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Abstract. The widespread use of Artificial Intelligence-based tools in
the healthcare sector raises many ethical and legal problems, one of the
main reasons being their black-box nature and therefore the seemingly
opacity and inscrutability of their characteristics and decision-making
process. Literature extensively discusses how this can lead to phenom-
ena of over-reliance and under-reliance, ultimately limiting the adoption
of AI. We addressed these issues by building a theoretical framework
based on three concepts: Feature Importance, Counterexample Expla-
nations, and Similar-Case Explanations. Grounded in the literature, the
model was deployed within a case study in which, using a participatory
design approach, we designed and developed a high-fidelity prototype.
Through the co-design and development of the prototype and the un-
derlying model, we advanced the knowledge on how to design AI-based
systems for enabling complementarity in the decision-making process in
the healthcare domain. Our work aims at contributing to the current
discourse on designing AI systems to support clinicians’ decision-making
processes.

Keywords: Human-centred AI · Explainable AI · Clinical decision sup-
port systems · Feature-based explanations · Counterexample explana-
tions · Similar-Case explanations

1 Introduction

Thanks to their efficient capability to analyse vast amounts of complex and di-
verse data, artificial intelligence (AI for short) systems fuelled by contemporary
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machine learning techniques are at the forefront of the digital transformation of
health systems around the globe [56]. Notable cases include AI for physician-level
diagnostics in dermatology [14] or radiology [32], for finding optimal treatment
strategies for sepsis [31] or for identifying patients at risk of cardiac failure in
intensive care settings [25]. However, despite their huge potential, the adoption
of AI-based tools raises several ethical and societal issues, one of the main rea-
sons being the seeming inscrutability of their design characteristics and decision-
making process [57,52]. The "black box problem" in AI refers to the challenges
and problems that arise because of the opacity of AI systems. For instance,
researchers notice that "end users are less likely to trust and cede control to
machines whose workings they do not understand" [61, p.266], and that "the
opacity of AI systems can reduce end users’ trust and reliance on using AI-based
systems while making critical decisions" [22, p.1].

In line with this is the observation that in reality, when deployed, AI systems
are often under-used or not used at all [50], one of the reasons commonly put
forward being that it is difficult for humans to estimate to what extent to trust
recommendations coming from algorithms when no information about their inner
behaviour, accuracy10, or error is given [34,23,27].

A natural question is, therefore, to understand the exact role opacity is play-
ing in this respect, and which strategies countering it, if any, will eventually
enhance trust and enable adoption of AI systems in healthcare.

The view we advocate in this work is that to succeed we need to go beyond
the standard XAI methods by aligning with a human-centred perspective on AI
(e.g. [51]). More specifically, in this paper we start to illustrate an approach to
co-design ‘parsimonious evaluative strategies’ with users (clinicians), that do not
fall into the traps of standard explanatory practices, and that, we hope, encour-
age trust and the virtuous appropriation of AI, manifested in the generation of
complementary performances. Focusing on diagnostic decision support, and em-
bracing a view recently made explicit by Miller in [41], the AI decision support,
we claim, should merely support the specific diagnostic reasoning of the clini-
cian at stake in the setting under consideration, and thus, in principle, neither
be focused on recommending decisions nor on providing explanations for them.
To do so, we put in place a participatory design approach in which we engaged
experts in AI, HCI, and clinicians to co-design and develop an AI prototype
for supporting doctors in thyroid disease diagnostics. As already mentioned, the
design is based on supporting the clinical reasoning but not to directly provide a
recommendation. In this paper, we will report about the theoretical background
implemented on a case study in which we developed a prototype based on the
conceptual framework.

Our study included three iterative phases: 1. Understanding the Design
Space, 2. integrating theory into the design, and 3. co-designing the prototype.
On one side, we engaged users/stakeholders through a participatory method,

10 It has indeed been observed that "people’s trust in a model is affected by both its
stated accuracy and its observed accuracy, and that the effect of stated accuracy can
change depending on the observed accuracy" [60].
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while on the other, we developed a high-fidelity prototype using a real dataset.
The prototype was partially co-designed with clinicians, who participated as
informants to provide feedback. Our purpose is twofold:

1. to provide a conceptual background for challenging the opacity and encour-
aging complementarity when AI is used to support decision-making process
in health care

2. to advance the knowledge on how to design AI-based systems for the health-
care domain.

The outcomes of this work aim to contribute to the current discourse on de-
signing AI systems to support clinicians’ decision-making processes. We provide
concrete examples of potential solutions and advocate for the implementation
of a participatory design approach to empower clinicians to actively engage in
the process. The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. In Section 2 we
present background on the context of our work while in Section 3 we provide the
reader with necessary background on explainable artificial intelligence. In Sec. 4
we present our methodological approach for the design process and in Section 5
we describe the case study. In Section 6 we elaborate on user needs and Section
7 describes the prototype. While Section 8 describes the co-design process and
Section 9 concludes the paper.

2 Background

Many among not only the community of computer scientists but also of clinicians
and practitioners adhere to the so called explainability thesis (ET) [33,8]. That
is, the hypothesis that explainability is a suitable means for facilitating trust of
an opaque AI system in a stakeholder and, thus, making it more acceptable as a
decision support tool.11 As such, they are increasingly calling for transparency
and explainability to solve the black-box (opacity) problem and build trust in AI
systems. This position is echoed in the EU ethics guidelines for trustworthy AI
[10, p.3], that considers transparency and explainability as "crucial for building
and maintaining users’ trust in AI systems".

The ET has, however, been challenged. In addition to pointing out that it
is not clear what the explainability or interpretability of AI system actually
amounts to, one counter-argument starts by noticing that "[as] counter-intuitive
and unappealing as it may be, the opacity, independence from an explicit do-
main model, and lack of causal insight associated with some of the most powerful
machine learning approaches are not radically different from routine aspects of
medical decision-making. Our causal knowledge is often fragmentary, and un-
certainty is the rule rather than the exception. In such cases, careful empirical
11 What actually the cited articles refer to with the thesis is the capability of explaining

an AI system’s inner behaviour and output. Such thesis is somehow a strong one,
and it would be better to formulate it by taking into account the ontology of an AI
system, e.g. via the so called levels of abstraction [47], and the various forms that
opacity may take [15].
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validation of an intervention’s practical merits is the most important task. When
the demand for explanations of how interventions work is elevated above careful,
empirical validation, patients suffer, resources are wasted, and progress is de-
layed" [37, p.18]. Thence, according to London [37], what is needed for enabling
trust and adoption is not so much explainability, intended as the capability of
providing explanations for the behaviour or output of an AI system, but rather
accuracy and reliability. Indeed, current explainability techniques, mainly stem-
ming from the eXplainable (XAI) research programme [1], not only fall short in
their original aim but they might have unintended negative effects. For instance,
aligned with London’s view, despite some positive results (see e.g. [55,12,26]),
experiments have shown that sometimes accuracy is more important for user
trust than explainability, and that adding an explanation for a recommendation
can potentially harm trust when the fidelity of the explanation is low [44,45].
In addition, explanations of recommendations can lead to automation bias and
over-reliance on AI systems (the mere presence of an explanation often already
increases trust), to accept incorrect decisions and explanations without verifying
whether they were correct, and thus to unjustified (unwarranted) trust in AI rec-
ommendations, or to cause reasoning errors such as confirmation bias and thus
to groundlessly increase confidence in one’s own decision.12 This is the reason
why, as explained in [8]:

"providing AI with explainability [. . . ] is more akin to painting the black
box of inscrutable algorithms [. . . ] white, rather than making them trans-
parent. What we mean with this metaphoric statement is that XAI expla-
nations do not necessarily explain (as by definition or ontological status)
but rather describe the main output of systems aimed at supporting (or
making) decisions".

As a consequence, using explanations does not necessarily enable achieving com-
plementarity. That is, it doesn’t necessarily make a "hybrid team" composed by
a human and an AI to take better decisions than humans or AIs alone. Actually,
the only situation where the human-machine collaboration via explainability
outperforms people alone is when the accuracy of the underlying AI model is
higher than human accuracy [4], but still the performance of the hybrid team
is lower than the one by AI alone [6]. Hence, one can argue with [18] that, in
the absence of suitable explainability methods, it is better and safer to rather
advocate for rigorous internal and external validation of AI systems (a task for
which current XAI methods may actually be very useful). What we should look
for is not a full ‘transparency’ of the trained algorithm, but rather a form of
design transparency, that is "the adequate communication of the essential infor-
mation necessary to provide a satisfactory design explanation of such a system"
[36], such as the data’s origin and the type of data used in training13 (including

12 See [5] for a review of existing literature on this aspect.
13 See e.g. the case described in [30].
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how risks of biases have been tackled), the goal of the algorithm14, and thus its
adequacy (applicability) to the context is supposed to be deployed and used,
and as well as characteristics such as its validation and accuracy (see [2] for a
discussion on these points). Unfortunately, it has been shown, e.g. by [3], that
being the most accurate model does not necessarily imply it to be the ’best team-
mate in the room’. The reason simply being that a collaborative context "puts
additional demands on participants that extend beyond individual performance
on tasks, such as ability to complement and coordinate with one’s partner". In
fact, accuracy on training data is not equal to accuracy on unseen data when
the system is deployed and that the accuracy of a decision support system is
not the accuracy of decision making (see e.g. [7]). Moreover, remember that
we are considering a situation in which, due to the opacity of the system, the
only information that humans are relying on to judge the correctness of an AI
recommendation is the decision maker’s own expertise and background knowl-
edge.15 Given this, even though the AI is better than the human (keeping in
mind the previous caveat on such a claim), it is well known that people still tend
to under-rely and thus ignore the recommendation of the machine because of
unwarranted distrust or to over-rely and thus incur in the acceptance of wrong
decisions due to unwarranted trust [40,20,27,62,4,17,54]. We thus have reached
a paradoxical conclusion: opacity seems to hinder the virtuous adoption of AI in
the healthcare sector, but tools from XAI may have a counterproductive effect.
At the same time, simply providing AI recommendations (perhaps with some
additional information, e.g. accuracy) neither seems to promote adoption and
complementarity. The approach advocated in this paper aims at countering this
paradoxical situation by asking for a change of paradigm in the design and use
of XAI in diagnostics.

3 XAI: A Three Pillars Conceptual Framework

XAI is a rapidly evolving area within the field of AI that seeks to clarify the
decision-making processes of AI systems and opaque ML models, especially in
critical applications such as healthcare and finance. Specifically, XAI aims to
bridge the gap between the inherent complexity of advanced AI algorithms and
the need for transparency in understanding how these systems arrive at specific
outcomes. By providing insights into the internal workings of AI models, through
a broad set of families of explanations, XAI aims to enhance the interpretability
of results and to foster trust among end-users, regulators, and stakeholders,
ultimately promoting responsible and ethical AI deployment.

The explanations generated using XAI techniques can be either local, explain-
ing model’s decision for an instance (i.e., how the model arrived to a decision

14 In particular the intended functionality assigned to the trained model by the design-
ers.

15 We can also assume that information contributing to design transparency are in-
cluded in the background knowledge.
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for a particular instance), or global, explaining the overall working of the under-
lying machine learning model. In our prototype, and since we are simulating a
use case for diagnostic settings, we leverage local explanations. Specifically, our
prototype provides, for the instance of interest (i.e., for the instance being ana-
lyzed by the clinician), a set of local explanations that assist the clinician in the
diagnostic. In particular, we leverage three families of explanations, namely, Fea-
ture Importance Explanations, Counterexample Explanations and Similar-Case
Explanations. In the following, we provide a short description of these families
of explanations.

Feature Importance (or, feature attribution) refers to the measure of the im-
pact or contribution of individual input features in a machine learning model’s
decision-making process [49,38]. It helps to identify, based on the XAI technique
employed to compute the importance of the features, which features have the
most significant influence on the model’s predictions. The feature importance of
a specific feature for a given data sample being analyzed (i.e., the decision of
the ML model for the data sample being explained) can be as either positive or
negative. A positive importance value signifies that the feature supports the de-
cision favoring the considered class, while a negative importance value suggests
that the feature does not contribute to the decision in favor of the class under
consideration.

When predicting thyroid disease, conducting a feature importance analysis
can provide valuable insights into the factors that significantly influence the
model’s diagnosis. This analysis helps identify the key contributors, such as age,
gender, or thyroid hormone levels, that play a crucial role in either supporting or
contradicting a particular diagnosis. For instance, if the feature importance anal-
ysis indicates that age is the most influential factor, it suggests that the model
heavily relies on age information when making its prediction. This insight into
feature importance aids in understanding the model’s underlying logic, guiding
users to identify how the ML model reached its decision.

Counterexample Explanations are a type of explanation that explores what could
have happened in a given situation if certain factors or events had been different
[24,49,58]. In other words, they involve constructing hypothetical scenarios or
counterfactuals to allow users to understand how changes in specific variables
(input features) in a specific data sample might have led to different outcomes
[59,35]. In this context, counterfactual explanations are often used to explain the
predictions or decisions made by a ML model. By identifying the key features
or inputs that influenced the model’s output, one can create counterfactual in-
stances where those features are modified to observe how the model’s prediction
would change. This helps users (and developers) better comprehend the decision-
making process of ML models and gain insights into their behaviour and, in fact,
counterfactual reasoning have already proven to improve the interpretability of
ML models in several domains such as healthcare [48].

Within the context of our specific use case, the extraction of counterfactuals
provides the user, notably the clinician, with a valuable array of options. These
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options delineate how alterations in input features, encompassing the patient’s
information and, for example, test measurements, could potentially impact the
ultimate the diagnosis.

Similar-Case Example Explanations involve presenting instances from the dataset
that closely resemble the input data (i.e., the data record currently under in-
vestigation) such as to to illustrate how analogous cases influenced the model’s
decision. Such explanations can help identifying instances in the dataset that
share similarities with the input data, and that have been given the same label
[9]. This approach is particularly valuable in providing concrete and relatable
examples that can enhance the interpretability of machine learning models.

In the cases under consideration in this work, these three explanatory ap-
proaches will constitute the basis of our framework.

4 Designing with the Users: Methods, Data Collection
and Analysis

Our design research aligned with a human-centred perspective on AI (see e.g.
[51]) and grounded the idea that the AI decision support should be designed
as in such a way that the human decision maker maintains control over which
hypotheses to explore. Thus, we implemented a design approach that aims at
developing a system that aligns with the idea that is the decision support system
should be designed to explicitly support the abductive reasoning process, that
is in the medical domain the (differential) diagnostic type of reasoning of a clin-
ician. In order to do this, the project followed a Participatory Design approach
(PD) [53] by involving the stakeholders (e.g. hospital clinicians, researchers and
technicians) in every step of the design process of the system. In this work, we
have involved users and stakeholders in different ways and their participation
had different degrees of engagement within the process according to the people’s
roles and the phase of the project. Specifically, across the research project they
have been involved as: users, testers, informants, and co-design partners [13]. As
users or testers, the target group is observed during their normal activity using
the tools we provided. They are inquired about their everyday workflows, tools,
and tasks. Later on, they are asked for acceptability and/or usability of an early
version of the tool. As informants, users are solicited for input and feedback.
As, co-designers the users are considered as equal partners in the design process.
Users are actively engaged and invited to provide input starting at an early stage
of design, preceding the development of a fully working prototype [13]. Drawing
upon the PD potential to foster user adoption, our study is grounded in this
approach [16]. Indeed, the PD approach increases the likelihood of stakehold-
ers and users adopting the tool, as well as the team better understanding the
context, wishes, and needs thus increasing the chances of really supporting their
activities. PD has been successfully and widely used within this domain (e.g. [11]
[43]). Our approach consists of three iterative phases: 1. Understanding the
Design Space, 2. integrating theory into the design, and 3. co-designing
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the prototype. Overall, we engaged 8 people with different domains of exper-
tise: two clinicians, three medical technicians, a user experience researcher, an
expert in AI in healthcare, and an expert in ML in healthcare. Through their
active engagement, participants contributed in defining the problem space, elic-
iting the system requirements, and exploring the different designs presented as
low-fi and hi-fi prototypes. In the project, we developed a hi-fi prototype and
built a ML model by using a real data set. The creation of a hi-fi prototype
allowed us to challenge our scientific hypothesis and the conceptual framework
by directly engaging the clinicians as informants into a co-design session. We
collected data by transcribing notes and taking pictures of the context in phase
one. We analysed data by defining the design space and the requirements that
directly feed to design of the prototype. In the co-design stage, we recorded the
session, transcribed notes, and later analysed the video.

5 The Case Study

In this paper, we report on a specific case study developed in collaboration with
the Ente Ospedaliaro Cantonale (EOC - the institution that manages, coordi-
nates, and integrates a network of public hospitals in Ticino, Switzerland).

We present the activities that we conducted with the users and stakeholders
to identify the problem space, subsequently we illustrate the integration of
the theory into the design of the prototype, and then we present the first
round of co-design in which a clinician was involved as informant to provide
feedback on the prototype [13].

To recruit participants, we used a convenience sampling approach. Leveraging
the researchers’ network, we contacted a few people who work in the local re-
search hospital. For the first phase (identifying the design space) we recruited on
a voluntary basis a team of radiologists (technicians, clinicians, and researchers).
This team was willing to collaborate with us and aligned with our vision on AI
in the decision-process as a complementary tool to help in making decisions.
Overall, we involved three technicians, that have been in the role for over 10
years: a clinician who leads the local research unit in the Clinic of Radiology
at the EOC, and is also professor at the Faculty of Biomedical sciences of the
University of Southern Switzerland, where she is involved in many research and
teaching activities related to imaging and AI, and a researcher which is part of
this team. For the third phase (co-design of the first hi-fi prototypes), we re-
cruited another clinician in the domain of endocrinology (and also a scholar of
the University of Southern Switzerland) who participated on a voluntary basis,
reaching out to the team that had joined the first phase (at the Clinic of Radi-
ology). This user is the head of the Endocrinology Department at the EOC and
acted as co-designer and provided input on a prototype based on a Thyroid Dis-
ease dataset. The rationale behind recruiting individuals with diverse specialties
is to challenge our concepts to scrutiny across various health domains.
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5.1 Threats to Validity

In our case study, we involved a limited number of users and stakeholders re-
cruited using convenience sampling through the university network. However,
this is not unusual in participatory design research. Indeed, this approach al-
lowed us to delve deeply into each participant’s practices, needs, and wishes.
As a result, we were able to provide a complete and exhaustive overview of the
clinicians and technicians involved. Therefore, engaging a larger sample would
not have allowed at this stage of the project to get such a deep understanding
of the users. Moreover, this approach allowed us to create a strong connection
with the participants that lead to a long term partnership. However, this should
be considered when generalising the results. To strengthen our approach and ad-
dress potential external validity issues in the co-design phase, we have recruited
a clinician with a different specialty than the other participants involved in phase
1. This helped strengthen our conceptual model by subjecting it to challenges
across various health domains (Diagnostic Imaging and Endocrinology), diseases
(Pulmonary nodules and Thyroid Disease), and types of data (images and text).
Following we report a summary of the outcomes of the first phase.

6 Phase 1: Understanding the Design Space

In the first phase of the project we investigated the design space. We involved
three technicians, one clinician, and one researcher who were inquired about
their practices, the tools used, their workflow, including the people who are part
of the decision making process while formulating a diagnosis. In order to explore
these aspects, three authors conducted four contextual inquiry interviews on
their laboratories and offices (see the Annex). The focus of these interviews was
on investigating their practices and the potential issues and opportunities to
address in designing the new system. We interviewed them separately to enable
each participant to focus deeply on their own activities and tasks. We interviewed
the technicians and the researcher one time. While, to delve deeper on their
activities, we inquired the clinicians in three rounds. Each inquiry lasted about
90 minutes and was based on a semi-structured interview in which the users
could talk over their everyday practices in patient examinations and making
options about a diagnosis. Being in their offices and laboratories allowed them
to show us the tools that they use everyday, including the software. During the
second interview round we also explained our hypothesis with the purpose of
investigating whether they would be open to use an AI-based system grounded
in our conceptual model.

In the first round, the participants agreed it is about providing counter-
factual examples while the clinician is evaluating the different options. The type
of counter-examples varies depending on the data and the domain. For instance,
if the system is tailored for radiologists, examples may consist of images accom-
panied by brief descriptions. Conversely, for endocrinologists, the data might
be numerical and textual in nature. From the interviews, it emerged that, at
the moment, technicians do not provide any insight on the diagnosis thus they
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might not need this type of support. While, for clinicians, it would be extremely
relevant to have that type of support.

In the second round, they demonstrated to be extreme positive and en-
thusiast about having a set of counterexamples instead of a direct recommen-
dation, unlike other AI-based systems they have previously used. They men-
tioned multiple times during the interviews that using counterfactual reasoning
is the strategy they usually applied when they have to make a decision. Usu-
ally, they asked for second opinions from the colleagues who provide insights
on the basis of their experience. Hence, they highly appreciated the prospect of
an AI-based system that could complement their reasoning and support their
decision-making process by offering Counterfactual Explanations and Similar-
Case Explanations. Such support is particularly desirable to them, especially
if it is backed by a robust and extensive dataset. During this second round of
interviews, we co-identified a set of examples (pro and against) that supported
the counterfactual reasoning and lead to improvements in the interpretability of
ML models. We focused mainly on Pulmonary Nodules and they provided us five
potential diseases to be considered in a differential diagnosis process (congenital,
inflammatory, neoplastic, vascular, and miscellaneous).

In the third round, we discussed with the participants the number of ex-
amples to provide (both for and against), and they expressed the preference to
include one example for each of the five potential diagnoses. Connected with this
point, clinicians helped us to identify the specific features that influence their
decision and their importance. These factors aimed at influencing the output
provided by the ML model. As well as these changed according to the domain.
We identified these examples by combining the features provided by the dataset
with the expertise of the clinicians. For instance our stakeholders identifies 20
features that will be used to implement the prototype. Furthermore, we asked
participants to bring concrete examples of a set of features, counterfactual, and
similar-case explanations that we will used to build the model. The participants
created an anonymised data set that we will use in the next step of the project
for developing a prototype for supporting Diagnostic Imaging decision-making
process. The patient information were anonymised to ensure the protection of
privacy and confidentiality of their data.

7 Phase 2: Integrating the Theory into the Design

In the second phase, we integrated the theory into the design by developing a
prototype. The prototype is a high-fidelity interactive artifact based on a ma-
chine learning model trained on a real dataset. This second phase runs in parallel
with the first one, however they feed one other. Specifically, phase one helped
consolidating our conceptual framework. In this phase, the three-pillars frame-
work was implemented into a prototype by using a real dataset of thyroid disease
diagnosis domain. We opted for a different domain (endocrinology) than phase
one (radiology) for two main reasons: to challenge our model, and because we
found a rich dataset that could be used to develop and train a machine learning
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model, which was currently lacking in radiology. In this section, we explain how
the model was built and what the prototype and interaction design look like.

7.1 ML Model Development and Explainers

The thyroid disease diagnosis problem can be formulated as a multi-class clas-
sification problem. The diagnosis task (i.e., the classification of a given data
record) involves distinguishing between hyperthyroid conditions, hypothyroid
conditions, and negative cases (i.e., neither hyperthyroid nor hypothyroid dis-
ease). The dataset used in our study is constructed by merging six datasets
from the Garavan Institute of Medical Research.16 The dataset has been made
publicly available and is currently available for download from the UCI machine
learning repository.17 We have preprocessed the original dataset by eliminating
data records (data samples) with missing values. After this step, we are left with
a dataset of 7142 data records. The records are distributed among the three
classes as follows:

– Negative (also referred to as class 0) consists of 6385 data records (89.4% of
the overall records in the dataset)

– Hyperthyroid (class 1) consists of 582 data records (8.15% of the overall
records in the dataset)

– Hypothyroid (class 2) consists of 175 data records (2.45% of the overall
records in the dataset)

The input data consisting of features (variables) with either Boolean values or
numerical values. Tab. 1 reports the list of features along with a brief descrip-
tion. To build the ML model for thyroid disease classification, we train and test
an extreme gradient boosting (XGB) model in a supervised manner following
a 10-fold cross validation with 80-20 train-test split. The XGB model was op-
timized through hyper-parameter tuning and the resulting model achieves an
average accuracy of 0.99 across the 10 folds. The model achieves a precision18,
recall19 and F1-score20 values that range between 0.8 and 0.99 for Negative and
Hyperthyroid class while values that range between 0.75 and 0.97 for the Hy-
pothyroid class. The results indicate that the Hypothyroid class represents a
challenge for the ML model, however this is expected considering the relatively
low number of data records present for that class. It is important to note that
the classification performance does not directly influence the design of our proto-
type. Instead, we report them as they serve as a foundational benchmark for our
ongoing and future studies in this domain. To extract explanations, we leverage
16 https://www.garvan.org.au/
17 https://archive.ics.uci.edu/dataset/102/thyroid+disease
18 The precision represents the ratio of correctly predicted instances of that class to

the total instances predicted as that class
19 The recall represents the ratio of correctly predicted instances of that class to the

total instances of that class in the dataset
20 The F1-score is the harmonic mean of precision and recall
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Table 1: List of input features pertaining to patient information
Variable Type Description

age Integer Age of the patient
sex Boolean Sex of the patient
on_thyroxine Boolean Whether patient is on thyroxine
on_antithyroid_meds Boolean Whether patient is on antithyroid meds
sick Boolean Whether patient is sick
pregnant Boolean Whether patient is pregnant
thyroid_surgery Boolean Whether patient has undergone thyroid surgery
I131_treatment Boolean Whether patient is undergoing I131 treatment
query_hypothyroid Boolean Patient believes they have hypothyroid
query_hyperthyroid Boolean Patient believes they have hyperthyroid
lithium Boolean Whether patient takes lithium
goitre Boolean Whether patient has goitre
tumor Boolean Whether patient has a tumor
hypopituitary Float Hyperpituitary gland status
psych Boolean Whether patient has psych
TSH Float TSH level in blood from lab work
T3 Float T3 level in blood from lab work
TT4 Float TT4 level in blood from lab work
T4U Float T4U level in blood from lab work
FTI Float FTI level in blood from lab work

two XAI techniques. To compute feature importance, we use Local Interpretable
Model-Agnostic Explanations (LIME) framework [49]. LIME works by approx-
imating the decision boundary of the black box ML model in the vicinity of a
specific instance of interest (the data record being explained), thus generating
what is referred to as locally faithful explanations [49]. To achieve this, LIME
employs a two-step process: perturbation and approximation. In the perturba-
tion step, LIME samples a set of instances around the data point under con-
sideration and perturbs them by introducing slight modifications. Subsequently,
these perturbed instances, along with their corresponding model predictions,
are used to train an interpretable surrogate model such as, e.g., linear model.
Feature importance is then computed based on the weights assigned to each fea-
ture in the surrogate model, reflecting the contribution of individual features to
the model’s decision within that specific locality. This localized interpretability
enables a more nuanced understanding of the model’s behavior and enhances
transparency, as it allows the user to understand which features (or factors)
are most influential for a specific model’s decision. The effectiveness of LIME
has been demonstrated across various domains, making it a valuable tool for
feature importance computation and model interpretation [21,28,46,39]. Yet, we
note that our prototype can rely on any XAI technique for computing feature
importance.

To generate similar-case example explanations and counterexamples, we use
DiCE (Diverse Counterfactual Explanations) [42]. DiCE is a method that em-
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ploys optimization and heuristic approaches aimed at producing a set of counter-
factual explanations that are close, in terms of their proximity measure, to the
original input data record (i.e., the data sample being explained). More specifi-
cally, for a given input data point, which is, in our case, the data record whose
decision is to be explained, we employ DiCE to generate a set of counterfactuals
or, in other words, counterexamples that are data samples classified as a differ-
ent label (class) by the ML black box and that exhibit minimal differences in
both the number of features and the extend to which features differ compared
to the original data record. To generate similar-case example explanations, we
constrain DiCE to generate data samples that differ minimally with respect to
original data record however belong to same class (i.e., are not labeled different
by the ML model). It is important to highlight that any counterfactual explainer
can be used in our prototype, and it is not constrained solely to DiCE. Moreover,
we note that, while DiCE has proven its efficacy in generating interpretable and
actionable counterfactuals [19,29], we plan to consider and eventually compare
several counterfactual explainers in future work.

7.2 Prototype Interface and User Interaction

We now present a description of user’s interaction with the prototype through
the developed interface. The process consists of four steps. We assume that
prior to interacting with the tool, the clinician examines the case at hand and
formulates a hypothesis of the diagnosis of the case as belonging to one of the
three classes, i.e., either hyperthyroid, hypothyroid, or negative. Once the clinician
has formulated a hypothesis, the clinician engages with the tool by inputting a
set of parameters. Figure 1a shows the initial page that users encounter. The
input parameters required by the user are the following:

– ID of the data record (or, patient) under examination in the field ID of data
record (patient) under examination.

– The hypothesis of the diagnosis, specifying the class that the clinician be-
lieves the case under examination should be classified as in the field Select
your hypothesis (class). The user has to select one of the three possible di-
agnosis classes.

– The desired number of counterfactual explanations the clinician wishes to
investigate for each of the other two classes of diagnosis. Our system allows
users to choose between 0 (no such explanations) and 10 counterexamples
for each of the other diagnosis classes.

– The number of similar-case example explanations the clinicians wishes to
investigate for each of the other two classes of diagnosis. Our system allows
users to choose between 0 (no such explanations) and 10 similar-case example
explanations.

In addition to these inputs, the user can select whether or not to have the tool
compute and display feature importance explanation by checking the relative
check-box present on the initial page. Finally, the clinician proceeds by clicking
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on proceed. After that, the tool provides the user with the outcome. Fig. 1b shows
as example of the outcome of the tool for a given data record, which consists of
the following:

– The ID of the data record under examination and the hypothesis selected
by the user.

– The data record under evaluation, including the features and their values.
– The set of similar-case example explanations. The example shows 3 expla-

nations.
– The set of counterexamples for each of the other two classes. The example

shows 3 explanations for each of the two classes.
– The feature importance figure showing which features exhibited positive or

negative influence towards the hypothesis selected by the user.

(a) Screenshot of the page the users
encounter when using the prototype
showing the list of input parameters
that the user has to provide.

(b) Screenshot of the page that shows the
system’s outcome.

Fig. 1: Two screenshots of the prototype interface.

In the example shown in the figure, the system’s outcome shows that similar-
case explanations can be obtained by slightly altering the values of T3, T4U or
FTI and also shows that the TSH value can be around 1.3 as opposed to 0.1 in
the second similar-case explanation. In terms of counterexample explanations,
the outcomes reveals that data records labeled as Hypothyroid can be obtained
by drastically changing the value of TSH (from 0.1 to 8.0 for the first counterex-
ample explanation, or to 6.2 for the second counterexample explanation) while
minimally altering values of other features (Age was slightly reduced (from 77
to 73) and the features T3, T4, T4U and FTI undergone relatively small al-
teration). Similarly, the counterexample explanations for the Hyperthyroid also
reveal how feature values can be altered to obtain the relative class.
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After analyzing the system’s outcome, the clinician can take a decision with
full autonomy, if decided on the diagnosis, or proceed by testing another hypothe-
sis for the case under investigation by clicking on Investigate Another Hypothesis
button.

8 Phase 3: Co-designing the Prototype

In this third phase, we have conducted two workshop sessions in which we en-
gaged an interdisciplinary group of experts in four key domains: user experience,
AI in health care, ML in health care, and endocrinology.

During the first workshop, the conceptual model was explained to the clin-
icians who had the chance to provide feedback and ask questions. In that session
we explored also the clinical domain(endocrinology) and its specific challenges
and opportunities. We delved into his everyday practices, and on how he deals
with the differential diagnosis process. It was shown also the data set on thyroid
diseases and we discussed with him the features and, finally, selected the most
relevant (Table 1).

The second workshop was focused on presenting and interacting with the
prototype. This hands-on experience allowed him to articulate his needs and ex-
pectations for the prototype as well as to envision new functions. In this sense,
the participants acted as informants [13]. This session was not intended for eval-
uating the technical solution; instead, its purpose was to demonstrate the appli-
cation of the theoretical framework into a high fidelity prototype. The session
was conducted online via Teams and recorded to better analyse the results. Two
co-authors facilitated the session. First, the participants were asked to perform
a series of tasks and provide feedback by thinking aloud. This technique allowed
participants to verbally express thoughts about the interaction experience, in-
cluding their motives, rationale, and perceptions. Subsequently, they engaged
in a brainstorming session in which they were asked to contribute to producing
ideas to better implement the concept (and the theory) into the prototype to bet-
ter support their practise. The session lasted 90 minutes. During the workshop
the participants discussed the use of the prototype into the clinical practices at
large and in details by looking at each items implemented. Overall the clinicians
really liked the concepts on which the prototype was based. He expressed a pos-
itive opinion about its usage on his own practices as well as in suggesting it to
other colleagues. During the brainstorming the team explored how the provided
functionalities could be extended and whether the information provided could
be improved. For what concern the features during the brainstorming we refined
their types and order to better assist clinicians in comparing the case with the
counterexamples. For instance, the TSH value is given priority after the age and
gender of the patient. In addition, there is no point of asking if the features need
to be shown or not as these are considered relevant in all scenarios, and the sys-
tem should provide them regardless. Participants agreed that the system should
offer a choice between ’more important’ or ’less important’. Regarding the num-
ber of counterfactual explanations and similar-case explanations provided by the
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system, the clinician explained that this depends on the type of diagnosis he is
evaluating. For instance, in the case of euthyroid the clinicians does not need
to have many and just 3 of them would be enough. In other diagnostic cases,
such as hyperthyroidism and hypothyroidism, where a disease might be present,
the system should suggest a higher numerical value. This would provide better
support for abductive reasoning to clinicians, enabling them to explore various
options and compare data from other patients. Thus, the participants agreed
that a good solution was to provide a default number which is smaller (e.g. 3) in
the case of euthyroid and larger (e.g. 5) in the case of hyperthyroidism and hy-
pothyroidism. Then, eventually, the clinicians would have the option to modify
the default number as needed. As output of the session we also produced a set of
screenshots of the prototype with recommendations and additional features co-
created by the participants. These will guide the next step of the design process,
leading to a new version of the prototype.

9 Conclusion and Future Work

Inspired by [41], in this work we presented a conceptual framework to go beyond
the current paradigm of using XAI in healthcare, with a specific focus on clinical
diagnostic. The advocated paradigm change is based on the view that the design
of a AI decision support systems has to focus on supporting the specific diagnos-
tic reasoning of the clinician at stake in the setting under consideration. More
specifically, based on three explanatory techniques – feature importance, coun-
terexample explanations (based on counterfactuals), and similar-case explana-
tions –, we illustrate a participatory design approach in which we engaged experts
in AI, HCI, and clinicians to co-design and develop an AI prototype supporting
the clinical reasoning without directly providing neither a recommendation nor,
a fortiori, an explanation for it. The results of this iterative process showed how
the conceptual framework could be first implemented in a ML model and then
concretized into a hi-fi prototype, and how the users/stakeholders needs could
be integrated and harmonised into the designed solution. During the co-design
in the brainstorming session, the initial design ideas have been refined and this
helped to move on to the next step. The limited sample we engaged in the study
enabled us to delve into their knowledge, practices, resources and tools that they
use to form the cognitive process leading to a clinical diagnosis. This immersive
process allowed us to design a hi-fi prototype that embodied both the theoretical
framework and the users needs. Leveraging on these result a new version of the
prototype will be developed by using the anonymised data set produced by the
research units at the EOC that we engaged in the first phase of the project. This
prototype will be evaluated with a larger sample of clinicians, experts in the con-
cerned domain. The purpose of this follow up study will be to assess the ability
of the prototype to support the specific diagnostic reasoning and, thus, to verify
that complementarity is achieved. To conclude, with this work we hope that,
in addition to advance the knowledge on how to design AI-based systems for
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the healthcare domain, we also contribute to the current discourse on promoting
virtuous adoption, trust and best practices related to such systems.
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