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Abstract—Deep neural networks are one of the most suc-
cessful classifiers across different domains. However, due to
their limitations concerning interpretability their use is limited
in safety critical context. The research field of explainable
artificial intelligence addresses this problem. However, most of
the interpretability methods are aligned to the image modality
by design. The paper introduces TimeREISE a model agnostic
attribution method specifically aligned to success in the context
of time series classification. The method shows superior per-
formance compared to existing approaches concerning different
well-established measurements. TimeREISE is applicable to any
time series classification network, its runtime does not scale in a
linear manner concerning the input shape and it does not rely
on prior data knowledge.

Index Terms—Deep Learning, Time series, Interpretability,
Explainability, Attribution, Convolutional Neural Network, Arti-
ficial Intelligence, Classifications.

I. INTRODUCTION

The success of deep neural network is funded by the
superior performance and scaling deep neural networks offer
compared to traditional machine learning methods [1]. How-
ever, during the last decades the need of explainable deci-
sions has become more important. In critical infrastructures it
is inconceivable to use approaches without any justification
of the results [2]. In the medical sector, financial domain,
and other safety-critical areas explainable computations are
required by law [3]. Furthermore, there are ethical constraints
that limit the use of artificial intelligence even more [4], [5].
Consequently, a large research domain evolved. This domain
covers the explainable artificial intelligence (XAI). One major
goal is to propose techniques that provide interpretable results
to enable the broader use of deep neural networks.

For several years researcher developed modifications of
the networks and model agnostic methods to provide these
results [6]. The majority of these methods originates from
the image modality as its concepts are easier to interpret
for humans [7]. Especially, model agnostic methods have
shown great success. One famous category of model agnos-
tic approaches are attribution methods [8]. The number of
available methods of this category increases every year. One
advantage of them is their loose coupling with the network. In
addition, they do not limit the processing capabilities of the
network. Although, some attribution methods come up with

small limitations concerning the network architecture. The
downside of these methods is that the provided results require
additional human inspection and interpretation. Furthermore,
they do not make any statement related to the concepts covered
by the network. Revealing the concepts learned by the network
is not the goal of these approaches. Considering the time series
modality this is not a huge drawback as concepts are not well
defined in this domain and an explanation based on pre-defined
concepts would be not suitable.

Despite their great success and the concept independence,
not all of these methods can be applied to time series. Besides
the above-mentioned limitations additional properties arise in
the time series context. These properties are less important for
the image modality but they are pivotal for the success of an
attribution method in the time series context. Noisy explana-
tions are acceptable in the image domain but can results in low
information gain when it comes to time series interpretability.
Another aspect is the Continuity of the attribution [9]. It is
pivotal for time series attributions that a certain degree of
Continuity is preserved in the explanation. An explanation
that suffers for large spikes of important data points within
small windows introduces ambiguity and cognitive load. Due
to the possible infinite length and number of channels it is
unavoidable to focus on every data point. The explanation
needs to highlight the important time frames and channels.
This is not the case in the image domain as the number of
channels and their role is predefined. The channels in the
image domain are used together which is not possible in the
time series domain.

Taking into account above-mentioned limitations and time
series specific properties there is no perfect attribution methods
available for time series. This paper proposes TimeREISE, an
instance-based attribution method applicable to every classi-
fier. It addresses common bottlenecks such as runtime, smooth-
ness, and robustness against input perturbations as mentioned
in [10]. The rest of the paper shows that the explanations
provided by TimeREISE are continuous, precise and robust.
Without prior knowledge about the dataset it is possible to
produce attribution methods with different granularity and
smoothness. The approach is inspired by RISE [11] and
different perturbation-based attribution methods. Two major
advantages are the following: TimeREISE can be applied to
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backbox classifiers and its runtime does not scale directly with
the input shape of the data.

II. RELATED WORK

Interpretability methods are wide spread across the different
modalities such as image, natural language, and time series.
A good overview of the diversity of these methods is given
by Das and Rad [8]. Independent of the modality the goal is
to identify an important subset of features to overcome ethical
and industrial restrictions as mentioned by Peres et al. [2] and
Karliuk [4]. One prominent class of interpretability methods
are attribution techniques.

The first sub category of attribution methods covers the
gradient-based approaches. A good survey of these was pro-
vided by Anacona et al. [12]. These methods use the backprop-
agation to compute the importance of the features. Speaking
of the advantages and disadvantages of these methods, they
are known for their superp runtime but suffer from the noisy
gradients and the access to the model internals. Guided-
Backpropagation and IntegratedGradients are two well-known
gradient-based methods. The Guided-backpropgation com-
putes the gradient with respect to the target prediction based
on the non-negative gradients. More information about this
approach was provided by Sundararajan et al. [13]. Integrat-
edGradients uses so called baselines and approximates the
integral of the gradients compared to the baseline. Further
information is given by Springerberg et al. [14].

In contrast to these methods the perturbation-based tech-
niques do not require full access to the model as they perturb
the input. An disadvantages of these methods is the increase
in time as they utilize multiple forward passes. One famous
example is the FeatureAblation presented in Fisher et al. [15].
Therefore, the features are replaced with a baseline value such
as the mean and the prediction is used to evaluate the impact.
Very similar to this approach is the Occlusion presented in
Zeiler et al. [16]. The features are removed completely.

The last category covers methods that do not fit directly
to the previously mentioned. One method that falls into this
category is LIME, introduced by Ribeiro et al. [17]. Although
LIME performs perturbations to the input it is different in a
way that a local model is trained to estimate the importance.

To evaluate the effectiveness of an attribution maps a set
of well-known metrics evolved. An important fact is that the
ground truth of the feature importance is not given in most
cases and the measurements have to deal with that. One ap-
proach is to perform a deletion and insertion test are two well-
known techniques to evaluate the efficiency of an attribution
methods. E.g. Petsiuk et al. [11] used them to provide evidence
for their attribution method. Another well-known approach
is to use the Infidelity and Sensitivity proposed by Yeh et
al. [18]. To compute the Infidelity the attribution is perturbed
by a significant amount and the change in the prediction is
evaluated. In contrast to that, the Sensitivity perturbs the input
by an insignificant amount and the attribution is compared to
the original one. A third metric related to the robustness is
the Continuity. A continuous attribution map may suffer in

Fig. 1. TimeREISE. A set of masks with different density and granularity
is applied to the input using an exchangeable perturbation function. The
default perturbation is an elementwise multiplication. The masked input is
passed to a classifier and the classification score is retrieved. The classification
score is multiplied with the masks and normalized by the number of feature
occurrences. Finally, the attribution is normalized to scores between zero and
one.

the insertion evaluation, however, smooth attribution maps are
more robust against attacks. Detailed information about the
adversarial robustness was given by Alvarez et al. [19]. In
addition smooth attribution maps require less cognitive effort
for interpretation as stated by Abdul et al. [9], however the
correctness of the method needs to be preserved [20]. Finally,
one of the most important aspects is the scaling with respect
to the runtime as this defines the usability.

III. TIMEREISE

This paper presents the novel approach TimeREISE a post-
hoc interpretability methods applicable of any classification
network. The work was inspired by Petsiuk et al. [11]. They
presented a random perturbation based approach for the image
domain that is used as baseline to build TimeREISE. Similar
to RISE [11] masks are generated, applied to the input and the
output confidence is measured using the classification scores.
However, there are several adaptations in the native RISE [11]
to enhance the approach and successfully apply it to time series
data. Besides the simple normalization based on the occur-
rences of each data point TimeREISE was extended to create
masks that evaluate the different channels. The second major
addition applied is the summation over different probabilities.
RISE [11] uses only a fixed probability of occluded points
to create the masks resulting in a fixed density. In contrast to
that, TimeREISE uses masks of different density and combines
them in an additive manner which removes the assumption of
the number of relevant data points. Figure 1 shows the overall
workflow of TimeREISE.

A. Mathematical Formulation

TimeRISE extends the native mathematical formulation
presented by Petsiuk et al. [11] utilizing the different channels.
TimeREISE generates masks with the shape s′ = (c, t ′) instead
of s′′ = (1, t ′) where t ′ refers to the downsampled time axis
and c to the channels. This enhances TimeREISE to apply



masks that occlude different timesteps t ′ across all channels c
within a mask s′ instead of using the same timesteps t ′ across
all channels c as it is the case for s′′. Furthermore, the Monte
Carlo sampling is performed across a set of densities P and
granularities G. This enhances the masks to consider serveral
densitiy values p to regularize the densitiy of the attribution.
Similarly, the use of several granularity values g regularizes
the size of the occluded patches. This changes the set of masks
as shown in Equation 1.

M = {Mp,g
0 , . . .Mp,g

N | p ∈ P∧g ∈ G} (1)

Finally, denote S as the weighted sum of the scores produced
by the network and the random masks M similar to Petsiuk et
al. but normalize each feature as shown in Equation 2.

S =
C

∑
c=0

T

∑
t=0

Sc,t

∑
N
m=0 Mc,t,n

(2)

B. Runtime Evaluation

For the runtime evaluation the initialization and the attri-
bution are considered as two separate processes. Equation 3
shows the runtime to create the set of masks for a given set
of density probabilities P, granularities G and the number
of masks N defined for each combination of pi and gi. β

is defined as the constant time to create the given map. In
addition, P and G are independent of the data shape and
therefore do not increase the can be considered as constant
factors leading to a runtime of Θ(N).

tinit = P∗G∗N ∗β → tinit = Θ(P∗G∗N)→ tinit = Θ(N) (3)

Equation 4 shows the linear runtime of the attribution step.
γ is defined as the constant time to apply the perturbation
and δ as the constant time the classifier requires to forward
pass the sample. Similar to the initialization step P and G are
assumed as constants which results in a runtime of Θ(N).

tapply = P∗G∗N ∗ γ ∗δ → tapply = Θ(N) (4)

C. Theoretical Implementation

The implementation of TimeREISE can be divided into
two parts similar to the RISE [11] implementation by Petsiuk
et al. [11]. In a first stage shown in Algorithm 1 a set of
masks suited for the input shape gets generated. This has to
be executed only once per dataset. Therefore, consider every
combination of probabilities P and granularities G provided.
The probability refers to a threshold used to determine the
density of the mask. The granularity refers to the amount of
data that is considered in a single slice. The downsampling
and upsampling are performed along the time axis. Uniform
refers to a uniform distribution with the given shape s′. An
additional cropping step is performed to preserve the original
shape s.

Algorithm 2 performs the actual attribution. A predefined
perturbation method σ is applied to the input x using every

Algorithm 1 Mask generation - Initialization
1: Define: s as input shape, P as set of probabilities, G as set

of granularities for time steps, N number of masks, and
M as list of masks.

2: for p = 1, . . . ,P do
3: for g = 1, . . . ,G do
4: for i = 1, . . . ,N do
5: s′ = downsample(s,g)
6: m = uni f orm(s′)< p
7: m = upsamle(m,s)
8: m = crop(m,s)
9: Append m to M

10: end for
11: end for
12: end for
13: S = S×M

N
14: S = S−min(S)

max(S−min(S))

Algorithm 2 Mask application - Attribution
1: Define: x as input, θ as classifier, σ as perturbation

function, S as list of scores, and N as feature occurrences
across all masks M.

2: for m = 1, . . . ,M do
3: xmi = σ(x,mi)
4: y′ = θ(xmi)
5: Append y′ to S
6: end for
7: S = ST×M

N
8: S = S−min(S)

max(S−min(S))

mask mi and is passed to the classifier θ . As default pertur-
bation the method uses the simple elementwise multiplication
of the input x and the mask mi as proposed by Petsiuk et al.
This results in a list of scores stored in S. Next the matrix
product of ST and the masks M is computed and each point
is normalized by the number of occurrences N in the set M.
Finally, the map is normalized to values between zero and one.

IV. DATASETS

The work uses multiple datasets from the well-known UEA
& UCR repository [21] to perform the experiments. The
selection of datasets is based on a sufficient number of samples
and the dataset modalities such as number of time steps,
channels, and classes. Furthermore, the list of datasets is
extended using the Anomaly dataset proposed by Siddiqui et
al. [22]. This synthetic dataset serves as an interpretable base-
line as the point anomalies in this dataset are mathematically
defined and therefore the ground truth attribution is available.
Conversely, this is not the case for the other datasets and only
limited interpretablility is given. Table I lists the datasets and
their characteristics. Supplementary, these are assigned to the
critical infrastructure domains they belong to.



TABLE I
DATASETS RELATED TO CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURES. DIFFERENT
CHARACTERISTICS SUCH AS THE DATASETSIZE, LENGTH, FEATURE

NUMBER AND CLASSES ARE COVERED BY THIS SELECTION.

Domain & Dataset Train Test Steps Chls. Cls.

Critical Manufacturing
Anomaly 35,000 15,000 50 3 2
ElectricDevices 8,926 7,711 96 1 7
FordA 3,601 1,320 500 1 2

Food and Agriculture
Crop 7,200 16,800 46 1 24
Strawberry 613 370 235 1 2

Public Health
ECG5000 500 4,500 140 1 5
FaceDetection 5,890 3,524 62 144 2
MedicalImages 381 760 99 1 10
NonInvasiveFetalECG 1,800 1,965 750 1 42
PhalangesOutlinesCorrect 1800 858 80 1 2

Communications
CharacterTrajectories 1,422 1,436 182 3 20
HandOutlines 1,000 370 2,709 1 2
UWaveGestureLibraryAll 896 3,582 945 1 8
Wafer 1,000 6,164 152 1 2

Transportation Systems
AsphaltPavementType 1,055 1,056 1,543 1 3
AsphaltRegularity 751 751 4,201 1 2
MelbournePedestrian 1,194 2,439 24 1 10

V. EXPERIMENTS

In the following paragraph describes the general setup
to reproduce the results and cover decision that affect the
experiments. Following to the generic experiment the paper
provides experiments on the insertion and deletion of data
based on the importance scores of the attribution methods,
an Infidelity and sensitivity analysis and visual examples of
the method and other state-of-the-art attribution methods.

As model InceptionTime the current state-of-the-art pro-
posed by Pawaz et al. [23] was used. The network is trained
using a learning rate scheduler to half the learning rate on
plateaus and early stopping to prevent overfitting. As optimizer
SGD was used with an initial learning rate of 0.01 and a
maximum of 100 epochs. As some datasets are very large
and the computation of measures such as the Sensitivity is
computationally very expensive, this work randomly sampled
a set of 100 test samples to perform the attribution on a
representative subset. In addition, the base accuracy scores
for the whole datasets and the subset are provided in Table II.
Highlighting that the findings based on the subset can be
transferred to the complete datasets. Concerning the attribu-
tion methods GuidedBackprop [14], IntegratedGradients [13],
FeatureAblation [16], Occlusion [16], and LIME [17] were
used as state-of-the-art methods. This set of methods cover all
categories of attribution methods mentioned in Section II.

TABLE II
PERFORMANCE OF INCPETIONTIME. CONCERNING THE ACCURACY, AND

F1 SCORES THE SUBSAMPLED DATASET ACHIEVES SIMILAR
PERFORMANCE AND CAN BE USED AS A SET OF REPRESENTATIVE

SAMPLES FOR THE FURTHER EXPERIMENTS.

Dataset
Test data 100 samples

macro micro acc macro micro acc

Anomaly 0.9769 0.9871 0.9872 0.9699 0.9797 0.9800
AsphaltPavementType 0.9169 0.9244 0.9242 0.8905 0.8991 0.9000
AsphaltRegularity 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
CharacterTrajectories 0.9940 0.9944 0.9944 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
Crop 0.7189 0.7189 0.7281 0.7058 0.7228 0.7400
ECG5000 0.5611 0.9352 0.9436 0.6045 0.9412 0.9500
ElectricDevices 0.6286 0.6935 0.7056 0.6709 0.7602 0.7900
FaceDetection 0.6634 0.6634 0.6637 0.6779 0.6790 0.6800
FordA 0.9492 0.9492 0.9492 0.9294 0.9299 0.9300
HandOutlines 0.9464 0.9510 0.9514 0.9399 0.9493 0.9500
MedicalImages 0.7227 0.7461 0.7474 0.7086 0.7479 0.7500
MelbournePedestrian 0.9422 0.9424 0.9422 0.9635 0.9595 0.9600
NonInvasiveFetalECG 0.9400 0.9430 0.9425 0.8424 0.9240 0.9200
PhalangesOutlinesCorrect 0.8142 0.8254 0.8275 0.8849 0.8898 0.8900
Strawberry 0.9554 0.9593 0.9595 0.9672 0.9699 0.9700
UWaveGestureLibraryAll 0.9165 0.9167 0.9174 0.8525 0.8696 0.8700
Wafer 0.9954 0.9982 0.9982 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000

Average 0.8613 0.8911 0.8931 0.8593 0.8954 0.8988

(a) Deletion of important data points

(b) Insertion of important data points

Fig. 2. Deletion & Insertion. Critical difference diagram showing the average
rank of each attribution method across all datasets. Ranking is based on the
AUC using the accuracy. Perturbation-based approaches achieve better results.

A. Sanity Check: Insertion & Deletion

The causal metric was used by Fong and Vedaldi [24] to
explain the importance values of an attribution method. The
intuition behind the the deletion is that the prediction of a
classifier changes if the cause of the actual class within the
sample get removed. This applies to the insertion as well.
In the case of the deletion the points starting with the most
important one are removed from the input and the prediction is
computed. Large drops suggest that the feature was significant
for the prediction. Further, the AUC based on the sequential
deletion of features to rank the methods across every dataset
were computed. In case of the deletion lower AUCs suggest
that the method is superior in spotting important parts of the
input. Similar, the same was done for the insertion starting with
a sample that has only mean values. For the insertion higher
AUCs are superior. Large increases in this setup correspond
to adding important data points relevant for the prediction.

Figure 2 shows the critical difference diagrams of every at-



TABLE III
DELETION & INSERTION. SEQUENTIAL DELETION OF THE MOST IMPORTANT POINTS FROM THE ORIGINAL INPUT SIGNAL. RESPECTIVELY,

SEQUENTIAL INSERTION OF THE MOST IMPORTANT POINTS STARTING WITH A SAMPLES CONSISTING OF MEAN VALUES. LOWER AUC SCORES ARE
BETTER FOR DELETION. HIGHER AUC SCORES ARE BETTER FOR INSERTION. AUC CALCULATED USING CLASSIFICATION ACCURACY. TIMEREISE

OUTPERFORMS ANY OTHER METHODS CONCERNING THE DELETION AND ACHIEVES THE BEST AVERAGE FOR BOTH DELETION AND INSERTION.

Dataset
FeatureAblation [15] GuidedBackprop [13] IntegratedGrad. [14] Lime [17] Occlusion [16] Timereise (ours)

del ins del ins del ins del ins del ins del ins

Anomaly 0.7731 0.9737 0.7791 0.9597 0.7786 0.9624 0.7783 0.9473 0.7714 0.9739 0.7631 0.9867
AsphaltPavementType 0.4073 0.8819 0.3930 0.8944 0.3940 0.8935 0.4622 0.8623 0.4171 0.8726 0.4135 0.8641
AsphaltRegularity 0.5857 0.9954 0.5785 0.9960 0.5817 0.9964 0.6843 0.9871 0.5901 0.9929 0.5927 0.9833
CharacterTrajectories 0.0856 0.8563 0.0807 0.8701 0.1091 0.8580 0.0785 0.8543 0.0878 0.8609 0.0401 0.8809
Crop 0.0998 0.3780 0.1402 0.3026 0.1404 0.2652 0.1096 0.3198 0.1583 0.3170 0.0628 0.5065
ECG5000 0.2104 0.8771 0.1876 0.8782 0.1208 0.8792 0.1294 0.8846 0.1176 0.8796 0.1015 0.9060
ElectricDevices 0.3086 0.5393 0.3616 0.5718 0.3178 0.5244 0.3338 0.4971 0.3524 0.5914 0.2726 0.6957
FaceDetection 0.5165 0.6760 0.2462 0.8065 0.5116 0.6660 0.6019 0.6308 0.5281 0.6691 0.0080 0.9968
FordA 0.4729 0.7816 0.4829 0.8207 0.4793 0.6834 0.4803 0.6731 0.4751 0.8493 0.3859 0.9436
HandOutlines 0.3125 0.3630 0.3137 0.3289 0.3127 0.3432 0.3153 0.3201 0.3107 0.3911 0.3485 0.3607
MedicalImages 0.1840 0.5884 0.1588 0.5645 0.1953 0.4518 0.1736 0.5622 0.1569 0.5883 0.1229 0.7125
MelbournePedestrian 0.1579 0.5967 0.2071 0.5579 0.2733 0.4579 0.1767 0.6013 0.2363 0.4763 0.0979 0.6538
NonInvasiveFetalECG 0.0424 0.1488 0.0454 0.0654 0.0405 0.0868 0.0462 0.0816 0.0422 0.2503 0.0894 0.4333
PhalangesOutlinesCorrect 0.4033 0.5072 0.4058 0.4347 0.4056 0.4437 0.4038 0.4288 0.4034 0.5616 0.2919 0.6171
Strawberry 0.5827 0.7179 0.6141 0.7100 0.6428 0.7179 0.6397 0.7087 0.5958 0.7761 0.3882 0.7909
UWaveGestureLibraryAll 0.1840 0.4243 0.1353 0.5260 0.1285 0.1452 0.1226 0.1782 0.1743 0.4669 0.0973 0.5379
Wafer 0.2740 0.7684 0.3441 0.8574 0.2603 0.8061 0.2324 0.8613 0.2642 0.7932 0.2002 0.8976

Average 0.3295 0.6514 0.3220 0.6556 0.3348 0.5989 0.3393 0.6117 0.3342 0.6653 0.2516 0.7510

tribution method. These were calculated using the AUC based
on the achieved accuracy. In Figure 2a TimeREISE shows an
outstanding performance compared to the other state-of-the-
art methods with respect to the deletion of important data that
affects the classifier performance. Another important finding is
that the methods that utilize a window such as FeatureAblation
and Occlusion show better performances concerning the dele-
tion compared to methods that directly depend on the gradients
such as GuidedBackprop and IntegratedGradients. However,
Figure 2b highlights that the results are the opposite for the
insertion task. One reason for is outcome is the smoothing
applied to approaches that use a defined window. Gradient-
based based method provide noisy and spiking attribution
maps which are better suited for the insertion.

Table III shows the different results of the deletion and
insertion for every individual dataset. Furthermore, the ta-
ble provides the average scores achieved by the methods.
TimeREISE shows a superior behavior in both the average
deletion and insertion score. TimeREISE achieves the best
(lowest) score for 13 datasets and an average of 0.2516. The
second best approach concerning the average AUC score is
GuidedBackprop with a score of 0.3220 and two times the best
performance. While TimeReise has the best average score for
the insertion as well, it scores only two times the performance.
GuidedBackprop achieves five times, IntegratedGradients four
times and Lime three times the best score in the insertion task.
However, the average score of TimeREISE is 0.7510 compared
to the second best of 0.6653 for the Occlusion.

B. Infidelity & Sensitivity

The Infidelity and Sensitivity proposed by Yeh et al. [18]
cover significant and insignificant changes applied to the
attribution and the input. The intuition behind the Infidelity is
that a significant perturbation of the attribution map leads to a
change in the prediction. Similarly, the Sensitivity is calculated
using a insignificant change in the input sample. In the later
case, it is mandatory to recompute the attribution map. For
both, Infidelity and Sensitivity lower values are better. For
the infidelity 1,000 perturbations were computed for each of
the 100 samples and computed the averaged Infidelity value.
In addition, 10 perturbations for each of the samples were
computed and their Sensitivity was calculated.

Starting with the Infidelity, the results shown in Table IV
emphasize that there is no significant difference between the
different methods. Overall the average scores differ only by
0.011 which is an insignificant difference. Across all dataets
the methods perform similarly and it is not possible to create
a critical difference diagram as the null hypothesis does hold.
Interestingly, the Infidelity scores for the ElectricDevices and
PhalangesOutlinesCorrect dataset are much lager compared to
those of any other dataset.

The Sensitivity experiments are listed in Table V. The
results of these experiments show a significant difference
between the methods. The best result was achieved by
TimeREISE with a score of 0.0533. The worst result was
achieved by Lime with a score of 0.2182 which is about four
times larger then the score of TimeREISE. The overall finding
was that the perturbation-based approaches are superior in
case of Sensitivity compared to the gradient-based or others.
This is the case as the gradient-based methods result in noisy



TABLE IV
INFIDELITY. LOWER VALUES CORRESPOND TO BETTER PERFORMANCE.
THE METHOD NAMES ARE SHORTENED BY TAKING ONLY THE INITIAL

CHARACTER. THERE ARE ONLY INSIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN
THE METHODS.

Dataset F [15] G [13] I [14] L [17] O [16] T (ours)

Anomaly 0.0233 0.0193 0.0158 0.0184 0.0222 0.0230
AsphaltPavementType 0.2126 0.2126 0.2126 0.2127 0.2126 0.2124
AsphaltRegularity 0.0045 0.0046 0.0046 0.0046 0.0045 0.0045
CharacterTrajectories 0.1399 0.1397 0.1399 0.1399 0.1399 0.1396
Crop 0.2967 0.3081 0.3055 0.2966 0.3143 0.3032
ECG5000 0.0273 0.0272 0.0257 0.0210 0.0236 0.0242
ElectricDevices 18.0869 18.1047 18.1130 18.1042 18.0854 18.1070
FaceDetection 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002
FordA 0.0118 0.0118 0.0116 0.0116 0.0118 0.0118
HandOutlines 1.6914 1.7015 1.6932 1.6928 1.6938 1.6920
MedicalImages 0.2492 0.2492 0.2472 0.2486 0.2490 0.2482
MelbournePedestrian 1.2324 1.2833 1.3745 1.1959 1.3319 1.2301
NonInvasiveFetalECG 51.7361 51.7288 51.7252 51.7228 51.7413 51.7072
PhalangesOutlinesCorrect 0.4394 0.4285 0.4360 0.4413 0.4403 0.4405
Strawberry 0.4865 0.4783 0.4863 0.4849 0.4811 0.4851
UWaveGestureLibraryAll 4.9995 4.9983 4.9922 4.9996 4.9992 4.9968
Wafer 0.0355 0.0356 0.0355 0.0356 0.0355 0.0352

Average 4.6867 4.6901 4.6952 4.6842 4.6933 4.6859

TABLE V
SENSITIVITY. LOWER VALUES CORRESPOND TO BETTER PERFORMANCE.

THE METHOD NAMES ARE SHORTENED BY TAKING ONLY THE INITIAL
CHARACTER. PERTURBATION-BASED APPROACHES SHOW AN SUPERIOR

PERFORMANCE.

Dataset F [15] G [13] I [14] L [17] O [16] T (ours)

Anomaly 0.0574 0.0747 0.1470 0.2591 0.0664 0.0522
AsphaltPavementType 0.0292 0.2864 0.0358 0.4259 0.0274 0.0705
AsphaltRegularity 0.0288 0.2797 0.0567 0.3664 0.0274 0.0028
CharacterTrajectories 0.0199 0.0547 0.0705 0.1353 0.0174 0.0076
Crop 0.0808 0.1060 0.1702 0.1786 0.1307 0.0411
ECG5000 0.0301 0.0772 0.1218 0.1811 0.0248 0.0111
ElectricDevices 0.2069 0.2608 0.6129 0.2622 0.1949 0.1696
FaceDetection 0.0180 0.0204 0.0136 0.4722 0.0144 0.0048
FordA 0.0231 0.0384 0.0708 0.1690 0.0155 0.0147
HandOutlines 0.0952 0.1545 0.1203 0.1249 0.0743 0.1175
MedicalImages 0.0428 0.0680 0.1483 0.1754 0.0395 0.0406
MelbournePedestrian 0.1667 0.1363 0.1684 0.2514 0.2176 0.0472
NonInvasiveFetalECG 0.1142 0.1043 0.1543 0.1564 0.0869 0.1570
PhalangesOutlinesCorrect 0.0415 0.1442 0.1562 0.1212 0.0390 0.0574
Strawberry 0.0486 0.0966 0.0506 0.1267 0.0515 0.0698
UWaveGestureLibraryAll 0.0569 0.0535 0.2341 0.1778 0.0373 0.0381
Wafer 0.0252 0.0368 0.1299 0.1250 0.0141 0.0051

Average 0.0638 0.1172 0.1448 0.2182 0.0635 0.0533

Fig. 3. Sensitivity. Critical difference diagram showing the average rank of
each attribution method across all datasets. Ranking is based on the average
Sensitivity. Perturbation-based approaches show an superior performance.

attribution maps whereas the perturbation-based come up with
smoothed maps based on a window of multiple features. This
smoothing increases the robustness against small changes in
the input.

In Figure 3 the critical difference diagram across all
datasets is provided. It shows the superior performance of

TABLE VI
CONTINUITY. LOWER VALUES CORRESPOND TO BETTER PERFORMANCE.

THE METHOD NAMES ARE SHORTENED BY TAKING ONLY THE INITIAL
CHARACTER. TIMEREISE SHOWS A SUPERIOR PERFORMANCE.

Dataset F [15] G [13] I [14] L [17] O [16] T (ours)

Anomaly 0.1163 0.1444 0.1309 0.1390 0.0908 0.0473
AsphaltPavementType 0.0792 0.0977 0.0770 0.0765 0.0450 0.0015
AsphaltRegularity 0.0582 0.0703 0.0485 0.0525 0.0334 0.0008
CharacterTrajectories 0.0264 0.0324 0.0368 0.0619 0.0243 0.0134
Crop 0.1282 0.1655 0.1952 0.1741 0.0985 0.0618
ECG5000 0.0682 0.1000 0.1004 0.0844 0.0505 0.0296
ElectricDevices 0.2016 0.1840 0.1984 0.1950 0.0884 0.0350
FaceDetection 0.0690 0.0745 0.0613 0.0331 0.0373 0.0161
FordA 0.0770 0.0819 0.0959 0.1530 0.0576 0.0083
HandOutlines 0.0123 0.0183 0.0258 0.1501 0.0106 0.0015
MedicalImages 0.0923 0.1043 0.1259 0.1076 0.0602 0.0371
MelbournePedestrian 0.1804 0.1844 0.2217 0.1881 0.1264 0.1052
NonInvasiveFetalECG 0.0224 0.0650 0.0753 0.1603 0.0197 0.0043
PhalangesOutlinesCorrect 0.1066 0.1187 0.1525 0.1416 0.0715 0.0496
Strawberry 0.0720 0.0679 0.0785 0.1447 0.0676 0.0159
UWaveGestureLibraryAll 0.0216 0.0557 0.0816 0.1629 0.0226 0.0038
Wafer 0.0924 0.0957 0.1418 0.1222 0.0557 0.0232

Average 0.0838 0.0977 0.1087 0.1263 0.0565 0.0267

Fig. 4. Continuity. Critical difference diagram showing the average rank of
each attribution method across all datasets. Ranking is based on the average
Continuity. PErturbation-based approaches show a superior performance.

the perturbation-based approaches compared to the other ap-
proaches. In addition, it highlights that TimeREISE is only
slightly above the Occlusion method.

C. Attribution Continuity

Furthermore, this work calculated the Continuity proposed
by Abdul et al. [9]. The continuity is a measurement that
bridges the correctness and the visual interpretability. The
Continuity for each features was calculated as presented in
Equation 5 and took the mean for the overall evaluation
between the methods. Lower values are better with respect to
the cognitive load but might conflict with the exact correctness
of the feature importance.

C =
C

∑
c=0

T−1

∑
t=0
| Sc,t −Sc,t+1 | (5)

In Table VI we show the average Continuity of the attri-
bution methods. Similar to the Sensitivity smaller values are
better. Interestingly, the performance of the attribution methods
is very similar to the Sensitivity. Again TimeREISE shows
superior performance with a score of 0.0267 compared to
Occlusion as second best approach with a score of 0.0565.
The reason for the superior performance is the smooth mask
design. The masks of TimeREISE are created on a downscaled
sample and then they are upscaled using interpolation to the
original input size. This results in smoother masks compared
to Occlusion and FeatureAblation which utilize fixed windows.



(a) Anomaly detection dataset sample. Anomalies are defined as point anomalies represented by peaks.

(b) ECG5000 data sample. Classification task that depends on a single channel.

Fig. 5. Attribution Maps. Shows the attribution maps for a single sample. First row shows the original sample. Second row shows the actual attribution
and third row shows the histogram of the attribution scores within the given map. Generally, a large amount of low values in the histogram relates to a good
separation between relevnat and irrelevant features. Figure 5a shows an anomalous sample in which the green peak corresponds to the anomalous signal part.
Overall the attributions look similar except that TimeREISE is smoother compared to the other methods.

Figure 4 shows the corresponding critical difference dia-
gram. It is intuitive that the Sensitivity defined as the change in
prediction when the attribution method is applied to a slightly
perturbed input and the Continuity the smoothness of the
attribution method are connected to each other. However, it
is interesting to observe the strong correlation between those
two aspects.

D. Visualization

This section presents some interpretable attribution maps.
The results highlight that TimeREISE produces smoother
attribution maps while preserving the overall similar shape
compared to the other attribution methods. TimeREISE builds
a good compromise between the visual appearance that is
strongly affected by the Continuity and the noise and the
correctness of the feature importance values.

In Figure 5 an attribution map of every evaluated attribution
map is shown. The first Figure 5a shows an anomalous sample
of the Anomaly dataset. The anomaly is represented by the
peak in the green signal in the first subplot. All methods
successfully identify the peak as the most important part.
However, the Occlusion and TimeREISE highlight that the
neighborhood points of the peak are important. Whereas the
intuition first suggests that only the peak should be highlighted
this is not correct as changing the neighborhood points will
influence the peak. Furthermore, it is visible that the attribution
map provided by TimeREISE is very smooth compared to the
other attributions while preserving the relevant information.

In Figure 5b an attribution map for the ECG5000 dataset is
shown. The results of all methods look similar to a certain
degree. However, except TimeREISE the last part of the

sequence is identified as features with some importance and
the attribution maps include some noise. Specifically, the first
negative peak in the signal is captured by the IntegratedGra-
dients and Lime to be an important part. This is not the case
for the remaining methods and changing this part or the last
part has only minor effect on the prediction.

Figure 6 shows the results of the attribution applied to an
interpretable character trajectory sample. The Figure presents
the time series sample and its back transformation to 2d space.
Furthermore, the attribution maps given in the second row
show the smoothness of TimeREISE. One finding is that the
horizontal and vertical movement are rated as more important
by most methods and that the majority of important points
occurs within the first 100 timesteps. Interestingly, Guided-
Backprop results in a surprisingly high relevance for the force.
FeatureAblation and Occlusion show a low importance for
both the vertical movement and the pressure.

VI. CONCLUSION

This work shows that the novel attribution method
TimeREISE is able to achieve excellent performance with
respect to most of the evaluated metrics across all selected
datasets. Precisely, the method outperforms other state-of-
the-art attribution methods when it comes to the Continuity,
Sensitivity, and causal metric. Specifically, the deletion scores
when important data is occluded shows that the method
provides superb performance. Furthermore, the paper has
shown that the method provides smooth attribution maps that
require significantly less effort to be interpreted. Considering
the Infidelity, out method is on par with the state-of-the-art
methods. Further, the theoretical runtime evaluation shows



Fig. 6. Explainable Attribution. First row shows the time series of the character example ’m’. The right plot corresponds to the back transformation to the
original 2d space. The second row shows the attribution results for each method. The subsequent rows show the importance applied to the character for the
horizontal and vertical direction as well as for the force. TimeREISE provides a smooth attribution map and assigns importance to the force channel. Beside
TimeREISE, only GuidedBackprop highlights the importance of the force channel.

that the method has a significantly better scaling compared
to methods that directly depend on the number of features
and is applicable to any classifier. Another positive aspect is
that the method does not depend on noisy gradients or internal
classifier variables.
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telligence: A survey,” in 2018 41st International convention on infor-
mation and communication technology, electronics and microelectronics
(MIPRO). IEEE, 2018, pp. 0210–0215.

[7] Q. Zhang and S.-C. Zhu, “Visual interpretability for deep learning: a
survey,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1802.00614, 2018.

[8] A. Das and P. Rad, “Opportunities and challenges in explainable artificial
intelligence (xai): A survey,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2006.11371, 2020.

[9] A. Abdul, C. von der Weth, M. Kankanhalli, and B. Y. Lim, “Cogam:
Measuring and moderating cognitive load in machine learning model
explanations,” in Proceedings of the 2020 CHI Conference on Human
Factors in Computing Systems, 2020, pp. 1–14.

[10] D. Mercier, J. Bhatt, A. Dengel, and S. Ahmed, “Time to focus: A
comprehensive benchmark using time series attribution methods,” arXiv
preprint arXiv:2202.03759, 2022.

[11] V. Petsiuk, A. Das, and K. Saenko, “Rise: Randomized input sampling
for explanation of black-box models,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1806.07421,
2018.
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