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Abstract. Evaluating explainable AI (XAI) approaches is a chal-
lenging task in general, due to the subjectivity of explanations. In this
paper, we focus on tabular data and the specific use case of AI models
predicting the values of Boolean functions. We extend the previous
work in this domain by proposing a formal and precise measure of
importance of variables based on actual causality, and we evaluate
state-of-the-art XAI tools against this measure. We also present a
novel XAI tool B-ReX, based on the existing tool ReX, and demon-
strate that it is superior to other black-box XAI tools on a large-scale
benchmark. Specifically, B-ReX achieves a Jensen-Shannon diver-
gence of 0.072± 0.012 on random 10-valued Boolean formulae.

1 Introduction

AI models are now a primary building block of automated decision
support systems. The opacity of some of these models (e.g., neural net-
works) creates demand for explainability techniques, which attempt to
provide insight into why a particular input yields a particular observed
output. Beyond increasing a user’s confidence in the output, and hence
also their trust in the AI model, these insights help to uncover subtle
errors that are not detectable from the output alone [6].

Despite a growing body of work in explainable AI (XAI), evalu-
ating different approaches remains a difficult task due to often very
different definition of explanation employed by different XAI tools.
Current comparative methods, such as insertion/deletion curves [23],
sensitivity and infidelity [35], and user studies [28] often work best
on a particular subset of XAI approaches. Although these metrics are
informative, they require principled inspection to draw conclusions
and often fail to capture non-linear features of explanations. As a re-
sult of these challenges, evaluating explainability techniques remains
an open problem.

Tritscher et al. [32] aim to bridge this gap using synthetic data
which have an unambiguous ‘ground truth’; that is, there is a known
(and unique) set of features per example which should be included
in an explanation. Specifically, they design synthetic datasets that
reflect truth tables of hand-crafted Boolean formulae. A feature is
considered relevant if it is decisive for the value of its parent node in
a formula. For example, in the case of (True ∧ False), it is the ‘False’
which is relevant, as changing its value changes the value of the entire
formula. To test XAI tools using these definitions, they train a neural
network to 100% accuracy for each formula, and extract explanations,
using various tools, for the outputs of these networks. They then

report the proportion of times the result had a ‘perfect’ overlap with
the relevant features of each assignment. They only consider a small
number of features, so perfection of overlap is limited to that number
(the top-k overlap). Reassuringly, most XAI tools performed perfectly
on linear formula: less reassuringly, they did not work as well upon
the introduction of non-linear operators.

Though informative, there remain a number of issues with the im-
portance definition proposed, and methodology employed. Consider
the case of (True ∨ True); here, either side of the truth an assign-
ment can be changed without affecting the formula’s overall value.
However, we argue that they both remain important to the overall
classification. Consider also a similar example (False ∨ False); here a
change to either assignment would change the formula’s overall value.
We argue that all values in the above examples are relevant. Further-
more, the use of only a few hand-crafted formulae may introduce bias
into results.

In this paper, we address the key limitations of the approach in [32],
reproducing and extending their original experiment. Instead of their
binary definition of feature relevance, we use the notion of the degree
of responsibility [4], which is grounded in the theory of actual causal-
ity [11]. While they count top-k overlap, we measure Jensen Shannon
(JS-) divergence [19]: a symmetrical variant of the Kullback-Liebler
divergence [18] which penalizes mismatches, not just ranking mis-
matches. In addition, where they use a few hand-crafted formulae –
one linear, one nonlinear – we use a large set of randomly generated
formulae, making our evaluation more reliable.

We present a linear-time algorithm for computing the precise de-
gree of responsibility for read-once Boolean formulae. Unfortunately,
the exact computation is not as efficient in the general case, due to the
intractability of the problem. We compute the ground-truth responsi-
bilities of features in the value of the formulae in our benchmark set,
using the efficient algorithm for read-once formulae and a brute-force
exponential-time approach in the general case. The ground truth is
used for evaluation.

We then present a novel black-box algorithm, B-ReX, based on the
existing tool ReX [6]. B-ReX is similar to ReX in that it iteratively
refines the search space to calculate approximate causal responsibility.
However, the domain of application affects the algorithm: ReX is
suited to explaining image classifiers, while B-ReX explains tabular
data classifiers, and specifically, Boolean formulae classifiers, which
implies important differences between the algorithms.

Our main contributions are as follows:
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1. An exact, ground-truth based, quality metric for evaluating XAI
tools for Boolean formulae classifiers.

2. An approximate black-box algorithm, B-ReX, based on the existing
ReX tool.

3. A quantitative comparison of popular XAI methods measuring
JS-divergence against our exact algorithms; B-ReX performs signif-
icantly better than all other tools.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 presents
related work; Section 3 reviews definitions of causal models and of
responsibility; Section 4 details algorithms derived from definitions
of responsibility in Boolean formulae; Section 5 presents B-ReX,
and Section 6 analyses the experimental results.

2 Related Work
There is a large body of work on algorithms for computing an explana-
tion for a given output of a classifier. They can be largely grouped into
white-box and black-box methods. In this context, white-box refers to
methods which require access to the underlying model. Conversely,
black-box methods interact exclusively with a models interface and ob-
server it’s behavior. White-box methods frequently use variations on
propagation-based explanation methods to back-propagate a model’s
decision to the input layer to determine the weight of each input
feature for the decision [30, 31, 1, 29, 22]. GradCam, a white-box
technique which has spawned many variants, only needs one back-
ward pass and propagates the class-specific gradient into the final
convolutional layer of a DNN to coarsely highlight important regions
of an input image [27].

Perturbation-based approaches introduce perturbations to the input
space. Perturbation methods are typically found in black-box explana-
tion tools. SHAP (SHapley Additive exPlanations) computes Shapley
values of different parts of the input and uses them to rank the fea-
tures of the input according to their importance [20]. LIME constructs
a simple model to label the original input and its neighborhood of
perturbed images and uses this model to estimate the importance of
different parts of the input [25]. Anchors uses a similar approach to
find parts of the inputs sufficient for the classification, regardless of
the values of other parts [26]. Finally, ReX [6] ranks elements of the
image according to their responsibility for the classification and uses
this ranking to greedily construct a minimal explanation sufficient for
the original classification.

There is also a growing body of work on logic-based explana-
tions [16, 21, 7], where a symbolic encoding of the model is given.
Their notion of abductive explanations is similar to the one used in this
paper, except all possible values of pixels outside of the explanations
are considered. The problem setting is very different from ours, and
they require that model usually be linear or monotonic. In contrast,
our approach is black-box, is agnostic to the internal structure of the
classifier, and does not make any assumptions about the nature of the
classifier’s decision process.

Rigorous, task-agnostic benchmarking of XAI approaches is still
in its infancy, mostly due to the challenge of defining formal qual-
ity measures. The domain of Boolean functions is one of the rare
examples where it is possible to accurately measure the quality of
explanations, due to the presence of a ground truth. Ibrahim et al. [15]
compute causality in Boolean formulae using SAT solvers. Tritscher
et al. [32] measure efficacy by generating datasets for hand-crafted
Boolean functions as a test bench. They use perfect top-k overlap as a
proxy for efficacy and conclude that even simple binary functions are
hard to explain. We utilize their synthetic-data approach, but adopt a
stricter measure for efficacy.

3 Actual Causality
In this section, we briefly review the definitions of causality and
causal models introduced by [12] and relevant definitions of causes
and explanations in our setting by [5]. The reader is referred to [11]
for further reading and definitions of causes and explanations in a
general setting.

We assume that the world is described in terms of variables and their
values. Some variables may have a causal influence on others. This
influence is modeled by a set of structural equations. It is conceptually
useful to split the variables into two sets: the exogenous variables U ,
whose values are determined by factors outside the model, and the
endogenous variables V , whose values are ultimately determined by
the exogenous variables. The structural equations F describe how
these values are determined. A causal model M is described by its
variables and the structural equations. We restrict the discussion to
acyclic (recursive) causal models. A context u⃗ is a setting for the
exogenous variables U , which then determines the values of all other
variables. We call a pair (M, u⃗) consisting of a causal model M and
a context u⃗ a (causal) setting. An intervention is defined as setting the
value of some variable X to x, and essentially amounts to replacing
the equation for X in F by X = x. A probabilistic causal model is a
pair (M,Pr), where Pr is a probability distribution on contexts.

A causal formula ψ is true or false in a setting. We write (M, u⃗) |=
ψ if the causal formula ψ is true in the setting (M, u⃗). Finally,
(M, u⃗) |= [Y⃗ ← y⃗]φ if (MY⃗ =y⃗, u⃗) |= φ, where MY⃗←y⃗ is the

causal model that is identical to M , except that the variables in Y⃗ are
set to Y = y for each Y ∈ Y⃗ and its corresponding value y ∈ y⃗.

A standard use of causal models is to define actual causation: that
is, what it means for some particular event that occurred to cause
another particular event. There have been a number of definitions of
actual causation given for acyclic models (e.g., [2, 9, 10, 12, 11, 13,
14, 33, 34]). In this paper, we focus on what has become known as
the modified Halpern–Pearl definition and some related definitions
introduced in [11]. We briefly review the relevant definitions below.
The events that can be causes are arbitrary conjunctions of primitive
events (formulae of the form X = x).

Definition 1 (Actual cause). X⃗ = x⃗ is an actual cause of φ in (M, u⃗)
if the following three conditions hold:

AC1. (M, u⃗) |= (X⃗ = x⃗) and (M, u⃗) |= φ.
AC2. There is a a setting x⃗′ of the variables in X⃗ , a (possibly empty)

set W⃗ of variables in V − X⃗ ′, and a setting w⃗ of the variables in
W⃗ such that (M, u⃗) |= W⃗ = w⃗ and (M, u⃗) |= [X⃗ ← x⃗′, W⃗ ←
w⃗]¬φ, and moreover

AC3. X⃗ is minimal; there is no strict subset X⃗ ′ of X⃗ such that
X⃗ ′ = x⃗′′ can replace X⃗ = x⃗′ in AC2, where x⃗′′ is the restriction
of x⃗′ to the variables in X⃗ ′.

In the special case that W⃗ = ∅, we get the but-for definition. A
variable x in an actual cause X⃗ is called a part of a cause. In what
follows, we adopt the convention of Halpern and state that part of a
cause is a cause.

The notion of explanation taken from Halpern [11] is relative to a
set of contexts.

Definition 2 (Explanation). X⃗ = x⃗ is an explanation of φ relative to
a set K of contexts in a causal model M if the following conditions
hold:

EX1a. If u⃗ ∈ K and (M, u⃗) |= (X⃗ = x⃗) ∧ φ, then there exists a
conjunct X = x of X⃗ = x⃗ and a (possibly empty) conjunction
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Figure 1: An example illustrating Algorithms 1 and 2

Y⃗ = y⃗ such that X = x ∧ Y⃗ = y⃗ is an actual cause of φ in
(M, u⃗).

EX1b. (M, u⃗′) |= [X⃗ = x⃗]φ for all contexts u⃗′ ∈ K.
EX2. X⃗ is minimal; there is no strict subset X⃗ ′ of X⃗ such that
X⃗ ′ = x⃗′ satisfies EX1, where x⃗′ is the restriction of x⃗ to the
variables in X⃗ ′. (This is SC4).

EX3. (M,u) |= X⃗ = x⃗ ∧ φ for some u ∈ K.

Following [6], we view a classifier (e.g. a neural network) as a
probabilistic causal model. Specifically, the endogenous variables
are taken to be the set V⃗ of inputs, and the output variable O is the
output of the classifier. The equation for O determines the output of
the model as an (unknown) function of the input values. Thus, the
causal model has depth 2, with the feature variables determining the
output variable.

We also assume causal independence between the feature variables
V⃗ . In the setting we adopt in our paper, V⃗ are the variables in the
Boolean formulae, and there is no dependency between them. We
note that the causal independence assumption might not be true in
other types of inputs, such as tabular or spectral data. For those types
of inputs, assuming independence is clearly an approximation and
might lead to inaccurate results.

Moreover, as the causal model is of depth 2, all parents of the
output variable O are contained in V⃗ . Given these assumptions, the
probability on contexts directly corresponds to the probability on
seeing various assignments to the Boolean variables.

Under the assumptions above, the following definition is equivalent
to Definition 2, as shown by [5].

Definition 3 (Explanation for neural networks). An explanation is
a minimal subset of variables of a given input with their values that
is sufficient for the modelN to match the original decision, with the
values of other variables set to “neutral” values.

In B-ReX algorithm, following the ideas introduced in [6], the
inputs are ranked according to their importance for the classification.
Formally, we consider singletons (that is, a single variable and its
value) that are parts of a cause. Recall that in Boolean formulae
all variables are binary. The following definition, introduced in [6],
strictly speaking, defines what it means for a singleton to be a part
of a cause in neural networks.1 In the definitions below, we assume
(M, u⃗).

Definition 4 (Singleton cause in neural networks). For an input
V⃗ = v⃗ classified by the DNN as O = o, a variable X ∈ X⃗ and

1 The definition in [6] is restricted to image classifiers; we generalize it here
to all neural networks.

its value x ∈ x⃗ is a singleton cause (formally, a part of a cause) of
O = o iff there exists a subset W⃗ ⊂ V⃗ of variables such that the
following conditions hold:

SC1. X ̸∈ W⃗ ;
SC2a. Changing the values of any subset W⃗ ′ ⊆ W⃗ does not change
O;

SC2b. Changing the values of {X} ∪ W⃗ changes O;
SC3. W⃗ is a minimal subset of V⃗ that satisfies these conditions.

Such W⃗ is called a witness for X = x (note that W⃗ can be empty).

Definition 4 is equivalent to a part of a cause according to Def-
inition 1 in binary causal models under the variable independence
assumption [3, 6].

Finally, the following definition of the degree of responsibility
quantifies causes as defined in Definition 4.

Definition 5 (Simplified responsibility). The degree of responsibility
r(X = x,O = o) of X = x for O = o is 1/(k + 1), where k is
the size of a smallest witness for X = x being a singleton cause of
O = o. If X = x is not a cause, we define k =∞.

4 Exact Computation for Boolean Formulae
In this section, we present exact algorithms for computing respon-
sibility of assignments towards the overall truth value of formulae.
We use these results as the ground truth responsibility values for the
evaluation of XAI algorithms.

4.1 Read-once formulae

We first present a linear-time algorithm for read-once Boolean formu-
lae. A read-once formula is a boolean expression where each variable
occurs only once. Computing responsibility in tree-structured causal
graphs is tractable and can be computed in time linear to the number
of edges in the tree: O(|E|) [8].

Given a Boolean formula φ, we construct a causal model, Mφ,
by utilizing the tree structure of the formula. Specifically, given
φ(x1, . . . , xn), with internal gates g1 . . . gm, and gm as the output
node. Each gate reflects the value of some subtree of φ. Then we
construct the model as follows:

1. The set of endogenous variables V is defined as

V = {x1, . . . , xn} ∪ {g1, . . . , gm} ∪ {O},

where {x1, . . . , xn} is the set of variables of φ, {g1, . . . , gm} is
the set of gates of φ, and O is a single output node, whose value is
equal to the value of φ.
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Figure 2: JSD from ground truth for monotonic and non-monotonic formulae

2. For each gate (a unary or a binary operator) in the parse tree of
φ, the structural equation defining the value of gi of the form
gi ← gl ◦ gr for a binary operator ◦ and descendants gl and gr ,
and is ¬gl for the unary operator ¬.

3. All variables are binary.

We compute responsibility in two passes. In the first pass (Al-
gorithm 1), we count, for each endogenous variable, the minimum
number of leaf node interventions required to change its value. In the
second pass (Algorithm 2), we use this information to calculate the
degree of responsibility at each leaf node.

We introduce a function I, which, for any node in the causal model
Mφ, indicates which subtrees are causes of the current value. For-
mally, for an internal node gi with children gl and gr gi = gl◦gr, ◦ ∈
{∧,∨,⊕} or gi = ¬gl, where the value of I(gi) is

I(gi) =



Both ¬gl ◦ ¬gr ̸= φ

Either ¬gl ◦ gr ̸= φ ∧ gl ◦ ¬gr ̸= φ

Left ¬gl ◦ gr ̸= φ

Right gl ◦ ¬gr ̸= φ

Pass ¬gl

Intuitively, the result of the I operator denotes the cause for the
value of the variable gi in terms of the values of its direct descendants.

Algorithm 1 describes a single-pass algorithm which labels each
variable in Mφ that corresponds to a gate of φ (that is, not an input)
with the information required to calculate exact causal responsibility
in the second pass over the model (Algorithm 2).

Lemma 1. DEPENDS(O) is the smallest number of variables in φ
which need to change value in order to change the value of φ.

The proof is by induction on the structure of the formula φ.
Algorithm 2 uses the output of Algorithm 1 to compute the degrees

of responsibility of each variable in the value of φ. During the top-
down traversal, we maintain an accumulator ctx equal to the size
of the witness set collected so far. If a parent node depends on only
one descendant, we pass ctx unchanged to that branch. If it depends
on both descendants, each branch inherits ctx plus the cheapest flip
cost of its sibling (deps[sib]). When the recursion reaches a leaf, we
simply set its responsibility value to 1

1+ctx
.

Algorithm 2 propagates the values returned by Algorithm 1 from
the root node to its leaves to calculate responsibility. At each point in

Algorithm 1 DEPENDS(gi)

Require: deps : gi → Z (default 0)
1: if gi is a leaf then
2: deps(gi)← 1
3: else
4: dj , dk ← DEPENDS(gl), DEPENDS(gr)

5: deps(gi)←



dj + dk I(gi) = Both
min{dj , dk} I(gi) = Either
dj I(gi) = Left
dk I(gi) = Right
dj I(gi) = Pass

6: end if

the recursion ctx stores the number of leaf interventions required to
make the value of the O counterfactually dependent on the current
node.

Algorithm 2 RESPONSIBILITY(gi, ctx)

Require: deps : gi → Z
Require: ρ : V → [0, 1]

1: if gi is a leaf then
2: ρ[gi]← 1/(1 + ctx)
3: else
4: switch (I(gi))
5: case Left or Pass:
6: RESPONSIBILITY(gl, ctx)
7: case Right :
8: RESPONSIBILITY(gr, ctx)
9: case Either:

10: RESPONSIBILITY(gl, ctx)
11: RESPONSIBILITY(gr, ctx)
12: case Both:
13: RESPONSIBILITY(gl, ctx+ deps(gr))
14: RESPONSIBILITY(gr, ctx+ deps(gl))
15: end switch
16: end if

Both Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2 run in time linear in the size of
φ, as they perform O(|φ|) operations, each of which takes constant
time.



Table 1: Accuracy with respect to top-k features on non-monotonic formulae
Models 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
B-ReX 0.754 0.782 0.582 0.398 0.344 0.368 0.426 0.384
ShapleyValues 0.404 0.266 0.296 0.152 0.262 0.162 0.32 0.15
KernelShap 0.03 0.002 0.038 0.002 0.034 0.004 0.038 0.004
Saliency 0.23 0.238 0.374 0.268 0.334 0.262 0.4 0.242
DeepLift 0.25 0.256 0.264 0.182 0.256 0.268 0.31 0.122
InputXGrad 0.002 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Table 2: Accuracy with respect to top-k features on monotonic formulae
Models 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
B-ReX 0.774 0.692 0.630 0.648 0.662 0.676 0.642 0.664
ShapleyValues 0.704 0.512 0.506 0.474 0.464 0.576 0.518 0.486
KernelShap 0.050 0.032 0.042 0.036 0.044 0.050 0.042 0.042
Saliency 0.458 0.432 0.416 0.460 0.342 0.538 0.334 0.382
DeepLift 0.650 0.524 0.538 0.520 0.458 0.650 0.470 0.472
InputXGrad 0.446 0.008 0.382 0.048 0.486 0.088 0.334 0.032

Theorem 2. For a read-once formula φ, for each variable xi,
RESPONSIBILITY(xi) returns the degree of responsibility, defined
in Definition 5, of the value of xi for the value of the output in Mφ.

The proof is, again, by induction on the structure of φ.
Figure 1 Shows the execution of Algorithms 1 and 2 on the formula

(False ∧ (False ∧ False))

4.2 General formulae

In the general case, the problem of computing the degree of respon-
sibility is intractable and hence can not be computed precisely in
a constant number of passes on the model (or in polynomial time).
Therefore, for general formulae we instead employ the brute-force
approach of enumerating the full truth table for φ. The brute-force ap-
proach is exponential in the size of the formula and is thus applicable
only to small formulae.

5 The B-ReX Algorithm
In this section we present the B-ReX algorithm. B-ReX is completely
model agnostic and ranks the variables according to their degree of
responsibility in the model’s classification using the model’s output
only. The approach follows ReX in that it recursively partitions the
input space in search of causes for which we compute (approximate)
responsibility.

We begin by partitioning our input into disjoint sets, such that for an
input vector X of length n, and a parameter b for the number of parts,
we partition the indices 1, . . . , n to b sets of indices B : {P1 . . . Pb}.
A mutantX∼Pi is an input that has been modified by masking (setting
to ‘Unassigned’) the values of variables with indices not in Pi. We
now apply our earlier definitions of responsibility, considering each
partition to be a single point for intervention. We then observe the
combinations of interventions that result in counterfactual dependen-
cies, and distribute responsibility accordingly.

Specifically, we say that the degree of responsibility of a block P
is the size of the smallest combination of blocks which cause our
classifier to become counterfactually dependent on P . It follows that
for a part P ∈ B the following expression gives the smallest such set
of blocks:

W ⋆ = min
W∈P(B)

{
|B \W | :φ(X∼W ) ̸= φ(X)

φ(X∼(P∪W )) = φ(X)

}

i.e. the size of the smallest set of other blocks that renders the classifier
counterfactually dependent on P . For each index in P, we then set its

responsibility value to 1
1+|W⋆| . It is also important to note that there

may not be such a combination of blocks, in which case we set each
value in P to 0, reflecting the fact that it does not satisfy the definition
for a cause.

Next, we recurse on each partition for which W ⋆ exists. The re-
cursive pass conducts the same procedure, refining responsibility
estimates within the subject part. The B-ReX algorithm for computing
an approximate responsibility is presented in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3 B-ReX (P )

Require: ρ: global responsibility map (vector length n)
Require: P : current index set to refine

1: B ← PARTITION(P, ρ)
2: for Pi ∈ B do
3: if W ⋆ is defined for Pi then
4: ρ[Pi]←

1

1 + |W ∗|
5: B-ReX(Pi)
6: else
7: ρ[Pi]← 0
8: end if
9: end for

Here, we note that the partitioning strategy is not random. Rather,
the algorithm uses previously computed responsibility maps to di-
rect partitioning. Specifically, the partitioning strategy attempts to
distribute indices such that the sum of responsibility values for each
partition is roughly equal. Practically, this means that areas of low
responsibility in the input are grouped, while more pertinent areas of
the input are broken up and investigated more closely.

The partitioning strategy employed simply takes the l1 norm of the
responsibility vector to use as weights. Indices are probabilistically
selected for addition to a partition until the cumulative weight of the
partition exceeds 1/m where m is the number of partitions requested.

6 Evaluation
We measured how closely attributions returned by B-ReX and other
popular algorithms match the ground-truth responsibility maps cal-
culated in Section 4. We evaluated each explainer against randomly
constructed Boolean formulae and reported their Jensen-Shannon
divergence(JSD) [19] from the ground truth. In order to test gradient-
based methods, we trained MLP networks until 0% loss on each
randomly constructed formula, and run white box explainers (Inte-
gratedGradients, DeepLift, Saliency) on these.



Table 3: JSD from ground truth on non-monotonic formulae
Formula arity

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
B-ReX 0.021 0.018 0.037 0.039 0.064 0.066 0.063 0.072
ShapleyValues 0.139 0.171 0.192 0.205 0.259 0.256 0.256 0.269
KernelShap 0.160 0.205 0.230 0.240 0.282 0.284 0.295 0.303
Saliency 0.128 0.106 0.123 0.128 0.123 0.126 0.112 0.122
DeepLift 0.073 0.062 0.085 0.097 0.090 0.099 0.108 0.109
InputXGrad 0.319 0.301 0.298 0.400 0.374 0.279 0.382 0.342
IntegratedGrad 0.071 0.059 0.081 0.092 0.089 0.104 0.106 0.105

Table 4: JSD from ground truth on monotonic formulae
Formula arity

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
B-ReX 0.009 0.023 0.025 0.040 0.029 0.059 0.053 0.046
ShapleyValues 0.094 0.119 0.124 0.153 0.139 0.190 0.179 0.175
KernelShap 0.127 0.149 0.160 0.187 0.178 0.213 0.211 0.206
Saliency 0.131 0.146 0.156 0.144 0.149 0.159 0.146 0.146
DeepLift 0.046 0.055 0.056 0.061 0.070 0.068 0.067 0.072
InputXGrad 0.499 0.392 0.362 0.393 0.407 0.339 0.399 0.487
IntegratedGrad 0.047 0.056 0.058 0.066 0.072 0.074 0.073 0.075

6.1 Experimental Setup

We tested explainers from the Captum [17] library at default settings,
and our own implementation of B-ReX. We generated 10 Boolean
expressions of 3-10 variables. For generation of monotonic formulae,
we restricted the operators to logical AND and OR. For generation
of non-monotonic formulae, we also allowed NOT and XOR. We
used strong 3-valued Kleene logic [24] (K3) for the semantics of
three-valued Boolean formulas, allowing the variables to have values
True, False, or Unassigned.

For each generated formula, we trained a fully connected feed-
forward neural network with ReLu activation to 100% accuracy. Each
network has six 20-node layers, with a 12-node input layer. Each
explainer was executed on a model for each random formula for the
entire set of possible assignments.

The experiment used input vectors of length 12, where the formu-
lae had 3-10 variables. 10 such formulae were generated, and the
explainers were evaluated against the full set of assignments for all
12 variables. The choice of 12 variables was made to maintain compa-
rability with experiments by Trischer et al. and to ensure reasonably
sized truth-tables. For each returned attribution map, we measured
the Jensen-Shannon Divergence (JSD) to the ground-truth values,
computed either by the brute-force approach or, for read-once formu-
lae, by Algorithm 2. Here, JSD is used as it handles zero values in
a principled manner. Figure 2 shows the results of these tests, with
error bars at the 95% confidence interval.

6.2 Results

We first reproduced results from [32], with the inclusion of B-ReX,
and we show the results in Tables 1, 2 and 5.

Table 5: Accuracy with respect to the top k features
Formulae ∧ ∨ ⊕ ⊕ ∧⊕
B-ReX 0.992 0.986 1 0.638
ShapleyValues 0.88 0.878 0.692 0.536
KernelShap 0.068 0.054 0.024 0.006
Saliency 0.842 0.742 0.684 0.774
DeepLift 0.958 0.806 0.826 0.734
InputXGrad 0.136 0.642 0.198 0.314

Table 5 shows the proportion of times that the top features of
an attribution map coincided perfectly with the relevant features
of an assignment. For each formula, exhaustive this proportion was

aggregated over the entire set of truth table assignments. For example,
for the case of ∧, the input to the model would be {x1, . . . , x12},
where the function learned by the model is (x1 ⊕ x2) ∧ (x3 ⊕ x4).
Here we see that though ReX outperforms models in almost all cases,
all methods struggle to explain non-monotonic formulas.

Table 2 measures the same metric, but for a linear Boolean formulae
of a fixed structure (((x1 ∧ x2) ∨ x3) ∧ . . . ) and varying size. Here
performance degrades gracefully with formula size for all explainers.

Table 1 displays information similar to Table 2 but for nonlin-
ear formulae. However, the formula being tested is of the form
(((x1 ⊕ x2) ∧ x3) ⊕ . . . ). The non-monotonicity of this function
leads to significantly degraded performance compared with mono-
tonic formulae.

The results on the benchmark set consisting of randomly generated
formulae are presented in Tables 3 and 4, which also shows the average
average JS-divergence between attribution maps returned by each
explainer on 10 randomly constructed formulae of each arity. The
same information is displayed graphically in Figure 2, with error
bars at the 95% confidence interval. Results here agree with the
reproduced work. It is also clear that while other black-box methods
significantly degrade for non-monotonic formulae, B-ReX maintains
superior performance.

6.3 Discussion

B-ReX consistently delivers the lowest JS divergence for each formula
size, and on both formula families. For non-linear cases, B-ReX scales
better than other black-box explainers (KernelShap, ShapleyValues),
but not as well as gradient-based methods.

Both KernelShap and ShapleyValues are derived from co-operative
game theory, and hence attempt to approximate the additive contri-
bution of each input. In the monotonic case, this is a valid assumption,
however, when testing in non-monotonic settings, such as formulas
with XOR, this assumption becomes problematic. Consider the case
of a ’True’ value in the left-hand side of an XOR; it may increase
or decrease the output in a context-dependent manner. This results
in Shapley esimates being highly sensitive to the sampling strategy,
hence negatively affecting performance.

Gradient-based explainers, such as Saliency, Integrated Gradients,
or DeepLift, treat the gradient of ∇xiφ(x) as a proxy for feature
importance. This strategy is effective when φ is differentiable in the
neighborhood of x, but breaks down when this is not the case (for



example, with XOR). Our trained classifiers predict each boolean
function with 100% accuracy: even though XOR is not differentiable,
the model has still learned to compute a gradient at this point. This
gradient likely contains some interpolation learned from other features
which are differentiable and may not be a completely faithful represen-
tation of the underlying Boolean function. Hence, the gradient signal
spreads relevance across multiple inputs, lowering JSD compared
with SHAP’s sampling bias, but still over-estimating features that are
not counterfactually decisive.

B-ReX does not assume differentiability or monotonicity of the
Boolean formula, leading to better performance in non-monotonic
settings. Additionally, B-ReX scales better in both monotonic and non-
monotonic cases, compared to other black-box explainers. However,
B-ReX is slower than gradient-based methods, which is to be expected,
as it needs multiple forward passes as opposed to a single backward
pass.

6.4 Limitations

This study is deliberately limited to classification of values of Boolean
formulae as these translate in a natural way to causal models and al-
low for a well-defined ground truth. Though this provides a clean
benchmark, it also limits generality. Furthermore, the precise compu-
tation of the ground truth is intractable, forcing us to use a brute-force
exponential computation, thus our approach does not scale well to
formulae with a large number of variables.

7 Conclusions

We proposed an evaluation setting for XAI tools by adopting the
degree of causal responsibility as a gold-standard explanation mea-
sure. We suggested a linear-time ground-truth computation for read-
once formulas and a model-agnostic (black-box) algorithm B-ReX

for explaining the decisions of classifiers on Boolean formulae. Our
experimental results on a benchmark of randomly generated Boolean
formulae demonstrate the superior accuracy of B-ReX compared to
other, both black-box and white-box, explainers.
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