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Abstract. This paper investigates the reliability of explanations gener-
ated by large language models (LLMs) when prompted to explain their
previous output. We evaluate two kinds of such self-explanations – ex-
tractive and counterfactual – using three state-of-the-art LLMs (2B to
8B parameters) on two different classification tasks (objective and sub-
jective). Our findings reveal, that, while these self-explanations can cor-
relate with human judgement, they do not fully and accurately follow the
model’s decision process, indicating a gap between perceived and actual
model reasoning. We show that this gap can be bridged because prompt-
ing LLMs for counterfactual explanations can produce faithful, informa-
tive, and easy-to-verify results. These counterfactuals offer a promising
alternative to traditional explainability methods (e.g., SHAP, LIME),
provided that prompts are tailored to specific tasks and checked for va-
lidity.

Keywords: Large Language Models · Self-Explanations · Counterfac-
tuals.

1 Introduction

In recent years, large language models (LLMs) have made significant progress
in natural language processing tasks, exhibiting impressive capabilities across
various domains. Following their successes, these models have found their way
into people’s everyday lives, for example in the form of chatbots such as Chat-
GPT. In light of this great impact of the technology, and the increasing amounts
of trust placed on it, a critical question remains: How reliable are the expla-
nations these models provide for their own outputs and can they successfully
explain their own reasoning processes? Understanding the internal reasoning of
LLMs is crucial for building trust and transparency in their usage. This paper
investigates the reliability of self-explanations generated by prompting LLMs to
explain their previous outputs and provides the following contributions:
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1. We evaluate extractive self-explanations generated by three state-of-the-art
LLMs (2B to 8B parameters) on two different classification tasks (objective
and subjective), and show that, while these extracts may often seem intuitive
for humans (as they show high correlation with human assessment) they are
not guaranteed to fully and accurately describe the model’s decision process.

2. We show that the gap highlighted in our first contribution can be bridged.
Specifically, our findings show that prompting the LLM for counterfactual
explanations can create faithful explanations that can easily be validated by
the model.

3. We provide an analysis of counterfactual self-explanations created by LLMs
and show that they can be highly faithful and similar to the original, but
need to be individually checked for validity.

2 Related Work

Local Explainability for Transformers: In the scope of this work, we define
LLMs as pre-trained text-to-text processing systems, based on the Transformer
architecture [31]. As such systems usually complete an input text by iteratively
predicting the next token, we use the following notation throughout this paper:

tn+1 = LLM(t0, ..., tn) (1)

Specifically, LLMs consist of an embedding layer h(0)
i = f In(ti, i), computing the

input embedding h(0) = [h
(0)
0 , ..., h

(0)
n ], followed by L transformer blocks h(l+1) =

f (l)(h(l)), 0 ≤ l < L, and a head tn+1 = fout(h(L)). Each of the transformer
blocks uses multi-head attention which we will explain in more detail later.

Modern Transformers can be divided into three sub-architectures: encoder-
only [7,17], encoder-decoder [23,12], and decoder-only [29,2]. Decoder-only LLMs
have demonstrated good classification abilities, even without additional fine-
tuning, using “in-context learning”: By simply asking the LLM to classify a sam-
ple text provided in the input text or “prompt” along with a list of possible
classes, LLMs can successfully solve many reasoning tasks. This method called
“zero-shot prompting” can be extended to “few-shot prompting” [5] for more dif-
ficult tasks by additionally including a small number of labeled samples in the
prompt. Recently, instruction-tuning improves further the performance [29,2].

In this paper, we focus on local explainability. This means we want to ex-
plain specific predictions of the Transformer rather than explain how the model
works in general. Since the first publication in 2017, different methods for gener-
ating such explanations for the classification output of Transformers, and there-
fore LLMs, have been proposed. These are heavily dependent on the classifi-
cation paradigm [36]: in general deep learning, which is often extendable to
Transformers, the literature shows feature attribution approaches (e.g. relevance-
propagation-based [4,20] or gradient-based [9,28]). For traditional applications
where the Transformer is fine-tuned to produce class probabilities via a task-
specific output layer, we are aware of attention-based [1] or mixed [6,16] ap-
proaches. In prompting, specifically for instruction-tuned models, the literature
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mainly contains methods for generating textual explanations such as Chain-of-
Thought (CoT) [33,36]. Independent of the applied paradigm, surrogate-based
model-agnostic approaches, such as LIME [25] and SHAP [18], can be found in
literature [14,36]. Next, we introduce the most important types of explanations.

Attention-Based Explanations leverage the Transformer’s scaled dot prod-
uct attention weights A(l), generated during the forward pass, to explain the im-
pact of each input token to each output token. Given an input vector h(l) ∈ Rn,
the self-attention variant, which is applied in all Transformers used in this paper,
is computed by feeding h(l) through three linear layers, computing the vectors
q(l), k(l), and v(l), and then:

A(l) = softmax

(
q(l) · k(l)T

√
n

)
(2)

h′(l) = A(l) · v(l) (3)

This makes A(l), with all elements ∈ [0, 1] a weight matrix connecting h(l) and
h′(l). As Transformers produce one matrix A per attention head (e.g. 12 × 12
heads in BERTbase [7], 28× 16 heads in Gemma-7B [29]) extracting meaningful
explanations is not trivial: while naive approaches simply use the mean atten-
tion weights of the last layer, methods that follow the attention through the
whole Transformer have been shown to outperform them [1]. Attention-based
explanations can be improved by combining them with gradient-based methods
to estimate the importance of each head towards the prediction [6], the crucial
step lies in connecting attention weights in the last attention layer to the out-
put, as the residual connections within the Transformer keep input to output
association stable over multiple layers [16]. As there is a debate in the literature
about whether attention weights can be used as explanations, we also employ
gradient-based explanations.

Gradient-Based Explanations create saliency maps of the input by com-
puting the gradient ∂LLM(·)

∂h
(0)
i

, 0 ≤ i ≤ n of the n + 1th output of the LLM with

regard to a specific input embedding h
(0)
i . In the simplest case, this gradient

itself can be the explanation [9], but the literature shows that computing the
Hadamard product with the input improves on it [26]. An often discussed prob-
lem of gradient-based approaches is the so-called saturation problem [26,28]: as
neural networks minimize the absolute gradient during training, gradients of a
well-fitted network will be close to zero. We argue, however, that the ambiguous
nature of natural language prevents overfitting and therefore also, to a certain
degree, gradient saturation of pre-trained multi-purpose LLMs. To support this
theory, we provide statistics on the gradients for each of our experiments.
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Counterfactual Explanations are – simply put – versions of the model input
that alter the model’s output. A good counterfactual should fulfill at least the
following two criteria [32]: (i) validity: the model output between the counter-
factual and the original input should differ at inference time. (ii) similarity the
changes made to the original to produce the counterfactual should be minimal:
the more that is changed from the original, the less specific the counterfactual
becomes, eventually making it irrelevant as a local explanation. However, defin-
ing a good distance measure for comparing two texts is non-trivial, and may well
require the combination of both semantic and syntactic similarity. Therefore, this
second point is sometimes overlooked in similar studies [19].

Rationale-Based Explanations can be described as textual excerpts or ab-
stractions of the model input that contribute to the model’s predictions [8]. In
contrast to feature attribution methods, these do not provide a measure for the
importance of each token, but rather a text that describes the influences. While
traditional methods rely on extraction or abstraction methods for generating
those texts [8], LLMs can be prompted to provide explanations. CoT generates
textual rationales at inference time and even boosts reasoning performance [33],
while additional prompting for self-explanations has recently received increased
attention in the research community:

Huang et al. [10] prompt ChatGPT to yield feature importance scores for a
sentiment classification task based on 100 random texts taken from the Stanford
Sentiment Treebank dataset [27]. Then, they evaluate the faithfulness of the
generated scores compared to LIME [25] and occlusion [13]. They conclude that
none of the three methods has a clear advantage over the others and that the
methods often do not agree on feature importance. However, this ambiguity may
be owed to their relatively small sample size. Furthermore, prompting an LLM
to produce numerical importance scores for each token is not what these models
are designed to produce.

Madsen et al. [19] instead prompt for the most important words, counter-
factuals, and redactions (i.e. asking the model to mask important tokens) for
classification tasks on different datasets using Llama2 [30], Falcon [3], and Mis-
tral [11]. They conclude that faithfulness of explanations is highly dependent
both on the choice of the LLM and on the data used. The authors, however, do
not compare the extracted self-explanations to established explainability meth-
ods or human annotations.

We extend the previously discussed work by addressing the following questions:
– RQ1: Do LLM self-explanations correlate well with human judgment?
– RQ2: Do LLM self-explanations correlate well with internal model dynam-

ics, represented by attention- and gradient-based explainability methods?

3 Method

To address our research questions, first we extract LLM self-explanations and
explanations from model-specific explainability gradient/attention methods.
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3.1 Self-Explanations

In all our experiments, we use zero-shot prompting using the chat-completion
format. A typical chat can be seen in Table 1: a) As a first step, we prompt
the LLM to perform the actual task: we study food hazard classification and
sentiment classification . Following this, we generate two different types of self-
explanations: b) extractive self-explanations are created by asking the LLM
for the words/phrases (we ask the model to produce the same number of phrases
as in the human ground truth) that were most important for its classification;
c) counterfactual self-explanations are generated by asking the LLM to
provide a version of the classified text, for which its decision would have been
different and which has as few words as possible changed from the original text.
These two kinds of explanations are generated in separate chats to avoid cross-
influencing the LLM’s output.

Table 1. Example Chat Sequence: Our approach is split into three steps: a) the actual
task, b) extracting a posthoc self-explanation, and c) extracting a counterfactual. The
latter two are performed in independent chat sequences. This example was produced
using Llama 3-8B. The prompt is slightly adapted to fit different tasks and models.

a) user: What is the sentiment of the following review?
“Hints are made to the audience that this film could be a blast. Alas,
these are only hints.”
Assign one of the following labels: "negative" or "positive". Make sure
to answer only with the label.

assistant: Negative

b) user: What is the most important phrase influencing your assessment? Provide
only the phrase as a string.

assistant: “Alas, these are only hints.”

c) user: Provide a version of the review that would flip your assessment while
changing as few words in the original review as possible. Make sure to
answer with only the new version.

assistant: “Hints are made to the audience that this film could be a blast. And
indeed, these are more than just hints.”

3.2 Model-Specific Explanations

We compare the generated self-explanations to established explainability meth-
ods. In this paper, we do not consider explanation methods based on relevance
propagation [4,20], as we are not aware of any implementations that sufficiently
deal with the residual connections in the Transformer architecture. Instead,
we focus on gradient- and attention-based methods, as these remain close to
the internal information representation of the LLMs. Furthermore, we focus
on decoder-only Transformers, needed to generate self-explanations, which are
largely similar to encoder-only Transformers in architecture and therefore often
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allow for the direct application of attention-based explainability methods tested
on BERT. In this work, we apply three simple analytic explanation methods:
(i) AGrad [16] for an output tn+1 is the product:

1

H

H∑
h=1

∂LLM(·)
∂A

(L)
h,j,k

A
(L)
h,j,k, (4)

where A
(L)
h,j,k is the attention weight with indices j, k in the hth head of the

last layer L. As the authors of the method show, backpropagating the produced
saliency to the input does not greatly improve faithfulness, because of the trans-
former’s residual connections. Therefore, we omit this step.
(ii) Gradient times Input (GradIn) [26] is a simple gradient-based method,
computed by taking the product

∂LLM(·)
∂h

(0)
i

h
(0)
i , (5)

for an output token tn+1 and an input embedding h
(0)
i .

(iii) Inverted Gradient (IGrad) is our own approach to gradient-based coun-
terfactual explanations, as we are not aware of existing methods in this domain.
While GradIn approximates the impact of a change in the input towards the
output of the network, IGrad takes a counterfactual approach by approximating
the necessary change at the input in order to achieve a specific change of the
output. Starting from the first-order Taylor approximation of an LLM

h(L) ≈ h̃(L) + JLLM(h(0))
∣∣∣
h(0)=h̃(0)

·
(
h(0) − h̃(0)

)
,

we define the importance as the pseudo-inverse of the Jacobian JLLM(h(0)) eval-
uated at the input embedding h̃(0) and the corresponding output embedding
h̃(L). Therefore, the final explanation

h̃(0) − h(0) ≈
(
JLLM(h(0))

∣∣∣
h(0)=h̃(0)

)−1

·
(
h̃(L) − h(L)

)
(6)

is a measure of how a specific change of the output maps to the LLM’s input.

4 Empirical Analysis

In this section, we first describe the tasks we consider, then the evaluation met-
rics, and lastly the results per task. We perform our experiments with Google’s
Gemma 1.1 Instruct [29] (2B and 7B to assess model size impact) and Meta’s
Llama 3 Instruct [2] (8B) from huggingface4 leveraging their chat formats. All
our experiments have been performed using 8 NVIDIA RTX A5500 graphics
cards with 24GB of memory each. Our code is publicly available on GitHub5.
4 https://huggingface.co
5 k-randl/self-explaining_llms

https://huggingface.co
https://github.com/k-randl/self-explaining_llms
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4.1 Tasks and Data

We assess the previously described methods on two different tasks:

1. Food hazard classification on the Food Recall Incidents dataset [24]. It
contains the titles of official food recalls released by government and non-
government organizations. We use expert annotations6, identifying the spe-
cific reason for recalling the product, to extract matching spans in the texts.
We then randomly selected 200 texts and ask the model to classify the re-
call into one of the following classes: “biological” (77 texts), “allergens” (53),
“chemical” (29), “foreign bodies” (20), “organoleptic aspects” (12), or “fraud”
(9). The final set of texts has 95 characters on average (min: 51, max: 209).

2. Sentiment classification on an annotated version of the Movie Review
Polarity dataset v2 [21,35]. We use the validation split which contains 200
labeled movie reviews (100 positive, 100 negative) from IMDB7 with human-
annotated spans carrying high information towards the task. For each review,
we extract a random one- to three-sentence-long snippet including at least
one annotated important span, and ask the LLM to classify the sentiment
of the snippet. We only use excerpts of the reviews to keep the task close
to our first task, reduce the duration of the experiments, and increase the
interpretability of texts and explanations for qualitative inspection. The final
set of texts has an average length of 344 characters (min: 48, max: 986) and
up to six annotated spans.

The main difference between the tasks is that the first task has a very confined
set of important words (one to two per text), while the second task has the
important words spread out over the whole sample.

4.2 Evaluation metrics

As a preprocessing step, enabling the comparison of self-explanations to analytic
explanations, we convert span-based explanations to saliency maps: for extrac-
tive self-explanations and human annotations, we find the first occurrence in the
input text and compute the token indices. We then assign a saliency of 1 to
all tokens in these indices. For counterfactual self-explanations, we find tokens
of the original text that have been changed in the counterfactual and assign
saliency of 1. Tokens not affected by the previous steps are assigned a saliency of
1 · 10−9 to avoid zero division errors. Afterward, we normalize all saliency maps
(LLM-generated, gradient, and attention-based) through division by their sum.
To assess the ability of an LLM to explain itself on the above tasks, we employ
three quantitative evaluation metrics in addition to a qualitative assessment.

6 Experts from AgroKnow
7 https://www.imdb.com/

https://agroknow.com
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Faithfullness: A generally agreed upon measure of explanation quality is a
faithfulness test by means of perturbing the model input [1,6,16]. In our case,
we iteratively prompt the LLM after masking the input tokens from the most
important to the least important (“high to low ”) and vice versa (“ low to high”) in
steps of 0.2 · |tokens|. If several tokens have the same importance, we randomly
select one. For Gemma, we mask with the <unk> token. As Llama 3 does not have
a pre-trained mask token, we mask with the token ###, which is often used for
obscuring texts and should therefore be understood by the LLM. Intuitively, for
a faithful explanation method, the class predicted by the LLM should change
very early in the high to low test, as the removal of important tokens should
alter the output, while it should change very late in the low to high test, as the
removal of unimportant tokens should not alter the LLM’s assessment.

Text similarity: As there are multiple dimensions to measure the similar-
ity between two texts, we employ several measures to assess it: (i) Two sim-
ple complementing measures of token-count-based similarity are BLEU [22] and
ROUGE [15]. Both compare n-gram overlaps between the candidate and the ref-
erence translations. BLEU, which also adjusts for length discrepancies, empha-
sises Precision (normalises the overlap against the generated text) while ROUGE
emphasises Recall (normalises against the reference text). As both of them ig-
nore token/n-gram order we also apply the similarity ratio provided in Python’s
difflib.SequenceMatcher: this measure counts all matching tokens in the or-
der of the reference and computes the ratio towards the average token count of
reference and candidate. (ii) To measure semantic similarity of a candidate to-
wards a reference we employ BARTScore [34]. Contrary to the previous metrics,
this metric, based on the similarity of transformer embeddings, is defined on
a logarithmic scale and therefore produces scores between negative infinity (no
semantic similarity) to zero (high semantic similarity).

Similarity of saliency maps: In order to compare two explanations on feature
importance level, we compute Pearson’s r per (input) text as a measure of corre-
lation. We prefer correlation over other metrics (such as accuracy) as correlation
respects the order of tokens. As normal distributions cannot be automatically
assumed for these correlations, we present violin plots instead of average values.

4.3 Results

Food hazard classification: As shown in Table 2 all models show moderate,
but above random, zero-shot performance on the first task. At least for Gemma-
7B and Llama 3-8B, we get gradient values completely different from 0, indicating
that the gradients are not saturating and that gradient-based explanations are
clearly distinguishable from noise.

Figure 1 a) shows the per-text-correlation of the human annotations and
the explainability methods. The figure shows a clear positive correlation of the
human annotations with extractive self-explanations and GradIn. Counterfactual
self-explanations, as well as AGrad, are positively correlated for Llama 3 but



Evaluating the Reliability of Self-Explanations in Large Language Models 9

Table 2. Performance of LLMs in entity extraction and sentiment classification. The
min and max gradients are computed per input text per task, and averaged.

Food Movies
F1 Gradient F1 Gradient

macro min max macro min max
Gemma-2B 0.30 −0.03 0.03 0.89 −0.02 0.02
Gemma-7B 0.36 −0.28 0.21 0.90 −0.19 0.13
Llama 3-8B 0.34 −1.05 1.04 0.95 −0.64 0.58

Correlation with human spans: Correlation with extractive self-expl.:
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self-explanations

Gemma - 2B Gemma - 7B Llama 3 - 8B

Fig. 1. Per text Pearson’s r correlation with human annotations (left) and the LLM’s
extractive self-explanations (right).

uncorrelated for the Gemma models. IGrad shows no clear correlation for any
of the models. The correlations of extractive self-explanations and the analytic
methods show a similar picture: GradIn in is positively correlated in all LLMs
while AGrad only correlates for Llama 3 and IGrad show no clear trend.

To assess whether these correlations are linked to the faithfulness of the meth-
ods, we provide the perturbation curves (see Section 4.2) in Figure 2: while all
curves show a clear early drop during “high-to-low” perturbation, proving that
the explanations successfully indicate the most important tokens, only Llama 3 is
able to retain model output when removing unimportant tokens (“low-to-high”).
Furthermore, the explanations of the two larger LLMs eventually change the
model output for perturbations in both directions, while Gemma-2B’s expla-
nations only change the output in up to 70% of the cases (i.e., 0.3 or more,
vertically). Further investigation shows, that Gemma-2B predicts all completely
obscured texts to the most supported class “biological”. This leads to not switch-
ing the label for all 30% of samples that were originally predicted to this class.
Gemma-7B classifies the majority (92%) of occluded texts to the much less sup-
ported class “foreign bodies”. Llama 3’s output for completely occluded texts is
more useful, stating a missing text in 83% of cases. This different behavior of
the two model families may be tied to the use of different occlusion tokens.
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Faithfullness - Food Hazard

AGrad GradIn IGrad extractive counterfactual human random

Fig. 2. Faithfulness test for food hazard classification. Human-annotated spans (brown)
help measure how easy it is to guess token importance from an external point of view.

In general extractive self-explanations, human labels, and IGrad show the
highest faithfulness over all models. For Llama 3 counterfactuals show high faith-
fulness while Gemma’s counterfactuals are amongst the least faithful explana-
tions. Comparing faithfulness to Figure 1, we cannot find a clear connection.

Table 3. Counterfactual quality for both tasks. The reported similarity metrics are
the mean over all (generated) texts that successfully change the model output.

Validity Similarity ROUGE-1 BLEU-1 ROUGE-L BART
Score

F
o
o
d Gemma-2B 0.11 0.95 0.77 0.75 0.75 −2.37

Gemma-7B 0.41 0.94 0.79 0.70 0.73 −2.41
Llama 3-8B 0.29 0.97 0.83 0.89 0.86 −2.46

M
o
v
ie Gemma-2B 0.39 0.53 0.32 0.44 0.25 −3.17

Gemma-7B 0.95 0.67 0.52 0.61 0.49 −2.55
Llama 3-8B 0.94 0.85 0.81 0.83 0.81 −1.69

The low performance of the counterfactuals for the food hazard classification
task with the Gemma models is also shown in the upper part of Table 3: the
generated explanations only change the LLM output in less than half of the
samples. However, counterintuitively, we see a similarly bad validity in Llama 3.
Further qualitative assessment of this artifact yields that all three models are
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able to identify important tokens, but don’t consistently replace them with coun-
terfactual evidence. The Gemma models rather highlight these with markdown
(e.g. “**salmonella**” instead of “salmonella”), while Llama replaces them with
other hazards from the same class (e.g. “e. coli” instead of “salmonella”). While
in both cases the LLM fails to produce valid counterfactuals, these observations
imply that more precise prompts, suggesting a class to change to, could improve
validity. Additionally, as in Table 3, similarity for valid counterfactuals is high.

Sentiment classification: For our second task, we see much higher F1-scores
(see Table 2) compared to the first task, increasing with model size. Contrary,
the average per-text-extrema of the gradients are much lower. This is expected,
however, as in this task the importance is not focused on a few tokens, but spread
out over the complete sample text. At least for Gemma-7B and Llama 3-8B, the
values are large enough to exclude gradient saturation.

Contrary to the first task, the correlation plots in Figure 1 b) show a very
clear picture: while the human-annotated spans are uncorrelated to all the other
explainability methods, we see varying degrees of correlation with the extractive
self-explanations, indicating that for some samples the LLM exactly reproduces
the ground truth while for others it produces spans not overlapping at all. As
in the first task, the correlation of extractive self-explanations with the ana-
lytic methods mimics the correlation of human annotations with the respective
method, resulting in no correlation for all three methods.

The results of the faithfulness test, shown in Figure 3, are much less clear than
for the first task: For Gemma-7B and Llama 3-8B, the most faithful methods are
counterfactual self-explanations and human explanations. The remaining meth-
ods perform comparably over all models and directions. The figure also shows
that for this binary task, completely obscured texts only flip the label in 50%
of the cases: While Gemma-2B assigns all completely obscured samples to the
“negative” class, there is no clear trend for the remaining two LLMs. Contrary
to the first task, Llama 3 only states a missing review in 19% of the samples.

The finding that, contrary to the first task, prompting for counterfactuals
seems to work well for the sentiment classification task is reinforced by the
lower part of Table 3: For the two larger models we see successful flipping of the
predicted class in at least 94% of the cases. While counterfactuals overall achieve
acceptable similarity, Llama 3-8B achieves the overall best semantic similarity
for its counterfactuals.

5 Discussion and Conclusion

In all scenarios, self-explanations (incl. extractive) correlation with human an-
notations is higher on average compared to analytic explanations. Therefore, our
answer to the research question RQ1 is clearly yes.

Focusing on faithfulness (Figures 2, 3), we show that the extractive self-
explanations and the human-annotated ground truth perform better in the “low
to high” test. This finding, however, does not necessarily mean higher faithfulness
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Fig. 3. Faithfullness test for the sentiment classification task. The human annotated
spans (brown) provide a measure of how easy it is to guess token importance from an
external point of view.

compared to analytic gradient/attention methods. Such methods often assign
high importance to syntactically significant tokens (e.g., punctuation), crucial
for language understanding but not necessarily important for the task.

Regarding RQ2, our presented results show that self-explanations are not
generally correlated with the internal LLM dynamics. While we find correla-
tions between extractive self-explanations and analytic explanations for objective
tasks with clear token/task dependencies, such correlations are not guaranteed
for subjective tasks that require reading between the lines. The different formats
of LLM-generated explanations and analytic methods may partly account for
this. Our food hazard classification task, however, shows that correlations are
possible but not the rule.

Combining our answers to RQ1 and RQ2, we argue that extractive self-
explanations can be seen as the model’s most probable explanations based on
its training data. If there are correlations with analytic methods, they appear in
tasks with a clear dependency between specific tokens and the supervision signal.
In such cases, the correlation between self-explanations and analytic methods is
indirect, with both being directly correlated with the ground truth but not each
other. Regardless of this finding, there is no advantage of analytic explanations
over self-explanations in terms of faithfulness, as is known in literature [10]. As,
human explanations are also found to be faithful, we argue that faithfulness of
self-explanations stems from self-explanations mimicking human assessment.
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Counterfactuals We see that LLM-generated counterfactuals can produce highly
faithful and informative explanations for the sentiment classification task. While
these do not necessarily explain the LLM’s internal processes as previously dis-
cussed, they can provide information on whether the LLM correctly “understood”
the assigned task. We further argue, that because counterfactuals can be easily
validated by feeding them through the LLM, and our finding that valid coun-
terfactuals were highly similar to the original in our experiments, they present
an effective alternative to SHAP and LIME and an interesting field of further
study. We also find that prompt tuning for counterfactuals is essential for their
success. Further research could examine provding specific classes to which the
original text should be changed or redactions as suggested by [19].

Limitations (i) We chose to limit our methods for creating self-explanations to
post-hoc and text-based approaches, as we consider them a natural way to use
LLMs. Other approaches, for example creating the explanations at inference time
like CoT [33], or prompting for numerical word importance [10] exist but are not
considered here. (ii) In this publication, we do not explore how different prompts
affect the quality of the self-explanations tested in our experiments. We argue,
that this is highly dependent on the LLM in question and hard to generalize.
In our experiments we used a prompt we found working for all our tasks and
models. (iii) Due to hardware limitations we only experiment on models up
to 8B parameters. We are aware that larger models exist and can be accessed
through APIs, but we need to be able to modify the LLMs source code in order
to implement our attention- and gradient-based methods.
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