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Case: 1027
Label: Defect
Probability: 0.88
Explanation Fit: 0.64
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Case: 164
Label: Defect
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(a) An example instance explanation of LIME. The blue bars indicate supporting (positive) scores
towards a file being predicted as defective, while the red bars indicate contradict (negative) scores
towards its prediction.
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(b) An example instance explanation of BreakDown. The x-axis presents the contribution (probability score) of
each metric in the y-axis.

Figure 6: An illustrative example of instance explanations generated by LIME and BreakDown, respectively.

predicted (63%) as defective due to a supporting probabil-
ity of 0.27 for MAJOR LINE, a supporting probability of
0.15 for CountDeclMethodDefault, a supporting probability
of 0.13 for ADEV, and a supporting probability of 0.07
for CountClassCoupled. In contrast, an CountClassCoupled
value of 12 contradicts the prediction by a probability of
0.8, and an AvgLineComment value of 0 contradicts the
prediction by a probability of 0.05.

Given the same defect models, different predictions
have different instance explanations. Figure 7 shows the
distributions of the rank difference of the metric among
instance explanations for all of the studied defect datasets.
We find that the rank differences of metrics among in-
stance explanations are, at the median, 20 for LIME, 22
for LIME-HPO, and 21 for BreakDown. In other words,
the most important metric of an instance may appear as
the rank 21th-23th of another instance. We observe similar
results for all studied classification techniques (the online
appendix [1] provides the results of each classification
technique). As shown in Figures 6a and 6b, we observe
that while these two instances are predicted as defective
by defect models, their instance explanations are different.
According to this example, on the above sub-figure (LIME),
the number of active developers (ADEV), which appears as
the most important metric of the instance explanation of
Destination.java, appears as the 4th important metric of the
instance explanation of BrokerTestSupport.java. Similarly,
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Figure 7: The distributions of rank differences of each metric
across instances explanations for all studied defect datasets.

on the below sub-figure (BreakDown), the lines of code
contributed by major developers (MAJOR LINE), which ap-
pears as the most important metric of the instance explana-
tion of Destination.java, appears as the 2nd important metric
of the instance explanation of BrokerTestSupport.java. The
variation of instance explanations among the predictions of
defect models indicates that one global explanation of defect
models does not imply instance explanations (and vice
versa), highlighting the need for model-agnostic techniques
for explaining the predictions defect models.
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