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ABSTRACT
Feature attributions are a commonly used explanation type, when
we want to posthoc explain the prediction of a trained model. Yet,
they are not very well explored in IR. Importantly, feature attribu-
tion has rarely been rigorously defined, beyond attributing themost
important feature the highest value. What it means for a feature to
be more important than others is often left vague. Consequently,
most approaches focus on just selecting the most important features
and under utilize or even ignore the relative importance within
features. In this work, we rigorously define the notion of feature
attribution for ranking models, and list essential properties that a
valid attribution should have. We then propose RankingSHAP as
a concrete instantiation of a list-wise ranking attribution method.
Contrary to current explanation evaluation schemes that focus on
selections, we propose two novel evaluation paradigms for evaluat-
ing attributions over learning-to-rank models. We evaluate Rank-
ingSHAP for commonly used learning-to-rank datasets to showcase
the more nuanced use of an attribution method while highlight-
ing the limitations of selection-based explanations. In a simulated
experiment we design an interpretable model to demonstrate how
list-wise ranking attributes can be used to investigate model deci-
sions and evaluate the explanations qualitatively. Because of the
contrastive nature of the ranking task, our understanding of ranking
model decisions can substantially benefit from feature attribution
explanations like RankingSHAP.

KEYWORDS
Explainable ranking systems, Explainability, Explanation evalua-
tion, Feature attribution

1 INTRODUCTION
Feature attribution explanations are a posthoc family of explain-
ability approaches that assign scores to each feature, indicating
their relative contribution to a model decision. Feature attributions
are among the most commonly used explanation types, when we
want to posthoc explain the prediction of a trained model in general
machine learning [16, 23, 29] and also in document ranking tasks
in information retrieval [2, 21, 37, 38]. However, feature attribution
has rarely been rigorously defined, beyond attributing the most im-
portant feature the highest value. What it means for a feature to be
more important than others is often left vague. Another commonly
used type of posthoc explainability approach, feature selection expla-
nations, defines explanation as a subset of the input features, usually
containing the most important features for a decision. Prior work
often indirectly treats feature attribution explanations as feature
selection explanations by only considering the attribution scores
to decide which subset of features to select, mostly ignoring the

relative importance within features. We argue that, especially for
ranking tasks, attributions are more nuanced than the general se-
lection or rejection of features into an explanation.

Typical ML tasks are pointwise prediction tasks, i.e., they explain
a single classification or regression decision. However, rankings can
be considered as aggregations of multiple pointwise, or pairwise
decisions or even a single listwise decision. Consequently, ranking
explanations can be cast as explanations of different aspects of the
ranking such as pairwise preferences (pairwise explanations) or
top-𝑘 subrankings (listwise explanations) apart from the pointwise
explanation of why a query-document pair is considered relevant
by the model. There has only been limited work on pairwise [24]
and listwise explanations [21, 37, 47], none of which focuses on
the relative importance of features or feature interactions – they
essentially do not distinguish between attribution and selection.
Listwise feature attribution for rankingmodels has been unexplored,
except for [6], and has never been rigorously defined.

We argue that because of the contrastive nature of the ranking
task, listwise feature attribution can be a powerful and flexible
tool for gaining insight into model decisions. The focus on dif-
ferent aspects of model decisions also allows us to compare the
same aspects among different queries as well as different aspects
of the same ranking decision with each other, giving us a nuanced
understanding of the model.
Case study/Use case – Talent Search. In the context of talent
search, systems use learning-to-rank to produce a candidate rank-
ing based on features like academic performance, experience, skills,
and private attributes like gender, ethnicity, and university attended.
The inclusion of certain attributes (like gender, ethnicity, or even
university attended) in the decision-making process is debatable,
since biases from past decisions can be reflected in the learned
model, and best left to a human. Yet, sometimes the use of such
attributes is necessary for the model to achieve reasonable per-
formance. Consider the two models in Fig. 1. Both rely on the
same set of features, including the skills, experience and gradua-
tion grade of the candidate, as well as the university they went
to and a feature measuring whether the candidate meets the min-
imum job requirements. While the right model (Fig. 1b) uses the
university in a reasonable way, namely by normalizing the grades
that might come from institutions with different grading schemes,
the left model (Fig. 1a) has learned to discriminate against candi-
dates from 𝑥uni = universityneg-bias and to advantage candidates
from 𝑥uni = universitynepotism. Through the use of explanations
we would like to differentiate between two such models with sim-
ilar performance to identify which model contains less bias and
should hence be trusted. Here, feature selection is often not nu-
anced enough to provide sufficient insights into the model decision
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𝑥skill 𝑥exp 𝑥grade 𝑥uni 𝑥rq

normalize

𝑠 = 𝑛 + 𝑥skill + 𝑥exp

If 𝑥uni = universityneg-bias

𝑠 = 0.7 · 𝑠

If 𝑥rq or (𝑥uni = universitynepotism )

𝑠 = 0.1 · 𝑠

Final Score 𝑠

Yes
No

No
Yes

(a) Biased model

𝑥skill 𝑥exp 𝑥grade 𝑥uni 𝑥rq

normalize

𝑠 = 𝑛 + 𝑥skill + 𝑥exp

If 𝑥rq

𝑠 = 0.1 · 𝑠

Final Score 𝑠

𝑠𝐷𝑑𝑠𝑑 𝑓

No

Yes

(b) Unbiased model
Figure 1: Flow chart of a biased and an unbiasedmodel for the
talent search task. With the help of explanations we would
like to be able to differentiate between those and pick the
unbiased ranker for use in production.

as it likely selects the same two features, 𝑥uni and 𝑥rq as the most
important feature for both models, hence we should use feature
attribution instead to identify that the biased model puts more
weight on the university than on the candidate meeting the job
requirements. We will revisit this case study in Section 5, where we
will use a simulated experiment setup to evaluate different expla-
nation approaches as well as to demonstrate how listwise feature
attribution can be used in practice.
Approach and Contribution. Feature attribution is convention-
ally understood as the quantification of a feature’s marginal contri-
bution to the prediction score. However, this definition encounters
complexities in the context of ranking models, where the output is
not a singular score but a series of decisions regarding the relative
ordering of documents. It necessitates the identification of a spe-
cific model decision to focus on and the translation of the ranked
output into a singular metric that can capture the impact of input
variations on this decision. The challenge lies in the absence of a
universal metric for this purpose. Depending on the focal aspect
of the model, one might consider various metrics, such as the shift
in a document’s rank or the number of permutations within the
top-𝑘 results. These diverse approaches underscore the need for a
nuanced definition of feature attribution in ranking models.

To address this gap, we introduce a novel methodology, Ranking-
SHAP, for listwise feature attribution. Unlike prior methodologies
that evaluate documents in isolation, thus disregarding the context
provided by the ranked list, RankingSHAP preserves this integral
aspect. Evaluation of posthoc attribution methods is a challenging
problem. We rigorously assess RankingSHAP, both qualitatively
and quantitatively, using established learning-to-rank (LtR) bench-
mark datasets. Our study demonstrates the application of feature
attributions in interpreting the outputs of ranking models, offering
a deeper insight into their decision-making processes.

• We propose and define the notion of listwise feature attribution
and formalize the properties that listwise attribution explana-
tions should have.

• We provide a novel and concrete instantiation of our feature
attribution framework called RankingSHAP.

• We propose multiple valid evaluation schemes to evaluate rank-
ing feature attributions, and perform extensive experiments to
showcase the performance of RankingSHAP.

2 RELATEDWORK
Explainable information retrieval [2, 3] has mostly dealt with con-
structing models that are explainable by design [18, 48] or with
approaches that can posthoc (after model training) explain mod-
els [36, 37, 44]. Posthoc approaches for explaining rankers can
operate at the global level (model level) or at the local level (per-
query). Global explainability approaches have been used to diagnose
ad-hoc neural text rankers with well-understood axioms of text
ranking [4, 28, 45] or to probe pre-trained transformer-based rank-
ing models for ranking abilities [46]. We focus on posthoc feature
and local attributions.
Feature Selection and Attribution for Ranking Models. The
earliest works of interpreting ranking models were adapted from
the popular paradigms of black-box methods like [20, 30] or white-
box methods [20, 33, 34, 42] for explaining relevance of a query-
document pair. Singh and Anand [36], Verma and Ganguly [43]
modify LIME [30] to generate terms as the explanation for a trained
black-box ranker. Choi et al. [5], Fernando et al. [8] applied gradient-
based feature attribution methods [20, 42] to interpret the relevance
score of a document given a query. Contrary to posthoc feature attri-
bution approaches, instance-wise feature selection or local feature
selection [11, 17, 18] approaches select a subset of features without
distinction among the importance between features. However, most
of the work on instance-wise feature selection for rankings [11, 18]
is not posthoc, and has been performed on text features and not on
learning-to-rank data. In this work, we work on posthoc approaches
for attribution and not selection.
Listwise Explanations for Ranking Models. Typical ML tasks
are pointwise prediction tasks, i.e., they explain a single classifi-
cation or regression decision. In rankings, even for a single query,
we also have to deal with pairwise and listwise explanations –
that is explaining preference pairs or ordered lists, which might
be constructed by an aggregation of decisions instead. However,
there has been limited work on pairwise [24] and listwise explana-
tions [21, 37, 47]. LiEGe [47] tackles the task as text generation. In
contrast [37] and [21] use simple rankers to approximate the origi-
nal ranking of a complex black-box model by expanding the query
terms by solving a combinatorial optimization problem called the
preference coverage problem. The probably closest work to ours on
RankLIME [6] approaches the problem with the local surrogate
approach called LIME, which the authors adapt for ranking models.
Again most of the approaches focus on text features and are not
directly applicable to learning-to-rank models.
Explainability in Learning-to-Rank. In principle local or instance-
wise feature selection approaches can be applied to learning-to-
rank [9, 10, 26]. Among the feature-selection approaches, filter
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methods are model-agnostic [9] while wrapper methods are de-
signed for a particular type of model [10]. In the context of rank-
ing, [26, 35] produce local feature selections. As one of the closest
to our work, [39] proposes the notions of validity and complete-
ness based on the information contained in the explanation. While
these notions are useful in both conception and evaluation of ex-
planations, they still view the explanation as a selection of features.
Feature selection methods, however, lack the capability to differen-
tiate between features of varying importance, thereby avoiding a
nuanced understanding of which features are substantially more
critical in the decision-making process. Hence, in this work we
focus on feature attributions.
Shapley Values and SHAP. Shapley values, which originated
from game theory where they define the marginal contribution
that a player has to a game [32], have become a popular tool in the
field of explainable AI. The development of different approximation
techniques has enabled the efficient use to model decisions for AI
models [40, 41]. SHAP (SHapley Additive exPlanations) [20], is an
efficient approximation technique that determines the expected
marginal contribution of a feature to any feature set not contain-
ing the feature. A good overview of the method itself as well as
recent progress on it can be found in [23]. We base our approach
on this prior work, but extend it for use with ranking models. Par-
allel to our work, Pliatsika et al. [25] propose a similar framework
for generating shapley value based explanations for rankings and
preferences.

3 DEFINING FEATURE ATTRIBUTION FOR
POINTWISE MODELS

While early work on local feature explanations introduce the con-
cept of feature attribution [40], recent work in the field has often
worked with an underspecified understanding of what it means for
a feature to be important. Despite some attempts to formalize fea-
ture attribution [1], these formalizations have not found adoption
in the broader explainability literature. This has led to ambiguity in
the evaluation of faithfulness of feature attributes. Another result
of this under-specification is a confusion on why different instance-
wise feature explanation methods, which implicitly use different
notions of importance, disagree [14]. To ensure clarity and enable
a proper evaluation of the faithfulness of our explanations, we de-
fine feature attribution in a rigorous manner. In this section we
define the pointwise feature attribution for black-box models with
one dimensional model output such as a pointwise ranking model

�̃� : D → R, 𝑥𝑞,𝑗 ↦→ 𝑠𝑞,𝑗 , (1)

that predicts the ranking scores 𝑠𝑞,𝑗 ∈ R, representing probability
of relevance, for the feature vectors of each document-query pair,
𝑥𝑞,𝑗 ∈ D𝑞 ⊂ D. We consider feature attribution explanations that
assign each feature 𝑖 an attribution value𝜙𝑖 (𝑥, �̃�), directly reflecting
the importance of the feature to the total model decision. Feature
attribution explanations can hence be understood as dictionaries
{𝑖 ↦→ 𝜙𝑖 (𝑥, 𝑓 )}𝑖=1,...,𝑛 containing exactly one attribution value per
feature. We define desirable properties of feature attribution ex-
planations in Section 3.1. They rely on the concept of pointwise
feature importance, which we will define in Section 3.2.

3.1 Desirable Properties of Listwise Feature
Attribution Explanations

We define the following properties that a well-defined, instance-
wise definition of feature attributions should have:

(1) Feature interactions: We should be able to find specific com-
binations of feature values in the input that collectively cause
the model to predict a high score.

(2) Relative importance of attribution values: Features with
higher importance for the prediction should have higher attri-
bution values.

(3) List-wise attribution: The attribution values should take into
account the context of other candidate feature vectors within
the same ranked list.

We have not defined yet what we mean by “importance” of a feature.
The next section defines feature attribution and discusses what we
understand by important features.

3.2 Defining Pointwise Feature Attribution
Based on the first two desired properties listed above, we define
pointwise feature importance by building on the concept of marginal
contributions.1 Our definition is strongly inspired by the definition
of SHAP from [20]. Feature attribution will then be defined as the
approximation of this feature importance, with a first example for
it being SHAP. In Section 4 we extend this definition of feature
attribution to also include the third property, i.e. to listwise fea-
ture attribution and define RankingSHAP as a way to approximate
feature attribution for these kind of models.

We define the importance of a feature 𝑖 in terms of marginal
contributions. Let 𝑛 = 𝑑𝑖𝑚(D) be the dimension of the input space
and let a coalition be a subset 𝑆 ⊂ {1, . . . , 𝑛} \ 𝑖 of the input features
that do not contain 𝑖 . To measure the marginal contribution of
feature 𝑖 to coalition 𝑆 , we compare the model output when the
model is shown only features in 𝑆 resp. features in 𝑆 ∪ {𝑖}. Because
we can not simply erase features, we instead model this erasure
by masking all other features with samples from a set of feature-
vectors 𝐵 ⊂ D, called background data, that ideally presents a
good summary of the underlying data distribution. For the masking
we use different templates 𝑡 ∈ {0, 1}𝑑 , which define the presence
(𝑡𝑖 = 1) or absence (𝑡𝑖 = 0) of a feature in the mask as well as data-
points from the background data 𝑏 ∈ D and define𝑚𝑡,𝑏 : D → D
as

𝑚𝑡,𝑏 (𝑥)𝑖 =
{
𝑥𝑖 , if 𝑡𝑖 = 0
𝑏𝑖 , if 𝑡𝑖 = 1.

(2)

So the marginal contribution of feature 𝑖 to coalition 𝑆 for back-
ground vector 𝑏 is given by:

𝑓 (𝑚𝑆∪{𝑖 },𝑏 (𝑥)) − 𝑓 (𝑚𝑆,𝑏 (𝑥)) . (3)
We define the pointwise importance of feature 𝑖 to the model
decision of �̃� at input 𝑥 as the expected marginal contribution of
feature 𝑖 to all possible coalitions of features:
𝜙
𝑖𝑚𝑝

𝑖
(𝑥, �̃�) =

∑︁
𝑆⊂{1,...𝑛}\𝑖

𝑤𝑆 · E𝑏∼𝐵 [�̃�(𝑚𝑆∪{𝑖 },𝑏 (𝑥)) − �̃�(𝑚𝑆,𝑏 (𝑥))],

(4)

1For a detailed discussion of the concept of marginal contribution and the intuition
behind it, we refer the reader to [23].
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with weighting factor𝑤𝑆 = 1
𝑛! |𝑆 |!(𝑛 − |𝑆 | − 1)! and uniform sam-

pling from 𝐵.
Then pointwise feature attribution 𝜙𝑖 can be defined as an

approximation of the actual feature importance, 𝜙𝑖𝑚𝑝

𝑖
.

4 FEATURE ATTRIBUTION FOR RANKING
MODELS

For many ML tasks, SHapley Additive exPlanations (SHAP) [20]
have proven effective in approximating feature attribution values
for individualmodel decisions like regression scores or classification
class probabilities. What makes this method difficult to use for
ranking models is that such models output a ranked list rather
than a single score. Within this ranked list, different decisions are
made on the order of the individual documents. SHAP, or how
we also call it, pointwise SHAP, has only been defined for a single
one-dimensional model output. While we can use it to explain the
model score of an individual document, it is oblivious to the context
of the other documents in the list. In this work we extend on this
definition of SHAP to an approach that caters for listwise ranking
decisions, called RankingSHAP.

So now, instead of looking at pointwise ranking models, as we
did in Section 3.2, we consider a listwise ranking model

𝑅 : {D𝑞}𝑞 → 𝑆𝑑 , {𝑥𝑞,𝑗 } 𝑗 ↦→ 𝜋𝑞 (5)
that maps a set of candidate feature vectors, D𝑞 = {𝑥𝑞,𝑗 } 𝑗 to some
permutation matrix 𝜋𝑞 representing the ranked list. In practice,
usually a model is trained with a listwise loss to predict the ranking
score for each document, according to which the documents are
being ranked:

�̃� : D → R, 𝑥𝑞,𝑖 ↦→ 𝑠𝑞,𝑖 , (6)
with 𝑅 = ranked ◦∏ |D𝑞 | �̃�.

We start this section by discussing the two components, listwise
masking and listwise explanation objectives, that allow us to define
listwise feature attribution for ranking models. Then we define our
method RankingSHAP for the approximation of listwise attribution
values in Section 4.2. Finally, we go into more detail on the listwise
explanation objectives, with some examples in Section 4.3.

4.1 Feature Importance for Ranking Models
Our definition of feature attribution/feature importance for rank-
ing models consists of two parts: (i) First, we need to define how
masking applies to a each of the documents in the ranking D𝑞 for
query 𝑞. (ii) Then, we need to be able to measure how much the
model decision is impacted by a change in the input. Furthermore,
this change in model decision needs to be quantified with a single
number.
Masking the Inputs of a Ranking Model. We enforce a listwise
mask that applies the same mask 𝑚𝑡,𝑏 to all documents {𝑥 𝑗 } in
the ranking, i.e., 𝑚𝑡,𝑏 (D𝑞) =

∏
|D𝑞 |𝑚𝑡,𝑏 (𝑥𝑞,𝑖 ). By masking the

feature vector 𝑥 𝑗 of each document with the same mask𝑚𝑡,𝑏 , we
disregard the impact of the masked features to the ranking decision.
This enables us to identify the partial contributions of only the
non-masked features towards the document ordering.
Reducing the Model Prediction to a Single Prediction Value.
Since feature attribution is defined by the expected change of the
predicted score, we need to reduce the decisions/predictions of the

ranking model to a single value that reflects how much the model
prediction changes for a perturbed input sample.

One example for such a function could be a rank similarity co-
efficient like Kendall’s tau, which is commonly used in the inter-
pretability literature to measure the rank correlation [21, 37, 39].
By comparing how much the relative order of the document has
changed, we can measure how far the prediction deviates from the
optimal order of the list 𝜋𝑞 as predicted by the model:

𝑔𝑞 (�̃�) = 𝜏 (𝜋𝑞, �̃�), (7)

This way, features that are important for the overall order of the doc-
uments can be identified. Section 4.3 provides further examples. For
any such listwise objective 𝑔𝑞 we can define the feature importance
with respect to this specific objective through the concatenation
with the original ranking model, 𝑔𝑞 ◦ 𝑅.

We defined both how to “remove” a feature from the model input
through masking as well as how to measure the impact of this
masking on the model prediction with a single value, which lets us
determine the listwise feature importance with the help of Eq. 4.
We define listwise feature attribution as an approximation of
listwise feature importance.

4.2 Estimating Listwise Feature Attribution
with RankingSHAP

With the definition of feature attribution for ranking models we can
now define our solution – RankingSHAP. The definition depends
on the choice of listwise objective 𝑔. The goal of RankingSHAP is
to explain which features are important to achieve a ranked list
similar to the original one. What similar means can be defined
flexibly. That way, RankingSHAP can explain different aspects of
the ranked list, making it a contrastive and flexible approach for
generating instance-wise explanations for rankers.

The pointwise feature attribution method SHAP aims to ap-
proximate the marginal contribution of each feature to the model
prediction at a given input. In other words, SHAP aims to approxi-
mate pointwise feature importance exactly in the way we defined it
in Section 3.2. The way we define listwise feature attribution allows
us to incorporate SHAP for the approximation of the attribution
values, enabling us to draw from prior work in the field [20, 41].
Here, we show how to combine SHAP with the definition of feature
attribution for ranking models to obtain RankingSHAP.

SHAP is based on sampling both coalitions (i.e., templates for
creating masks) as well as background data to generate masked
perturbations (see Eq. 2) of the input to approximate the marginal
contribution of a feature to any coalition. Given a sampled mask
𝑚𝑡,𝑏 , we illustrate how RankingSHAP adjusts the model prediction
to be used with SHAP in Algorithm 1. Given a mask𝑚𝑡,𝑏 , we loop
over all documents 𝑥 𝑗 ∈ D𝑞 (line 1–2) and perturb the document
features with the mask to get 𝑥 𝑗 = 𝑚𝑡,𝑏 (𝑥 𝑗 ). Then we rank the
perturbed feature vectors with the ranking model 𝜋 = 𝑅({𝑥 𝑗 } 𝑗 ) in
line 3. Finally, we apply the listwise explanation objective 𝑣 = 𝑔(𝜋)
and output 𝑣 , measuring the change in the output (lines 4 and 5).

Our approach allows us to use existing implementations of SHAP
without adjustments for the ranking use case, which we make use
of for our implementation of RankingSHAP.
The Defining Axioms of SHAP and RankingSHAP. Prior work
has shown that SHAP is uniquely defined by 4 axioms (Efficiency,
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Algorithm 1 Adjusted model prediction (used in combination with
SHAP)
Require: ranking-model 𝑅, feature-vectors D𝑞 for query 𝑞, list-

wise explanation objective 𝑔,
Input: masking function𝑚𝑡,𝑏

1: for all 𝑥 𝑗 ∈ D𝑞 do
2: 𝑥 𝑗 ←𝑚𝑡,𝑏 (𝑥 𝑗 )
3: 𝜋 ← 𝑅({𝑥 𝑗 } 𝑗 )
4: 𝑣 ← 𝑔(𝜋)
5: return 𝑣

Symmetry, Dummy, and Additivity) [20]. With our definition of
RankingSHAP, defining a new model with the concatenated func-
tion 𝑔𝑞 ◦ 𝑅, we can see that RankingSHAP directly inherits this
property from SHAP.
On the Desirable Properties of Feature Attribution Explana-
tion. We take one step back and evaluate RankingSHAP based on
the desirable properties of listwise feature attribution from Sec-
tion 3.1. Since RankingSHAP uses coalitions of features to approxi-
mate the attribution values, the first property of capturing feature
interactions is clearly met. This is in contrast to greedy explanation
approaches that we will discuss in Section 6. The third property
is also clearly met by RankingSHAP as opposed to a pointwise
method like SHAP. The second property on the other hand, we will
have to evaluate based on empirical experiments, which we will do
in Sections 5 and 6.

4.3 Listwise Explanation Objectives
We give a few examples for listwise explanation objectives to give
the reader an idea of what kind of contrastive explanations Rank-
ingSHAP can produce.
Explaining the Top-𝑘 of a Ranked List. Instead of focusing on
the whole ranked list, one can of course focus on a top-𝑘 to identify
features that were especially important for those documents to be
ranked on top of the list or that were important for the relative
ordering of this top. Practically, we can adjust a similarity coefficient
like Kendall’s tau to only consider a subset of the document pairs
containing the top-𝑘 documents.
Explaining the Position of a Singular Document. Similar to ex-
plaining the top-𝑘 we can explain the position of a single document
in the ranked list. Here, the listwise explanation objective could,
for example, measure the rank distance of the document within the
perturbed example to the position in the original rank.
Explaining the Position of a Group of Documents. Ranking-
SHAP also enables us to compare the ranking decisions for two
different groups of documents. Similar to the prior points, the rel-
ative ordering or even the absolute distance of members of the
different groups could be considered. More intended as a sugges-
tion for future work, one could also try to explain how fair the
model considers itself or investigate whether we can actually iden-
tify biases with listwise feature attribution.

5 TESTING CORRECTNESS WITH A
SYNTHETIC EXAMPLE

To demonstrate how RankingSHAP can be used and to evaluate
feature attributes that different explanation approaches generate,

Table 1: Candidate evaluation criteria.

Feature Description

Job require-
ments

Binary value 𝑥rq ∈ {True, False} measuring
whether the candidate meets the minimum re-
quirements of the job.

Prior expe-
rience

Measuring relevant work experience that the
candidate comes with. On a scale 𝑥exp ∈ [0, 1],
1 indicates a lot of relevant experience and 0
indicates no experience at all.

Skills Measuring how well the skills that a candidate
has fit the job description. On a scale 𝑥skill ∈
[0, 1], 1 indicates a very good fit, and 0 indicates
no relevant skills.

University The university that the candidate obtained their
degree at 𝑥uni.

Grades The mean graduation grade of the candidate,
𝑥grade. The range depends on the university the
candidate graduated from.

we create a synthetic example, for which we return to the case study
for talent search from the introduction. We design an interpretable
model, to be able to estimate the importance of the features for
different model decisions. In the following sections, we start by
defining the features that the model is using to rank the candidates
and give an intuition behind the model in Section 5.1. After de-
scribing the experimental setup in Section 5.2 we go through some
queries that aim to model different kinds of model decisions in Sec-
tion 5.3. We use those queries to demonstrate how to use listwise
feature attribution in practice as well as to qualitatively evaluate
three different feature explanation approaches. We conclude this
section with a detailed discussion in Section 5.4.

5.1 Model Design
We design a model using the features described in Table 1 to rank
candidates for different query scenarios, each of which requires an
academic degree. We aim to imitate biases that trained models tend
to learn from the data. We define the model to give an advantage
to a privileged group of people coming from universitynepotism.
In contrast, candidates from universityneg-bias are disadvantaged
by the model. A flowchart can be found in Fig. 1a in Section 1. The
model determines the ranking score as follows:
• Since we consider candidates from different institutions with

different grading schemes, we determine the “normalized grade”
norm(𝑥grade, 𝑥uni), i.e., the grade scaled in such a way that the
minimum possible grade gets a value of 0, while the maximum
possible grade gets a value of 1.

• Calculate the sum of 𝑥skill and 𝑥exp and norm(𝑥grade, 𝑥uni).
• For candidates from universityneg-bias, the model has picked

up a negative bias from the data. For these candidates, the score
gets multiplied by a factor of 0.7.

• If the candidate does not meet the job requirements, the score
gets multiplied by a value of 0.1, basically putting them on the
bottom of the list. The only exception of this are candidates
that graduated from universitynepotism, where the model has
learned that this feature is not required for obtaining an inter-
view.
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Finally, the candidates are ranked according to the ranking scores,
with the candidate with the highest score being at the top.

In the remainder of this section, we show how to investigate
different queries with RankingSHAP to identify the defined biases
and compare their attribution values to those generated by other
explanation approaches.

5.2 Experimental Setup
We compare RankingSHAP with the Greedy feature selection ap-
proach from [38] that iteratively adds features to an originally
empty set that have the biggest marginal contribution to the cur-
rent feature set until either the marginal contribution of each re-
maining feature is negative or an explanation size of 2 is reached.
Furthermore, we compare to the pointwise SHAP explainer, Point-
wiseSHAP. We do not include RankLIME in this experiment, since
it cannot easily handle categorical features. The generated attribu-
tion values will be presented in Fig. 2, where we will visualize the
greedy feature selection explanations as bars of length 1.

The exact feature values for the different candidates, as well
as the list of candidates that we consider for each query, can be
found in Appendix A. For the background data, we create a set of
100 candidates by sampling values from the uniform distributions
over the possible feature values as defined in Section 5.1. We use
Kendall’s tau as rank similarity coefficient, which focuses on the
order of the ranked list as a whole.

5.3 Query Scenarios
Next, we define scenarios that help us to demonstrate how feature
attribution can be used for contrastive ranking explanations as well
as to evaluate the explanations. We will go through 5 query scenar-
ios, starting by discussing the setup and constellation of candidates,
then defining some aspects of feature importance 𝑖𝑚𝑝feature that
we are looking for in the attribution values. Finally, we evaluate
the different explanation approaches on these aspects.

5.3.1 Average query. Description. The average query considers
candidates that all come from universities with the same grading
scheme, some with and some without meeting the requirements,
nobody from universityneg-bias or from universitynepotism.
Importance. Since neither of the exceptions for candidates from
specific universities applies and the grades are all within the same
grading scheme, following the model definition, we estimate 𝑖𝑚𝑝rq
to have the highest importance, since by hiding this feature, the
ranked list might change a lot, the candidates not meeting the re-
quirements but with high values for the other features suddenly
being ranked above candidates meeting the requirements. Further-
more, we expect 𝑖𝑚𝑝uni to take a not too big but positive value,
since a change of university for all candidates causes ambiguity for
the evaluation of the grade.
Evaluation of the feature attributes. In Fig. 2, the first bar plot
(a) shows the rough expectations on the feature importance (red
bars) as well as the attribution values/the selected features (visual-
ized by bars with length 1), that the different approaches output.
Both RankingSHAP and PointwiseSHAP identify 𝑥rq as the most
important feature and assign a positive value to 𝑥uni. The greedy

feature selection approach on the other hand selects none of these
features.

5.3.2 Nepotism query. Description. For this query one additional
candidate from universitynepotism with good records for 𝑥skill, 𝑥exp
and 𝑥grade is considered, but lacking some of the job requirements.
Importance. As we know, the model has picked up on a bias in
the data, advantaging candidates coming from universitynepotism,
which coincidentally or not is the same university that some people
that made past hiring decisions graduated from. Hence, for this
query we estimate 𝑖𝑚𝑝rq to take a smaller value, and 𝑖𝑚𝑝uni to take
a higher importance value.
Evaluation of the feature attributes. In Fig. 2(b) we see that all
approaches correctly pick up on the bias towards universitynepotism
by assigning a high value to 𝑥uni, while assigning a low value to/
not selecting the usually important 𝑥req.

5.3.3 Qualified query. Description. This query is similar to the
average query, but with only candidates that meet the requirements.
Hence, for this query the model can ignore the usually important
feature 𝑥rq without introducing a bias.
Importance. We estimate the feature importance from the model
similarly as before, but with 𝑖𝑚𝑝rq taking a value close to 0 since
for the order of these candidates, 𝑥rq is irrelevant.
Evaluation of the feature attributes. Fig. 2(c) shows that Greedy
and RankingSHAP correctly assign a value close or equal to 0 to
the 𝑥rq. PointwiseSHAP is not able to identify that the feature
that is most important for attaining a high ranking score for each
individual document, 𝑥rq, is not important for this specific query.

5.3.4 International query. Description. This query considers can-
didates from universities with different grading schemes, most
meeting the job requirements, none from universitynepotism or
universityneg-bias.
Importance. For this query we estimate 𝑖𝑚𝑝uni to take a higher
value than for the average query. Since candidates from universi-
ties with different grading schemes are compared, knowing which
university the candidate went to is important for the interpretation
of the grades.
Evaluation of the feature attributes. By comparing Fig. 2(d),
with the plot for the average query (a) we see that RankingSHAP
is the only approach assigning 𝑥uni a higher value than for the
average query.

5.3.5 Negative bias query. Description. Again a similar set-up as
average query, with an additional candidate universityneg-bias with
the best overall score with respect to 𝑥skill, 𝑥exp and 𝑥grade. Recall
that the model has learned a negative bias towards candidates of
this university.
Importance. Compared to the average query, we estimate 𝑖𝑚𝑝uni
to take a higher importance value, because of the bias.
Evaluation of the feature attributes. In Fig. 2(e), only Ranking-
SHAP is able to identify the negative bias towards one candidate,
by correctly assigning a higher attribution value to 𝑥uni than for
the average query.
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Figure 2: Feature attribution values for different query scenarios from Section 5.2

5.4 Discussion
The Contrastive Use of Feature Attribution. We define aspects
of the estimated feature importance in a contrastive way, comparing
them to other queries. As prior work [23] has argued, attribution
values can be hard to interpret in isolation; putting them in context
of other model decisions can help an interpretation of the attri-
bution values and lead to a better understanding of the model. In
practice, contrastive comparisons of different explanations – either
different aspects of the same ranking, or explanations of different
queries – can be useful in understanding ranking explanations. This
makes feature attribution especially effective for ranking models:
since a model decision is a complex interplay of different model
decisions about the relative ordering of the documents, by contrast-
ing different aspects of the decision, we can find nuances that led
to a certain model decision.
Using RankingSHAP to Identify Biases. Our synthetic example
highlights one way to use feature attribution methods. By compar-
ing attribution values of different queries we can identify queries
where an usually important feature, such as 𝑥rq, contributes little
to the final order of the documents.

We can use RankingSHAP to identify queries, e.g., the quali-
fied query and nepotism query, for which the feature 𝑥rq is not
considered important by the model. Upon closer investigation, we
find that for the qualified query, the rest of the feature attributes
behave as expected and we can even identify the reason for the low
attribution score, viz. that all candidates meet the requirements. A
closer look at the attribution values of the nepotism query reveals
the strong reliance on the university as a feature, indicating a bias
towards candidates from a specific university in that query. A simi-
lar approach can be used to differentiate a biased model decision
for the biased query; for the international query the increased
importance of 𝑥uni can be explained with the reliance of the total
prediction on the grading scheme.
Pointwise vs. Listwise Ranking Explanations. From our syn-
thetic example we see that simply using a pointwise explanation
approach to explain listwise ranking decisions fails to consider

interactions between the feature values of different documents. Fea-
tures that are important for a high ranking score are assigned a
high attribution value, independent of whether they are important
for the relative ordering of the list.
Selection is not Attribution. While feature selection can be a
useful tool for understanding ranking models, in some situations
more nuanced explanations are necessary to interpret model deci-
sions. Next to the overall bad agreement with the feature selection
and the importance in this example, even if the selection approach
would correctly identify the most important features, for all queries
but the qualified query, this feature selection would be the same,
making it impossible to identify biases in the model the way we
can when considering attribution values.

6 QUANTITATIVE FEATURE ATTRIBUTION
EVALUATING

The quantitative evaluation of explanations is a difficult task [19].
In contrast to usual machine learning tasks, where labeled data
to benchmark different models can be used for the evaluation, for
explanations there is nothing like a ground truth explanation. Prior
work on evaluating feature attribution often defaults to evaluating
the feature selection of the top-𝑘 features instead [31]. Especially
for the ranking task, selection does not equal attribution. We in-
troduce a evaluation framework that aims to directly evaluate the
second property from Section 3.1, i.e., how well the relative impor-
tance of the feature importance values is captured by the attribu-
tion explanations. We pose the following two research questions:
(RQ1) Does RankingSHAP order feature attributes more accurately
than existing approaches? (RQ2) Does RankingSHAP accurately
approximate feature importance? We describe our experimental
setup in Section 6.1. In Section 6.2 we describe how we estimate
feature importance for use as ground truth feature attributes. In Sec-
tion 6.3 we define the evaluation framework. Section 6.4 presents
the experimental results. We close with a discussion in Section 6.5.
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6.1 Experimental Setup
6.1.1 Datasets. Following [38] we consider two datasets from LE-
TOR4.0 [27]. MQ2008 consists of 800 queries with pre-computed
query-document feature vectors of dimension 46. The MSLR data
set consists of 10k queries with query-document feature vectors of
dimension 136. For both, we use the train-val-test split of fold1 and
evaluate the explanations on the test data.

6.1.2 Ranking model. We use the LightGBM [12] to train a listwise
ranker with LambdaRank, using NDCG as metric.

6.1.3 Baselines. We consider the following baselines:
Random: Random feature attribution, normalized.
PointwiseSHAP: Previously used as a baseline in [38], we take
the mean over the pointwise SHAP values of the top-5 documents.
PointwiseLIME: The mean over the pointwise attribution values
generated with LIME of the top-5 documents.
Greedy@k: A greedy feature selection approach from [38]. We
iteratively add the features with the biggest marginal contribution
to the initially empty explanation set until a set size of 𝑘 is reached.
To attain attribution values we define three approaches: When a fea-
ture gets added to the explanation set its marginal contribution to
that specific set is used as attribution value for Greedy@kiter. For
Greedy@kmarg every feature in the explanation gets assigned the
marginal contribution to the explanation set without that specific
feature. Both these approaches assign 0 values to all features that are
not in the explanation set. Greedyiter takes the same approach as
Greedy@kiter but instead adding features to the explanation set un-
til all are included. We only consider Greedy@kiter for the MQ2008
dataset, since the runtime for data with higher feature dimension
become so much higher than the runtime of the other approaches
that considering this method in practice would be unreasonable.
RankLIME: A listwise LIME implementation for rankers. We re-
implement [6] and define the model as the composition of a point-
wise ranking model with the same predicted performance function
that RankingSHAP uses and let LIME explain this model. Perturba-
tion is done on each individual feature of each document indepen-
dently, producing number of documents times 𝑛 attribution values.
We report two versions, RankLIMEmean determines for each fea-
ture the mean attribution value over all documents, RankLIMEmax
reports the max instead.

6.1.4 Predicted performance measure. We focus on the order of
the ranked list as a whole by using Kendall’s tau [13] as predicted
performance function.

6.1.5 Implementation details. Except for Random, each approach
that we consider uses background data, either for masking or for
perturbing the input features. For MQ2008, we sample 100 random
samples from the train data and use it for each approach. For the
MSLR10k data we sample 20 background samples instead to com-
pensate for the increased runtime because of the higher feature
dimension. For evaluation we sample a different background data
set of the same size as for approximation. For our implementation
of RankingSHAP and PointwiseSHAP we use the KernelSHAP im-
plementation from the SHAP python library [20] with all default
settings. For PointwiseLIME we use the TabularExplainer for re-
gression models with all default settings from the LIME python
library [30].

6.2 Estimating Ground Truth Feature Attributes
for evaluation

Determining the exact feature importance (Eq. 4) as ground truth
is in most cases intractable due to the large number of possible
coalitions of features (

( 𝑛
|𝑆 |
)
for coalition size |𝑆 |) and the integration

over the background data distribution. Hence, we need a good
approximation of the actual feature importance that we can use as
ground truth attributes, 𝜙𝑔𝑡 = {𝑖 : 𝜙𝑔𝑡

𝑖
(D𝑞, 𝑅)}𝑖=1,...,𝑛 .

We use the approximation approach from [40] and measure
stability in terms of standard deviation between different runs
while increasing the size of the background data and the number of
𝑛-samples ((𝑏, 𝑡)-pairs) that we use in the estimation; see Section C
in the Appendix for a detailed analysis. Our experiments show
that we can determine a sufficiently stable approximation of the
actual feature attributes by sampling 216 𝑛-samples, which we use to
approximate the ground truth for both datasets. Since the amount of
background data that we use for generating themasks seems to have
little impact on the stability, we use as much as is computationally
reasonable.

6.3 Evaluation Metrics
Given the ground truth feature attributes, 𝜙𝑔𝑡 , we propose two
evaluation metrics that compare the feature attribution values 𝜙 =

{𝑖 → 𝜙𝑖 ({𝑥𝑞,𝑗 } 𝑗 , 𝑅)}𝑖=1,...,𝑛 to 𝜙𝑔𝑡 .
Correct Order of Features.

We want to measure how well the order of the features when
ranked with respect to 𝜙𝑖 aligns with the ground truth order of
features 𝜙𝑔𝑡

𝑖
. Let rank𝜙 (𝑖) resp. rank𝜙𝑔𝑡 (𝑖) be the rank of feature 𝑖

when ordered according to 𝜙 , resp. 𝜙𝑔𝑡 . We define order(𝜙) with
Spearman’s footrule metric following [7]:

order(𝜙) =
𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1
| rank𝜙𝑔𝑡 (𝑖) − rank𝜙 (𝑖) |. (8)

We chose this metric, over other rank correlation coefficients like
Kendall’s tau, because it is easy to interpret.
Attribution Values.While attribution values are hard to interpret
in isolation, seeing them in contrast with attribution values of other
predictions can help us gain contrastive insights into the model
decision. Therefore, with the second evaluation metric we measure
how similar the actual attribution values of 𝜙 , and 𝜙𝑔𝑡 are with help
of the L1-distance:

valdis(𝜙) = 1
𝑛

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1
|𝜙𝑔𝑡
𝑖
(𝑥, 𝑓 ) − 𝜙𝑖 (𝑥, 𝑓 ) | (9)

Evaluation at top-𝑘 . For both metrics we define top-𝑘 evaluation
metrics by only summing over features 𝑖 that are among the top-𝑘
features in the ground truth attribution.

6.4 Results
We compare the results of experiments on the MQ2008 and MSLR-
10k data presented in Table 2 to answer our research questions.
RQ1: Does RankingSHAP Order Feature Attributes More Ac-
curately than Existing Approaches?We investigate the values
of the order evaluation metric in the first three columns of Table 2.
The values for MSLR-10k are much higher than for MQ2008, which
is unsurprising considering that MSLR-10k has roughly three times
as many features. For both datasets, we observe that all approaches
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Table 2: Results of the quantitative experiments.

order↓ valdis↓
Method all @3 @10 all @3 @10

M
Q
20
08

Random 15.3 21.1 18.6 0.0029 0.0288 0.0099
PointwiseSHAP 8.4 2.7 5.8 0.006 0.0213 0.0116
PointwiseLIME 13.7 10.9 13.9 0.0031 0.0204 0.0084
Greedy@5marg 14.6 20.6 17.7 0.0048 0.0324 0.0134
Greedy@5iter 14.9 21.6 18.4 0.0043 0.0326 0.0127
Greedyiter 13.0 8.9 11.6 0.0078 0.0099 0.0076
RankLIMEmean 9.1 1.2 6.2 0.0026 0.0281 0.0107
RankLIMEmax 10.8 2.0 7.2 0.0017 0.0168 0.0062
RankingSHAP 3.8 0.1 0.9 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001

M
SL

R-
10
k

Random 45.3 66.9 62.9 0.0005 0.012 0.0051
PointwiseSHAP 33.3 24.1 27.1 0.1746 3.1706 1.415
PointwiseLIME 33.7 13.4 16.6 0.1463 0.7981 0.5399
Greedy@5marg 42.5 26.8 41.1 0.0004 0.0076 0.0038
Greedy@5iter 42.5 26.4 41.1 0.0009 0.0232 0.0111
RankLIMEmean 36.8 13.2 22.3 0.0005 0.0132 0.0059
RankLIMEmax 39.4 23.5 29.9 0.0005 0.0121 0.0053
RankingSHAP 26.4 0.7 2.1 0.0001 0.0002 0.0002

are much more accurate in determining the rank of a feature in the
top-3 and top-10 than for the rest of the features. RankingSHAP has
by far the best feature rank approximation with rank differences
of less than 1 for the top-3 and less than 3 for the top-10 ground
truth features. RankLIMEmean takes second place, showing the im-
portance of using a listwise explanation objective. PointwiseSHAP,
for MQ2008 with just under 3 and 6 ranks mean deviation from
the ground truth rank for the top-3 resp. top-10 features, could still
provide good enough features to gain some insight into the model
decision. Its performance on MSLR-10k, with a deviation of more
than 20 ranks for the top-3 features, is considerably worse. For both
datasets, the selection-based baselines perform only slightly better
than the random baseline, showing the clear need to approach the
problem in a listwise manner. We answer RQ1 affirmatively: Rank-
ingSHAP approximates the order of the feature attributes more
accurately than the baselines.
RQ2: Does RankingSHAP Determine the Attribution Values
More Accurately than the Baselines? We evaluate the actual
attribution values with the valdis metric. For both datasets, Rank-
ingSHAP clearly has the closest approximation of the attribution
score values. Overall, the metric values are lower for the MSLR-10k
dataset, which has more features and hence lower attribution val-
ues on the individual features on average. We answer this research
question positively: RankingSHAP does determine the attribution
values more accurately than the baselines.

6.5 Reflections
Using Pointwise and Listwise Explanations Combined. Our
quantitative experiments show that by using a pointwise approach
like PointwiseSHAP we cannot accurately determine listwise fea-
ture attributes. Yet, using pointwise explanations of ranking scores
in combination with listwise ones, can give even more insights into
the model decision. E.g., when used for queries with unusual list-
wise explanations, pointwise explanations of individual documents

might help us understand what documents were responsible for
high feature attribution values within a ranking decision.
Selection is not Attribution. Our attempts at extending the
greedy selection explanations from [38] to generate feature at-
tributes failed. Using a selection approach to select features and
coalitions for which we determine the marginal contribution in-
stead of estimating the expected marginal contribution over all
coalitions sounds tempting, to reduce the computational costs. The
resulting attribution scores are too inaccurate to be used in practice.
A Critical View on Evaluation. The results of our quantitative
experiment should be viewed with reservations regarding the eval-
uation metrics used, which rely on knowledge of the ground truth
attribution values. In practice, it may be impossible to determine
these exactly, even with a large computational budget, so we have
to rely on approximation techniques. We leave it to future work to
find improved approximation techniques for this purpose.

7 CONCLUSION
We have rigorously defined the concept of listwise feature attribu-
tion for ranking tasks, which, through the use of different measures
of the predicted performance of a model, allows ofr a flexible and
contrastive examination of ranking decisions. To generate such
listwise feature attribution explanations we introduced a method
called RankingSHAP.

We found that RankingSHAP can aid in understanding model
decisions and potentially detecting biases as we have demonstrated
through a toy example. We confirmed the ability of RankingSHAP
to approximate feature importance through a quantitative analysis,
where RankingSHAP outperforms all point- and listwise baselines.

With the push to increased transparency in automated decision-
making, by the general public and law makers, explainability is
especially important for ranking systems as they are part of applica-
tions that directly impact peoples lives. Feature attribution has long
been an important tool for understanding model decisions within
other domains, therefore we hope that the listwise definition of
feature attribution and RankingSHAP will facilitate transparency
of ranking model decisions.

Among limitations of our approach are the high computational
costs of determining feature attribution explanations, especially for
high-dimensional input spaces. Also, it has been argued that SHAP
attribution values can be difficult to interpret and do not necessarily
align with human expectations [15], such as the contrastiveness of
explanations [22].

The most important step that we believe should be taken next, is
to examine whether the use of listwise SHAP attribution values in a
contrastivemanner can bridge the gap betweenmathematically well
defined explanations and the practical use in real life applications.
Data and code. To facilitate reproducibility of our work, code and
parameters are shared at https://github.com/MariaHeuss/RankingShap.
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A EXPLICIT EXPERIMENTAL SETUP FOR THE SIMULATED EXPERIMENT
Here we include the explicit set-up of the simulated example from Section 5. In Table 3 we give an overview over all candidates that were
used for the different query scenarios.

Table 3: Feature values for the individual candidates.

experience skills grades university requirements

non-qualified 0.7 0.7 3.2 universityus False
qualified-1 0.8 0.55 3.5 universityus True
qualified-2 0.7 0.3 3 universityus True
non-qualified-privileged 0.8 0.6 3.6 universitynepotism False
qualified-3 0.9 0.8 3 universityus True
qualified-net 0.7 0.9 8 universitynet True
qualified-ger 0.8 0.8 1 universityger True
qualified-biased 0.8 0.6 3.6 universityneg-bias True

The different universities have different grading schemes, which the models from Figure 1 depends on. Table 4 shows an overview over
the different universities that are used in the query scenarios. We show the best possible and the worst passing grade as well as whether the
biased model is biased towards the university in question.

Table 4: Comparison of grading schemes and model bias across universities.
University Best Possible Grade Worst Passing Grade Model Bias
universityus 4 1 None
universitynepotism 4 1 Positive
universityneg-bias 4 1 Negative
universityger 1 4 None
universitynet 10 6 None

Those candidates were then used for different queries. Which candidates were used for what queries can be found in Table 5. We show
the candidates, as defined in Table 3, in the rows and the 5 different query scenarios from Section 5.3 in the columns. A table entry of 1
indicates that the corresponding candidate was included in the ranking decision, a value 0 indicated that they were not included.

Table 5: Query-candidate matrix - 1 indicates that the candidate was considered, 0 that they were not considered.

average nepotism qualified international biased

non-qualified 1 1 0 1 1
qualified-1 1 1 1 0 1
qualified-2 1 1 1 0 1
non-qualified-privileged 0 1 0 0 0
qualified-3 0 0 1 1 0
qualified-net 0 0 0 1 0
qualified-ger 0 0 0 1 0
qualified-biased 0 0 0 0 1

B SIMULATED EXPERIMENT - ADDITIONAL RESULTS.
Here we present additional results for the simulated experiment for the unbiased model from the flowchart in Figure 1b. The bar chart in
Figure 3 shows the feature attribution values from the three considered approaches from Section 5.2 for the same query scenarios as defined
in Section 5.3. We do not show the estimated importance as we do in Figure 2, since we do not want to use this model for the evaluation of
the approaches. Comparing the attribution values of different models for different query scenarios like in Figures 2 and 3 can help us with
selecting the least biased model when we have a choice of models of similar performance.

C DETAILS ON ESTIMATING GROUND TRUTH FEATURE ATTRIBUTES FOR EVALUATION
For an estimation of the exact feature importance for the use of ground truth as described in Section 6.2, we measure the stability of the
approximation in terms of the standard deviation over several runs for the same amount of n-samples (coalition-background (𝑏, 𝑡) pairs) and
size of background data. Here we show the results of the MQ2008 dataset.

For the background data we experiment with sets of 5, 20 and 100 background samples. Since by increasing the sample size we could not
find any effect on the stability of the feature attributes, we decide to use 100 background samples for the rest of our analysis. We leave the
investigation of whether more sophisticated ways to create a background summary, instead of just sampling from the underlying data, can
improve approximation accuracy for future work.
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Figure 4: Mean standard deviation of the approximated feature importance over 3 disjoint runs with the same (a) resp. different
(b) background data.

Figure 4 shows the stability in terms of mean standard deviation over three different runs for different numbers of sampled coalition-
background (𝑏, 𝑡) pairs which we call 𝑛-samples for short. Figure 4a, where each run uses the same background-data, shows a continuing
increase in stability by increasing the number of 𝑛-samples, both when looking at all as well as only the top-5 features, to values below 0.003.
Figure 4b on the other hand, where each run uses a different set of background samples, shows that the increase in stability stagnates at a
value of around 0.1. While this potentially could be solved by using a bigger set for the background data or better summarizing techniques,
we would likely also have to increase the number of 𝑛-samples significantly to get a higher level for stability in combination.

Since the top-5 feature attribution values for this dataset usually take values of more than 0.1, we deem this level of stability with a
standard deviation of roughly 0.01 acceptable and proceed by using the mean of those three experiments as ground truth attribution values.
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