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Abstract

The ubiquitous use of Shapley values in eXplainable AI
(XAI) has been triggered by the tool SHAP, and as a re-
sult are commonly referred to as SHAP scores. Recent work
devised examples of machine learning (ML) classifiers for
which the computed SHAP scores are thoroughly unsatisfac-
tory, by allowing human decision-makers to be misled. Never-
theless, such examples could be perceived as somewhat artifi-
cial, since the selected classes must be interpreted as numeric.
Furthermore, it was unclear how general were the issues iden-
tified with SHAP scores. This paper answers these criticisms.
First, the paper shows that for Boolean classifiers there are
arbitrarily many examples for which the SHAP scores must
be deemed unsatisfactory. Second, the paper shows that the
issues with SHAP scores are also observed in the case of re-
gression models. In addition, the paper studies the class of
regression models that respect Lipschitz continuity, a mea-
sure of a function’s rate of change that finds important recent
uses in ML, including model robustness. Concretely, the pa-
per shows that the issues with SHAP scores occur even for
regression models that respect Lipschitz continuity. Finally,
the paper shows that the same issues are guaranteed to exist
for arbitrarily differentiable regression models.

Introduction
SHAP scores (Lundberg and Lee 2017) denote the use of
Shapley values in eXplainable AI (XAI).1 Popularized by
the tool SHAP (Lundberg and Lee 2017), SHAP scores find
an ever-increasing range of practical uses, that have contin-
ued to expand at a fast pace in recent years (Molnar 2023;
Mishra 2023). Many proposed applications of SHAP scores
impact human beings, in different ways, and so are catego-
rized as being high-risk (European Union 2024). Given the
advances in machine learning, and the proposals for regulat-
ing its use (High-Level Expert Group on AI 2019; US Gov-
ernment 2023; European Union 2024), one should expect the
uses of SHAP scores to continue to increase.

Despite their immense success, SHAP scores face a num-
ber of well-known limitations. First, there are practical limi-
tations, as exemplified by a number of recent works (Janzing,
Minorics, and Blöbaum 2020; Kumar et al. 2020; Sundarara-
jan and Najmi 2020; Kumar et al. 2021). Second, as reported

1Proposed in the 1950s (Shapley 1953), Shapley values find im-
portant uses in different domains, that include game theory among
others (Roth 1988).

in recent work (Huang and Marques-Silva 2023), there are
theoretical limitations. Concretely, there exist machine learn-
ing (ML) classifiers for which the computed SHAP scores
are thoroughly unsatisfactory given self-evident properties
of those classifiers. The theoretical limitations of SHAP
scores should be perceived as rather problematic, since they
challenge the foundations of SHAP scores, and so also serve
to question the experimental results obtained in massive
numbers of practical uses of SHAP scores.

Nevertheless, the example classifiers studied in earlier
work (Huang and Marques-Silva 2023) can be criticized in
different ways. First, it is unclear whether those classifers
are easy to devise, i.e. it might be the case that the identi-
fied examples were selected from among a small number of
possible cases. Second, the theoretical limitations of SHAP
scores were proved for the concrete case of ML classifiers,
where classes are viewed as numeric values (Huang and
Marques-Silva 2023). Still in many important uses of ML,
the computed output is most often a real value (e.g. some
probability). As a result, one might hope that the theoret-
ical limitations of SHAP scores would not apply in those
settings.

This paper proves that such hypothetical criticisms are
without merit. First, the paper proves that there are arbitrar-
ily many boolean classifiers which will exhibit one or more
of the issues identified with SHAP scores. Second, the paper
demonstrates the existence of regression models for which
the computed SHAP scores are also entirely unsatisfactory.
Second, and given the importance of Lipschitz continuity in
adversarial robustness (Cranko et al. 2021; Pauli et al. 2022),
the paper also shows the existence of Lipschitz-continuous
regression models for which the computed SHAP scores are
guaranteed to (again) be unsatisfactory. Furthermore, some
of the proposed regression models are parameterized, mean-
ing that the number of examples of regression models with
unsatisfactory SHAP scores is unbounded, and the degree of
dissatisfaction can be made arbitrarily large. Third, and fi-
nally, the paper shows that additional regression models are
guaranteed to exist for arbitrarily differentiable regression
functions. To prove the above results, the paper exploits a
generalization of the standard definitions in formal explain-
ability (Wäldchen et al. 2021; Marques-Silva and Ignatiev
2022; Darwiche 2023), to account for regression models, es-
pecially when those regression models are defined on real-
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value features.

Preliminaries
Classification & regression problems. Let F =
{1, . . . ,m} denote a set of features. Each feature i ∈ F
takes values from a domain Di. Domains can be categorical
or ordinal. If ordinal, domains can be discrete or real-valued.
Feature space is defined by F = D1 × D2 × . . . × Dm.
The notation x = (x1, . . . , xm) denotes an arbitrary point
in feature space, where each xi is a variable taking values
from Di. Moreover, the notation v = (v1, . . . , vm) repre-
sents a specific point in feature space, where each vi is a
constant representing one concrete value from Di. A classi-
fier maps each point in feature space to a class taken from
K = {c1, c2, . . . , cK}. Classes can also be categorical or
ordinal. A boolean classifier denotes the situation where
Di = B = {0, 1}. In the case of regression, each point in
feature space is mapped to an ordinal value taken from a
set K, e.g. K could denote Z or R. Therefore, a classifier
MC is characterized by a non-constant classification func-
tion κ that maps feature space F into the set of classes K, i.e.
κ : F → K. A regression model MR is characterized by a
non-constant regression function ρ that maps feature space
F into the set elements from K, i.e. ρ : F → K. A classifier
model MC is represented by a tuple (F ,F,K, κ), whereas a
regression model MR is represented by a tuple (F ,F,K, ρ).
When viable, we will represent an ML model M by a tuple
(F ,F,T, τ), with τ : F → T, without specifying whether
M denotes a classification or a regression model. A sample
(or instance) denotes a pair (v, q), where v ∈ F and either
q ∈ K, with q = κ(v), or q ∈ K, with q = ρ(v).

Running example(s). Figure 1 shows a function in tabular
representation (TR) that will be used as one of the running
examples, we denote this model as M1. Clearly,F = {1, 2},
D1 = D2 = {0, 1}, F = D1 × D2. Depending on the value
of α ∈ R, the model M1 will be viewed as a classification
or as a regression model (James et al. 2017). As a result, we
will refer to the function computed by M1 as τ1 : F →
T. If the values in the last column τ1(x) are integers, then
we say that we have a classification model, with the set of
classes K given by the values in the last column, and so τ1
corresponds to a classification function κ1 : F → K, with
K = {1 − 6α, 1, 1 + 2α}. Otherwise, if some values in the
last column τ1(x) are real numbers, then we say that we
have a regression model, with the (finite) set of values in
the codomain given by the values in the last column, and
so τ1 corresponds to a regression function ρ1 : F → K,
with K = {1− 6α, 1, 1 + 2α}. Besides the function shown
in Figure 1, additional running examples will be introduced
later in the paper.

Lipschitz continuity. Let (F, dF ) and (R, dR) denote met-
ric spaces.2 A regression function ρ : F → R is Lipschitz-
continuous (O’Searcoid 2006) if there exists a constant C ≥

2dF : F × F → R and dR : R × R → R denote distance
functions between two points, which we refer to as d. A distance
function d respects the well-known axioms: (i) d(x,x) = 0; (ii)
if x 6= y, then d(x,y) > 0; (iii) d(x,y) = d(y,x); and (iv)
d(x, z) ≤ d(x,y) + d(y, z). Examples of distance functions in-

row x1 x2 τ1(x)

1 0 0 1− 6α
2 0 1 1 + 2α
3 1 0 1
4 1 1 1

Figure 1: Tabular representation (TR) of a simple function. The
target sample is ((1, 1), 1).

0 such that,

∀(x1,x2 ∈ F).dR(ρ(x1), ρ(x2)) ≤ CdF (x1,x2), (1)

where C is referred to as the Lipschitz constant. It is well-
known that any Lipschitz-continuous function is also contin-
uous.

The relationship between Lipschitz continuity and adver-
sarial robustness has been acknowledged for more than a
decade (Szegedy et al. 2014), i.e. since the brittleness of ML
models was recognized as a significant limitation of neural
networks (NNs). In recent years, Lipschitz bounds has been
used for training ML models towards achieving some de-
gree of robustness (Hein and Andriushchenko 2017; Weng
et al. 2018; Virmaux and Scaman 2018; Fazlyab et al. 2019;
Jordan and Dimakis 2020; Cranko et al. 2021; Huang et al.
2021; Pauli et al. 2022; Zhang et al. 2022; Hanspal and Lo-
muscio 2023; Havens et al. 2023).

Additional notation. An explanation problem is a tuple
E = (M, (v, q)), where M can either be a classification
or a regression model, and (v, q) is a target sample, with
v ∈ F. For example, for the running example in Figure 1,
given the target sample (v1, q1) = ((1, 1), 1), we can define
an explanation problem E1 = (M1, (v1, q1)).

Given x,v ∈ F, and S ⊆ F , the predicate xS = vS is
defined as follows:

xS = vS :=
(

∧

i∈S
xi = vi

)

.

The set of points for which xS = vS is defined by
Υ(S;v) = {x ∈ F |xS = vS}.

Distributions, expected value. Throughout the paper, it
is assumed a uniform probability distribution on features
F , and such that all features are independent. The expected
value of an ML model τ : F → T is denoted by E[τ ].
Furthermore, let E[τ(x) |xS = vS ] represent the expected
of τ over points in feature space consistent with the co-
ordinates of v dictated by S. For discrete-valued features,
E[τ(x) |xS = vS ] is as follows:

E[τ(x) |xS = vS ] := 1/|Υ(S;v)|

∑

x∈Υ(S;v)
τ(x). (2)

For real-valued features, E[τ(x) |xS = vS ] is as follows:

E[τ(x) |xS = vS ] := 1/|Υ(S;v)|

∫

Υ(S;v)

τ(x)dx. (3)

Shapley values & SHAP scores. Shapley values were pro-
posed in the context of game theory in the early 1950s by

clude Hamming, Manhattan, Euclidean and other distance defined

by norm lp, p ≥ 1, where ‖x‖p :=
(
∑m

i=1
|xi|

p
)1/p

.



S rows(S) υe(S)

∅ 1, 2, 3, 4 1− α
{1} 3, 4 1
{2} 2, 4 1 + α
{1, 2} 4 1

Table 1: Expected values of τ1 for all possible sets S of fixed fea-
tures, given the target sample ((1, 1), 1).

L. S. Shapley (Shapley 1953). Shapley values were defined
given some set S, and a characteristic function, i.e. a real-
valued function defined on the subsets of S, υ : 2S → R.3.
It is well-known that Shapley values represent the unique
function that, given S and υ, respects a number of impor-
tant axioms. More detail about Shapley values is available
in standard references (Shapley 1953; Dubey 1975; Young
1985; Roth 1988).

In the context of explainability, Shapley values are most
often referred to as SHAP scores (Strumbelj and Kononenko
2010, 2014; Lundberg and Lee 2017; Arenas et al. 2021,
2023), and consider a specific characteristic function υe :
2F → R, which is defined by,

υe(S; E) := E[τ(x) |xS = vS ]. (4)

Thus, given a set S of features, υe(S; E) represents the
expected value of the classifier over the points of feature
space represented by Υ(S;v).

Example 1. (Expected values for τ1.) For the explanation
problem E1, the expected values of τ1 for all possible sets S
of fixed features are shown in Table 1.

The formulation presented in earlier work (Arenas et al.
2021, 2023) allows for different input distributions when
computing the expected values. For the purposes of this pa-
per, it suffices to consider solely a uniform input distribu-
tion, and so the dependency on the input distribution is not
accounted for. Independently of the distribution considered,
it should be clear that in most cases υe(∅) 6= 0; this is the
case for example with boolean classifiers (Arenas et al. 2021,
2023).

To simplify the notation, the following definitions are
used,

∆i(S; E , υ) := (υ(S ∪ {i})− υ(S)) , (5)

ς(S) := |S|!(|F| − |S| − 1)!/|F|!, (6)

(Observe that ∆i is parameterized on E and υ.)
Finally, let ScE : F → R, i.e. the SHAP score for feature

i, be defined by,4.

ScE(i; E , υe) :=
∑

S⊆(F\{i})
ς(S)×∆i(S; E , υe). (7)

Given a sample (v, q), the SHAP score assigned to each fea-
ture measures the contribution of that feature with respect to
the prediction. From earlier work, it is understood that a pos-

3The original formulation also required super-additivity of the
characteristic function, but that condition has been relaxed in more
recent works (Dubey 1975; Young 1985).

4Throughout the paper, the definitions of ∆i and Sc are explic-
itly associated with the characteristic function used in their defini-
tion.

itive/negative value indicates that the feature can contribute
to changing the prediction, whereas a value of 0 indicates no
contribution (Strumbelj and Kononenko 2010).

Related work. SHAP scores, i.e. the use of Shapley val-
ues in XAI, are being used ubiquitously in a wide range
of practical domains, especially through the use of the tool
SHAP (Lundberg and Lee 2017). The practical limitations
of SHAP scores, e.g. the results obtained with the tool
SHAP, have been documented in the literature (Janzing, Mi-
norics, and Blöbaum 2020; Sundararajan and Najmi 2020;
Kumar et al. 2020, 2021). The theoretical limitations of
SHAP scores, i.e. issues resulting from existing definitions
of SHAP scores and obtained independently of the tool
SHAP, were reported in recent work (Huang and Marques-
Silva 2023), but targeting only classification models. More
recent work proposed solutions for addressing the theoret-
ical limitations of SHAP scores (Yu, Ignatiev, and Stuckey
2023; Biradar et al. 2023; Yu et al. 2023; Biradar et al. 2024).
However, the proposed solutions do not represent SHAP
scores.

To the best of our knowledge, the identification of theo-
retical limitations of SHAP scores in the case of regression
models, including regression models that respect Lipschitz
continuity has not been investigated.

Formal Explainability & Adversarial

Examples

We will opt to define a similarity predicate, which will en-
able us to abstract away the details of whether the ML model
relates with classification or regression.

Similarity predicate. Given an ML model and some in-
put x, the output of the ML model is distinguishable with
respect to the sample (v, q) if the observed change in the
model’s output is deemed sufficient; otherwise it is simi-
lar (or indistinguishable). This is represented by a similar-
ity predicate (which can be viewed as a boolean function)
σ : F → {⊥,⊤} (where ⊥ signifies false, and ⊤ signifies
true).5 Concretely, given δ ∈ R, σ(x; E) holds true iff the
change in the ML model output is deemed insufficient and
so no observable difference exists between the ML model’s
output for x and v by a factor of δ. 6

For regression problems, given a change in the input from
v to x, a change in the output is indistinguishable (i.e. the
outputs are similar) if,

σ(x; E) := [|ρ(x)− ρ(v)| ≤ δ],

otherwise, it is distinguishable. 7

5For simplicity, and with a minor abuse of notation, when σ is
used in a scalar context, it is interpreted as a boolean function, i.e.
σ : F → {0, 1}, with 0 replacing ⊥ and 1 replacing ⊤.

6Throughout the paper, parameterizations are shown after the
separator ’;’, and will be elided when clear from the context.

7Exploiting a threshold to decide whether there exists an ob-
servable change has been used in the context of adversarial robust-
ness (Wu, Wu, and Barrett 2023). Furthermore, the relationship
between adversarial examples and explanations is well-known (Ig-
natiev, Narodytska, and Marques-Silva 2019; Wu, Wu, and Barrett
2023).



For classification problems, similarity is defined to equate
with not changing the predicted class, in which case the pa-
rameter δ is always 0. Given a change in the input from v to
x, a change in the output is indistinguishable (i.e. the outputs
are similar) if,

σ(x; E) := [|κ(x) − κ(v)| ≤ 0],

otherwise, it is distinguishable. Alternatively, it can be rep-
resented as

σ(x; E) := [κ(x) = κ(v)].

(As shown in the remainder of this paper, σ allows abstract-
ing away whether the the underlying model implements clas-
sification or regression.)

In the remainder of the paper, we will be computing the
expected value of the similarity predicate σ. In those situa-
tions, the similarity predicate will be interpreted as a boolean
function, where ⊥ corresponds to 0, and ⊤ corresponds to 1.
(Clearly, we could use additional notation to avoid this mi-
nor abuse of notation, but opt instead to keep the notation as
simple as possible.) When σ is interpreted as a boolean func-
tion it can be viewed as a regression model that predicts one
of two possible values, i.e. 0 and 1; hence, we can compute
the expected value of σ using either (2) or (3).

Adversarial examples. Adversarial examples serve to re-
veal the brittleness of ML models (Szegedy et al. 2014;
Goodfellow, Shlens, and Szegedy 2015). Adversarial robust-
ness indicates the absence of adversarial examples. The im-
portance of deciding adversarial robustness is illustrated by
a wealth of competing alternatives (Brix et al. 2023).

Given a sample (v, q), and a norm lp, a point x ∈ F is an
adversarial example (AEx) if the prediction for x is distin-
guishable from that for v. Formally, we write,

AEx(x; E) :=
(

||x− v||lp ≤ ǫ
)

∧ ¬σ(x; E)

where the lp distance between the given point v and other
points of interest is restricted to ǫ > 0. Moreover, we define
a constrained adversarial example, such that the allowed set
of points is given by the predicate xS = vS . Thus,

AEx(x,S; E) :=
(

||x− v||lp ≤ ǫ
)

∧ (xS = vS)∧¬σ(x; E)

Additionally, we use lp-minimal AExs to refer to AExs hav-
ing the minimal distance measured by the norm lp around
the given point v.

Example 2. (AExs for E1.) We consider the norm l0, i.e. the
Hamming distance. For the explanation problem E1, there is
a distance 1 AEx, i.e. by changing feature 1 to a value other
than 1, the prediction changes to 1 + 2α, this assuming the
value of feature 2 is also 1. Moreover, if feature 1 is fixed, i.e.
1 ∈ S, then model does not have any AEx. It is also plain
that feature 2 does not occur is any l0-minimal AEx for E1.

Abductive and contrastive explanations. Abductive and
contrastive explanations (AXps/CXps) represent the two
examples of formal explanations for classification prob-
lems (Wäldchen et al. 2021; Marques-Silva and Ignatiev
2022; Darwiche 2023). This paper studies a generalized for-
mulation that also encompasses regression problems.

A weak abductive explanation (WAXp) denotes a set of
featuresS ⊆ F , such that for every point in feature space the
ML model output is similar to the given sample: (v, q). The

S F \ S rows(S) WAXp(S)? WCXp(F \ S)?

∅ {1, 2} 1, 2, 3, 4 No Yes
{1} {2} 3, 4 Yes No
{2} {1} 2, 4 No Yes
{1, 2} ∅ 4 Yes No

Table 2: WAXps/WCXps of E1 for all possible sets S of fixed fea-
tures.

condition for a set of features to represent a WAXp (which
also defines a corresponding predicate WAXp) is as follows:

WAXp(S; E) := E[σ(x; E) |xS = vS ] = 1. (8)

Moreover, an AXp is a subset-minimal WAXp, that is,

AXp(S; E) := WAXp(S; E)∧∀(t ∈ S).¬WAXp(S\{t}; E).
(9)

A weak contrastive explanation (WCXp) denotes a set of
features S ⊆ F , such that there exists some point in feature
space, where only the features in S are allowed to change,
that makes the ML model output distinguishable from the
given sample (v, q). The condition for a set of features to
represent a WCXp (which also defines a corresponding pred-
icate WCXp) is as follows:

WCXp(S; E) := E[σ(x; E) |xF\S = vF\S ] < 1. (10)

Moreover, a CXp is a subset-minimal WCXp, that is,

CXp(S; E) := WCXp(S; E)∧∀(t ∈ S).¬WCXp(S\{t}; E).
(11)

Example 3. (AXps/CXps for E1.) For the explanation prob-
lem E1, let us first consider a classification model, i.e. all
τ1(x) are integer values, each denoting a class.
If feature 1 is fixed to value 1, then the prediction is 1, and
so the expected value of the similarity predicate is also 1.
Otherwise, if the value of feature 1 changes to a value other
than 1, then the prediction is some value other than 1. Thus,
the similarity predicate is not 1 on all points of feature space,
and so its expected value is less than 1. As result, it is imme-
diate that {1} is one (and the only) AXp, whereas {1} is the
one (and also the only) CXp.
Now let us consider that M1 implements a regression func-
tion, e.g. some τ1(x) are real value. In this case, we need to
specify a value of δ for the similarity predicate. Clearly, the
value of δ cannot be arbitrarily large; otherwise we would be
unable to distinguish 1 from the other values. For example,
for α > 0, we can pick a value of δ no larger than α.
In this case, the sets of AXps and CXps remains unchanged.
The computation of AXps/CXps for the explanation prob-
lem E1 are summarized in Table 2.

One can prove that a set of features is an AXp iff it
is a minimal hitting set of the set of CXps, and vice-
versa (Marques-Silva and Ignatiev 2022). (Although this re-
sult has been proved for classification problems, the use of
the similarity predicate generalizes the result also to regres-
sion problems.)

By examining the definitions of AEx and WCXp, it is
straightforward to prove that there exists a constrained AEx
with the features F \ S iff the set S is a weak CXp.



i = 1

S υe(S) υe(S ∪ {1}) ∆1(S) ς(S) ς(S)×∆1(S)

∅ 1− α 1 α 1/2 α/2
{2} 1 + α 1 −α 1/2 −α/2

ScE(1) = 0

i = 2

S υe(S) υe(S ∪ {2}) ∆2(S) ς(S) ς(S)×∆2(S)

∅ 1− α 1 + α 2α 1/2 α
{1} 1 1 0 1/2 0

ScE(2) = α

Table 3: Computation of SHAP scores for E1.

Feature (ir)relevancy. The set of features that are in-
cluded in at least one (abductive) explanation are defined as
follows:

F(E) := {i ∈ X |X ∈ 2F ∧ AXp(X )}, (12)

where predicate AXp(X ) holds true iff X is an AXp. (A
well-known result is that F(E) remains unchanged if CXps
are used instead of AXps (Marques-Silva and Ignatiev
2022).) Finally, a feature i ∈ F is irrelevant, i.e. predicate
Irrelevant(i) holds true, if i 6∈ F(E); otherwise feature i is
relevant, and predicateRelevant(i) holds true. Clearly, given
some explanation problem E , ∀(i ∈ F).Irrelevant(i) ↔
¬Relevant(i).

Example 4. ((Ir)relevant features for E1.) Given that {{1}}
denotes the set of AXps (and of CXps), it is immediate that
feature 1 is relevant, and feature 2 is irrelevant.

New Limitations of SHAP Scores

The recent proposal of polynomial-time algorithms for the
exact computation of SHAP scores (Arenas et al. 2021; Van
den Broeck et al. 2021, 2022; Arenas et al. 2023) has facil-
itated their more rigorous assessment. Building on those ef-
ficient algorithms for computing SHAP scores, recent work
uncovered examples of classifiers for which the computed
(exact) scores are thoroughly unsatisfactory (Huang and
Marques-Silva 2023).

Classification – Boolean Domains

This section proves that for arbitrary large numbers of
variables, there exist boolean functions and samples for
which the SHAP scores exhibit the issues reported in recent
work (Huang and Marques-Silva 2023). The detailed proofs
are included in the supplemental materials. Given a classifier
M, with sample (v, c), and with i, i1, i2 ∈ F , the issues are
shown in Table 4.

Throughout this section, let m be the number of variables
of the functions we start from, and let n denote the number
of variables of the functions we will be constructing. In this
case, we set F = {1, . . . , n}. Furthermore, for the sake of
simplicity, we opt to introduce the new features as the last
features (e.g., feature n). Besides, we opt to set the values
of these additional features to 1 in the sample (v, c) that we

intend to explain, that is, vn = 1. When considering two ad-
ditional features, feature n and feature n−1, we will assume
that feature n is irrelevant while feature n − 1 is relevant.
This choice does not affect the proof’s argument in any way.

For a boolean function κ, we use κ0 to denote the con-
ditioning of the function κ on xn = 0 (i.e. κ|xn=0), and
κ1 to denote the conditioning of the function κ on xn = 1.
Besides, we use κ00 to denote the conditioning of the func-
tion κ on xn = 0 and xn−1 = 0 (i.e. κ|xn=0,xn−1=0), κ01

for the conditioning on xn = 0 and xn−1 = 1, κ10 for the
conditioning on xn = 1 and xn−1 = 0, and κ11 for the
conditioning on xn = 1 and xn−1 = 1. Moreover, under a
uniform input distribution, the following equations hold in
general.

E[κ] =
1

2
· E[κ0] +

1

2
· E[κ1], (13)

∆n(S; E , υe) =
1

2
· (E[κ1|xS = vS ]−E[κ0|xS = vS ]).

(14)

By choosing different functions for κ00, κ01, κ10 and κ11,
we are able to construct functions κ exhibiting the issues
reported in Table 4.

Proposition 1. For any n ≥ 3, there exist boolean functions
defined on n variables, and at least one sample, which ex-
hibit an issue I1, i.e. there exists an irrelevant feature i ∈ F ,
such that ScE(i) 6= 0.

Proposition 2. For any odd n ≥ 3, there exist boolean func-
tions defined on n variables, and at least one sample, which
exhibits an issue I3, i.e. there exists a relevant feature i ∈ F ,
such that ScE(i) = 0.

Proposition 3. For any even n ≥ 4, there exist boolean
functions defined on n variables, and at least one sample,
which exhibits an issue I4, i.e. there exists an irrelevant fea-
ture i1 ∈ F , such that ScE(i1) 6= 0, and a relevant feature
i2 ∈ F \ {i1}, such that ScE(i2) = 0.

Proposition 4. For any n ≥ 4, there exists boolean func-
tions defined on n variables, and at least one sample, which
exhibits an issue I5, i.e. there exists an irrelevant feature
i ∈ F , such that |ScE(i)| = max{|ScE(j)| | j ∈ F}.

Proposition 5. For any n ≥ 4, there exist functions defined
on n variables, and at least one sample, which exhibits an
issue I6, i.e. there exists an irrelevant feature i1 ∈ F , and a
relevant feature i2 ∈ F\{i1}, such that ScE(i1)×ScE(i2) >
0.

Proposition 6. For boolean classifiers, if E = (M, (v, c))
exhibits an identified issue (I1 to I6), so does E ′ =
(M′, (v,¬c)), where M′ is the negated classifier of M.

The implication of Proposition 6 is that all the identified
issues distributed evenly for samples where the prediction
takes value 1 and samples where the prediction takes value
0.

Classification – Real-valued Domains

Evidently, equations (13) and (14) can be extended to dis-
crete domains and real-valued domains. The difference lies



Issue Condition

I1 Irrelevant(i) ∧ (ScE(i) 6= 0)

I2 Irrelevant(i1) ∧ Relevant(i2) ∧ (|ScE(i1)| > |ScE(i2)|)

I3 Relevant(i) ∧ (ScE(i) = 0)

I4 [Irrelevant(i1) ∧ (ScE(i1) 6= 0)] ∧ [Relevant(i2) ∧ (ScE(i2) = 0)]

I5 [Irrelevant(i) ∧ ∀1≤j≤m,j 6=i (|ScE(j)| < |ScE(i)|)]

I6 [Irrelevant(i1) ∧ Relevant(i2) ∧ (ScE(i1)× ScE(i2) > 0)]

Table 4: Issues with SHAP scores. Free variables, i, i1, i2 are quantified existentially over the set of features F . The occurrence of some
issues implies the occurrence of other issues. I2 is implied by the occurrence I4 and I5.

in the computation of E[κ], which can be done either
through counting (when the domains are discrete) or inte-
gration (when the domains are real-valued).

Regression – Finite Codomain

We illustrate variants of the known issues of SHAP scores
with the explanation problem E1. For an arbitrary α 6= 0, Ta-
ble 3 summarizes the computation of the SHAP scores. As
can be concluded, the SHAP score of feature 1 is always 0,
and the SHAP score of feature 2 is not 0 (assuming α 6= 0).
For example, if we pick α = 1, we get a (numeric) clas-
sification problem with K = {−5, 1, 3}. However, we can
pick α = 1/4, to obtain a regression problem with codomain
{−1/2, 1, 3/2}. In both cases, it is the case that feature 1,
which is a relevant feature, has a SHAP score of 0, and fea-
ture 2, which is an irrelevant feature, has a non-zero SHAP
score.

Although the examples above capture both classification
and regression, one can argue that these examples are still
somewhat artificial, since the codomain of the regression
model consists of a small number of different values, either
integer or real-valued. The next section shows how this crit-
icism can be addressed.

Regression – Uncountable Codomain

We now study a regression model containing a non-finite (in
fact uncountable) number of values in the codomain of its
regression function.

Example 5. (Regression model M2.) We consider a regres-
sion problem defined over two real-valued features, taking
values from interval [−1/2, 3/2]. Thus, we have F = {1, 2},
D1 = D2 = D = [−1/2, 3/2], F = D × D. (We also let
D

+ = [1/2, 3/2] and D
− = D \ D+.) In addition, the regres-

sion model maps to real values, i.e. K = R, and is defined
as follows:

ρ2(x1, x2) =







x1 if x1 ∈ D
+

x2 − 2 if x1 6∈ D
+ ∧ x2 6∈ D

+

x2 + 1 if x1 6∈ D
+ ∧ x2 ∈ D

+

As a result, the regression model is represented by M2 =
(F ,F,K, ρ2). Moreover, we assume the target sample to be
(v2, q2) = ((1, 1), 1), and so the explanation problem be-
comes E2 = (M2, (v2, q2)).

Example 6. (AXps, CXps and AExs for E2.) Given the re-
gression model M2, we define the similarity predicate by

S ∅ {1} {2} {1, 2}

E[ρ2(x) |xS = vS ] 1/2 1 3/2 1

Table 5: Expected values of ρ2, for each possible set S of fixed
features, and given the sample ((1, 1), 1).

picking a suitably small value δ, e.g. δ < 1/4. This suffices
to ensure that σ only takes value 1 when feature 1 takes value
1.
Given the above, the similarity predicate takes value 1 only
when feature 1 takes value 1, and independently of the value
assigned to feature 2.
Thus, fixing feature 1 ensures that the similarity predicate is
1, and so the expected value is 1. Otherwise, if feature 1 is
allowed to take a value other than 1, then the similarity pred-
icate can take value 0, and so the expected value is no longer
1. As a result, {1} is one (and the only) AXp, and {1} is also
one (and the only) CXp.
A similar analysis allow concluding that a l0-minimal AEx
exists iff feature 1 is allowed to take any value from its do-
main.

Example 7. (SHAP scores for E2.) The expected values of
ρ2 for all possible sets S of fixed features is shown in Ta-
ble 5.8 Observe that these values correspond exactly to the
expected values shown in Table 1 when α = 1/2. Hence, the
computation of SHAP scores is the one shown in Table 3 by
setting α = 1/2, and so ScE(1) = 0 and ScE(2) = 1/2.

The above examples demonstrate that one can construct a
regression model for which the computed SHAP scores will
be misleading, assigning importance to a feature having no
influence in the prediction, and assigning no important to a
feature having complete influence in the prediction.

Given the above, this section proves the following result.

Proposition 7. There exist regression models, with an un-
countable codomain, for which each feature i is either irrele-
vant and its SHAP score is non-zero or the feature is relevant
and its SHAP score is zero.

Nevertheless, the previous example is also open to criti-
cism because the regression function is not continuous. Con-
tinuity is an important aspect of some ML models, such that
in recent years Lipschitz continuity has been exploited to en-
sure the adversarial robustness of ML models. Thus, one ad-

8The computation of these expected values is fairly straightfor-
ward, and is summarized in the supplemental materials.



ditional challenge is whether regression models respecting
Lipschitz continuity (and so plain continuity) can produce
unsatisfactory SHAP scores. The next section addresses this
challenge.

Regression – Lipschitz Continuity

The examples studied in the earlier sections expand signifi-
cantly the range of ML models for which unsatisfactory can
be produced. However, a major source of criticism is that
these ML models are not continuous.

We now discuss a family of continuous ML models, that
also produce unsatisfactory SHAP scores. We will then ar-
gue that the proposed family of ML models also ensures
Lipschitz continuity.

Example 8. We consider a regression problem defined over
two real-valued features, taking values from interval [0, 2].
Thus, we have F = {1, 2}, D1 = D2 = D = [0, 2], F =
D×D. In addition, the regression model maps to real values,
i.e. K = R, and is defined as shown in Figure 2. The value
is such that α ∈ R\ {0}. As a result, the regression model is
represented by M3 = (F ,F,K, ρ3). Moreover, we assume
the target sample to be (v3, q3) = ((1, 1), 1), and so the
explanation problem becomes E3 = (M, (v3, q3)).

By inspection, it is plain that ρ3 is continuous; this is fur-
ther discussed below.

Example 9. (AXps, CXps and AExs for E3.) As before, it is
plain to reach the conclusion that the set of AXps is {{1}},
and this is also the set of CXps. Moreover, and as before,
there is a l0-minimal AEx containing feature 1.

Example 10. (SHAP scores for E3.) The regression model
M3 is devised such that the expected values of ρ3 for each
possible set S of fixed features are exactly the ones shown
in Table 1. As a result, the computed SHAP scores are the
same as before, and so they are again unsatisfactory.

Given the above, this section proves the following result.

Proposition 8. There exist regression models, respecting
Lipschitz continuity, for which each feature i is either irrele-
vant and its SHAP score is non-zero or the feature is relevant
and its SHAP score is zero.

Finally, it is simple to prove that ρ3 is Lipschitz-
continuous. The proof is included in the supplemental ma-
terials. Also, the continuity of ρ3 (claimed above) is implied
by the fact that ρ3 Lipschitz-continuous.

Regression – Arbitrary Differentiability

This section argues that the issues with SHAP scores can be
identified even when regression models are arbitrary differ-
entiable.9 We provide a simple argument below. 10

To devise an arbitrary differentiable regression model, we
use ρ3 (see Figure 2) and the guiding example. The main
insight is to take the rectangle [1 − ǫ, 1 + ǫ][0, 2] with (a

9It is well-known that differentiability does not imply Lipschitz
continuity. Hence, we consider the two cases separately.

10The actual construction of the regression model becomes
somewhat more cumbersome, and so we just give the rationale for
constructing the model.

very small) ǫ > 0. In this rectangle, we replace the function
by polunomials on x1 with the same value on {1}[0, 2], on
{1 − ǫ}[0, 2] and on {1 + ǫ}[0, 2] (the dependence on x2

remains unchanged, we still have a polynomial on x1 for
x2 ∈ [0, 1], another one for x2 = 2 and the polynomial
for x2 ∈ [1, 2] is given by 2 − x2 times the former plus
x2 − 1 times the latter like for left and right sides) plus we
also fix the value of the n first derivatives on x1 for x1 ∈
{1− ǫ, 1+ ǫ}. As these are 3+2n (with n being the number
of times the counter-example will be derivable) constraints,
it is possible with infinitly many 3 + 2n degree polynomials
(exactly one of them will be degree 2 + 2n or less but it
is not necessarly the one that interest us) so we can do it
for every n. Now in these infinitly many polynomials, we
pick the one with the same average value on the rectangle
of the original function, we can do it because we only fixed
part of relative size 0 so in these polynomials there are every
average value in R (we can also fix the fact that ρ > 1 if
x1 > 1 and ρ < 1 if x1 < 1 with higher non-controlled
degree if necessary). The same can be done with the other
non-derivable line as the conditions are the same. Then we
have a new function with n-times derivability and lipschitz
that still have the same properties.

Given the above, this section proves the following result.

Proposition 9. There exist regression models, that are arbi-
trarily differentiable, for which each feature i is either irrele-
vant and its SHAP score is non-zero or the feature is relevant
and its SHAP score is zero.

Conclusions

SHAP scores find an ever-increasing range of uses in XAI.
However, recent work demonstrated that the exact computa-
tion of SHAP scores can yield thoroughly unsatisfactory re-
sults (Huang and Marques-Silva 2023), in the concrete case
of ML classifiers. Building on this earlier work, this paper
demonstrates that the limitations identified in the case of
ML classifiers can be reproduced in far more general set-
tings, that include regression models, but also regression
models that respect Lipschitz continuity. As a result, even for
ML models that respect Lipschitz continuity, and so respect
a well-known criterion for adversarial robustness, SHAP
scores are shown to be unsatisfactory.

The paper also argues that similar examples of regression
models that yield unsatisfactory results can be obtained for
C∞ functions. In light of earlier results, but also the new
results demonstrated in this paper, for the most widely used
ML models there exist examples for which computed SHAP
scores will be entirely unsatisfactory. This further justifies
alternative measures of feature importance (Biradar et al.
2024). Finally, recent work have outline mechanisms for cor-
recting SHAP scores as well as relating them with other al-
ternatives (Letoffe, Huang, and Marques-Silva 2024; Letoffe
et al. 2024).
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
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Supplemental Materials

Proofs for Propositions in Classification – Boolean Domains

Proposition 1. For any n ≥ 3, there exist boolean functions defined on n variables, and at least one sample, which exhibit an
issue I1, i.e. there exists an irrelevant feature i ∈ F , such that ScE(i) 6= 0.

Proof. Let M be a classifier defined on the feature set F and characterized by the function defined as follows:

κ(x1..m, xn) :=

{

κ1(x1..m) ∨ f(x1..m) if xn = 0

κ1(x1..m) if xn = 1
(15)

The non-constant sub-functions κ1 and f are defined on the feature set F \ {n}, and satisfy the following conditions:

1. κ1 6= κ1 ∨ f and κ1 ∧ f = 0.
2. Both κ1 and κ1 ∨ f predict a specific point v1..m to 0.
3. The set of CXps for both κ1 and κ1 ∨ f with respect to the point v1..m are identical.

Choose this specific m-dimensional point v1..m and extend it with vn = 1. This means κ0(v) = κ1(v) = 0, and therefore
κ(v) = 0. For any S ⊆ F \ {n}, we have

∆n(S; E , υe) =
1

2
· (E[κ1|xS = vS ]−E[(κ1 ∨ f)|xS = vS ])

=
1

2
· (E[κ1|xS = vS ]−E[κ1|xS = vS ]−E[f |xS = vS ])

=
1

2
· (−E[f |xS = vS ]),

(16)

we can infer that −E[f |xS = vS ] < 0 for some S, which implies ScE(n) < 0.

To prove that feature n is irrelevant, we assume the contrary that feature n is relevant, and X , where n ∈ X , is an AXp of the
point v. Based on the definition of AXp, we only include points x for which κ1(x) = 0 holds. As κ1 and κ1 ∨ f share the same
set of CXps, they have the same set of AXps. This means X \ {n} will not include any points x such that either κ1(x) 6= 0
or (κ1 ∨ f)(x) 6= 0 holds. This means X \ {n} remains an AXp of the point v, leading to a contradiction. Thus, feature n is
irrelevant.

Proposition 2. For any odd n ≥ 3, there exist boolean functions defined on n variables, and at least one sample, which exhibits
an issue I3, i.e. there exists a relevant feature i ∈ F , such that ScE(i) = 0.

Proof. Let M be a classifier defined on the feature set F and characterized by the function defined as follows:

κ(x1..m,xm+1..2m, xn) :=

{

κ0(x1..m) if xn = 0

κ1(xm+1..2m) if xn = 1
(17)

The non-constant sub-functions κ0 and κ1 are defined on the feature sets F0 = {1, . . . ,m} and F1 = {m + 1, . . . , 2m},
respectively. It is important to note that κ0 is independent of κ1 as F0 and F1 are disjoint. Moreover, κ0 and κ1 are identical up
to isomorphism. (For simplicity, we assume that feature i corresponds to feature m+ i for all i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}.)

Choose a n-dimensional point v such that: 1) vn = 1, 2) vi = vm+i for any 1 ≤ i ≤ m, and 3) κ0(v) = κ1(v) = 1. This
means κ(v) = 1. For any S ⊂ F \ {n} such that S 6= ∅, let {S0,S1} be a partition of S such that S0 ⊆ F0 and S1 ⊆ F1, then

∆n(S; E , υe) =
1

2
· (E[κ1|xS1

= vS1
]−E[κ0|xS0

= vS0
]). (18)

For any {S0,S1}, we can construct a unique new partition {S ′
0,S

′
1} by replacing any i ∈ S0 with m + i and any m+ i ∈ S1

with i. Let S ′ = S ′
0 ∪ S ′

1, then we have

∆n(S
′; E , υe) =

1

2
· (E[κ1|xS′

0
= vS′

0
]−E[κ0|xS′

1
= vS′

1
]). (19)

Besides, we have E[κ1|xS1
= vS1

] = E[κ0|xS′

1
= vS′

1
] and E[κ0|xS0

= vS0
] = E[κ1|xS′

0
= vS′

0
], which means

∆n(S; E , υe) = −∆n(S
′; E , υe), (20)

note that ς(S) = ς(S ′). Hence, for any S ⊂ F \ {n} such that S 6= ∅, there is a unique S ′ that can cancel its effect. Besides, if
S = ∅ or S = F \ {n}, then we have ∆n(S; E , υe) = 0. We can derive that ScE(n) = 0. However, n is a relevant feature. To
prove this, it is evident that F \F0 represents a weak AXp. Moreover, F \ (F0 ∪ {n}) is not a weak AXp because allowing xn

to take the value 0 will include points x such that κ0(x) 6= 1. Hence, there are AXps containing feature n.

Proposition 3. For any even n ≥ 4, there exist boolean functions defined on n variables, and at least one sample, which
exhibits an issue I4, i.e. there exists an irrelevant feature i1 ∈ F , such that ScE(i1) 6= 0, and a relevant feature i2 ∈ F \ {i1},
such that ScE(i2) = 0.



Proof. Let M be a classifier defined on the feature set F and characterized by the function defined as follows:

κ(x1..m,xm+1..2m, xn−1, xn) :=







κ00(x1..m) if xn = 0 ∧ xn−1 = 0

κ01(xm+1..2m) if xn = 0 ∧ xn−1 = 1

κ0(x1..2m,xn−1
) ∨ f(x1..2m) if xn = 1

(21)

The non-constant sub-functions κ00, κ01 and f are defined on the feature sets F0 = {1, . . . ,m}, F1 = {m + 1, . . . , 2m},
and F \ {n − 1, n}, respectively. It is worth noting that κ00 is independent of κ01 as F0 and F1 are disjoint. Also note that
κ1 = κ0 ∨ f . Moreover, κ00, κ01 and f satisfy the following conditions:
1. κ00 and κ01 are identical up to isomorphism. (For simplicity, we assume that feature i corresponds to feature m + i for all

i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}.)
2. κ0 6= κ0 ∨ f , κ00 ∧ f = 0 and κ01 ∧ f = 0.
3. Both κ0 and κ0 ∨ f predict a specific point v1..n−1 to 1, where vn−1 = 1, and vi = vm+i for any 1 ≤ i ≤ m.
4. The set of CXps for κ0 and κ0 ∨ f with respect to the point v1..n−1 are identical.
Choose this specific n − 1-dimensional point v1..n−1 and extend it with vn = 1, then κ0(v) = κ1(v) = 1 and κ(v) = 1. For
any S ⊆ F \ {n}, we have

∆n(S; E , υe) =
1

2
· (E[(κ0 ∨ f)|xS = vS ]−E[κ0|xS = vS ])

=
1

2
· (E[f |xS = vS ]),

(22)

which implies ScE(n) > 0. As κ0 and κ0 ∨ f share the same set of CXps, they have the same set of AXps. By applying similar
reasoning as presented in the proof of Proposition 1, we can conclude that feature n is irrelevant. For any S ⊂ F \ {n− 1, n}
such that S 6= ∅, we have

∆n−1(S; E , υe) =
1

2
· (

1

2
· (E[κ01|xS = vS ]−E[κ00|xS = vS ]) +

1

2
· (E[κ11|xS = vS ]−E[κ10|xS = vS ]))

=
1

2
· (E[κ01|xS = vS ]−E[κ00|xS = vS ]),

(23)

besides, we have

∆n−1(S ∪ {n}; E , υe) =
1

2
· (E[κ11|xS = vS ]−E[κ10|xS = vS ])

=
1

2
· (E[κ01|xS = vS ]−E[κ00|xS = vS ]),

(24)

also note that ∆n−1(S; E , υe) = 0 when S = ∅ or S = F \ {n − 1}. By applying the same reasoning as presented in the
proof of Proposition 2, for any S, there is a unique S ′ such that |S| = |S ′| to cancel the effect of S. Thus, we can conclude that
ScE(n− 1) = 0 but feature n− 1 is relevant.

Proposition 4. For any n ≥ 4, there exists boolean functions defined on n variables, and at least one sample, which exhibits
an issue I5, i.e. there exists an irrelevant feature i ∈ F , such that |ScE(i)| = max{|ScE(j)| | j ∈ F}.

Proof. Let M be a classifier defined on the feature set F and characterized by the function defined as follows:

κ(x1..m, xn) :=

{

0 if xn = 0
κ1(x1..m) if xn = 1

(25)

Its sub-function κ1 is a non-constant function defined on the feature set F \ {n}, and satisfies the following conditions:
1. κ1 predicts a specific point v1..m to 0.
2. For any point x1..m such that ||x1..m − v1..m||0 = 1, we have κ1(x1..m) = 1.
3. κ1 predicts all the other points to 0.
For example, κ1 can be the function

∑m
i=1 ¬xi = 1, which predicts the point 11..m to 0 and all points around this point with a

Hamming distance of 1 to 1.
Select this specific m-dimensional point v1..m such that κ1(v1..m) = 0. Extend v1..m with vn = 1, we have κ(v) = 0. To

prove that the feature n is irrelevant, we assume the contrary that the feature n is relevant, and X , where n ∈ X , is an AXp of
the point v. Based on the definition of AXp, we only include points x for which κ1(x) = 0 holds. However, as κ0 = 0, X \{n}
will not include any points x such that either κ0(x) 6= 0 or κ1(x) 6= 0 holds. This means X \ {n} remains an AXp of the point
v, leading to a contradiction. Thus, feature n is irrelevant. In addition, for κ1 and any S ⊆ F \ {n}, we have

E[κ1|xS = vS ] =
m− |S|

2m−|S|
. (26)

For feature n and an arbitrary S ⊆ F , we have

∆n(S; E , υe) =
1

2
·
m− |S|

2m−|S|
, (27)



this means ScE(n) > 0. Besides, the unique minimal value of ∆n(S; E , υe) is 0 when S = F \ {n}.

We now focus on a feature j 6= n. Consider an arbitrary S ⊆ F \ {j, n}, we have

∆j(S ∪ {n}; E , υe) =
m− |S| − 1

2m−|S|−1
−

m− |S|

2m−|S|

=
m− |S| − 2

2m−|S|
.

(28)

In this case, ∆j(S∪{n}; E , υe) = − 1
2 if |S| = m−1, which is its unique minimal value. ∆j(S∪{n}; E , υe) = 0 if |S| = m−2,

and ∆j(S ∪ {n}; E , υe) > 0 if |S| < m− 2. Besides, we have

∆j(S; E , υe) =
1

2
·
m− |S| − 2

2m−|S|
. (29)

In this case, ∆j(S; E , υe) = − 1
4 if |S| = m − 1, which is its unique minimal value. ∆j(S; E , υe) = 0 if |S| = m − 2, and

∆j(S; E , υe) > 0 if |S| < m− 2.

Next, we prove |ScE(n)| > |ScE(j)| by showing ScE(n) + ScE(j) > 0 and ScE(n) − ScE(j) > 0. Note that ScE(n) > 0.
Additionally, ∆j(S ∪ {n}; E , υe) < 0 and ∆j(S; E , υe) < 0 only when |S| = m− 1. Compute the SHAP score for feature n:

ScE(n) =
∑

S⊆F\{n}

|S|!(m− |S|)!

(m+ 1)!
·∆n(S; E , υe)

=
∑

S⊆F\{n}

|S|!(m− |S|)!

(m+ 1)!
·
1

2
·
m− |S|

2m−|S|

=
1

2
·

1

m+ 1
·

∑

S⊆F\{n}

|S|!(m − |S|)!

m!
·
m− |S|

2m−|S|

=
1

2
·

1

m+ 1
·

∑

0≤|S|≤m

|S|!(m− |S|)!

m!
·

m!

|S|!(m − |S|)!
·
m− |S|

2m−|S|

=
1

2
·

1

m+ 1
·

m
∑

k=1

k

2k

=
1

2
·

1

m+ 1
·
2m+1 −m− 2

2m

=
1

m+ 1
·
2m+1 −m− 2

2m+1
.

(30)

Now we focus on a feature j 6= n. Consider the subset S = F \ {j, n} where |S| = m− 1, we have

|S ∪ {n}|!(m− |S ∪ {n}|)!

(m+ 1)!
·
m− |S| − 2

2m−|S|

= −
1

2
·

1

m+ 1
,

(31)

moreover, we have

|S|!(m − |S|)!

(m+ 1)!
·
1

2
·
m− |S| − 2

2m−|S|

= −
1

4
·

1

m(m+ 1)
.

(32)

The sum of these three values is

1

m+ 1
·
2m+1 −m− 2

2m+1
−

1

2
·

1

m+ 1
−

1

4
·

1

m(m+ 1)

=
1

m+ 1
·

(

(2m+1 −m− 2)m

m2m+1
−

m2m

m2m+1
−

2m−1

m2m+1

)

=
1

m(m+ 1)2m+1
·

(

(m−
1

2
)2m −m2 − 2m

)

,

(33)

since m ≥ 3, the sum of these three values is always greater than 0. Thus, we can conclude that ScE(n) + ScE(j) > 0.

To show ScE(n) − ScE(j) > 0, we focus on all S ⊆ F \ {n} where |S| < m − 2. This is because, as previously stated,



∆j(S ∪ {n}; E , υe) ≤ 0 and ∆j(S; E , υe) ≤ 0 if |S| ≥ m− 2.

Moreover, for all S ⊆ F \ {n} where |S| = k and 0 < k ≤ m− 3, we compute the following three quantities:

Q1 :=
∑

S⊆F\{n},|S|=k

∆n(S; E , υe),

Q2 :=
∑

S⊆F\{j,n},|S|=k−1

∆j(S ∪ {n}; E , υe),

Q3 :=
∑

S⊆F\{j,n},|S|=k

∆j(S; E , υe),

(34)

and show that Q1 −Q2 −Q3 > 0. Note that Q1, Q2 and Q3 share the same coefficient
k!(n−k−1)!

n! . For feature n, we pick all
possible S ⊆ F \ {n} where |S| = k, which implies |S ∪ {n}| = k + 1, then

Q1 =

(

m

|S|

)

·
1

2
·
m− |S|

2m−|S|
=

(

m

k

)

·
1

2
·
m− k

2m−k
. (35)

For a feature j 6= n. We pick all possible S ⊆ F \ {j, n} where |S| = k − 1, which implies |S ∪ {j, n}| = k + 1, then

Q2 =

(

m− 1

|S|

)

·
m− |S| − 2

2m−|S|
=

(

m− 1

k − 1

)

·
1

2
·
m− k − 1

2m−k
. (36)

We pick all possible S ⊆ F \ {j, n} where |S| = k, which implies |S ∪ {j}| = k + 1, then

Q3 =

(

m− 1

|S|

)

·
1

2
·
m− |S| − 2

2m−|S|
=

(

m− 1

k

)

·
1

2
·
m− k − 2

2m−k
. (37)

Then we compute Q1 −Q2 −Q3:
(

m

k

)

·
1

2
·
m− k

2m−k
−

(

m− 1

k − 1

)

·
1

2
·
m− k − 1

2m−k
−

(

m− 1

k

)

·
1

2
·
m− k − 2

2m−k

=
1

2
·

1

2m−k

[(

m

k

)

(m− k)−

(

m− 1

k − 1

)

(m− k − 1)−

(

m− 1

k

)

(m− k − 2)

]

=
1

2
·

1

2m−k

[(

m− 1

k − 1

)

+ 2

(

m− 1

k

)]

,

(38)

this means that ScE(n)− ScE(j) > 0. Hence, we can conclude that |ScE(n)| > |ScE(j)|.

Proposition 5. For any n ≥ 4, there exist functions defined on n variables, and at least one sample, which exhibits an issue I6,
i.e. there exists an irrelevant feature i1 ∈ F , and a relevant feature i2 ∈ F \ {i1}, such that ScE(i1)× ScE(i2) > 0.

Proof. Let M be a classifier defined on the feature set F and characterized by the function defined as follows:

κ(x1..m, xn−1, xn) :=















κ′(x1..m) if xn = 0 ∧ xn−1 = 0

κ′(x1..m) ∨ f(x1..m) if xn = 0 ∧ xn−1 = 1

κ′(x1..m) ∨ g(x1..m) if xn = 1 ∧ xn−1 = 0

κ′(x1..m) ∨ f(x1..m) ∨ g(x1..m) if xn = 1 ∧ xn−1 = 1

(39)

The non-constant sub-functions κ′, f and g are defined on the feature set F \ {n}. Moreover, κ′, f and g satisfy the following
conditions:

1. κ0 6= κ1, κ′ ∧ f = 0, κ′ ∧ g = 0 and f ∧ g = 0.
2. f predicts a specific point v1..m to 1.
3. κ′ and g predict this specific point v1..m to 0.
4. The set of CXps for κ0 and κ1 with respect to the point v1..n−1 = (v1, . . . , vm, 1) are identical.

Choose the specific m-dimensional point v1..m that f predicts to 1, and extend it with vn−1 = vn = 1, we have κ00(v) =
κ10(v) = 0 and κ01(v) = κ11(v) = 1, which means κ(v) = 1. As κ0 and κ1 share the same set of CXps, they have the
same set of AXps. By applying similar reasoning as presented in the proof of Proposition 1, we can conclude that feature n
is irrelevant. To prove that feature n − 1 is relevant, we assume the contrary that n − 1 is irrelevant. In this case, we can flip
the value vn−1 from 1 to 0 and pick the point v′ = (v1, . . . , vm, 0, 1) which predicted to 0 by the function κ10. This means
κ(v′) = 0 , leading to a contradiction. Thus, feature n− 1 is relevant.



Next, we analyse the SHAP scores of these two features. For feature n, consider an arbitrary S ⊆ F \ {n− 1, n}, we have

∆n(S; E , υe) =
1

2
· (
1

2
· (E[κ10|xS = vS ]−E[κ00|xS = vS ]) +

1

2
· (E[κ11|xS = vS ]−E[κ01|xS = vS ]))

=
1

2
·E[g|xS = vS ],

(40)

moreover, we have

∆n(S ∪ {n− 1}; E , υe) =
1

2
· (E[κ11|xS = vS ]−E[κ01|xS = vS ])

=
1

2
· E[g|xS = vS ].

(41)

For feature n− 1, consider an arbitrary S ⊆ F \ {n− 1, n}, we have

∆n−1(S; E , υe) =
1

2
· (

1

2
· (E[κ01|xS = vS ]−E[κ00|xS = vS ]) +

1

2
· (E[κ11|xS = vS ]−E[κ10|xS = vS ]))

=
1

2
· E[f |xS = vS ],

(42)

and we have

∆n−1(S ∪ {n}; E , υe) =
1

2
· (E[κ11|xS = vS ]−E[κ10|xS = vS ])

=
1

2
· E[f |xS = vS ].

(43)

Clearly, by adjusting the sub-functions f and g, we are able to change the magnitude of the SHAP scores of both features.
Importantly, in all cases, their SHAP scores have the same sign.

Proposition 6. For boolean classifiers, if E = (M, (v, c)) exhibits an identified issue (I1 to I6), so does E ′ = (M′, (v,¬c)),
where M′ is the negated classifier of M.

Proof. Let κ′ be the classification function of M′, i.e. κ = ¬κ′. Note that υe(S; E) = E[κ|xS = vS ] and υe(S; E ′) =
E[κ′|xS = vS ]. Evidently, E[κ|xS = vS ] = 1 − E[κ′|xS = vS ] for any S, which means ∆i(S; E , υe) = −∆i(S; E ′, υe).
Let ScE(i; E ′, υe) be the SHAP score of feature i in E ′, then we have ScE(i; E , υe) = −ScE(i; E ′, υe), which means that
|ScE(i; E , υe)| = |ScE(i; E

′, υe)|. Hence, any issue (I1 to I6) that occurs in E will also occur in E ′.

Calculations and Proofs for Regression Problems

Expected values of ρ2:

1. S = ∅:

E[ρ2(x) |xS = vS ] =

= 1/4

∫ 3/2

−1/2

∫ 3/2

−1/2

ρ2(x1, x2)dx1dx2

= 1/4

[

∫ 3/2

−1/2

∫ 3/2

1/2

x1dx1dx2 +

∫ 1/2

−1/2

∫ 1/2

−1/2

(x2 − 2)dx1dx2 +

∫ 3/2

1/2

∫ 1/2

−1/2

(x2 + 1)dx1dx2

]

= 1/4

[

2

∫ 3/2

1/2

x1dx1 +

∫ 1/2

−1/2

(x2 − 2)dx2 +

∫ 3/2

1/2

(x2 + 1)dx2

]

= 1/4

[

2

[

x
2

1/2

]3/2

1/2

+

[

(x2

2/2 − 2x2)

]1/2

−1/2

+

[

(x2

2/2 + x2)

]3/2

1/2

]

= 1/4 [2(9/8 − 1/8) + (1/8 − 1/8 − 21/2 − 21/2) + (9/8 − 1/8 + 12/8 − 4/8)]

= 1/2

2. S = {1}:

E[ρ2(x) |xS = vS ] = 1/2

∫ 3/2

−1/2

ρ2(1, x2)dx2 = 1/2

[

∫ 3/2

−1/2

1dx2

]

= 1

3. S = {2}:



E[ρ2(x) |xS = vS ] =

= 1/2

∫ 3/2

−1/2

ρ2(x1, x2)dx1

= 1/2

[

∫ 3/2

1/2

x1dx1 +

∫ 1/2

−1/2

2dx1

]

= 1/2

[

[

x
2

1/2

]3/2

1/2

+ 2

[

x1

]1/2

−1/2

]

= 1/2 [9/8 − 1/8 + 2]

= 3/2

4. S = {1, 2}:

E[ρ2(x) |xS = vS ] = ρ2(1, 1) = 1

Proof regarding ρ3:

Proposition 10. ρ3 (see Figure 2) is Lipschitz-continuous.

Proof. (Sketch) ρ3 is composed of continuously glued 1-degree 1 polynomials. It is well known that 1-degree 1 polynomials
are Lipschitz-continuous (the exact constant depends on the distance used on R

2) and that gluing several Lipschitz-continuous
functions is still a Lipschitz-continuous function (and the constant is the maximum of the constants of the glued functions).
(Obs: computing the actual constants does not provide relevant insights, and is considerably laborious.


