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Abstract
We demonstrate a validity problem of machine
learning in the vital application area of dis-
ease diagnosis in medicine. It arises when tar-
get labels in training data are determined by
an indirect measurement, and the fundamen-
tal measurements needed to determine this in-
direct measurement are included in the input
data representation. Machine learning mod-
els trained on this data will learn nothing else
but to exactly reconstruct the known target
definition. Such models show perfect perfor-
mance on similarly constructed test data but
will fail catastrophically on real-world exam-
ples where the defining fundamental measure-
ments are not or only incompletely available.
We present a general procedure allowing identi-
fication of problematic datasets and black-box
machine learning models trained on them, and
exemplify our detection procedure on the task
of early prediction of sepsis.

Keywords: validity, consensus definitions,
early disease diagnosis

1. Introduction

A machine learning research project is naturally di-
vided into the tasks of data curation — careful prepa-
ration of training, development and test data — and
of machine learning itself, where the practitioner only
needs to focus on improving the current state-of-
the-art on the benchmark data, often being agnostic
about the compilation process of the data. This divi-
sion of labor incurs the risk of obtaining problematic
models if the data curator determines the target la-
bel by an indirect measurement, and the fundamental

∗ This article is an extended version of Chapter 2.4.3 of Rie-
zler and Hagmann (2021).

measurements used for its determination are part of
the input feature representation for machine learning.
Under this setup, the obtained model will be noth-
ing else than a nearly identical reconstruction of the
applied target definition. This constitutes a valid-
ity problem that leads to serious practical problems
when the model is applied to real-world data. Partic-
ularly, the model fails on data where the fundamen-
tal measurements of the target definition are not or
only incompletely available, because it hasn’t learned
alternative predictive patterns relying on other fea-
tures. Furthermore, usages of machine learning to
discover new explanatory predictive patterns will fail
for exactly the same reason.

Machine learning research in health care is exposed
to this risk if labels are created by indirect measure-
ments given by consensus definitions of medical dis-
eases. For example, the Sepsis-3 definition (Singer
et al., 2016; Seymour et al., 2016) defines sepsis by the
presence of a verified or suspected infection in com-
bination with an organ function deterioration. For
patients without or unknown pre-conditions, this de-
terioration is in practice operationalized by a total
SOFA score of at least 2 points. The SOFA scor-
ing system itself (Vincent et al., 1996) is defined for
6 organ systems (e.g., liver or kidney) whose scores
are defined by thresholds on measurable physiologi-
cal quantities like creatinine, bilirubin, urine output,
mean arterial pressure, etc. As shown in a recent
overview (Moor et al., 2021) that examined 22 studies
on machine learning approaches for sepsis prognosis,
with the exception of one, all studies define ground-
truth sepsis labels using rules such as the Sepsis-3
consensus definition, and use datasets such as MIMIC
(Johnson et al., 2016) for training and testing. Simi-
larly, a recent challenge on early prediction of sepsis
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Validity problems in clinical machine learning

from clinical data assigned labels in accordance with
the Sepsis-3 consensus definition (Reyna et al., 2019).
The approaches described in Moor et al. (2021) and
Reyna et al. (2019) include the fundamental physio-
logical measurements involved in the consensus defi-
nition of sepsis as input features for machine learning,
which makes them defining features in the indirect
measurement of the consensus definition.
Given the negative impact of defining features, we

need a procedure to identify them in training data.
Starting from a set of candidate features, e.g, iden-
tified by the absolute magnitude of their bivariate
correlation with the labels, we present the following
two-step detection procedure, based on interpretable
Generalized Additive Models (GAM) :

1. In a first step, we search for the GAM with the
best data fit and smallest complexity that can be
built using only candidate features.

2. In a second step, we confirm that the features
constituting the model identified in the first step
are indeed defining by checking if the contribu-
tion of all other candidate features to the pre-
diction is nullified in a model that includes the
defining features as inputs.

We exemplify the problem on the consensus defini-
tions involved in SOFA score and more complex ex-
amples like the Sepsis-3 consensus definition. The
description of the experiments will rely on the infor-
mally defined steps of the above detection procedure.
Formal details are given in the Appendix. Code and
data to reproduce this work are available at https:
//github.com/StatNLP/ml4h_validity_problems.

2. Experiments

Data

The input data used in our experiments consist of
several clinical measurements for 620 intensive care
patients from the surgical intensive care unit of the
University Medical Centre Mannheim, Germany (see
Lindner et al. (2022); Schamoni et al. (2022) for a
detailed description). We split the data into train
(323,404 measurement points) and test (80,671 mea-
surement points) partitions. Furthermore, we label
the data according to the Sepsis-3 consensus defini-
tion (Singer et al., 2016; Seymour et al., 2016) that
combines the criteria of SOFA and infection.

Table 1: Definition of liver SOFA score. Serum
bilirubin levels are compared to specific
thresholds listed in mg/dl to determine the
SOFAliver score.

Table 2: Step 1 of detection of defining features for
liver SOFA: Top 5 GAMs for liver SOFA,
ranked by data fit(↓) and complexity(↑).

Detecting defining features in datasets for
liver SOFA scores

In the following example, we assume that D =
{(xn, yn)}Nn=1 is a dataset of input features x =
(x1, x2, . . . , xp) and gold standard labels y of liver
SOFA scores. We apply the two-step detection pro-
cedure described above to this data. That means, we
train a GAM on this dataset, and use the statisti-
cal metrics of data fit, model complexity, and nullifi-
cation to expose fundamental measurements in x as
defining features. This is achieved by showing that
they allow an exact reconstruction of the target func-
tional definition y, while nullifying the contribution
of all other features.

For ease of presentation, we choose a subset of the
original 43 features used in Schamoni et al. (2022).
In the liver SOFA example we consider the clini-
cal measurements of bilirubin, aspartate aminotrans-
ferase (ASAT), a quick international normalized ra-
tio of the protein prothrombin (quick-INR), alanin
aminotransferase (ALAT), and thrombocytes.1 As

1. The features were selected based on the magnitude of Pear-
son correlation with the target.
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Validity problems in clinical machine learning

Figure 1: Step 2 of detection of defining features for liver SOFA: Feature shapes and data fit D2 of GAMs for
liver SOFA data without (left column) and with bilirubin (right column) as input feature, showing
perfect reconstruction of the target definition and nullfication of non-defining features.

shown in Table 1, bilirubin is a fundamental measure-
ment for the indirect measurement of liver SOFA.
Step 1 of the detection procedure trains a GAM

on the five candidate features, yielding the result
shown in Table 2. We see that any model includ-
ing bilirubin as feature explains the data with a data
fit D2 = 100%. The model that uses bilirubin as
only feature has the smallest complexity. Step 2 of
the detection procedure is depicted in Figure 1. It
shows the feature shapes of GAMs fitted to subsets
of the training data with (right column) and without
bilirubin (left column). The plots show that the GAM

trained without access to bilirubin uses all other avail-
able features (rows 2–5 in left panel), whereas their
contribution to the prediction is nullified in the GAM
trained on data including bilirubin (rows 2–5 in right
panel). The comparison of the data fit metric D2 for
both GAMs illustrates that the inclusion of bilirubin
in the training data boosts the data fit from 26% to
100%. This means that the GAM trained on data in-
cluding bilirubin is able to perfectly replicate the liver
SOFA scores for all test inputs. Additionally, the first
panel of the right column demonstrates that a GAM
is able to nearly perfectly reconstruct the liver SOFA
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Table 3: Definition of kidney SOFA score. Serum
creatinine levels and urine output are com-
pared to thresholds listed in mg/dl and
ml/day, respectively, to determine their
component value. The final score is
the maximum of both: SOFAkidney =
max(valuecrea, valueurine).

Table 4: Step 1 of two-step detection of defining fea-
tures for kidney SOFA: Top 5 GAMs for kid-
ney SOFA, ranked by data fit(↓) and com-
plexity (↑).

definition from training data including the defining
feature bilirubin: The steps of the plateaus in the
graph correspond exactly to the thresholds listed in
Table 1. This shows that our detection procedure
is able to successfully identify bilirubin as a defining
feature for the indirect measurement of liver SOFA,
out of a candidate set of fundamental features with
a similarly high bivariate correlation to the target la-
bel.

Detecting defining features in datasets for
kidney SOFA scores

As shown in Table 3, the kidney SOFA score is defined
as a maximum of two step functions. This bivari-
ate function cannot be expressed as sum of smooth
functions using spline-based GAMs. Additionally, we
face the problem that creatinine and urine-24h out-
put are significantly correlated (r = −.28, p < .0001).
However, as we will see, a GAM-based analysis of
the univariate feature shapes for urine-24h and cre-
atinine still yields some useful insights. Let us first
apply step 1 of the detection procedure for defining

Figure 2: Step 2 of two-step detection of defining fea-
tures for kidney SOFA: Feature shapes and
data fit D2 of GAMs trained on kidney
SOFA data without (left col.) and with
creatinine and urine-24h (right col.) as
input features, showing reconstruction of
target definition and nullification of non-
defining features.

features to data with automatically assigned kidney
SOFA labels. Table 4 displays the ranking of mod-
els using the 6 candidate features, yielding a data fit
D2 = 95% for any model including creatinine and
urine-24h as features, where the model that includes
only these two features has the smallest complexity.

Figure 2 depicts the feature shapes of a model us-
ing all features in the dataset (right column) and a
model that was trained without creatinine and urine-
24h (left column). The D2 value of the model on the
right reaches 95%, compared to 25% for the model
without defining features. The bottom four plots in
the right column show that the contribution of any
feature in the model without creatinine and urine-
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Table 5: Operationalization of Sepsis-3 according to
Singer et al. (2016). A patient has sep-
sis if the maximum SOFA score in the last
24h is greater or equal to 2 in combination
with a suspected or verified infection; ex-
pressed here as a product of the two condi-
tions: SepsisSepsis-3 = ConditionInfection ×
ConditionSOFA.

Table 6: Step 1 of two-step detection of defining fea-
tures for Sepsis-3: Top 6 GAMs for Sepsis-3,
ranked by data fit(↓) and complexity (↑).

24h (left column) is nullified by inclusion of urine-
24h and creatinine as features. Furthermore, the top
two plots in the right column show that the target
definition of kidney SOFA given in Table 3 can be
satisfactorily reconstructed, despite the fact that the
kidney SOFA is a composition of two step functions.
By combining the conditions of data fit and nullifica-
tion, our detection procedure was able to successfully
identify the fundamental measurements of creatinine
and urine-24h output as defining features for the indi-
rect measurement of kidney SOFA, compared to other
fundamental features with a similarly high bivariate
correlation to the target label.

Detecting defining features for Sepsis-3
consensus definition

SOFA-definitions as used in the previous section are
the basis for further experiments to predict sepsis ac-
cording to the Sepsis-3 consensus definition (Singer
et al., 2016; Seymour et al., 2016). Sepsis according
to Sepsis-3 is present if the following two conditions
are met: 1) The patient suffers from deterioration of
organ functions; 2) The patient has a suspected or
verified infection. According to Singer et al. (2016),

Figure 3: Step 2 of two-step detection of defining fea-
tures for Sepsis-3: Feature shapes and data
fit D2 of GAMs trained on Sepsis-3 data
without (left col.) and with suspected in-
fection (right col.) as input features, show-
ing satisfactory reconstruction of the target
definition and nullification of non-defining
features.

a SOFA score of 2 points or more indicates an organ
dysfunction for patients without any pre-conditions.
A suspected or verified infection is operationalized
by defining an infection window by the first dose of
antibiotics and the first draw of blood culture sam-
ples (see eAppendix A of Seymour et al. (2016)).2

The complete definition and the conditions we use
are compiled in Table 5.

2. The start of the window in combination with the SOFA
criterion is then the onset of sepsis. The length of the sep-
sis episode is determined by the infection window. Sub-
sequent administered antibiotics and additional draws of
blood samples can thus extend a sepsis episode.
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The candidate features are leukocytes, cardiac out-
put, sodium, and C-reactive protein (CRP), sus-
pected infection, and maximum SOFA score in 24
hours (SOFA-24h). Step 1 of the detection proce-
dure produces the results shown in Table 6: We see
that all models including suspected infection as fea-
ture explain the data with a data fit of D2 = 98%
where the model that includes only this feature has
the smallest complexity. Suspected infection is thus
marked as potentially defining in step 1 of the detec-
tion procedure. Step 2 of the detection procedure is
shown in Figure 3. The left column displays the fea-
ture shapes of the features of SOFA-24h, leukocytes,
cardiac output, sodium, and CRP in a GAM that
does not use suspected infection as input feature. All
features show a clear contribution to the prediction of
sepsis. Including suspected infection as input feature
to the GAM yields the feature shapes shown in the
right column: The contributions of all features except
suspected infection are nullified. Comparing the data
fit metric D2 for both GAMs shows that the inclusion
of suspected infection as input feature boosts the data
fit from 6% to 98%. This means that a GAM trained
on data including suspected infection is able to per-
fectly replicate the Sepsis-3 status of each test input.
We can thus identify suspected infection as defining
feature for the indirect measurement of Sepsis-3, com-
pared to other fundamental features with the highest
bivariate correlation to the target label.
Surprisingly, SOFA-24h is not identified as defining

feature, but instead is nullified. This can be explained
by particularities of the dataset used in this experi-
ment (Lindner et al., 2022; Schamoni et al., 2022).
In this dataset, only 522 out of 28, 122 infection ob-
servations had a SOFA-24h measurement of less than
2. This implies that the probability of having a pos-
itive Sepsis-3 label is 0.9814 if the patient has a sus-
pected or verified infection. This makes it possible to
reduce the conditions in the Sepsis-3 definition effec-
tively to testing for infection, and is the reason why
our method only unveiled suspected infection as the
sole defining feature.

Detecting defining features of black-box
machine learning models

The proposed procedure can also be used to detect
whether a state-of-the-art machine learning model
such as a deep neural network inherits a validity prob-
lem present in the training data. This is possible
without access to the actual training data or the pa-

Table 7: Step 1 of two-step detection of defining
features for black-box predictions: Top 5
GAMs for black-box predictions, trained
with (upper) and without (lower) bilirubin
feature, ranked by data fit(↓) and complex-
ity (↑).

rameters of the model, which is thus treated as a
black-box model. Since a trained model is a function
that maps input features to labels, we can apply the
detection procedure to a dataset T = {(xm, ŷm)}Mm=1

consisting of test inputs x and labels ŷ predicted by
the black-box model. That means, we apply the same
procedure as above to a dataset of inputs and labels,
with the only difference that the labels are predic-
tions of the black-box model. After training a GAM
on test inputs and predicted labels, we use the statis-
tical metrics of data fit, model complexity, and nullifi-
cation to detect if the trained black-box model relies
on training data that was labeled by indirect mea-
surements.

We exemplify the detection procedure on the ex-
ample of liver SOFA prediction. Let us start with a
neural network that has access to all 43 original fea-
tures, including bilirubin. A first noteworthy obser-
vation is that the accuracy of this neural network is
97% on the test data, and 99.7% on the training data.
This gap is exceptionally low, demanding a further in-
vestigation by a detection procedure for defining fea-
tures. For ease of presentation of our detection pro-
cedure, we again limit the original 43 features to the
five features that are most highly correlated with the
black-box model predictions. For liver SOFA these
are bilirubin, thrombocytes, cardiac output, system-
atic vascular resistance index (SVRI), and urine out-
put in the previous 24 hours (urine-24h). Step 1 of
the detection procedure consists of training a GAM
on predictions of the neural network. As shown in the
upper half of Table 7, the GAM with lowest complex-
ity and highest data fit is the model using bilirubin as
sole feature. This result is similar to the outcome of
step 1 displayed in Table 2. The result of step 2 of our
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Figure 4: Step 2 of two-step detection of defining
features for black-box predictions: Feature
shapes of GAMs trained on predictions of
black-box models without (cols. 1 and 2)
and with (cols. 3 and 4) access to bilirubin
during training. on of target function and
nullification shown in rightmost column.

detection procedure is depicted in the fourth column
of Figure 4. The topmost panel in the fourth column
shows that the predictions of the black-box model can
be reproduced nearly perfectly (D2 = 99%), with a
feature shape for bilirubin that is very similar to the
liver SOFA definition given in Table 3. Without ac-
cess to bilirubin, the GAM in the third column of
Figure 4 is shown to be only capable to poorly repro-
duce the black-box model’s predictions (D2 = 40%).
A comparison of the plots in the third and fourth
column illustrates that the non-negligible contribu-
tion of the features in the GAM without access to
bilirubin are nullified if bilirubin is included in the
GAM. We can therefore conclude that the black box
model must have had access to the defining feature of

bilirubin in its training data, inheriting the validity
problem.

The first and second column of Figure 4 compare
this result to an application of the detection proce-
dure to a black-box model that accesses all features
except bilirubin in its training data. The test accu-
racy of this model drops to 76%, and a GAM trained
on its predictions explains the data with a data fit of
D2 = 39% if bilirubin is included in the GAM, and
with D2 = 34% if bilirubin is excluded. However, the
feature shapes are similar and non-null in both types
of GAMs.

We furthermore conduct an ablation experiment
where we deprive the neural network trained on data
including bilirubin of this very feature at test time.3

This neural network predicts SOFA scores of 0 in
99.7% of all test predictions, and consequently its ac-
curacy drops to 76.3% (which is approximately the
frequency of gold standard zeros in the test set).

Together, these results show that if the defining
feature is included in the training data, the black-
box model is able to reconstruct the already known
definition almost perfectly. However, it lacks the abil-
ity to make correct predictions when it is deprived of
the defining features during training or testing.

3. Related Work

The problem described in our work has not been dis-
cussed in the literature so far. First, our detection
procedure must not be confused with standard fea-
ture selection (Hastie et al., 2008). These techniques
are aimed at improving model prediction while our
method is a data analysis technique, aimed at dis-
tinguishing defining features from powerful features,
i.e. other features that are highly correlated with
the target labels. Such features can also take the
form of shortcuts where a spurious correlation be-
tween an irrelevant input feature and the target la-
bel is exploited by the model (Geirhos et al., 2020).
This has been shown to happen in natural language
processing, image processing, and medical data sci-
ence (Ribeiro et al., 2016; Lapuschkin et al., 2019;
DeGrave et al., 2021). The discrimination between
powerful features and defining features is achieved
by step 2 of our method since defining features will

3. This is achieved by setting the feature value to 0 (which
is the mean value of the standardized input features) for
all test instances, and evaluate accuracy of the new pre-
dictions.
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result in nullification even of powerful features, while
powerful features will not cause this effect.
Defining features also need to be distinguished from

leaking features. Rosset et al. (2009) and Kaufmann
et al. (2011) define leakage in data mining as the
“introduction of information about the data mining
target, which should not be legitimately available to
mine from”. Examples for leaking input features are
inclusion of the target itself, or of future information
in a prediction task. In contrast to illegitimate data
mining from leaking features, it is perfectly legitimate
to diagnose an illness according to a consensus defi-
nition, and the involved physiological measurements
are a legitimate part of input representations in ma-
chine learning. However, a validity problem arises by
a double usage — directly as input features and indi-
rectly in the definition of outputs — in difference to
leaking features that are illegitimate per se.

4. Discussion

We described a problem that potentially arises from
the common practice of generating machine learn-
ing data by automatically labeling clinical datasets
according to consensus definitions. Since consensus
definitions are indirect measurements based on fun-
damental clinical measurements, if the latter are in-
cluded as input features in machine learning datasets,
they become defining features causing machine learn-
ing models to learn nothing else but to reconstruct
the known consensus definition.
We demonstrated the applicability of our proce-

dure to detect three cases of indirect measurements
based on three fundamentally different definitions:
For SOFAliver, the definition consists of a single ad-
ditive component, which naturally extends to defini-
tions based on sums of multiple components. For
SOFAkidney, the definition is based on the more
complex maximum-operation between several com-
ponents. In the final case of Sepsis-3, the definition
is based on a logical and-operation which can be ex-
pressed as a product of two values. In all three cases,
our procedure was able to detect a validity problem
caused by labeling via indirect measurements. Most
of the consensus definitions we are aware of can be
modeled using these three basic operations.
The experiments conducted in this paper follow a

cross-sectional experiment design. However, we be-
lieve that our conclusions also extend to a longitudi-
nal design for prognosis where feature measurements
at a current point in time are used to predict the dis-

ease status at future points in time. In this setting,
the problem of indirect target definitions will be in-
troduced by the auto-correlation of the fundamental
features in the time series, especially if data imputa-
tion methods like last-value carried forward are used
in dataset creation.

One way to avoid the described validity problem is
to keep the data labeling process and the input fea-
tures apart. Another option that restitutes the ap-
plication of consensus-based definitions while keeping
all fundamental features in the input representation
could be a forecasting setup: In such a scenario, the
machine learning goal is to project the time series of
clinical measurements into the future, and then to
apply the measurements of the consensus definition
to predict the sepsis label.

Acknowledgments

This research has been conducted in project
SCIDATOS (Scientific Computing for Improved De-
tection and Therapy of Sepsis), funded by the
Klaus Tschira Foundation, Germany (Grant number
00.0277.2015). We would like to thank our colleagues
at the University Medical Centre Mannheim (UMM),
Germany — Manfred Thiel, Holger Lindner, and Ve-
rana Schneider-Lindner — for permission to use the
data generated in SCIDATOS for the experiments
presented in this paper.

References

Rishabh Agarwal, Nicholas Frosst, Xuezhou Zhang,
Rich Caruana, and Geoffrey E. Hinton. Neural ad-
ditive models: Interpretable machine learning with
neural nets. In Proceedings of the ICML Work-
shop on Human Interpretability in Machine Learn-
ing, virtual, 2020.

A.J. DeGrave, J.D. Janizek, and SI Lee. AI for radio-
graphic COVID-19 detection selects shortcuts over
signal. Nature Machine Intelligence, 3, 2021.

Robert Geirhos, Jörn-Henrik Jacobsen, Claudio
Michaelis, Richard Zemel, Wieland Brendel,
Matthias Bethge, and Felix A. Wichmann. Short-
cut learning in deep neural networks. Nature Ma-
chine Intelligence, 2:665–673, 2020.

Trevor Hastie and Robert Tibshirani. Generalized
additive models. Statistical Science, 1(3):297–318,
1986.

8



Validity problems in clinical machine learning

Trevor Hastie and Robert Tibshirani. Generalized
Additive Models. Chapman and Hall, 1990.

Trevor Hastie, Robert Tibshirani, and Jerome Fried-
man. The Elements of Statistical Learning: Data
Mining, Inference, and Prediction. Springer, New
York, NY, second edition, 2008.

Nancy E. Heckman. Spline smoothing in a partly lin-
ear model. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society
B, 48(2):244–248, 1986.

Alistair E.W. Johnson, Tom J. Pollard, Lu Shen,
Li wei H. Lehman, Mengling Feng, Moham-
mad Ghassemi, Benjamin Moody, Peter Szolovits,
Leo Anthony Celi, and Roger G. Mark. MIMIC-III,
a freely accessible critical care database. Scientific
Data, 3(1):160035, 2016.

Shachar Kaufmann, Saharon Rosset, and Claudia
Perlich. Leakage in data mining: Formulation, de-
tection, and avoidance. In Proceedings of the Con-
ference on Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining
(KDD), San Diego, CA, USA, 2011.

Sebastian Lapuschkin, StephanWäldchen, Alexander
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Appendix

Statistical background

A prerequisite for our detection procedure for defin-
ing features is the availability of an expressive and
yet intelligible model that can be fitted to data D =
{(xn, yn)}Nn=1, where x

n denotes a p-dimensional vec-
tor of input features (covariates) and yn a scalar tar-
get label. As a model we adopt the class of General-
ized Additive Models (GAMs) that originated in the
area of biostatistics (Hastie and Tibshirani, 1990) to
lift the restriction of strictly linear features in gen-
eralized linear regression models. GAMs have been
used as interpretable white-box models for machine
learning (Lou et al., 2012) and as tools for analyzing
black-box models (Tan et al., 2018). The key idea of
GAMs is decomposing a multivariate function into a
sum of usually univariate nonlinear functions fk(xk)
for each input feature xk, called feature shapes, which
are learned from the data. The general form of a
GAM assumes Y to be a random variable from the
exponential family, and g(·) to be a nonlinear but
invertible link function:

g(E[Y |x]) =
p∑

k=1

fk(xk). (1)

For example, a Gaussian regression model is obtained
by using the identity link function g(x) = x, and
specifying the distribution of Y n to be of the zero
mean Gaussian subclass of the exponential family:

Y n =

p∑
k=1

fk(x
n
k ) + ϵn, (2)

where ϵn ∼ N (0, σ2) for n = 1, . . . , N.

For our application, we use GAMs that model fea-
ture shapes by regression spline functions. A re-
gression spline represents a non-linear function as a
linear combination of so called fixed base functions
which are used to transform the input data. The es-
timated weights of this linear combination determine

the shape of the non-linear function and thus allow a
model with linear structure to learn non-linear func-
tions from data.

In order to define a detection procedure for defin-
ing features we need two measures, one that allows
us to assess how good a model reproduces its training
data, and one that measures its complexity. We use
the likelihood-based criterion of scaled deviance of a
model to assess model fit. McCullagh and Nelder
(1989) define it as a metric proportional to the differ-
ence between the log-likelihood ℓ(µ) of a model µ to
the log-likelihood ℓ∗ of the saturated model, which is
the model in family that achieves the highest possible
likelihood value given the data:

D∗
µ = 2(ℓ∗ − ℓ(µ)). (3)

The saturated model corresponds to an exact fit. For
a Gaussian model with known variance σ2 and inde-
pendent samples, the scaled deviance is:

D∗
µ = 2(ℓ∗ − ℓ(µ)) =

N∑
n=1

(yn − µn)2

σ2
. (4)

Following Hastie and Tibshirani (1986), we use the
percentage of deviance explained to make the metric
more interpretable, and denote it by D2:

D2(µ) = 1−
D∗

µ

Dµ0

, (5)

where Dµ0
is the deviance for the model µo which

is the simplest possible model using only a intercept
term and no other predictor. This model just predicts
a constant, namely the average ȳ of all data points.
The likelihood of this model is the lowest possible,
thus D2(µ) ∈ [0, 1], where 0 (0%) means that the
model µ fits the data as good as µ0, and 1 (100%)
means that µ fits the data as good as the saturated
model. For a Gaussian GAM with known variance
and independent samples, D2 is

D2(µ) = 1−
∑N

n=1(y
n − µn)2∑N

n=1(y
n − ȳ)2

. (6)

In this case, D2 equals the coefficient of determina-
tion R2. It is thus regarded as a generalization of the
latter.

The typical model complexity measure employed
for regression models are the degrees of freedom, cor-
responding to the number of model parameters esti-
mated from the data. This measure cannot be di-
rectly applied to GAMs due to the involved smooth-
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ing process and the penalized regression estimation
procedure. Taking into account all the complexities
involved with GAMs, Wood (2017) has adapted the
concept and defined a measure called effective degrees
of freedom (edf) which we use to measure model com-
plexity.
A further concept that is important in our detec-

tion procedure for defining features is that of con-
sistency of an estimator. It is one of the most fun-
damental properties of an estimator and a necessary
condition for model interpretability.

Definition 1 (Consistency) LetM := {pθ : θ ∈ Θ}
be a parametric statistical model where θ 7→ pθ is
injective. Further, let pθ0 ∈ M denote the true
model of the data generating process for a dataset
D = {(xn, yn)}Nn=1. Then an estimator θN is called
consistent iff for all ϵ > 0 holds

P (|θN − θ0| > ϵ)
N→∞−−−−→ 0.

Consistency of an estimator guarantees that the
probability of learning the true data-generating
model converges to 1 as the sample size increases,
given that the true model is among the candidates.
Note that consistency holds for spline based GAMs
(Hastie and Tibshirani, 1990; Wood, 2017; Heckman,
1986), but has not been shown for variants where the
features shapes are modeled by non-spline machine
learning methods like deep neural networks (NAMs)
(Agarwal et al., 2020). The consistency property of
GAMs allows us to identify defining features as those
that approximate the data generating process with
a non-zero feature shape, and features that are not
related to the data generation process as those with
constant zero feature shapes.

Proposition 2 (Nullification.) Let pGAM
θN

be a
GAM that optimizes the likelihood of data D =
{(xn, yn)}Nn=1, x = (x1, . . . , xu, . . . , xp), that has been
produced by a data labeling function l : (x1, . . . , xu) 7→
y. Furthermore, assume that l can be approximated
by a model in MGAM = {pGAM

θ : θ ∈ Θ}. Then any
feature xk≤u used by the data labeling function l will

have a non-zero feature shape f̂k(xk)
p→ fk(xk) ̸= 0,

and any other feature xk>u in the feature set will have

a feature shape of a constant zero function f̂k(xk)
p→

fk(xk) = 0.

Proof sketch. The proposition follows directly from
the consistency of maximum likelihood estimators
for GAMs. This has been shown, for example, by

Heckman (1986) for GAMs based on cubic regres-
sion splines. By consistency, the maximum likeli-
hood estimator θN will converge in probability to
the data generating parameters θ0. Since the model
MGAM = {pGAM

θ : θ ∈ Θ} is identifiable, as by the
injectivity of the mapping θ 7→ pθ, the data gener-
ating parameters θ0 will identify the data generating
model pGAM

θ0
. By the additive structure of this model,

only features determining the feature-label relations
in the data D = {(xn, yn)}Nn=1 have non-zero feature
shapes, and the feature shapes of all other features in
the feature set have constant zero values. □

Detection procedure for defining features

Based on GAMs, the D2 and edf metrics, and the
nullification criterion, we define a detection procedure
for defining features that is based on the idea that
in the presence of defining features, a simple model
based solely on such features will suffice to nearly
perfectly reproduce the gold standard target. The
detection procedure for defining features starts from
a set of candidate features, for example, identified by
the absolute magnitude of their bivariate correlation
with the labels, and then searches for the model with
highest deviance and lowest degrees of freedom over
a set of candidate models MC (step 1), and confirms
that the identified features are indeed defining since
all other features except the ones found in the first
step are nullified (step 2) in an extended model.

Definition 3 (Detection procedure) Given a
dataset of feature-label relations D = {(xn, yn)}Nn=1

where x = (x1, x2, . . . , xp) is a p-dimensional fea-
ture vector, let C ⊆ P({1, . . . , p}) indicate the set
of candidate defining features in dataset D, and let
MC := {µc : c ∈ C} be the set of models obtained
by fitting a GAM including a feature shape for ev-
ery feature in c (and nothing else) to the data D. A
set of defining features c∗ is detected by applying the
following two-step detection procedure:

1. c∗ = argmaxc∈C D2(µc) where D2(µc∗) is close
to 1, and in case the maximizer is not unique,
the maximizer is chosen such that the associated
GAM µc∗ has the smallest effective degrees of
freedom.

2. The feature shapes of every feature xj : j ∈
{1, . . . , p} \ c∗ added to the GAM µc∗ is nulli-
fied in the resulting model.
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