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Abstract

To explain NLP models, many methods inform
which inputs tokens are important for a predic-
tion. However, an open question is if these
methods accurately reflect the model’s logic,
a property often called faithfulness. In this
work, we adapt and improve a recently pro-
posed faithfulness benchmark from computer
vision called ROAR (RemOve And Retrain),
by Hooker et al. (2019).

We improve ROAR by recursively removing
dataset redundancies, which otherwise inter-
fere with ROAR. We adapt and apply ROAR,
to popular NLP importance measures, namely
attention, gradient, and integrated gradients.
Additionally, we use mutual information as
an additional baseline. Evaluation is done on
a suite of classification tasks often used in
the faithfulness of attention literature. Finally,
we propose a scalar faithfulness metric, which
makes it easy to compare results across papers.

We find that, importance measures considered
to be unfaithful for computer vision tasks per-
form favorably for NLP tasks, the faithfulness
of an importance measure is task-dependent,
and the computational overhead of integrated
gradient is rarely justified.

1 Introduction

The ability to explain neural networks benefits both
accountability and ethics when deploying models
(Doshi-Velez et al., 2017) and developing a scien-
tific understanding of what models do (Doshi-Velez
and Kim, 2017). Particularly, in NLP, attention
(Bahdanau et al., 2015) is often used as an explana-
tion to provide insight into the logical process of a
model (Belinkov and Glass, 2019).

Attention, among other methods such as gra-
dient (Baehrens et al., 2010; Li et al., 2016) and
integrated gradient (Sundararajan et al., 2017; Mu-
drakarta et al., 2018), explain which input tokens

*Equal contribution.

are relevant for a given prediction. This type of
explanation is called an importance measure. How-
ever, there is no mathematical guarantee that these
importance measures accurately reflects the models
logic, a property called faithfulness.

In the NLP literature, the faithfulness of atten-
tion is regularly debated (Jain and Wallace, 2019;
Wiegreffe and Pinter, 2019; Vashishth et al., 2019;
Serrano and Smith, 2019; Pruthi et al., 2020), of-
ten with contradicting conclusions. In related work
(Section 2), we summarize the issues with these
previous methods used to analyze attention. In
computer vision, the faithfulness of the gradient
and integrated gradient methods have been debated
too (Adebayo et al., 2018; Kindermans et al., 2017).

Measuring faithfulness is inherently difficult, as
it is usually impossible to provide gold labels for a
“correct explanation”, making proxy measures the
only alternative. The analysis in this paper is based
on ROAR (Hooker et al., 2019), this too is a proxy
measure but is argued to be more principled.

ROAR’s foundational principle is: if information
is truly important, then removing it from the dataset
and retraining the model should result in a worse
model. Importantly, this can be compared with
removing random information.

However, ROAR assumes that there are no data
redundancies. Because, after important informa-
tion is removed, those redundancies can keep the
model’s performance high, giving the illusion of
a unfaithful importance measure. To solve this,
we propose a modified version of ROAR, called
Recursive ROAR.

Our primary contributions are: 1) developing
Recursive ROAR, 2) adopting ROAR to NLP tasks,
and 3) measuring faithfulness of attention, gradient,
and integrated gradient. In addition, we also:

• Propose a metric for the faithfulness of impor-
tance measures, as a standard benchmark.

• Propose mutual information as an additional
baseline to the random baseline.
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We find that no importance measure is gener-
ally better than others, rather the faithfulness is
task-dependent. This is valuable knowledge, as al-
though each importance measure might be equal in
faithfulness, they are not equal in computationally
requirements or understandably to humans.

In particular, we find that attention generally
provides more sparse explanations than gradient or
integrated gradient. Although the faithfulness may
be the same, a sparser explanation is often easier
for humans to understand (Miller, 2019).

Computationally speaking, integrated gradient
is 50 times more expensive than the gradient
method. This additional complexity is usually jus-
tified by being considered more faithful than gradi-
ent. However, our results indicate that this is not a
worthwhile trade-off.

2 Related Work

Much recent work in NLP has been devoted to
investigating the faithfulness of attention as an
interpretability method (Jain and Wallace, 2019;
Wiegreffe and Pinter, 2019; Vashishth et al., 2019;
Serrano and Smith, 2019; Pruthi et al., 2020; Meis-
ter et al., 2021). In this section, we categorize the
most relevant methods into three general ideas and
discuss their drawbacks.

Importantly all publications, including ours, use
the same model, dataset, and training procedure of
Jain and Wallace (2019), all works are therefore
easily comparable.

2.1 Comparing with alternative importance
measure

The idea is to compare attention with an alternative
importance measure, such as gradient, if there is
a correlation, then this would validate attention’s
faithfulness. Jain and Wallace (2019) specifically
compare with the gradient method and the leave-
one-out method. Meister et al. (2021) repeat this
experiment in a broader context.

Both Jain and Wallace (2019) and Meister et al.
(2021) find that there is little correlation between
the importance measures and interpret this as atten-
tion being not-faithful.

Jain and Wallace (2019) does acknowledge the
limitations of this approach, as the alternative im-
portance measures are not themselves guaranteed
to be faithful. A correlation, or lack of correlation,
does therefore not inform about faithfulness. A
criticism which we agree with and highlight here.

2.2 Mutate attention to deceive

Jain and Wallace (2019) propose that if there exist
alternative attention weights that produce the same
prediction, attention is unfaithful.

Jain and Wallace (2019) implement this idea, by
optimizing for no prediction change but a large
change in attention, and find that deceiving atten-
tion distributions do exists. Vashishth et al. (2019)
and Meister et al. (2021) apply a similar method
and achieve similar results.

Wiegreffe and Pinter (2019) find this analy-
sis problematic because the attention distribution
is changed directly, thereby creating an out-of-
distribution issue. This means that the new atten-
tion distribution may be impossible to obtain natu-
rally from just changing the input, and it therefore
says little about the faithfulness of attention.

2.3 Optimize model to deceive

Because the mutate attention to deceive approach
has been criticized for using direct mutation, an
alternative idea is to learn an adversarial attention.

Wiegreffe and Pinter (2019) approach is to max-
imize the KL-divergence between normal attention
and adversarial attention while minimizing the pre-
diction difference of the two models. By varying
the allowed prediction difference, they show that it
is not possible to significantly change the attention
weights without changing the predictions. Thereby
invalidating the mutate attention to deceive experi-
ments. Pruthi et al. (2020) perform a similar anal-
ysis but finds the opposite; that it is possible to
significantly change the attention weights without
affecting performance. Furthermore, they use this
as evidence for attention being not faithful.

We find this approach to be problematic because
by changing the optimization criteria the analysis
is no longer about attention in a standard model,
which is the subject of interest. We therefore find
that this analysis only works as a criticism of the
mutate attention to deceive approach, not as an
evaluation of faithfulness.

2.4 Why evaluating faithfulness is difficult

It is worth recognizing, that evaluating faithfulness
is difficult because we are not able to explain the
models ourselves just from the weights and internal
states. Therefore, it is often impossible for humans
to annotate what is a correct explanation, which
leaves us with only proxy-measures.



3 ROAR: RemOve And Retrain

To avoid the problems with the current approaches
to measure faithfulness described in Section 2, we
apply ROAR.

ROAR has been used in Computer Vision to
evaluate the faithfulness of importance measure
(Hooker et al., 2019). The central idea is that if in-
formation is truly important, then removing it from
the dataset and re-training the model on this re-
duced dataset should result in a worse performance.
This can then be compared with an uninformative
baseline, where information is removed randomly.
The hypothesis is, if the importance measure is
faithful it should drop more in performance com-
pared to the baseline.

This section covers how ROAR is adapted to
an NLP context. Furthermore, we resolve an is-
sue where ROAR can’t tell the difference between
dataset redundancies and a non-faithful importance
measure, by applying ROAR recursively.

3.1 Adaptation to NLP
ROAR was originally proposed for importance
measures in computer vision. In this context, pixels
measured to be important are “removed” by replac-
ing them with an uninformative value, for example,
a gray pixel (Hooker et al., 2019).

In this work, ROAR is applied to attention and
other importance measures used on both single-
sequence and paired-sequence classification mod-
els. Because these models use tokens, the unin-
formative value is a special [MASK] token (for
an example, see Figure 1). We choose a [MASK]
token rather than removing the token to keep the
sequence length, which is an information source
unrelated to importance measures. Additionally,
removing tokens could result in ungrammatical in-
puts, using a [MASK] allows the model to infer the
missing information.

0% The movie is great . I really liked it .

10% The movie is [MASK] . I really liked it .

20% The [MASK] is [MASK] . I really liked it .

Figure 1: Demonstrates replacing a relative number
of important tokens with [MASK]. The highlight indi-
cates at 0% masked, indicates importance.

3.2 Recursive ROAR
When the model performance is worse on the
dataset with allegedly important tokens removed

compared to when random tokens are removed, the
conclusion is that the importance measure is faith-
ful. However, when the performance is similar the
conclusion is unclear. Hooker et al. (2019) explain
that it can either be there is a dataset redundancy or
the importance measure is not faithful.

The reason why a dataset redundancy can af-
fect the results is that, after truly important tokens
are removed, the redundant information, which the
model would normally not use, still exists and pro-
vides the necessary information to keep the model’s
performance high. An example of this issue is
demonstrated in Figure 1.

We solve this issue by recursively recomputing
the importance measure at each iteration of infor-
mation removal. This way, if the importance mea-
sure is faithful it would mark the redundant infor-
mation as important, and the redundancy would
then be removed afterward. Note that already
masked tokens are kept masked, regardless of if
the importance measure considered the [MASK]
token important. We call this Recursive ROAR and
provide an example in Figure 2.

0% The movie is great . I really liked it .

10% The movie is [MASK] . I really liked it .

20% The movie is [MASK] . I really [MASK] it .

Figure 2: Example of how a dataset redundancy can
be removed by reevaluating the importance measure.
Compare this to Figure 1, where redundancies are not
removed and the performance can remain the same,
even when the importance measure is faithful. Note,
the redundant information may be expressed in more
complex ways than demonstrated here.

Note, Recursive ROAR might not remove all re-
dundancies unless the step size is one token. How-
ever, because ROAR requires retraining the model,
for every evaluation step, this is infeasible. Instead,
we approximate it by removing a relative number
of tokens. We discuss this more in Appendix A.

4 Models and Tasks

The tasks, models, hyperparameters, and pre-
trained word embeddings are the same as in Jain
and Wallace (2019). There are two types of tasks
and models: single-sequence and paired-sequence.

In general we refer x ∈ RT×V as the one-hot
encoding of the primary input sequence, of length
T and vocabulary size V . The logits are then f(x),
and the target class is denoted as c.



4.1 Single-sequence

A d-dimentional word embedding followed by a
bidirectional LSTM (BiLSTM) encoder is used
transform the one-hot encoding into the hidden
states hx ∈ RT×2d. These hidden states are then
aggregate using an additive attention layer hα =∑T

i=1 αihx,i.
To compute the attention weights αi for each

token:

αi =
exp(u>i v)∑
j exp(u>j v)

, ui = tanh(Whx,i+b) (1)

where W,b,v are model parameters. Finally, the
hα is passed through a fully-connected layer to
obtain the logits f(x).

Single-sequence tasks

1. Stanford Sentiment Treebank (SST) (Socher
et al., 2013) – Sentences are classified as posi-
tive or negative.1

2. IMDB Movie Reviews (Maas et al., 2011) –
Movie reviews are classified as positive or
negative.

3. MIMIC (Diabetes) (Johnson et al., 2016) –
Uses health records to detect if a patient has
Diabetes.

4. MIMIC (Chronic vs Acute Anemia) (Johnson
et al., 2016) – Uses health records to detect
whether a patient has chronic or acute anemia.

4.2 Paired-sequence

For paired-sequence problems the two sequences
are denoted as x ∈ RTx×V and y ∈ RTy×V . The
inputs are then transformed to embeddings using
the same embedding matrix, and then transformed
using two separate BiLSTM encoders to get the
hidden states, hx and hy. Likewise they are aggre-
gated using additive attention hα =

∑Tx
i=1 αihx,i.

The attention weights αi are computed as:

αi =
exp(u>i v)∑
j exp(u>j v)

ui = tanh(Wxhx,i + Wyhy,T2),

(2)

where Wx,Wy,v are model parameters. Fi-
nally, hα is transformed with a dense layer.

1The original dataset has 5 classes. Following Jain and
Wallace (2019), we label (1,2) as negative, (4,5) as positive,
and ignore the neural sentences.

Paired-sequence tasks

5. Stanford Natural Language Inference (SNLI)
(Bowman et al., 2015) – Inputs are premise
and hypothesis. The hypothesis either entails,
contradicts, or is neutral w.r.t. the premise.

6. bAbI (Weston et al., 2016) – A set of artifi-
cial text for understanding and reasoning. We
use the first three tasks, which consist of ques-
tions answerable using one, two, and three
sentences from a passage, respectively.

5 Importance Measures

In this section, we describe the importance mea-
sures that will be evaluated with ROAR. Notably, it
is important to distinguish between those that could
reflect the model, and the baselines that by design
are independent of the model.

5.1 Model dependent

Attention These are the α’s defined in Section 4.
Note that by design, α for the [CLS] and [EOS]
tokens is zero. Hence, those tokens can not
be masked by ROAR. To keep the comparison
with other importance measures fair, they are con-
strained to have the same property.

Gradient Let the logits from Section 4 be de-
noted as f(x). Then the gradient explanation is
∇xf(x), where x is the one-hot-encoding of the
input tokens (Baehrens et al., 2010; Li et al., 2016).
To reduce the vocabulary dimension, we use an
L2-norm.

Integrated Gradient A successor to the gradi-
ent explanation is Integrated Gradient (IG), which
they argue to be more faithful via axiomatic proofs.
However, it requires computing k gradients and a
baseline b. We use k = 50 like the original paper
(Sundararajan et al., 2017), and uses b = 0 as is
done in NLP literature (Mudrakarta et al., 2018).

IG(x) = (x− b)� 1

k

k∑
i=1

∇x̃if(x̃i)c

x̃i = b +
i

k
(x− b)

(3)

5.2 Baselines

Random Similarly to the ROAR paper (Hooker
et al., 2019) we use an uninformative baseline, by
sampling from a uniform distribution.



Mutual Information As an alternative model-
agnostic baseline, we use mutual information (MI)
(Manning et al., 2008) aggregated with a weighted
average over each class. For a word w and class
c, let Pw,c be the empirical Bernoulli distribution
for observing the word-class pair. Additionally, let
Pw and Pc be the marginalized distributions. The
averaged mutual information MI(w) is then

MI(w) =
∑
c

Pc(1) I(w, c) (4)

I(w, c) = DKL(Pw,c ‖ Pw � Pc) (5)

Intuitively, as the Mutual Information I(w, c) in-
creases, the for a word-class pair becomes more
important for identifying the class. To avoid leak-
ing the target label, by removing all occurrences
of a token only for sentences of a given class, we
average over all classes.

6 Experiments

Our datasets, models, and performance metrics are
identical to those used in Jain and Wallace (2019)
and most other literature evaluating the faithfulness
of attention.

Specifically, we use the micro-F1 score for SNLI,
accuracy for bAbI, and the macro-F1 score for SST,
IMDB, Diabetes, and Anemia. Reproduced re-
sults, comparison with Jain and Wallace (2019),
and dataset statistics are presented in Table 1.

In general, all results are aggregates over 5 seeds
using a mean and a 95% confidence interval using
a t-distribution in logistic-space.

6.1 Sparsity
Before performing the main ROAR experiments to
evaluate the faithfulness, we evaluate the sparsity
of each importance measure. The motivation is that
attention can become sparse, meaning the major-
ity of the attention is applied to just a few tokens
(Bahdanau et al., 2015). If this is the case, it would
not make sense to mask out 50% of a sequence
of 200 tokens, if the top-5 tokens contribute 99%
of the attention mass. Instead, it would be more
appropriate to mask an absolute number of tokens,
for example, to mask from 0 to 10 tokens.

To evaluate the sparsity of each importance mea-
sure, we simply measure how much of the total
importance is assigned to a specific number of to-
kens. The results in Figure 3 reveal that attention
is not sparse enough to justify masking an absolute
number of tokens.

Interestingly, attention is still more sparse than
gradient and integrated gradient. An important
property that can make it easier for humans to un-
derstand (Miller, 2019). In the discussion section,
we elaborate on this.

0%
25%
50%
75%

100% Anem
ia

Attention
Gradient

Integrated Gradient
Random

0%
25%
50%
75%

100% Diabetes

0%
25%
50%
75%

100% IM
DB

0%
25%
50%
75%

100% SNLI

0%
25%
50%
75%

100%

SST

0%
25%
50%
75%

100% bAbI-1

0%
25%
50%
75%

100% bAbI-2

2 4 6 8 10
nb. tokens

0%
25%
50%
75%

100% bAbI-3

Figure 3: The relative amount of the importance mea-
sures covered by selecting a given number of tokens.
Results are mean over 5 seeds with a 95% confidence
interval. The figure shows that no importance measure
is particularly sparse.

6.2 ROAR

To evaluate the faithfulness we apply both ROAR
(Not Recursive) and our Recursive ROAR experi-
ment to each dataset. The results are presented in
Figure 4 and aggregate over 5 different seeds.



Dataset Avg. Length Train size Test size Performance [%]

Jain and Wallace (2019) Reproduced

SST 20 3130/3449 889/887 81.0 82+1.2
−1.2

IMDB 181 8685/8527 2234/2128 88.0 90+0.8
−0.8

SNLI 16 183416/183187/182764 3368/3237/3219 78.0 78+0.4
−0.4

Anemia 2267 1522/2740 449/793 92.0 89+1.0
−1.1

Diabetes 2207 6650/1416 1389/340 79.0 81+3.4
−4.0

bAbI-1/2/3 38/96/308 8500 1000 100.0/48.0/62.0 100/70+15.7
−22.1/61+9.0

−9.8

Table 1: Datasets statistics for single-sequence and paired-sequence tasks. Following Jain and Wallace (2019), we
use the same BiLSTM model and report performance as macro-F1 for SST, IMDB, Anemia and Diabetes, micro-F1
for SNLI, and accuracy for bAbI.

40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%

Not Recursive

Attention Gradient Integrated Gradient Mutual Information Random

Recursive

Anem
ia

40%
50%
60%
70%
80%

Diabetes

40%
60%
80% IM

DB

69%
72%
75%
78% SNLI

30%40%50%60%70%80% SST

25%
50%
75%

100% bAbI-1

20%
40%
60%
80% bAbI-2

0 20 40 60 80 100
20%
40%
60%

0 20 40 60 80 100
% tokens masked

bAbI-3

Figure 4: ROAR results, showing model performance at x% of tokens masked. A model performance below
random indicates faithfulness, while above or similar to random indicates a non-faithful importance measure for
the recursive column. Performance is averaged over 5 seeds with a 95% confidence interval.



How to interpret Because Recursive ROAR mit-
igates the dataset redundancy issue discussed in
Section 3.2, the Recursive ROAR results in Figure 4
are the most relevant. The ROAR (Not Recursive)
results primarily exist as an ablation study.

If the model performance of a given importance
measure is below the random baseline, then this in-
dicates that the importance measure is faithful. For
the Recursive ROAR case, if the model performance
is above or equal to the random baseline, then this
indicates that the importance measure is not faith-
ful. For the ROAR (Not Recursive) case, it is not
possible to make a conclusion when model perfor-
mance is above or equal to the random baseline,
since this can also be due to a dataset redundancy.

As a secondary baseline, we include mutual in-
formation. Note, mutual information can by defi-
nition not explain the model, as it does not depend
on the model. However, it provides value as a
qualitative comparison, as it is often effective at
selecting relevant information. Hence, when the
model performance of an importance measure is
below that of mutual information, it indicates that
while the importance measure might be faithful, a
more faithful importance measure should exist.

Figure 4 also presents the model performance at
100% masking. This provides a lower bound for the
model performance, which is useful for comparison
as datasets are often biased. These biases come
from unbalanced class representation, a correlation
between sequence length and the gold label, or the
secondary sequence for the paired-sequence tasks
(Gururangan et al., 2018).

Important observations Based on the tresults in
Figure 4 we highlight the following:

• No importance measure is consistently faith-
ful, instead the faithfulness is task dependent.

• Although attention provides no mathematical
guarantee to be a faithful explanation, models
often converge such that attention is faithful.

• Importance measures often work best for the
top-20% most important tokens. Above 20%,
mutual information often masks relevant to-
kens similarly to the importance measures.

• Integrated gradient is not necessarily more
faithful than gradient or attention. This is
evident from the bAbI and Diabetes datasets.
This is surprising as integrated gradient is
argued to be more faithful than the gradient
method (Sundararajan et al., 2017).

• Comparing ROAR (Not Recursive) and Re-
cursive ROAR, most datasets have redundan-
cies that interfere with ROAR. For example,
with the Diabetes dataset, only with Recursive
ROAR can gradient be seen to be faithful.

• When the performance increases as more to-
kens are masked, this is due to class leak-
age. For example, if the and token is masked
given positive sentiment, the and token be-
comes a good predictor of negative sentiment.
This new redundancy will then be removed in
the next iteration. However, because Recur-
sive ROAR is approximated with a step-size of
10%, this is imperfect. For more details, see
Appendix A.

• Compared to ROAR results for computer vi-
sion (Hooker et al., 2019), the gradient and
integrated gradient are sometimes faithful in
NLP, while in CV they are consistently not
faithful. Although, because Hooker et al.
(2019) did not remove redundancies, it could
also be due to differences in redundancies.
But given that other importance measures
were faithful, this is an unlikely conclusion.

6.3 Faithfulness metric

While a ROAR plot can provide valuable insights,
such as “this importance measure is only faithful
for the top-30% most important tokens”, it doesn’t
summarize the faithfulness to a single value, given
an importance measure and dataset pair. Which is
useful for comparison across multiple papers.

To provide a scalar benchmark, we propose us-
ing an area-between-curves metric. Specifically,
the goal is to maximize the area between the ran-
dom baseline curve and the importance measure
curve. Additionally, when the importance measure
is above the baseline a negative area is contributed.
Finally, the metric should be normalized by an up-
per bound based on 100% masking.

Using an area-between-curves is useful because
unlike many other summarizing statistics it is in-
variant to the ROAR resolution. In our case, we
have a step size of 10%, which was chosen for
computational reasons. Future work may choose
a smaller or larger step size depending on their
computational resources.

Let ri be masking ratio at step i out of I to-
tal step, in our case r = {0%, 10%, · · · , 100%}.
Let pi be the model performance for a given im-
portance measure and bi be the random baseline



performance. With this, the metric is defined in (6),
and we present the results in Table 2.

faithfulness =

∑I−1
i=1

1
2∆xi(∆pi + ∆pi+1)∑I−1

i=1
1
2∆xi(∆bi + ∆bi+1)

where ∆xi = xi+1 − xi step size

∆pi = bi − pi performance delta

∆bi = bi − bI baseline delta

(6)

Dataset Importance Measure Faithfulness

Anemia
Attention 7.6%+11.5%

−11.7%
Gradient 1.0%+5.5%

−5.5%
Integrated Gradient 4.9%+3.4%

−3.4%

Diabetes
Attention 67.7%+11.4%

−15.9%
Gradient 58.1%+11.4%

−14.3%
Integrated Gradient 11.5%+18.6%

−19.4%

IMDB
Attention 29.9%+6.8%

−7.1%
Gradient 3.1%+4.3%

−4.3%
Integrated Gradient 32.5%+1.5%

−1.5%

SNLI
Attention 36.5%+5.2%

−5.4%
Gradient 18.7%+6.6%

−6.7%
Integrated Gradient −14.0%+8.3%

−8.1%

SST
Attention 15.8%+3.7%

−3.8%
Gradient 7.6%+3.4%

−3.4%
Integrated Gradient 37.9%+7.4%

−8.0%

bAbI-1
Attention 68.0%+12.7%

−18.7%
Gradient 66.8%+9.2%

−11.9%
Integrated Gradient 59.8%+10.4%

−12.9%

bAbI-2
Attention 76.3%+8.2%

−11.7%
Gradient 66.6%+6.9%

−8.3%
Integrated Gradient 35.7%+20.4%

−24.6%

bAbI-3
Attention 80.3%+11.2%

−22.7%
Gradient 74.7%+11.2%

−18.0%
Integrated Gradient 26.2%+13.7%

−14.9%

Table 2: Faithfulness metric defined as a area-between-
curves, see (6). Higher values means more faithful,
zero or negative values means distinctly not-faithful.

These in Table 2 makes it more clear that atten-
tion is a surprisingly faithful importance measure,
only for IMDB and SST does it not provide the
highest faithfulness. However, it is worth men-
tioning that for most other datasets it is not statis-
tically significantly better than either gradient or
integrated gradient.

7 Discussion

In general, the ROAR results indicate that the faith-
fulness of the tested importance measure is task-
dependent. For attention this is not surprising, as its
faithfulness depends on the BiLSTM layer, specif-
ically how much it mix or shifts the input embed-
dings. Since the behavior of BiLSTM should be
task-dependent, this also makes the faithfulness of
attention task-dependent.

However, this does not answer why gradient
and integrated gradient are also task-dependent,
as these importance measures should consider the
BiLSTM behavior. Understanding this remains an
open question.

Although we found no importance measure to
be significantly more faithful than others, attention
is often more sparse than other importance mea-
sures depending on the task. This is valuable as
sparse explanations are often easier to understand
to humans (Miller, 2019).

Because interpretability is the “ability to explain
or to present in understandable terms to a human”
(Doshi-Velez and Kim, 2017), how effective an
explanation is in communicating to a human and
the faithfulness of the explanation, are two separate
but equally important concerns (Doshi-Velez and
Kim, 2017; Jacovi and Goldberg, 2020).

Each importance measure also have different
computational requirements, with the attention ex-
planation being free and integrated gradient being
50 times more expensive than gradient.

This computational difference makes attention
an attractive choice. However, for more complex
models like BERT (Devlin et al., 2019) the many
layers mix embeddings to such an extent, that at-
tention may be no longer faithful. Future work
will need to determine which, if any, importance
measures can be used for such models.

8 Conclusion

This paper evaluates the faithfulness of attention,
gradient, and integrated gradient using an im-
proved version of ROAR, called Recursive ROAR.

Our analysis provides valuable insights, which
we describe in Section 6. In general, all three im-
portance measures are faithful, although none is
significantly more faithful than others.

We hope this paper can help to establish ROAR
as a standardized benchmark for the faithfulness of
importance measures in NLP.
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Figure 5: ROAR results, showing model performance at an absolute number of tokens masked. A model perfor-
mance below random indicates faithfulness, while above or similar to random indicates a non-faithful importance
measure for the recursive column. Performance is averaged over 5 seeds with a 95% confidence interval.


