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Abstract—To make advanced learning machines such as Deep
Neural Networks (DNNs) more transparent in decision making,
explainable AI (XAI) aims to provide interpretations of DNNs’
predictions. These interpretations are usually given in the form
of heatmaps, each one illustrating relevant patterns regarding
the prediction for a given instance. Bayesian approaches such as
Bayesian Neural Networks (BNNs) so far have a limited form of
transparency (model transparency) already built-in through their
prior weight distribution, but notably, they lack explanations
of their predictions for given instances. In this work, we bring
together these two perspectives of transparency into a holistic
explanation framework for explaining BNNs. Within the Bayesian
framework, the network weights follow a probability distribution.
Hence, the standard (deterministic) prediction strategy of DNNs
extends in BNNs to a predictive distribution, and thus the
standard explanation extends to an explanation distribution.
Exploiting this view, we uncover that BNNs implicitly employ
multiple heterogeneous prediction strategies. While some of these
are inherited from standard DNNs, others are revealed to us by
considering the inherent uncertainty in BNNs. Our quantitative
and qualitative experiments on toy/benchmark data and real-
world data from pathology show that the proposed approach
of explaining BNNs can lead to more effective and insightful
explanations.

Index Terms—Explainable AI, Bayesian Neural Networks,
Deep Neural Networks, LRP.

I. INTRODUCTION

DEEP Neural Networks (DNNs) have achieved significant
success over the years, helping to advance Artificial

Intelligence (AI). Driven by the exponential growth in avail-
able data and computational resources, DNNs achieve state-
of-the-art results across various fields of Machine Learning
(ML), such as Computer Vision (CV) [1], [2], [3], Natural
Language Processing (NLP) [4], [5], [6], [7], and Reinforce-
ment Learning (RL) [8], [9], [10]. Although current Deep
Learning research is still far away from achieving general
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Artificial Intelligence [11], there are already specific domains
where DNNs could surpass human performance, such as game-
playing or image recognition tasks [12], [13], [14], [10]. DNNs
accomplish such high performance by learning mappings from
raw data to meaningful representations.

With the increasing complexity of modern Neural Networks
[15], it is a difficult task to explain what particular features
do influence the prediction. Therefore, DNNs have often been
considered as ‘black-box’ [16], [17]. However, especially in
security-critical applications (such as autonomous driving or
personalized medicine), transparency of the decision-making
model is mandatory and therefore the network’s inability
to explain its predictions restricts the applicability of ML
systems. Indeed, despite showing great performance in test en-
vironments, DNNs have not yet reached universal acceptance
in the above-mentioned areas [18].

Recently, the field of Explainable AI (XAI) has emerged
to address these concerns (see e.g. [19]). XAI aims to de-
velop and study methodologies for explaining the predictions
made by advanced learning machines such as DNNs. Recent
advances in XAI have led to a variety of novel methods
[20], [21], [22]. These can be grouped into global and lo-
cal explanation methods. While global explanation methods
interpret the decision making of DNNs across a population
(e.g. by visualizing the ’prototypical’ cases [23], [24], [25], or
by detecting semantic elements [16], [26]), local explanations
provide interpretations of the prediction for a particular data
example by attributing relevances to the input features [27],
[28], [29], [30], [31], [32], [27], [33], [34], [35], [36], [37],
[38].

Most of the explanation methods, local and global ones,
are developed for DNNs trained in a maximum-a-posteriori
(MAP) setting, where the DNN weights are point estimates. In
contrast, Bayesian Neural Networks (BNNs) learn a distribu-
tion of the network weights, which induces also a distribution
on the prediction. For a better intuition on the advantage in
explainability of a BNN over a DNN, let us consider the
example image shown in Figure 1. Shown on the left is a
histopathological image [39], [40] taken from a cancer patient
(see e.g. [41], [42], [43]). From this image, smaller patches
are extracted and fed into a DNN, trained to classify patches
into cancer or non-cancer. In the center of Figure 1, we show
the prediction score of a regular (non-Bayesian) DNN for
the class cancer. While these scores are usually normalized
with a softmax function, these scores do not represent actual
probabilities [44] — The DNN provides no information on
how certain or uncertain the patches’ relevances are the
prediction. This additional information is provided by BNNs
(shown on the right), e.g. in the form of the variances shown
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Fig. 1: Illustrating practical benefits of BNNs over regular DNNs. Left: A whole slide image from a cancer patient, divided
into smaller patches. Center: The prediction accuracy for the class cancer of a standard DNN (which is identical to the mean
prediction of a corresponding BNN using Laplace approximation). Right: Compared with a standard DNN, the BNN gives us
additional information, in the form of uncertainties about the respective patch predictions. The Green (red) color here indicates
a high (low) level of certainty.

on the right of Figure 1.
We observe that there are distinct regions where the model

is significantly more certain about a patch showing cancer cells
(highlighted in blue colors) than in other regions (highlighted
in green, with red referring to the most uncertain regions).

Thus, the BNN can not only provide predictions but also
evaluate their faithfulness. On the other hand, BNNs are—as
regular DNNs— black boxes not yielding explanations out of
the box (e.g., in the form of heatmaps).

The present work contributes to closing this gap. We pro-
vide a method for explaining BNNs. It translates uncertainty
information of a BNN into feature relevance uncertainties (in
the input space), thus yielding an explanation with error bars
(uncertainty heatmaps) or more general quantile heatmaps. Our
model is even applicable to regular DNNs (e.g., CNNs) trained
in a non-Bayesian fashion, which can first be translated into
BNNs (e.g., using MC dropout [45] or Laplace approximation
[46], [47]), and then explained using our proposed method.
Thus our approach can enrich the explanation of regular DNNs
by additional uncertainty information.

To illustrate this advantage, consider again the medical task
illustrated in Fig 1. The first step towards transparency of the
shown model is assigning the input features with relevance
scores; this is what explanation methods of regular DNNs do.
It helps to identify the areas in the image that were relevant
for the prediction. Our BNN explanation would additionally
provide information on regions where the method is confident
about the relevance scores. This may enable an expert to faster
identify the most significant cancer areas in an image. On the
other hand, the expert might want to look specifically into
areas of low confidence to resolve this low confidence by
contributing with human expert knowledge to cancer image
evaluation. Hence, by determining the level of certainty re-
quired by a particular case or by visualizing multiple levels
of certainty at once in an explanation, our method can lead to
additional insight into the underlying prediction strategy of a
model.

In this work, we will propose and investigate different
techniques for explaining the decision-making process of

(deep) BNNs. Our suggested approaches are method-agnostic,
i.e. they can build on any arbitrary explanation method for
regular (non-Bayesian) DNNs, which is transformed into a
local attribution method for BNNs. The proposed method can
be combined with any (approximate) inference procedure of
BNNs. In computational experiments, our approach interest-
ingly revealed that BNNs implicitly employ multiple hetero-
geneous prediction strategies. The reason is that BNNs exhibit
numerous modes, and approximately one can think of a mode
as a prototypical prediction strategy. In contrast, in a standard
non-Bayesian DNN, the prediction is deterministic and thus
cannot extract multi-modal explanations. With our proposed
method, we are now able to visualize the different modes thus
revealing the intrinsic multi-modality in the decision-making
of BNNs (and by association: DNNs). For practical purposes
and to enable the reader to replicate our results we publish
our source code1.

In the following we summarize the main contributions of
this work:

• We provide a theoretical justification along with a detailed
practical explanation for usage of the Mean Explanation
as the most simplistic option to explain the decision-
making process of a BNN.

• We propose a new method called UAI: Union and Inter-
section Explanation—a practical approach that is capable
of translating the uncertainty information of a BNN’s
prediction into input feature uncertainty, thus enriching
the XAI explanations with (un)certainty information.

• We investigate the multi-modality and variability of the
decision-making process of BNNs by clustering sampled
explanations.

• Generality: We observe that local attribution of regular
(non-Bayesian) DNNs can be enhanced by Bayesian-
ization procedure: approximating posterior distribution
around mode weights.

1The code will be made available on github.
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II. BACKGROUND AND RELATED WORK

This section provides a comprehensive overview of BNNs
and well established local explanation methods.

A. Bayesian Neural Networks

From a statistical perspective, standard DNNs are usually
trained using maximum a-posteriori (MAP) optimization [48]:

Ŵ = argmaxW log p(W | Dtr), (1)
= argmaxW log p(Dtr |W ) + log p(W ),

which reduces to the maximum likelihood estimation when
the prior distribution p(W ) is flat. The most commonly used
loss functions and regularizers fit into this framework, such
as categorical cross-entropy for classification or mean squared
error for regression. Although this procedure is efficient since
the networks only learn a fixed set of weights, it does not
provide uncertainty information about the learned weights
and subsequently on the prediction. In contrast, Bayesian
neural networks (BNNs) estimate the posterior distribution
of weights, and thus, provide uncertainty information on
the prediction, which can provide confidence information on
predictions. Particularly, in critical real-world applications of
deep learning—for instance, medicine [42], [49], [41] and
autonomous driving [50], [51]—where predictions need to be
highly precise and wrong predictions could easily be fatal, the
availability of prediction uncertainties can be of fundamental
advantage.

Let fW : Rd → Rk be a feed-forward neural network
with the weight parameter W ∈ W . Given a training dataset
Dtr = {xn, yn}Nn=1, Bayesian learning (approximately) learns
the posterior distribution

p (W |Dtr) =
p(Dtr|W )p(W )∫

W p(Dtr|W )p(W )dW
, (2)

where p(W ) is the prior distribution of the weight parameter.
After training, the output for a given test sample x is predicted
by the distribution:

p(y|x,Dtr) =

∫
W
p(y|fW (x))p(W |Dtr)dW. (3)

Since the denominator of the posterior, shown in Eq. (2),
is intractable for neural networks, numerous approximation
methods have been proposed, e.g., Laplace approximation
[47], Variational Inference [52], [53], MC dropout [54],
Variational Dropout [55], [56], MCMC sampling [57], and
SWAG [58], [59]. With these approximation methods, one can
now efficiently draw samples from the approximate posterior
distribution of the network parameters (Eq. (3)), and compute
statistics, e.g., mean and variance, of the prediction for a given
data point x. Classical MAP training procedures could also be
seen as performing approximate Bayesian inference, using the
approximate posterior p(W |Dtr) ≈ δ(W = Ŵ ), where δ is
the Dirac delta function.

B. Local attribution methods

Local explanation methods attribute relevance to the input
(features) or intermediate nodes [28], [29], [30], [33] by using
a relevance attribution operation, which we define as follows:

Definition 1 (Relevance Attribution operator): An operator
Tx,W [·] that maps an output function fW : Rd → Rk to
a relevance function R : Rd → Rd is called a relevance
attribution operator:

RW (x) = Tx,W [fW ](x). (4)

The above definition postulates that the relevance of an input
feature/node depends on the input mainly via the output
function, although it can have a direct dependence on x and
W .

In this paper, we demonstrate our novel BNN explanation
framework mainly using Layer-wise Relevance Propagation
(LRP) [28] as the base explanation method, however, we
would like to stress that our BNN explanation framework can
be applied for any existing explanation method.

a) Gradient explanation: The Gradient explanation
method, i.e. Tx,W = ∇x, where ∇x is the weak derivative
w.r.t. x, is one of the most basic explanation methods. It
visualizes the possible extend of change made by the pre-
dictive function in a local neighbourhood around the original
datapoint x [23], [27], [60].

b) LRP: Layer-wise Relevance Propagation [28] is a
model-aware explanation technique that can be applied for
feed-forward neural networks and can be used for different
types of inputs, such as images, videos, or text [61], [62], [33],
[43]. The underlying idea of the LRP algorithm is to use the
network weights and the neural activations computed in the
forward-pass to propagate the relevant output back through
the network until the input layer is reached. This propagation
procedure is subject to a conservation rule — analogous to
Kirchoff’s conservation laws in electrical circuits [63] — in
each backpropagation step, the relevances from the output
layer are distributed towards the input layer, while the sum
of relevances should remain the same. Existing variations of
LRP are, e.g., LRP-0, LRP-ε, LRP-γ, and LRP-CMP [28],
[63].

c) Integrated gradients: Integrated Gradients [64] is an
axiomatic local explanation algorithm that also addresses the
“gradient saturation” issue [65]. It assigns relevance scores to
each feature by approximating the integral of the gradients of
the model output with respect to a scaled version of the input.
The relevance attribution function, in this case, can be defined
as

Tx,W [fW ](x) = (x− x̄)�
∫ 1

0

∂fW (x̄+ α(x− x̄))

∂x
dα,

where � denotes the element-wise product, and x̄ is a ref-
erence point that represents the absence of a feature in the
input.

III. XAI FOR BNNS

Despite the growing interest in Explainable AI, Bayesian
Neural Networks (BNN) have so far lacked the attention of the
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Fig. 2: Schematic illustration of proposed methods for explaining Bayesian Neural Networks. Given a particular input – a cat
image – we sample models from the posterior distribution and collect local explanations. The Union explanation provides a
global overview of the features learned by the BNN by combining various modes, whereas the intersection explanation provides
the intersection strategy used by the BNN. Explanations can be further clustered to illustrate the main decision-making strategies.

XAI community. Most of the work on the topic of interpreting
the BNNs concentrate on uncertainty quantification and visu-
alization: [66] proposes a method to decompose the moment-
based predictive uncertainty into two parts: aleatoric and
epistemic: in [67] author proposes a model-agnostic method to
visualize the contribution of individual features to predictive,
epistemic and aleatoric uncertainty [66]. Recently, it has been
shown that explanations of DNN can be enhanced by introduc-
ing stochasticities to the model weights [68], which, to some
extend, lead to explanations similar to the ones using Diagonal
or KFAC Laplace approximation. The so-called NoiseGrad
method [68] adds multiplicative Gaussian noise to the model
weights, which significantly reduces the gradient shattering
effect [69] similar to the SmoothGrad method [70].

IV. EXPLAINING BAYESIAN NEURAL NETWORKS

In the following, we consider a neural network fW (x) and
a relevance function RW (x) (defined in Eq. 10), using an arbi-
trary explanation method. Note that RW (x) is a deterministic
mapping for a fixed parameter W . Therefore, the posterior
distribution of parameter W induces a distribution over the
relevances, resulting in a distribution over relevance maps.
Given the posterior distribution of W ∼ p(W |Dtr), we can
define the distribution of relevance as

p(R|x,Dtr) =

∫
RW (x)p(W |Dtr)dW. (5)

Relevance samples

R ∼ p(R|x,Dtr)

can be obtained by drawing weights from the posterior distri-
bution:

W ∼ p(W |Dtr).

A schematic illustration of the process of obtaining the
explanations, as well as a high-level overview of proposed
methods could be found in Figure 2. Here, illustrative we can
observe that different samples of the network lead to different
explanations of the same input image. By applying aggrega-
tion strategies, such as the Intersection, Average, and Union
strategy, the model behavior can be mapped more profoundly
and could thus serve as support for a better comprehensibility
for humans.

A. Average Explanation

For some conditions, the average relevance attribution coin-
cides with the relevance attribution of the average prediction,
which we state in the following Lemma:

Lemma 1: For any explanation method that can be formal-
ized as in Eq.(10) with a linear operator Tx,W = Tx that does
not depend on W , it holds that

Tx [EW [fW ]] (x) = EW [Tx[fW ](x)] = EW [RW (x)] . (6)

The claim holds trivially by the linearity assumption. Eq.(6)
in the above Lemma holds for some existing explanation
methods, including LRP-0, which is known to be expressed as
Eq. (10) with Tx,W [fW ](x) = Tx[fW ](x) = x �∇x[fW ](x).
One can still rely on Eq. (10) under a slight violation of
linearity.
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Fig. 3: Visualization of the multi-modality of Absolute gradient explanations of a BNN (here a LeNet network trained with
dropout) are shown exemplary for an image of class ”Trousers” from the Fashion MNIST dataset. The explanations were
clustered by the SpRAy algorithm into 7 clusters, stated on top, and the first row shows the mean explanation for each cluster
respectively, where the shape of the trouser is overlayed over the explanation. The second row depicts the t-SNE visualization of
the distribution of explanations, where the points of the particular clusters are highlighted. From the mean cluster explanations,
we can observe the variability in the decision-making process of the Bayesian Neural Networks — each mode illustrates one
decision-making pattern and the number of elements in each cluster indicate the importance of each cluster to the prediction.

Theorem 1: Eq. (6) holds almost everywhere in x ∈ Rd for
LRP-0 with ReLU networks, gradient explanation, and IG.
The proof is given in the Appendix. Theorem 1 states that the
explanation of the predictive mean (LHS of Eq.(6)) can be
computed by the sample mean of the relevance maps over the
posterior distribution (RHS of (6)).

This is beneficial since it is computationally exhausting to
explain the approximate mean predictive function directly (this
requires to simultaneously store all the parameters along with
their computational graphs for each of the samples from the
posterior distribution), using the results from Theorem 1 we
can now easily explain it by sampling relevance maps, which
drastically eases the process.

B. Exploring multi-modality of explanations

As a result of the non-linear network activations, BNNs are
known to have multi-modal predictive functions [71]. Different
parameters sampled from the posterior distribution can thus
yield to noticeable differences in the decision-making process
of the network as shown schematically in Figure 2. This,
therefore, implies that when using the mean explanation, i.e.,
one of the simplest aggregation strategies to explain BNNs,
we might lose intrinsic information about the variability of
the decision-making processes of a BNN.

To investigate the ”prime” strategies of the Bayesian learn-
ing machine and to decompose the behavior of BNNs into
groups of inter-similar strategies, we propose to cluster the
sampled explanations. Although our method does not restrict
a user in choosing an algorithm for clustering, we propose
to use the SpRAy (Spectral Relevance Analysis) clustering
method. This method was initially introduced in [34] to
solve a similar task — an analysis of the class-wise learned
decision strategies of DNN in order to obtain a global view
on the class related relevant patterns, which also supports the
identification of undesirable behavior, such as clever Hans

artifacts (see Section VI-D for more information about clever
Hans behavior). Note that SpRAy originally was constructed
to investigate the typical traits in the decision-making process
over a large collection of relevance maps, that were obtained
from different data points from the training dataset. In contrast
to the original setting of SpRAy, we now want to exhibit and
understand typical as well as atypical behavior in the BNN
decision-making process for a single input image.

Once the clustering has been performed, ”prime” prediction
strategies of the BNN for the given input image can be
identified by the cluster-wise average explanations. Moreover,
the number of saliency maps in each cluster (normalized by
the number of sampled relevance maps) could be considered
as the ”strength” of each strategy. We could visualize the
explanations, clusters, and average cluster strategies in a two-
dimensional embedding using a t-SNE plot[72] as shown in
Figure 3, where the explanations of the Fashion MNIST [73]
input image is mainly divided into seven different clusters,
which indicates the patterns of the main modes of the BNN.
More practical details about the clustering process could be
found in the appendix.

C. Union and Intersection Explanation

Grasping the multimodality of the network through ex-
planations, can be done in several ways. Each relevance
attribution map is an explanation for an individual instance
of the Bayesian Neural Network. In our work, we observed
that differences between instances of BNN are reflected in the
multi-modal distribution of explanations. Therefore, to aggre-
gate differences in explanations for Bayesian Neural Networks,
we propose a method called UAI: Union and Intersection. The
intuitive idea is illustrated in Figure 2. We treat the relevance
of a BNN as a random variable that follows Eq.(5).
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Input
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Intersection Average Union UAI+

[80, 100]
[60, 80)
[40, 60)
[20, 40)
[0, 20]

IG

Fig. 4: Illustrative explanations of a Bayesian Neural Network. The BNN was trained with Dropout on the Custom MNIST
dataset [68]. The input, an MNIST digit zero on a random CIFAR Background is shown on the left and was correctly classified
as zero by the BNN. Explanations of the BNN decision are given as Intersection (α = 5), Average, Union (α = 95), and
UAI+ explanations using LRP-ε (first row), Integrated Gradient (IG) (second row). We can observe that the relevance of all
explanations is emphasizing correctly the digit. However, our proposed Union and Intersection approach, in which the bundled
information is contained in the UAI+ explanation, has a stronger informational content about the role of the features concerning
the model prediction by specifying the models (un)certainty that a feature contributed to the prediction made.

Given this distribution of relevance maps p(R|x,Dtr), we
capture the uncertainty information of the BNN as follows:

UAIα(x) = Pα [p(R|x,Dtr)] , (7)

where Pα is an operator computing the entry-wise (e.g. pixel-
wise in case of images) percentiles.

High percentiles (α > 0.5) correspond to what we introduce
as Union explanation – a resulting relevance map consists of
an accumulation of features of various relevance maps, i.e.,
providing information across modes of the BNN by allocating
relevance to features that were considered of high importance
by at least a small proportion of samples. In contrast to the
Union explanation, small percentiles (α < 0.5) illustrate the
intersection of features, where at least 95% of the explanation
agree on. For visualisations, we define Union explanations
with α = 0.95 and Intersection explanations with α = 0.05

Furthermore, we introduce UAI+α , as the uncertainty infor-
mation of the BNN relating to positive class attributions only:

UAI+(x) = Fε [p(R|x,Dtr)] , (8)

where Fε is an operator computing the entry-wise (pixel-
wise) probabilities of relevance attributed to particular pixel
being less than some small predefined value ε > 0. All pro-
posed approaches (Intersection, Average, Union and UAI+) are
method-agnostic and the resulting LRP-ε and IG explanations
are illustrated in Figure 4 for the case of MC Dropout network.

As scales of various explanation methods differ, in order
to set ε that will threshold significant positive relevances we
perform a group normalization: we normalize all positive
relevances in all sampled attributions Ri by the maximum
relevance value:

R∗i =
Ri

max
(
rji |r

j
i ∈ Ri ∀i ∈ [1, N ] ∀j ∈ [1, d]

)
,

(9)

where N is the number of sampled attributions from the
posterior and d is the number of features of the input. This
way, we can set ε to a small value on the scale of [0,1], such
that it will threshold only significant positive relevances. In
our visualisations, we set ε = 0.05 as we empirically observe
this value to be the borderline of visual recognition of positive
relevances in the attribution map.

V. EVALUATION PROCEDURE

In the following, we provide the methodology of the qual-
itative and quantitative evaluation.

A. Qualitative Evaluation

For visual inspection of the results, we normalize the
relevance maps with the MinMax transformation [28], that
maps positive relevances onto the interval [0, 1] and negative
ones to [−1, 0]. Afterwards, the normalized relevance maps
are visualized using the ’seismic’ colormap2, which attributes
red tones to pixels with positive relevances and blue tones to
pixels with negative relevances.

B. Quantitative evaluation

For quantitative evaluation we use the localisation criterion:
in the case of the localization criterion, we are interested in
measuring the ability of an explanation method to attribute
positive relevance to the object of interest. Hence, exemplary,
if the prediction of a model is ”cat”, we assume that in the
given image parts of the object cat are responsible for the
prediction and subsequently yield positive relevance attribution
by the explanation method. Thus, in order to correctly measure
the ability of the method to ”find” the object of interest,

2https://matplotlib.org/3.1.0/tutorials/colors/colormaps.html

https://matplotlib.org/3.1.0/tutorials/colors/colormaps.html
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ground-truth segmentations are required [74], [75], [76], [77],
[78], [79], [68].

To measure the localization capability of an explanation
method, we employ 2 different metrics, Area Under the ROC
Curve and Relevance Mass Accuracy [74].
• AUC ROC: For each explanation (e.g., in form of a

heatmap), we calculate the area under the receiver op-
erating characteristic in order to measure how closely the
areas of greatest relevance of the explanation correspond
to the classified object. Note that for computing the AUC
value, the pixel-wise ground-truth segmentation of the
object serve as the true label information, whereas the
relevance information from the explanation serve as the
predicted label information.

• Relevance Mass Accuracy (MA): For each explanation,
we measure the proportion of the relevance mass that lies
on the object in comparison to the total relevance mass:

MA =

∑
i∈O Ri∑
j∈I Rj

,

where I is the set containing all features and O ⊂ I is
a subset of features that are part of the segmented object
itself.

While AUC metric can be used both for explanation meth-
ods attributing positive and negative values, as well as for
methods attributing just positive relevances, for the correct
usage of MA we filter only positive relevances from the
explanation method.

C. Baseline

In our experiments, we compare the proposed UAI explana-
tions with the baseline explanation, which uses the expected
value of the weights E [W ] . In practice, this would corre-
sponds to a MAP classifier, e.g., Laplace approximation or
MC Dropout, where the mean weights of the model are used
for prediction. Hence, we refer to the baseline explanation
as the one explaining the standard deterministic model using
the mean weights — this allows us to draw conclusions
regarding how standard explanation methods can be enhanced
by ”Bayesianisation”.

VI. EXPERIMENTS

In the following, we demonstrate the performance of our
proposed method both qualitatively and quantitatively.

A. Experiment on Custom MNIST data

We evaluate our proposed methods on the Custom MNIST
(CMNIST) dataset [68], where MNIST digits are plotted on
a randomly chosen CIFAR background. This ensures that the
decision-making basis for the model should rely only on the
number and not on the randomly chosen background. Hence,
using the available segmentations of the MNIST digits as
a ground-truth indicator of the relevant area the evidence
should be distributed to, we are able to measure the goodness
of the different explanations. To show that our method is
applicable to different types of Bayesian Neural Networks

and Network Ensembles we analyze three different settings
all based on the same standard Lenet architecture [80]. We
employ three different Bayesian approximation methods —
Deep Ensemble of 100 different networks, trained with a
random initialization respectively, Laplace approximation, and
MC Dropout (more details about the model architecture and
training parameters can be found in the appendix). Figure
5 illustrates the differences of UAI+ explanations between
the three Bayesian scenarios. For each of the three described
scenarios, we used a test set of 10000 generated images, which
was not used during training. For each image, N = 100
relevances were sampled using the LRP-ε method from the
posterior distribution (in the case of a deep ensemble, each
relevance came from a different network instance).

The quantitative results of the localization evaluation for all
three scenarios are summarized in Table I. From the results,
we can observe that the Union method is best-performing in
terms of AUC metric, while the Intersection method shows
overwhelmingly best results in terms of the Relevance Mass
Accuracy metric. From these results we conclude that the
Union method indeed is better in visualizing all the infor-
mation the Bayesian Network has learned about the object,
however, comparatively low MA scores of the Union method
imply that explanations attribute positive relevance outside of
the object of interest. In comparison, the Intersection method
has low AUC scores in almost all scenarios, which imply that
the Intersection method does not ”cover” the object in interest
with positive attributions, but high MA scores show high
confidence in positive features — if the Intersection method
attributes a positive relevance to a feature, it is most likely to
lie inside of object of interest.

B. Experiment on Imagenet

We demonstrate the usefulness of the proposed method for
explaining the decision-making process for a naturally non-
Bayesian model that was trained with dropout regularization.
We used the broadly applied pre-trained VGG16 network
[81]. This network was pre-trained on Imagenet [82] and
is naturally non-Bayesian. To access the uncertainty of this
naturally non-Bayesian model, we employed MC Dropout [54]
during the test phase, which can be always applied when
a model’s architecture comprises at least one dropout layer.
Furthermore, as relevance attribution function, we used the
LRP-CMP rule as explainability method. For the evaluation
of the performance of the proposed methods, we randomly
choose a small subset of classes from the Imagenet dataset,
consisting of 5 classes: ”castle”, ”lemon”, ”llama”, ”wine”
and ”tiger cat”. For each class we downloaded3 1000 random
images. The explanation results for the Intersection, Average,
Union, and UAI+ explanation for three randomly chosen
images are shown in Figure 6.

C. Experiment on real-world cancer data

In the following, we perform a binary classification exper-
iment, where the task is to classify histopathological images

3To download a subset of Imagenet dataset, the following library was used:
https://github.com/mf1024/ImageNet-Datasets-Downloader.

https://github.com/mf1024/ImageNet-Datasets-Downloader
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Fig. 5: Illustration of UAI+ method explanations based on Absolute Gradient explanation method for 3 different Bayesian
scenarios: Deep Ensemble, MC Dropout and Laplace approximation. From explanations we can observe main features that
each of the Bayesian Network used.

TABLE I: Quantitative results for Localisation (AUC) and Relevance Mass Accuracy (MA). Each column represents the average
score with standard deviation, only the Baseline explanation of the Deep Ensemble scenario is left blank as the MAP solution
cannot be accessed in this scenario.

Ensemble Laplace Approximation Dropout
AUC MA AUC MA AUC MA

Random 0.4999 ± 0.0199 0.2497 ± 0.0093 0.5013 ± 0.0188 0.2506 ± 0.0094 0.4985 ± 0.0186 0.2497 ± 0.0095
Baseline –– –– 0.535 ± 0.0301 0.8464 ± 0.0966 0.5348 ± 0.0321 0.9179 ± 0.0665
Average 0.4971 ± 0.0541 0.9358 ± 0.0539 0.5034 ± 0.0573 0.8511 ± 0.0927 0.5117 ± 0.0436 0.9143 ± 0.0671
Intersection (α = 5) 0.1555 ± 0.0565 0.9999 ± 0.0008 0.1486 ± 0.0715 0.7827 ± 0.4071 0.1702 ± 0.0611 0.9878 ± 0.0324
Union (α = 95) 0.8768 ± 0.0517 0.7743 ± 0.0899 0.8631 ± 0.0677 0.6998 ± 0.1291 0.8582 ± 0.0507 0.8704 ± 0.0849
UAI+ 0.7855 ± 0.0581 0.8982 ± 0.0842 0.7831 ± 0.0647 0.7944 ± 0.1373 0.7142 ± 0.0497 0.9368 ± 0.0688

into cancer and non-cancer images. Clearly, the domain of
diagnostic pathology requires not only accurate and robust
predictions, but most importantly, explanations and insights
about why an image was classified as cancerous or not by the
learning machine (cf. also [41], [42], [43]).

The histopathological dataset consists of the 22302 patches
of anonymized non-small-cell lung cancer (NSCLC) cases
(n=200) from routine diagnostics from the archives of the
Institute of Pathology at the Charité University Hospital
which had been digitized using a 3DHistech P1000 whole
slide scanner. The data had been annotated by board-certified
pathologists for 28 different morphological classes ranging.
For this experiment, we are interested only in the problem of
binary classification for one class — carcinoma. The dataset is
divided into 2 parts: training and testing. The training dataset
consists of 17884 labeled patches, where 69.9% of the images
are labeled as non-cancerous.

For this experiment, we trained a VGG-16 [81] network
with an additional dropout regularization layer applied in the
feature extractor part of the network (after the first and third
MaxPool layer). The network was trained in a binary classi-
fication fashion for detecting the existence of cancer tissue in
a histological slide. We trained the network for 100 epochs,
using the cross-entropy loss with stochastic gradient descent,
where the initial learning rate was set to 0.001. The trained
network achieved an accuracy of 86.96% on the provided test
dataset and an F1 score of 0.8205. Afterward, we computed the
UAI explanations for different test images, which allows us to
provide an additional estimate of the explanation uncertainty.
Results for three different prototypical cancer images are

shown in Figure 7. The original histopathological image is
shown in the left column with the black dots representing
expert-labeled cancerous cells.

In the right column of Figure 7, the UAI results are plotted
over the original image and highlight the relevant parts of
the image regarding their importance for the classifier. In the
Intersection explanation (second column from the left) we
show the regions, in the image where the classifier is most
certain about their relevance to the prediction ”cancer”, and
with gray color, features that are absent from the Average
explanation are highlighted. Analogous, for Union explanation
we highlight features in green, that are attributed positively
in the Union explanation, but not in the Average explanation.
Thus we can visually observe differences between Intersection,
Average, and Union explanations — while Intersection expla-
nations provide a user with more ”conservative” explanations,
the Union method allows to observe all the features, that
were considered with positive evidence towards the class in
question. From the quantitative results shown in Table II we
can observe that the higher the percentile value the larger
the AUC score for the localization criteria of the cancerous
cells. Note that in the quantitative experiment we used only
the images labeled as cancerous, where the annotations of the
cancerous areas were available.

In general, the UAI-based heatmaps with different α values
can prove particularly useful with respect to different diag-
nostic applications. Low α value explanations can help to
identify tissue regions with the highest likelihood of cancer.
High α percentile explanations may then be used for AI-based
screening applications, where it is important not to overlook
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Fig. 6: Exemplary explanations of three images taken from Imagenet (red/blue indicates positive/negative relevance). Each row
corresponds to a particular input image. From left to right: original image, intersection explanation, baseline (average LRP)
explanation, and Union explanations, as well as the UAI+ explanation. We observe that the baseline explanation attributes
positive relevance to almost the whole cat except the whiskers. The intersection explanation highlights solely the eyes and the
nose of the cat as coherent features whereas the union explanation highlights the same features as the baseline explanation but
additionally attributes relevance to the whiskers. The explanation of UAI+ provides a holistic representation of the different
feature importance regarding the model decision: red=high importance, (orange, grey, light blue)=intermediate importance, and
dark blue=low importance.

TABLE II: Localisation results of different Bayesian explana-
tions methods for detecting malignent cancer cells. We observe
that the Union explanation with α = 99 achieves the best
performance in this experiment.

Method AUC Score

Baseline 0.6534 ± 0.1705

Average 0.6635 ± 0.1712

UAI α = 1 0.5960 ± 0.1733

α = 5 0.6138 ± 0.1742

α = 25 0.6536 ± 0.1716

α = 50 0.6818 ± 0.1711

α = 75 0.7026 ± 0.1717

α = 95 0.7179 ± 0.1694

α = 99 0.7201 ± 0.1680

even the tiniest occurrence of tumor cells in tissue samples.
Therefore, combining UAI analyses with low and high α
may provide high sensitivity and simultaneously points the
pathologists to regions where the machine is most confident
about its decision. This additional information will improve
diagnostic speed and also reduce the risk of overlooking
crucial information in the diagnostic process.

D. Confirming Clever Hans Effect

In the following experiment, we revisit the work of La-
puschkin et al. [76], [34], [35] on the clever Hans effect. A
clever Hans strategy denotes a problematic solution strategy
that provides the right answer for the wrong reason: the
classic example being the one of the horse Hans, which
was able to correctly provide answers to simple computation
questions while actually not doing math but rather reading its
master. A modern machine-learning example is an artifact or
a watermark in the data that happens to be present in one
class, i.e., there is a random artifactual correlation that the
model systematically and erroneously harvests [76], [34]. The
following experiment was conducted on the Pascal Voc 2007
dataset, where, as shown in [34] a clever Hans behavior is
learned for the class horse (the detailed experiment description
can be found in the appendix). The UAI explanations with
respect to the class horse are illustrated in Figures 8. We
indeed observe the fact that the watermark in the bottom left
corner of the image occurs with a high relevance on both
images in the 5-th percentile explanation. In other words,
95% of the samples of relevance maps consider this feature
to highly contribute to the class ”horse”. Given this finding,
we can confirm that the clever Hans is really clever, in the
sense that the classification is based on the information from
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Fig. 7: Comparison of the explanation results for the cancer experiment. A VGG16 [81] was trained on a set of Haematoxylin-
eosin-stained Lung adeno carcinoma (LUAD) as well as on non cancer histological slides. Three original images labeled as
cancer, taken from the test set, are shown on the left, overlaid with black dots, which represent the cancer cells annotated by
experts. Behind, the various explanations of the model prediction for the class cancer are shown from left to right as intersection,
baseline, union, and UAI+ explanation. For reporting only significant positive relevances, we set a threshold at ε = 0.05 and
visualize only relevances that surpass this threshold. We highlight by grey and green the additional information gained by our
union and intersection approach in comparison to the baseline explanation. In detail, the intersection is highlighting the most
certain areas, which are indicated as parts of the original image, whereas the areas that are not certain, and thus not visualized
in the intersection explanation are highlighted in grey. In contrast, the union explanation identifies additional information,
which was not shown in the baseline explanation and therefore may point out new areas that may be cancerous, which are
highlighted in green. The aggregation of the diverse level of feature importance is summarized in the UAI+ explanation shown
on the right.

Original
Image Intersection Average Union UAI+

[80, 100]
[60, 80)
[40, 60)
[20, 40)
[0, 20]

Fig. 8: Exemplary visualization of the clever hans effect for two images, taken from the Pascal Voc 2007 dataset, depicting a
horse respectively. UAI explanations help the user to distinguish between random artifacts on the explanations and systematic
behaviour of the learning machine. UAI+ allows us to confirm that the clever Hans effect exists with high certainty (red) on
the watermark (top) and on the human riding the horse (bottom).

the learned artifact. Thus, the proposed UAI method enable
us to distinguish between systematic behavior and potential

explainability artifacts (see e.g. [83], [84], [19]).
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VII. CONCLUDING DISCUSSION

When tackling real-world learning problems, Bayesian mod-
els have been helpful to assess the intrinsic uncertainties
encountered when predicting. The field of XAI could introduce
a further safety layer into the inference process when using
neural networks because explanations can contribute to, e.g.,
unmasking flaws in a model or data set [34]. So far, however,
no XAI method for Bayesian Neural Networks was conceived.

In this paper, we have therefore connected the BNN model
class (and their inbuilt uncertainty quantification) with XAI
by proposing the (to the best of our knowledge) first practical
method for explaining BNNs. As demonstrated, our novel
technique (called UAI) is applicable to several popular ex-
planation methods.

By appropriately averaging sampled relevance maps, we
can obtain an explanation for the expected predictive func-
tion. This allows us to shed light on the decision-making
process of BNNs: interestingly, UAI allows us to not only
inspect the most relevant pixels for a decision but also their
(un)certainties. Our method is thus a formidable starting point
for obtaining novel insight into the behavior of Bayesian
learning models.

We found that, with a high parameter range of α, UAI
explains the behavior of the network more informatively, in
comparison to a standard mean explanation baseline. By gaug-
ing α, users can understand the rationale behind a network:
with small parameters of α, we can observe what features are
considered to be contributing towards the prediction regardless
of the sampled strategy (intersection explanation). With high
parameters α, we can understand the features for which
at least a small fraction of strategies attribute them with
positive relevance (union explanation). Thus, by choosing the
parameter α, users can choose between more or less risk-
averse explanations, depending on the task objective. The
proposed UAI explanation additionally helps to understand and
reflect the multiple explanation modes inherent in a Bayesian
ensemble (cf. Figure 2).

The computational complexity of UAI is linear in the
number of posterior samples. Already as few as 100 samples
turned out to be sufficient for a stable assessment of the
explanation uncertainty on a coarse grain in our experiments.

Concluding, our UAI framework now enables a wide range
of explanation methods to analyze the complex multi-faceted
decision-making process of Bayesian Neural Networks. More-
over, this novel possibility of quantifying uncertainties in ex-
planations of trained Neural Networks may become a profound
help to mitigate risks in safety-critical applications. Future
studies will focus further on clinical decision-making systems.
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Berlin in 2009 where he started his own group and

his pathology residency. In Berlin, he became a Human Frontier Young
Investigator and Einstein Junior Fellow and received his board certification
in anatomic and surgical pathology in 2015. Since 2016 he has been a
professor of molecular pathology and became deputy director of the Institute
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chief medical adviser of the Charité/BIH-spin-off Aignostics in Berlin.

Shinichi Nakajima is a senior researcher in Berlin
Big Data Center, Machine Learning Group, Tech-
nische Universität Berlin. He received the master
degree on physics in 1995 from Kobe university,
and worked with Nikon Corporation until September
2014 on statistical analysis, image processing, and
machine learning. He received the doctoral degree
on computer science in 2006 from Tokyo Institute
of Technology. His research interest is in theory
and applications of machine learning, in particu-
lar, Bayesian learning theory, variational inference,

generative models, computer vision, explainable AI, and machine learning
applications for science.

Marius Kloft Since 2017 Marius Kloft is a professor
of CS and ML at TU Kaiserslautern, Germany.
Previously, he was an assistant professor at HU
Berlin (2014-2017) and a joint postdoctoral fellow at
Courant Institute and Sloan-Kettering Cancer Center,
New York. He earned his PhD at TU Berlin and UC
Berkeley. MK is interested in theory and algorithms
of statistical machine learning and its applications.
His research covers a broad range of topics and
applications, where he tries to unify theoretically
proven approaches (e.g., based on learning theory)

with recent advances (e.g., in deep learning and reinforcement learning). MK
has been working on, e.g., multi-modal learning, anomaly detection, extreme
classification, adversarial learning for computer security, and explainable AI.
In 2014, MK was awarded the Google Most Influential Papers award. He has
been serving as a senior AC for AAAI (2020, 2021) and AISTATS (2020,
2021), and he is an associate editor of IEEE TNNLS.

APPENDIX
SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS

In the following we provide the supplementary material to
our paper Explaining Bayesian Neural Networks.

A. Proof of Theorem 1

For LRP-0, it holds that

RW (x) = Tx[fW ](x), (10)

with Tx[fW ](x) = x�∇x[fW ](x). Furthermore, the linearity

τ1Tx[f1](x) + τ2Tx[f2](x) = Tx[τ1f1 + τ2f2](x)

holds for any τ1, τ2 ∈ R and any weakly differentiable func-
tions f1, f2 except at the non-strongly-differentiable points of
f1 and f2. We will prove, that in this case

Tx [EW [fW ]] (x) = EW [Tx[fW ](x)] (11)

holds except for measure zero points.
Let us fix x. If fW is strongly differentiable at x for all W

on the support of its posterior distribution q(W ), linearity of
Tx holds and therefore Eq.(11) holds due to Lemma 1. Let
us define Wx = {W ; fW is not strongly differentiable at x},
and Z = {x;

∫
δ(W ∈ Wx)q(W )dW > 0}, where δ(·)

denotes the Dirac measure. Eq.(11) still holds for x ∈ Z ,
because the contribution from the set of non-differentiable
models at x is zero. For any bounded distribution q(x) in the
input space, it holds that

∫
q(x)

∫
δ(W ∈ Wx)q(W )dWdx =∫

q(W )
∫
q(x)δ(W ∈ Wx)dxdW = 0 due to the weakly

differentiable assumption on fW . This implies that Z is a
measure zero set, which proves the claim for LRP-0.

Similarly, the gradient explanation, as well as IG, can be
written as Eq.(10) with an operator Tx linear on all strongly-
differentiable-points, and the same discussion applies to prov-
ing the claim.

B. Details of the clustering procedure

For the image classification task we employ the SpRAy
algorithm as follows [34]:

1) Relevance maps sampling
A collection {Ri}Ni=1 of relevance maps is sampled from
the posterior distribution.

2) Preprocessing of the relevance maps.
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All relevance maps are normalized using the MinMax
normalization procedure. If needed, all relevance maps
should be made uniform in shape and size, for future
clustering.
To speed up the clustering process and to produce
more robust results we propose to use downsampling
methods on the collection of samples. While the user is
free to choose any dimensionality reduction method, we
propose to use the Average Pooling method in order to
achieve visually different strategies in different clusters.

3) Spectral Cluster (SC) analysis on pre-processed rel-
evance maps.
Pre-processed relevance maps are clustered by Spectral
Clustering (SC) method. The affinity matrix, which
is necessary for SC method, is based on k-nearest-
neighborhood relationships. More detailed, the affinity
matrix M = (mij)i,j=1,...,N , measures the similarity
mij ≥ 0 between all N samples Ri and Rj of a source
dataset and is constructed in the following way:

mij =

{
1 if Ri is among the k nearest neighbors of Rj
0 else

Since this rule is asymmetric, the symmetric affinity
matrix M is created by taking mij = max(mij ,mji).
Authors of the original paper highlight that similar
clustering results were obtained using the Euclidean
distance, with only small differences in the eigenvalue
spectra.
The Laplacian L is computed from M as follows :

di =
∑
j

mij .

D = diag [d1, d2, ..., dN ] .

L = D −M.

The Matrix D is a diagonal matrix, which describe the
measure of connectivity of a particular sample i with D
being a diagonal matrix with entries dii describing the
degree (of connectivity) of a sample i [34].

4) Identification of interesting clusters by eigengap
analysis
By performing an eigenvalue decomposition on the
Laplacian L, eigenvalues λ1, λ2, ..., λN are obtained.
The number of eigenvalues λi = 0 identifies the number
of (completely) disjoint clusters within the analyzed set
of data.
The final step of SpRAy assigns cluster labels to the
data points, which can then be performed using an
(arbitrary) clustering method: in our work we use k-
means clustering on the N eigenvectors. The number
of clusters can be obtained by eigengap analysis [85]:
it can be identified by eigenvalues close to zero as
opposed to exactly zero, followed by an eigengap —
rapid increase in the difference between two eigenvalues
in the sequence |λi+1 − λi| [34].

C. Experimental setup

1) CMNIST experiment: For the CMNIST experiment we
used a simple convolutional network similar to LeNet [80].
For the Ensemble and for the Laplace scenarios a standard
architecture was used, with only a change in number of
input channels adjusted to 3-dimensional RGB inputs. For
the Dropout scenario, after 2 Average Pooling layers, a 2-d
Dropout layer was inserted with a dropout probability set to
0.25. 2 1D Dropout layers were added in the classification part
of the network, with the probability of dropout set to 0.5.

All of the networks were trained with a batch size of 32,
and with a Stochastic Gradient Descent algorithm, [86] with
a learning rate of 0.01 and 0.9 momentum. A learning rate
scheduler was used with the number of steps set to 7 and
multiplicative parameter γ = 0.1. For the Ensemble scenario
100 networks were trained for 20 epochs, and for the Laplace
and Dropout the number of epochs was set to 100. For the
Laplace approximation, KFAC Laplace approximation was
used [87], [88], with Laplace regularization hyperparameters
(additive and multiplicative) both set to 0.1.

2) Carcinoma experiment: For the Cancer experiment,
we employed a standard VGG-16[60] with additional 2D
Dropout layers after each MaxPooling layer, with the prob-
ability of dropout set to 0.1 and 2 1D Dropout layers
in the classificator part of the network after each activa-
tion function with the probability of 0.5. The network was
trained with SGD with 0.001 learning rate and 0.9 mo-
mentum. torch.optim.lr scheduler.ReduceLROnPlateau learn-
ing rate scheduler was used with the factor of 0.1 and patience
of 10.

3) Clever Hans experiment: For the Pascal VOC 2007
multi-label classification experiment, we employed a standard
VGG16 network [81], and adjusted the number of output
neurons from 1000 to 20, which is the number of different
classes in the Pascal VOC 2007 dataset.

We resized each training image, such that the shorter axis
has 224 pixels, keeping the aspect ratio unchanged. Then,
we randomly cropped the longer axis and obtained square
images with the size 224×224. We trained the network for 60
epochs, by minimizing the Binary Cross Entropy loss preceded
with a Sigmoid layer4. We used the Adam optimizer with
its parameters set to α = 0.0001, β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.999.
Our trained VGG16 network achieves 91.6%5 in the multi-
label classification on the test set, for which center cropping
with square size of 224×224 was applied, instead of random
cropping.

4) Fashion MNIST experiment: For the Fashion MNIST
experiment we trained a LeNet network with 2 2D Dropout
layers with p = 0.5 added after each of the Average Polling
layers in the feature extractor part of the Network, and 1
1D Dropout layer with p = 0.5 after the Flatten Layer.
The network was trained on FashionMNIST dataset with
several augmentations, such as Color Jittering, Random Affine
Transformations, and Random Horizontal Flips. The batch

4https://pytorch.org/docs/master/generated/torch.nn.BCEWithLogitsLoss.
html

5https://scikit-learn.org/stable/modules/generated/sklearn.metrics.accuracy
score.html

https://pytorch.org/docs/master/generated/torch.nn.BCEWithLogitsLoss.html
https://pytorch.org/docs/master/generated/torch.nn.BCEWithLogitsLoss.html
https://scikit-learn.org/stable/modules/generated/sklearn.metrics.accuracy_score.html
https://scikit-learn.org/stable/modules/generated/sklearn.metrics.accuracy_score.html
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size was set to 64, the Network was trained using the Cross-
Entropy loss for 50 epochs with Adam optimizer with standard
parameters and a learning rate of 0.001.


	I Introduction
	II Background and Related Work
	II-A Bayesian Neural Networks
	II-B Local attribution methods

	III XAI for BNNs
	IV Explaining Bayesian Neural Networks
	IV-A Average Explanation
	IV-B Exploring multi-modality of explanations
	IV-C Union and Intersection Explanation

	V Evaluation procedure
	V-A Qualitative Evaluation
	V-B Quantitative evaluation
	V-C Baseline

	VI Experiments
	VI-A Experiment on Custom MNIST data
	VI-B Experiment on Imagenet
	VI-C Experiment on real-world cancer data
	VI-D Confirming Clever Hans Effect

	VII Concluding Discussion
	References
	Biographies
	Kirill Bykov
	Marina M.-C. Höhne (née Vidovic)
	Adelaida Creosteanu
	Klaus-Robert Müller
	Frederick Klauschen
	Shinichi Nakajima
	Marius Kloft

	Appendix: Supplementary Materials
	A Proof of Theorem 1
	B Details of the clustering procedure
	C Experimental setup
	C1 CMNIST experiment
	C2 Carcinoma experiment
	C3 Clever Hans experiment
	C4 Fashion MNIST experiment



