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Abstract. Explanation methods help understand the reasons for a model’s
prediction. These methods are increasingly involved in model debugging,
performance optimization, and gaining insights into the workings of a
model. With such critical applications of these methods, it is imperative
to measure the uncertainty associated with the explanations generated
by these methods. In this paper, we propose a pipeline to ascertain the
explanation uncertainty of neural networks by combining uncertainty
estimation methods and explanation methods. We use this pipeline to
produce explanation distributions for the CIFAR-10, FER+, and Cal-
ifornia Housing datasets. By computing the coefficient of variation of
these distributions, we evaluate the confidence in the explanation and
determine that the explanations generated using Guided Backpropaga-
tion have low uncertainty associated with them. Additionally, we com-
pute modified pixel insertion/deletion metrics to evaluate the quality of
the generated explanations.

Keywords: uncertainty estimation methods, explanation methods, ex-
planation distribution, coefficient of variation, pixel insertion/deletion

1 Introduction

With the increase in the application of neural networks in safety-critical cases
such as autonomous driving, medical diagnosis, and quality control procedures,
the number of methods developed to explain the network output has also in-
creased. These explanation methods are now being coupled with the knowledge
of human experts to understand the workings, debug and optimize the per-
formance, and sometimes even extend the scope of application of these neural
networks. As explanation methods gradually become indispensable, it is also
critical to analyze the uncertainty in the output of these explanation methods
themselves (see Figure 1) as it would help in justifying the trust being placed in
these explanations.

In this paper, we attempt to solve this problem and investigate the possibility
of combining the concepts of uncertainty estimation with the explainability of
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Fig. 1: Visualization of explanation with uncertainty on an image from FER+
dataset using Guided Backpropagation as explanation method and Deep Ensem-
bles as uncertainty estimation method.

neural networks to quantify the confidence in the importance attributed to the
input features. To this end, we design and implement a pipeline that induces a
distribution in the explanation method output of a neural network by utilizing
the prediction distribution of the said neural network trained using uncertainty
estimation methods. We verify the robustness of the aforementioned pipeline by
testing it on two learning tasks namely, image classification and tabular regres-
sion. We select the CIFAR-10 [5] and FER+ [2] datasets for testing the pipeline
on the task of image classification and choose the California Housing Dataset [9]
for testing on the task of tabular regression.

By implementing our proposed approach, we attempt to answer the follow-
ing research questions: RQ1: Could uncertainty estimation methods and expla-
nation methods be combined to ascertain the explanation uncertainty of neu-
ral networks? RQ2: How can the explanation uncertainty by combined into a
single representation of explanation uncertainty? RQ3: What are the possible
approaches to evaluate explanation uncertainty? RQ4: Which combination of
uncertainty estimation method and explanation method is the best to analyze
the explanation uncertainty output for a neural network?

The contributions of this paper are: we propose and implement a pipeline
that helps ascertain the uncertainty in the explanation method output of a neu-
ral network. To represent this, we compute the mean, the standard deviation,
and the coefficient of variation of the generated explanation distribution. We
propose the coefficient of variation as a way to merge the explanation with its
uncertainty into a single saliency explanation. Additionally, we modify the pixel
insertion/deletion metric (originally defined for a single explanation instance)
such that it can be used to quantify the quality of explanation distributions.
Finally, we demonstrate the robustness of our proposed pipeline by testing it
on two tasks namely, image classification (CIFAR-10 and FER+) and tabular
regression (California Housing dataset).
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2 Related Work

2.1 Uncertainty Estimation Methods

Classical neural networks produce outputs using fixed weights and parameters.
The outputs of these networks are deterministic, in that, for multiple forward
passes for a given input, the prediction of the network remains unchanged. How-
ever, several approaches have been proposed to train neural networks capable
of generating outputs with uncertainty. These methods are chiefly divided into
two categories: (i) Bayesian methods and their approximations and (ii) Non-
Bayesian approaches.

Bayesian methods treat the weights of the neural network as probability dis-
tributions as opposed to singular values. However, as implementing the backprop-
agation algorithm over a parametric distribution is computationally intensive,
approximations of Bayesian methods are used more extensively. Monte Carlo
(MC) Dropout [4][14] belongs to this category. This method enables Dropout
at inference time as well thereby inducing stochasticity in the model output.
Another approach in this category is MC DropConnect [7][17] which is simi-
lar to MC-Dropout. However, in this case, weights are set to zero instead of
activations during inference to produce stochasticity. Flipout [18] are also cat-
egorized as Bayesian Neural Networks. The weights are approximated with a
Gaussian distribution qθ(W ) and the loss that approximates Evidence Lower
Bound (ELBO) is defined as:

L(θ) = KL(P(W ), qθ(W )) − Ew∼qθ(W )[logP(y | x, w)] (1)
where KL(P(W ), qθ(W )) is the Kullback-Leibler divergence between the prior

P(W ) and the approximate posterior weight distribution denoted by qθ(W ).
− logP(y | x, w) is the negative log-likelihood that is calculated as an expecta-
tion by sampling weights from the qθ(W ). The negative log-likelihood takes the
definition of mean squared error for regression and cross-entropy for classifica-
tion.

Non-Bayesian methods, on the other hand, treat the weights of the network
as deterministic. The uncertainty is introduced by training multiple copies of
the same model architecture and using these trained model instances to predict
an output distribution for a given input. A key aspect of this training paradigm
is that each model instance is initialized randomly which results in differently
learned weights and subsequently a different output for the same given input.
This output distribution can then be analyzed as output with uncertainty by
computing its mean and standard deviation. Deep Ensembles [6] belong to this
category.

As the models trained using uncertainty estimation generate multiple sam-
ples for the same given input, these samples need to be combined to estimate
the model uncertainty. For the task of classification, the mean of the predicted
probability vector is computed, and for the regression task, the mean (µ(x)) and
the variance (and by extension standard deviation) (σ2(x)) for the samples is
computed as:
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µ(x) = T −1
∑

f(x) σ2(x) = T −1
∑

(f(x) − µ(x))2 (2)

where T is the number of samples (or models in the case of Ensembles). The
uncertainty is then defined by the standard deviation σ(x).

2.2 Saliency Explanation Methods

Explanation methods help in understanding why the neural network produces
a particular output for a given input. In this section, we discuss several such
approaches.

Class Activation Maps [21] uses the global average pooling layer in CNNs to
produce heatmaps that highlight pixels relevant to the model for generating an
output. A drawback of this approach is that it can only be applied to models that
have a global average pooling layer in their architecture. Layer-wise Relevance
Propagation [1] computes the relevance of input features by propagating the
network prediction back to the input according to predefined local relevance
propagation rules [8].

Integrated Gradients (IG)[15] produces explanations by integrating the gra-
dient of output with respect to the input features along a linear path from a
baseline image (usually a blank image with black pixels) to the input image.
This is mathematically represented as:

IGi(x, F ) = (xi − x′
i) ×

∫ 1

α=0

∂F (x′ + α × (x − x′))
∂xi

dα (3)

where x is the input, i is the feature dimension, x
′ is the baseline input, and α

is a factor of interpolation that determines the amount of feature perturbation,
and F () is the function mapping the input to the output. Computing the integral
in the Equation 3 is difficult therefore the solution is obtained using numerical
approximation as:

IGi(x, F ) = (xi − x′
i) × m−1

m∑
k=1

∂F
(
x′ + k

m × (x − x′)
)

∂xi
(4)

where m denotes the number of steps in the numerical approximation of the
integral.

Guided Backpropagation (GBP)[13] computes explanations by multiplying
the gradients computed during backpropagation by the sign of corresponding
activations from the forward pass. This amplifies the gradients corresponding to
positive activation and suppresses gradients corresponding to negative activa-
tions. The mathematical representation is presented as:

f l+1
i = relu

(
f l

i

)
= max

(
f l

i , 0
)

(5)

Rl
i =

(
f l

i > 0
)

·
(
Rl+1

i > 0
)

· Rl+1
i (6)



Uncertainty Quantification for Gradient-based Explanation in Neural Nets 5

where R is the reconstructed image obtained at layer l, f l
i is the positive

forward pass activations and Rl+1
i stands for positive error signals.

Local Interpretable Model-agnostic Explanations (LIME) [11] proposes sub-
stituting a complex learning model with a simple surrogate model in a local
neighborhood. This simplified model is easier to explain in that particular neigh-
borhood. LIME involves sampling around the input to be explained, and then
fitting a linear surrogate model that is explainable in that neighborhood. This
approach can be applied to a variety of input modalities such as text, tabular
data, and images.

2.3 Explanation Uncertainty in Neural Networks

With advances in both uncertainty estimation methods and explainability, re-
searchers have attempted to combine these concepts and produce uncertainty
in the explanation method output of neural networks. Slack et al. [12] utilize
a Bayesian framework to analyze explanation uncertainty in LIME and Ker-
nelSHAP. Zhang et al. [20] aim to find sources of uncertainty in LIME by in-
vestigating randomness in sampling, and variation of explanation in differing
proximities to data points.

Bykov et al. [3] combine Bayesian Neural Networks and Layer-wise Relevance
Propagation to generate explanation uncertainty. Wickstrom et al [19] test the
possibility of combining MC-Dropout with GBP to generate uncertainty in the
explanation.

This work tests additional combinations of uncertainty estimation approaches
and explanation methods systematically to produce explanation uncertainty. In
the next sections, we discuss this in detail.

3 Explanation Uncertainty Pipeline

In this section, we discuss the proposed approach to compute the explanation
uncertainty. To this end, we introduce the notation and the relevant underlying
concepts. We also discuss the implementation of the pipeline along with pro-
viding the rationale for the selection of uncertainty estimation and explanation
methods.

3.1 Explanation Uncertainty

Assume that a neural network fθ having parameters θ is trained using uncer-
tainty estimation methods such as MC-Dropout, Deep Ensemble, and Variational
Inference among others. The inference for such a model involves multiple stochas-
tic forward passes (MC-Dropout, Variation Inference), or multiple models (Deep
Ensembles). This is mathematically formulated as:

µ(x) = T −1
∑

i

fθ(x) (7)
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σ2(x) = T −1
∑

i

(fθ(x) − µ(x))2 (8)

where T denotes the number of stochastic forward passes or constituent en-
semble models, µ and σ2 denote the mean and the variance of the outcome of
stochastic forward passes/ensemble models. The gradient-based saliency expla-
nations can then generally be represented as:

E(x) = F

(
ŷ,

∂fθ(x)
∂x

)
(9)

where E(x) denotes the gradient-based saliency explanation, ŷ is the network
prediction and x is the input.

To generate an explanation with uncertainty, we combine the previous two
mathematical formulations as follows:

Eµ(x) = T −1
∑

i

E(x) = T −1
∑

i

F

(
ŷ,

∂fθ(x)
∂x

)
(10)

Eσ(x) = T −1
∑

i

(F
(

ŷ,
∂fθ(x)

∂x

)
− Eµ(x))2 (11)

where Eµ(x) denotes the explanation mean and Eσ(x) is the standard de-
viation of the explanations generated by outputs of multiple stochastic forward
passes/models. If the explanations are drastically different, the standard devia-
tion will be high. However, if the explanations are similar, the standard deviation
will be low. Additionally, we compute the coefficient of variation, a metric that
combines the standard deviation and the mean to concisely represent a distri-
bution. It is defined as:

CV(x) = Eσ(x)
Eµ(x) (12)

where Eσ(x) and Eµ(x) are the standard deviation and mean explanations
respectively. Note that the explanation uncertainty is explicitly concerned with
modeling uncertainty in the explanation and is unrelated to uncertainty expla-
nation where the objective is to explain the uncertainty in a given prediction.

3.2 Pipeline Implementation

Figure 2 provides a visual representation of our proposed pipelines. The various
stages in this pipeline are denoted by [A], [B], [C], and [D]. In stage [A],
we train a neural network using uncertainty estimation methods. This helps in
generating an output distribution as visualized by [B]. Applying the explana-
tion methods (denoted by [C]) to the samples of this output distribution then
generates a distribution of explanation heatmaps as highlighted by [D].

It is by analyzing samples of this explanation distribution that we will quan-
tify the confidence in the generated explanation. We compute the mean of the
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Fig. 2: Overview of our proposed approach to explore the underlying uncertainty
associated with the explanation of neural network output. The demonstrated
input and output images have been taken from [19] for the sake of representation.
The labels [A], [B], [C], and [D] depict the different stages of this pipeline and
these labels are used as a reference for the discussions in the text.

heatmap samples of the explanation distribution. The mean heatmap would be
highly activated for those features that predominantly influenced the model out-
come. The higher the activation of a particular feature in the mean heatmap,
the higher the confidence in that feature impacting the model decision-making
process. Next, we compute the standard deviation heatmap of the samples from
the explanation distribution. The standard deviation provides insights into the
amount of uncertainty in the confidence of the feature’s importance in the model
decision-making. A higher standard deviation indicates higher uncertainty asso-
ciated with the feature’s importance. Finally as discussed previously, we also
compute the coefficient of variation of this explanation distribution. The higher
the coefficient of variation is, the higher the uncertainty associated with the
importance of that feature in the explanation.

3.3 Selection of Uncertainty and Explanation Methods

From the literature survey in previous sections, we identify several uncertainty
estimation methods and explanation methods to test in this paper. Here, we
provide the rationale for selecting these approaches:

Uncertainty Estimation methods. We identify a total of 4 uncertainty
estimation approaches to test in our pipeline: Deep Ensemble, MC-Dropout, MC-
DropConnect, Flipout.

Explanation methods. We select 3 explanation methods to test our pro-
posed approach: Guided Backpropagation, Integrated Gradients, Local Interpretable
Model-agnostic Explanations (LIME).

These methods are selected by taking into consideration the complexity of
their implementation, the amount of compute necessary to generate the output
using these methods, and the availability of literature supporting their perfor-
mance.
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4 Experimental Setup

4.1 Explanation Uncertainty for Image Classification

We test the proposed approach for the image classification task using the CIFAR-
10 and the FER+ dataset. For this, we use the {Deep Ensemble, MC-Dropout,
MC-DropConnect, Flipout} as uncertainty estimation methods and {Guided Back-
propagation, Integrated Gradients} as the explanation methods. This provides
us with a total of eight combinations of uncertainty estimation and explanation
methods that we test. It should be noted that the LIME has not been used along
with the image classification task as it is computationally expensive.

The neural network used is a variant of miniVGG discussed in [16]. The
modified network has three sequential blocks each consisting of a convolution
layer followed by batch normalization and a max pooling layer. The output of
these blocks is supplied to a flatten layer and subsequently to two dense layers.
The number of units in the final dense layer of this architecture has 10 and 8
units for CIFAR-10 and FER+ respectively as these are the total number of
different classes available in these datasets.

After training the neural network with uncertainty estimation methods, we
can generate multiple output predictions for a single input. Each of these pre-
dictions is a sample from the output distribution. As the next step, we apply
the selected explanation methods to these output samples, resulting in an ex-
planation heatmap per output sample. The size of each explanation heatmap is
the same as our original input image. We visualize the mean, the standard devi-
ation, and the coefficient of variation of these explanation distribution samples.
As these quantities are also computed on a per-pixel basis, the heatmaps for
these quantities will also be of the same size as the original input image.

4.2 Pixel Deletion/Insertion

We focus on quantifying the quality of the generated explanations using our
proposed approach. To this end, we identify the pixel deletion and the pixel
insertion metric proposed by [10] in their work. The objective is to compute the
changes in the predicted class score by the subsequent addition/removal of pixels
to/from an image. We plot this change in the class score against the number of
pixels added/deleted and compute the area under this curve (AUC) which is the
pixel insertion/deletion metric. The addition/removal of the pixels to/from the
input image is governed by the explanation heatmap associated with the image
under consideration.

To compute the pixel deletion metric, we begin with the original input image
and record the decrease in the class score as a function of number of pixels deleted
from the original image. The order of pixel deletion is based on the importance
of the pixel in the explanation heatmap of the input image. The most important
pixels are deleted first and the class score is observed. This step is repeated till
all the pixels in the input image are deleted. The pixel deletion metric is then
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defined as the AUC obtained by plotting the class score as a function of % of
pixels deleted.

Conversely, to compute the pixel insertion metric, we begin with a noisy
image and observe the increment in the class score as image pixels are gradually
de-noised from this image based on their importance in the explanation heatmap.
The process of adding pixels is similar to the one adopted while calculating the
deletion metric. The most important pixels are used to de-noise the image first.
This process is repeated till the entire image is de-noised and the corresponding
class score is observed. The pixel insertion metric is then the AUC obtained by
plotting the class score as a function of the % of pixels inserted.

It should be noted that a lower AUC for the pixel deletion corresponds to
a good explanation as the removal of highly relevant pixels should diminish
the class score significantly in the initial stages of the pixel removal process.
Conversely, a higher AUC for the pixel insertion translates to a good explanation
as the addition of highly important pixels early in the pixel insertion process
should boost the class scores.

In this work, we modify the originally proposed pixel deletion/insertion met-
rics to suit our requirements. As opposed to computing the pixel deletion and
pixel insertion directly on individual explanation heatmaps, we propose to com-
pute these metrics on the mean and the standard deviation heatmap represen-
tation of the explanation distribution. This helps us to quantify the quality of
these distributions. The insertion and removal of the pixels are governed by
the importance of the pixel in the mean and the standard deviation heatmaps.
Highly weighted pixels in the mean and the standard deviation heatmap are
added/removed first. Additionally, we compute these metrics on batches of im-
ages belonging to the same class rather than computing on a per-image level.
This provides a measure of the quality of explanations on a per-class basis.

4.3 Explanation Uncertainty - Prediction vs Ground Truth Neurons

We propose modifying the computation of explanation uncertainty by varying
the gradient computation step in our original approach. This modification is only
tested with the FER+ dataset and is explained with the help of Figure 3.

In our proposed approach, the explanation is generated by calculating the
gradient of the network output with respect to the input image. Mathematically,
this is formulated as:

E(x) = ∂(OutputPrediction)
∂(Input Image) (13)

where OutputP rediction is the same as network prediction from Figure 3. The
explanation generated from this calculation helps us understand why the network
predicted what it predicted.

However, now we modify the gradient computation step as:

E(x) = ∂(OutputGround Truth)
∂(Input Image) (14)
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Neural
Network

0
Neutral

0.10

1
Happy
0.31

2
Surprise

0.14

3
Sad
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4
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5
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6
Fear
0.05

7
Contempt

0.05

Output vector

Prediction GT

Input

Fig. 3: Illustration to describe the different approaches to compute gradients and
generate explanations. The network predicted the expression in the input image
to be happy whereas the ground truth expression is suprise.

where OutputGround Truth is the activation of the unit corresponding to the
ground truth (GT) as depicted in Figure 3. The explanation generated using this
calculation helps to visualize the features/image regions that the network should
have focused on for its prediction to match the ground truth. It is important to
note that Equation 13 and Equation 14 converge when the network prediction
matches the ground truth for a given input.

In the case of the FER+ dataset, we observed that the network prediction
often does not match the ground truth owing to the inherent nature of the
dataset. Hence, we propose modifying the approach to compute the explanations.
The process of generating the mean, the standard deviation heatmap, and the
coefficient of variation heatmap is identical to our original approach.

4.4 Explanation Uncertainty for Tabular Regression

We test our approach with tabular regression as it allows us to test its robustness.
For this, we use the {Deep Ensemble, MC-Dropout, MC-DropConnect, Flipout}
as uncertainty estimation methods and {Guided Backpropagation, Local Inter-
pretable Model-agnostic Explanation} as the explanation methods. We select the
LIME method as it can be applied to tabular datasets. Additionally, to the best
of our knowledge, the GBP method has not been used to generate explanations
for tabular data. We use a Multi-Layer Perceptron with 4 dense layers for this
task.

5 Experimental Results

In this section, we present the results of the experiments discussed in the previous
section.

5.1 Explanation Uncertainty for Image Classification

The explanation heatmaps for the CIFAR-10 and the FER+ datasets have been
visualized in Figure 4 and Figure 5 respectively. As previously described, the size
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of these heatmaps is the same as the size of the input image. In the subsequent
discussions, the heatmaps will be referred to by their identifier namely the mean
explanation heatmap as µ, the standard deviation explanation heatmap as σ,
and the coefficient of variation explanation heatmap as CV .

Figure 4 depicts the image of a truck taken from the CIFAR-10. We observe
from the µ heatmaps that the explanations generated by GBP are highly acti-
vated for relevant pixel regions as compared to those by IG. We also observe low
activation in the σ heatmaps generated by the GBP as compared to IG. This
implies that the explanations generated by the GBP have lower uncertainty as
compared to those generated by IG.

Figure 5 shows the input image with the expression suprise taken from the
FER+. It can be observed in the µ heatmaps that the GBP highlights the
relevant facial features to a greater extent as compared to IG. This observation
is supported by the σ heatmaps of both these methods as well. The σ and the
CV heatmaps generated by the GBP have low activation around the relevant
pixel regions for all the uncertainty estimation methods. This implies that the
explanations generated by the GBP have a higher agreement and are therefore
highly confident. However, this is not the case for IG where the pixel activations
in the µ heatmaps are scattered. This indicates a low confidence in the generated
explanation.

From these figures, we also observe that IG generates more noisier expla-
nations as compared to GBP. This could be attributed to the accumulation
of activations from multiple steps while calculating explanations using IG that
result in spurious highlighting of less relevant regions.

5.2 Pixel Deletion/Insertion

The results for pixel deletion/insertion are provided in Figures 6 - Figure 9 and
Table 1 and Table 2. The figures depict the variation in the class score for a
batch of images (from both the CIFAR-10 and FER+) by applying the pixel
insertion/deletion based on their corresponding explanation heatmaps (µ and
σ). The tables contain the AUCs for these plots. It should be noted that a
higher AUC for pixel insertion and a lower AUC for pixel deletion is desired
to ensure good-quality explanations. The pixel insertion and deletion curves
have been plotted for batches of images representing all the classes in both
datasets (CIFAR-10 and FER+). The order of pixel insertion/deletion has been
determined using the mean and the standard deviation explanation heatmaps of
the corresponding images from these datasets.

It is evident from these figures and tables that for CIFAR-10 the best expla-
nations are generally generated for the frog class and the worst explanations are
generated for the dog class. These observations are supported by high AUC for
pixel insertion and low AUC for pixel deletion for these classes.

In the case of the FER+, the trends are not generalizable. This can be at-
tributed to the fact that the FER+ is a difficult dataset to train a network
on resulting in a relatively poor quality of model predictions and by extension,
poor quality of explanations. This is also supported by the anomalous behavior
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of the pixel deletion plots for the case of Flipout. In these plots, the class score
increases despite relevant pixels being deleted from the image.
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Fig. 6: Pixel flipping curves for Deep Ensemble (rows 1-2) and MC-Dropout
(rows 3-4) for CIFAR-10. The first and the third rows depict the deletion curves
whereas the second and the fourth rows depict the insertion curves. From left to
right, the columns show the following heatmaps and the explanation methods
they correspond to: (i) µ-GBP (ii) σ-GBP (iii) µ-IG (iv) σ-IG.
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Fig. 7: Pixel flipping curves for MC-DropConnect (rows 1-2) and Flipout (rows 3-
4) for CIFAR-10. The first and the third rows depict the deletion curves whereas
the second and the fourth rows depict the insertion curves. From left to right,
the columns show the following heatmaps and the explanation methods they
correspond to: (i) µ-GBP (ii) σ-GBP (iii) µ-IG (iv) σ-IG.
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Fig. 8: Pixel flipping curves for Deep Ensemble (rows 1-2) and MC-Dropout (rows
3-4) for FER+. The first and the third rows depict the deletion curves whereas
the second and the fourth rows depict the insertion curves. From left to right,
the columns show the following heatmaps and the explanation methods they
correspond to: (i) µ-GBP (ii) σ-GBP (iii) µ-IG (iv) σ-IG.
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Fig. 9: Pixel flipping curves for MC-DropConnect (rows 1-2) and Flipout (rows
3-4) for FER+. The first and the third rows depict the deletion curves whereas
the second and the fourth rows depict the insertion curves. From left to right,
the columns show the following heatmaps and the explanation methods they
correspond to: (i) µ-GBP (ii) σ-GBP (iii) µ-IG (iv) σ-IG.



Uncertainty Quantification for Gradient-based Explanation in Neural Nets 19

co
nt

em
pt

sa
dn

es
s

ne
ut

ra
l

su
rp

ri
se

an
ge

r
ha

pp
in

es
s

fe
ar

di
sg

us
t

+
-

+
-

+
-

+
-

+
-

+
-

+
-

+
-

µ
-G

B
P

-E
0.

24
0.

35
0.

25
0.

29
0.

28
0.

36
0.

33
0.

35
0.

31
0.

32
0.

40
0.

44
0.

27
0.

30
0.

29
0.

25
σ

-G
B

P
-E

0.
25

0.
34

0.
25

0.
28

0.
28

0.
35

0.
33

0.
34

0.
32

0.
32

0.
40

0.
43

0.
27

0.
29

0.
31

0.
24

µ
-I

G
-E

0.
31

0.
35

0.
27

0.
30

0.
34

0.
39

0.
38

0.
42

0.
34

0.
35

0.
43

0.
40

0.
32

0.
37

0.
35

0.
33

σ
-I

G
-E

0.
33

0.
35

0.
27

0.
30

0.
33

0.
38

0.
38

0.
41

0.
34

0.
35

0.
43

0.
41

0.
31

0.
36

0.
35

0.
33

µ
-G

B
P

-O
0.

46
0.

38
0.

34
0.

37
0.

48
0.

48
0.

40
0.

21
0.

46
0.

33
0.

38
0.

22
0.

28
0.

11
0.

39
0.

24
σ

-G
B

P
-O

0.
45

0.
36

0.
37

0.
33

0.
48

0.
43

0.
39

0.
21

0.
47

0.
31

0.
41

0.
22

0.
31

0.
18

0.
33

0.
21

µ
-I

G
-O

0.
46

0.
41

0.
36

0.
32

0.
49

0.
43

0.
40

0.
26

0.
46

0.
36

0.
45

0.
24

0.
30

0.
16

0.
45

0.
31

σ
-I

G
-O

0.
47

0.
39

0.
37

0.
31

0.
48

0.
42

0.
44

0.
28

0.
44

0.
36

04
5.

0.
25

0.
31

0.
20

0.
44

0.
29

µ
-G

B
P

-C
0.

21
0.

29
0.

22
0.

25
0.

23
0.

27
0.

21
0.

23
0.

21
0.

25
0.

27
0.

34
0.

16
0.

19
0.

16
0.

23
σ

-G
B

P
-C

0.
19

0.
28

0.
23

0.
25

0.
23

0.
27

0.
21

0.
25

0.
23

0.
23

0.
27

0.
36

0.
16

0.
18

0.
16

0.
21

µ
-I

G
-C

0.
28

0.
22

0.
30

0.
24

0.
31

0.
26

0.
32

0.
24

0.
26

0.
23

0.
39

0.
28

0.
27

0.
24

0.
31

0.
20

σ
-I

G
-C

0.
29

0.
25

0.
29

0.
23

0.
30

0.
26

0.
34

0.
24

0.
26

0.
22

0.
37

0.
28

0.
28

0.
26

0.
26

0.
21

µ
-G

B
P

-F
0.

27
0.

32
0.

31
0.

29
0.

32
0.

33
0.

46
0.

27
0.

27
0.

25
0.

32
0.

24
0.

39
0.

28
0.

28
0.

19
σ

-G
B

P
-F

0.
30

0.
31

0.
30

0.
30

0.
32

0.
35

0.
45

0.
27

0.
26

0.
26

0.
32

0.
25

0.
36

0.
24

0.
29

0.
21

µ
-I

G
-F

0.
30

0.
31

0.
35

0.
33

0.
40

0.
36

0.
48

0.
33

0.
30

0.
26

0.
44

0.
22

0.
39

0.
33

0.
29

0.
32

σ
-I

G
-F

0.
38

0.
32

0.
35

0.
36

0.
40

0.
39

0.
48

0.
35

0.
29

0.
29

0.
47

0.
23

0.
39

0.
32

0.
31

0.
32

Ta
bl

e
2:

C
la

ss
-w

ise
A

U
C

s
fo

r
th

e
pi

xe
lfl

ip
pi

ng
pl

ot
s

fo
r

FE
R

+
.+

an
d

-
de

no
te

th
e

pi
xe

li
ns

er
tio

n
an

d
pi

xe
ld

el
et

io
n

m
et

ric
re

sp
ec

tiv
el

y.
T

he
co

m
bi

na
tio

n
of

th
eu

nc
er

ta
in

ty
es

tim
at

io
n

m
et

ho
ds

(D
ee

p
En

se
m

bl
e(

E
),

M
C

-D
ro

po
ut

(O
),

M
C

-D
ro

pC
on

ne
ct

(C
)

an
d

Fl
ip

ou
t

(F
))

,e
xp

la
na

tio
n

m
et

ho
ds

(G
ui

de
d

B
ac

kP
ro

pa
ga

tio
n

(G
B

P
)

an
d

In
te

gr
at

ed
G

ra
di

en
ts

(I
G

))
,a

nd
ty

pe
of

ex
pl

an
at

io
n

he
at

m
ap

(m
ea

n
(µ

)
an

d
st

an
da

rd
de

vi
at

io
n

(σ
))

ar
e

lis
te

d
al

on
g

th
e

ro
w

s.



20 Mulye & Valdenegro-Toro

5.3 Explanation Uncertainty - Prediction vs Ground Truth Neurons

The presentation of the results is similar to that in Section 5.1 for the same
input image. The results are shown in Figure 10.

We expect the output of both the variants of explanation computation to
differ only when the network prediction does not match the ground truth for the
samples obtained from forward passes/ensemble models.

Similar to the observations with original gradient computation, we find that
in Figure 10 the explanations generated by GBP have higher certainty in com-
parison to the explanations generated by IG. Additionally, we notice the mod-
ifications applied to the gradient computation step do not drastically alter the
generated explanation. A slight variation in the activation of different pixel re-
gions can be observed in the case of IG, but it is not as prominent in GBP.

A possible reason for no drastic changes in the explanation could be that
the averaging effect of the multitude of explanation samples negates the impact
of the modified gradient computation. It might be possible that the majority of
the output prediction sample matches the ground truth thereby outweighing the
effect of modified gradient computation associated with those incorrect output
predictions. In such a case, where the model prediction increasingly matches
the ground truth, the results of both the original gradient computation and the
variation in gradient computation converge.

5.4 Explanation Uncertainty for Tabular Regression

As the modality of input data changes for the tabular regression task, we change
the depiction of the explanation as well. We visualize feature importance as bar
charts for this task. The length of the bars shows the mean explanation and
the error bars depict the standard deviation explanation. Figure 11 depicts the
output obtained on a data point taken from the California Housing Dataset.

It can be observed that the mean explanations generated by LIME gener-
ally have a lower activation as compared to GBP. This indicates less agreement
amongst the constituent explanations and in turn higher uncertainty in the ex-
planation generated by LIME. Furthermore, we find that for LIME, the value
of the coefficient of variation is slightly higher for several features, especially
in the case of Deep Ensemble and MC-DropConnect. This implies that these
explanations are highly uncertain and should be used with caution. This can be
attributed to disagreement among the constituent explanations for that particu-
lar feature. The same is observed in the case of GBP for a couple of features, (to a
smaller degree as compared to LIME), especially for the case of Deep Ensembles.

6 Conclusions and Future Work

In this section, we discuss the conclusions and answer the questions formulated
in the previous section of this paper.
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Fig. 11: The explanations for the tabular regression task with the mean and
the standard deviation explanation (rows 1-2) and the coefficient of variation
explanations (rows 3-4). The first and the third rows represent the outputs of
GBP and the second and the fourth rows represent LIME. From left to right,
the columns represent as follows: (i) Deep Ensemble (ii) MC-Dropout (iii) MC-
DropConnect (iv) Flipout. The input features mapping in the plots is as follows:
[1: longitude, 2: latitude, 3: housing median age, 4: total rooms, 5: total bed-
rooms, 6: population, 7: households, 8: median income].

RQ1: We have demonstrated that additional combinations of uncertainty es-
timation and explanation methods can be implemented efficiently to generate ex-
planation uncertainty by using our proposed approach. RQ2: We identified that
the mean, the standard deviation, and the coefficient of variation can be used
for concise analysis and representation of the resultant explanation distribution.
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The features having a high mean, low standard deviation, and subsequently a
low coefficient of variation are generally more likely to have influenced the model
output. RQ3: To analyze the quality of explanation distributions, we proposed
and computed a modified version of the pixel insertion/deletion metric. We find
that a higher value for pixel insertion and a lower value for pixel deletion are the
characteristics of a good explanation. RQ4: From the analysis of the explanation
representations, we deduce that any combination of uncertainty estimation with
GBP (as an explanation method) can produce useful and highly confident ex-
planation distributions. This can be supplemented by the observation that GBP
tends to generate less noisy explanation heatmaps with higher mean and lower
standard deviation for relevant features.

We expect that explanation uncertainty becomes a standard feature of saliency
explanations as used by researchers and practitioners, same as it should be for
uncertainty estimation methods, so a machine learning model can produce a
prediction, with an uncertainty estimate, and an explanation, also with its un-
certainty estimate, for a complete set of information required for trustworthiness.

We hope that our proposed pipeline can be utilized to verify new develop-
ments in uncertainty estimation and explanation approaches. This work can be
extended by incorporating a human-based evaluation of the explanations gen-
erated by algorithms. Having such feedback from users could provide valuable
insights for improvements in the explanation methods.

Broader Impact Statement

Both uncertainty estimation and saliency explanations have broad impact on
society, as machine learning models are increasingly being used in real-world
settings, where humans could be harmed, and uncertainty estimation produces
better calibrated output uncertainties to detect when a model makes incorrect
or ambiguous predictions.

Similarly for saliency explanations, when explanation uncertainty is produced
by using an uncertainty estimation method, this would allow human users to
obtain additional information in order to decide if the explanation should be
trusted or not.

In both cases, output uncertainty and saliency explanations can be mislead-
ing, and always additional validation is necessary when used by human users.
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