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Abstract

The rationale behind a deep learning model’s output is of-
ten difficult to understand by humans. EXplainable AI (XAI)
aims at solving this by developing methods that improve in-
terpretability and explainability of machine learning models.
Reliable evaluation metrics are needed to assess and com-
pare different XAI methods. We propose a novel evaluation
approach for benchmarking state-of-the-art XAI attribution
methods. Our proposal consists of a synthetic classification
model accompanied by its derived ground truth explana-
tions allowing high precision representation of input nodes
contributions. We also propose new high-fidelity metrics to
quantify the difference between explanations of the inves-
tigated XAI method and those derived from the synthetic
model. Our metrics allow assessment of explanations in
terms of precision and recall separately. In addition, we pro-
pose metrics to independently evaluate negative or positive
contributions of input nodes. To summarise, our proposal
provides deeper insights into XAI methods output. We inves-
tigate our proposal by constructing a synthetic convolutional
image classification model and benchmarking several widely
used XAI attribution methods using our evaluation approach.
Moreover, we compare our results with established prior XAI
evaluation metrics. By deriving the ground truth directly
from the constructed model in our method, we ensure the
absence of bias, e.g., subjective either based on the training
set. Our experimental results provide novel insights into
the performance of Guided-Backprop and Smoothgrad XAI
methods that are widely in use. Both have good precision
and recall scores among positively contributing pixels (0.7,
0.76 and 0.7, 0.77, respectively), but poor precision scores
among negatively contributing pixels (0.44, 0.61 and 0.47,
0.75, respectively). The recall scores in the latter case re-
main close. In addition, we show that our metrics are among
the fastest in terms of execution time.

1. Introduction
Deep learning, a form of machine learning that uses multi-

layered neural networks, has shown groundbreaking results

in a variety of fields such as speech recognition, object recog-
nition, genomics, and drug discovery [17]. Deep models are
often black boxes, and consequently, the rationale behind
their output is frequently difficult to understand. When AI
systems make crucial decisions, for example, ones that affect
people’s lives, it is imperative that all decisions are explain-
able. To increase the trust that people have in deep models
and to improve their accuracy, AI systems should allow hu-
mans to understand the rationale behind a deep network’s
output. Therefore, EU policymakers demand that AI systems
must have the ability to explain their decisions [9].

EXplainable Artificial Intelligence (XAI) is a research
field that aims at gaining explanations of the internal
decision-making process of deep models. However, ex-
planations generated by XAI methods can be misleading
and incorrect. It has, for example, been shown in [1] that
some XAI methods are independent of both the training
data and explained model. Therefore, reliable evaluation
metrics are needed to assess and compare different XAI
methods. The latter is not straightforward since a learned
model may contain quirks that cause unexpected behavior.
After all, one of the purposes of XAI methods is to dis-
cover such oddities. For example, an image object clas-
sifier would ideally base its decision only on the pixels
that constitute the classified object, but it may have learned
to recognize objects by using only parts of it or even the
object’s background. Ground truth (GT) explanations of
trained deep models can therefore be hard to obtain. We
propose to alleviate this problem by manually constructing
a convolutional image classifier model of which we argue
ground truth explanations can be inferred. Furthermore, we
propose a set of evaluation metrics that compare GT ex-
planations with those of the XAI evaluated methods. Our
implementation is available at https://github.com/
rbrandt1/Precise-Benchmarking-of-XAI.

The main contributions of this paper are as follows:

• novel evaluation approach for XAI attribution methods;

• a metric suite to quantify the difference between ground
truth and XAI method explanations with high fidelity;

• novel metrics to quantify the fidelity of explanations in
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terms of precision and recall separately, and additional
metrics to evaluate negative or positive contributions
of input nodes independently, and gain deeper insights
into XAI methods output;

• careful evaluation of several widely used XAI methods
using our evaluation approach, as well as comparison
to established prior metrics that measure the fidelity of
explanations.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Sec-
tion 2 introduces prior explanation fidelity metrics. In Sec-
tion 3, we propose our evaluation approach for XAI methods.
We present the results of the evaluation of several widely
used XAI methods in Section 5 and discuss these in Section 6.
Our experimental setup is detailed in Section 4. Concluding
remarks are made in Section 7.

2. Related Work on XAI Attribution Metrics
The sensitivity of an explanation may denote the gradient

of the explanation with respect to the input [∇xΦ(f(x))]j =

limϵ→0
Φ(f(x+ϵej))−Φ(f(x))

ϵ [36]. Max-Sensitivity [36]
is a variation of the Sensitivity metric. Given an in-
put x, a model f , a neighbourhood radius r and an ex-
plainer Φ, this metric is defined as SENSMAX(Φ, f, x, r) =
max||y−x||≤r ||Φ(f, y)−Φ(f, x)||. This equation is used to
compute the maximum absolute difference between the two
outputs of two slightly different inputs. The second input
variation is obtained by adding some noise to the regular
input. If this metric scores low, it implies that a small change
in the input does not affect the explanation significantly.

Infidelity [36] is similar to the sensitivity metric, but
instead of adding noise to the input, a large change is per-
formed. A large change to the input should change the output
of the model significantly. The infidelity metric is defined
as INFD(Φ, f, x) = EI∼ µi

[(
ITΦ(f, x) − (f(x) − f(x −

I))
)2]

, where f is a model, Φ is an explanation function, x
an input, I is the permutation.

Insertion [24] measures the probability change of classi-
fication as important pixels are gradually added to an input
image. Deletion [8, 23, 2, 33], measures the decrease in the
probability of a class as important pixels from the heatmap
are gradually removed from the image. Insertion and Dele-
tion are inspired by the notion that adding noise inside of the
irrelevant regions should not affect model’s prediction. A
variation of Deletion, the remove and retrain (ROAR) metric,
ensures the test and train data are of the same distribution by
retraining after deletion [12].

Cosine Similarity is used to measure the similarity be-
tween an explanation and ground truth in [10]. The metric
has range [0, 1], where 1 is the best score.

F1-score [10] can be used to measure the similarity be-
tween an explanation and ground truth. It has range [0, 1],

where 1 is the best possible score.
Intersection over union (IoU) is used to measure the simi-

larity between an explanation and ground truth in [21]. It is
defined as the number of pixels in the explanation that are
truly relevant according to the ground truth divided by size
of the union of ground truth and explanation pixels. Its range
is [0, 1], where 1 is best.

Pointing Game [38] is defined as #hits
#hits+#misses , where

#hits is the number of explanations of which the maximum
attribution value lies inside a binary GT explanation, and
#misses the number of explanations where this is not the
case. Its range is [0, 1], where 1 is best.

Energy-Based Pointing Game [34], also referred to as The
Relevance Mass Accuracy [5] of an explanation is a variation
of the pointing game that uses the weights of the explanation
to calculate a more accurate score. The metric is defined as

ebpg(E,GT ) =

∑
p∈GT ̸=0 E(p)∑

p∈GT ̸=0 E(p) +
∑

p∈GT=0 E(p)
.

The Relevance Rank Accuracy [5] of an explanation with
respect to a ground truth relevance mask is calculated as the
number of pixels in the explanation that are among the top K
pixels with the highest relevance that lie within the ground
truth relevance mask, divided by K. K is the number of
pixels in the ground truth relevance mask.

3. The Proposed Method
We construct a convolutional image classification model

that, we argue, can provide reliable ground truth (GT) expla-
nations. Furthermore, we propose a metric suite to quantify
the difference between GT and XAI method explanations.

Our approach is to some degree similar to that of [5], [21],
[10], [18], [14], [13], [31], and [39]. These works also use
(synthetic data and) ground truth to evaluate the performance
of XAI methods. However, our approach differs from many
of these priors in the way in which the explained model is
obtained. Many models in these works are obtained through
training. Using training allows the complexity of the ex-
plained trained deep models to be more similar to that of
typical real-world deep models than our model. However, it
has important disadvantages. A common approach is to train
a (e.g. concept classification) model on a dataset that has
concept segmentations available. The concept segmentations
are used as GT explanations. Concept segmentations might
be inaccurate ‘GT’ explanations as they likely do not depict
the difference in discriminating power of different parts (e.g.
an animal classifier may pay more attention to a face than
a tail), and the trained model may over-fit on quirks in the
training set (e.g., pay attention to the background of objects)
which is not reflected by such ‘GT’ explanations. (Some of)
the authors use specially constructed synthetic datasets in an
attempt to prevent this from happening. We argue that the
construction of a specially crafted training set to combat the
above issues, if at all possible, is more complicated than the



manual adjustment of the model weights. Therefore, our ap-
proach circumvents this problem by carefully constructing a
GT model manually rather than obtaining it through training,
and by deriving corresponding ground truth explanations
from it. The output classes in this dataset are defined by the
presence or absence of specific combinations of concepts,
just like real-world semantic concepts.

Note that [14], [13] and [39] also construct classifiers
without learning from data (to obtain ground truth explana-
tions), but not CNNs. [10] also proposes a way to construct
(among others) an image classifier without learning from
data, but this classifier is linear while ours is non-linear.

Prior works compare XAI method explanations to ground-
truth explanations. In [21] XAI methods are evaluated with
intersection over union, [5] uses the Relevance Mass Ac-
curacy along with Relevance Rank Accuracy and [18] uses
infidelity, faithfulness, monotonocity, ROAR and distance
to Shapley values. The evaluation metrics used in [31] are
accuracy, recall, precision and ROC whereas [10] and [13]
use the cosine similarity and F1-score. Finally, [14] uses the
precision recall and F1-score as an evaluation metric.

Our completeness and compactness metrics are somewhat
similar to the conciseness, (energy-based) pointing game,
precision, recall, and MAE metrics. Our time metric com-
putes average runtimes of XAI methods similar to e.g., [24].

Prior metrics tend to require binary GT explanations.
Ours do not, which is beneficial to their precision. Oth-
ers that do not, e.g. mae, typically do not correct for an
imbalance between contributing and not contributing GT
pixels unlike ours. Our suite includes metrics that are specif-
ically designed for methods that do not highlight negatively
contributing pixels (with a negative value or at all). Also,
our metrics allow determining the fidelity of explanations
among specific kinds of GT pixels (e.g. negatively contribut-
ing) separately to allow for detailed analysis. Explanations
by XAI methods do not always fall in the [-1, 1] range. Our
evaluation approach is compatible with such methods as it
includes a normalization step.

3.1. Ground Truth Explanation Model

Without loss of generality, we demonstrate our approach
using a relatively simple model (Figure 1), for easy under-
standing and direct validation, breaking the vicious circle
of evaluation approaches being needed to evaluate other
evaluation approaches.

3.1.1 Convolutional Sub-Model

The convolutional sub-model classifies the concepts con-
tained in input images. Concepts are parts of RGB input
images with a size of 6 × 6 pixels. Concept examples can
be divided in four non-overlapping parts of 3 × 3 pixels.
These parts may contain, in each of their channels, one of

the concept parts illustrated in Figure 2a, or only zeros. Con-
cepts are defined based on the absence or presence of these
parts. All concept definitions follow a syntax that allows
for the manual construction of the Convolutional sub-model,
i.e., without learning from examples. We denote a concept

part (CP) CP ∈
11⋃

id=0

3⋃
pos=0

2⋃
ch=0

{cpid,pos,ch} ∪ {⊤}, where

id denotes concept part identifier as illustrated in Figure 2a
and b, pos denotes the position row-wise from top left to
bottom right, and ch denotes channel. Both, concept and
class definitions contain unary operators OP1 ∈ {¬¬,¬}
(note that ¬¬P ↔ P ), and binary operators OP2 ∈ {∨,∧}.

Concept definitions have syntax
(OP1︸︷︷︸

c

(CP OP2︸︷︷︸
a

CP ))OP2︸︷︷︸
e

(OP1︸︷︷︸
d

(CP OP2︸︷︷︸
b

CP )).

Concepts recognized by the convolutional sub-model are

0 : ((cp7,0,0 ∧ cp10,1,0)) ∨ ((cp4,2,0 ∧ cp1,3,0))
1 : ((cp6,0,0 ∧ cp9,1,0)) ∧ ((cp3,2,0 ∧ cp0,3,0))
2 : ((cp7,0,1 ∨ cp10,1,1)) ∧ ((cp4,2,2 ∧ cp1,3,2))
3 : ((cp8,0,1 ∧ cp11,1,1)) ∧ ((⊤ ∧⊤))
4 : ((cp8,0,1 ∨ cp11,1,1)) ∧ (¬(cp8,0,1 ∧ cp11,1,1))

(1)

Examples of concept 0 are shown in Figure 2c.
The convolutional sub-model consists of four 2D convolu-

tional layers. The first layer (i.e., Conv2D_0) detects concept
parts CP . Concept part detectors have weights as detailed
in Figure 2b. The filters have −1 bias. Each concept part
detector detects a concept part in a specific channel. Layer
Conv2D_1 computes part a and b of the concept definition
syntax. OP2∨ has input weights {1, 1} and bias 0. OP2∧
has input weights {1, 1} and bias −1. Conv2D_2 computes
part c and d. Each filter has one input node with non-zero
weight. OP1¬ has input weight −1 and bias 1. OP1¬¬
has input weight 1 and bias 0. Conv2D_3 computes part
e. Weights are set in the same way as those of Conv2D_1.
Except, the filter corresponding to concept 3 has a single
input node (with weight 1) and bias 0.

3.1.2 Dense Sub-Model

The dense sub-model classifies input examples based on the
concepts contained therein as determined by the convolu-
tional sub-model. Input examples have size 3× 3 concepts.
A class example belongs to a class when a combination of
concepts at specific positions are contained or not contained
in the input, as defined in a class definition. A concept at a

position is denoted C ∈
4⋃

id=0

8⋃
pos=0

{cid,pos} ∪ {⊤}. Classes

have syntax (OP1︸︷︷︸
c

(C OP2︸︷︷︸
a

C))OP2︸︷︷︸
e

(OP1︸︷︷︸
d

(C OP2︸︷︷︸
b

C)).



· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·
Input0 MaxPool2D0 Conv2D0 Conv2D1 Conv2D2 Conv2D3 Flatten0 Dense0 Dense1 Dense2
36,36,3 18,18,3 (2,2) 6,6,36 (3,3) 3,3,8 (2,2) 3,3,16 (1,1) 3,3,5 (1,1) 45 30 60 5

Concept part detectors a&b c&d e a&b c&d e

Figure 1: Our GT model. Examples of elements in previous layer that might influence an element in the next are marked blue.
Element ∗ of Conv2D1 might, e.g., compute part a of a concept definition, e.g., (cp8,0,0 ∧ cp11,1,0), and be activated because
detector for CP 8 at channel 0 and the one for CP 11 at channel 0 are active at position 0 and 1 respectively. Row 3: Layer
output (kernel/stride) size. Row 4: Layer computes this part of a concept/class definition. Conv2D and Dense use ReLU
activation clipped between 0 and 1, and bias. Valid padding is used.

0 1 2 3 4

5 6 7 8 9

0 1
2 1

10 11

0 1 2 3 4

5 6 7 8 9

-1 - 12 0 1 2
10 11

Figure 2: Concepts (three examples on the right) consist of
concept parts (left) that are detected with weights (middle).

Let id ∈ [0, 4] denote a concept. The recognized classes:

0 : ((cid,0 ∧ ⊤)) ∧ ((⊤ ∧⊤))
1 : ((cid,3 ∧ ⊤)) ∧ (⊤ ∧⊤)
2 : ((cid,1 ∧ cid,2)) ∧ ((⊤ ∧⊤))
3 : ((cid,1 ∨ cid,2)) ∧ (¬(cid,1 ∧ cid,2))
4 : (¬(cid,0 ∨ cid,1)) ∧ (¬(cid,2 ∨ cid,3)).

(2)

The dense sub-model consists of three dense layers. The
first (i.e., Dense_0) computes part a and b of the class syn-
tax. In general, OP2∨ has input weights {1, 1} and bias 0,
and OP2∧ has input weights {1, 1} and bias −1. However,
nodes corresponding to one of these terms where one of the
arguments is ⊤ have a single input with weight 1 and bias
0. Dense_1 computes part c and d. Each node has one input
node with non-zero weight. OP1¬ has input weight −1 and
bias 1. OP1¬¬ has input weight 1 and bias 0. Dense_2
computes part e, its weights are set like Dense_0 weights.

3.1.3 Ground Truth Explanations

Sets of pixel-channel elements (a RGB pixel consists of three
pixel-channel elements) that may belong to ground-truth
explanations include (1) Those that contribute positively (or
negatively) to the true class score, (2) Those that would
contribute positively (or negatively) to the true class score if
they were different, (3) Those that contribute positively (or
negatively) to one or more classes other than the true class,

and (4) those that would contribute positively (or negatively)
to one or more classes other than the true class if they were
different. Our ground truth explanations consist of pixels in
set 1 with respectively positive and negative values as these
are the pixels that influenced the predicted true class score.
This might contradict with the pixel-channel elements an
XAI method is designed to highlight or the way in which
contribution values are designed to be encoded.

We determine the influence of pixel-channel elements
on class scores from the last to the first layer. Both of the
OP1 operators and the OP2∧ operator feed full influence to
all of their input nodes which have non-zero weight. The
OP2 operator ∨ divides the influence between activated in-
put nodes that have non-zero weight. Note that classes and
concepts with an ‘OR’ in their definition use their weight
vectors to obtain invariance, a common characteristic of
trained ANNs. Concept part detectors have weights as de-
tailed in Figure 2b. Each concept part has in either the top or
bottom row [ 12 , 1,

1
2 ] with accompanying weights [1, 0,−1].

We expect an explanation of these rows of [ 12 , 0,−
1
2 ], except

adjusted for backtracked influence scores. Each concept part
has in either the left or right column [0; 0] with accompany-
ing weights [1;−1]. We expect an explanation of these rows
of [0; 0]. We added this noise in our approach to make our
ground truth model more similar to trained ANNs.

The influence score of a concept at a position is multi-
plied with its corresponding concept part detector weights to
obtain a pixel-channel element level ground truth explana-
tion. In case the concept contributes positively to the class
score, the explanation is multiplied element wise with the
corresponding pixels in the input. In case the concept con-
tributes negatively to the class score, the original explained
value is multiplied by (1 - the input value).

Ground truth and XAI method explanations are
individually normalized between -1 and 1. To
find the normalized pixel intensity of image I
at position p, we compute normalize(I, p) =
I(p)/(max(abs(min(I)), abs(max(I)))).



Ground truth explanations are three-dimensional. Some
XAI methods provide a value per (u, v) coordinate rather
than per (u, v, w) coordinate. To make our ground truth
explanations compatible with these methods, 2D ground
truth explanations are generated. These are equal to 3D
variants, except they are converted to 2D by taking the value
that is furthest from 0 (positive or negative) over channels.
3D ground truth explanations have the same number of non-
zero valued pixel-channel elements as their 2D version and
2× width× height additional zero-valued elements.

3.1.4 Construction of Evaluation Data Set

Five models and corresponding test sets were constructed to
avoid examples belonging to multiple classes simultaneously.
Each model has a different concept id ∈ [0, 4] (Equation 2).
The models each have binary cross-entropy loss 0.0000. Six-
teen (16) examples were constructed for each class. To
construct an example of a class, by its definition required
concepts are inserted and other concepts are inserted ran-
domly while ensuring the example is an example of a single
class. Class definitions stating that concepts containing ∨
statements may not be present have ambiguity regarding
their ground truth explanation. The test sets therefore do not
contain instances of class 3 and 4 with concepts 0, 2, and 4.

At most one concept is present at a (x,y) coordinate as it
would otherwise be ambiguous whether a 2D explanation
correctly highlighted an influential concept, or mistakenly
highlighted an uninfluential concept at the same coordinate.

Let Rn, n ∈ [0, 1] be a random variable following the
discrete uniform distribution over the set {0,1}. To deter-
mine to what extent XAI methods are able to cope with
the max-pooling layer, both input examples and ground
truth explanations are up-scaled with synchronized Rn:
upscaled(y ∗ 2 + R0, x ∗ 2 + R1, :) ← img(y, x, :) for
y ∈ [0, 18), x ∈ [0, 18).

3.2. Evaluation Metrics

To measure the accuracy of an explanation E of a pre-
diction made by our ground truth model, we compare the
explanation to ground truth explanation GT in terms of
Completeness, Compactness, and Correctness as detailed
below and illustrated in Figure 3. XAI methods may pro-
duce a separate explanation per concept. We denote the
(ground truth) explanation with respect to concept c ∈ C as
(GTc) Ec. In the following, image coordinate (u, v, w) or
(u, v) (depending on the dimensions of the explanation) is
denoted p. Explanations are assumed to be normalized (Sec-
tion 3.1.3). All of our metrics except Time have values range
[0, 1], where 1 is best. Time values are in [0,∞), where 0 is
the best value.

Explanation

GT

Metric Compactness Completeness
Metric Variant ! = > < ! = > <

Numerator

Denominator

Value 2
3

1
3

1
3

2
3

1
3

1
3

-1

1

Figure 3: Our metrics are computed by dividing the aggre-
gate sums of the top and bottom images. Completeness is
one minus the result.

3.2.1 Completeness

The completeness of an explanation cpl(E,GT, ̸=) de-
scribes the mean absolute error of an explanation among
pixels that actually influenced the true class score (posi-
tively or negatively). The sign of the (explained) influ-
ence of pixels is disregarded. For concept-level explana-
tions cpl(E,GT, ̸=)

def
= 1− 1

#C

∑
c∈C Ψ(Ec, GTc) and for

image-level explanations cpl(E,GT, ̸=)
def
= 1−Ψ(E,GT ),

where Ψ(E,GT )
def
={∑

p∈GT ̸=0 ||E(p)|−|GT (p)||
#(GT ̸=0) if #(GT ̸= 0) ̸= 0

0 else.

The completeness of an explanation cpl(E,GT,>)
(cpl(E,GT,<)) describes the mean absolute error of an
explanation among pixels that influenced the true class score
positively (or negatively). For concept-level explanations
cpl(E,GT, •) def

= 1− 1
#C

∑
c∈C Υ(Ec, GTc) and for image-

level explanations cpl(E,GT, •) def
= 1−Υ(E,GT ), where

• ∈ {<,>}, Υ(E,GT )
def
={∑

p∈GT•0 |E(p)−GT (p)|[0,1]
#(GT•0) if #(GT • 0) ̸= 0

0 else,

|x|[0,1] is the absolute value of x clipped between 0 and 1.

3.2.2 Compactness

The compactness of an explanation cpa(E,GT, ̸=) de-
scribes the degree to which the total attribution assigned
by a XAI method is made to pixels that actually influenced
the true class score. cpa(E,GT,>) (cpa(E,GT,<)) de-
scribes the compactness of an explanation among pixels that
do not contribute positively (negatively) to the true class.

cpa(E,GT, •) def
=

1

#C

∑
c∈C

Φ(Ec, GTc) (concept-level ex-

planations) or cpa(E,GT, •) def
= Φ(E,GT ) (image-level



explanations), where Φ(E,GT )
def
=

TPacc(E,GT )
TPacc(E,GT )+FPerr(E,GT ) if TPacc ̸= 0

1 if TPacc = FPerr = 0

0 else,
,

where TPacc(E,GT )
def
=∑

p∈(GT•0∧E•0)(1− f(E(p), GT (p), •)),

FPerr(E,GT )
def
=

∑
p∈(¬GT•0∧E•0) f(E(p), GT (p), •),

and f(e, gt, •) def
=

{
||e| − |gt|| if • is ̸=
|e− gt|[0,1] else

.

3.2.3 Correctness

Correctness aggregates compactness and complete-
ness into a single value, i.e. cor(E,GT, •) def

=
1
2 (cpl(E,GT, •) + cpa(E,GT, •)) . In order to get
a sense of the correctness of the explained influence
of pixel-channel elements, irrespective of whether
the sign of this influence was correctly explained we
define corns(E,GT )

def
= cor(E,GT, ̸=). To quantify

the correctness of the explained influence of pixel-
channel elements, taking into account whether the sign
of this influence was correctly explained we define
cors(E,GT )

def
= 1

2 (cor(E,GT,>) + cor(E,GT,<)) .

3.2.4 Time

We compute the average computation time of an XAI method
in milliseconds per explanation over the test set.

4. Experimental Setup
We assessed our evaluation metrics and compared them to

the metrics MuFidelity (MF)∗ [6], Deletion (Del)∗ and Inser-
tion (Ins)∗ [23], structural similarity index measure (SSIM)+

[11], Conciseness (CSN) [3], Cosine Similarity (COS) [10],
Relevance Rank Accuracy (RRA) [5], Mean absolute er-
ror (MAE)T , and energy-based pointing game (EBPG) [34]
(GT explanations were turned binary for EBPG and RRA).
Also, Intersection over union (IoU)T , Precision (PR)T , Re-
call (RE)T , and F1T [10] were included, in these cases GT
and XAI explanations were turned binary. To this end, the
XAI methods Deconvolution∗ and Occlusion∗ [37], Grad-
CAM∗ [26], Grad-CAM++∗ [7], Gradient Input∗ [4], Guided
Backprop∗ [29], Integrated Gradients∗ [30], Saliency∗ [27],
SmoothGrad∗ [28], SquareGrad∗ [12], VarGrad∗ [1], Rise∗

[23], KernelShap∗ [19], and Lime∗ [25] have been executed.
We use the implementation offered in the [35] library of all
XAI methods and metrics marked ∗. An implementation of
the metrics Average Stability, MeGe and ReCo is offered by
said library, but they were excluded as they do not measure

fidelity or assume the explained model is obtained through
training which our model is not. We use the skimage[32]
(skilearn[22]) implementation of metrics marked + (T ). We
normalized explanations (Sec. 3.1.3) and used [15].

To reduce the number of warnings raised during MuFi-
delity computation, and to prevent “not a number” output
of Cosine Similarity, the pixel at the origin of XAI method
explanations was set to 1e− 9 in all channels when the ex-
planation would be all zero otherwise. Be cautioned that
MuFidelity warnings were not completely removed. Rise
explanations seem offset/biased. The cause is not clear to us.

Our experiments used an Intel® Core™ i7-2600K CPU
@3.40GHz with 8GB ram. A NVIDIA GeForce RTX 2060
GPU was available to methods and metrics in marked cases.

5. Experimental Results
We present the assessment of widely used XAI methods

using our correctness metrics, as well as using widely used
prior metrics in Table 1. Prior metrics are shown above the
upper dividing white space, while our metrics are depicted
below it. Our metrics are also divided into two. The met-
rics above the dividing white space are intended for detailed
analysis, while Correctnessns and Correctnesss aggregate
these into single values. All values were obtained without
a GPU accessible. Our metric suite contains compactness
and completeness metrics that quantify the fidelity of expla-
nations in terms of precision (i.e., compactness), or recall
(i.e., completeness) separately. Also, it contains various ver-
sions of these metrics that evaluate XAI methods among
negatively or positively contributing input nodes only. The
average scores of these metrics are shown in Table 2. In
Table 1 and 2, mean±std values over 3 runs are given. For
all metrics except MSE, Del and Time higher values are bet-
ter. Explanation dimension is shown in brackets. Values
are shaded. Runtime columns denote the average runtime in
milliseconds to evaluate a single explanation with or without
GPU accessible. Computational times of metrics that consult
ground truth explanations do not include the time needed to
construct the GT model and generate GT explanations. Note
that run-time differences between run-times with and with-
out GPU accessible might be attributable to library version
differences rather than possible GPU usage.

To visualize explanations (Figure 4), 3D explanations
were converted to 2D. All explanations were normalized
(see Section 3.1.3) and thereafter colormapped.

6. Discussion
Figure 4 shows test set input images, ground truth and

XAI explanations. In row two, a concept that should be
present at a specific location is present in other locations
as well. All instances of this concept, irrespective of its
location, are highlighted by GradCAM(PP). The dense sub-
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Figure 4: Test set input images, ground truth and XAI method explanations.
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Del .18±0.0 .18±0.0 .16±0.0 .13±0.0 .16±0.0 .13±0.0 .13±0.0 .13±0.0 .13±0.0 .13±0.0 .16±0.0 .13±0.0 .17±0.0 .16±0.0 .05 2.37±0.1 2.28±0.07
Ins .83±0.01 .83±0.01 .88±0.0 .94±0.0 .88±0.0 .95±0.0 .92±0.01 .93±0.0 .93±0.0 .93±0.01 .88±0.0 .94±0.0 .87±0.0 .88±0.01 .12 2.14±0.04 2.02±0.05
MF -.05±0.01-.04±0.01.01±0.02 .53±0.02 .7±0.02 .61±0.0 .76±0.01 .59±0.01 .66±0.01 .65±0.0 .01±0.01 .02±0.01 .0±0.01 .01±0.0 .81 30.28±0.13 21.69±0.16
COS .09±0.0 .09±0.0 .47±0.0 .61±0.0 .8±0.01 .69±0.0 .88±0.0 .77±0.0 .64±0.0 .62±0.0 .26±0.0 .08±0.0 .22±0.0 .21±0.0 .8 .04±0.04 .05±0.04
SSIM .4±0.01 .4±0.01 .87±0.0 .96±0.0 .98±0.0 .96±0.0 .98±0.0 .97±0.0 .96±0.0 .96±0.0 .83±0.0 .0±0.0 .41±0.0 .32±0.0 .98 .75±0.05 .88±0.04
CSN .54±0.01 .54±0.01 .99±0.0 .99±0.0 1.0±0.0 .99±0.0 1.0±0.0 .99±0.0 .99±0.0 .99±0.0 .96±0.0 .0±0.0 .08±0.0 .09±0.0 1.0 .02±0.03 0.04±0.05
F1 .03±0.0 .03±0.0 .55±0.01 .54±0.0 .76±0.01 .64±0.0 .85±0.01 .31±0.0 .3±0.01 .3±0.01 .19±0.0 .03±0.0 .02±0.0 .02±0.0 .83 1.37±0.05 1.56±0.05
MAE .22±0.0 .22±0.0 .01±0.0 .0±0.0 .0±0.0 .0±0.0 .0±0.0 .0±0.0 .0±0.0 .0±0.0 .03±0.0 .61±0.0 .17±0.0 .2±0.0 .6 .2±0.05 .23±0.05
IoU .02±0.0 .02±0.0 .42±0.0 .39±0.0 .72±0.01 .49±0.0 .82±0.01 .19±0.0 .18±0.0 .18±0.0 .11±0.0 .01±0.0 .01±0.0 .01±0.0 .81 1.27±0.06 1.45±0.04
EBPG.05±0.01 .05±0.01 .54±0.01 .44±0.0 .85±0.01 .57±0.0 .93±0.0 .53±0.0 .57±0.0 .51±0.01 .15±0.0 .02±0.0 .08±0.0 .06±0.0 .91 .07±0.05 .11±0.06
RRA .4±0.02 .4±0.02 .99±0.0 .96±0.0 1.0±0.0 1.0±0.0 1.0±0.0 .89±0.01 .89±0.01 .88±0.01 .5±0.02 .2±0.02 .34±0.01 .35±0.01 .8 .06±0.04 .08±0.05

cor!= .33±0.0 .33±0.0 .63±0.0 .59±0.0 .86±0.01 .64±0.0 .93±0.0 .69±0.0 .74±0.0 .71±0.01 .43±0.01 .34±0.0 .45±0.0 .43±0.0 .59 .27±0.04 .31±0.03
cor> .33±0.0 .33±0.0 .56±0.0 .66±0.0 .85±0.01 .73±0.0 .92±0.0 .73±0.0 .65±0.0 .63±0.0 .43±0.0 .37±0.0 .43±0.0 .42±0.0 .59 .25±0.04 .3±0.04
cor< .59±0.0 .59±0.0 .64±0.0 .49±0.0 .94±0.0 .52±0.0 .97±0.0 .61±0.01 .69±0.0 .68±0.0 .78±0.01 .51±0.0 .44±0.0 .39±0.01 .57 .27±0.04 .29±0.03

corns .33±0.0 .33±0.0 .63±0.0 .59±0.0 .86±0.01 .64±0.0 .93±0.0 .69±0.0 .74±0.0 .71±0.01 .43±0.01 .34±0.0 .45±0.0 .43±0.0 .59 .25±0.04 .32±0.03
cors .46±0.0 .46±0.0 .6±0.0 .57±0.0 .9±0.0 .63±0.0 .94±0.0 .67±0.0 .67±0.0 .66±0.0 .61±0.0 .44±0.0 .44±0.0 .41±0.0 .54 .52±0.04 .61±0.03
Time 6.3 6.1 4.1 6.5 .2 6.9 24.6 18.5 18.1 18.3 46.7 825.6 94.0 29.6

Table 1: Evaluation of XAI methods using our and prior metrics.

model filters out such irrelevant instances. GradCAM(PP)
fails to explain this as their explanations are a weighted
average of the last convolutional layer’s output channels, i.e.
of concept maps each containing all instances of a concept.

In row two, an input example of a class that is de-
fined by an XOR relation between two concepts is shown.
We argue two concepts should show up in ground truth
images: the concept that is present and the concept that
should not be present. Only DeconvNet, KernelShap and
Lime (partially) adhere to this. DeconvNet back-propagates
gradients through ReLu only if they are positive. Since
A XOR B ≡ (A ∨ B) ∧ ¬(A ∧ B), DeconvNet includes
B in its explanation when A = 1 and B = 0, because it
is in A ∨ B where it has positive gradient, but its role in
¬(A ∧B) is actually not explained as it has a negative gra-
dient. Likewise, all concept parts of concepts with an ’OR’
in their definition are included in explanations, even when
they are not present in the input. e.g., concept 0 (Figure 2c)
is always explained as the middle image.

In row three, an input of class 4 is shown. The input

belongs to this class because concept 2 is not present at
position 0− 3. We argue the explanations should show this.
However, none of the methods completely adhere to this.
XAI methods tend to not back-propagate gradients through a
ReLu that is not activated in a forward pass, or not do so if the
gradients themselves are negative. This makes them unable
to explain that an input belongs to a certain class because a
certain concept is not present. I.e., inactivated input nodes
connected with negative weight to a node activated due to
its positive bias tend to be excluded from explanations.

Assessment of widely used XAI methods using our eval-
uation approach, as well as prior metrics, is presented in
Table 1 and 2. Metrics should assign a distinctly high
value to good explanations and a low value to bad ones.
The difference between the maximum and minimum value
observed among XAI methods per metric is shown in the
“∆(min,max)” column. For example, the difference between
the maximum (1, see row 6 Table 1) and minimum (0, see
row 6) metric value of CSN is 1 − 0 = 1. The compact-
ness scores are among the most in value differing metrics.
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PR .04±0.01 .04±0.01 .49±0.01 .41±0.0 .85±0.01 .52±0.0 .93±0.0 .2±0.0 .2±0.01 .2±0.01 .14±0.0 .01±0.0 .03±0.0 .03±0.0 .91 1.33±0.07 1.52±0.05
RE .82±0.01 .82±0.01 .72±0.01 .89±0.0 .72±0.01 .87±0.0 .82±0.01 .85±0.0 .85±0.01 .85±0.01 .55±0.01 1.0±0.0 .92±0.0 .91±0.0 .45 1.33±0.05 1.52±0.04

cpa!=.05±0.01 .05±0.01 .54±0.01 .44±0.0 .86±0.01 .56±0.0 .94±0.0 .6±0.0 .67±0.01 .6±0.01 .15±0.0 .01±0.0 .15±0.0 .1±0.0 .92 .17±0.05 .19±0.05
cpl!= .61±0.0 .61±0.0 .71±0.0 .73±0.0 .85±0.01 .72±0.0 .91±0.0 .77±0.0 .81±0.0 .81±0.0 .7±0.01 .66±0.0 .75±0.0 .77±0.0 .3 .11±0.04 .13±0.05
cpa> .04±0.01 .04±0.01 .4±0.01 .55±0.0 .86±0.01 .7±0.0 .94±0.0 .7±0.01 .51±0.01 .46±0.01 .14±0.0 .01±0.0 .1±0.0 .08±0.0 .93 .18±0.05 .2±0.05
cpl> .62±0.0 .62±0.0 .73±0.01 .77±0.0 .83±0.01 .76±0.0 .9±0.0 .77±0.0 .8±0.0 .81±0.0 .73±0.01 .72±0.0 .76±0.0 .75±0.0 .28 .09±0.05 .12±0.04
cpa< 1.0±0.0 1.0±0.0 1.0±0.0 .37±0.0 1.0±0.0 .44±0.0 1.0±0.0 .47±0.01 1.0±0.0 1.0±0.0 1.0±0.0 1.0±0.0 .24±0.01 .16±0.01 .84 .17±0.05 .2±0.05
cpl< .19±0.0 .19±0.0 .29±0.0 .61±0.0 .89±0.0 .61±0.0 .93±0.0 .75±0.0 .37±0.0 .36±0.0 .56±0.01 .02±0.0 .65±0.0 .63±0.01 .91 .1±0.05 .11±0.05

Table 2: Evaluation of XAI methods using metrics that quantify fidelity in terms of precision or recall separately.

The Completeness< is among the most in value differing
metrics as well, and the other completeness metrics have
relatively low difference in value. Correctness distribution is
the average of that of compactness and completeness.

Integrated gradients are generally judged as the best per-
forming method. Note that making pixels darker (which is
done by the method) ideally suits the explained method for
classes where a concept must be present, while it does not
for classes where a concept must not be present.

Our metric suite contains compactness and complete-
ness metrics that quantify the fidelity of explanations in
terms of precision (i.e., compactness), or recall (i.e., com-
pleteness) separately. Also, it contains various versions of
these metrics that evaluate XAI methods among negatively
or positively contributing input nodes only. See Table 2.
Taking Smoothgrad as an example, we can observe from
cpa> ≈ 0.7, cpl> ≈ 0.77 that the method has a good bal-
ance between recall and precision among positively con-
tributing pixels. And, from cpa< ≈ 0.47, cpl< ≈ 0.75 we
can observe that this is not the case among negatively con-
tributing pixels. The method tends to explain non-negatively
contributing input nodes as being negatively contributing.
Obviously, the prior metrics precision and recall (top rows)
do not provide these insights.

The mean time needed to evaluate an XAI metric on
a single explanation is listed in Table 1 and 2. Our met-
rics, especially completeness and compactness, are among
the fastest metrics that were evaluated in our experiments.
Correctness can be inferred directly from completeness and
compactness, but all three were computed separately while
taking time measurements. We used widely used implemen-
tations of prior metrics. Run-times of metrics (e.g., IoU, PR,
RE, F1) might improve through code-level optimizations.

Our metrics require ground truth explanations. Metrics
that do not require ground truth can be applied more broadly
than those that do. In our work, input data and model realism
were traded for ground truths being available. Our metrics
require, in contrast to some prior metrics, normalized expla-
nations and ground-truth explanations. Our normalization
procedure could in theory cause problems in case an expla-

nation contains very large or small outliers.

Our evaluation approach may not assess all desirable
properties of explanations. Metrics that measure the utility
of explanations to humans without involving humans in the
evaluation are proxy metrics. [20, 16] claim that proxy met-
rics can (in some cases) align poorly with actual utility to
humans. The XAI method evaluation approach we propose
is fundamentally different from the ones discussed in said
papers. Our GTs are derived from a synthetic model directly,
unlike the discussed approaches that use human annotations
as GTs. Also, the alternative to proxy metrics, i.e., involving
humans in the evaluation of XAI methods, can be infeasible
in practice and arguably introduces undesirable subjectivity.

7. Conclusions

The rationale behind a deep network’s output is often
difficult to understand. EXplainable AI (XAI) methods try
to solve this problem by explicate certain predictions by a
given model. Reliable evaluation metrics are required to
assess and compare different XAI methods. We proposed a
novel evaluation approach for benchmarking XAI attribution
methods. Our proposal consists of a synthetic classification
model accompanied by its derived ground truth explanations.
We also proposed novel, high-fidelity metrics to quantify the
difference between explanations of the XAI method under in-
vestigation and those derived from the synthetic model. Our
metrics allow accurate assessment of explanations in terms
of precision and recall separately and can independently
evaluate negative or positive contributions of input nodes.
We investigated our evaluation approach by benchmarking
widely used XAI attribution methods and compared against
established prior XAI evaluation metrics. Our proposal pro-
vided deeper insights into XAI methods output. For example,
Guided-Backprop and Smoothgrad show good precision and
recall scores among positively contributing pixels, but poor
precision scores among negatively contributing pixels. The
recall scores in the latter case remain close. Moreover, our
metrics are among the fastest in terms of execution time.
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