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Abstract
Explainability is a vibrant research topic in the ar-
tificial intelligence community, with growing inter-
est across methods and domains. Much has been
written about the topic, yet explainability still lacks
shared terminology and a framework capable of
providing structural soundness to explanations. In
our work, we address these issues by proposing a
novel definition of explanation that is a synthesis
of what can be found in the literature. We recog-
nize that explanations are not atomic but the prod-
uct of evidence stemming from the model and its
input-output and the human interpretation of this
evidence. Furthermore, we fit explanations into
the properties of faithfulness (i.e., the explanation
being a true description of the model’s decision-
making) and plausibility (i.e., how much the expla-
nation looks convincing to the user). Using our pro-
posed theoretical framework simplifies how these
properties are ope rationalized and provide new in-
sight into common explanation methods that we an-
alyze as case studies.

1 Introduction
The advent of Deep-Learning (DL) allowed for raising the
accuracy bar of Machine Learning models for countless tasks
and domains. Riding the wave of enthusiasm around such
stunning results, DL models have been deployed even in
high-stake decision-making environments, not without crit-
icism [1]. These kinds of environments require not only
high predictive accuracy but also an explanation of why
that prediction was made. The need for explanations ini-
tiated the discussion around the explainability of DL mod-
els, which are known to be “black boxes”. In other words,
their inner decision-making process is hard for humans to
be understood. Who should be accountable for a model-
based decision and how a model came to a certain pre-
diction are just some of the questions that drive research
on explaining Machine Learning (ML) models. With the
first attempts of the legislative machinery to make expla-
nations for automatic decisions a user’s right [2], the pres-

∗Contact Author

sure on generating explanations for the ML model’s be-
haviors was raised even more. Although the endeavor of
the eXplainable Artificial Intelligence (XAI) community to
develop both models that are explainable by design [3; 4;
5] and methods to explain existing black-box models [6; 7;
8], the way to DL explainability is paved with results that
are mostly preliminary and anecdotal in nature (e.g., [9; 10;
11]). Most notably, it is hard to relate different pieces of re-
search due to a lack of common theoretical grounds capable
of supporting and guiding the discussion. In particular, we
detect a gap in the literature on foundational issues such as
a shared definition of the term “explanation” and the role of
the users within the design and deployment of explainabil-
ity for complex ML models. The lack of a common termi-
nology and of an outline of the main theoretical components
of the discussion around interpretability disperses research,
while the current literature finds it hard to provide the in-
volved stakeholders with principled analytical tools to oper-
ate on black-box models. In this work, we propose a the-
oretical framework that outlines the core components of the
explainability machinery and lays out grounds for a more co-
herent debate on how to explain the decisions of ML mod-
els. Such a framework is not meant to be set in stone but
rather to be used as a common reference among researchers
and iteratively improved to fit more and more sophisticated
explainability methods and strategies. Thus, we hope to pro-
vide shared jargon and formal definitions to inform and stan-
dardize the discussion around crucial topics of XAI. The
core of the proposed theoretical framework is a novel defi-
nition of explanation, that draws from existing literature in
sociology and philosophy but, at the same time, is easy to
operationalize when analyzing a specific approach to inter-
pretability. We conceive an explanation as the product of two
decoupled components, namely some evidence and its inter-
pretation. Evidence is any sort of information stemming from
a ML model, while an interpretation is some semantic mean-
ing that human stakeholders attribute to the evidence to make
sense of the model’s decision-making process. We relate
these definitions to crucial properties of explanations, espe-
cially faithfulness and plausibility. Jacovi & Goldberg define
faithfulness as ”the accurate representation of the causal chain
of decision-making processes in a model” [12]. We argue that
faithfulness relates in different ways to the elements of the
proposed theoretical framework, namely, it assures the inter-
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pretation of the evidence is true to how the model actually
uses it within its inner reasoning. A property orthogonal to
faithfulness is plausibility, namely “the degree to which some
explanation is aligned with the user’s understanding of the
model’s decision process [12]”. A follow-up work by Jacovi
& Goldberg addresses plausibility as the “property of an ex-
planation of being convincing towards the model prediction,
regardless of whether the model was correct or whether the
interpretation is faithful” [13]. We relate plausibility to faith-
fulness and highlight a need for both of these properties to be
embedded in explainability methods and strategies. This has
the purpose of generating faithful explanations that are also
intuitively convincing for the user. As a case study, we zoom
in on the evaluation of faithfulness of some popular DL expla-
nation tools, such as ”attention” [8; 14], Gradient-weighted
Class Activation Mapping (Grad-CAM) [15], SHapley Addi-
tive exPlanations (SHAP) [7], but also of a model considered
intrinsically interpretable such as a linear regression model.
More specifically, we analyze how our framework can be
used in practice and how can be useful to give a common
interpretation of the explainability of a ML model.

2 Designing Explainability
Research in XAI seizes the problem of explaining models for
decision-making from multiple perspectives. First of all, we
observe that most of the existing literature uses the terms ”in-
terpretable” and ”explainable” interchangeably, while some
have highlighted the semantic nuance that distinguishes the
two words [16]. We argue that the term explainable (and, by
extension explainability) is more suited than the term inter-
pretable (similarly, by extension, interpretability) to describe
the property of a model for which effort is made to generate
explanations of its decision-making process. The definition
of explanation is thus crucial and will be discussed exten-
sively in §4. Our claim follows two rationales: (i) the term
interpretation is used within our proposed framework with a
precise meaning that deviates from the current literature (see
§4.3); (ii) we argue against grouping models into inherently
interpretable and post-hoc explainable. Recently, Molnar has
defined intrinsic interpretability as a property of ML models
that are considered fully understandable due to their simple
structure (e.g., short decision trees or sparse linear models),
while post hoc explainability as the need for some models
to apply interpretation methods after training [17]. Although
principled, we drop this distinction by claiming that all mod-
els embed a certain degree of explainability. Even though to
the best of our knowledge, no metrics can quantify explain-
ability yet, we can assert that this depends on multiple factors.
In particular, a model is as explainable as the explanations
that are proposed to the user to justify a certain prediction are
effective. Thus, bringing the human into the explainability
design loop is key to deploying models that are actually ex-
plainable. Consequently, there are models for which is easier
to design explanations (i.e., the so-called white-box models,
e.g., linear regression, decision trees, etc.) and models for
which the same process is more difficult (i.e., the so-called
black-box models, e.g., artificial neural networks). The no-
tion of difficulty here is defined by the inner complexity of the

model. We highlight that the degree of explainability moves
along a gradient from black-box to white-box models, with-
out clear-cut thresholds. Nevertheless in §6, we show that
explanations for both white-box and black-box models fit our
proposed framework. Thus they both can be structured homo-
geneously and more deeply understood by leveraging theoret-
ical tools. Most importantly, we advocate for explainability
design as a crucial part of Artificial Intelligence (AI) software
development. We endorse Chazette et al. in claiming that
explainability should be considered a non-functional require-
ment in the software design process [18]. Thus explanations
for any ML models (and, especially, for DL models) should
be accounted for within the initial design of an AI-powered
application. This has three main implications. First of all,
the approach to AI design should apply a top-down approach,
from delineating explanations to defining the specifics of the
model. Secondly, designing explanations means taking hu-
mans into the AI development loop, thus fostering human-
centered AI. This has the main effect of generating a more
intelligible AI by design and, as a side-effect, may increase
trust in the end-users [19]. Thirdly, even the most accurate
black-box model should not be deployed without an explana-
tion mechanism backing it up, as we cannot be sure whether
it learned to discriminate over meaningful or wrong features.
A classic example is a dog image classification model learn-
ing to detect huskies because of the snowy setting instead of
the features of the animal itself, involuntarily deceiving the
users [6].

3 Characterising the decision-making process
of a Machine Learning Model

In this section, we provide a formal characterization of the
decision-making process of any machine learning model for
classification. Note that this task is used as a running ex-
ample for its relevance and relative simplicity. The concepts
reported in this section can be extended to other tasks (possi-
bly with minor adjustments). Such concepts will substantiate
the explainability components of our proposed framework,
whose details are provided in §4. We assume that a ML model
M makes predictions according to some decision-making
process, namely, it actuates a selection among alternatives of
a course of action. The overall decision-making process ofM
can be represented as a chain of N > 0 decision-making pro-
cesses that are causally related. This causal chain is enforced
by model design (i.e., the sequence of layers in the architec-
ture of a neural network, or the depth of a decision tree). It
corresponds to the chain of operations needed by the model to
compute the classification function through learning (i.e., the
approximation of the optimal classification function). More
specifically, M learns f̂ approximating the desired and un-
known decision function f . At every step in the chain of
decision-making processes, the model learns how to make the
best (i.e., optimized) decision, that is, it learns the function f̂i
with i ∈ [1, N ] such that f̂ = f̂1 ◦ f̂2 ◦ . . . ◦ f̂N . We re-
fer to each of the functions f̂i as the transformation functions
at some step i in the decision-making process. We associate
each of these functions to a related sub-decision-making pro-
cess si that we call a transformation step.



Figure 1: Example of transformation functions for two steps si.

Given some input x, a modelM parameterized on Θ makes
a prediction ŷ as the output of a sequence of N causally de-
pendent transformation steps si.

Let the set of transformation functions associated with each
step si be defined as follows:

Fi ={f̂i,m : Xi,m −→ Yi,m | xi,j = f̂i,m(xi−1,z,Θ)

∀m ∈ [1, ni], 0 < j ≤ ki, 0 < z ≤ ki−1}

This is exemplified in Figure 1. Each f̂i,m is a function ad-
vancing the computation of model M ’s prediction from si−1
to si via some transformation of the original input or of one
of its intermediate representations xi,j . These functions are
exactly |Fi| = ni for some i ∈ [1, N ]. For a given instance of
its parameters Θ, the model M picks one f̂i,m ∈ Fi at each
step si to move forward from xi−1,j to xi,z . Overall, M ap-
proximates the composition f = f1 ◦ f2 . . . ◦ fN such that
f(x) = y is the ground truth prediction. Note that x = x1,1,
ŷ = xN,j . For each function related to some si, we know the
input and output of f̂i(i.e., xi−1, xi) but we do not know how
the input is transformed into the output through f̂i, which is
opaque. That is, we do not know the learned function behav-
ior depending on the parameters of the model M.

Let the transformation space of si be defined as follows:

Si ={xi,j | xi,j = f∗i,m(xi−1,z,Θ)

∀m ∈ [1, ni], 0 < j ≤ ki,m, 0 < z ≤ ki−1}
That is the union of images of functions fi,m ∈ Fi that can

be learned at si. If |Si| = ki then, at each si, M can advance
in the transformation space towards at most ki different input
transformations xi,j . Note that ki ≤ ni (i.e., each xi,j is the
output of at least one fi,m). Then the pre-image PSm ⊂ Xm

of f̂i,m ∈ Fi satisfies: PSm ∩ Si−1 6= ∅. That is, the domain
of each transformation function contains at least one element
from the image of the previous transformation function. This
property enforces causality.

At each si, the model can choose among ki decisions xi,j
output of the corresponding approximate decision functions.
This raises two problems. First, at step si the chosen func-
tion f̂i,m can map different decisions made at si−1 (i.e., the
previous decision step) into the same decision xi,j . That is,

the same decision at one step can be made based on different
rationales (i.e., again, decisions) from the previous step. For
example, words in a text can be encoded in different ways
but yield the same text classification score. Thus, we are un-
sure which xi−1,j led to xi,z . Luckily enough, this problem is
relatively easy to tackle: depending on the model, we might
know the decision taken at each si−1 inspecting the output of
the intermediate model component. For instance, in the case
of text classification, we can inspect the word embeddings
before decoding them into a prediction using a transformer
layer.

Second, at si the function f̂i,m can map the same decision
xi−1,j made by si−1 (i.e., the previous decision step) into xi,z
in k1i different ways. In other words, starting from the same
input decision at si−1 we can reach the same subsequent de-
cision at si in many different ways. For example, pictures of
zebras and salmon can be distinguished either based on their
anatomy (i.e., zebras have stripes, salmon have gills) or the
environment/habitat (i.e., zebras live in savannas, and salmon
in rivers). This second problem is harder to tackle: how do
we know which of the ki possible alternative mappings of
xi−1,j led to xi,z? This remains an open question, with ma-
jor implications for the discussion around faithfulness, which
we enlarge in the next section.

4 Defining explanations
Recent work on ML interpretability produced multiple defi-
nitions for the term ”explanation”. According to Lipton, “ex-
planation refers to numerous ways of exchanging information
about a phenomenon, in this case, the functionality of a model
or the rationale and criteria for a decision, to different stake-
holders” [20]. Similarly, for Guidotti et al. ”an explanation
is an ”interface” between humans and a decision-maker that
is at the same time both an accurate proxy of the decision-
maker and comprehensible to humans” [21]. Murdoch et al.
add to how the explanation is delivered to the user stating that
”an explanation is some relevant knowledge extracted from a
machine-learning model concerning relationships either con-
tained in data or learned by the model. [...] They can be
produced in formats such as visualizations, natural language,
or mathematical equations, depending on the context and au-
dience” [22]. On a more general note, Mueller et al. state
that “material that is offered as a (candidate) explanation, no
matter its medium, format, or reference, is only an explana-
tion if it results in good effect, that is, it has explanatory value
for particular individuals. Technically, the property of “being
an explanation” is not a property of the text, statements, nar-
ratives, diagrams, or other forms of material. It is an interac-
tion of (i) the offered explanation, (ii) the learner’s knowledge
and beliefs, (iii) the context or situation and its immediate de-
mands, and (iv) the learner’s goals or purposes in that con-
text. This explains why it is possible that purely descriptive
statements, not primarily intended to serve as explanations,
can nevertheless have explanatory value” [23]. Finally, Miller
tackles the challenge of defining explanations from a socio-
logical perspective. The author highlights a wide taxonomy
of explanations but focuses on those which are “an answer
to a “why-question” [24]. A “why-question” is a combina-



Figure 2: Overview of the proposed theoretical framework of ex-
plainability.

tion of a “weather question”, preceded by the word ‘why’. A
“weather question” is an interrogative question whose correct
answer is either ‘yes’ or ‘no’. The presupposition within a
“why-question” is the fact referred to in the question under
explanation, expressed as if it were true (or false if the ques-
tion is a negative sentence). For example, the question “why
did they do that?” is a why-question, with the inner whether-
question being “did they do that?”, and the presupposition
being “they did that”. [...] People do not explain the causes
for an event per se, but explain the cause of an event relative
to some other event that did not occur; that is, an explanation
is always of the form “Why P rather than Q?”, in which P is
the target event and Q is a counterfactual contrast case that
did not occur, even if the Q is implicit in the question. This is
called “contrastive explanation”.

The definitions mentioned above offer a well-rounded per-
spective on what constitutes an explanation. However, they
fail to highlight the atomic components of an explanation and
to characterize their relationships. We synthesize our pro-
posed definition of explanation based on complementary as-
pects of the existing definitions. The result is a concise defini-
tion that is easy to operationalize for supporting the analysis
of multiple approaches to interpretability. Our full proposed
framework is reported in the scheme in Figure 2, whose com-
ponents will be discussed in the following sections.

4.1 Explanation
Given a model M which takes inputs x and returns a predic-
tion ŷ, we define an explanation (E(x)) as the output of an
interpretation function applied to some evidence, providing
the answer to a “why question” posed by the user.

4.2 Evidence
Evidence (e) is whatever kind of objective information stem-
ming from the black-box model we wish to provide an expla-
nation for and that can reveal insights into its inner workings
and rationale for prediction (e.g., attention weights, model
parameters, gradients, etc.).

Evidence Extractor
The evidence is extracted from a modelM applying some ev-
idence extractor (ξ) function. An evidence extractor is a (not

necessarily white-box) method fetching some kind of rele-
vant information about some input x and prediction ŷ for a
model M and their relationship, i.e., e = ξ(x, p,M). Ev-
idence extractors (e.g., encoder + attention layers, gradient
back-propagation, random tree approximation, etc.) take out
known relevant information about M and related transforma-
tion steps si (i.e., evidence, e.g., attention weights, gradient
values, random tree mimicking original model, etc.), produc-
ing instances of a certain type of evidence.

Explanatory Potential
We define explanatory potential (ε(e)) of some evidence as
the extent to which the evidence influences the causal chain
of transformations steps si of a model M . Intuitively, the
explanatory potential indicates “how much” of a model the
selected type of evidence can explain.

4.3 Interpretation
An interpretation (g(e, p)) is a function associating semantic
meaning to some evidence and mapping its instances into ex-
planations for a given prediction (e.g., “attention weights are
descriptive of input components’ importance to model out-
put”). Then an explanation can be defined as E = g(e, p).

Local vs. Global Interpretations
Evidence, and thus the related explanation, can either be local
or global. Local evidence (e.g., attention weights, gradient,
etc.) relates relevant model information to a particular input
x and corresponding prediction p. Then we can define a local
explanation as El = g(ξ(x,M, ŷ), ŷ). Global evidence (e.g.
full set of model parameters) is independent of specific inputs
and might explain higher level functioning (providing deeper
or wider info) of the model or some of its sub-components.
Then Eg = g(ξ(M)).

Generating Interpretations
Given some evidence involved in one or more steps si of M ,
we “guess” how evidence is involved in unknown input-to-
output transformations by formulating an interpretation g of
some extent of the decision-making process of the model. At
a low level, this means assuming as true certain conjecture
f∗i,m = fi,m for some i ∈ [1, N ], that is a sequence of the
ki possible alternative mappings of xi−1,j to xi,z . In other
words, we generate a hypothesis g that encapsulates the ap-
proximations f∗i,m of the behavior of certain functions fi,m
learned by M at some steps si, which “operationalizes” the
evidence’s instance. On an abstract level, interpretations can
be seen as hypotheses about the role of evidence with ex-
planatory power in the explanation-generation process. Just
like a good experimental hypothesis, a good interpretation
satisfies two core properties: (i) is testable, and (ii) clearly
defines dependent and independent variables. Interpretations
can be formulated using different forms of reasoning (e.g.,
deductive, inductive, abductive, etc.). In particular, the sur-
vey on explanations and social sciences by Miller reports that
people usually make assumptions (i.e., in our context, choose
an interpretation) via social attribution of intent (to the evi-
dence) [24]. Social attribution is concerned with how peo-
ple attribute or explain the behavior of others, and not with



the real causes of the behavior. Social attribution is gener-
ally expressed through folk psychology, that is the attribu-
tion of intentional behavior using ‘everyday’ terms such as
beliefs, desires, intentions, emotions, and personality traits.
Such concepts may not truly be the cause of the described
behavior but are indeed those humans leverage to model and
predict each others’ behaviors. This may generate misalign-
ment between a hypothesized interpretation of some evidence
and its actual role within the decision-making process of the
model. In other words, reasoning on evidence through folk
psychology might generate interpretations that are plausible
but not necessarily faithful to the decision-making process of
the model (such terms will be further explored in the next sec-
tions). Thus social attribution can be a double-edged sword
when it enters the interpretation generation process as it can
propel plausibility without accounting for faithfulness. This
issue was highlighted by Jacovi & Goldberg, who introduced
a property of explanations called “aligned faithfulness”‘ [13].
In the words of the authors, an explanation satisfies this prop-
erty if ”it is faithful and aligned to the social attribution of the
intent behind the causal chain of decision-making processes”.
Our proposed framework allows us to go a step forward in the
characterization of this property. More specifically, we ob-
serve that the property of aligned faithfulness pertains only to
interpretations, not evidence. The latter by itself has no inher-
ent meaning, its semantics is defined by some interpretation
that may or may not involve social attribution of intent to the
causal chain of decision-making processes.

4.4 Explanation Interface
Explanations are meant to be delivered to some target users.
We define XUI (eXplanation User Interface) as the format in
which some explanation is presented to the end user. This
could be, for example, in the form of text, plots, infograph-
ics, etc. We argue that an XUI is characterized by three main
properties: (i) human understandability, (ii) informativeness,
and (iii) completeness. The human-understandability is the
degree to which users can understand the answer to their
“why” question via the XUI. This property depends on user
cognition, bias, expertise, goals, etc., and is influenced by the
complexity of the selected interpretation function. The in-
formativeness (or depth) of an explanation is a measure of
the effectiveness of an XUI in answering the why question
posed by the user. That is the depth of information for some
si of great interest in the XUI. The completeness (or width)
of an explanation is the accuracy of an XUI in describing the
overall model’s workings, and the degree to which it allows
for anticipating predictions. That is the width in terms of the
number of si the XUI spans. Note that both informativeness
and completeness are bound by the explanatory potential of
the evidence (e.g., attention weights do not explain the full
model, just some transformation steps, while the full set of
model parameters does).

5 Faithfulness Versus Plausibility
5.1 Faithfulness
Given an interpretation function g describing some transfor-
mation steps si within a modelM ’s decision-making process,

Figure 3: Overview of the outcome on the user of the interaction
between faithfulness and plausibility.

we want to be able to prove that g is faithful (at least to some
extent) to the actual transformations made by M to an in-
put x to get a prediction ŷ. Namely, we define the property
of faithfulness of an interpretation (φi(g, e)), as the extent to
which an interpretation g accurately describes the behavior of
some function fi,m(xi−1,j ,Θ) that some model M learned
to map an output xi−1,j at si−1 into xi,z at si making use
of some instance evidence e. Given some evidence e and
its interpretation function g, we say that a related explana-
tion is faithful to some transformation step si if the follow-
ing two conditions hold: (i) the evidence e has explanatory
potential εi > 0, and (ii) the interpretation g has faithfulness
φi > 0. Then we can define the faithfulness of an explanation
as Φ =

∑
i εiφi∀i ∈ I ⊆ [1, N ] where I is the set of indices

of transformation steps si that involved evidence e (i.e., all i
such that εi > 0). Note that the faithfulness of an explana-
tion is the sum of the faithfulness scores of its components,
that is, the faithfulness of the interpretations of the evidence
involved in the generation of the explanation. Besides, the
related explanatory power is multiplied by the faithfulness of
each interpretation to regulate its impact within the final faith-
fulness score of the explanation. In fact, evidence with higher
explanatory potential should have a larger impact on the over-
all faithfulness score of the interpretation.

We can have various measures of faithfulness that are asso-
ciated with different explanation targets, in the same way as
we have different evaluation metrics to measure the quality of
a ML model to complete a specified task.

When designing a faithful explanatory method we can opt
for two approaches. We can achieve faithfulness “struc-
turally” by trying to enforce this property on pre-selected
interpretations in model design (e.g., imposing constraints
on transformation steps limiting the range of learnable func-
tions). This direction has been recently explored by Jain et
al. [25] and Jacovi & Goldberg [13]. An alternative strat-
egy is trial-and-error: formulating interpretations and assess-
ing their faithfulness via formal proofs or requirements-based
testing using proxy tasks. While formal proofs are still miss-
ing in current literature, a number of tests for faithfulness
have been recently proposed [26; 9; 10; 11].



Figure 4: Decision-making process of the simplest model using at-
tention.

5.2 Plausibility
The combined value of the three above-mentioned properties
of XUIs (i.e., human understandability, informativeness, and
completeness) drives the plausibility of an explanation. More
specifically, we define plausibility as the degree to which an
explanation is aligned with the user’s understanding of the
partial or overall inner workings of the model. Plausibility
is a user-dependent property and as such, it is subject to the
user’s knowledge, bias, etc. Differently from faithfulness, the
plausibility of explanations can be assessed via user studies.
Note that a plausible explanation is not necessarily faithful,
just like a faithful explanation is not necessarily plausible. It
is desirable for both properties to be satisfied in the design of
some explanation. Interestingly, an unfaithful but plausible
explanation may deceive a user into believing that a model
behaves according to a rationale when it is actually not the
case. This raises ethical concerns around the possibility that
poorly designed explanations could spread inaccurate or false
knowledge among the end-users. Fig. 3 provides a simplified
overview of the problem.

6 Case Studies
6.1 Attention
The introduction of attention mechanisms has been one of the
most notable breakthroughs in DL research in recent years.
Originally proposed for empowering neural machine transla-
tion tasks [8], the transformer architecture has popularised the
concept of attention citeVaswani2017-kq, which is the current
state-of-the-art approach for numerous automated cognitive
tasks. The chain of transformations in the simplest neural
model making use of attention is a three-step causal process:
(i) encoding, (ii) weight encodings by attention scores, and
(iii) decoding into prediction. This is exemplified in Figure 4.

Then we can define the function learned by the model as
the composition f = f1 ◦ f2 ◦ f3, where each fi for i ∈ [1, 3]
corresponds to the respective decision-making process in the
causal chain.
Evidence. Let f1 be an encoder function such that f1(x) = x̂,
with X̂ being the set of encoded input timesteps for some
input x split in some consequent tokens t. Moreover, letW =∑N

i=1 αix̂i for all x̂i ∈ X̂ . That is, W is the set of encoded
timesteps weighted by their corresponding attention scores.

Thus f2(X̂) = W . Then evidence is related to attention as
follows:

ξatt(x,M) = {αi |W =

N∑
i=1

αix̂i} (1)

That is, the evidence eatt for some input x is the set of
output αi scores produced by the attention layer and then ap-
plied to the encoded timesteps x̂i. The explanatory potential
ε(eatt) can be computed as the ratio between the number of
parameters analyzed N with respect to the total number of
parameters of the model |Θ|, i.e., N/Theta.
Interpretation. The interpretation of the evidence is a func-
tion g(eatt(x,M), ŷ) that describes the unknown function
f3,m3

s.t. f3,m3
(W,Θ) = ŷ. A faithful interpretation de-

scribes the behavior of the function f3,m3
the model learned

to decode attention-weighted encodings into predictions.
Faithfulness. Note that we do not know the faithful interpreta-
tion function so we hypothesize its behavior by formulating a
candidate interpretation. The generation of such an interpre-
tation is usually guided by the intuition of the researcher. In
the case of attention, the interpretation of the attention is gen-
erally the following: ”the value of each attention weight de-
scribes the importance of the corresponding token in the orig-
inal input to the model output”. Unfortunately, albeit plausi-
ble, research in this field disproved this interpretation [9; 10;
11], leaving the role of attention for explainability (if any)
still unclear.

6.2 Grad-CAM
A popular explanation called Grad-CAM [15] presents a
method to explain a prediction made by an image classifier
using the information encompassed in the back-propagated
gradient of a prediction. In short, Grad-CAM uses the infor-
mation about the gradient computed at the last convolutional
layer of a Convolutional Neural Network (CNN) given a cer-
tain input x to assign a feature importance score for each input
feature.
Evidence. The Grad-CAM evidence-extraction ξgrad method
consisted of using the feature activation map Ak of a convo-
lutional layer from a given input x to compute the neurons’
importance weights αi. The explanatory potential ε(egrad) is
related, as for the attention mechanism, to the number of pa-
rameters analyzed w.r.t the total number of parameters of the
method.
Interpretation. Grad-CAM claim that the computed neuron’s
weights αi corresponds to the part of the input features that
influence the final prediction the most.
Faithfulness. The authors measure the faithfulness of the
model using image occlusion. That is, they patched some part
of the input to the model, and they measured the correlation
with the difference in the final output. With this faithfulness
metric, a high correlation means a high faithfulness in the ex-
planation.

6.3 SHAP
Lundberg & Lee in 2017 proposed SHAP [7] a method to
assign an importance value to each feature used by a black-
box model M to explain a single prediction ŷ. SHAP has



been presented as a generalization of other well-known expla-
nation methods, such as Local Interpretable Model-agnostic
Explanations (LIME) [27], DeepLIFT [28], Layer-wise rel-
evance propagation [29], and classic Shapley value estima-
tion [7].

SHAP, and the corresponding SHAP values, have been
proposed as the unique solution to find an additive feature
attribution method of the type:

h (z′) = β0 +

M∑
i=1

βiz
′
i (2)

where z′i ∈ 0, 1M is a simplified version of the input x, M
is the number of features used in the explanation, and βi ∈ R
is a coefficient that represents the effect that the i− th feature
has on the output.
Evidence. In this case, the only evidence eshape =
ξshap(M,x) used by SHAP are the predictions made by the
classifier in a neighborhood of x. To compute the explanatory
potential ε(eshap) of this method we can adopt two ways of
reasoning. On the one hand, we can say that ε(eshap) is ap-
proximately zero because we cannot say anything about the
reasoning behind the predictions made by a classifier only
looking at the value of its predictions and without consider-
ing how the model is described. On the other hand, we can
also say that ε(eshap) is directly proportional to the number of
predictions that we use in our analysis since having access to
the prediction of the whole feature space would give an exact
reproduction of the model without knowing its description.
We claim that the more reasonable definition of the ε(eshap)
is the latter. Thus, the greater the number of predictions we
have, the higher the exploratory potential of the method.
Interpretation. The interpretation gshap of the evidence pro-
posed by SHAP is that, given eshap, we can locally reproduce
the behavior of a complex unknown model with a simple ad-
ditive model h (·), and analyzing h (·) we can get a local ex-
planation Eshapof the behavior of the initial model. That is,
the proposed interpretation of the evidence is the result of the
optimization problem in Equation 2.
Faithfulness. Even though the authors do not present a mea-
sure of the faithfulness of the explanation directly, they pro-
vide three desirable properties that are i) local accuracy, ii)
missingness, iii) consistency. The authors showed that their
method is the only one that satisfies all these properties,
assessing a requirements-based form of faithfulness as de-
scribed in section 5.

6.4 Linear regression model
Linear regression models are not an explanation method but
are normally considered intrinsically interpretable. Follow-
ing our proposed framework, we claim that defining them,
among other models, as intrinsically interpretable is not ac-
curate and often misleading. In fact, the definition of what
is simple to be interpreted by humans is not well-defined,
and we can enumerate various examples of models that are
easy to be interpreted by a practitioner but they are almost
black-boxed for non-expert users. That is the case for a linear
regression model, which is normally referred to as an intrin-
sically interpretable model because for people with a basic

mathematical background is relatively easy to understand the
prediction made by the model.

A linear regression model f̂lin(·) is typically formulated
as:

f̂lin(x) = β0 +

N∑
i=1

βix
′
i (3)

where βi are the weights of the learned features, and N is
the feature space dimension.
Evidence. The implicit assumption, claiming that a lin-
ear model is intrinsically interpretable, is that the weights
βi, 1 ≤ i ≤M are a good explanation for the model. Thus
elin = {βi, 1 ≤ i ≤ N}. With a linear model, we have the
maximum explanatory potential ξlin because with elin we can
fully describe the model.
Interpretation. Assuming a normalization of the features, we
can say that the higher the value of βi, the higher the contri-
bution of the feature xi to the model prediction.
Faithfulness. There are no doubts about the faithfulness of
the interpretation of the predictions given the normalization
assumption, and in fact, a linear model is normally consid-
ered an intrinsically interpretable method. However, its plau-
sibility to a non-expert user is not guaranteed.

7 Future Work
The novel framework proposed in this work makes it clear
that the XAI community must still face many challenges be-
fore claiming the explainability of a model. First, we observe
an abundance of evidence for explaining black-box models.
Yet, generating faithful interpretations is hard, as much as it
is simple to be deceived by plausible yet untrue interpreta-
tions. Secondly, even if an interpretation might be correct
(i.e., faithful), it still has to be wrapped in such a way that it is
easy for the stakeholders to digest. These implications wink
at working on explainability from a novel perspective. That
is, explainability should be part of the software design and en-
gage the stakeholders at the earliest stages of the development
of an AI-based tool. Future research will need to address the
problem of generating faithful interpretations, possibly envi-
sioned through a top-down model design that accounts for
explainability as much as it accounts for accuracy. Moreover,
user studies should be integrated into the explainability de-
sign to understand how to deliver explanations that are faith-
ful, possibly plausible, and certainly human-understandable.
Going a step further, multiple explanation designs should be
tested for their effectiveness in enabling the users to perform
their tasks in an informed manner, which is the ultimate goal
of explainability.

8 Conclusions
In this work, we propose a novel theoretical framework that
brings order and opportunities for a better design of expla-
nations to the XAI community by introducing formal termi-
nology. The framework allows dissecting explanations into
evidence (factual data coming from the model) and interpre-
tation (a hypothesized function that describes how the model
uses the evidence). The explanation is the product of the ap-
plication of the interpretation to the evidence and is presented



to the target user via some form of explanation interface.
These components allow for designing more principled ex-
planations by defining the atomic components and the prop-
erties that enable them. There are three core properties: (i)
the explanatory potential for the evidence (i.e., how much of
the model the evidence can tell about); (ii) the faithfulness of
the interpretation (i.e., whether the interpretation is actually
true to the decision-making of the model); (iii) the plausibility
of the explanation interface (i.e., how much the explanation
makes sense to the user and is intelligible). We show that the
theoretical framework can be applied to explanations coming
from a variety of methods, which fit the atomic components
we propose. The lesson learned from analyzing explanations
over the lent of our proposed framework is that the human
(both stakeholder and researcher) should be involved in the
design of explainability as soon as possible in the AI-powered
software design process. This allows for a proper filling of
each component in the theoretical framework of explainabil-
ity and informs model design. The top-down approach that is
established this way propels the human understanding of how
AI (and ML in particular) works, possibly fostering user trust
in the system.
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