaysPastDueNotWorse’,
’NumberOfDependents’

GIVE_ME_SOME_CREDIT_CATEGORICAL_COLS = []

GIVE_ME_SOME_CREDIT_SPECIAL_VALUES_DICT = {feature: [-1]

for feature in GIVE_ME_SOME_CREDIT_FEATURES}

GIVE_ME_SOME_CREDIT_MAX_LEAF_NODES_DICT = {feature: 5 for feature in GIVE_ME_SOME_CREDIT_FEATURES}

GIVE_ME_SOME_CREDIT_SPECIAL_VALUE_THRESHOLD = -0.5

GIVE_ME_SOME_CREDIT_MONOTONE_CONSTRAINTS = {feature:

for feature in

for feature in [’MonthlyIncome’]:

GIVE_ME_SOME_CREDIT_MONOTONE_CONSTRAINTS[feature]

["RevolvingUtilizationOfUnsecuredLines’,
DaysPastDueNotWorse’, ’NumberOfTimes90DaysLate’]:
GIVE_ME_SOME_CREDIT_MONOTONE_CONSTRAINTS [feature]

GIVE_ME_SOME_CREDIT_REASON_CODE_MAPPING = OrderedDict ({

b

"HistoricalLatePayments": [

1

0 for feature in GIVE_ME_SOME_CREDIT_FEATURES}
’NumberOfTime30-59DaysPastDueNotWorse’ ,

'NumberOfTime30-59DaysPastDueNotWorse’, ’NumberOfTime60-89DaysPastDueNotWorse’, ’NumberOfTimes90DaysLate’

1,
"FinancialObligations": [

"RevolvingUtilizationOfUnsecuredLines’, ’NumberOfOpenCreditLinesAndLoans’, ’NumberRealEstateLoansOrLines’,

NumberOfDependents’
1,
"FinancialCapabilities": [
"MonthlyIncome’
1,
"Demographics": [
"age"

]

Listing 5: Give Me Some Credit preprocessing

# From https://www.rpubs.com/kuhnrl30/CreditScreen
JAPAN_CREDIT_PUTATIVE_FEATURE_NAMES = [

"Male",

"Age",

"Debt",

"Married",
"BankCustomer",
"EducationLevel",
"Ethnicity",
"YearsEmployed",
"PriorDefault",
"Employed",
"CreditScore",
"DriversLicense",
"Citizen",
"ZipCode",
"Income"

JAPAN_CREDIT_NUMERIC_COLS = ["Age", "Debt", "YearsEmployed", "CreditScore", "Income"
JAPAN_CREDIT_CATEGORICAL_COLS = list (set (JAPAN_CREDIT_PUTATIVE_FEATURE_NAMES) - set (JAPAN_CREDIT_NUMERIC_COLS))

JAPAN_CREDIT_RC_FEATURE_MAPPING = OrderedDict ({

"Demographic": ["Male", "Age", "Married", "Ethnicity", "ZipCode", "Citizen"],
"Career": ["EducationLevel"”, "YearsEmployed", "Employed", "DriversLicense"],
"FinancialObligations": ["Debt", "PriorDefault"]

"FinancialCapabilities": ["CreditScore", "BankCustomer", "Income"]

’"NumberOfTime60-89

’



1 JAPAN_CREDIT_MONOTONE_CONSTRAINTS = {feature: 0 for feature in JAPAN_CREDIT_PUTATIVE_FEATURE_NAMES}
2 for feature in [’'Debt’]:

33 JAPAN_CREDIT_MONOTONE_CONSTRAINTS|[feature] = 1
34 for feature in [’/ Income’, ’CreditScore’]:
35 JAPAN_CREDIT_MONOTONE_CONSTRAINTS[feature] = -1

37 JAPAN_CREDIT_MAX_ LEAF_NODES_DICT = {feature: 5 for feature in JAPAN_CREDIT_NUMERIC_COLS}

39 JAPAN_CREDIT_SPECIAL_VALUES_DICT = {feature: [-1] for feature in JAPAN_CREDIT_NUMERIC_COLS}
40
41 JAPAN_CREDIT_SPECIAL_VALUE_THRESHOLD = -0.5

Listing 6: Japan preprocessing

# From https://www.rpubs.com/kuhnrl30/CreditScreen

1
2 AUSTRALIA_CREDIT_PUTATIVE_FEATURE_NAMES = [
3 "Male",
4 "Age",
5 "Debt",
6 "BankCustomer",
7 "EducationLevel",
"Ethnicity",
9 "YearsEmployed",
10 "PriorDefault",
11 "Employed",
12 "CreditScore",
13 "DriversLicense",
14 "Citizen",
15 "ZipCode",
16 "Income"
17 ]
18
19 AUSTRALIA_CREDIT_NUMERIC_COLS = ["Age", "Debt", "YearsEmployed", "CreditScore", "Income"]
20 AUSTRALIA_CREDIT_CATEGORICAL_COLS = list (set (AUSTRALIA_ CREDIT_PUTATIVE_FEATURE_NAMES) - set(

AUSTRALIA_CREDIT_NUMERIC_COLS))

22 AUSTRALIA_CREDIT_RC_FEATURE_MAPPING = OrderedDict ({

23 "Demographic": ["Male", "Age", "Ethnicity", "ZipCode", "Citizen"],

24 "Career": ["EducationLevel”, "YearsEmployed", "Employed", "DriversLicense"],
25 "FinancialObligations": ["Debt", "PriorDefault"],

26 "FinancialCapabilities": ["CreditScore", "BankCustomer", "Income"]

27

28 1)

29

30 AUSTRALIA_CREDIT_MONOTONE_CONSTRAINTS = {feature: 0 for feature in AUSTRALIA_CREDIT_PUTATIVE_FEATURE_NAMES}
31 for feature in [’'Debt’]:

32 AUSTRALIA_CREDIT_MONOTONE_CONSTRAINTS [feature] = 1
33 for feature in [’/Income’, ’'CreditScore’]:

34 AUSTRALIA_CREDIT_MONOTONE_CONSTRAINTS [feature] = -1
35

36  AUSTRALIA_CREDIT_MAX_ LEAF_NODES_DICT = {feature: 5 for feature in AUSTRALIA_CREDIT_NUMERIC_COLS}
38 AUSTRALIA_CREDIT_SPECIAL_VALUES_DICT = {feature: [-1] for feature in AUSTRALIA_ CREDIT_NUMERIC_COLS}

40  AUSTRALIA_CREDIT_SPECIAL_VALUE_THRESHOLD = -0.5
Listing 7: Australia preprocessing

POLAND_BANKRUPTCY_FEATURE_MAPPING = {

1

2 "Attrl" : "net profit / total assets",

3 "Attr2" : "total liabilities / total assets",

4 "Attr3" : "working capital / total assets",

5 "Attr4" : "current assets / short-term liabilities",

6 "Attr5" : "((cash + short-term securities + receivables - short-term liabilities) / (operating expenses -
depreciation)) x 365",

7 "Attré6" : "retained earnings / total assets",
"Attr7" : "EBIT / total assets",

9 "Attr8" : "book value of equity / total liabilities",

10 "Attr9" : "sales / total assets",

11 "AttrlO" : "equity / total assets",

12 "Attrll" : " (gross profit + extraordinary items + financial expenses) / total assets",

13 "Attrl2" : "gross profit / short-term liabilities",

14 "Attrl3" : " (gross profit + depreciation) / sales",

15 "Attrld4" : "(gross profit + interest) / total assets",

16 "Attrl5" : " (total liabilities * 365) / (gross profit + depreciation)",

17 "Attrlé6" : " (gross profit + depreciation) / total liabilities",

18 "Attrl7" : "total assets / total liabilities",

19 "Attrl8" : "gross profit / total assets",

20 "Attrl9" : "gross profit / sales",

21 "Attr20" : " (inventory * 365) / sales",

22 "Attr21" : "sales (n) / sales (n-1)",

23 "Attr22" : "profit on operating activities / total assets",
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"Attr23" : "net profit / sales",

"Attr24" : "gross profit (in 3 years) / total assets",

"Attr25" : "(equity - share capital) / total assets",

"Attr26" : " (net profit + depreciation) / total liabilities",

"Attr27" : "profit on operating activities / financial expenses",

"Attr28" : "working capital / fixed assets",

"Attr29" : "logarithm of total assets",

"Attr30" : "(total liabilities - cash) / sales",

"Attr31l" : " (gross profit + interest) / sales",

"Attr32" : "(current liabilities * 365) / cost of products sold",

"Attr33" : "operating expenses / short-term liabilities",

"Attr34" : "operating expenses / total liabilities",

"Attr35" : "profit on sales / total assets",

"Attr36" : "total sales / total assets",

"Attr37" : "(current assets - inventories) / long-term liabilities",
"Attr38" : "constant capital / total assets",

"Attr39" : "profit on sales / sales",

"Attr40" : " (current assets - inventory - receivables) / short-term liabilities",
"Attrd4l" : "total liabilities / ((profit on operating activities + depreciation) * (12/365))",
"Attrd42" : "profit on operating activities / sales",

"Attrd43" : "rotation receivables + inventory turnover in days",

"Attrd44" : " (receivables * 365) / sales",

"Attr45" : "net profit / inventory",

"Attr46" : " (current assets - inventory) / short-term liabilities",

"Attrd47" : " (inventory x 365) / cost of products sold",

"Attr48" : "EBITDA (profit on operating activities - depreciation) / total assets",
"Attr49" : "EBITDA (profit on operating activities - depreciation) / sales",
"Attr50" : "current assets / total liabilities",

"Attr51" : "short-term liabilities / total assets",

"Attr52" : " (short-term liabilities x 365) / cost of products sold)",
"Attr53" : "equity / fixed assets",

"Attr54" : "constant capital / fixed assets",

"Attr55" : "working capital",

"Attr56" : "(sales - cost of products sold) / sales",

"Attr57" : " (current assets - inventory - short-term liabilities) / (sales - gross profit - depreciation)",
"Attr58" : "total costs /total sales",

"Attr59" : "long-term liabilities / equity",

"Attr60" : "sales / inventory",

"Attr6l" : "sales / receivables",

"Attr62" : " (short-term liabilities %365) / sales",

"Attr63" : "sales / short-term liabilities",

"Attr64" : "sales / fixed assets"

POLAND_BANKRUPTCY_CATEGORICAL_COLS = []
POLAND_BANKRUPTCY_NUMERIC_COLS = [

"net profit / total assets’, ’‘total liabilities / total assets’, ’working capital / total assets’,

’current assets / short-term liabilities’, ’ ((cash + short-term securities + receivables - short-term liabilities
) / (operating expenses - depreciation)) x 365’,

"retained earnings / total assets’, ’'EBIT / total assets’, ’book value of equity / total liabilities’,

"sales / total assets’, ’equity / total assets’, ’ (gross profit + extraordinary items + financial expenses) /

total assets’,

"gross profit / short-term liabilities’, ’ (gross profit + depreciation) / sales’, ' (gross profit + interest) /
total assets’,

" (total liabilities » 365) / (gross profit + depreciation)’, ' (gross profit + depreciation) / total liabilities’,

"total assets / total liabilities’, ’gross profit / total assets’, ’‘gross profit / sales’,

! (inventory * 365) / sales’, ’'sales (n) / sales (n-1)’, ’'profit on operating activities / total assets’,

"net profit / sales’, ’'gross profit (in 3 years) / total assets’, ’ (equity - share capital) / total assets’, ' (
net profit + depreciation) / total liabilities’,

"profit on operating activities / financial expenses’, ’‘working capital / fixed assets’, ’logarithm of total
assets’,

" (total liabilities - cash) / sales’, ' (gross profit + interest) / sales’, ’ (current liabilities = 365) / cost of
products sold’,

'operating expenses / short-term liabilities’, ’operating expenses / total liabilities’, ’profit on sales / total
assets’,

"total sales / total assets’, ’constant capital / total assets’, ’profit on sales / sales’,

! (current assets - inventory - receivables) / short-term liabilities’, ’total liabilities / ((profit on operating
activities + depreciation) *» (12/365))’,

'profit on operating activities / sales’, ’rotation receivables + inventory turnover in days’, ’ (receivables x
365) / sales’,

"net profit / inventory’, ’ (current assets - inventory) / short-term liabilities’, ’ (inventory = 365) / cost of
products sold’,
"EBITDA (profit on operating activities - depreciation) / total assets’, ’EBITDA (profit on operating activities

— depreciation) / sales’,
"current assets / total liabilities’, ’short-term liabilities / total assets’, ' (short-term liabilities * 365) /
cost of products sold)’,

"equity / fixed assets’, ’‘constant capital / fixed assets’, ’working capital’, ’ (sales - cost of products sold) /
sales’,
’ (current assets - inventory - short-term liabilities) / (sales - gross profit - depreciation)’, ’total costs /

total sales’,
"long-term liabilities / equity’, ’sales / inventory’, ’sales / receivables’, ’ (short-term liabilities x365) /



sales’,
91 ’"sales / short-term liabilities’, ’'sales / fixed assets’
2 ]
93
94 POLAND_BANKRUPTCY_MONOTONE_CONSTRAINTS = {

95 "net profit / total assets’: -1,

96 "total liabilities / total assets’: 1,

97 'working capital / total assets’: -1,

98 'current assets / short-term liabilities’: -1,

99 " ((cash + short-term securities + receivables - short-term liabilities) / (operating expenses - depreciation)) =*
3657 g =1,

100 'retained earnings / total assets’: -1,

101 "EBIT / total assets’: -1,

102 "book value of equity / total liabilities’: -1,

103 "sales / total assets’: 0,

104 "equity / total assets’: -1,

105 ’ (gross profit + extraordinary items + financial expenses) / total assets’: -1

106 "gross profit / short-term liabilities’: -1,

107 " (gross profit + depreciation) / sales’: -1,

108 ’ (gross profit + interest) / total assets’: -1,

109 ’ (total liabilities » 365) / (gross profit + depreciation)’: 0,

110 ’ (gross profit + depreciation) / total liabilities’: -1

111 "total assets / total liabilities’: -1,

112 "gross profit / total assets’: -1,

113 "gross profit / sales’: -1,

114 ’ (inventory x 365) / sales’: 0,

115 "sales (n) / sales (n-1)': 0,

116 "profit on operating activities / total assets’: 0,

117 "net profit / sales’: -1,

118 "gross profit (in 3 years) / total assets’: -1,

119 ’ (equity - share capital) / total assets’: -1,

120 " (net profit + depreciation) / total liabilities’: -1,

121 "profit on operating activities / financial expenses’: 0,

122 "working capital / fixed assets’: 0,

123 "logarithm of total assets’: 0,

124 ’ (total liabilities - cash) / sales’: 1,

125 " (gross profit + interest) / sales’: -1,

126 ’ (current liabilities * 365) / cost of products sold’: 0,

127 "operating expenses / short-term liabilities’: 0,

128 "operating expenses / total liabilities’: 0,

129 "profit on sales / total assets’: 0,

130 "total sales / total assets’: O,

131 ’constant capital / total assets’: -1,

132 "profit on sales / sales’: 0,

133 ’ (current assets - inventory - receivables) / short-term liabilities’: -1,

134 "total liabilities / ((profit on operating activities + depreciation) = (12/365))’: O,

135 "profit on operating activities / sales’: -1,

136 "rotation receivables + inventory turnover in days’: 0,

137 ’ (receivables * 365) / sales’: 0,

138 "net profit / inventory’: -1,

139 " (current assets - inventory) / short-term liabilities’: -1,

140 ’ (inventory x 365) / cost of products sold’: 0,

141 "EBITDA (profit on operating activities - depreciation) / total assets’: 0,

142 "EBITDA (profit on operating activities - depreciation) / sales’: 0,

143 "current assets / total liabilities’: -1,

144 "short-term liabilities / total assets’: 1,

145 ! (short-term liabilities * 365) / cost of products sold)’: O,

146 "equity / fixed assets’: O,

147 ’constant capital / fixed assets’: 0,

148 "working capital’: -1,

149 ' (sales - cost of products sold) / sales’: 0,

150 ’ (current assets - inventory - short-term liabilities) / (sales - gross profit - depreciation)’: 0,

151 "total costs /total sales’: 0,

152 "long-term liabilities / equity’: 0,

153 "sales / inventory’: 0,

154 "sales / receivables’: 0,

155 ’ (short-term liabilities *365) / sales’: 1,

156 "sales / short-term liabilities’: -1,

157 "sales / fixed assets’: 0

158}

159
160 POLAND_BANKRUPTCY_MAX_LEAF_NODES_DICT = {feature: 5 for feature in POLAND_BANKRUPTCY_NUMERIC_COLS}
161

162 POLAND_BANKRUPTCY_SPECIAL_VALUES_DICT = {feature: [-6] for feature in POLAND_BANKRUPTCY_NUMERIC_COLS}
163

164 POLAND_BANKRUPTCY_SPECIAL_VALUE_THRESHOLD = -5.5

165

166 POLAND_BANKRUPTCY_RC_FEATURE_MAPPING = OrderedDict ({

167 "Financing": [

168 " (equity - share capital) / total assets"

169 1,
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"CurrentRatio": [
"total liabilities / ((profit on operating activities + depreciation) * (12/365))"
1,
"WorkingCapital": [
"working capital / total assets", "working capital / fixed assets", "constant capital / total assets", "
working capital",
"constant capital / fixed assets", "logarithm of total assets"
1,
"LiabilitiesTurnoverRatios": [
"equity / fixed assets", "book value of equity / total liabilities", "equity / total assets", "(net profit +
depreciation) / total liabilities",

"sales / short-term liabilities", " (current liabilities » 365) / cost of products sold", "operating expenses
/ short-term liabilities",

" (short-term liabilities * 365) / cost of products sold)", "short-term liabilities / total assets", " (current
assets - inventory) / short-term liabilities",

" (current assets - inventory - receivables) / short-term liabilities", "operating expenses / total
liabilities"

1,
"ProfitabilityRatios": [

" (gross profit + depreciation) / sales", "profit on operating activities / total assets", "(gross profit +
interest) / sales",

"rotation receivables + inventory turnover in days", "net profit / total assets",

" (gross profit + extraordinary items + financial expenses) / total assets", "(gross profit + interest) /

total assets",
"gross profit / total assets", "gross profit (in 3 years) / total assets"

1,
"LeverageRatios": [
"(total liabilities * 365) / (gross profit + depreciation)", "total liabilities / total assets", "current
assets / short-term liabilities",
"total assets / total liabilities", "gross profit / short-term liabilities", " (gross profit + depreciation) /
total liabilities",
"long-term liabilities / equity",
1,

"TurnoverRatios": [

" (inventory = 365) / sales", "sales (n) / sales (n-1)", " (receivables x 365) / sales", "net profit /
inventory",

" (current assets - inventory) / short-term liabilities", " (inventory =* 365) / cost of products sold",

"current assets / total liabilities",
1,
"OperatingPerformanceRatios": [
"sales / total assets", "total sales / total assets", "EBITDA (profit on operating activities - depreciation)
/ sales",
" ((cash + short-term securities + receivables - short-term liabilities) / (operating expenses - depreciation)
) = 365",
"retained earnings / total assets", "EBIT / total assets", "EBITDA (profit on operating activities -
depreciation) / total assets",
" (current assets - inventory - short-term liabilities) / (sales - gross profit - depreciation)", "profit on
operating activities / financial expenses"
1,
"SalesInventoryRatios": [
"(sales - cost of products sold) / sales",
"total costs /total sales", "sales / inventory", "sales / receivables", "net profit / inventory"
1,
"SalesLiabilityRatios": [
" (short-term liabilities %365) / sales", " (total liabilities - cash) / sales"
1,
"ProfitabilitySalesRatios": [
"gross profit / sales", "net profit / sales", "profit on sales / sales", "profit on operating activities /
sales"
1,
"SalesCapitalRatios": [
"profit on sales / total assets", "sales / fixed assets"

]

Listing 8: Poland preprocessing

LENDING_CLUB_SPECIAL_VALUE_THRESHOLD = -0.5

LENDING_CLUB_CATEGORICAL_COLS = [

"term’, ‘emp_length’, ’‘home_ownership’, ’‘verification_status’,
"pymnt_plan’, ’‘purpose’, ’‘initial_ list_status’, ’application_type’,
"hardship_flag’, ’disbursement_method’, ’'debt_settlement_flag’

LENDING_CLUB_NON_CATEGORICAL_COLS = [

"loan_amnt’, ’funded_amnt’, ’funded_amnt_inv’, ’int_rate’, ’installment’, ’sub_grade’,
"annual_inc’, ’'issue_d’, ’'dti’, ’delinqg 2yrs’, ’fico_range_low’, ‘fico_range_high’,

ing last_émths’, ’‘mths_since_last_deling’, ’mths_since_last_record’, ’open_acc’, ’pub_rec’,
"revol_bal’, ’revol_util’, ’'total_acc’, ’'out_prncp’, ’‘out_prncp_inv’,



14 "total_pymnt’, ’total_pymnt_inv’, ’total_rec_prncp’, ’‘total_rec_int’, ’‘total_rec_late_ fee’,

15 "recoveries’, ’'collection_recovery_fee’, ’last_pymnt_amnt’, ’last_fico_range_high’,
16 ’last_fico_range_low’, ’‘collections_12 mths_ex med’, 'mths_since_last_major_derog’, ’acc_now_deling’,
17 "tot_coll_amt’, ’'tot_cur_bal’, ’‘open_acc_é6m’, ’‘open_act_il’,

18 "open_il_12m’, ’open_il 24m’, ’'mths_since_rcnt_il’, ’total_bal il’, "il_util’,
19 "open_rv_12m’, ’open_rv_24m’, ’‘max_bal _bc’, 'all util’,

20 "total_rev_hi_ lim’, ’'ing fi’, ’total_cu_tl’, ’ing last_12m’,

21 "acc_open_past_24mths’, ’avg_cur_bal’, ’'bc_open_to_buy’, ’'bc_util’, ’‘chargeoff within 12 mths’,
22 "deling_amnt’, ’‘mo_sin_old_il acct’, ’'mo_sin_old_rev_tl op’, ’‘mo_sin_rcnt_rev_tl_op’,
23 'mo_sin_rcnt_tl’, ‘mort_acc’, ’‘mths_since_recent_bc’, ’‘mths_since_recent_bc_dlqg’,
24 'mths_since_recent_ing’, ’'mths_since_recent_revol_deling’, ’num_accts_ever_120_pd’, ’'num_actv_bc_tl’,
25 'num_actv_rev_tl’, ’'num_bc_sats’, ’'num_bc_tl’, ’‘num_il_t1l’,

26 'num_op_rev_tl’, ‘num_rev_accts’, ‘num_rev_tl_bal gt_0’, ’num_sats’,

27 ‘num_tl_120dpd_2m’, ‘num_tl_ 30dpd’, ’‘num_tl_90g_dpd 24m’, ’‘num_tl_op_past_12m’,
28 "pct_tl _nvr_dlqg’, ’'percent_bc_gt_75’, ’'pub_rec_bankruptcies’, ’‘tax_liens’,

29 "tot_hi_cred_lim’, ’total _bal ex mort’, ’‘total bc_limit’, ’total_ il high_credit_limit’
30 ]

31

32 LENDING_CLUB_MONOTONE_CONSTRAINTS = OrderedDict ({

33 fissue_d’: 1,

34 'tot_coll _amt’: O,

35 "num_bc_sats’: 1,

36 "total_rev_hi_lim’: -1,

37 ’last_fico_range_low’: -1,

38 "num_rev_tl bal gt 0": 1,

39 'mths_since_recent_bc’: -1,

40 "revol_bal’: 0,

41 'mo_sin_rcnt_rev_tl op’: -1,

42 "out_prncp_inv’: 1,

43 "total_bal_ex_mort’: O,

44 'mths_since_last_deling’: 0,

45 "recoveries’: 0,

46 ’chargeoff_within_12 mths’: 1,

47 "fico_range_high’: -1,

48 "total_pymnt’: -1,

49 'mths_since_rcnt_il’: O,

50 "open_act_il’: 0,

51 'bc_util’: 1,

52 'revol_util’: 1,

53 "open_il_ 24m’: 1,

54 "total _pymnt_inv’: -1,

55 fil_util’: 1,

56 'mths_since_recent_bc_dlqg’: 0,

57 'num_rev_accts’: 0,

58 "pub_rec’: 0,

59 'num_sats’: 1,

60 'num_il_t1’: 0O,

61 "out_prncp’: 1,

62 fall_util’: 1,

63 "num_tl1_30dpd’: 1,

64 "collections_12_mths_ex_med’: 1,

65 "total_acc’: 0,

66 'num_actv_bc_tl’: 1,

67 "deling_amnt’: 1,

68 'num_tl_op_past_12m’: 1,

69 'mths_since_last_major_derog’: 0,

70 "tot_cur_bal’: 0,

71 "total_rec_prncp’: 0,

72 "ing_last_12m’: 1,

73 ing fi’: 1,

74 rdti’: 1,

75 'num_bc_tl’: 0,

76 "total_rec_int’: O,

77 "tot_hi_cred lim’: O,

78 "avg_cur_bal’: 0,

79 ! funded_amnt_inv’: O,

80 "num_tl 120dpd_2m’: 1,

81 "open_acc_6bm’: 1,

82 ’ funded_amnt’: 0,

83 "tax_liens’: 0,

84 "open_rv_24m’: 1,

85 ’"percent_bc_gt_75’: 0,

86 'mo_sin_old_rev_tl op’: O,

87 "num_op_rev_tl’: 1,

88 'int_rate’: 1,

89 "total_cu_tl’: O,

90 "pct_tl nvr_dlg’: O,

91 "num_accts_ever_120_pd’: 0,

92 ’sub_grade’: 1,

93 "total_il high_credit_limit’: O,

94 'mo_sin_old_il_acct’: O,
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12}

‘mths_since_recent_revol _deling’: 0,
"open_rv_12m’: 1,
"acc_now_deling’: 1,

’last_fico_range_high’: -1,
'mths_since_recent_ing’: -1,
'mort_acc’: -1,

"total bal il’": O,

’ing last_émths’: 1,
’last_pymnt_amnt’: O,
'max_bal_bc’: 0,
"collection_recovery_ fee’: 0,
’num_actv_rev_tl’: 1,
'open_il_12m’: O,

"deling 2yrs’: 1,
'mo_sin_rcnt_tl’: -1,
"bc_open_to_buy’: -1,
’loan_amnt’: 0,
'mths_since_last_record’: 0,
finstallment’: O,
"fico_range_low’: -1,
"total_rec_late_fee’: O,
'open_acc’: 1,
"acc_open_past_24mths’: 1,
fannual_inc’: -1,

"num_t1l_ 90g_dpd_24m’: O,
"total bc_limit’: -1,
"pub_rec_bankruptcies’: 1

LENDING_CLUB_MONOTONE_CONSTRAINTS.update ({col: 0 for col in LENDING_CLUB_CATEGORICAL_COLS})

LENDING_CLUB_SPECIAL_VALUES_DICT = { feature: [LENDING_CLUB_SPECIAL_VALUE_THRESHOLD]

for feature in LENDING_CLUB_NON_CATEGORICAL_COLS

LENDING_CLUB_RC_FEATURE_MAPPING = OrderedDict ({

"LoanInfo": [

o r h - 4 - 7. r 4 —_— 4 i — 4
"loan_amnt" 'funded_amnt", "funded_amnt_inv", "term", "sub_grade", "issue_d"
"pymnt_plan", "purpose", "initial list_status", "application_type", "disbursement_method"

1,
"LoanStatus": [

"out_prncp", "out_prncp_inv", "total pymnt", "total pymnt_inv",
"total_rec_prncp", "total_rec_int", "total rec_late_fee", "recoveries",
"collection_recovery_fee", "last_pymnt_amnt"
1,
"PersonalInfo": [
"emp_length", "home_ownership"
1,
"FinancialCapabilities": [
"annual_inc", "verification_status", "open_acc", "total_acc", "tot_cur_bal",
"bc_util", "bc_open_to_buy", "mort_acc", "num_actv_bc_tl",
"num_bc_sats", "num _bc_tl", "num_sats", "tot_hi_cred_lim",
"total_bc_limit", "total il _high_credit_limit", "avg_cur_bal"
1,
"FinancialLiabilities": [
"dti", "percent_bc_gt_75", "pub_rec_bankruptcies", "tax_liens", "hardship_flag",
"debt_settlement_flag", "total _bal_ex_mort"
1,
"ExternalRiskEstimate": [
"fico_range_low", "fico_range_high", "last_fico_range_high", "last_fico_range_low"
1,
"TradeOpenTime": [
"total_cu_tl", "acc_open_past_24mths", "mths_since_recent_bc"
1,
"TradeQuality": [
"pub_rec", "pct_tl_nvr_dlg"
1,
"TradeFrequency": [
"mths_since_last_record", "open_acc_6m", "mo_sin_old_il_acct", "mo_sin_old_rev_tl_op",
"mo_sin_rcnt_rev_tl_op", "mo_sin_rcnt_tl", "num_actv_rev_tl", "num_tl_op_past_12m"
1,
"Delinquency": [
"deling 2yrs", "mths_since_last_deling", "collections_12_mths_ex_med",

"mths_since_last_major_derog", "acc_now_deling", "tot_coll_amt", "chargeoff_within_12_ mths",

"deling_amnt", "mths_since_recent_bc_dlqg", "mths_since_recent_revol_deling",
"num_accts_ever_120_pd", "num_tl_120dpd_2m", "num_tl_ 30dpd", "num_tl_ 90g_dpd_24m",
1,
"Installment": [
"int_rate", "installment", "open_act_il", "open_il 12m", "open_il_ 24m",
"mths_since_rcnt_il", "total bal_il", "il util", "num_il_t1"
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1,

"Inquiry": [
"ing last_émths",

1,

"RevolvingBalance": [
"revol_bal",
"num_op_rev_t1l",

1,

"Utilization": [
"revol_util", "all_util"
1,

1)

LENDING_CLUB_MAX_ LEAF_NODES_DICT

"ing fi",

"open_rv_12m",
"num_rev_accts",

"ing last_12m", "mths_since_recent_ing"

"open_rv_24m", "max_bal_bc", "total rev_hi lim",

"num_rev_tl _bal gt_O0",

{feature: 5 for feature in LENDING_CLUB_NON_CATEGORICAL_COLS}

Listing 9: Lending Club preprocessing



C Raw Experimental Metrics
See Tables 3, 5 and 7 for AUC, ECE and MCE respectively.

Table 3: Raw AUC scores (mean over 10 CV folds) along with their ranks in parenthesis. Scores in bold are best for a particular
dataset.
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Dataset

Australia 0.9263 (3.0) 0.9231 (4.0) 0.9004 (7.0) 0.9112 (5.0) 0.8779 (8.0) 0.9039 (6.0) 0.9392 (1.0) 0.9385 (2.0)
GMSC  0.5609 (7.5) 0.5609 (7.5) 0.8589 (1.0) 0.8560 (4.5) 0.8586 (2.0) 0.8560 (4.5) 0.8557 (6.0) 0.8585 (3.0)
German 0.7568 (5.5) 0.7568 (5.5) 0.7790 (1.0) 0.7486 (8.0) 0.7789 (2.0) 0.7499 (7.0) 0.7700 (4.0) 0.7735 (3.0)
HELOC 0.7558 (7.5) 0.7558 (7.5) 0.7963 (1.5) 0.7952 (4.0) 0.7963 (1.5) 0.7958 (3.0) 0.7797 (6.0) 0.7931 (5.0)
Japan 09338 (3.0) 0.9313 (4.0) 0.9081 (5.0) 0.9063 (6.0) 0.8968 (8.0) 0.9015 (7.0) 0.9378 (2.0) 0.9381 (1.0)
LCO 05418 (7.5) 0.5418 (7.5) 0.9956 (3.0) 0.9836 (5.0) 0.9919 (4.0) 0.9798 (6.0) 0.9996 (1.5) 0.9996 (1.5)
LC1 05247 (7.5) 0.5247 (7.5) 0.9988 (1.5) 0.9955 (5.0) 0.9965 (4.0) 0.9902 (6.0) 0.9987 (3.0) 0.9988 (L.5)
LC2 05000 (7.5) 0.5000 (7.5) 0.9962 (3.0) 0.9886 (5.0) 0.9933 (4.0) 0.9826 (6.0) 0.9970 (1.5) 0.9970 (L.5)
LC3 05000 (7.5) 0.5000 (7.5) 0.9969 (3.0) 0.9903 (5.0) 0.9939 (4.0) 0.9850 (6.0) 0.9970 (1.5) 0.9970 (1.5)
LC4 05000 (7.5) 0.5000 (7.5) 0.9964 (3.0) 0.9901 (5.0) 0.9933 (4.0) 0.9841 (6.0) 0.9969 (1.5) 0.9969 (1.5)
LC5 05536 (7.5) 0.5536 (7.5) 0.9966 (3.0) 0.9896 (5.0) 0.9933 (4.0) 0.9829 (6.0) 0.9969 (2.0) 0.9971 (1.0)
LC6 05599 (7.5) 0.5599 (7.5) 0.9960 (3.0) 0.9884 (5.0) 0.9922 (4.0) 0.9822 (6.0) 0.9969 (2.0) 0.9972 (1.0)
LC7 05000 (7.5) 0.5000 (7.5) 0.9942 (2.0) 0.9863 (5.0) 0.9906 (4.0) 0.9793 (6.0) 0.9926 (3.0) 0.9967 (1.0)
LC8 05000 (7.5) 0.5000 (7.5) 0.9938 (3.0) 0.9865 (5.0) 0.9912 (4.0) 0.9793 (6.0) 0.9960 (2.0) 0.9968 (1.0)
LCY9 05000 (7.5) 0.5000 (7.5) 0.9974 (2.0) 0.9927 (5.0) 0.9949 (4.0) 0.9868 (6.0) 0.9966 (3.0) 0.9979 (1.0)
LC.10 05211 (7.5) 0.5211 (7.5) 0.9961 (3.0) 0.9882 (5.0) 0.9930 (4.0) 0.9831 (6.0) 0.9973 (1.5) 0.9973 (1.5)
LC11 05000 (7.5) 0.5000 (7.5) 0.9962 (2.0) 0.9916 (5.0) 0.9925 (4.0) 0.9858 (6.0) 0.9957 (3.0) 0.9966 (1.0)
LC12  0.6812 (7.0) 0.6811 (8.0) 0.9843 (3.0) 0.9800 (5.0) 0.9806 (4.0) 0.9758 (6.0) 0.9905 (2.0) 0.9914 (1.0)
Poland 0 0.6212 (8.0) 0.6213 (7.0) 0.8831 (2.0) 0.8677 (5.0) 0.8751 (3.0) 0.8686 (4.0) 0.7993 (6.0) 0.9315 (1.0)
Poland_1 0.5499 (7.5) 0.5499 (7.5) 0.8207 (3.0) 0.7893 (6.0) 0.8186 (4.0) 0.7910 (5.0) 0.8784 (1.0) 0.8763 (2.0)
Poland2 0.6102 (7.5) 0.6102 (7.5) 0.8502 (2.0) 0.8169 (6.0) 0.8477 (4.0) 0.8200 (5.0) 0.8479 (3.0) 0.8755 (1.0)
Poland_3 0.6635 (7.5) 0.6635 (7.5) 0.8616 (2.0) 0.8244 (6.0) 0.8579 (3.0) 0.8274 (5.0) 0.8573 (4.0) 0.8979 (1.0)
Poland_4 0.7426 (7.5) 0.7426 (7.5) 0.9001 (2.0) 0.8808 (5.0) 0.8878 (3.0) 0.8792 (6.0) 0.8876 (4.0) 0.9266 (1.0)
Taiwan  0.6360 (7.5) 0.6360 (7.5) 0.7770 (1.5) 0.7688 (6.0) 0.7770 (1.5) 0.7696 (5.0) 0.7748 (3.5) 0.7748 (3.5)




Table 5: Raw ECE scores (mean over 10 CV folds) along with their ranks in parenthesis. Scores in bold are best for a particular
dataset.
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Australia 0.2095 (3.0) 0.2215 (6.0) 0.2353 (7.0) 0.2142 (4.0) 0.2372 (8.0) 0.2167 (5.0) 0.2042 (2.0) 0.2015 (1.0)
GMSC  0.2166 (1.5) 0.2166 (1.5) 0.2171 (6.0) 0.2169 (5.0) 0.2193 (8.0) 0.2185 (7.0) 0.2167 (3.5) 0.2167 (3.5)
German 0.1297 (4.0) 0.1273 (2.0) 0.1689 (8.0) 0.1481 (6.0) 0.1660 (7.0) 0.1448 (5.0) 0.1296 (3.0) 0.1268 (1.0)
HELOC 0.0986 (3.0) 0.0880 (1.0) 0.1173 (7.0) 0.1177 (8.0) 0.1121 (6.0) 0.1085 (5.0) 0.0931 (2.0) 0.1068 (4.0)
Japan 02012 (3.0) 0.2030 (4.0) 0.2293 (7.0) 0.2066 (5.0) 0.2338 (8.0) 0.2159 (6.0) 0.1874 (1.5) 0.1874 (1.5)
LCO 01720 (1.0) 0.1722 (2.0) 0.2370 (5.0) 0.2256 (3.0) 0.2414 (8.0) 0.2345 (4.0) 0.2411 (6.5) 0.2411 (6.5)
LC1 01718 (1.5) 01718 (1.5) 0.2457 (6.0) 0.2406 (5.0) 0.2476 (8.0) 0.2471 (7.0) 0.2322 (3.0) 0.2329 (4.0)
LC2 01642 (1.5) 01642 (1.5) 0.2383 (6.0) 0.2299 (5.0) 0.2412 (8.0) 0.2387 (7.0) 0.2242 (3.0) 0.2258 (4.0)
LC3 01535 (1.5) 01535 (1.5) 0.2395 (6.0) 0.2326 (5.0) 0.2425 (8.0) 0.2399 (7.0) 0.2252 (3.5) 0.2252 (3.5)
LC4 01500 (1.5) 0.1500 (1.5) 0.2380 (6.0) 0.2321 (5.0) 0.2408 (8.0) 0.2393 (7.0) 0.2248 (3.5) 0.2248 (3.5)
LC5  0.1463 (2.0) 0.1462 (1.0) 0.2381 (6.0) 0.2312 (5.0) 0.2415 (8.0) 0.2394 (7.0) 0.2229 (3.0) 0.2253 (4.0)
LC.6 01490 (1.5) 0.1490 (1.5) 0.2372 (6.0) 0.2293 (5.0) 0.2405 (8.0) 0.2375 (7.0) 0.2230 (3.0) 0.2257 (4.0)
LC7 01471 (1.5) 01471 (1.5) 0.2350 (6.0) 0.2281 (5.0) 0.2386 (8.0) 0.2370 (7.0) 0.2203 (3.0) 0.2269 (4.0)
LCS 01399 (1.5) 0.1399 (1.5) 0.2326 (6.0) 0.2282 (5.0) 0.2351 (7.0) 0.2367 (8.0) 0.2226 (3.0) 0.2272 (4.0)
LCY 01154 (1.5) 0.1154 (1.5) 0.2374 (6.0) 0.2361 (5.0) 0.2390 (7.0) 0.2401 (8.0) 0.2290 (3.0) 0.2316 (4.0)
LC10 01215 (1.0) 0.1216 (2.0) 0.2384 (6.0) 0.2351 (5.0) 0.2403 (8.0) 0.2402 (7.0) 0.2317 (4.0) 0.2316 (3.0)
LC11 01137 (1.5) 01137 (1.5) 0.2395 (6.0) 0.2385 (5.0) 0.2419 (7.0) 0.2433 (8.0) 0.2277 (3.0) 0.2311 (4.0)
LC12 01325 (1.0) 0.1327 (2.0) 0.2330 (5.0) 0.2353 (6.0) 0.2376 (7.0) 0.2428 (3.0) 0.2246 (3.0) 0.2293 (4.0)
Poland 0 0.2311 (2.5) 0.2313 (4.0) 0.2365 (6.0) 0.2311 (2.5) 0.2417 (8.0) 0.2374 (7.0) 0.2309 (1.0) 0.2314 (5.0)
Poland_1 0.2305 (2.0) 0.2305 (2.0) 0.2334 (7.0) 0.2306 (4.5) 0.2381 (8.0) 0.2330 (6.0) 0.2306 (4.5) 0.2305 (2.0)
Poland2 0.2268 (4.5) 0.2268 (4.5) 0.2302 (6.0) 0.2266 (3.0) 0.2362 (8.0) 0.2317 (7.0) 0.2265 (1.5) 0.2265 (1.5)
Poland 3 0.2239 (1.5) 0.2239 (1.5) 0.2300 (6.0) 0.2244 (5.0) 0.2359 (8.0) 0.2307 (7.0) 0.2241 (3.5) 0.2241 (3.5)
Poland 4 0.2164 (1.0) 0.2167 (3.0) 0.2291 (7.0) 0.2184 (5.0) 0.2354 (8.0) 0.2277 (6.0) 0.2167 (3.0) 0.2167 (3.0)
Taiwan  0.1409 (1.0) 0.1411 (2.0) 0.1496 (8.0) 0.1480 (5.0) 0.1495 (7.0) 0.1483 (6.0) 0.1450 (3.5) 0.1450 (3.5)

Table 7: Raw MCE scores (mean over 10 CV folds) along with their ranks in parenthesis. Scores in bold are best for a particular
dataset.
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Australia 0.7326 (2.0) 0.7467 (4.0) 0.7107 (1.0) 0.7961 (7.0) 0.7342 (3.0) 0.8254 (8.0) 0.7951 (6.0) 0.7821 (5.0)
GMSC 09116 (7.0) 0.9208 (8.0) 0.8934 (4.0) 0.8871 (3.0) 0.9094 (6.0) 0.9045 (5.0) 0.8862 (2.0) 0.8853 (1.0)
German 0.7185 (1.0) 0.8270 (7.0) 0.7700 (4.0) 0.8261 (6.0) 0.8014 (5.0) 0.9089 (8.0) 0.7198 (2.0) 0.7468 (3.0)
HELOC 0.6182 (8.0) 0.5901 (7.0) 0.5601 (6.0) 0.5074 (2.0) 0.5406 (5.0) 0.5399 (4.0) 0.5383 (3.0) 0.4691 (1.0)
Japan  0.7487 (3.0) 0.8163 (7.0) 0.8086 (6.0) 0.7170 (1.0) 0.8301 (8.0) 0.7430 (2.0) 0.7600 (5.0) 0.7563 (4.0)
LC.O 04441 (2.0) 0.4430 (1.0) 0.8356 (4.0) 0.8181 (3.0) 0.8423 (8.0) 0.8407 (7.0) 0.8365 (5.0) 0.8371 (6.0)
LC1 05235 (1.0) 0.5636 (2.0) 0.8400 (6.0) 0.8349 (5.0) 0.8443 (7.0) 0.8542 (8.0) 0.8245 (3.0) 0.8249 (4.0)
LC2 03284 (1.5) 0.3284 (1.5) 0.8238 (6.0) 0.8067 (5.0) 0.8281 (8.0) 0.8275 (7.0) 0.8032 (4.0) 0.8030 (3.0)
LC3 03069 (1.5) 0.3069 (1.5) 0.8019 (6.0) 0.7893 (5.0) 0.8067 (7.0) 0.8069 (8.0) 0.7828 (3.5) 0.7828 (3.5)
LC4 03001 (1.5) 0.3001 (1.5) 0.7937 (6.0) 0.7797 (5.0) 0.7974 (7.0) 0.7984 (8.0) 0.7736 (3.5) 0.7736 (3.5)
LC5  0.8344 (3.0) 0.8173 (7.0) 0.7868 (4.0) 0.7722 (3.0) 0.7911 (5.0) 0.7921 (6.0) 0.7687 (2.0) 0.7668 (1.0)
LC6  0.8402 (7.0) 0.9049 (8.0) 0.7899 (4.0) 0.7748 (3.0) 0.7954 (6.0) 0.7947 (5.0) 0.7695 (1.0) 0.7703 (2.0)
LC7 02943 (1.5) 0.2943 (1.5) 0.7884 (6.0) 0.7727 (5.0) 0.7940 (7.0) 0.7945 (8.0) 0.7640 (3.0) 0.7691 (4.0)
LCS 02799 (1.5) 0.2799 (1.5) 0.7744 (6.0) 0.7577 (5.0) 0.7786 (7.0) 0.7790 (8.0) 0.7509 (3.0) 0.7541 (4.0)
LCY9 02308 (1.5) 0.2308 (1.5) 0.7268 (6.0) 0.7190 (5.0) 0.7299 (7.0) 0.7306 (8.0) 0.7144 (3.0) 0.7158 (4.0)
LC.10  0.4295 (1.0) 0.4489 (2.0) 0.7384 (6.0) 0.7289 (4.0) 0.7421 (8.0) 0.7417 (7.0) 0.7292 (5.0) 0.7288 (3.0)
LC11 02275 (1.5) 0.2275 (1.5) 0.7206 (6.0) 0.7132 (5.0) 0.7268 (7.0) 0.7465 (8.0) 0.7091 (3.0) 0.7094 (4.0)
LC12 08079 (8.0) 0.8050 (7.0) 0.7255 (4.0) 0.7186 (3.0) 0.7338 (5.0) 0.7349 (6.0) 0.7176 (1.0) 0.7185 (2.0)
Poland_0 0.9758 (7.0) 0.9968 (8.0) 0.9568 (4.0) 0.9369 (3.0) 0.9641 (6.0) 0.9620 (5.0) 0.9344 (2.0) 0.9183 (1.0)
Poland_1 0.9698 (7.0) 0.9750 (8.0) 0.9387 (4.0) 0.9202 (L.0) 0.9578 (5.0) 0.9602 (6.0) 0.9224 (2.0) 0.9272 (3.0)
Poland_2 0.9495 (5.0) 0.9651 (8.0) 0.9355 (4.0) 0.9213 (2.0) 0.9523 (6.0) 0.9526 (7.0) 0.9245 (3.0) 0.9156 (1.0)
Poland_3 0.9823 (7.0) 0.9886 (8.0) 0.9257 (4.0) 0.9071 (2.0) 0.9447 (6.0) 0.9391 (5.0) 0.9010 (1.0) 0.9120 (3.0)
Poland 4 0.9223 (5.0) 0.9370 (8.0) 0.9169 (4.0) 0.9007 (3.0) 0.9313 (7.0) 0.9305 (6.0) 0.8746 (1.0) 0.8894 (2.0)
Taiwan  0.8167 (7.0) 0.8455 (8.0) 0.7509 (3.0) 0.7970 (6.0) 0.7684 (4.0) 0.7688 (5.0) 0.7105 (1.5) 0.7105 (L.5)




Table 9: Fraction of test examples with prediction in {0, 1} (mean over 10 CV folds) along with their ranks in parenthesis. Scores
in bold are best for a particular dataset.
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Classifier
Dataset

Australia 0.0043 (4.0) 0.4739 (6.0) 0.0681 (5.0) 0.0000 (2.0) 0.7797 (8.0) 0.5681 (7.0) 0.0000 (2.0) 0.0000 (2.0)
GMSC  0.0000 (3.0) 0.0002 (6.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.0481 (8.0) 0.0323 (7.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.0000 (3.0)
German 0.0000 (3.0) 0.0010 (6.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.1930 (8.0) 0.0540 (7.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.0000 (3.0)
HELOC 0.0000 (3.0) 0.0119 (6.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.0483 (8.0) 0.0379 (7.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.0000 (3.0)
Japan  0.0043 (4.0) 0.4826 (6.0) 0.1043 (5.0) 0.0000 (2.0) 0.7696 (8.0) 0.5942 (7.0) 0.0000 (2.0) 0.0000 (2.0)
LCO  0.0000 (2.5) 0.0042 (5.0) 0.1469 (6.0) 0.0000 (2.5) 0.8708 (8.0) 0.7672 (7.0) 0.0000 (2.5) 0.0000 (2.5)
LC1  0.0000 (3.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.2374 (6.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.9438 (7.0) 0.9499 (3.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.0000 (3.0)
LC2  0.0000 (3.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.1602 (6.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.8668 (8.0) 0.8584 (7.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.0000 (3.0)
LC3  0.0000 (3.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.1767 (6.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.8889 (8.0) 0.8700 (7.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.0000 (3.0)
LC4  0.0000 (3.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.1739 (6.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.8735 (8.0) 0.8708 (7.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.0000 (3.0)
LC5  0.0000 (2.5) 0.0002 (5.0) 0.1728 (6.0) 0.0000 (2.5) 0.8769 (8.0) 0.8720 (7.0) 0.0000 (2.5) 0.0000 (2.5)
LC.6  0.0000 (2.5) 0.0003 (5.0) 0.1657 (6.0) 0.0000 (2.5) 0.8677 (8.0) 0.8608 (7.0) 0.0000 (2.5) 0.0000 (2.5)
LC7  0.0000 (3.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.1480 (6.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.8322 (7.0) 0.8395 (8.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.0000 (3.0)
LC8  0.0000 (3.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.1511 (6.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.8114 (7.0) 0.8452 (8.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.0000 (3.0)
LCY  0.0000 (3.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.1794 (6.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.9000 (7.0) 0.9143 (8.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.0000 (3.0)
LC.10  0.0000 (2.5) 0.0001 (5.0) 0.0755 (6.0) 0.0000 (2.5) 0.9015 (7.0) 0.9070 (8.0) 0.0000 (2.5) 0.0000 (2.5)
LC11  0.0000 (3.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.1413 (6.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.9111 (7.0) 0.9486 (3.0) 0.0000 (3.0) 0.0000 (3.0)
LC.12  0.0001 (4.0) 0.0757 (6.0) 0.0065 (5.0) 0.0000 (2.0) 0.8650 (7.0) 0.9223 (8.0) 0.0000 (2.0) 0.0000 (2.0)
Poland_0 0.0026 (5.0) 0.0129 (6.0) 0.0020 (4.0) 0.0000 (2.0) 0.6462 (8.0) 0.3764 (7.0) 0.0000 (2.0) 0.0000 (2.0)
Poland_1 0.0008 (5.0) 0.0049 (6.0) 0.0000 (2.5) 0.0000 (2.5) 0.3888 (8.0) 0.1514 (7.0) 0.0000 (2.5) 0.0000 (2.5)
Poland_2 0.0006 (5.0) 0.0043 (6.0) 0.0000 (2.5) 0.0000 (2.5) 0.4038 (8.0) 0.2061 (7.0) 0.0000 (2.5) 0.0000 (2.5)
Poland_3 0.0011 (5.0) 0.0083 (6.0) 0.0000 (2.5) 0.0000 (2.5) 0.4328 (8.0) 0.2176 (7.0) 0.0000 (2.5) 0.0000 (2.5)
Poland4 0.0034 (5.0) 0.0299 (6.0) 0.0000 (2.5) 0.0000 (2.5) 0.5876 (8.0) 0.3247 (7.0) 0.0000 (2.5) 0.0000 (2.5)
Taiwan  0.0001 (5.0) 0.0059 (6.0) 0.0000 (2.5) 0.0000 (2.5) 0.0351 (8.0) 0.0213 (7.0) 0.0000 (2.5) 0.0000 (2.5)




D Statistical Calculations

D.1 Performance Evaluation

We follow the advice of [Dem06] and first conduct the Friedman omnibus test [Fri40] with Iman-Davenport correction [ID80].
Having rejected the null hypothesis that the ranks of each of the algorithms are identical, we conduct the pairwise post-hoc analysis
recommended by [BCM16], whereby a Wilcoxon signed-rank test [Wil45] is conducted with Holm’s alpha correction [Hol79;
GHO8] to control the family-wise error rate.

The Wilcoxon signed-rank test has an associated Hodges-Lehmann estimator [Wil22], namely, a point estimate of this observed
i +d ; }

difference across the k datasets. This estimator is the psuedomedian, HHL, and is defined as HHL = mediani<;<;< N{
namely the median of the pairwise Walsh averages ds +d] The quantities d; and d; correspond to the difference between a ﬁxed

pair of algorithms (A, .A’) in performance on the " and j™ of N datasets respectively. The pseudomedian constitutes a robust
estimate of the difference in score between a pair of algorithms. Care must be taken [Dem06] since we are implicitly assuming that
the pairwise score differences between two algorithms are commensurable across datasets. Nonetheless we believe these point
estimates are useful to report for the reader to have an idea of the scales involved. In Tables 2, 11 (Appendix) and 12 (Appendix)

we tabulate the differences . between all pairings of the k£ = 8 algorithms for the AUC, ECE and MCE metrics respectively.

Friedman omnibus test. The Friedman test [Fri40] is a non-parametric version of the ANOVA test. Let r; ; be the rank of
the i of k algorithms on the j‘h of N datasets, where a rank of 1 corresponds to the best algorithm, 2 the second-best, and so
on. Ties are assigned the arithmetic mean of the constituent ranks, for instance, if two algorithms are joint first, then they are
assigned the rank 12i2 =1.5.

The Friedman test is a comparison of the average ranks over all of the datasets, R; = % Ejvzl r; ;. Under the null hypothesis
that the average ranks are all equal, the Friedman statistic

k

ZRQ 1)2

is distributed according to x% with k — 1 degrees of freedom. It is well known that the Friedman statistic is often unnecessarily
conservative, so we use a more accurate ' statistic [[D80] defined as

(N =X
Nk—1)—

) 12N

= 1
= 2hr D (1)

Fr = 19)

Under the null hypothesis the ' statistic is distributed according to the F’ distribution with k¥ — 1 and (k — 1)(INV — 1) degrees
of freedom.

Post-hoc analysis. If the null hypothesis is rejected, we proceed with pairwise comparisons between the & algorithms. Fixing
such a pair, let d; be the difference in performance on the 4™ of N datasets. The Wilcoxon signed-rank test [Wil45] is a
non-parametric version of the paired t-test. The differences d; are ranked according to their absolute values with average ranks
being assigned in case of ties. Let R™ be the sum of ranks for the data sets on which the second algorithm outperformed the first,
and R~ the sum of ranks for the converse. Ranks of d; = 0 are split evenly among the sums. If there is an odd number of ties,
one is ignored. More precisely

1
+ _
R™ = E rank(dj)Jri E rank(d,),

d;>0 d;j=0

_ 1
= ) rank(d;) + 3 dz_:o rank(d;)

d; <0

(20)

Let T" be the smaller of the sums, T = mim(RJ“7 R™). At a = 0.05 the exact critical value for N = 24 is 81, that is if the
smaller of RT, R is less that 81, we reject the null hypothesis. For exact p-values under the null hypothesis that d; = 0 for all
j €{1,..., N}, we use the precomputed values provided in the scipy.stats.wilcoxon python module [VGO™20]. The
k(k — 1)/2 p-values are computed in this manner between each pair of the k algorithms.

In Holm’s method of multiple hypothesis testing, the individual p-values are compared with adjusted o values as follows.

First, the p-values are sorted so that p; < pa < ... < pgr—1)/2. Then, each p; is compared to m sequentially. So
the most significant p-value, p1, is compared with W If py is below W, the corresponding hypothesis is rejected
and we continue to compare p, with W, and so on. As soon as a certain null hypothesis cannot be rejected, all the

remaining hypotheses must be retained as well.



D.2 Trinomial Test

For the Preference Task, the data correspond to matched pairs, each pair belonging to one participant and corresponding to
a preference of logistic models vs LAM models, that is, possible responses are {4 < B, A = B, A ~ B}, with Model A
corresponding to LAM and Model B to logistic. As there is no numerical or ranked comparison, the usual appropriate statistical
test is the Sign Test [DM46]. Given there are many ties A ~ B, we use the Trinomial Test of [BMW11], specially developed for
this regime. Let p4 denote the probability a randomly chosen participant prefers LAMs to logistic models and let pp denote
the converse. Moreover, py is the probability neither is preferred. Then our null hypothesis is Hy : p4 = pp and alternative is
H; : pa > pp. Let N4, Np and Ny be the random variables denoting the observed counts corresponding to Model A preferred,
Model B preferred and neither respectively, with N := N4 + Np + Ny. Assuming Hy, the test statistic Ny = N4 — Np follows
the distribution L J
n-ng
2

nl 1— 0 nqg+2k .
_ _ : n—mqg—22

where for pg the unbiased estimate ng/n is used in practice. The critical value of the test statistic Ny at & = 0.05 is Cp g5 = 5.




E Calibration Differences Across Classifiers

Tables 11 and 12 respectively show point estimates for the difference in performance of the models under consideration for ECE
and MCE calibration metrics.

Table 11: Difference in ECE scores between classifiers. Value in cell (, j) corresponds to pseudomedian over all datasets of
classifier ¢ cross-validated score minus classifier j cross-validated score. Bold values indicate a difference that is statistically
significant.

& - Q

g 2 £ §

x < ~ o T < -
§: § 85§ 5 s
N < < o 0~ = <
NNLR — 0.000 0.055 0.046 0.057 0.052 0.038 0.040
LAM-NNLR —  — 0.053 0.046 0.057 0.052 0.039 0.040
ARM1 — — — -0.006 0.003 0.000 -0.011 -0.009
ARM2 —_ = = — 0.009 0.006 -0.006 -0.004
LAM-ARM1 — — — — — -0.003 -0.014 -0.012
LAM-ARM2 — — — — — — -0.012 -0.010
MonoXGB — — — — — — — 0.001

XGB U

Table 12: Difference in MCE scores between classifiers. Value in cell (i, j) corresponds to pseudomedian over all datasets of
classifier ¢ cross-validated score minus classifier j cross-validated score. Bold values indicate a difference that is statistically
significant.

e ~ Q
g sz 8
& < ~ a T ¥ ~
55 § 5§55 § ¢
N T < N 0~ < X~
NNLR — 0.010 0.210 0.194 0.211 0.213 0.190 0.184
LAM-NNLR — — 0.190 0.183 0.196 0.208 0.171 0.172
ARM1 — — — -0.013 0.011 0.009 -0.018 -0.018
ARM?2 — — — — 0.020 0.024 -0.004 -0.005
LAM-ARM1 — — — — — 0.000 -0.026 -0.028
LAM-ARM2 — — — —  —  — -0.027 -0.029
MonoXGB — — — — — — — 0.000

XGB S




F User Study Questions

XAI CoE User Study on Model Interpretability XAI CoE User Study on Model Interpretability

XAI CoE User Study on Model Interpretability

Model A has coefficients

The purpose of this survey is to establish which of two types of machine learning
‘model have a form that is easier to interpret by users. We will show you two types
of models -- Model A and Model B -- and ask you some questions about the
maodels’ action on different inputs.

Lot us look at the output of Model A and Model B when we increase X
The two model types are of a different flavour, but related by a ceratin
‘mathematical transformation. Both Model A and Model B can only have outputs
between 0 and 1.

For input X with values
Xi = 0,000, X2 = 0.000
Model A has output 0.500,
Model B has output 0.500
The survey should take roughly 15 minutes. Thank you for your time!
For input X with values
X, = 1,000, X; = 0.000
We suggest you don't spend too much time on computing individual questions but Model A has output 0.616,
rather let intuition guide your answer. Of course feel free to use a calculator app Model B has output 0.647
or other computing device if that suits you better.
For input X with values

X1 = 2000, X; = 0.000
1. Tick the relevant answer Model A has eurpun 0935,
() 1'have exporience using machine learning and/or statistics. Model B has output 0.770

) 1o not have experience using machine learning and/or statistics

2. Select the answer that applies. When I increase the value of feature X; I expect the
output of Model A to

Increase

() Decrease

3. Select the answer that applies. When I increase the value of feature X; I expect the
output of Model B to
Increase

() Decrease

Model A has coefficients
00, Ay = 0.116, Az

Model B has coefficients
Bo = 0.000, By = 0605, B,

Lot us look at the output of Model A and Model B when we increase Xz 7. Select the answer that applies. When I decrease the value of feature X I expect the
For input X with values output of Model B to
X = 0.000, Xz = 0.000 ) Increase
Model A has output 0.500,
Model B has output 0.500 _) Decrease

For input X with values
X1 = 0.00

Model A has output 0.017,
Model B has output 0.075

For input X with values
X1 = 0.000, X:

Model A has output 0.000,
Model B has output 0.007

4. Select the answer that applies. When I increase the value of feature X, I expect the
output of Model A to
Increase

) Decrease

5. Select the answer that applies. When I increase the value of feature X, I expect the
output of Model B to

*) Decrease

Model A has coefficients
Ag=0. 0.

Model B has coefficients
Bo = 0.000, By = 0.605, Bz = -2.512

Let us look at the output of Model A and Model B when we decrease X1

For input X with values
X1 = 0,000, X; = 0.000

Model A has output 0.500,

Model B has output 0.500

For input X with values
X1 =-1.000, X, = 0.000

Model A has output 0.384,

Model B has output 0.353

For input X with values
X1 =-2.000, X2 = 0.000

Model A has output 0.267,

Model B has output 0.230

6. Select the answer that applies. When I decrease the value of feature X; I expect the
output of Model A to
) Increase

() Decrease




Model A has coefficients
Ag = 0478, Ay = 0058, Az = 0.118.
Model B has coefficients

Bo=-0.113, By = 0.301, B, = 0.614

Consider the input X with values
X1 = -9.438, X2 = 1.000,

Model A has output 0.050,
Model B has output 0.088

Suppose I change the value of X, so we have
X ), Xz = 1.000.
‘This is an increase in X, of size 3.455

8. For model A, does the output:
) Increase?

() Dacrease?

9. For model A, what is the magnitude of the change in the output?
() Around 0.05
() Around 0.10

Around 0.20

() Around 030

() 1 don't know

10. For model B, does the output

() mmerease?

() Decrease?

11. For model B, what is the magnitude of the change in the output?
() Around 0.05

Around 0.10

() Around 020

() Around 0.30

() 1don't know

Keeping the models the same as before

Model A has coefficients
Ag = 0478, Ay = 0058, Az = 0.118

Model B has coefficients
Bo=-0.113, By = 0.301, B, = 0.614

Consider the input X with values
X1 = 0.927, Xa = 1000,

Model A has output 0.650,
Model B has output 0.686

Suppose I change the value of X, so we have
X1 =4.381, X, = 1,000,
‘This is an increase in X, of size 3.455

16. For model A, does the output:

() mncrease?

() Decrease?

17. For model A, what is the magnitude of the change in the output?

Around 0.05

() Around 0.10
() Around 0.20
() Around 0.30

() 1don't know

18. For model B, does the output
() Incroase?

Decrease?

19. For model B, what is the magnitude of the change in the output?

Around 0.05
() Around 0.10
() Around 020
() Around 0.30

) dontknow

Keeping the models the same as before

Model A has coefficients
Ao = 0.478, Ay = 0.058, A; = 0.118
Model B has coefficients
Bp=-0.113, By = 0.301, B = 0.614
Consider the input X with values
X1 = 1.000, X; = -4.117.

Model A has output 0.050,
Model B has output 0.088

Suppose I change the value of Xz, so we have
X1 = 1000, X; = 2.423
“This is an Increase in X, of size 1.694
12. For model A, does the output:
() Increase?

Decrease?

13. For model A, what is the magnitude of the change in the output?

) Around 0.05,

() Around 0.10

Around 0.20

) Around 0.30

() 1don't know

14. For model B, does the output

) Increase?

() Decrease?

15. For model B, what is the magnitude of the change in the output?

() Around 0.05

() Around 0.10

() Around 0.20

Around 0.30

() Tdon't know

Model A has coefficients

Ag = 0.553, Ay = 0.079, Az = -0.475
Model B has coefficients
By = 0278, By =-0.411, By = 2.468
Consider the input X with value:
X1 = 1533, X2 =

Model A has output 0.200,
Model B has output 0.174

Suppose I change the value of X, so we have
X1 = 2798, X2 =
This is a decrease in X; of size 1.265

20. For model A, does the output:
() Increase?

() Decrease?

21. For model A, what is the magnitude of the change in the output?

() Around 0.05

Around 0.10

) Around 0.20
*) Around 0.30

() 1 don't know

22. For model B, does the output
() increase?
() Decrease?
23. For model B, what is the magnitude of the change in the output?
() Around 0.05

() Around 0.10

Around 0.20

) Around 0.30

) Tdon't know




Keeping the models the same as before

Model A has coefficients

Consider the input X with values
X = 1.000, X2 = 0.578.

Model A has output 0.200,
Model B has output 0.174

Suppose I change the value of X, so we have

X1 = 1.000, X2 = 0.367.
‘This is a decrease in X; of size 0.211

24. For model A, does the output:
() Increase?

) Decrease?

25. For model A, what is the magnitude of the change in the output?
) Around 0.05
Around 0.10
*) Around 0.20
() Around 0.30

) 1don't know

26. For model B, does the output
) Increase?

() Decrease?

27. For model B, what is the magnitude of the change in the output?
() Around 0.05
) Around 0.10
() Around 0.20

) Around 0.30

() 1don't know

32. Thanks for taking the time to answer our survey! Two final questions.

Select the answer you agree most with. I find it easier to reason about
() Model A

) Model B

() Neither

33. When completing the survey, which method did you use the most?
() Intuition
() Mental calculation

() Calculation device

Keeping the models the same as before

Model A has coefficients
Ao = 0.553, Ay = -0.079, Az = -0475
Model B has coefficients
By =0.278, 411, B, = -2.468
Consider the input X with values

X1 =-9.124, X2 = 1.0

Model A has output 0.800,
Model B has output 0.826

Suppose I change the value of X;, so we have
X1 =-10.389, X; = 1.000.
“This is a decrease in Xy of size 1.265
28. For model A, does the output:
() Increase?

Decrease?

29. For model A, what is the magnitude of the change in the output?

) Around 0.05,

() Around 0.10

Around 0.20

) Around 0.30

() 1don't know

30. For model B, does the output

) Increase?

() Decrease?

31. For model B, what is the magnitude of the change in the output?
() Around 0.05
() Around 0.10
() Around 0.20
Around 0.30

() Tdon't know
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