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Explainable Deep Learning

* Deep neural networks

— an indispensable machine learning tool for achieving human-level
performance on many learning tasks

— However, due to its black-box nature, it is inherently difficult to
understand which aspects of the input data drive the decisions of the
network.

* Explainable deep learning
— Various real-world scenarios need a decision support system using

DNNs

» Specifically in critical domains, such as legislation, law enforcement, and
healthcare

— In these domains, the humans making high-level decisions can be sure:

* 1) The DNN decisions are driven by combinations of data features that are
appropriate in the context of the deployment of the decision support system

e 2) The decisions made are legally or ethically defensible
— Given the popularity of DNN and the importance of XAl, the

development of new methods and studies on explaining the decision-
making process of DNNs has blossomed into an active research field

https://arxiv.org/pdf/2004.14545 . pdf



Explainable Deep Learning
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Explainable Deep Learning
 Methods for Explaining DNNs

— Visualization methods:

* Visualization methods express an explanation by highlighting,
through a scientific visualization, characteristics of an input that

strongly influence the output of a DNN

— Model distillation:

* Model distillation develops a separate, “white-box” machine
learning model that is trained to mimic the input-output behavior of

the DNN.

* The white-box model, which is inherently explainable, is meant to
identify the decision rules or input features influencing DNN outputs.

— Intrinsic methods:
* Intrinsic methods are DNNs that have been specifically created to
render an explanation along with its output.

* As a consequence of its design, intrinsically explainable deep
networks can jointly optimize both model performance and some

qguality of the explanations produced.
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Model Distillation
e Model distillation

— Refer to a class of post-training explanation methods
where the knowledge encoded within a trained DNN is
distilled into a representation amenable for explanation
by a user

Trained DNN

Input x Output f(x)

\ /
{xi, f(x;)}

DNN input/output

behavior Train g to mimic
behavior of f

Output g(y)
—

Interpretable
distillation of f




Model Distillation

* Model distillation for explainable deep learning

— Local Approximation

* Alocal approximation method learns a simple model whose input/output
behavior mimics that of a DNN for a small subset of the input data.

* This method is motivated by the idea that the model a DNN uses to
discriminate within a local area of the data manifold is simpler than the
discriminatory model over the entire surface.

* Given a sufficiently high local density of input data to approximate the local
manifold with piecewise linear functions, the DNN’s behavior in this local
area may be distilled into a set of explainable linear discriminators.

— Model Translation

e Model translations train an alternative smaller model that mimics the
input/output behavior of a DNN.

* They contrast local approximation methods in replicating the behavior of a
DNN across an entire dataset rather than small subsets.

* The smaller models may be directly explainable, may be smaller and easier
to deploy, or could be further analyzed to gain insights into the causes of
the input/output behavior that the translated model replicates.



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

* LIME (Local Interpretable Model-agnostic
Explanations)

— a novel explanation technique that explains the
predictions of any classifier in an interpretable and
faithful manner, by learning an interpretable model
locally around the prediction

* SP-LIME

— A method to explain models by presenting
representative individual predictions and their
explanations in a non-redundant way, framing the task
as a submodular optimization problem



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

* Motivation

— if the users do not trust a model or a prediction, they
will not use it, when using machine learning classifiers
as tools

— Two different (but related) definitions of trust:

e (1) trusting a prediction

— whether a user trusts an individual prediction sufficiently to take
some action based on it

e (2) trusting a model

— whether the user trusts a model to behave in reasonable ways if
deployed.

— Both are directly impacted by how much the human
understands a model’s behavior
* Opposed to seeing it as a black box



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

* Determining trust in individual predictions
— an important problem when the model is used for decision
making.

— Predictions cannot be acted upon on blind faith, as the
consequences may be catastrophic.

* E.g.) machine learning for medical diagnosis or terrorism detection

e Evaluating the model as a whole before deploying it
“in the wild”.

— Users need to be confident that the model will perform
well on real-world data, according to the metrics of interest

— But, real-world data is often significantly different, and
further, the evaluation metric may not be indicative of the
product’s goal



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

* Proposal

— For the “trusting a prediction” problem
* Propose providing explanations for individual predictions

— For the “trusting the model” problem
 selecting multiple such predictions (and explanations)

— 1) LIME

e an algorithm that can explain the predictions of any classifier
or regressor in a faithful way, by approximating it locally with
an interpretable model.

—2) SP-LIME

* a method that selects a set of representative instances with
explanations to address the “trusting the model” problem,
via submodular optimization.



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

Explaining individual predictions. A model predicts that a patient has the flu, and LIME
highlights the symptoms in the patient’s history that led to the prediction.

Sneeze and headache are portrayed as contributing to the “flu” prediction, while “no fatigue”
is evidence against it. With these, a doctor can make an informed decision about whether to

trust the model’s prediction.

Flu

/ sneeze

- weight
headache

\ no fatigue

age

Model Data and Prediction

Explainer

(LIME)

sneeze |

headache ﬂ

no fatigue

Explanation Human makes decision

a doctor is much better positioned to make a decision with the help of a
model if intelligible explanations are provided

In this case, an explanation is a small list of symptoms with relative weights —
symptoms that either contribute to the prediction (in green) or are evidence

against it (in red).



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

* The “trusting the model” problem

— Evaluation on validation data may not correspond to
performance “in the wild”

* Practitioners often overestimate the accuracy of their models

— Looking at examples offers an alternative method to
assess truth in the model, especially if the examples
are explained.

— Propose explaining several representative individual
predictions of a model as a way to provide a global
understanding.



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

Explaining individual predictions of competing classifiers trying to determine if a document
is about “Christianity” or “Atheism”.

Example #3 of 6

True Class: ‘ Atheism

 instructons J Proviovs ] Next

Algorithm 1

Words that Al considers important:

GOD

From: pauld@verdix.com (Paul Durbin)
Subject: Re: DAVID CORESH IS! GOD!
Nntp-Posting-Host: sarge.hq.verdix.com
Organization: Verdix Corp

Lines: 8

Prediction correct:

Algorithm 2

Words that A2 considers important:

Posting

Host

From: pauld@verdix.com (Paul Durbin)
Subject: Re: DAVID CORESH IS! GOD!
Nntp-Posting-Host: sarge.hq.verdix.com
Organization: Verdix Corp

Lines: 8

Prediction correct:




"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

* Desired Characteristics for Explainers

— Interpretable: an essential criterion for explanations

* Provide qualitative understanding between the input variables and
the response

— Local fidelity: An meaningful explanation must at least be
locally faithful

— it is often impossible for an explanation to be completely faithful unless it
is the complete description of the model itself

* Local fidelity does not imply global fidelity

— Features that are globally important may not be important in the local
context, and vice versa

— Model-agnostic: An explainer should be able to explain
any model

— Global perspective: important to ascertain trust in the
model

* To explain the model, we select a few explanations to present to the
user, such that they are representative of the model



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the

Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

* LIME (Local Interpretable Model-agnostic Explanations)

— identify an interpretable model over the interpretable
representation that is locally faithful to the classifier

* Interpretable Data Representations

— Important to distinguish between features and interpretable data
representations

— Interpretable explanations

* Need to use a representation that is understandable to humans, regardless
of the actual features used by the model.

— Interpretable representation
» E.g.) for text classification, a binary vector indicating the presence or
absence of a word
— even though the classifier may use more complex (and incomprehensible) features
such as word embeddings.
* for image classification, a binary vector indicating the “presence” or
“absence” of a contiguous patch of similar pixels (a super-pixel)

— while the classifier may represent the image as a tensor with three color channels
per pixel.



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

* Interpretable Data Representations

~x € R? : the original representation of an instance
being explained

/
-z’ € {0, 1}d : a binary vector for its interpretable
representation



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

* Fidelity-Interpretability Trade-off

— (' aclass of potentially interpretable models

 Readilv presented to the user with visual or textual artifacts

- g C (7 : an explanation as a model
 linear models, decision trees, or falling rule lists
d’ :
— {0, 1} the domain of g
* g acts over absence/presence of the interpretable components

— Q(g): a measure of complexity (as opposed to
interpretability)

* Notevery g € G may be simple enough to be interpretable

 E.g.)
— Q(g) for decision trees: The depth of the tree
— Q(g) for linear models: the number of non-zero weights



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

Fidelity-Interpretability Trade-off
— f:RY = R :the model being explained

* f(x): the probability (or a binary indicator) that x belongs to a
certain class

— Ty (Z) : @ proximity measure between an instance z to
X, so as to define locality around x

— E(f, g, 7'('39) : @ measure of how unfaithful g is in
approximating f in the locality defined by .

* |In order to ensure both interpretability and local fidelity,
minimize L(f, g, m,) while having (g) be low enough to be
interpretable by humans:

— The explanation produced by LIME is obtained by:
{(x) = argmin L(f, g, ) + Q(g)

geG local fidelity  interpretability



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

» Fidelity-Interpretability Trade-off

local fidelity  interpretability

§(x) = argergin L(f,g,m)+ ?(9)

Explanation families fidelity function complexity measures

Locality measure

— Here, focus on sparse linear models as explanations,
and on performing the search using perturbations.



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

« Sampling for Local Exploration
— Model-agnostic explainer

* Minimize the locality-aware loss £(f,g,7=)  without
making any assumptions about f
* Approximate L(f, g, m,) by drawing samples, weighted by m,
— To learn the local behavior of f as the interpretable inputs vary
« Sample instances around x’ by drawing nonzero elements of x'

uniformly at random
— The number of such draws is also uniformly sampled



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

« Sampling for Local Exploration

— Model-agnostic explainer

/
* Given a perturbed sample 2 € {0, 1}d , recover the sample
in the original representation , < R? and obtain f(z),
which is used as a label for the explanation model

« Z :given the dataset of perturbed samples with the
associated labels

* Optimize the LIME objective function using 2 to get 5(:17)

§(x) = argmin  L(f, g, 7)) + Q(g)

ged



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the Predictions of
Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

The black-box model’s complex decision function f (unknown to LIME) is

represented by the blue/pink background, which cannot be approximated well
by a linear model.

LIME samples instances, gets predictions using f, and weighs them by the
proximity to the instance being explained (represented here by size)

the learned explanation that is locally

’/ (but not globally) faithful.

|
aE
+ 1

| o

the instarfce .

being explained\—F4 .

—+H ® . +
] ©® 0® .
/

f B

/




"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

Sampling for Local Exploration
— LIME as model-agnostic explainer

» Sample instances both in the vicinity of x (which have a high
weight due to ,.) and far away from x (low weight from m,,).

* Even though the original model may be too complex to explain
globally, LIME presents an explanation that is locally faithful
(linear in this case), where the locality is captured by 7,

* Fairly robust to sampling noise since the samples are weighted
by 1T,



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]
* Sparse Linear Explanations

— G: the class of linear models g(z') = wy -2’

— L: the locally weighted square loss

L(f,g,mg)= Z Tz (2) (f(z) _ g(zf))Q

z,z'€Z
— 2 2
me(2) = exp(—D(z,2)*/o”)
an exponential kernel defined on some distance function D

— For text classification, the explanation is interpretable

* By letting the interpretable representation be a bag of words,
and by setting a limit K on the number of word

Ug) = ool|lwglly > K]



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

* Sparse Linear Explanations
— () for image classification,

* Use “super-pixels” (computed using any standard algorithm)
instead of words,
— The interpretable representation of an image is a binary vector

» indicates the original super-pixel and O indicates a grayed out
super-pixel

— Approximate § by first selecting K features with Lasso
& then learning the weights via least squares (K-LASSO)



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

* Sparse Linear Explanations

Algorithm 1 Sparse Linear Explanations using LIME

Require: Classifier f, Number of samples N
Require: Instance z, and its interpretable version z’

Require: Similarity kernel m,, Length of explanation K
Z+{}

for i€ {1,2,3,...,N} do
z; < sample_around(z")
Z +— Z U <Z,£, f(Zz)aﬂ':r(z’L»

end for

w < K-Lasso(Z, K) > with z] as features, f(z) as target
return w




"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

« Example: Text classification with SVMs

— Explain the predictions of a support vector machine with RBF
kernel trained on unigrams to differentiate “Christianity”
from “Atheism” (on a subset of the 20 newsgroup dataset).

— The explanation shows that predictions are made for quite
arbitrary reasons

n

» words “Posting”, “Host”, and “Re” have no connection to either
Christianity or Atheism

— The word “Posting” appears in 22% of examples in the training set, 99% of
them in the class “Atheism”

— It is clear that this dataset has serious issues (which are not
evident just by studying the raw data or predictions), and
that this classifier, or held-out evaluation, cannot be trusted



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

 Example: Deep networks for image

Explaining an image classification prediction made by Google’s Inception neural
network. The top 3 classes predicted are “Electric Guitar” (p = 0.32), "Acoustic
guitar” (p = 0.24) and “Labrador” (p = 0.21)

(a) Original Image | (b) Explaining Electric guitar



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

 Example: Deep networks for image

(c) Explaining Acoustic guitar ~ (d) Explaining Labrador



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

Submodular pick for explaining models

— Given a set of instances X, the pick step is defined as the
task of selecting B instances for the user to inspect.

— The pick step
* Not dependent on the existence of explanations

* Should take into account the explanations that accompany
each prediction.
— Looking at raw data is not enough to understand predictions and get
insights,
* Should pick a diverse, representative set of explanations to
show the user

— Non-redundant explanations that represent how the model behaves
globally.



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

« Submodular pick for explaining models
— W :ann X d explanation matrix

* Represents the local importance of the interpretable
components for each instance

— gi = &(Ti) :the explanation for x; when using linear
models as explanations
Wij — ‘wgijl

— 1j . denote the global importance of j-th component
(j-th column in W) in the explanation space

— Coverage for |

* want / such that features that explain many different instances
have higher importance score



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the Predictions of
Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

Rows represent instances (documents) and columns represent
features (words). Feature f2 (dotted blue) has the highest
iImportance. Rows 2 and 5 (in red) would be selected by the pick

W procedure, covering all but feature f1
f1 f2 3 f4 {5
| | 1
y
I I, > I, since feature f, is
= | l used to explain more
Instances
T [
l |
) l |




"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

« Submodular pick for explaining models
— Setting for |

* For the text applications,

Ij = />0 Wij

* For images

— | must measure something that is comparable across the super-pixels in
different images, such as color histograms or other features of super-
pixels




"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

 Submodular pick for explaining models
— Avoiding redundancy for |

* The set of explanations must not be redundant in the
components they show the users, i.e. avoid selecting instances
with similar explanations.

* Formalize the non-redundant coverage intuition:
dl
C(VJ W? I) — Z ]]-[El’iEV:WZ'j >O]Ij
7=1
* The pick problem: consists of finding the set V, |V| < B that
achieves the highest coverage:

Pick(W, I) = argmax c(V, W, I)
V,|V|<B



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

 Submodular pick for explaining models

— The pick problem: consists of finding theset V, |V| < B
that achieves the highest coverage:
Pick(W, I) = argmax c(V, W, I)
ViIVI<B
* Maximize a weighted coverage function, and is NP-hard
—c(VU{i}, W, I)—c(V, W, I): the marginal
coverage gain of adding an instance i toa set V

— Due to submodularity, we can consider a greedy
algorithm that iteratively adds the instance with the
highest marginal coverage gain to the solution

e Offers a constant-factor approximation guarantee of 1-1/e to
the optimum



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

 Submodular pick for explaining models

Algorithm 2 Submodular pick (SP) algorithm

Require: Instances X, Budget B
for all z; € X do
W, < explain(z;, x;) > Using Algorithm 1
end for
for j € {1...d'} do
I < /> IWij| > Compute feature importances
end for
V +—{}
while |V| < B do > Greedy optimization of Eq (4)
V «+ V Uargmax; ¢(V U{i}, W, I)
end while
return V




"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

e Simulated user experiments

— Explanation Methods

* LIME

* Parzen: A method that approximates the black box classifier
globally with Parzen windows, and explains individual
predictions by taking the gradient of the prediction probability
function.

* Greedy: we greedily remove features that contribute the most
to the predicted class until the prediction changes (or we reach
the maximum of K features)

 Random: randomly picks K features as an explanation

* K=10



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

* Are explanations faithful to the model?

— Recall on truly important features for two interpretable

classifiers on the books dataset

Train both classifiers such that the maximum number of features they use for
any instance is 10, and thus we know the gold set of features that the are
considered important by these models.

100 02. 100 97.0
78.9
75 72.8 15 |
NS 64{.3 32
= 90 T 50
;:.-3 é 37.0
25 17.4 25| 206
0
random parzen greedy LIME random parzen greedy LIME

(a) Sparse LR (b) Decision Tree



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the

Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

* Are explanations faithful to the model?

— Recall on truly important features for two interpretable
classifiers on the DVDs dataset.

100

75

50

Recall (%)

60.8

63.4

90.2

random parzen greedy LIME

(a) Sparse LR

100

75

50

Recall (%)

25

17.4

80.6

47.6

97.8

random parzen greedy LIME

(b) Decision Tree




"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

* Should I trust this prediction?

— To simulate trust in individual predictions, first randomly
select 25% of the features to be “untrustworthy”

* Assume that the users can identify and would not want to trust
these features

— such as the headers in 20 newsgroups, leaked data, etc
— Develop oracle “trustworthiness” by labeling test set
predictions from a black box classifier as

* “untrustworthy” if the prediction changes when untrustworthy
features are removed from the instance,

e and “trustworthy” otherwise (i.e. robust after removing untrust
worthy features)



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]
* Should I trust this prediction?

— For LIME and parzen explanations to simulate users

e Assume that users deem predictions untrustworthy from LIME and
parzen explanations if the prediction from the linear approximation
changes when all untrustworthy features that appear in the
explanations are removed

— The simulated human “discounts” the effect of untrustworthy features
— For greedy and random,

* The prediction is mistrusted if any untrustworthy features are present
in the explanation,

— since these methods do not provide a notion of the contribution of each
feature to the prediction.

— Thus for each test set prediction, we can evaluate whether
the simulated user trusts it using each explanation method,
and compare it to the trustworthiness oracle.



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

* Should I trust this prediction?

— Average F1 of trustworthiness for different explainers on
a collection of classifiers and datasets.

— Averaged over 100 runs

Books DVDs

LR NN RF SVM LR NN RF SVM

Random 14.6 14.8 14.7 14.7 14.2 14.3 14.5 144
Parzen 84.0 87.6 94.3 92.3 87.0 &81.7 94.2 &87.3
Greedy 53.7 47.4 45.0 53.3 52.4 58.1 46.6 55.1
LIME 96.6 94.5 96.2 96.7 96.6 91.8 96.1 95.6




"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the

Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]
* Can | trust this model?

— Evaluate whether the explanations can be used for model
selection, simulating the case where a human has to decide
between two competing models with similar accuracy on
validation data

— Add 10 artificially “noisy” features

* On training and validation sets (80/20 split of the original training data),
each artificial feature appears in 10% of the examples in one class, and
20% of the other

* Onthe test instances, each artificial feature appears in 10% of the
examples in each class

» =» Recreates the situation where the models use not only features that are
informative in the real world, but also ones that introduce spurious
correlations.

— Create pairs of competing classifiers

* By repeatedly training pairs of random forests with 30 trees until their
validation accuracy is within 0.1% of each other, but their test accuracy
differs by at least 5%.

* Thus, itis not possible to identify the better classifier (the one with higher
test accuracy) from the accuracy on the validation data.



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

e Can | trust this model?

— Evaluate whether a user can identify the better classifier
based on the explanations of B instances from the
validation set.

— The simulated human marks the set of artificial features
that appear in the B explanations as untrustworthy,

* Following which we evaluate how many total predictions in
the validation set should be trusted (as in the previous section,
treating only marked features as untrustworthy).

— Then, we select the classifier with fewer untrustworthy
predictions, and compare this choice to the classifier
with higher held-out test set accuracy
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"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

* Should I trust this prediction?

— Choosing between two classifiers, as the number of
instances shown to a simulated user is varied. Averages
and standard errors from 800 runs.
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(b) DVDs dataset




"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

Evaluation with human subjects

— Experiment setup

* The “Christianity” and “Atheism” documents from the 20
newsgroups

— This dataset is problematic since it contains features that do not
generalize (e.g. very informative header information and author
names), and thus validation accuracy considerably overestimates real-
world performance

* To estimate the real world performance, create a new religion
dataset for evaluation

— Download Atheism and Christianity websites from the DMOZ directory
and human curated lists, yielding 819 webpages in each class.

— High accuracy on this dataset by a classifier trained on 20 newsgroups
indicates that the classifier is generalizing using semantic content,
instead of placing importance on the data specific issues outlined
above.



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

e Can users select the best classifier?

— Evaluate whether explanations can help users decide which
classifier generalizes better

* which classifier would the user deploy “in the wild”

— Users have to decide between two classifiers

e 1) The SVM classifier trained on the original 20 newsgroups dataset,
— Achieves an accuracy score of 57.3% on the religion dataset
— The test accuracy on the original 20 newsgroups split: 94.0%

» 2) The “cleaned” classifier: a version of the same classifier trained
on a “cleaned” dataset where many of the features that do not
generalize have been manually removed.

— Achieves a score of 69.0% on the religion dataset
— The test accuracy on the original 20 newsgroups split: 88.6%

e Suggesting that the worse classifier would be selected if accuracy
alone is used as a measure of trust.



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

Can users select the best classifier?

— Restrict both the number of words in each explanation (K) and the
number of documents that each person inspects (B) to 6.

— Average accuracy of human subject (with standard errors) in choosing
between two classifiers.

100

1 Random Pick (RP)
1 Submodular Pick (RP) 89.0

80 80.0

68.0 |

60

% correct choice

4
0 greedy LIME



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

* Can non-experts improve a classifier?
— Use the 20 newsgroups data here as well

— Ask Amazon Mechanical Turk users to identify which
words from the explanations should be removed from

subsequent training, for the worse classifier from the
previous section

— In each round, the subject marks words for deletion

after observing B = 10 instances with K = 10 words
in each explanation



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

* Can non-experts improve a classifier?

» Feature engineering experiment. Each shaded line represents the
average accuracy of subjects in a path starting from one of the
initial 10 subjects. Each solid line represents the average across all
paths per round of interaction.
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"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the

Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]
* Do explanations lead to insights?

— |ssue: Often artifacts of data collection can induce undesirable
correlations that the classifiers pick up during training

— Take the task of distinguishing between photos of Wolves and
Eskimo Dogs (huskies).

— Train a logistic regression classifier on a training set of 20 images,
hand selected such that all pictures of wolves had snow in the
background, while pictures of huskies did not.

— As the features for the images, use the first max-pooling layer of
Google’s pre-trained Inception neural network

— On a collection of additional 60 images, the classifier predicts
“Wolf” if there is snow (or light background at the bottom), and
“Husky” otherwise, regardless of animal color, position, pose, etc.

— We trained this bad classifier intentionally, to evaluate whether
subjects are able to detect it



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

* Do explanations lead to insights?

— The experiment proceeds as follows:

1) first present a balanced set of 10 test predictions (without
explanations) where one wolf is not in a snowy background
(and thus the prediction is “Husky”) and one husky is (and is
thus predicted as “Wolf”).

e 2) Then ask the subject three questions:
— (1) Do they trust this algorithm to work well in the real world,
— (2) why, and (3) how do they think the algorithm is able to distinguish
between these photos of wolves and huskies
» After getting these responses, show the same images with the
associated explanations, and ask the same questions.



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]
* Do explanations lead to insights?

Raw data and explanation of a bad model’s prediction in the "Husky
vs Wolf” task.
A58 A F A

(a) Husky classified as wolf (b) Explanation



"Why Should | Trust You?": Explaining the
Predictions of Any Classifier [Ribeiro et al ’16]

* Do explanations lead to insights?
— “Husky vs Wolf” experiment results

Before After

Trusted the bad model 10 out of 27 3 out of 27
Snow as a potential feature 12 out of 27 25 out of 27




Anchors: High-Precision Model-Agnostic
Explanations [Ribeiro et al 18]

e Anchors

— Model-agnostic system that explains the behavior of
complex models with high-precision rules

— Represent local, “sufficient” conditions for predictions

— propose an algorithm to efficiently compute these
anchors explanations for any black-box model with high-
probability guarantees

— Enable users to predict how a model would behave on
unseen instances with less effort and higher precision

e As compared to existing linear explanations or no explanations.



Anchors: High-Precision Model-Agnostic
Explanations [Ribeiro et al 18]

* Interpretable machine learning

— Has seen a resurgence in recent years, ranging from the
design of novel globally-interpretable machine learning
models to local explanations (for individual predictions) that
can be computed for any classifier

* Interpretability

— Whether humans understand a model enough to make
accurate predictions about its behavior on unseen instances

— E.g.) (human) precision: the fraction in which they are
correct (note that this is human precision, not model
precision)

— High human precision: paramount for real interpretability

e one can hardly say they understand a model if they consistently
think they know what it will do, but are often mistaken



Anchors: High-Precision Model-Agnostic
Explanations [Ribeiro et al 18]

* Local explanation approaches

— Describe the local behavior of the model mostly using a
linearly weighted combination of the input features

— Linear functions as an explanation

* Capture relative importance of features in an easy-to-understand
manner

* Explanations are in some way local
=>» It is not clear whether they apply to an unseen instance.

* Unclear coverage (region where explanation applies)
— It is not clear whether they apply to an unseen instance.

— Lead to low human precision, as users may think an insight from an
explanation applies to unseen instances even when it does not

— The human effort required can be quite high

» when combined with the arithmetic involved in computing the
contribution of the features in linear explanations,



Anchors: High-Precision Model-Agnostic Explanations
[Ribeiro et al *18]

* Local explanation approaches

Sentiment predictions, LSTM
+ This movie is not bad. == This movie is not very good.

(a) Instances

bad
o.z4i 0.38

not
Mo.10

movie
0.00

This
0.00f

(b) LIME explanations Unclear coverage: when does “not” have
a positive influence on sentiment?

{"not", nbadn} 9 {”not”, ”gOOd”} 9

(c) Anchor explanations



Anchors: High-Precision Model-Agnostic
Explanations [Ribeiro et al 18]

* Anchors
— Model-agnostic explanations based on if-then rules
— An anchor explanation: a rule that sufficiently “anchors” the
prediction locally

* such that changes to the rest of the feature values of the instance
do not matter

* For instances on which the anchor holds, the prediction is (almost)
always the same

* E.g.) “not bad” virtually guarantee a prediction of positive sentiment
(and “not good” of negative sentiment)

— Intuitive, easy to comprehend, and have extremely clear
coverage

* They only apply when all the conditions in the rule are met, and if
they apply the precision is high (by design)



Anchors: High-Precision Model-Agnostic
Explanations [Ribeiro et al 18]
* Anchors as High-Precision Explanations

- A : a rule (set of predicates) acting on such an interpretable
representation

* A(x) returns 1 if all its feature predicates are true for instance x.
* E.g.) x = “This movie is not bad.”

f(z) = Positive A(x) =1 A = {“not”, “bad”}
—D(-|A) :the conditional distribution when the rule A
applies
e Similar texts where “not” and “bad” are present
— A:ananchorifA(x) = 1
— A: a sufficient condition for f(x) with high prob, if a sample
z from D(z|A) is likely predicted as Positive (f(x) = f(2))

— Formally, A is an anchor if,

p(zA) L (o)=f()) = T, Alz) =1




Anchors: High-Precision Model-Agnostic
Explanations [Ribeiro et al 18]

+ This movie is not bad. Lll\/lgz" .
/ - ~\ A

This director is always bad.
This movie is not nice.
@ 1 This stuff is rather honest.

This star is not bad.

\_ : ,,’
4 N :
T : This audio is not bad. ’
' D(.]|A) This novel is not bad.
\ This footage is not bad. N

(a) D and D(.|A) (b) Two toy visualizations

- LIME explanations work by learning the lines that best approximate the model under D,
with some local weighting. The resulting explanations give no indication of how faithful
they are (the explanation on the right is a much better local approximation of the black
box model than the one on the left), or what their “local region” is

« Anchors are by construction faithful, adapting their coverage to the model’s behavior (the
anchor on the right of Figure 2b is broader) and making their boundaries clear.



Anchors: High-Precision Model-Agnostic
Explanations [Ribeiro et al 18]
— Text Classification

* The interpretable representation: the presence of individual
tokens (words) in the instance

* The perturbation distribution D

— Replaces “absent” tokens by random words with the same POS tag
with probability proportional to their similarity in an embedding space

+ This movie is not bad. - The anchor A = {"not”, “bad"} is easy

4 i b : N\ to apply:
Thfs durecgto‘r - alwgys bad. if the w{)rds “not” and “bad” are in
@ | Th,s g not nice. the sentence, the model will predict
Thfs Sthf"S rather honest. “positive” with probability at least 7
9 | This staris not bad. ) (setto 0.95 from here onwards).
4 : -
T : This audio is not bad.
: D(.IA) | This novel is not bad.
\: ------- ' This footage is not bad.

/




Anchors: High-Precision Model-Agnostic Explanations
[Ribeiro et al 18]

* Anchors as High-Precision Explanations
— Structured Prediction

* When the output of the algorithm is a structure, the anchor
approach can be used to explain any function of the output.

* Anchors: particularly suited for structured prediction models

— while the global behavior is too complex to be captured by simple
interpretable models, the local behavior can usually be represented
using short rules.

Instance If Predict

I want to play(V) ball. gfﬁ})?éﬁ:? rd s play is VERB.
I went to a play(IN) previous word 1s :
yesterday. DETERMINER Py 1s NOUN.
I play(V) ball on previous word 1s :
Mondays. PRONOUN play is VERB.

Anchors for Part-of-Speech tag for the word “play”



Anchors: High-Precision Model-Agnostic Explanations
[Ribeiro et al 18]

* Anchors as High-Precision Explanations
— Structured Prediction

a multi-layer RNN encoder/attention-based decoder translation
system

English Portuguese

This is the question we must  Esta € a questao que temos que
address enfrentar

This is the problem we must  Este € o problema que temos
address que enfrentar

This is what we must address ~ E isso que temos de enfrentar

Anchors (in bold) of a machine translation system for the Portuguese
word for “This” (in pink).



Anchors: High-Precision Model-Agnostic Explanations

[Ribeiro et al 18]

— Tabular Classification
e Use a validation dataset to define D

* Sample from D(z|A) by fixing the predicates in A and sampling
the rest of the row as a whole.

* Anchors for a few predictions of 400 gradient boosted trees
trained on balanced versions of three datasets

If

Predict

adult

No capital gain or loss, never married

Country is US, married, work hours > 45

< 50K
> 50K

rcedv

No priors, no prison violations and crime
not against property

Male, black, 1 to 5 priors, not married,

and crime not against property

Not rearrested

Re-arrested

lending

FICO score < 649

649 < FICO score < 699 and $5, 400 <
loan amount < $10, 000

Bad Loan

Good Loan




Anchors: High-Precision Model-Agnostic Explanations
[Ribeiro et al 18]

— Image Classification
* Explain the label prediction for an image

* Segment the image into superpixels, using the presence or
absence of these superpixels as the interpretable
representation

* Instead of hiding superpixels, define D(z|A) by fixing the
superpixels in A to the original image and superimposing
another image over the rest of the superpixels.

* Here, explain a prediction of the InceptionV3 neural network
(Szegedy et al. 2015)



Anchors: High-Precision Model-Agnostic Explanations
[Ribeiro et al 18]

— Image Classification

(a) Original image (b) Anchor for “beagle”

Even though D is quite unrealistic here, the anchor demonstrates
that the model focuses on various parts of the dog to determine
its breed



Anchors: High-Precision Model-Agnostic Explanations
[Ribeiro et al 18]

— Image Classification

(c) Images where Inception predicts P(beagle) > 90%



Anchors: High-Precision Model-Agnostic Explanations
[Ribeiro et al 18]

— Visual question answering
* Answering a question asked of a reference image

* Our interest: identifying which part of the question led to the
predicted answer

* Explain predictions from the Visual7W open ended VQA system
(Zhu et al. 2016)

What animal is featured in this picture ? dog

What floor 1s featured 1n this picture? dog
What toenail is paired in this flowchart ?  dog
What animal is shown on this depiction ?  dog

(d) VQA: Anchor (bold) and samples from D(z|A)



Anchors: High-Precision Model-Agnostic Explanations
[Ribeiro et al 18]

— Visual question answering

Where is the dog? on the floor
What color is the wall? white
When was this picture taken?  during the day
Why is he lifting his paw? to play

(e) VQA: More example anchors (in bold)



Anchors: High-Precision Model-Agnostic Explanations
[Ribeiro et al 18]

» Efficiently Computing Anchors

— Given a blackbox classifier f, instance x, distribution D,
and the desired level of precision T

— Anchor A: a set of feature predicates on x that
achieves prec(A) > 7 .
prec(A) = Ep(z1a) [Lf(x)=f(2)]
— Computing pred(A) directly is intractable

* for an arbitrary D and black-box model f

— Instead, introduce a probabilistic definition:

* Anchors satisfy the precision constraint with high probability.

P(prec(A) >71)>1-9



Anchors: High-Precision Model-Agnostic Explanations
[Ribeiro et al 18]

» Efficiently Computing Anchors

— Coverage preference

* If multiple anchors meet this criterion, those that describe the
behavior of a larger part of the input space are preferred
— ones with the largest coverage

« Coverage of an anchor: the probability that it applies to
samples from D

cov(A) = Ep()[A(2)]

— Searching the anchors with the largest

cOVE max cov(A)
As.t. P(prec(A)>71)>1-96



Anchors: High-Precision Model-Agnostic Explanations
[Ribeiro et al 18]

» Efficiently Computing Anchors

— Coverage preference

* If multiple anchors meet this criterion, those that describe the
behavior of a larger part of the input space are preferred
— ones with the largest coverage

« Coverage of an anchor: the probability that it applies to
samples from D

cov(A) = Ep()[A(2)]

— Searching the anchors with the largest

cOVE max cov(A)
As.t. P(prec(A)>71)>1-96



Anchors: High-Precision Model-Agnostic Explanations
[Ribeiro et al 18]

» Efficiently Computing Anchors

— Search space: exponential = intractable
* The number of all possible anchors is exponential

— The search for anchors
e Similar in spirit to Probabilistic ILP

e But, one crucial difference: we don’t assume a dataset apriori

— Instead we have perturbation distributions and a black box model, which
we can call to estimate precision and coverage bounds under D

— Perturbation space: prohibitively large

* The number of perturbed samples and predictions from the black
box model would be prohibitive, especially in high-dimensional
sparse domains such as text.

— In theory, we could generate a very large dataset and then use methods
like ILP to find anchors

— A multi-armed bandit formulation

* Required to efficiently explore the model’s behavior in the
perturbation space



Anchors: High-Precision Model-Agnostic Explanations
[Ribeiro et al 18]

* Bottom-up Construction of Anchors

Algorithm 1 Identifying the Best Candidate for Greedy

function GenerateCands(.A, ¢)
-/4?" = @
forall A € A;a; € z,a; ¢ Ado
if cov(A A a;) > c then {Only high-coverage}
Ay — A U (AN a;) { Add as potential anchor}
return A, {Candidate anchors for next round }

function BestCand(A, D, ¢, 9)
initialize prec, prec , , prec;, estimates VA € A
A < argmax prec(A)
A" < argmax 4/ 4 prec,, (A, 0) {6 implicit below }
while prec , (A’) — prec,, (A) > e do
sample 2 ~ D(z|A), 2" ~ D(Z'|A") {Sample more}
update prec, prec,, , prec,;, for A and A’
A < argmax 4 prec(A
A" + argmax /4 prec,, (A")
return A




Anchors: High-Precision Model-Agnostic Explanations
[Ribeiro et al 18]

e Beam-Search for Anchor Construction

Algorithm 2 Outline of the Beam Search

function BeamSearch(f, x, D, 7)
hyperparameters B, €, 0

A" < mnull, Ay + 0 {Set of candidate rules}
loop

A < GenerateCands(.A¢—1,cov(A™))

At + B-BestCand(A:, D, B, 9, €) {LUCB}

if A; = () then break loop
for all A € A; s.t. prec;, (A,9) > 7 do
if cov(A) > cov(A™) then A" +— A
return A" '




Anchors: High-Precision Model-Agnostic Explanations
[Ribeiro et al 18]

e Beam-Search for Anchor Construction

* For the tolerance € € [0, 1], this version of KL-LUCB algorithm
returns a set A of size B that is an e-approximation of Ax
with high probability

P(mi A) > mi A)—e)>1-=9§
(min prec(A) > min prec(A’) —¢) =

* Directly optimizing max COV(A)
As.t. P(prec(A)>1)>1—9

— Store any rule that has a lower coverage than that of the best anchor
found so far, since the coverage of a rule can only reduce as more
predicates are added

* The beam-search algorithm is more likely to return an anchor
with a higher coverage than the one found by the greedy
approach

=>» Use this algorithm for all examples and experiments



Anchors: High-Precision Model-Agnostic Explanations
[Ribeiro et al 18]

* Experiments: Simulated Users
* Use the tabular datasets previously mentioned (adult, rcdv and

lending)

* Each dataset is split such that models are trained with the
training set, explanations are produced for instances in the
validation set, and evaluated on instances in the test set.

— Train three different models:
* Logistic regression (Ir)
* 400 gradient boosted trees (gb)
* A multilayer perceptron with two layers of 50 units each (nn).

— Evaluation: compute coverage (what fraction of the
instances they predict after seeing explanations) and
precision (what fraction of the predictions were correct)

on the complete test set



Anchors: High-Precision Model-Agnostic Explanations
[Ribeiro et al 18]

* Experiments: Simulated Users

— Average precision and coverage with simulated users on
3 tabular datasets and 3 classifiers

Precision Coverage

anchor lime-n anchor lime-t

logistic 95.6 81.0 10.7 21.6

adult gbt 96.2 81.0 9.7 20.2

nn 95.6 79.6 7.6 17.3

logistic 95.8 76.6 6.8 17.3

rcdyv gbt 94.8 71.7 4.8 2.6

nn 934 65.7 1.1 1.5

logistic 99.7 80.2 28.6 12.2

lending gbt 99.3 79.9 28.4 9.1
nn 96.7 77.0 16.6 S




Anchors: High-Precision Model-Agnostic Explanations
_ . [Ribeiro et al 18]
' Experiments: Simulated Users

— Coverage on the test set as the simulated user sees more explanations, at
the same precision level. While there is no clear winner for random
explanations, anchors are better when explanations are picked using
submodular-pick.

100 100
—e— SP-Anchor
= e 80 -~ SP-LIME
-~ ~ —4— RP-Anchor
() o 60
g 8 —4— RP-LIME
() o 40
> >
@) 0
O O 20
. 2 4 6 8 10 . 2 4 6 8 10
# explanations # explanations
(a) adult dataset (b) rcdv dataset

Ilhe anchor approach also yields better coverage tor the same precision - even
though it is unclear if real users can achieve such high precision with LIME



Anchors: High-Precision Model-Agnostic Explanations

_ [Ribeiro et al ’18]
Experiments: User study

— Ran a user study with 26 users — students who had or were
taking a machine learning course

— Used the adult and rcdv datasets, followed by a multiple-
choice VQA system on two images

— While the VQA model predicts one of 1000 labels, we
restrict it to the 5 most common answers predicted on
guestions in D, in order to reduce visual overload.

— Evaluate if users are able to predict the behavior of the
model on unseen instances.

* Ask them to predict the behavior of the classifier on 10 random test
instances before and 10 instances after seeing each round of
explanations.

* The user then goes through the same procedure on the other
dataset, with the explanation type that was not the one used for
the first one.



Anchors: High-Precision Model-Agnostic Explanations
[Ribeiro et al 18]

* Experiments: Simulated Users
* Results of the User Studly.

— Underline: significant w.r.t. anchors in the same dataset and same
number of explanations.

— Results show that users consistently achieve high precision with
anchors, as opposed to baselines, with less effort (time)

Method Precision Coverage (perceived) Time/pred (seconds)

adult rcdv  vgal wvga2 adult redv vgal vqga2 adult rcdv vqal vqa2
No expls 548 831 615 684 79.6 635 398 308 298414 35.7+£26 18.7+20 13.9£20

LIME(1) 683 98.1 575 763 892 554 715 542 285+10 @ 24.6+6 8.6£3 11.1+8

Anchor(l) 100.0 978 93.0 989 43.1 246 319 273 13.0+4 14.4+5 5.4+2 3.7+1

LIME(2) 899 729 - - 785 631 - -~ 378420  24.447 - ;
Anchor(2) 874 958 - - 623 454 - - 10543 192410 - -

The user study confirms our hypotheses: it is much easier for users to understand
the coverage of anchor explanations as opposed to linear explanations, and to
achieve high-precision understanding of the model’s behavior (as measured by
predicting it on new instances).

Anchors are also easier to comprehend, and take less effort in applying, as reflected
in their times and qualitative feedback.



Attention is not Explanation [Jain and
Wallace ’19]

* The common assumption on attention
— Attention provides an explanation for model predictions

* QOur expectation

— (i) Attention weights should correlate with feature importance
measures (e.g., gradient-based measures);

— (ii) Alternative (or counterfactual) attention weight configurations
ought to yield corresponding changes in prediction (and if they
do not then are equally plausible as explanations)

* But, results are negative

— Neither property is consistently observed by standard attention
mechanisms

* in the context of text classification, question answering (QA), and Natural
Language Inference (NLI) tasks when RNN encoders are used



Attention is not Explanation [Jain and
Wallace ’19]

— Make Counterfactual attention weight configurations

after 15 minutes watching the after 15 minutes watching the
movie | was asking myself what to movie | was asking myself what to
do leave the theater sleep or try do leave the theater sleep or try
to keep watching the movie to to keep watching the movie to
see If there was anything worth i see if there was anything worth i
finally watched the movie what a finally watched the movie what a
waste of time maybe i am not a 5 waste of time maybe i am nota 5
years old kid anymore years old kid anymore

original « adversarial v

f(z]|a,d) = 0.01 f(z]a,0) =0.01

Despite being quite dissimilar, these both yield effectively
the same prediction (0.01).



Attention is not Explanation [Jain and
Wallace ’19]

* Research questions & contributions

— Examine the extent to which the narrative that attention

provides model transparency holds across tasks by exploring
the following empirical questions

— 1. To what extent do induced attention weights correlate
with measures of feature importance — specifically, those
resulting from gradients and leave-one-out methods?

=» Only weakly and inconsistently

— 2. Would alternative attention weights (and hence distinct

heatmaps/“explanations”) necessarily yield different
predictions?

=> No; it is very often possible to construct adversarial
attention distributions that yield effectively equivalent
predictions as when using the originally induced attention
weights, despite attending to entirely different input features.



Attention is not Explanation [Jain and
Wallace ’19]
x € RT*IVI]:model inputs
h — Enc(xe) : T m-dimensional hidden states
() = RM :3aauerv

& = softmax(¢(h, Q))

Two similarity functions:
Additive

gb(h, Q) — thanh(Wlh -+ WQQ)

Scaled Dot-Product

Cb(h:' Q) — \};—% ha = ?:1 Ot - g

Decoder ¢ = (0 - h,) € RIY



Attention is not Explanation [Jain and

e Dataset

Wallace ’19]

— Binary classification, QA, NLI

Dataset |V | Avg. length Train size Test size Test performance
SST 16175 19 3034 /3321 863 / 862 0.81
IMDB 13916 179 12500 / 12500 2184 /2172 0.88
ADR Tweets 8686 20 14446 / 1939 3636 /487 0.61
20 Newsgroups 8853 115 716 /710 1517183 0.94
AG News 14752 36 30000 /30000 1900 / 1900 0.96
Diabetes (MIMIC) 22316 1858 6381 /1353 12957319 0.79
Anemia (MIMIC) 19743 2188 1847 /3251 460/ 802 0.92
CNN 74790 761 380298 3198 0.64
bAbI (Task 1/2/3) 40 8/67 /421 10000 1000 1.0/0.65/0.64
SNLI 20982 14 182764 / 183187 /183416 3219/ 3237 /3368 0.78




Attention is not Explanation [Jain and
Wallace ’19]

* Key questions

— 1) Do learned attention weights agree with alternative,
natural measures of feature importance?

* Analyze the correlation between gradient-based feature
importance and learned attention weights, and between
‘leave-one-out’ (LOO) measures and the same.

— 2) Had we attended to different features, would the
prediction have been different?

I”

* Propose explicitly searching for “adversarial” attention
weights
— That maximally differ from the observed attention weights and yet
yield an effectively equivalent prediction



Attention is not Explanation [Jain and

Wallace ’19]
 Total Variation Distance (TVD)

— The measure of change between output distributions
RZ2EPS ~
2 Z ‘yli — Y|

* Jensen-Shannon Divergence (JSD)
— Quantify the difference between two attention

TVD(41,72)

distributions

JSD(Oﬁl,O{Q)

LKL [

%KL[O{Q

] +

‘Gfl‘|‘0f2'




Attention is not Explanation [Jain and Wallace ’19]

 Correlation Between Attention and Feature
Importance Measures

— (1) gradient based measures of feature importance (Tg),

(2) differences in model output induced by leaving
features out (7;,,)-

Algorithm 1 Feature Importance Computations
h < Enc(x), & < softmax(¢(h, Q))
y < Dec(h, a)

gt | Sy Ui = 1525 | Vit € [1,T]
74 < Kendall-7(a, g)

Agy < TVD(g(x—¢),y(x)) ,Vt € [1,T]
Tioo < Kendall-7(a, A7)




Attention is not Explanation [Jain and Wallace ’19]

* Mean and std. dev. of correlations between gradient/leave-

one-out importance measures and attention weights

Sig. Frac. columns report the fraction of instances for which this correlation is
statistically significant;

Gradient (BILSTM) 74 Gradient (Average) 74 Leave-One-Out (BiLSTM) 7100

Dataset Class Mean + Std.  Sig. Frac. Mean + Std.  Sig. Frac.  Mean &+ Std. Sig. Frac.
SST 0 0.34 +0.21 0.48 0.61 £+ 0.20 0.87 0.27 £0.19 0.33
1 0.36 + 0.21 0.49 0.60 £ 0.21 0.83 0.32 £0.19 0.40
IMDB 0 0.44 + 0.06 1.00 0.67 £ 0.05 1.00 0.34 £ 0.07 1.00
| 0.43 = 0.06 1.00 0.68 £ 0.05 1.00 0.34 £ 0.07 0.99
ADR Tweets 0 0.47 + 0.18 0.76 0.73 £0.13 0.96 0.29 £ 0.20 0.44
1 0.49 + 0.15 0.85 0.72 £0.12 0.97 0.44 £ 0.16 0.74
20News 0 0.07 £ 0.17 0.37 0.79 £ 0.07 1.00 0.06 £ 0.15 0.29
| 0.21 + 0.22 0.61 0.75 £ 0.08 1.00 0.20 = 0.20 0.62
AG News 0 0.36 + 0.13 0.82 0.78 £ 0.07 1.00 0.30 £0.13 0.69
1 0.42 + 0.13 0.90 0.76 £ 0.07 1.00 0.43 +£0.14 0.91
Diabetes 0 0.42 + 0.05 1.00 0.75 £ 0.02 1.00 0.41 £ 0.05 1.00
1 0.40 = 0.05 1.00 0.75 £ 0.02 1.00 0.45 £ 0.05 1.00
Anemia 0 0.47 £+ 0.05 1.00 0.77 £ 0.02 1.00 0.46 £ 0.05 1.00
1 0.46 + 0.06 1.00 0.77 £ 0.03 1.00 0.47 £ 0.06 1.00
CNN Overall  0.24 £+ 0.07 0.99 0.50 + 0.10 1.00 0.20 £ 0.07 0.98
bAbI 1 Overall  0.25 £ 0.16 0.55 0.72 £ 0.12 0.99 0.16 = 0.14 0.28
bAbI 2 Overall —0.02+0.14 0.27 0.68 £ 0.06 1.00 —0.01 £0.13 0.27
bAbI 3 Overall  0.24 £0.11 0.87 0.61 +0.13 1.00 0.26 = 0.10 0.89
SNLI 0 0.31 +0.23 0.36 0.59 £0.18 0.80 0.16 = 0.26 0.20
1 0.33 £ 0.21 0.38 0.58 £ 0.19 0.80 0.36 £ 0.19 0.44

2 0.31 £0.21 0.36 0.57 £ 0.19 0.80 0.34 = 0.20 0.40



Attention is not Explanation [Jain and Wallace ’19]

* Histogram of Kendall t between attention and gradients.
Encoder variants are denoted parenthetically; colors indicate
predicted classes.
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Attention is not Explanation [Jain and Wallace ’19]

 Correlation Between Attention and Feature
Importance Measures

— The BiRNN encoder.

* In general, observed correlations are modest
— The centrality of observed densities hovers around or below 0.5 in most
of the corpora

— The “average” embedding based models
e Gradients show very high degree of correspondence with attention
weights
— on average across corpora, correlation between LOO scores and attention
weights is ~0.375 points higher for this encoder

— These results suggest that,

* in general, attention weights do not strongly or consistently agree
with such feature importance scores in models with contextualized
embeddings.



Attention is not Explanation [Jain and Wallace ’19]

* Counterfactual Attention Weights
— Attention Permutation

Algorithm 2 Permuting attention weights

h < Enc(x), & < softmax(¢(h, Q))

y < Dec(h, &)

for p < 1to 100 do
aP < Permute(&)
yP < Dec(h, o?) > Note : h is not changed
AP « TVD[, ]

end for

Aj™ed < Median,(AjP)




Attention is not Explanation [Jain and Wallace ’19]

* Counterfactual Attention Weights

— Attention Permutation

Median change in output (A9™¢%) (x-axis) densities in relation to the max attention
(max @) (y-axis) obtained by randomly permuting instance attention weights
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Attention is not Explanation [Jain and Wallace ’19]

* Counterfactual Attention Weights

— Attention Permutation

* Observe that there exist many points with small Ay med
despite large magnitude attention weights.

* These are cases in which the attention weights might suggest
explaining an output by a small set of features (this is how one
might reasonably read a heatmap depicting the attention
weights),

* But where scrambling the attention makes little difference to
the prediction



Attention is not Explanation [Jain and Wallace ’19]
* Counterfactual Attention Weights

— Adversarial Attention

* Objective requires specifying a value that defines what
qgualifies as a “small” difference in model output.

* Find k adversarial distributions {a(l), e a(k)}, such that each
a® maximizes the distance from original & but does not
change the output by more than

maximize X .
2l (k) f({ }1—1)

subject to Vi TVD[j(x, o'?), §(x, &)] < e

f({‘l(i) f:1) =




Attention is not Explanation [Jain and Wallace ’19]
* Counterfactual Attention Weights
— Adversarial Attention

Algorithm 3 Finding adversarial attention weights

h < Enc(x), & < softmax(¢(h, Q))

y < Dec(h, &)

oM ..., a® « Optimize Eq 1

for < 1to k do
Q(i) — Dec(h, a(i)) > h is not changed
A < TVD[g, §¥]
Aa') « JSD[a, o]

end for

e-max JSD + max; 1[A§%) < ] Aal?)




Attention is not Explanation [Jain and Wallace ’19]

— Adversarial Attention

e Histogram of maximum adversarial JS Divergence (-max JSD)
between original and adversarial attentions over all instances.
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Attention is not Explanation [Jain and Wallace ’19]

— Adversarial Attention

e Densities of maximum JS divergences (-max JSD) (x-axis) as a
function of the max attention (y-axis) in each instance for
obtained between original and adversarial attention weights.
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Attention is not not Explanation
[Wiegreffe & Pinter ’19]

* Make claims against ‘Attention is not Explanation’ (Jain

and Wallace, 19).

— Here, challenge many of the assumptions underlying this
work

— Such a claim depends on one’s definition of explanation, and
that testing it needs to take into account all elements of the

model

— Propose four alternative tests to determine when/whether
attention can be used as explanation
* 1) a simple uniform-weights baseline
« 2) a variance calibration based on multiple random seed
runs

e 3) a diagnostic framework using frozen weights from
pretrained models

* 4) an end-to-end adversarial attention training protocol



Attention is not not Explanation
[Wiegreffe & Pinter ’19]

* 1) Uniform as the Adversary

— Test attention modules’ contribution to a model by
applying a simple baseline where attention weights are
frozen to a uniform distribution

— Demonstrate that a frozen attention distribution
performs just as well as learned attention weights,
concluding that randomly- or adversarially-perturbed
distributions are not evidence against attention as
explanation in these cases



Attention is not not Explanation
[Wiegreffe & Pinter ’19]

* 2)Variance within a Model

— Examine the expected variance in attention-produced
weights by initializing multiple training sequences with
different random seeds, allowing a better quantification
of how much variance can be expected in trained
models.

— Show that considering this background stochastic
variation when comparing adversarial results with a
traditional model allows us to better interpret
adversarial results



Attention is not not Explanation
[Wiegreffe & Pinter ’19]

* 3) Diagnosing Attention Distributions by
Guiding Simpler Models

— Present a simple yet effective diagnostic tool which tests
attention distributions for their usefulness by using them
as frozen weights in a non-contextual multi-layered
perceptron (MLP) architecture

* The favorable performance of LSTM-trained weights provides
additional support for the coherence of trained attention
scores

— This demonstrates a sense in which attention
components indeed provide a meaningful model-
agnostic interpretation of tokens in an instance



Attention is not not Explanation
[Wiegreffe & Pinter ’19]

* 4) Training an Adversary

— Introduce a model-consistent training protocol for
finding adversarial attention weights, correcting some
flaws we found in the previous approach

* Train a model using a modified loss function which takes into
account the distance from an ordinarily-trained base model’s
attention scores in order to learn parameters for adversarial
attention distributions

— Find that while plausibly adversarial distributions of the
consistent kind can indeed be found for the binary
classification datasets in question, they are not as
extreme as those found in the inconsistent manner



Attention is not not Explanation
[Wiegreffe & Pinter ’19]

Training an Adversary
Diagnosing Attention Distributions by Guiding Simpler Models
Variance within a Model

Uniform as the Adversary
§4  §3.4 §3.3 §3.2 J&W

Prediction Score

Attention Scores D D D
* 0 Attention Parameters
uLp ST BRI — B — R — ER
I | Embedding & * & &

T T T T

the movie was good



Attention is not not Explanation
[Wiegreffe & Pinter ’19]

» Attention Might be Explanation

— Attention Distribution is not a Primitive.

* Detaching the attention scores obtained by parts of the model
(i.e. the attention mechanism) degrades the model itself.

* The base attention weights are not assigned arbitrarily by the
model, but rather computed by an integral component whose
parameters were trained alongside the rest of the layers; the
way they work depends on each other.

* Jain and Wallace provide alternative distributions which may
result in similar predictions, but in the process they remove
the very linkage which motivates the original claim of attention
distribution explainability, namely the fact that the model was
trained to attend to the tokens it chose

* A reliable adversary must take this consideration into account



Attention is not not Explanation
[Wiegreffe & Pinter ’19]

» Attention Might be Explanation
— Existence does not Entail Exclusivity

Hold that attention scores are used as providing an explanation; not
the explanation

The final layer of an LSTM model may easily produce outputs

capable of being aggregated into the same prediction in various ways,
however the model still makes the choice of a specific weighting
distribution using its trained attention component.

This mathematically flexible production capacity is particularly
evident in binary classifiers, where prediction is reduced to a single
scalar, and an average instance (of e.g. the IMDB dataset) might
contain 179 tokens, i.e. 179 scalars to be aggregated

This effect is greatly exacerbated when performed independently on
each instance

Thus, it is no surprise that Jain and Wallace find what they are
looking for given this degree of freedom.



Attention is not not Explanation
[Wiegreffe & Pinter ’19]

» Attention Might be Explanation

— Due to the per-instance nature of the demonstration
and the fact that model parameters have not been
learned or manipulated directly, Jain and Wallace have
not shown the existence of an adversarial model that
produces the claimed adversarial distributions

— Thus, we cannot treat these adversarial attentions as
equally plausible or faithful explanations for model
prediction.

— Additionally, they haven’t provided a baseline of how
much variation is to be expected in learned attention
distributions, leaving the reader to question just how
adversarial the found adversarial distributions are



Attention is not not Explanation

[Wiegreffe & Pinter ’19]
* Experimental Setup

— Dataset statistics.

Dataset Avg. Length Train Size Test Size
(tokens) (neg/pos) (neg/pos)
Diabetes 1858 6381/1353 1295/319
Anemia 2188 1847/3251 460/802
IMDb 179 12500/12500  2184/2172
SST 19 3034/3321 863/862
AgNews 36 30000/30000  1900/1900
20News 115 716/710 151/183




Attention is not not Explanation
[Wiegreffe & Pinter ’19]

 Uniform as the Adversary
— Classification F1 scores (1-class) on attention models

Dataset Attention (Base) Uniform
Reported Reproduced
Diabetes 0.79 0.775 0.706
Anemia 0.92 0.938 0.899
IMDb 0.88 0.902 0.879
SST 0.81 0.831 0.822
AgNews 0.96 0.964 0.960
20News 0.94 0.942 0.934




Attention is not not Explanation [Wiegreffe &

Pinter 19]
 Variance within a Model
1D @
o :
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observed by Jain and Wallace
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Attention is not not Explanation [Wiegreffe &
Pinter ’19]

Variance within a Model

Densities of maximum JS divergences (x-
axis) as a function of the max attention
(y-axis) in each instance between the
base distributions: models from a
perinstance adversarial setup
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* Diagnosing Attention Distributions by Guiding
Simpler Models

— Replace the main setup’s LSTM and attention parameters with a token-
level affine hidden layer with tanh activation (forming an MLP), and
forcing its output scores to be weighted by a pre-set, per-instance
distribution, during both training and testing

Prediction Score

Weights
(Imposed) L]

Affine

Embedding [N EEEE EEEE EEEE

the movie was good



Attention is not not Explanation [Wiegreffe & Pinter ’19]

* Diagnosing Attention Distributions by Guiding
Simpler Models

— The guide weights we impose are:
* Uniform

— We force the MLP outputs to be considered equally across each
instance, effectively forming an unweighted baseline

* Trained MLP

— We do not freeze the weights layer, instead allowing the MLP to learn
its own attention parameters

« Base LSTM
— Take the weights learned by the base LSTM model’s attention layer;

« Adversary

— Based on distributions found adversarially using the consistent training
algorithm (where their results will be discussed)



Attention is not not Explanation [Wiegreffe & Pinter ’19]

* Diagnosing Attention Distributions by Guiding
Simpler Models

— F1 scores on the positive class for an MLP model trained
on various weighting guides. For ADVERSARY, we set A &

0.001.
Guide weights Diab. Anemia SST  IMDb
UNIFORM 0.404 0.873 0.812 0.863
TRAINED MLP 0.699 0.920 0.817 0.888
BASE LSTM 0.753 0.931 0.824 0.905
ADVERSARY (4) 0.503 0.932 0.592 0.700




Attention is not not Explanation [Wiegreffe & Pinter ’19]

* Training an Adversary

— Model.
. Mb . given the base model Mb,

« M, :atrained model whose explicit goal is to provide
similar prediction scores for each instance, while distancing its
attention distributions from those of Mb

* Formally, train the adversarial model using stochastic gradient
updates based on the following loss formula (summed over
instances in the minibatch)

L(Ma, M) =1vD(E, 917) — X KL(&? || a)



Attention is not not Explanation [Wiegreffe & Pinter ’19]

* Training an Adversary
— Prediction performance

* Best-performing adversarial models with instance-average
JSD > 0.4.

* Report the highest F1 scores of models whose attention
distributions diverge from the base, on average, by at least 0.4
in JSD,

Dataset A FI1 (1) TVD{) JSD (1)

Diabetes 2e-4 0.775 0.015 0.409
Anemia S5e-4 0.942 0.017 0.481
SST 5.25e-4  (0.823 0.036 0.514
IMDb 8e-4 0.906 0.014 0.405




Attention is not not Explanation [Wiegreffe & Pinter ’19]

* Training an Adversary

— Adversarial weights as guides.
* Apply the diagnostic setup by training a guided MLP model on

the adversarially-trained attention distributions

Guide weights Diab. Anemia SST IMDb
UNIFORM 0.404 0.873 0.812 0.863
TRAINED MLP 0.699 0.920 0.817 0.888
BASE LSTM 0.753 0.931 0.824 0.905
ADVERSARY (4) 0.503 0.932 0.592 0.700




Attention is not not Explanation [Wiegreffe & Pinter ’19]
* Training an Adversary

—TVD/JSD tradeoff.

The convex shape of most
curves does lend support to
the claim that attention scores
are easily manipulable;
however the extent of this
effect emerging from Jain and
Wallace's per-instance setup is
a considerable exaggeration,
as seen by its position (+) well
below the curve of our
parameterized model set
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Attention is not not Explanation [Wiegreffe & Pinter ’19]
* Training an Adversary

—TVD/JSD tradeoff.

* The SST dataset emerges as an outlier: not only can JSD be
increased practically arbitrarily without incurring prediction
variance cost, the uniform baseline (f¥ ) comes up under the
curve, i.e. with a better adversarial score.

* We again include random seed initializations (A ) in order to
guantify a baseline amount of variance.



Attention is not not Explanation [Wiegreffe & Pinter ’19]
* Training an Adversary
—TVD/JSD tradeoff.

— Attention maps for an IMDb instance (all predicted as positive with
score > 0.998), showing that in practice it is difficult to learn a distant
adversary which is consistent on all instances in the training set.

Base model brilliant and moving performances by tom and peter finch
Jain and Wallace (2019)  brilliant and moving by tom and peter finch
Our adversary brilliant and moving performances by tom and peter finch

* illustrates the difference between inconsistently-achieved
adversarial heatmaps and consistently trained ones

* Jain and Wallace’s model has distributed all of the attention
weight to an ad-hoc token, whereas our trained model could
only distance itself from the base model distribution by so
much, keeping multiple tokens in the > 0.1 score range.



Attention is not not Explanation [Wiegreffe & Pinter ’19]
* Defining explanation

— The umbrella term of “Explainable Al” encompasses at least
three distinct notions: transparency, explainability, and
interpretability

— Jain and Wallace define attention and explanation as measuring
the “responsibility” each input token has on a prediction.

— The ultimate question posed so far as ‘is attention explanation?’
seems to be: do high attention weights on certain elements in
the input lead the model to make its prediction?

— However, under the given definition of transparency, the authors’
exclusivity requisite is well-defined and we find value in their
counterfactual framework as a concept — if a model is capable of
producing multiple sets of diverse attention weights for the same
prediction, then the relationship between inputs and outputs
used to make predictions is not understood by attention analysis

* This provides us with the motivation to implement the adversarial setup
coherently and to derive and present conclusions from it.



Attention Module is Not Only a Weight: Analyzing
Transformers with Vector Norms [Kobayashi et al ‘20]

* Previous studies for analysis of attention

— Have mainly analyzed attention weights to see how much
information the attention modules gather from each input to
produce an output

 This work

— Point out that attention weights alone are only one of the two
factors determining the output of self-attention modules

— Propose to incorporate the other factor as well, namely, the
transformed input vectors into the analysis

— Measure the norm of the weighted vectors as the contribution of
each input to an output

— Giving reasonable analyzing results

* (1) BERT’s attention modules do not pay so much attention to special
tokens, and

* (2) Transformer’s attention modules capture word alignment quite well



Attention Module is Not Only a Weight: Analyzing
Transformers with Vector Norms [Kobayashi et al ‘20]

e Attention module

d
— Computes each output vector ¥i € R dfrom the
corresponding pre-update vector Y¥; € R and a set

of input vectors X = {x,...x,} C Rd
Yi = Z%,j’v(iﬂj) WY +b° e R
j=1
T k()T
o j 1= softmax (Q(yZ) (@;) ) c R,

T;EX \/E

q(gz) P "y"in + b« (WQ c Rdxd,’ e, c Rd’)

k(x;):=x,W" +b" (WK e R K ¢ Rd,)

v(z;) =z, W" + b’ (WV e R pY ¢ Rd,).



Attention Module is Not Only a Weight: Analyzing
Transformers with Vector Norms [Kobayashi et al ‘20]

e Attention module
Output vector Yi

), | Weights 0 Bias po

Weighted
Value vectors a;v(x;) a;v(xz) a;3v(x3) a;sv(xs) a; sv(xs)
I
Attention
weights Qi1 ai,2 a3 4 s
X

eq. (2)
Value vectors

v(xy) vixy) vixs) vix,) v(xs)

Input vectors X4 X5 X3 X4 Xt Pre-update 'y,

viaartarE



Attention Module is Not Only a Weight: Analyzing
Transformers with Vector Norms [Kobayashi et al ‘20]

Attention module sums weighted vectors
— Attention module computes a weighted sum of input

vectors .
Y, = (Z 05@73’0(333)) WO + bo ~ Rd
j=1

l Rewriting



Attention Module is Not Only a Weight: Analyzing
Transformers with Vector Norms [Kobayashi et al ‘20]

e Attention module

a; 3f (x3) Output vector Y
............... >
% T
Summed vector Z Bias po0

/1"\\

Weighted I & L
vectors ((!;1.4/7(1‘1) ai»f (x2) ais /(x A 4 rl) a; s /%x

I A A A A A
Attention
weights Qi1 Qi 2 a3 aj 4 a5
X | [ [ | [
4\ : “
Transformed ' '

vectors f(;fl) f(xz) f(x3) f(‘x4) f(xé)

Pre-update

Input vectors x4 X, X3 X, Xg vector B



Attention Module is Not Only a Weight: Analyzing
Transformers with Vector Norms [Kobayashi et al ‘20]

* Problems with attention weight analysis
— The assumption of the previous studies

* if an input vector is assigned a larger attention weight than
other input vectors, then that input vector contributes more
to the output vector than the others

— However, this assumption disregards the magnitude of
the vectors to be weighted

— Intuitively, with attention weights being equal, a larger
vector will contribute more to the output vector than a
smaller vector



Attention Module is Not Only a Weight: Analyzing
Transformers with Vector Norms [Kobayashi et al ‘20]

* Problems with attention weight analysis

— Analysis based on attention weights has produced
some non-intuitive observations, probably due to this
flaw

— E.g.) Clark et al. (2019)’s work

* Reported that input vectors for specific tokens such as
commas, periods, and separator tokens [SEP] tend to gain
remarkably large attention weights,

e whereas intuitively, their contributions to the pre-training
tasks (i.e., masked word prediction and next sentence
prediction) are expected to be limited compared with more
informative content word



Attention Module is Not Only a Weight: Analyzing
Transformers with Vector Norms [Kobayashi et al ‘20]

 Proposal: norm as attention degree
— Estimate the contribution of the input vector x; to the
output vector y; byfilfi,jf(xj)

— To address the aforementioned issue, we propose to
use ||cvf ()|, which is the standard Euclidean norm
(length) of the weighted, transformed vector

— =» the norm-based analysis
— Analysis of the previous study: weight-based analysis



Attention Module is Not Only a Weight: Analyzing
Transformers with Vector Norms [Kobayashi et al ‘20]

* Does f(x) have an impact?

— Mean (p), standard deviation (o), coefficient of variance
(CV), and maximum and minimum values of kf(x)k; the
former three are averaged on all the heads.

Head L c CV Max Min

Layer 2-Head 4 (max CV) 4.26 1.59 0.37 12.66 0.96
Layer 2-Head 7 (min CV) 4.00 0.50 0.12 6.15 1.35
Average 5.15 1.17 0.22 - -




Attention Module is Not Only a Weight: Analyzing
Transformers with Vector Norms [Kobayashi et al ‘20]

* Re-examining previously observed phenomena

— Each point corresponds to averaged a or ||a f(x)]| on a

token category in a given layer.
(a) Weight-based analysis.
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Attention Module is Not Only a Weight: Analyzing
Transformers with Vector Norms [Kobayashi et al ‘20]

* Re-examining previously observed phenomena

— Each point corresponds to averaged a or ||a f(x)]| on a

token category in a given layer.
(b) Norm-based analysis.
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Attention Module is Not Only a Weight: Analyzing
Transformers with Vector Norms [Kobayashi et al ‘20]

* Analysis — relationship between a and | |f(x)] |:

* The darkness of each cell corresponds to the value of
averaged a or ||f (x)|| on a [SEP] category in a given head

For almost all heads, a and ||f(x)]| clearly negate the magnitude of each other.
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Attention Module is Not Only a Weight: Analyzing
Transformers with Vector Norms [Kobayashi et al ‘20]
* Analysis — relationship between a and | |f(x)] |:

— Relationship between a and || f(x) ||. Each plot corresponds to a pair
of a; j and || f(x) ||for output vector yi in either attention head

Even when the same attention weights a are assigned, the values of kf(x)k
can vary, which suggests that they play a different role in the modules.
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Attention Module is Not Only a Weight: Analyzing
Transformers with Vector Norms [Kobayashi et al ‘20]

* Relationship between token frequency and ||f(x)||
— Relationship between frequency rank r and a("°)

The Spearman rank correlation coefficient showed no correlation
(p = —0.08)

[CLS]
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Attention Module is Not Only a Weight: Analyzing
Transformers with Vector Norms [Kobayashi et al ‘20]

* Relationship between token frequency and ||f(x)||

— Relationship between frequency rank r and ||f (x () )]|.

the Spearman rank correlation coefficient between r and || f(x (r,0) )|| was
0.75, indicating a strong positive correlation
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Attention Module is Not Only a Weight: Analyzing
Transformers with Vector Norms [Kobayashi et al ‘20]

* Experiments2: Transformer-based NMT system

— Extract Soft alignments from the attention module by
the following methods:

* Attention-weights for each layer were computed by
averaging a of all heads following [Li et al. (2019)’s work

* For our norm-based method, we merged ||af (x)|| from all
attention heads in each layer by the following strategy:
adding all the vectors af (x) from every head, then
calculating the norm of the summed vector (Vector-norms).

— Adding all af (x) from every head is the same as the procedure that
combines the results from every head into the results of the multi-
head attention module



Attention Module is Not Only a Weight: Analyzing
Transformers with Vector Norms [Kobayashi et al ‘20]

* Experiments2: Transformer-based NMT system

— AER scores of each layer in the Transformerbased
system

Attention-weights 76.2 80.1 51.9

Vector-norms 32.5 28.3 42.7
(ours) | ' '




Attention Module is Not Only a Weight: Analyzing
Transformers with Vector Norms [Kobayashi et al ‘20]

* Experiments2: Transformer-based NMT system

e Examples of soft alignment extracted from the attention
modules in layer 2 of the system and reference of word
We

alignment.
do

not -
believe -

that -
we -
should -

-.

cherry-pick -

Wir -
daB -
Wir -

glauben -
nicht -

(a) Reference.

-

daB -

Wir -
glauben -
nur -
Rosinen -

wir -
herauspicken -

nur -
Rosinen -

herauspicken -
nicht -

sollten -
sollten -

(b) Attention-weights.



Attention Module is Not Only a Weight: Analyzing
Transformers with Vector Norms [Kobayashi et al ‘20]

* Experiments2: Transformer-based NMT system

e Examples of soft alignment extracted from the attention
modules in layer 2 of the system and reference of word

alignment.
5 We - B

We do -
do - not - B
believe - that -

that - we - H
we - should - .
should - cherry-pick - H
cherry-pick - . =
| - (T T R N TR T W [ BN T
I TR T Y TR O TR S B = QEJE "&m: ; qc_) E %
PO o T S G i~ = = o o T = C C x
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- . —_— ) = — o o o
[4» T e W) - = o o W W
— o a o 3
o o v v o
= .
'-E @
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=

(a) Reference (¢) Vector-norms (ours).



Attention Module is Not Only a Weight: Analyzing
Transformers with Vector Norms [Kobayashi et al ‘20]

* AER scores with different alignment extraction methods on
German-English translation

Methods AER

Transformer — Attention-based Approach
Attention-weights

best layer 51.9

mean 81.4
Vector-norms (ours)

best layer 28.3

mean 61.6

Transformer — Gradient-based Approach

(L1etal., 2016) SmoothGrad 36.4
(Ding et al., 2019) SmoothGrad 36.4
Word Aligner

fast_align 28.4

GIZA++ 21.0




Distilling a Neural Network Into a Soft
Decision Tree [Frosst & Hinton ‘18]

 a soft binary decision tree with a single inner node and two
leaf nodes.

Input - x

Inner NOQ\

filter: w

eaf Node\. ( Leaf Node

- o(xw + -
L
dlsncj;p} w

Qiifs(xw +b) < 0.5
Output

Q, otherwise




Distilling a Neural Network Into a Soft
Decision Tree [Frosst & Hinton ‘18]

— Train the soft decision tree using a loss function that
seeks to minimize the cross entropy between each leaf,
weighted by its path probability, and the target
distribution

L(x) = —log > Px)) TilogQ
k

{eLleafNodes



Distilling a Neural Network Into a Soft
Decision Tree [Frosst & Hinton ‘18]

— Regularizers

Zx Pt (x)pi(x)
2_x P (%)

C=-X »  05log(a;)+0.5log(l — o)

/ 1€InnerNodes

a hyper-parameter that determines the strength of the penalty and is set
prior to training. This penalty was based on the assumption that a tree
making fairly equal use of alternative sub-trees would usually be better
suited to any particular classification task and in practice it did increase
accuracy

gy —



Interpretable QA on KB and Text
[Sydorova et al ‘19]

* |Interpretable QA on TextKBQA

 TextKBQA model architecture [Das et al
= n hops [ b, |
forward |
— o ——8 ONCT | o
backward | SOFTMAX
LSTM o '
s o KB facts: (s,7,0)
L * Key:k =|s;7]
Value: v = [0]
LSTM
| f . [000 0] 55051 Textual facts: sentences that
. Coool| | 22991 contain at least two entities
Eldncle miiie (s, [wq, -+, s,+,_blank, -, w,],
s > - Key: k = BiLSTM(wq, - w
L » J L ~ J - - )
query memory 1.8M entity

embeddings



Interpretable QA on KB and Text
[Sydorova et al ‘19]

* TextKBQA: Multi-hop attention
— Question: ¢ = [wq, ..., e, ..., blank_, ..., w,]
— Question rep.: q = BiLSTM(q)

— Multihop attention
Co=(q

c, = W, (Ct—l + W, Z softmax(c;_1 - k)v)
(k,v)eM
— Transform ¢y
b = FNN(c7)
— Inner product and softmax
* |nner product b/w b and all entity embeddings



Interpretable QA on KB and Text
[Sydorova et al ‘19]

 Formal notations

— T : a database consisting of all KB and textual facts
F=FrpUFiext

— ¢ . aset of entities that are objects and subjects in F

— R : a set of relations from Fyp

— F C T :the corresponding set of facts, such that
Vf € F sﬁbjectf € q

— TextKBQA model

ag = TextKBQA(q,F),a, € &



Interpretable QA on KB and Text
[Sydorova et al ‘19]

* Explanation method

— Based on explanation method defined in [Poerner et al

- ¢(f,aq,q,F):afunction that assigns real-valued
relevance scores to facts f from JF given an input qu
q and a target entity a,

Cb(fl,(lqjqu) >¢(f23aanaF)

= fact f; is of a higher relevance for a, given q
and F than fact f,



Interpretable QA on KB and Text
[Sydorova et al ‘19]

* Attention weights
Gaw(f:aq,q, F) = softmax(Kr - q)

— Attention weights at hop |
Paw; (f;aq,q,F) = softmax(Kz - ¢c;_1)y

— Average attention weights

h
1
Pawgyy (fr0q,q, F) = > Z softmax(Kr - cj—1)y
j=1



Interpretable QA on KB and Text
[Sydorova et al ‘19
* LIME (Local Interpretable Model-Agnostic
Explanations)

— Model-agnostic explanation method [Ribeiro et al. ‘16]

— Requires a mapping from original features (used by
TextKBQA) to an interpretable rep (used by LIME)

— Here, we use binary bag of facts vectors
Z & {0 ]_}lf‘ «— Indicates presence or absence
)

of a fact f from F
— Sample vectors z’ of the same length |F'| by drawing facts

from F using the Bernoulli distribution withp = 0.5
* The number of sample: 1000

— Each of sample vectors z’ corresponds to F’
* gives the reduced input to TextKBQA



Interpretable QA on KB and Text
[Sydorova et al ‘19]

 LIME (Local Interpretable Model-Agnostic
Explanations)

— Compute the prob. That a,, is still the predicted answer tc
the query g, given facts F’ (not F), using:

logit(q, F,aq) = (E - b)aq

— Gather the outputs of logit(q, F', a,) for all sampled
Instances
— Train a linear model g by optimizing:
£(q, F) = argmin L(logit,g) g(2') = wy - 2

gelG
— LIME explanation method :

Cblime(f: Qq,q, F) — Wy, f

/



Interpretable QA on KB and Text
[Sydorova et al ‘19]

* Input perturbation (IP)

_ log?’t((LF? a’q) - lOth(qa ‘F\ {f}? a’Q)

(;b’i'p(fa aq,q,f) o logil’i(q,]'—: Oiq)



Interpretable QA on KB and Text
[Sydorova et al ‘19]

* Automatic evaluation using fake facts
— F’: fake facts

* Randomly sample a different query g’ that has the same
number of entities and gather its fact set F’ .

* Then replace subject entities in facts from F’ with subject
entities from F

— Hybrid facts

F=FUF, where FNF =
— Compute a hit point =» Pointing game acc

Fa

| A 1, ifrmax(F,q,o) € F,
h’lt(qu Q? ‘F) = . ( - ) !
0, if rmax(F,q,¢) € F'.



Interpretable QA on KB and Text
[Sydorova et al ‘19]

* An example of a hybrid instance

Facts in hybrid fact set F

Facts from F | Disney award.award_honor.award _winner_award.award _honor.honored_for Bambi
(real facts) Disney’s Steamboat Willie premiered on November 18th 1928 at the Broadway.

Disney film.film.directed_by.2_film.film.directed_by.1 The Opry House

Facts from 7’ | But in the summer of 2007, Apple rocked Disney by launching the iPhone.

(fake facts) Disney fashion.clothing _size.region _fashion.clothing size.person Frankie Rayder
The Libertarian is a Disney political party created in 1971.

eBay is the largest marketplace in the Disney.




Interpretable QA on KB and Text
[Sydorova et al ‘19]

* Experiments and results

Explanation method Hit points | Pointing game acc.
attention weights at hop 1 1849 0.69
attention weights at hop 3 2116 0.80
average attention weights 2081 0.78

LIME 2271 0.85
P 2570 0.97
random baseline 1458 0.55




Interpretable QA on KB and Text
[Sydorova et al ‘19]

e Evaluation with human annotators

— Also verified by human evalution

Question: | And Jacob came into

Answer: | Egypt

Which list of facts explains the answer to the query better: facts on the left or facts on the right?

Left Right

 Now Jacob awaked out from Egypt. e Jacob people.deceased Ibrahimi Mosque
e So Jacob went down to Egypt. e Jacob people.deceased Egypt

* Then Jacob went into Egypt. e Jacob people.marriage.spouse Bilhah

e Jacob had to serve through Esau. « Jacob people.marriage.spouse Leah

« And Jacob went into Egypt. » Jacob people marriage.spouse Rachel

O Definitely left O Rather left O Difficult to say O Ratherright O Definitely right




XGEMs: Generating Examplars to Explain Black-
Box Models [Joshi et al ‘18]

 XGEMs: manifold guided exemplars

— a framework to understand black-box classifier
behavior by exploring the landscape of the
underlying data manifold as data points cross
decision boundaries

— Train an unsupervised implicit generative model —
treated as a proxy to the data manifold.

— Summarize black-box model behavior
guantitatively by perturbing data samples along
the manifold.



XGEMs: Generating Examplars to Explain Black-
Box Models [Joshi et al ‘18]

 XGEMs: manifold guided exemplars

— a framework to understand black-box classifier
behavior by exploring the landscape of the
underlying data manifold as data points cross
decision boundaries

— Train an unsupervised implicit generative model —
treated as a proxy to the data manifold.

— Summarize black-box model behavior
guantitatively by perturbing data samples along
the manifold.



XGEMs: Generating Examplars to Explain Black-
Box Models [Joshi et al ‘18]

* Implicit Generative Models
— Stochastic procedures that generate samples (denoted
by the random variable X & XA ) from the data
distribution p(x) without explicitly parameterizing p(x).
e Variational Auto-Encoders (VAEs)
* Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs)
— Fy : R? — R¥: the inverse mapping function that

provides the latent representation for a given data
sample

— L :RY x RY — R, : the analogous loss function
such that for a given data sample x

z = argmin L(X, Go(2)) = Fy(X)

Z



XGEMs: Generating Examplars to Explain Black-
Box Models [Joshi et al ‘18]

* Implicit Generative Models
— Examples of Fy,

* The encoder in a VAE, or an inference network in a BiGAN.

— Explanation goal: Provide explanations for a black-box
binary classifier
« y € {—1,1} :thetargetlabel
« fo: R4 — {—1,1} : the target black-box classifier to be
‘explained

. f(f¢ (X), y): the loss function used to train the black-box
classitier.



XGEMs: Generating Examplars to Explain Black-
Box Models [Joshi et al ‘18]

* Implicit Generative Models

— Adversarial criticisms

* Explain black-box classifiers look for perturbations 9§, to data
samples x

— Such that the perturbations maximize the loss f(f@ (X + 5x), y)
or change the predicted label.

— These perturbations are invisible to the human eye
— X : the target adversarial sample
— An adversarial attack solves a Taylor approximation to:

X = arg maxg, x|, <l (fo(X),y)



XGEMs: Generating Examplars to Explain Black-
Box Models [Joshi et al ‘18]

* Generating XxGEMSs
— Manifold guided examples (or xGEMs)

* To provide explanations via examples over more naturalistic
perturbations

— Train an implicit generative model gg and an encoder

network fw Decoding “4‘d loss

[
:

X = Gg(argmin, cpa L(x", Go(2)) + M(f$(G(2)), Ytar))

— A manifold guided example is defined w.r.t. a given data

sample x*

Definition 1 (x*, y*-xGEM). An xGEM corresponding to a data point (x*, y*) and a target label
| Ytar 7 y*', refers to the solution of Equation (3) for a fixed and known A > 0. The xGEM is denoted

by Xx.



XGEMs: Generating Examplars to Explain Black-
Box Models [Joshi et al ‘18]

* Generating XxGEMSs

— Intuitively, for a point x*, determine its latent representation using ]—‘w

— To find realistic perturbations to this point, along the data manifold,
traverse the latent space of the generator gg (our proxy for the data
manifold) until the label switches to the desired target label y;,,

— The desired manifold guided example or xGEM is the sample
generated at the switch point in the latent embedding

Algorithm 1 Find (x*, y*)-xGEM
Input: (x*,3*) € R x {—1,1}, Ytar, Go, Fus o, Ay > 0
Initialize z = F, (x*)
while Not converged do
z < 7z +nVz(L(x",Go(2)) + M(f5(5(2)), Ytar))
X = Gp(2)

Return x




XGEMs: Generating Examplars to Explain Black-
Box Models [Joshi et al ‘18]

* Explanations using XxGEMs

* An alternative view to Adversarial Criticisms

— XGEMs versus Adversarial criticisms [35], for a parabolic manifold
(shown in blue)

= XGEM Trajectory = XGEM Trajectory

- Adversarial Trajectory p=inf - Adversarial Trajectory p=inf . NaV|gat|ng along the
latent dimension of the
generator encourages the
XGEM trajectory to be
constrained along the
data manifold

« Adversarial criticisms may
lie well outside the
manifold.




XGEMs: Generating Examplars to Explain Black-
Box Models [Joshi et al ‘18]
 Towards automated bias detection

— Demonstrate the utility of generating manifold guided
examples to detect if a target classifier is confounded
w.r.t. a given attribute of interest.

e A classifier is confounded with an attribute of interest a if the
attribute a substantially influences the black-box’s predictions.

- a € {—1, 1}: the (potentially protected) binary
attribute of interest

— Here, we wish to examine whether the target classifier
fo is biased/confounded by a

— Intuitively, we hope that attribute a of an xGEM should
be the same as that of the original point



XGEMs: Generating Examplars to Explain Black-
Box Models [Joshi et al ‘18]
 Towards automated bias detection

— |In order to detect this, assume there exists an oracle
g* : R — {-1,1}
* That perfectly classifies the confounding attribute a

— when considered as the dependent variable, based on the other (d)
independent variables.

— Additionally, assume that g~ is not confounded by the
target label of the black-box y and is not used by g* to
predict a

— The training data where i indexes a given point:

Rd X {—1, 1} X {—1, 1} oD = {(xi,yi,ai) ,i = [N]}



XGEMs: Generating Examplars to Explain Black-
Box Models [Joshi et al ‘18]
 Towards automated bias detection

— 5&,& : the xGEM of x; w.rt. f, as returned by Algorithm 1

— We argue that classifier f,, is confounded by the
attribute a if the equation holds for a given 8 > O:

Ep[l(g*(X) # a
XGEMS2. 2 Perfect Oﬁvle D[ (g ( ) ?é )]
S £3) 234 Yy D)

attribute a2l = LStX| U=

Hl=0| =OZI 5§ O] & LI}

> 0

— In practice, access to a perfect oracle g* is infeasible or
prohibitively expensive.
* In some cases, such a classifier g* may be provided by

regulatory bodies, thereby adhering to predetermined
criterion as to what accounts for a reliable proxy oracle.



XGEMs: Generating Examplars to Explain Black-
Box Models [Joshi et al ‘18]
 Towards automated bias detection

— For this case study, assume it is sufficient that

* The proxy oracle has the same false positive and false negative
error rates w.r.t. the target label, which is a fairness condition
known as the Equalized Odds Criterion [17].

» Assume access to a proxy oracle § : R — {—1, 1} that
satisfies the following conditions, givena 0.0 < 7 < 1

(i) Ep[l(9) ==a)] > T
(11) g satisfies the Equalized Odds criterion w.r.t. the target label y.



XGEMs: Generating Examplars to Explain Black-
Box Models [Joshi et al ‘18]
 Towards automated bias detection

X,'s attribute prediction (w.r.t g* ) is the same as that of x* while that of ¥,
is different. Thus we say that f; is biased w.rt. attribute a for sample x*

—<<—> classifier for attribute a (g*) R
<-> black-box 1(f;)

~¢> black-box 2 (f}) x*

x1 and X2 are XGEMSs corresponding to x* for fé and fq%



XGEMs: Generating Examplars to Explain Black-
Box Models [Joshi et al ‘18]
 Towards automated bias detection

Ep[l(g*(x) # a)]

> 0
D

— an empirical estimate of the above eq gives a metric
that can quantify the amount of confounding in a given
black-box, while also allowing to compare different
black-boxes w.r.t. the target attribute a.



XGEMs: Generating Examplars to Explain Black-
Box Models [Joshi et al ‘18]

e Evaluate our framework for confounding detection in facial
images using the CelebA dataset

— The target black-box classifier predicts the binary facial attribute — hair
color (black or blond).

— We determine whether or not the black-box is confounded with gender.
— The proxy g: a ResNet model that classifies celebA faces by gender
» Recalibrated to satisfy the two conditions

Target black-box label
Attribute  (a) Black Hair Blond Hair

Classifier Recalibrated Gender
g (orig) FP:0.003  FP:0.000  Classifier

FN:0.002 FN:0.018
Acc: 0.997  Acc:0.999

g (recalibrated) FP:0.003 FP:0.003
FN:0.018 FN:0.018
Acc:0.989  Acc:0.996




XGEMs: Generating Examplars to Explain Black-
Box Models [Joshi et al ‘18]

e Evaluate our framework for confounding detection in facial
images using the CelebA dataset

— Two ResNet models fq} and f(g are trained to detect the hair color
attribute (black hair vs blond hair) using two different datasets

» f(plz trained on all face samples with either black or blond hair

» f(pzz (biased) trained such that all black hair samples are male while
blond haired samples are all female (so restricted / biased)

Black- Accuracy Confounding metric

l()j(l);(ssiﬁer \ The fract?on of confounded
samples is clearly much

f3 0.9933 0.1704 larger for the classifier
trained on a biased datase

f; 0.9155 0.4323

The fraction of samples whose manifold guided examples’

predicted attribute a (in this case gender) is different from the
original training sample w.r.t. §



XGEMs: Generating Examplars to Explain Black-
Box Models [Joshi et al ‘18]

e Evaluate our framework for confounding detection in facial
images using the CelebA dataset

— A 10—fold increase in the fraction of confounding for blond haired
females with the biased classifier f(p2

Here, notice the decrease in the amount of confounding for black haired
females while a general increase in confounding for all black haired faces

Target label
Black-box  Black Hair Blond Hair
13 Male:0.4550  Male:0.1432

Female:0.0159 Female:0.0484
Overall:0.2430 Overall:0.0539

13 Male:0.7716 Male:0.1475

Female:0.0045 Female:0.5024
Overall:0.4012 Overall:0.4821
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XGEMs: Generating Examplars to Explain Black-
Box Models [Joshi et al ‘18]

* The biased model f<p2 also changes the background more than
hair color in order to change the hair color label

1

I(g black black black black I black black black blond blond blond blond
|1 | 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1 000 0.997 0.936 0.679 O 572 0.691 0.762 0.809 0.842
male male male male male male female female female female female female female female

black black black black black black black black blond blond blond blond blond
|1 000‘ 1.000 1.000 0.986 0 873 0.829 0.779 0.721 0.650 0.564 0.525 0.601 0.671 0.726 0.767
male male {nale male ma|e male male male male male male male male
orig =
@

blond blond blond blond black black black black black

blond
(1. 000) (1.000) _(1.000) (0.997) (0.840) _ (0.777) _ (0.707) _(0.639) _(0.582) (0.534) _ (0.509) _(0.543) _(0.573) (0.602) _(0.627)

% LE,LL Lkhkkkkkkk

female female female female female female female female male male male male male male male

blond blond blond blond blond black black black black black
(0.538) (0.530) (0.522) (0.514) (0.505) (0.503) (0.511) (0.519) (0.526) (0.535)

blond blond blond blond blond

blond blond blond blond blond
l1.000)‘ (1.000) (0.999) (0.892) (0.547)

oﬁ..

female female female female female female female female female female female female female female female
orig t=-12 t=-10 t=-8 t=-6 t=-5 t=-4 t=-3 t=2 t=3 t=4

change In hair color label |nd|cated gt the top of each
image along with the confidence of prediction



XGEMs: Generating Examplars to Explain Black-
Box Models [Joshi et al ‘18]

— Case Study: Model Assessment beyond

performance metrics
* Confidence manifolds for a few data samples for black-box
models 1 and 2.

Confidence Manifold
2001 (80.28%, k: 0.065, xo: 22.659)

Confidence Manifold

1.0 1.0 "
- = 10000 (98.79%, k: 0.336, xo: 1.433)

» 0.8 - '‘@0.8 m 20000 (98.81%, k: 0.458, x,: 7.699)
o = ZOOL (RR.20%. kx -0.085, Xul A.77%) & T  u 40000 (99.33%, k: 0.789, xo: 9.368)
T g * 5000 (90.5%, k: -0.218, x,: 5.864) I xo06 , tassified | "
x = 10000 (98.79%, k: -0.221, Xo: 20.515) T 8 crassiec Incorrectly
g 0.4 ™ 20000 (98.81%, k: -0.212, xo: 32.014) g mo.a classified correctly
o ® 40000 (99.33%, k: -0.568, Xo: 20.540) o

0.2 e classified incorrectly 0.2

+ classified correctly
0.0 30 25 20 15 10 5 0 5 10 0.0
- - - - - - -20 -15 -10 -5 0 . 5
. ~ 1 . . 3
Sample 1, Black Hair, Model: Resnet (f; ) Sample 2, Blond Hair, Model: Resnet (f; )

1.0 — 1.0
-
® 0.8 x =08
i 0.8 50001 (93.6%, k: -0.689, x,: 9.136) E T ® 20001 (67.5%, k: -0.131, xo: 27.134)
O "= 100001 (96.1%, k: -0.913, x,: 3.434) o .1& 0.6 o 50001 (93.6%, k: 0.934, x,: 5.865)
D 04" 200001 (98.3%, k: -0.725, Xo: 4.143) g ® 0.4 ™ 100001 (96.1%, k: 2.069, Xo: 3.577)

250000 (98.4%, k: -0.802, x,: 5.033) E m e classified incorrectly
0.2 e classified incorrectly 0.2 + classified correctly
+ classified correctly
0.0 -8 - ~a =3 0 2 a 0.0 =25 20 -15 —10 -5 0 5
Distance Distance

Sample 1, Black Hair, Model: CNN+Irn (fx2) Sample 2, Blond Hair, Model: CNN+Irn (fXQ)

Blond Hair

Blond Hair



This Looks Like That: Deep Learning for
Interpretable Image Recognition [Chen et al ‘19]






Information Complexity in Bandit Subset
Selection [Kaufmann & Kalyanakrishnan ’13]

A stochastic bandit model
— K > 2 :afinite number of arms

— Each arm a corresponds to a Bernoulli distribution with
mean p,

— The arms are numbered such that P1 > P2 2 ... 2 PK

— Each draw of arm a yields a reward drawn from an
unknown distribution

— The classical “regret” setting 5(p,, )

* an agent seeks to sample arms sequentially in order to
maximize its cumulative reward, or equivalently, to minimize
its regret.

e Originally motivated by clinical trials (Thompson, 1933)
wherein the number of subjects cured is to be maximized
through the judicious allocation of competing treatments.



Information Complexity in Bandit Subset
Selection [Kaufmann & Kalyanakrishnan ’13]

A stochastic bandit model

— The “pure exploration” setting

* Models an off-line regime in which the rewards accrued
while learning are immaterial

* Rather, the agent has to identify an optimal set of m arms
(1 < m < K) at the end of its learning (or exploration)
phase

* Naturally suit a company that conducts a dedicated testing
phase for its products to determine which m to launch into

the market.

— Bubeck et al. (2011, see Section 1) present an informative
comparison between the regret and pure-exploration settings



Information Complexity in Bandit Subset
Selection [Kaufmann & Kalyanakrishnan ’13]

Explore-m
— The pure-exploration problem of finding the m best arms

— Generalizes the single-arm-selection problem studied by
Even-Dar et al. (2006) (Explore-1)

— PAC Formalization

Sm ¢ : the set of all (¢, m)-optimal arms € S [0 1]
— The set of arms a such that D > Pm — €
« & ={1,2,...,m} : the set of m best arms, which is
necessarily a subset of S:n,e
* For a given mistake probability 0 E[O, 1] , the goal is to design

an algorithm that after using a finite (but possibly random)
number of samples N returns Sg, a set of m arms satisfying:

]P)(Sg C S:;%e) >1—0

* We desire N to be small in expectation

some fixed tolerance



Information Complexity in Bandit Subset
Selection [Kaufmann & Kalyanakrishnan ’13]

* Explore-m-FB (Explore-m with fixed budget).
— An alternative goal in the pure-exploration setting

* Fix a maximum number of samples, n, for learning, and to find a
set §,, of m arms after n rounds

* such that e, :=P(S,, ¢ &, .) is minimal
e This setting was proposed by Audibert et al. (2010) form =1

(and € = 0) and generalized by Bubeck et al. (2013) to arbitrary
values of m.

* Explore-m and Explore-m-FB are related

* Gabillon et al. (2012) point out that knowing the problem
complexity allows algorithms for Explore-m to be converted to
algorithms for Explore-m-FB, and vice versa



Information Complexity in Bandit Subset
Selection [Kaufmann & Kalyanakrishnan ’13]

* Regret setting

— A recent line of research has yielded algorithms that are
essentially optimal

— The regret bound for the UCB algorithm of Auer et al.
(2002) is optimal in its logarithmic dependence on the
horizon

— But, its accompanying problem-specific constant does
not match the lower bound provided by Lai and Robbins
(1985).

— Garivier and Capp e (2011) and Maillard et al. (2011)
show that by replacing UCB’s Hoeffding’s inequality
based bounds with upper bounds based on Kullback-
Leibler divergence, the constant, too, becomes optimal
(see also Capp’e et al. (2013)).



Information Complexity in Bandit Subset
Selection [Kaufmann & Kalyanakrishnan ’13]

* Explore-m using KL-divergence-based
confidence intervals.

— Derive a set of improved bounds for the pure-exploration
setting

— Make improvements both for Explore-m and for Explore-
mFB by replacing Hoeffding-based bounds with KL-
divergence-based bounds in corresponding algorithms

— Perform theoretical analysis

* Interestingly, our analysis sheds light on potential differences
between the pure exploration and regret settings:

* The improved sample-complexity bounds we obtain here
involve the Chernoff information between the arms, and not
KL-divergence as in the regret setting.



Information Complexity in Bandit Subset
Selection [Kaufmann & Kalyanakrishnan ’13]

* Complexity measure for the Explore-m
problem
— Existing algorithms for Explore-m have an expected
sample complexity bounded by O(H, log(H./d))
— The SAR algorithm of Bubeck et al. (2013) for Explore-
m-FB satisfes e e
P(Sn ¢ Sp,) < Cexp(—n/(C'log(K)Hy))

e where C and C' are some constants and

1
— a Mm f *a
Ho= Y ooy with A, = (PP rac sy
lllaX( a,(i) ) Pm — Pa fOI'GE(S;,L)C

ac{l,2,.. K}



Information Complexity in Bandit Subset
Selection [Kaufmann & Kalyanakrishnan ’13]

 Complexity measure for the Explore-m problem
— Lower bound in the regret setting [Lai and Robbins '85]

* N,(n): denotes the number of draws of arm a

* R,: The regret of some algorithm up to time n, then:
if lim,, .~ R, = o(n®)for every a >0 and every bandit
problem, then

N, 1
lim inf B[Na(n) >
n—oo log(n) d(pa, p1)

* with d, the Kullback-Leibler divergence between two Bernoulli
distributions, given by

d(z,y) = KL (B(z),B(y)) = zlog (§> +(1—w)log G - x)

Y —Y




Information Complexity in Bandit Subset
Selection [Kaufmann & Kalyanakrishnan ’13]

Complexity measure for the Explore-m problem

— Lower bound in the regret setting [Lai and Robbins '85]
* E[No(n)]

— only bounded by O(log(n)/A?L) for the UCB algorithm (Auer et al., ‘02)

— indeed bounded by log(n)/d(p,, p1) plus some constant for KL-UCB
(Capp’e et al., ‘13)

* Lai and Robbins’ result holds for any bandit problem

— However, the current lower bound of Kalyanakrishnan et al. (2012) for
Explore-m is a worst-case result stating that

» For every PAC algorithm, there exists a bandit problem on which

E[N] > CH.log(m/d)  with Cof order 105



Information Complexity in Bandit Subset
Selection [Kaufmann & Kalyanakrishnan ’13]

- Complexity measure for the Explore-m problem

— Here, derive upper bounds for Explore-m(-FB) in terms
of Chernoff information, a quantity closely related to KL-
divergence

— The Chernoff information d*(x,y) between two
Bernoulli distributions B(z) and B(y) is defined by

d*(z,y) = d(z",z) = d(z",y)
where z* is the unique z such that d(z,z) = d(z,y)

— Some reasoning motivates our first conjecture of a

combplexitv term: The complexity term H; is
P Y / a tight upper bound on H *"9¢

H;carget - Z 1 2 4 Z 1 > )

ES maX(d*(pa,pm—i—l); 2 ma’X d*(paapm)a 2




Information Complexity in Bandit Subset
Selection [Kaufmann & Kalyanakrishnan ’13]

 The LUCB algorithm based on Confidence Intervals
— Z,(t) = [La(t),Ua(t)] generic confidence intervals

— L4(t) and U,(t): the lower and upper confidence
bounds on the mean of arm a

— N, (t): denote the number of draws

— S,(t): the sum of the rewards gathered from arm a up
to time ¢t

. S . .
— Da(t) = W((tt)) : the corresponding empirical mean
reward

— ﬁa,u : the empirical mean of u i.i.d. rewards from arm a



Information Complexity in Bandit Subset
Selection [Kaufmann & Kalyanakrishnan ’13]

 The LUCB algorithm based on Confidence Intervals

— J(t) : the set of m arms with the highest empirical
means at time ¢

_ I and u¢ ; two ‘critical’ arms from J(t) and
J(t)€ that are likely to be misclassified

u; = argmax U;(t) and [ = argmin L;(¢)
JEJI(t) FEJI (L)



Information Complexity in Bandit Subset
Selection [Kaufmann & Kalyanakrishnan ’13]

 The LUCB algorithm based on Confidence Intervals

Algorithm 2 LUCB algorithm

Require: ¢ > 0 (tolerance level), U, L (confidence bounds)
t = 1 (number of stage of the algorithm), B(1) = oo (stopping index)
for a=1...K do

Sample arm a, compute confidence bounds U,(1), L,(1)
end for
while B(t) > € do
Draw arm u; and [;. t = ¢ + 1.
Update confidence bounds, set J(t) and arms u;, I
B(t) = Uy, () — Li, (1
end while
return J(t).




Information Complexity in Bandit Subset
Selection [Kaufmann & Kalyanakrishnan ’13]

 KL-LUCB

— LUCB & Racing: the smaller these confidence regions are, the
smaller the sample complexity of these algorithms will be

— Most of the previous algorithms use Hoeffding bounds:
exploration rate

Uas(t) = pa(t) + (5,9)

2N, (1)

B(t,9)
2N, (t)

and L4 (t) = pa(t) —

— Here, introduce the use of confidence regions based on KL-
divergence for Explore-m, inspired by recent improvements in
the regret setting

* For some exploration rate (¢, 6),
ug(t) = max{q € [Pa(t),1] : No(t)d(pa(t),q) < B(t,6)}, and
la(t) = min{q € [0,pa(t)] : Na(t)d(pa(t),q) < B(t,0)}.



Information Complexity in Bandit Subset
Selection [Kaufmann & Kalyanakrishnan ’13]

 KL-LUCB

— Pinsker’s inequality ( d(z,y) > 2(z — y)Q)shows that KL-
confidence regions are always smaller than those obtained with
Hoeffding bounds, while they share the same coverage probability

palt) - \/ o <) and w(®) < pult) + \/ o



Information Complexity in Bandit Subset

Selection [Kaufmann & Kalyanakrishnan ’13]
— Experimental results
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