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Abstract. Explanations for machine learning models can be hard to
interpret or be wrong. Combining an explanation method with an un-
certainty estimation method produces explanation uncertainty. Evaluat-
ing explanation uncertainty is difficult. In this paper we propose sanity
checks for uncertainty explanation methods, where a weight and data
randomization tests are defined for explanations with uncertainty, allow-
ing for quick tests to combinations of uncertainty and explanation meth-
ods. We experimentally show the validity and effectiveness of these tests
on the CIFAR10 and California Housing datasets, noting that Ensem-
bles seem to consistently pass both tests with Guided Backpropagation,
Integrated Gradients, and LIME explanations.

Keywords: Explanation Uncertainty · Uncertainty Estimation · Sanity
Checks.

1 Introduction

Neural networks are used for many tasks, producing impressive performance, but
still they are black-box models that are very difficult to interpret for humans.
There is increasing interest on obtaining explanations from neural networks, due
to their increasing use and for legal and ethical requirements [2].

There are many ways to attempt to obtain interpretations for a neural net-
work prediction, including gradient-based saliency methods [4], interpretable
models, and gray-box models [12]. Evaluating explanations is particularly diffi-
cult since they are ambiguous and there is no ground truth explanation [13].

An explanation is often assumed to be correct, but as any prediction, expla-
nations can also be misleading or incorrect, which motivates the need to quantify
explanation uncertainty, as show in Figure 1.

There is previous work about producing explanations with uncertainty, like
Slack et al. [14] that use a Bayesian framework to model explanation uncer-
tainty in LIME and KernelSHAP, Bykov et al. [5] that combines Bayesian Neural
Networks and Layer-wise Relevance Propagation to produce explanation uncer-
tainty, and Zhang et al. [18] that find sources of uncertainty in LIME: sampling
randomness, sampling proximity, and explanation variation across data points.
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Fig. 1: Example explanation with uncertainty on a FER dataset image using
Guided Backpropagation and Ensembles.

Uncertainty estimation methods are often approximations, to a Bayesian
Neural Network (BNN) [8], or using non-Bayesian methods like Ensembles [7].
Quantifying the quality of explanation uncertainty is an open problem, as stan-
dard metrics for explanations cannot be directly applied, motivating the need
for alternative testing methods.

In this paper, we explore the idea of extending sanity checks [1] to evalu-
ate the quality of explanation uncertainty in gradient-based explanation meth-
ods. We combine several uncertainty estimation method (MC-Dropout, MC-
DropConnect, Ensembles, Flipout) with saliency explanations like Guided Back-
propagation, Integrated Gradients, and LIME, and propose sanity checks based
on data and weight randomization, to validate if explanation uncertainty does
behave according to some basic expectations: that when the model is manipu-
lated to lose information (randomization), this loss of information is reflected in
the explanation uncertainty, by increasing explanation uncertainty as random-
ization progresses.

This work aims to increase understanding on how explanations behave and
if explanation uncertainty follows some basic rules, as uncertainty in an expla-
nation should be somehow proportional to correctness, and there is no direct
way to evaluate explanation correctness. Sanity checks can be used as basic test
when developing new explanation methods with uncertainty estimation.

The contributions of this work are: we propose weight and data random-
ization tests for explanations with uncertainty, setting some basic expectations
as explanation uncertainty should increase as tests progress, and we provide an
initial evaluation of several uncertainty estimation methods and saliency expla-
nation methods on CIFAR10 and California Housing datasets.

2 Sanity Checks for Uncertain Explanations

2.1 Explanation Uncertainty

This section introduces the basic notation and concept about explanations with
uncertainty.
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Given a trained machine learning model fθ with parameters θ, we assume
that the model has integrated some method for uncertainty quantification, such
as MC-Dropout, Ensembling, Variational Inference, etc. Quantifying uncertainty
usually implies multiple stochastic forward passes (MC-Dropout, Variational In-
ference), or multiple models (Ensembles):

µ(x) = T−1
∑
i

fθ(x) (1)

σ2(x) = T−1
∑
i

(fθ(x)− µ(x))2 (2)

With T the number of stochastic forward passes or ensemble members. To obtain
a gradient-based saliency explanation expl(x), it is often a function of model
gradients and predictions ŷ = fθ(x):

expl(x) = F

(
ŷ,

∂fθ(x)

∂x

)
(3)

To produce explanations with uncertainty, we combine the two previous for-
mulations, noting that with uncertainty model, the gradient is also stochastic,
and across multiple forward passes or ensemble members, a explanation mean
explµ(x) and standard deviation explσ(x) can be computed:

explµ(x) = T−1
∑
i

expl(x) = T−1
∑
i

F

(
ŷ,

∂fθ(x)

∂x

)
(4)

explσ(x) = T−1
∑

(expl(x)− explµ(x))
2 (5)

The standard deviation explσ(x) can be interpreted as multiple forward passes
will produce different predictions, together with different explanations. If the ex-
planations are all very different, this will produce a high standard deviation, and
if explanations are similar, then standard deviation will be low. Then explσ(x)
can be used to assess if the combination of model, uncertainty quantification
method, and gradient explanation method, produce explanations that are ro-
bust to multiple forward passes (low explσ(x), or the explanation is low quality
and not clear to the user (high explσ(x)).

A Bayesian interpretation is that a posterior predictive distribution for the
explanation can be computed through a gradient explanation, and in this paper
we use monte carlo approximations.

Explanations computed with the formulation above, combining uncertainty
quantification methods with explanation ones, are denoted as explanation uncer-
tainty. Explanations without uncertainty quantification can be named as point-
wise explanations, in consistency with the uncertainty quantification literature.

Note that explanation uncertainty is explicitly about modelling uncertainty
in the explanation, while uncertainty explanation is a different concept, where
the aim is to explain the uncertainty of a prediction.
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For visualization purposes, it is possible to integrate the mean and standard
deviation of an explanation into a single explanation, using the coefficient of
variation CV(x):

CV(x) =
explσ(x)

explµ(x)
(6)

2.2 Sanity Checks

This section introduces sanity checks for explanation uncertainty.

Sanity checks for saliency explanations were originally introduced by Adebayo
et al. [1], and they were defined for point-wise explanations. In this section
we define how these sanity checks can be expanded to consider explanation
uncertainty, and how they can help validate it. There are two basic sanity checks:

Weight Randomization. Model weights are randomized progressively, layer
by layer, starting by the layers closest to the input. The concept is that by de-
stroying information stored in weights, through randomization, the explanation
should also be close to random, and explanation uncertainty explσ(x) should
increase, and keep increasing as more layers are randomized.

Explanation uncertainty explσ(x) should be a measure of correctness for a
specific explanation, so naturally a correct explanation should have low uncer-
tainty, and a wrong explanation should have high uncertainty. By destroying
information in the model, the explanation uncertainty explσ(x) should reflect
this loss of information in the model, in a way it is a form of epistemic uncer-
tainty.

We propose to evaluate the weight randomization sanity check by training a
model on a given dataset, create explanations with uncertainty on the test set,
and randomize weights progressively, layer by layer, and compare the explanation
uncertainty explσ(x) on the test set as layers are randomized, and we expect to
see increasing explσ(x) compared to the explanation uncertainty on the trained
model on the test set.

Data Randomization. Training set labels are randomized, and a model is
trained on randomized labels, which should lead the model to overfit and not
generalize to a validation or test set. Explanations with uncertainty are made,
and explanation uncertainty explσ(x) should be higher for the model trained on
random labels than for the model trained on the real labels.

The concept of label randomization is to train an improper model, where the
learned relationship between inputs and outputs does not generalize outside the
training set. Explanations in this case are expected to not be informative, and
this should be reflected in the explanation uncertainty explσ(x).

Both sanity checks for explanation uncertainty allow for basic evaluation of
explanation uncertainty methods, as there are no other methods to specifically
evaluate explanation uncertainty. These checks test the specific combination of
uncertainty estimation and explanation methods, as both interact, as will be
shown in our results.
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Description Expected Outcome

Weight Randomization Test
Randomize weights of the model progres-
sively, destroying task information stored on
weights

Explanation uncertainty increases as
weights are progressively randomized.

Data Randomization Test
Train a model on randomized labels, which
produces a model unable to generalize

Explanation uncertainty is higher com-
pared to a model trained on proper la-
bels.

Table 1: Summary of sanity checks for explanation uncertainty and proposed
expectations when performing these tests. This small guide can be used to decide
if a XAI + UQ method passes or fails a test.

3 Experiments

This section describes our evaluation of several combination of saliency explana-
tion methods and uncertainty quantification methods. We experimentally assess
if these combinations pass each test or not. The aim of our evaluation is not to
provide a definite answer if these methods pass our sanity checks or not, but to
validate that the proposed sanity checks do work and provide a way to test and
evaluate explanation uncertainty methods.

We present results on CIFAR10 Image Classification, and California Housing
price regression. First we describe the saliency methods we evaluate, and then the
uncertainty estimation methods, then present our actual experimental results,
and then close with some discussion and summary.

3.1 Saliency Methods

This section describes the saliency methods we used to evaluate explanation
uncertainty.

Guided Backpropagation. Gradient-based saliency methods produce ex-
planations by computing ∂ŷ

∂x , the gradient of network output ŷ (for a particular
output neuron) with respect to input x, which measures impact of the network
output as the input changes, which is a form of explanation.

GBP [15] modifies the gradient of the ReLU activation to reduce explanation
noise and enhance human interpretability. The activation f after applying ReLU
activation relu at layer l is:

f l+1
i = relu

(
f l
i

)
= max

(
f l
i , 0

)
(7)

Where i is the feature dimension. GBP handles backpropagation through
ReLU non-linearity by combining vanilla backpropagation and DeconvNets as:

Rl
i =

(
f l
i > 0

)
·
(
Rl+1

i > 0
)
·Rl+1

i (8)
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The reconstructed image R at any layer l is generated by the positive forward
pass activations f l

i and the positive error signal activations Rl+1
i . This aids in

guiding the gradient by both positive input and positive error signals. The neg-
ative gradient flow is prevented in GBP, providing more importance to neurons
increasing the activation at higher neurons.

Integrated Gradients. (IG) [16] aims to improve explanations by setting
axioms and expectations, and designing a method that fulfills them. IG performs
an integral along a linear path from a baseline input x′ to given input x of the
local gradient. IG computation for feature i is:

IGi(x, F ) = (xi − x′
i)×

∫ 1

α=0

∂F (x′ + α× (x− x′))

∂xi
dα (9)

α is the interpolation constant for feature perturbation the straight path between
baseline and input. F (x) is the model function mapping features to predictions.
The solution is obtained using numerical approximation because calculating def-
inite integral for Equation 10 is difficult.

IGi(x, F ) = (xi − x′
i)×m−1

m∑
k=1

∂F
(
x′ + k

m × (x− x′)
)

∂xi
(10)

LIME. This method [11] produces global explanations using a local method
(linear regression), by first sampling around the desired input x to be explained
and then fitting a surrogate method that can produce a local explanation. The
core idea of LIME is to locally approximate the decision boundary of the model
and then make a local explanation from this approximation.

3.2 Uncertainty Quantification Methods

This section describes the uncertainty quantification methods we used to eval-
uate explanation uncertainty. We first cover three stochastic methods, where
the model becomes stochastic and each forward pass produces a sample of a
predictive distribution, estimating model uncertainty.

Dropout. Monte Carlo Dropout [6] is a well known method for uncertainty
estimation, corresponding to enabling Dropout at inference time, the model be-
coming stochastic, and each forward pass producing one sample of the predictive
posterior distribution. We use dropout layers with p = 0.5.

DropConnect. Monte Carlo DropConnect [9] is similar to MC-Dropout,
but weights are dropped (set to zero) instead of activations, and this behavior
is enabled at inference time, with forward passes also producing a sample of the
predictive posterior distribution.

Flipout. This method is a Bayesian Neural Network [3], approximating
weights W with a Gaussian distribution qθ(W ), using a loss that approximates
the Evidence Lower Bound (ELBO):

L(θ) = KL(P(W ), qθ(W ))− Ew∼qθ(W )[logP(y |x,w)] (11)



Sanity Checks for Explanation Uncertainty 7

These loss terms are the KL-divergence between the prior P(W ) and the ap-
proximate weight posterior distribution qθ(W ), plus the negative log-likelihood
− logP(y |x,w) computed as an expectation by sampling weights from the ap-
proximate weight posterior w ∼ qθ(W ). The negative log-likelihood is the loss
function for the task, mean squared error for regression, and cross-entropy for
classification.

In particular Flipout [17] stabilizes training by allowing different sampled
weights to be used in a batch of predictions, speeding up training and improving
predictive performance.

We also use one deterministic method, ensembling:
Ensembles. Ensembling [7] trains T copies of the same model architecture,

on the same dataset, and then combines their predictions as shown below. Dif-
ferences between models come from random weight initialization. Ensembles are
often one of the best performing uncertainty estimation methods, and are very
easy to implement.

As all uncertainty quantification methods we use produce samples or use mul-
tiple models, those samples/predictions have to be combined to estimate model
uncertainty. For classification, the predicted probability vectors are averaged,
and for regression, the mean µ(x) and variance σ2(x) across samples/predictions
is computed:

µ(x) = T−1
∑

f(x) σ2(x) = T−1
∑

(f(x)− µ(x))2 (12)

Where T is the number of samples/models. The standard deviation σ(x) is
a measure of uncertainty in this case.

3.3 CIFAR10 Classification

In this section we perform experiments using the well known CIFAR 10 dataset.
We train a small CNN on this dataset using MC-Dropout for uncertainty es-
timation, and perform sanity checks on Guided Backpropagation (GBP) and
Integrated Gradients (IG).

As visually validating image explanations is not easy, in order to compare
explanations produced by a modified model (data and weight randomization
tests) with the explanations made by the original (unrandomized) model, we
use the Structural Similarity Index (SSIM).

Weight randomization test. Our main results using SSIM are shown in
Figure 2, where we compare the SSIM for explµ(x) and explσ(x) separately. The
mean behaves as expected, decreasing as more weights are randomized in both
explanation methods, but GBP decreases to a minimum SSIM of around 0.1.
The standard deviation explσ(x) also decreases as expected in both explanation
methods, but does not decrease at the same level as the mean, and its not close
to being a minimum. We believe these results show that Dropout + GBP and
Dropout + IG both pass the weight randomization test.

Figures 3 and 4 show an individual sample and how their explanation mean,
standard deviation, and coefficient of variation, vary with weight randomization.
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Fig. 2: SSIM values for the weight randomization test on CIFAR 10 using
Dropout. These values are computed between the explanation representation
generated with no weight randomization and with incremental weight random-
ization. As the amount of weight randomization increases, the similarity between
explanation representations decreases.

These particular examples show how these method pass the weight randomiza-
tion test, as the mean and standard deviation explanations become more noisy
with more layers in the network being randomized (as expected), with varying
level of noise. It is clear how GBP explanations (Figure 4) become more noisy
with more random weights, while IG (Figure 3) produces an almost blank im-
age, which explains the behavior presented in the SSIM results. Additionally
these results show how differently GBP and IG work, producing very different
behavior on the explanation and its uncertainty explσ(x).

Data randomization test. Main results for this test are shown in Figure 2,
where we present SSIM values for explµ(x) and explσ(x) separately. These val-
ues should be compared to a theoretical SSIM maximum value of 1.0 when no
randomization is applied, and when randomizing labels, we obtain similar results
compared to the weight randomization tests, where GBP decreases SSIM con-
siderably more than IG, but overall both methods pass the data randomization
test.

Figure 5 shows one individual sample and the predicted explanations and
their uncertainties for each stage of the data randomization test (model trained
on true labels vs random labels). It is clear that both examples pass the data
randomization test, as in both cases training on random labels produces a more
noisy mean and standard deviation explanation, which is reflected into a noisy
coefficient of variation. But it can be visually seen that GBP produces higher
explσ(x) values, indicating its further decrease of SSIM over the whole dataset.

3.4 California Housing Regression

In this section we evaluate a tabular regression dataset: the california housing
dataset [10]. We train a multi-layer perceptron with four fully connected layers, 8-
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Fig. 3: Visualization of weight randomization effect on the explanations obtained
using Dropout and Integrated Gradients on a CIFAR10 sample. Note how the
both mean and standard deviation explanation become almost blank with in-
creasing random weights.
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Fig. 4: Visualization of weight randomization effect on the explanations obtained
using Dropout and Guided Backpropagation on a CIFAR10 sample. Note how
the mean and standard deviation explanation become noisy with increasing ran-
dom weights.
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Explanation
Method

Mean Standard
Deviation

explµ(x) explσ(x)

IG 0.401 0.894
GBP 0.252 0.510

Table 2: SSIM values for the data randomization on CIFAR10 using MC-
Dropout. These values are computed between the explanation representation
with no data randomization and with data randomization. These SSIM values
should be compared to a theoretical maximum of 1.0 when no data randomiza-
tion is performed. Note how GBP has a larger drop compared to IG.
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(c) Guided Backpropagation

Fig. 5: Visualization of data randomization effect on explanations obtained using
Dropout and GBP and IG. Note how the explanation for the model with random
labels is considerably more noisy than explanation from a model with true labels.

8-8-1 neurons, and ReLU activation. Uncertainty estimation methods are applied
to the last layer only, when applicable.
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As tabular features are not directly humanly interpretable as images are, we
compare the explanation uncertainty explσ(x) directly for each test, using bar
plots.

Weight randomization test. Figure 6 presents the weight randomization
results. Overall only ensembles consistently passes this test by producing higher
explanation uncertainty for increasing randomized layer weights for both GBP
and LIME. In the case of LIME, ensembles produced a constant higher expla-
nation uncertainty, and we consider this to be passing the test.

Other uncertainty estimation methods produce inconsistent results with both
GBP and LIME, like Flipout consistently producing lower explanation uncer-
tainty as layers are randomized, which is counterintuitive to proposed interpre-
tation of the weight randomization test.

Data randomization test. Figure 7 presents data randomization results. In
this case we only compare the explanation uncertainty for a model trained with
the true labels in the training set, versus another model trained with permuted
labels, breaking the relationship between inputs and labels, and producing an
overfitted model that does not generalize to the validation/test set.

Results are overall similar than with the weight randomization test, with
ensembles clearly producing higher explanation uncertainty for random labels
for both GBP and LIME, while other methods like Flipout and Dropout only
sometimes produce this behavior, depending on the explanation method being
used.

3.5 Discussion

Table 3 provides as summary of all our results over multiple datasets, explanation
methods, and uncertainty quantification methods. From our combined evalua-
tion, it is clear that both MC-Dropout and Ensembles are the best uncertainty
methods across all combinations of explanation method (GBP, IG, LIME), while
other uncertainty estimation methods do not always pass both kinds of tests.

We believe that our results show that explanation methods and uncertainty
quantification methods do have interacting effects, due to some UQ methods like
ensembles producing consistent passing of both weight and data randomization
tests, while other combinations do not consistently pass both tests, and only
pass them in specific combinations with a explanation method.

Overall we believe that our evaluation clearly shows the usefulness of sanity
checks for explanation uncertainty, which adds a useful tool to the explainable
AI researchers’ toolbox, in particular for explanation methods that can produce
explanation uncertainty.

4 Conclusions and Future Work

This work extends the common sanity checks for saliency explanations into ex-
planation uncertainty methods, where a uncertainty estimation method is com-
bined with an explanation method, to produce explanations with uncertainty,
with aims to evaluate correctness of each explanations.
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Fig. 6: Weight randomization test comparison across two explanation methods
and four uncertainty methods on the California Housing Dataset (Tabular Re-
gression). Dropout + GBP and Ensembles with GBP and LIME pass the test,
while other combinations fail the test.
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Fig. 7: Data randomization test comparison across two explanation methods and
four uncertainty methods on the California Housing Dataset (Tabular Regres-
sion). Most combinations fail this test, with only Dropout + LIME, Flipout +
LIME, and Ensembles with GBP and LIME passing the test.
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GBP IG LIME

Dataset UQ Method Weight Data Weight Data Weight Data

CIFAR10 Dropout ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Calif Housing Dropout ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓

DropConnect ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

Flipout ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓

Ensembles ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Table 3: Summary of sanity checks for uncertainty explanations. A blank
cell indicates that this combination of dataset/uncertainty method/explanation
method was not tested.

Our proposed weight and data randomization tests come with specific ex-
pectations, that increasing randomization in a model should be reflected on the
explanation uncertainty explσ(x).

We evaluate and showcase our tests on CIFAR10 and California Housing
datasets, with multiple uncertainty estimation and explanation methods. Overall
we find that Dropout and Ensembles with Guided Backpropagation, Integrated
Gradients, or LIME, always pass our tests, while other combinations fail these
tests.

We expect that our proposed tests for explanation uncertainty can be used to
validate new developments in uncertainty estimation and saliency explaination
methods.

Our work is limited by the selection of uncertainty estimation and saliency
explanation methods, and by the selection of datasets used for evaluation. Ad-
ditionally there could be other ways to compare explanation uncertainty in each
test (we used SSIM and direct explσ(x) comparisons), which needs to be adapted
to specific use cases and input modalities.

Broader Impact Statement

Explanations can be legally and ethically required, so users expect them to be
correct or at least informative, but that not guaranteed with current explainable
AI methods. We believe explanation uncertainty can have a positive societal
impact, by quantifying uncertainty in explanations, and our proposed method
can help evaluate and set basic expectations on explanations with uncertainty.

Uncertainty estimation is only approximate and can also produce misleading
predictions, and when combined with explanation methods, it can produce mis-
leading explanation uncertainty. There are no guarantees about correctness for
both prediction, uncertainty, and explanation.
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5. Bykov, K., Höhne, M.M.C., Creosteanu, A., Müller, K.R., Klauschen, F.,
Nakajima, S., Kloft, M.: Explaining bayesian neural networks. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2108.10346 (2021)

6. Gal, Y., Ghahramani, Z.: Dropout as a bayesian approximation: Representing
model uncertainty in deep learning. In: international conference on machine learn-
ing. pp. 1050–1059. PMLR (2016)

7. Lakshminarayanan, B., Pritzel, A., Blundell, C.: Simple and scalable predictive un-
certainty estimation using deep ensembles. arXiv preprint arXiv:1612.01474 (2016)

8. Lampinen, J., Vehtari, A.: Bayesian approach for neural networks—review and
case studies. Neural networks 14(3), 257–274 (2001)

9. Mobiny, A., Yuan, P., Moulik, S.K., Garg, N., Wu, C.C., Van Nguyen, H.: Drop-
connect is effective in modeling uncertainty of bayesian deep networks. Scientific
reports 11(1), 1–14 (2021)

10. Pace, R.K., Barry, R.: Sparse spatial autoregressions. Statistics & Probability Let-
ters 33(3), 291–297 (1997)

11. Ribeiro, M.T., Singh, S., Guestrin, C.: Why should i trust you? explaining the pre-
dictions of any classifier. In: Proceedings of the 22nd ACM SIGKDD international
conference on knowledge discovery and data mining. pp. 1135–1144 (2016)

12. Rudin, C.: Stop explaining black box machine learning models for high stakes
decisions and use interpretable models instead. Nature machine intelligence 1(5),
206–215 (2019)

13. Samek, W., Binder, A., Montavon, G., Lapuschkin, S., Müller, K.R.: Evaluating
the visualization of what a deep neural network has learned. IEEE transactions on
neural networks and learning systems 28(11), 2660–2673 (2016)

14. Slack, D., Hilgard, A., Singh, S., Lakkaraju, H.: Reliable post hoc explanations:
Modeling uncertainty in explainability. Advances in neural information processing
systems 34, 9391–9404 (2021)

15. Springenberg, J.T., Dosovitskiy, A., Brox, T., Riedmiller, M.: Striving for simplic-
ity: The all convolutional net. arXiv preprint arXiv:1412.6806 (2014)

16. Sundararajan, M., Taly, A., Yan, Q.: Axiomatic attribution for deep networks. In:
International conference on machine learning. pp. 3319–3328. PMLR (2017)

17. Wen, Y., Vicol, P., Ba, J., Tran, D., Grosse, R.: Flipout: Efficient
pseudo-independent weight perturbations on mini-batches. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1803.04386 (2018)

18. Zhang, Y., Song, K., Sun, Y., Tan, S., Udell, M.: ” why should you trust my
explanation?” understanding uncertainty in lime explanations. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1904.12991 (2019)


	Sanity Checks for Explanation Uncertainty

