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ABSTRACT

There are two things to be considered when we evaluate predictive models. One is prediction accuracy,
and the other is interpretability. Over the recent decades, many prediction models of high performance,
such as ensemble-based models and deep neural networks, have been developed. However, these
models are often too complex, making it difficult to intuitively interpret their predictions. This
complexity in interpretation limits their use in many real-world fields that require accountability,
such as medicine, finance, and college admissions. In this study, we develop a novel method called
Meta-ANOVA to provide an interpretable model for any given prediction model. The basic idea of
Meta-ANOVA is to transform a given black-box prediction model to the functional ANOVA model. A
novel technical contribution of Meta-ANOVA is a procedure of screening out unnecessary interactions
before transforming a given black-box model to the functional ANOVA model. This screening
procedure allows the inclusion of higher order interactions in the transformed functional ANOVA
model without computational difficulties. We prove that the screening procedure is asymptotically
consistent. Through various experiments with synthetic and real-world datasets, we empirically
demonstrate the superiority of Meta-ANOVA.

Keywords Interpretable AI, Statistical Machine learning, Deep learning

1 Introduction

Machine learning models have received great attention due to their remarkable prediction accuracy in various fields, and
the emergence of Deep Neural Networks (DNNs) has further accelerated this interest ([1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8]). Despite
their strong prediction power, their applications to real world problems are limited due to the difficulty in interpreting
the decision process of machine learning models. Typically the improvement of prediction powers has been achieved
through increased model complexities that make the interpretation harder. Most popularly used machine learning models
including DNNs are considered as "black-box" models because understanding how and why they make their final
decisions is almost impossible. While black-box models could be acceptable to low-risk tasks, they pose significant
challenges in high-risk applications, such as cancer diagnosis and self-driving car systems, where interpretability is
crucial. Due to the need of trustworthiness in modern machine learning models for real world applications, eXplainable
Artificial Intelligence (XAI) has become an important research topic.

In this paper, we develop an algorithm called Meta-ANOVA which transfers a given black-box machine learning model
to an interpretable model. Meta-ANOVA learns a functional ANOVA model ([9]) that approximates a given black-box
prediction model closely. The functional ANOVA model, which decomposes a high-dimensional function into the sum
of low-dimensional interpretable functions so-called interactions, is considered as one of the most important XAI tools
([10]). For a given black-box model f , Meta-ANOVA approximates f by the sum of interactions:
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f(x) ≈ β0 +
p∑

j=1

fj(xj) +
∑
j<k

fjk(xj , xk) + · · · . (1)

There are various algorithms to learn a functional ANOVA model from given training data ([11, 12, 13]). A unique
and novel feature of Meta-ANOVA is to learn a functional ANOVA model from a pre-trained black-box model instead
of training data. An important advantage of using a pre-trained black-box model is to be able to screen unnecessary
interactions before learning a functional ANOVA model. When the dimension of the input features is large, the number
of interactions in the functional ANOVA model becomes too large, making learning all interactions simultaneously
computationally prohibitive. To overcome this challenge, we develop a novel interaction screening algorithm by use of
a pre-trained black-box model. The proposed screening algorithm can delete unnecessary interactions before learning
the functional ANOVA model. For linear regression models, several feature screening methods ([14, 15, 16]) have been
proposed, but there is no existing method for screening interactions in the functional ANOVA model. Meta-ANOVA
does interaction screening successively by utilizing the information in a given black-box model.

The main contributions of this work are summarized as follows:

• We propose an algorithm so-called Meta-ANOVA to approximate a given black-box machine learning model
by the functional ANOVA model.

• We develop a novel interaction screening algorithm based on a given black-box machine learning model and
an algorithm to learn the functional ANOVA model only with selected interactions.

• Theoretically, we prove the selection consistency of the proposed interaction screening algorithm.
• By analyzing simulated and real datasets, we illustrate that Meta-ANOVA is a useful tool for XAI.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we briefly review related works. In Section 3, we provide the proposed
method. Results of various numerical experiments for Meta-ANOVA are presented in Section 4, and conclusions follow
in Section 5.

2 Related works

In general, there is a trade-off between prediction accuracy and interpretability ([17]). Linear regression models
and decision trees are interpretable machine learning models, but their prediction accuracies are limited. Modern
machine learning models, including ensembles and DNNs, have shown remarkable performance in prediction, but their
interpretability is poor.

Interpretable machine learning methods can be roughly classified into two groups. One is transparent-box design and
the other is post-hoc interpretation.
Remark 2.1. Explainability is a synonym of interpretability. There have been various attempts to distinguish these two
terms ([18, 19, 20, 21]). However, despite these attempts, their definitions lack mathematical formality and rigorousness.
Conceptually, interpretability is mostly connected with the intuition behind the outputs of a model. On the other hand,
explainability is associated with the internal logic ([22]). From these views, our method has both sides, and thus we use
them interchangeably.

2.1 Transparent-box design

Transparent-box design aims at learning a machine learning model that can be interpretable (so-called "white-box
model"). White-box models simultaneously predict and interpret, which makes them reliable for their applications
to real world problems. However, in order to make a white-box model, constraints on the model should be imposed,
which leads to performance degradation. Most of recent studies for transparent-box design focus on DNNs. Self-
Explaining Neural Network (SENN, [23]) tries to learn self-explaining neural networks that satisfy some interpretable
properties linear models have. [24] aims to train filters in a high convolutional layer to represent objects so that the
filter itself can be interpreted. Prototypical network (ProtoPNET, [25]) presents a new architecture for Convolutional
Neural Network (CNN) to provide explanations for each prediction. Attention Branch Network (ABN, [26]) introduces
a branch structure with an attention mechanism to provide visualized explanations. Self-Interpretable model with
Transformation Equivariant Interpretation (SITE, [27]) learns a self-interpretable model that produces explanations
invariant to transformation.

Using neural networks to learn the functional ANOVA model has also received much attention. Neural Additive
Model (NAM, [28]) is a specially designed neural network for learning the Generalized Additive Model (GAM, [29]).
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Moreover, Neural Basis Model (NBM, [30]) and NODE-GAM ([31]) learn functional ANOVA model by considering
interactions.

2.2 Post-hoc interpretation

Post-hoc interpretation is methods to try to understand the inference process of a given black-box model. There is no
performance degradation but interpretation is less reliable, and thus interpretation reliability is a key issue for these
methods ([17]).

Post-hoc interpretation can be divided into model-specific and model-agnostic methods. Model-specific methods
are designed to interpret specific model classes. Most of the methods focus on DNNs. [32] utilizes de-convolution
(transposed convolution) to visualize intermediate convolution filters. [33] develops a method that computes the gradient
of the class score of CNNs with respect to the input to calculate the saliency map, and since then many gradient based
interpretation methods have been proposed ([34, 35]). Class Activation Maps (CAM, [36]) utilizes the global average
pooling to indicate the discriminative regions in the input space and variants of CAM are proposed by [37, 38, 39].

Neural Interaction Detection (NID, [40]) statistically searches for interactions in a given neural network by examining
the weight connection between input and output. Persistent Interaction Detection (PID, [41]) re-defines the weight
connection utilizing persistent homology theory to select interactions.

Model-agnostic methods are designed to interpret any black-box models. Local Interpretable Model-agnostic Expla-
nations (LIME, [42]) and its modification Deterministic LIME ([43]) interpret a given black-box model by locally
approximating it by an interpretable linear model.

Several methods to measure the importance of each input feature based on the Shapley value ([44]) have been proposed.
SHAP ([45]) is an unified measure of feature importance based on the Shapley value, Bivariate Shapley ([46]) captures
important interactions using a directed graph, and Faith-Shap ([47]) extends the Shapley value to include feature
interactions up to a given maximum order. [48] compares the gradient based and Shapley value based methods by use
of the newly defined synergy function.

3 Proposed method

In this section, we present the Meta-ANOVA algorithm to interpret a given black-box machine learning model through a
functional ANOVA model. A novelty of Meta-ANOVA is the ability to screen out unnecessary higher order interactions
before training the functional ANOVA model and thus to incorporate higher order interactions. In contrast, existing
learning algorithms for the functional ANOVA model such as smoothing spline ([9]), NAM ([28]) and NBM ([30]) only
include the main effects and/or second-order interactions into the model due to computational burden for considering
higher order interactions, in particular, when the dimension of input features is large. Interaction screening is essential
for incorporating higher order interactions into the model and Meta-ANOVA does this successfully.

In Section 3.1, we introduce a measure for importance of interactions called the importance score, and we propose
a consistent estimator of the importance score in Section 3.2 and Section 3.3. In Section 3.4, we implement the
Meta-ANOVA algorithm with the estimated importance scores. For technical simplicity, we only consider continuous
input features. For binary input features, we can modify the Meta-ANOVA algorithm easily by replacing the partial
derivative operator with the partial difference operator. See Section A.4 of Appendix for details.

3.1 Importance score for interactions

We introduce a measure for the importance of interactions. Let x ∈ X ⊂ Rp be an input feature vector on the input
space X , where X =

∏p
j=1 Xj and each Xj is a subset of R. Let f0 : X → R be the true model and f : X → R

be a given black-box model that estimates f0. We will refer to f as "the baseline model" or "the baseline black-box
model" in the remainder of this paper. For technical simplicity, we assume Xj = [0, 1]. Let [p] = {1, · · · , p}, and let
Jk = {j ⊂ [p] : |j| = k}. For a given index set j ⊂ [p] and x ∈ X , let xj = (xj , j ∈ j) be the subvector of x. For the
true function f0, we consider the following functional ANOVA decomposition:

f0(x) = β0 +

p∑
k=1

∑
j∈Jk

f0j(xj).

For j ∈ Jk, we refer to f0j as the kth-order interaction with respect to xj. Note that there are
(
p
k

)
many kth-order

interactions in f0, which becomes large when p and k are large. Thus, estimating all possible interactions would be
computationally prohibitive, and thus screening interactions is indispensable to include higher order interactions.
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For given j ∈ [p], the partial derivative operator Dj of f0 at x with respect to the index j is defined as:

Djf0(x) := lim
ϵ→0

f0(x+ ϵej)− f0(x)
ϵ

(2)

where ej is the p-dimensional vector whose jth entry is 1 and the other entries are 0. For j = {j1, . . . , jk} ⊂ [p], the
partial derivative of f0 at x with respect to j is defined as Djf0(x) := Dj1 ◦ · · · ◦Djkf0(x). We assume that Djf0
exists for all j ⊂ [p].

Let X be a random vector where the input feature vector x is considered as a realization of X. Let PX be the joint
distribution of X and let Pj be the joint distribution of Xj. We write j′ > j when j′ ⊋ j. The following theorem, which
is the key result for this paper, gives a necessary and sufficient condition for certain unnecessary interactions being 0
simultaneously. The proof is given in Section A.1 of Appendix.
Theorem 3.1. For given j ⊂ [p], fj′(·) ≡ 0 for all j′ > j if and only if

I(j) := EX′
j∼Pj

[
VarX′

jc
∼Pjc

{
Djf0(X

′
j,X

′
jc)|X′

j

}]
= 0.

Theorem 3.1 suggests that we can remove unnecessary interactions based on the values of I(j). That is, we can remove
all higher order interactions that include j when I(j) = 0 . In this sense, we refer to I(j) as the importance score for the
interactions higher than j. Of course, the importance score I(j) is not observable since neither f0 nor P are observable.
In the following subsection, we propose a consistent estimator of I(j).

An important computational advantage of using I(j) (or its estimate) for screening interactions is that we can remove
all of the higher order interactions simultaneously (i.e., all j′ > j). In other words, f0j is nonzero only when I(j′) > 0
for all j′ < j . This property makes it possible to develop an algorithm for screening interactions similar to the Apriori
algorithm for association analysis ([49]).
Remark 3.2. I(j) is not an importance measure for f0j. Instead, it is an importance measure for {f0j′ : j′ > j}. Thus,
even when I(j) > 0, there are unnecessary interactions among {f0j′ : j′ > j}. If we want to select signal interactions
only, we need a post-processing procedure after interaction screening by I(j). See Section D of Appendix for such a
procedure.

3.2 Estimation of the importance scores

Let
{
(xi, yi)

}n

i=1
be the training data used for learning a given black-box model f , which are assumed to be independent

realization of (X, Y ) ∼ P. In this subsection, we propose an estimator of I(j) and prove that it is consistent under
regularity conditions. A technically difficult part in estimating I(j) is to estimate Djf0(·) from the baseline black-box
model.

For j ∈ [p], we propose to estimate Djf0(x) by the following estimator:

D̂jf0(x) =
f(x+ 1

2h1ej)− f(x−
1
2h1ej)

h1
(3)

where h1 > 0, the bandwidth parameter, is a hyper-parameter given by a user or selected by validation data. The
estimator (3) is a modification of the local linear estimator introduced in multiple articles ([50, 51, 52]). While the
original local linear estimator is defined on the training data

{
(xi, yi)

}n

i=1
, our estimator uses the outputs of the

black-box model f instead of yis. That is, our estimator is the local linear estimator based on
{
(xi, f(xi))

}n

i=1
.

We first prove the consistency of the proposed estimator (3) of the first derivative and then extend it to higher order
derivatives. For this purpose, we assume that the true function f0 is p+ 1 times differentiable and the sup-norms of its
derivatives are bounded above by a constant L > 0. In addition, we assume that the baseline black-box model f has its
L∞-risk upper bounded by O(ψn), that is

lim sup
n→∞

Ef

[
ψ−1
n ∥f − f0∥

2
∞

]
≤ C0 <∞

where ∥f∥∞ = supx∈X |f(x)| and Ef is the expectation operator with respect to the distribution of the training data.

Remark 3.3. It is known that the minimax rate of ψn is n−2β/(2β+p) when f0 belongs to the Hölder space with
smoothness β, and an estimator based on DNNs with the ReLU activation function nearly achieves it [53].

The following theorem gives the convergence rate of the estimator (3). The proof is given in Section A.2 of Appendix.
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Theorem 3.4. If the bandwidth h1 is set to be h1 = h1,n=αψ
1/4
n for any α > 0, we have

lim sup
n→∞

Ef

[
(ψ∗

n)
−1

∥∥∥D̂jf0 −Djf0

∥∥∥2
∞

]
≤ C

where ψ∗
n = ψ

1/2
n and C < ∞ is a constant depending only on p and L. Theorem 3.4 states that the rate ψ∗

n is
slower than ψn by a factor of ψ1/2

n . The slower convergence rate is unavoidable since the original local linear estimator
does ([52]). The convergence rate ψ∗

n is by no means optimal. We could improve this rate by use of a higher order
local polynomial estimator instead of the local linear estimator. However, a higher order local polynomial estimator is
computational demanding due to the matrix inversions.

We estimate a higher order partial derivativeDjf0(x) := Dj1 ◦· · ·◦Djkf0(x) by applying the estimator (3) successively.
For example, we estimate D{j1,j2}f0(x) by

D̂{j1,j2}f0(x) =
D̂j1f0(x+ 1

2h2ej2)− D̂j1f0(x− 1
2h2ej2)

h2
. (4)

The next corollary gives the convergence rate of D̂jf0(·), which is getting slower as the order of interaction increases.
The proof can be done by applying Theorem 3.4 repeatedly.

Corollary 3.5. Suppose we set the bandwidth hk,n for estimation of the kth-order partial derivatives as hk,n = ψ
1/2k+1

n

for k = 1, . . . , p. Then, we have

lim sup
n→∞

Ef

[
(ψ∗

n,j)
−1

∥∥∥D̂jf0 −Djf0

∥∥∥2
∞

]
≤ C (5)

where ψ∗
n,j = ψ

1/2|j|

n and C <∞ is a constant depending only on p and L. Finally, we estimate I(j) by Î(j), where

Î(j) = EX′
j∼P̂j

[
VarX′

jc
∼P̂jc

{
D̂jf0(X

′
j,X

′
jc)|X′

j

}]
and P̂ is the empirical distribution of P. The convergence rate of Î(j) to I(j) is given in the following theorem, whose
proof is in Section A.3 of Appendix.

Theorem 3.6. Suppose that D̂jf0 satisfies (5). Then

lim sup
n→∞

Ef

[
(ψ∗

n,j)
−1/2

∣∣∣Î(j)− I(j)∣∣∣2] ≤ C ′,

where C ′ <∞ is a constant depending only on C, p and L.

3.3 Importance scores for each input feature

Note that the importance scores introduced in the previous subsections are not applicable to screening unnecessary
main effects since I(j) = 0 does not imply f0j(·) ≡ 0. However, a modification of the importance score in Theorem
3.1 can be made for this purpose.

Suppose that f0 does not depend on feature xj at all. Then, we have VarXj∼Pj
(f0(Xj ,xjc)) = 0 for all xjc ,

where xjc = x[p]\{j}. The converse of this statement is also true. That is, if VarXj∼Pj
(f0(Xj ,xjc)) = 0 for all

xjc , then f(x) does not depend on xj . So we can delete all the main effects and interactions involving j when
I(0)(j) := EXjc∼Pjc

[
VarXj∼Pj

(f0(Xj ,Xjc)|Xjc)
]
= 0. This quantity is the same as the total effect considered

by [54]. To estimate I(0)(j), we replace f0 and P by the given black-box model f and the empirical distribution,
respectively. Consistency can be proved similarly to that of Î(j) and thus we omit it.

3.4 Meta-ANOVA algorithm

The Meta-ANOVA algorithm consists of two steps. In the first step, unnecessary interactions are screened out by use of
the estimated importance scores. Then, we approximate the black-box model by the functional ANOVA model only
with selected interactions.

Step 1-1: Screening input features Let V = {j : Î(0)(j) > τ0} for a pre-specified positive real number τ0, where
Î(0)(j) is the estimate of Î(0)(j). The set V consists of selected input features.
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Step 1-2: Screening interactions The algorithm is similar to the Apriori algorithm ([49]). To screen higher order
interactions, we sequentially delete unnecessary interactions as follows. For given j ⊂ V, let A(j) = {l ⊂ V : |l| =
|j| − 1, l ⊂ j}, which we call the ancestor set of j because any l in A(j) can be obtained by deleting one entry in j. Let
R be the set of candidate interactions.

• Choose the maximum order K of interactions and letR = {j ⊂ V : |j| = K}.

• For the second and higher interactions, let C1 = {j ∈ V : Î({j}) > γ1} for a pre-specified small positive
constant γ1, and we delete all interactions j with |j| ≥ 2 and j ∩ Cc1 ̸= ∅ fromR.

• For k ≥ 2, suppose that Ck−1 is given. To construct Ck, we only consider j with |j| = k such that all of
l ∈ A(j) belong to Ck−1. Let Sk be the set of such indices. Then, we let Ck = {j ∈ Sk : Î(j) > γk} for a
pre-specified positive constant γk, and delete all interactions j with |j| ≥ k + 1 and j ∩ Cck ̸= ∅ fromR.

The interaction screening algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 1. Note that the proposed screening algorithm is
exactly the same as the Apriori algorithm when γks are all equal and we treat j as the item set and Î(j) as the support
of the item set j. As the Apriori algorithm does, the size of Sk decreases fast since it only includes interactions all of
whose ancestors have large importance scores.

Algorithm 1: Interaction screening algorithm
Input: K : the maximum order for interactions , γk, k = 0, . . . ,K − 1 : thresholds
Let V = {j : Î(0)(j) > τ0}.
Initialize k = 1
Initialize S1 = V andR = {j ⊂ V : |j| = K}
while k ≤ K do
Ck = {j ∈ Sk : Î(j) > γk}
Delete all j′ with |j′| > k and j′ ∩ Cck ̸= ∅ fromR.
Sk+1 = {j ⊂ V : |j| = k + 1,A(j) ⊂ Ck}.
k ←− k + 1

end while

Step 2: Learning the function ANOVA model only with selected interactions After obtaining R in Step 1, we
consider the following partial functional ANOVA model:

fR(x) = β0+

K∑
k=1

∑
j∈Rk

fj(xj), (6)

whereRk = R∩ {j ⊂ [p] : |j| = k}. We estimate fR by minimizing
∑n

i=1(f(x
i)− fR(xi))2.

Possible algorithms for estimating fR would be smoothing spline ([9]) and NAM ([28]). Smoothing spline is com-
putationally demanding when the size of data is large, while NAM only includes the main effects. In this paper, we
use a modified version of NAM, so-called Neural Interaction Model (NIM), whose details are given in Section B of
Appendix.

One may argue that we could use NIM for the original functional ANOVA model without interaction screening. This
approach, however, is computationally prohibitive since the number of interactions becomes too large even when p
is mildly large. For example, when p = 50, the number of all possible third-order interactions becomes 20,875. For
including higher order interactions into the model, interaction screening is a must! See Section G.4 of Appendix for
numerical results.

3.5 Remarks about computational complexity

Calculating D̂jf0(x) needs 2|j| many computations and thus computational complexity for calculating Î(j) is propor-
tional to 2|j|n2, where n2 comes from the computations of EX′

j∼Pj
and VarX′

jc ∼ Pjc . Hence, The total computational

complexity of interaction screening is proportional to
∑K−1

k=1 |Sk|2kn2. Note that |Sk| is data-dependent and is usually
expected to be small for large k because not many higher order interactions are significant. See Section G.3 of Appendix
for numerical evidences.
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4 Experiments

We conduct experiments to evaluate the performance of Meta-ANOVA, focusing on three aspects: 1) how effectively
the proposed interaction screening algorithm can find the true signal interactions, 2) how well the model learned by
Meta-ANOVA approximates the baseline black-box model, and 3) how useful the approximated model is in view of
XAI. The evaluation is carried out by analyzing synthetic as well as real datasets. Details of using Meta-ANOVA
including the choice of the thresholds γk and the bandwidths hk,n are presented in Section C of Appendix.

4.1 Interaction detection

We investigate how well Meta-ANOVA selects signal interactions by analyzing synthetic data. For this purpose, we
consider 10 synthetic regression models, as shown in Section E.1 of Appendix which are used in ([40, 41]). We generate
data from each of the synthetic regression models (without adding noises) where the input features are generated from
the uniform distribution. We apply the interaction screening algorithm of Meta-ANOVA to the simulated data and
assess how well Meta-ANOVA screens signal interactions compared to other competitors. We only consider selecting
second-order interactions. See Section D of Appendix for measuring the importance of each interaction screened by
Meta-ANOVA.

Table 1: Comparison of the AUROCs for selecting second-order interactions using Meta-ANOVA and other competitors
on synthetic regression models.

RuleFit AG NID PID Meta-ANOVA

F1 0.754 1.000 0.985 0.986 1.000
F2 0.698 0.880 0.776 0.804 0.866
F3 0.815 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
F4 0.689 0.999 0.916 0.935 1.000
F5 0.797 0.670 0.997 1.000 0.894
F6 0.811 0.640 0.999 1.000 1.000
F7 0.666 0.810 0.880 0.888 0.759
F8 0.946 0.937 1.000 1.000 0.947
F9 0.584 0.808 0.968 0.972 0.752
F10 0.876 1.000 0.989 0.987 1.000

Average 0.764 0.870 0.951 0.957 0.922

As baselines for interaction selection, we consider four methods RuleFit ([55]), Additive Groves (AG, [56]), NID ([40]),
and PID ([41]). Note that RuleFit and AG select interactions from a tree based model, and NID and PID do from a deep
neural network, while Meta-ANOVA is model-agnostic.

Table 1 summarizes the Area Under ROC curve (AUROC) values based on the ranks of the importance of second-order
interactions obtained by each selection method. The results except those of Meta-ANOVA are copied from [41]. For
Meta-ANOVA, we use a DNN for the baseline black-box model. Details of the experiment including the 10 synthetic
regression models, are given in Section E.1 of Appendix.

Meta-ANOVA is superior to RuleFit and AG, but is slightly inferior to NID and PID. The inferior performance of
Meta-ANOVA compared to NID and PID is, however, not surprising since NID and PID are DNN specific methods
while Meta-ANOVA is model-agnostic. We think that these results amply support that Meta-ANOVA is an useful
model-agnostic interaction screening algorithm.

4.2 Prediction performance

We analyze 5 benchmark real datasets: Calhousing ([57]), Letter ([58]), German credit ([59]), Online news
([60]), and Abalone ([61]). Details of each dataset are described in Section E.2 of Appendix. For all datasets, we
split data into train/validation/test with the ratio of 70/10/20. Also, continuous input features are normalized using
the minmax scaler and categorical input features are preprocessed using the one-hot encoding. The target variable for
regression problem is normalized using the standard scaler. All reported results are the averages (and standard errors) of
results obtained from 10 random splits of data.

To measure prediction performance, Mean Squared Error (MSE) is used for regression and AUROC is used for
classification. For the baseline black-box model, we consider the following three algorithms: 1) Deep Neural Network

7



(DNN) with four hidden layers (140-100-60-20), 2) Extreme Gradient Boosting (XGB, [62]), and 3) Random Forest
(RF, [63]). We choose the most accurate model for each dataset as the baseline black-box model. See Section E.2 of
Appendix for the comparisons of the three black-box models. In addition, we choose K among 2,3, and 4, which yields
the best result. The results for other Ks are presented in Section F.1 of Appendix.

Table 2: Prediction performances of the baseline black-box models and corresponding Meta-ANOVA models: The
models in the parenthesis are the selected baseline black-box models.

Dataset Measure Baseline Meta-ANOVA Max order

Calhousing MSE ↓ 0.164 (XGB) 0.165 4
Abalone MSE ↓ 0.432 (DNN) 0.427 4

German credit AUROC ↑ 0.787 (DNN) 0.778 2
Online AUROC ↑ 0.723 (RF) 0.720 4
Letter AUROC ↑ 0.996 (RF) 0.994 4

The results are presented in Table 2. It is obvious that the losses of performance due to the approximation by Meta-
ANOVA are minimal. In particular, for the Abalone dataset, even the approximated model performs better. These
results indicate that Meta-ANOVA approximates given black-box models closely.

4.3 Interpretability

SHAP ([45]) is one of the most popularly used methods for XAI, which gives the importance measures of each input
feature vector (local SHAP) and each input feature (global SHAP). In this section, we compare the global interpretations
of Meta-ANOVA and global SHAP ([64]). The results for local interpretation are presented in Appendix F.3.

Table 3 compares the feature importance measures of the 5 most important features in Calhousing dataset selected by
Global SHAP and Meta-ANOVA. For global SHAP, we use the “shap” python package. For the global importance
measure of each input feature for Meta-ANOVA, see Section F.3 of Appendix. We observe that the two results are
similar. In particular, the three most important input features are the same.

Table 3: Feature importance measures of the 5 most important features of global SHAP and Meta-ANOVA

Global SHAP Selected features Latitude Longitude MedInc AveOcc AveRoom

Feature importances 1.000 0.861 0.759 0.379 0.211

Meta-ANOVA Selected features Longitude Latitude MedInc AveRoom HouseAge

Feature importances 1.000 0.962 0.383 0.009 0.004

4.4 Ablation studies and Application to large-sized models

The results of various ablation studies for the large complex models (i.e., TabTransformer ([65])) are presented in
Section G of Appendix due to the page limitation.

Furthermore, we additionally demonstrate that our Meta-ANOVA is applicable to interpret large-sized models for image
and text data. We considered ResNet-18 ([1]) and SST2-DistilBERT ([66]) trained on CelebA ([67]) and GLUE-SST2
([68]) as baseline black-box models, respectively. Detailed results of experiments are presented in Section G.7 and G.8
of Appendix.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we have proposed a new post-processing interpretation method called Meta-ANOVA. The novel contribu-
tion of Meta-ANOVA is the interaction screening algorithm, which is computationally efficient and theoretically sound.
In addition, Meta-ANOVA transfers the baseline black-box model to a white-box functional ANOVA model, making its
interpretation consistent and transparent. Thus, Meta-ANOVA can be used as an auxiliary tool to reconfirm the validity
of results of existing XAI methods.

Meta-ANOVA could be used as an alternative algorithm to fit the functional ANOVA model from data. A standard
approach is to estimate the functional ANOVA model by minimizing the loss function. Instead, we could deliberately fit

8



a baseline black-box such as ensembles or DNNs, ignoring the structure of functional ANOVA from data, and transfer it
to the functional ANOVA model. At this point, it is not obvious what the advantages of this two stage process are, but
we will pursue it in the near future.

We use NIM, which is a straightforward extension of NAM ([28]). Recently, various neural networks for the functional
ANOVA model, including NBM (Neural Basis Model, [30]) and NODE-GAM ([31]), have been developed. These
algorithms can be used for Meta-ANOVA without any modification.

Broader Impacts: This paper presents work whose goal is to advance the field of interpreting the machine learning
models. Whilen there are many potential societal consequences of our work, we do not believe any are tied to specific
broader impacts or risks.
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A Proofs

A.1 Proof of Theorem 3.1

Before going further, we introduce the definition of statistical interaction from [56].
Definition A.1. Statistical Interaction: A function f(x) does not possesses interaction j = (j1, · · · , jk) if it can be
expressed as the sum of k (or fewer) functions, f\j1 , · · · , f\jk as follows:

f(x) =

k∑
ℓ=1

f\jℓ(x1, · · · , xjℓ−1, xjℓ+1, · · · , xp)

(Proof of Theorem 3.1)

Note that for j ⊂ [p], we rewrite f0 as:

f0(x) = β0 +
∑
j′<j

Gj′j(x) +Gjj(x) +
∑
j′′<jc

f0,j′′(xj′′),

where Gj′j(x) = f0,j′(xj′) +
∑

j1⊂jc f0,j′∪j1(xj′∪j1).

‘Only if’ part :

For a given j ⊂ [p], suppose that f0,j′ = 0 for all j′ > j. Then, we can write

f0(x) = β0 +
∑
j′<j

Gj′j(x) + f0,j(xj) +
∑
j′′<jc

f0,j′′(xj′′),

and Djf0(x) = Djf0,j(xj) which does not depend on xjc . Therefore VarX′
jc
∼Pjc

{
Djf0(x

′
j,X

′
jc)

}
= 0.

‘If’ part :

For a given j = {j1, · · · , jk} ⊂ [p], VarX′
jc
∼Pjc

{
Djf0(x

′
j,X

′
jc)

}
= 0 means that Djf0(x) does not depend on xjc .

We denote ϕ(xj) := Djf0(x). Using the fundamental theorem of calculus, f can be decomposed as follows:

f0(xj,xjc) =

∫
∏

j∈j[0,xj ]

Djf0(xj,xjc)dxj + f0(0j,xjc)

=

∫
∏

j∈j[0,xj ]

ϕ(xj)dxj + f0(0j,xjc)

:= h0,j(xj) + h0,jc(xjc) ∀(xj,xjc) ∈ X , (7)

where the last equation (7) indicates that f0 can be decomposed as the sum of two functions, h0,j and h0,jc . Therefore,
by Definition A.1, f0 possesses no interaction j∪ {j′} for any j′ ∈ jc, leading to conclusion that f0,j′ = 0 for all j′ > j.
□

A.2 Proof of Theorem 3.4

Since Djf0 is the partial derivative with respect to the input feature xj while the other features are fixed, we treat f and
f0 as univariate functions of x = xj . For notational simplicity, we drop xj and the subscript j in the notations. That is,
we write simply Djf(x) = Df(x).

We can bound the L∞-norm of D̂f0 −Df0 as follows:∥∥∥D̂f0(x)−Df0(x)∥∥∥
∞

=

∥∥∥∥ 1hf
(
x+

h

2

)
− 1

h
f

(
x− h

2

)
−Df0(x)

∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ 1

h

∥∥∥∥f0 (x+
h

2

)
− h

2
Df0(x)− f0

(
x− h

2

)
− h

2
Df0(x)

∥∥∥∥
∞

(8)

+
1

h

∥∥∥∥f (x+
h

2

)
− f0

(
x+

h

2

)∥∥∥∥
∞

+
1

h

∥∥∥∥f (x− h

2

)
− f0

(
x− h

2

)∥∥∥∥
∞

(9)
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The term (8) can be bounded with the Taylor expansion of f0 for some τ1, τ2 ∈ [0, 1] as follows:

(8) =
1

h

∥∥∥∥{f0(x) + h

2
Df0

(
x+ τ1

h

2

)
− h

2
Df0(x)

}
−
{
f0(x)−

h

2
Df0

(
x− τ2

h

2

)
+
h

2
Df0(x)

}∥∥∥∥
∞

=
1

2

∥∥∥∥Df0 (x+ τ1
h

2

)
−Df0(x) +Df0

(
x− τ2

h

2

)
−Df0(x)

∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ L

2

∣∣∣∣τ1h2
∣∣∣∣+ L

2

∣∣∣∣τ2h2
∣∣∣∣ ≤ L

2
h.

The expectation of the term (9) is the L∞-risk of black-box model f , which is assumed to be bounded with the order of
O(ψ

1/2
n ). Thus, we obtain

Ef

[∥∥∥D̂f0 −Df0∥∥∥2
∞

]
≤ L2

4
h2 +

4

h2
Ef

[
∥f − f0∥2∞

]
+ LEf [∥f − f0∥∞]

≤ L2

4
h2 +

4

h2
C0ψn + LC0ψ

1/2
n .

If we choose the bandwidth as h∗1,n = αψ
1/4
n for some α > 0, we have the desired result that the squared L∞ risk of

D̂f0 is bounded above with the order of O(ψ
1/2
n ). Since the convergence rate does not depend on j and x−j , the proof

is done. □

A.3 Proof of Theorem 3.6

First, we have

∣∣∣∣Î(j)− I(j)∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣ EX′
j∼P̂j

[
VarX′

jc
∼P̂jc

{
D̂jf0(X

′
j,X

′
jc)|X′

j

}]
− EX′

j∼Pj

[
VarX′

jc
∼Pjc

{
Djf0(X

′
j,X

′
jc)|X′

j

}] ∣∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣∣ EX′
j∼P̂j

[
VarX′

jc
∼P̂jc

{
D̂jf0(X

′
j,X

′
jc)|X′

j

}]
− EX′

j∼P̂j

[
VarX′

jc
∼P̂jc

{
Djf0(X

′
j,X

′
jc)|X′

j

}] ∣∣∣∣ (10)

+

∣∣∣∣ EX′
j∼P̂j

[
VarX′

jc
∼P̂jc

{
Djf0(X

′
j,X

′
jc)|X′

j

}]
− EX′

j∼Pj

[
VarX′

jc
∼Pjc

{
Djf0(X

′
j,X

′
jc)|X′

j

}] ∣∣∣∣. (11)

The term (11) is about the convergence of the moments of the true derivative Djf0 from the empirical distribution P̂ to
the true distribution P which converges to 0 with the order of n−1/2 and so we focus on (10). The term (10) can be
decomposed again and individually bounded with the term of ∥D̂jf0 −Djf0∥∞ as follows:

(10) ≤
∣∣∣∣ EX′

j∼P̂j

[
EX′

jc
∼P̂jc

{
(D̂jf0(X

′
j, X

′
jc)−Djf0(X

′
j, X

′
jc))

2|X ′
j

}] ∣∣∣∣ (12)

+ 2

∣∣∣∣ EX′
j∼P̂j

[
EX′

jc
∼P̂jc

{
Djf0(X

′
j, X

′
jc)(D̂jf0(X

′
j, X

′
jc)−Djf0(X

′
j, X

′
jc)|X ′

j

}] ∣∣∣∣ (13)

+

∣∣∣∣ EX′
j∼P̂j

[
EX′

jc
∼P̂jc

{
D̂jf0(X

′
j, X

′
jc)−Djf0(X

′
j, X

′
jc)|X ′

j

}2
] ∣∣∣∣ (14)

+ 2

∣∣∣∣ EX′
j∼P̂j

[
EX′

jc
∼P̂jc

{
Djf0(X

′
j, X

′
jc)|X ′

j

}
EX′

jc
∼P̂jc

{
(D̂jf0(X

′
j, X

′
jc)−Djf0(X

′
j, X

′
jc)|X ′

j

}] ∣∣∣∣ (15)
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and

(12) =

∫ ∫
Xj×Xjc

(D̂jf0(X
′
j, X

′
jc)−Djf0(X

′
j, X

′
jc))

2dP̂jdP̂jc =
∥∥∥D̂jf0 −Djf0

∥∥∥2
n
≤

∥∥∥D̂jf0 −Djf0

∥∥∥2
∞

(13) ≤ 2L

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ ∫

Xj×Xjc

D̂jf0(X
′
j, X

′
jc)−Djf0(X

′
j, X

′
jc)dP̂jdP̂jc

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2L
∥∥∥D̂jf0 −Djf0

∥∥∥
∞

(14) ≤
∫ ∫

Xj×Xjc

(D̂jf0(X
′
j, X

′
jc)−Djf0(X

′
j, X

′
jc))

2dP̂jdP̂jc =
∥∥∥D̂jf0 −Djf0

∥∥∥2
n
≤

∥∥∥D̂jf0 −Djf0

∥∥∥2
∞

(15) ≤ 2L

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ ∫

Xj×Xjc

D̂jf0(X
′
j, X

′
jc)−Djf0(X

′
j, X

′
jc)dP̂jdP̂jc

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2L
∥∥∥D̂jf0 −Djf0

∥∥∥
∞
.

Thus
∣∣∣∣Î(j)− I(j)∣∣∣∣ can be bounded with the order of the leading term

∥∥∥D̂jf0 −Djf0

∥∥∥
∞

and so the proof is done. □

A.4 Extension of Theorem 3.1 to binary input features

In this subsection, we prove that Theorem 3.1 is still valid for binary input features if we replace the partial derivative
operator by the partial difference operator. Suppose that X = {0, 1}p. We assume the functional ANOVA model for f0
as:

f0(x) = β0 +

p∑
k=1

{ ∑
j∈Jk

βjxj!

}
, (16)

where xj! =
∏

l∈j xl. Note that when xjs are all binary, i.e. 0 or 1, any f0(x) can be represented by this ANOVA model.
For j ⊂ [p], βj ̸= 0 implies that the interaction j is significant. For a given j ⊂ [p], we write equation (16) as follows:

f0(x) = β0 +
∑
j′⊂j

xj′ !

{
βj′ +

∑
j2⊂jc

βj′∪j2xj2 !

}
+

∑
j3⊂jc

βj3xj3 !

For given j and j′ ⊂ j, let gj′,j(xjc) = βj′ +
∑

j2⊂jc βj′∪j2xj2 !. Then, we can write

f0(x) = β0 +
∑
j′⊂j

xj′ !gj′∪j(xjc) +
∑
j3⊂jc

βj3xj3 !

Theorem A.2. For a given j, βj′ = 0 for all j′ > j if and only if gj′,j(xjc) is a constant function for all xjc .

(Proof)

The ‘if’ part is trivial. Therefore, we only prove the ‘only if’ part. First, it holds that gj,j(xjc) = βj when xjc = 0. In
turn, we can show that βj′ = 0 for any j′ > j and |j′\j| = 1 by letting xjc such that xj = 1 for j ∈ j′\j and 0 otherwise.
By applying similar arguments repeatedly, we can show that βj′ = 0 for all j′ > j. □

For a given j, we define g(xjc) = f0(x : xj = v) for any v ∈ {0, 1}|j| as the function of xjc whose output is f0(x)
with xj = v.

Theorem A.3. For any j, we can represent gj′,j(xjc) as follows.

gj′,j(xjc) =
∑
j′⊆j

(−1)|j\j
′|f0(x : xj′ = 1,xj\j′ = 0).

(Proof)

Let j = (j1, ..., jk) where k = |j|. Since f0(x : xj = 1) = β0 + gj,j +
∑

j′<j gj′,j(xjc) +
∑

j3⊂jc βj3xj3 ! and
f0(x : xj = 0) = β0 +

∑
j3⊂jc βj3xj3 !, the following holds:

gj,j(xjc) = f0(x : xj = 1)− f0(x : xj = 0)−
∑
j′<j

gj′,j(xjc)
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Considering that

f0(x : xj′ = 1,xj\j′ = 0) = β0 +
∑
j̃⊆j′

gj̃,j(xjc) +
∑
j3⊂jc

βj3xj3 ! (17)

we can get ∑
j̃⊆j′

gj̃,j(xjc) = f0(x : xj′ = 1,xj\j′ = 0)− f0(x : xj = 0) (18)

By the principle of inclusion-exclusion, we can represent
∑

j′<j gj′,j(xjc) given as:

∑
j′<j

gj′,j(xjc) = (−1)0
∑

1≤i1≤k

∑
j̃⊂j\{ji1}

gj̃,j(xjc)

+ (−1)1
∑

1≤i1<i2≤k

∑
j̃⊂j\{ji1 ,ji2}

gj̃,j(xjc)

...

+ (−1)k−2
∑

1≤i1<i2<···<ik−1≤k

∑
j̃⊂j\{ji1 ,...,jik−1

}

gj̃,j(xjc) (19)

By (18) and (19), we have the following:∑
j′<j

gj′,j(xjc) = (−1)0
∑

1≤i1≤k

f0(x : xj\{ji1} = 1,xji1
= 0)

+ (−1)1
∑

1≤i1<i2≤k

f0(x : xj\{ji1 ,ji2} = 1,xji1 ,ji2
= 0)

...

+ (−1)k−2
∑

1≤i1<···ik−1

f0(x : xj\{ji1 ,...,jik−1
} = 0)

−
{
0 if k is odd
2f0(x : xj = 0) if k is even

(20)

Thus by combining (17) and (20), the proof is completed.

□

Theorem A.3 implies that gj,j(xjc) is the partial difference of f0 with respect to j and Theorem A.2 implies that the
partial difference is constant if and only if βj′ = 0 for all j′ > j.

B Neural Interaction Model

Neural Additive Model (NAM) [28] is the state-of-the-art XAI model for GAM. NAM models each term of GAM via a
neural network and learns all of the neural networks simultaneously by use of a gradient descent algorithm.

Neural Interaction model (NIM) is a straightforward extension of NAM that incorporates interactions. For a given
partial functional ANOVA model

fR(x) = β0+

K∑
k=1

∑
j∈Rk

fj(xj), (21)

NIM models each interaction term inR by a neural network and learns all of the interactions using a gradient descent
algorithm.
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C Details of Meta-ANOVA for practical use

To apply Meta-ANOVA, we have to choose two quantities: the sequence of thresholds {γk} and bandwidths {hk,n}.
For γk, we set γk = τ maxj∈Ck

Î(j) for a pre-specified constant τ ∈ (0, 1), where Ck is defined in the Algorithm 1.
For all experiments, we set τ = 0.1. Note that the interaction screening algorithm of Meta-ANOVA is expected not to
be affected much by the choice of τ since higher order interactions are deleted unless all of its ancestor interactions
survive. See Section G.1 of Appendix for sensitivity analysis for τ.

For the bandwidth hk,n, we let hk,n = 0.1, which is selected through trial and error. Results of sensitivity analysis for
the choice of the bandwidths are presented in Section G.2 of Appendix.

For certain data, too many interactions could be selected, and so applying NIM only with selected interactions would be
still computationally demanding. To resolve this problem, we set the maximum sizes for Ck. In our numerical studies,
we set the maximum sizes (300, 100, 20) for the second, third and fourth-order interactions, respectively.

D Measuring the importance of each component

As we mentioned, the importance score of Meta-ANOVA does not give information about the importance of each
component. For the importance of a given component j, we propose to use the variance of f̂j (i.e. VarXj∼P̂j

(f̂j(Xj)) as

the measure of the importance of the component j, where f̂j is the estimation of f0,j given by NIM.

Care should be taken due to the issue of identifiability of interactions. In general, each component in the functional
ANOVA model is not identifiable. For example, the model f(x1, x2) = f1(x1)+f2(x2) can be rewritten as f(x1, x2) =
f1(x1)/2+ f(x2)/2+ f12(x1, x2), where f12(x1, x2) = (f1(x1) + f2(x2))/2. There are various conditions to ensure
the identifiability of each component e.g., [69] and [11]. Among those, we use the identifiability condition in [11],
which requires that EXl∼P̂l

fj(Xl,xlc) = 0 for all xlc and all l ∈ j.

For a given estimation f̂j, we can transform it to satisfy the identifiability condition. We explain it for the second-order
interaction, but higher order interactions can be treated similarly. For simplicity, we consider the model

f̂(x1, x2) = f̂1(x1) + f̂2(x2) + f̂1,2(x1, x2). (22)

First, we make the interaction term f̂1,2(x1, x2) satisfy the identifiability condition as follows:

f̃1,2(x1, x2) = f̂1,2(x1, x2)− EX1∼P̂1
f̂1,2(X1, x2)− EX2∼P̂2

f̂1,2(x1, X2) + EX1∼P̂1
EX2∼P̂2

f̂1,2(X1, X2).

The next step is to transform f̂1(x1) +EX2∼P̂2
f̂1,2(x1, X2)(:= g1(x1)) to satisfy the identifiability condition, which is

easily done by letting f̃1(x1) = g1(x1)− EX1∼P̂1
g1(X1). We define f̃2(x2) accordingly. Finally, we write it as:

f̂(x1, x2) = β̃0 + f̃1(x1) + f̃2(x2) + f̃1,2(x1, x2)

for some real constant β̃0, where all of the components f̃1, f̃2, and f̃1,2 satisfy the identifiability condition. We measure
the importance of each component after this identifiable transformation of a given functional ANOVA model.
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E Details for Experiments

E.1 Experiments with synthetic datasets

Table 4: Test suite of synthetic regression models.

F1 πx1x2
√
2x3 − sin−1(x4) + log(x3 + x5)−

x9

x10

√
x7

x8
− x2x7

F2 πx1x2
√

2|x3| − sin−1(0.5x4) + log(|x3 + x5|+ 1) +
x9

1 + |x10|

√
|x7|

1 + |x8|
− x2x7

F3 exp |x1 − x2|+ |x2x3| − x
2|x4|
3 + log(x2

4 + x2
5 + x2

7 + x2
8) + x9 +

1

1 + x2
10

F4 exp |x1 − x2|+ |x2x3| − x
2|x4|
3 + (x1x4)

2 + log(x2
4 + x2

5 + x2
7 + x2

8) + x9 +
1

1 + x2
10

F5
1

1 + x2
1 + x2

2 + x2
3

+
√

exp(x4 + x5) + |x6 + x7|+ x8x9x10

F6 exp(|x1x2|+ 1)− exp(|x3 + x4|+ 1) + cos(x5 + x6 − x8) +
√

x2
8 + x2

9 + x2
10

F7 (arctan(x1) + arctan(x2))
2 +max(x3x4 + x6, 0)−

1

1 + (x4x5x6x7x8)2
+

(
|x7|

1 + |x9|

)5

+

10∑
i=1

xi

F8 x1x2 + 2x3+x5+x6 + 2x3+x4+x5+x7 + sin(x7 sin(x8 + x9)) + arccos(0.9x10)

F9 tanh(x1x2 + x3x4)
√

|x5|+ exp(x5 + x6) + log((x6x7x8)
2 + 1) + x9x10 +

1

1 + |x10|

F10 sinh(x1 + x2) + arccos(tanh(x3 + x5 + x7)) + cos(x4 + x5) + sec(x7x9)

Synthetic datasets are generated in the same way as NID [40] and PID [41] do (Table 4). We generate 30k data samples
from the distribution as follows and divide them into training, validation, and test datasets, each of which consists
of 10k samples. In the case of F1, we generate x1, x2, x3, x6, x7, x9 ∼iid Uniform(0, 1) and x4, x5, x8, x10 ∼iid

Uniform(0.6, 1). For the other regression models F2 to F10, the input features x1, x2, x3, x4, x5, x6, x7, x8, x9, x10 are
generated independently from Uniform(−1, 1). For a given input feature vector x, we set y = Fk(x) for all k. (i.e., not
adding noise).

We use the neural network with hidden node sizes (140, 100, 60, 20) as the baseline black-box model, which is identical
to the model used in [40]. All networks are trained via the Adam optimizer with the learning rate 5e-4 for all datasets.
We set the batch size for training as 4096.

The hidden node sizes of the neural networks in NIM are set to be (32, 16). The NIM is trained via the Adam optimizer
with the learning rate 5e-4, the weight decay 7.483e-9, and the batch size 4096.

E.2 Experiments with real datasets

Table 5: Descriptions of real data.
Dataset Size Dimension of features Problem

Calhousing 21k 8 Regression
Abalone 4k 10 Regression

German credit 1k 61 Classification
Online 40k 58 Classification
Letter 20k 16 Classification
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Table 6: Prediction performances of various baseline black-box models.
Dataset Measure XGB RF DNN

Calhousing MSE ↓ 0.164 0.192 0.198
Abalone MSE ↓ 0.512 0.467 0.432

German credit AUROC ↑ 0.767 0.786 0.787
Online AUROC ↑ 0.715 0.723 0.624
Letter AUROC ↑ 0.994 0.996 0.996

Table 5 describes details of the 5 real datasets. Details regarding the baseline black-box models are as follows. For the
extreme gradient boosting(XGB), the number of base learners is 100, the maximum of depth is 6, and the learning rate
is 0.1. For Random forest(RF), the number of base learners is 100, and all of the other parameters are set to the default
ones. For DNN, we use the same architecture of DNN used in [40]: the hidden sizes (140, 100, 60, 20). Also, when
learning DNNs, we set the learning rate to 1e-3 and the batch size to 1024.

Experimental details for NIM are as follows. We train each component using a neural network with the hidden node sizes
(64, 32). Also, for Abalone and Letter datasets, the learning rate of the Adam optimizer is 1e-2, and for Calhousing,
German credit, and Online news, the learning rate of the Adam optimizer is 1e-3. The weight decay is 7.483e-9
and the batch size is fixed as 1024.

F Additional experimental results

F.1 The performance results of Meta-ANOVA for various K

Table 7 presents the prediction performances of Meta-ANOVA for various values of the maximum order of interactions
K. Note that for German credit and Abalone, none of the 4th order interactions is selected, thus the results for
K = 3 and K = 4 are identical. On the other hand, the selected 4th order interactions are helpful for for Calhousing,
Online news and Letter.

Table 7: Prediction performances of Meta-ANOVA with various values of the maximum order of interactions K

Dataset Problem Max order : 2 Max order : 3 Max order : 4

Calhousing Regression 0.224 (0.01) 0.200 (0.01) 0.165 (0.01)
Abalone Regression 0.435 (0.04) 0.427 (0.04) 0.427 (0.04)

German credit Classification 0.778 (0.02) 0.772 (0.02) 0.772 (0.02)
Online Classification 0.714 (0.002) 0.713 (0.002) 0.720 (0.003)
Letter Classification 0.988 (0.001) 0.994 (0.001) 0.994 (0.001)

F.2 Performance results for various baseline black-box model

Table 8 presents the prediction performances of Meta-ANOVA on Abalone data with various baseline black-box models
and various K. It is interesting to see that the prediction performances of Meta-ANOVA are not much sensitive to the
choice of the baseline black-box model, even when the prediction performances of baseline black-box models are not
similar (e.g., See Table 6). This could be because the screening procedure of Meta-ANOVA is robust to the choice of a
baseline black-box model.

Table 8: The prediction performances of Meta-ANOVA for various baseline black-box models and various max orders

Baseline black-box model Max order : 2 Max order : 3 Max order : 4

RF 0.435 (0.04) 0.436 (0.03) 0.431 (0.04)
XGB 0.425 (0.04) 0.418 (0.03) 0.427 (0.04)
DNN 0.435 (0.04) 0.428 (0.04) 0.427 (0.04)
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F.3 Comparison between SHAP and Meta-ANOVA in view of global and local interpretations

In this subsection, we compare SHAP and Meta-ANOVA. The original SHAP ([45]) is a local interpreter in the sense
that SHAP measures the importance of each input feature for a given datum. Global SHAP ([70]) is defined as the
average of the absolute values of local SHAP values for all data.

We can define the local and global importance measures of each input feature based on the functional ANOVA model.
For local importance, we use ϕj(x, f) =

∑
j:j∈j fj(xj) for a given functional ANOVA model f(x) = β0 +

∑
j fj(xj).

This definition is a modification of local SHAP in the sense that it is equal to local SHAP when f is a generalized
additive model (due to Corollary 1 of [45]). For global interpretation, we use the variance of ϕ(X, f) where X ∼ P̂.
We refer to those local and global importance measures as ‘ANOVA-SHAP’.

We demonstrate the comparison experiments on the Calhousing dataset (Table 9). The SHAP values are calcuated
with the XGB, and ANOVA-SHAP is calculated with Meta-ANOVA approximating XGB.

Table 9: Description of input features in Calhousing.
Feature number Feature name Description Feature type

1 MedInc Median income in block Numerical
2 HouseAge Median house age in block Numerical
3 AveRooms Average number of rooms Numerical
4 AveBedrms Average number of bedrooms Numerical
5 Population Population in block Numerical
6 AveOccup Average house occupancy Numerical
7 Latitude Latitude of house block Numerical
8 Longitude Longitude of house block Numerical

Global interpretation. For global importance of SHAP and Meta-ANOVA, we normalize the importances of each
input feature by dividing them by the maximum importance. Table 9 presents the description of input features of
Calhousing dataset. Table 10 presents the global importances of SHAP and Meta-ANOVA of all input features of
Calhousing dataset. The three most important features are the same for SHAP and Meta-ANOVA, even though the
importances for the other input features are different. In practice, we can use Meta-ANOVA as a tool to confirm the
validity of global SHAP.

Table 10: Feature importance of SHAP and Meta-ANOVA
Model (Method) \ Feature number 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

XGB (SHAP) 0.759 0.094 0.211 0.055 0.057 0.379 1.000 0.861
Meta-ANOVA (ANOVA-SHAP) 0.383 0.003 0.009 0.000 1e-4 4e-6 0.962 1.000

Local interpretation. The SHAP values for each input feature are computed via the “shap” package in the python.
Table 11 presents the results of local interpretation for the following input feature vectors. Note that ‘Case 1’ was
chosen among to point out that there are many points that the two interpretations are quite similar, and ‘Case 2’ and
‘Case 3’ were randomly selected.

Case 1 : x = (0.068, 0.961, 0.022, 0.023, 0.043, 0.004, 0.557, 0.212)′

Case 2 : x = (0.266, 0.980, 0.014, 0.021, 0.015, 0.001, 0.167, 0.599)′

Case 3 : x = (0.207, 0.490, 0.039, 0.032, 0.005, 0.003, 0.678, 0.433)′

Table 11: Local interpretation comparison for three cases.
Model (Method) \ Feature number 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Case 1 XGB (SHAP) -0.506 -0.017 -0.061 0.023 -0.002 -0.161 -0.491 0.277
Meta-ANOVA(ANOVA-SHAP) -0.508 0.096 -0.028 0.000 1e-9 3e-5 -0.912 0.277

Case 2 XGB (SHAP) 0.145 0.150 -0.292 0.031 0.010 0.805 0.662 0.045
Meta-ANOVA(ANOVA-SHAP) 0.142 0.163 -0.035 0.000 0.008 0.004 0.979 0.571

Case 3 XGB (SHAP) -0.210 -0.036 0.106 -0.023 -0.056 0.113 -0.946 0.228
Meta-ANOVA(ANOVA-SHAP) -0.035 -0.005 0.054 0.000 0.017 0.001 -0.200 0.083
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F.4 Illustration of the functional relations of the main effects for Calhousing

In this subsection, we illustrate the functional relations of the main effects given by Meta-ANOVA (after identifiable
transformation) for Calhousing data compared to those given by XGB. The feature names and their descriptions are
given in Table 9. Figure 1 draws the functional relations of the main effects of Meta-ANOVA (black solid-line, top
8 figures) and XGB (blue solid-line, bottom 8 figures). Most of the functional relations are similar. Some seemingly
unnecessary bumps are observed in the functional relations of the features ‘Latitude’ and ‘Longitude’ obtained by
Meta-ANOVA. These might be because NIM does not yield smooth functions. A post-smoothing would be required for
better interpretation.

Figure 1: Calhousing: Partial dependence plots from XGB

G Ablation studies

G.1 The number of selected interactions for various values of τ

In this subsection, we investigate the numbers of selected interactions by Meta-ANOVA with various values of
τ ∈ {0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5}. Tables 12 to 16 present the number of selected interactions for the 5 datasets. Recall that
we limit the maximum numbers of selected interactions for each order of interactions by 300, 100, and 20 for the second,
third and fourth. For Calhousing, German credit, and Abalone, Meta-ANOVA successively deletes unnecessary
high order interactions even with τ = 0.1. In contrast, many 4th order interactions are selected in Online news and
Letter even with τ = 0.1. That is, the functional ANOVA model would not be sufficient to explain Online news and
Letter. However, the numbers of selected interactions are not much affected by the choice of τ.

Table 12: Calhousing : The number of selected interactions for various τ
τ 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

Main 8 8 8 8 8
Second 28 21 21 15 10
Third 56 30 19 13 5
Fourth 20 10 6 0 1

Table 13: Abalone : The number of selected interactions for various τ
τ 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

Main 10 10 10 10 10
Second 36 15 15 3 3
Third 19 15 6 0 0
Fourth 0 0 0 0 0
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Table 14: German credit : The number of selected interactions for various τ
τ 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

Main 61 61 61 61 61
Second 136 21 3 3 3
Third 20 7 0 0 0
Fourth 0 0 0 0 0

Table 15: Letter : The number of selected interactions for various τ
τ 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

Main 16 16 16 16 16
Second 120 120 91 55 55
Third 98 97 97 97 96
Fourth 20 20 20 20 19

Table 16: Online news : The number of selected interactions for various τ
τ 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

Main 58 58 58 58 58
Second 300 300 300 300 253
Third 99 99 99 97 98
Fourth 20 20 20 20 20

G.2 Selection of bandwidth h

We conduct performance evaluation of Meta-ANOVA when using different bandwidths hk,n for k = 1 and k = 2 by
analyzing Abalone. Table 17 presents the MSEs for different choices of the bandwidths, which suggests that the degree
of approximation is not affected much by the choice of the bandwidth.

Table 17: Prediction performances of Meta-ANOVA for various choices of the bandwidth hk,n.
h1,n for second interaction \ h2,n for main effect 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20

0.05 0.3935 0.395 0.3955 0.3965
0.10 0.3982 0.3894 0.3988 0.3916
0.15 0.3886 0.3829 0.3839 0.3990
0.20 0.3832 0.3877 0.3823 0.3897

G.3 Computational complexity of interaction screening algorithm

We conduct an experiment to investigate the computational complexity of Meta-ANOVA when the dimension of input
features becomes larger. We use the synthetic regression model F6 for generating data. We generate 30K input feature
vectors of dimension p from the uniform distribution on (-1,1). Then, we use the first 10 input features to generate the
output. That is, only x1, ..., x10 are signals and the rest are non-informative.

Table 18 compares the computation times of interaction screening of Meta-ANOVA for varying values of p and the
maximum order of interactions. The results are normalized so that the computation time for p = 50 and the maximum
order 2 becomes 1. It is noted that computation time does not increase exponentially as the max order increases, which
confirms our conjecture that |Sk| decreases accordingly. Computation times increase as the dimension of the input
feature vector increases, but it does increase linearly. The results amply support that Meta-ANOVA is a computationally
not-heavy algorithm, applicable to large size data without much difficulty.
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Table 18: Computation times for various dimensions of input features and maximum orders.
Input dimension \Max order 2 3 4

50 1.00 1.12 1.23
100 2.97 6.02 12.92
150 6.04 6.12 6.18
200 9.76 13.51 13.55
250 15.92 23.33 23.41
300 20.79 20.94 21.02

G.4 Computational complexity of Meta-ANOVA

We conduct experiments to confirm how much interaction screening can save computation times. We analyze German
credit data by Meta-ANOVA and NIM without interaction screening. The two hidden layer neural networks of node
sizes [32, 16] is used for NIM and is trained 300 epochs. Note that computation times of Meta-ANOVA include the
times for both interaction screening and NIM learning. The device used to train is RTX 3090.

Tables 19 compares the two models in terms of the numbers of interactions and computation times (in the parenthesis),
when the maximum order of interactions is set to be 2, 3, and 4, respectively. The numbers of selected components in
‘NIM without screening’ is equal to the whole number of components including main effects and interactions, which
shows how fast the number of all possible interactions increase. Even for the maximum order 3, there are more than 30
thousands possible interactions and so NIM is not even applicable due to computing resource limitation (marked as
‘-’ in table). In contrast, Meta-ANOVA only selects about 100 interactions even for the maximum order 4, and so can
identify signal high order interactions without much difficulty.

Table 19: The numbers of selected components (computation times)
Model \Max order 2 3 4

Meta-ANOVA 58 (204 sec) 97 (306 sec) 115 (703 sec)
NIM without screening 1,891 (2,361 sec) 37,881 (-) 559,736 (-)

G.5 Effects of interaction screening

One may argue that interaction screening may lose some important interactions and thus results in accuracy loss.
In this subsection, we investigate how interaction screening affects the prediction performance of an approximated
model. For this purpose, we compare the performance of Meta-ANOVA both with and without interaction screening.
We construct a functional ANOVA model approximating the baseline black-box model by NIM with all candidate
interactions being included, and compare it with the approximated model obtained by Meta-ANOVA that incorporates
interaction screening. We analyze Abalone and German credit datasets. Due to the large number of input features in
German credit data, we only include the input features ‘account check status", ‘duration in month’, ‘credit amount’,
and ‘age’ in the analysis.

Figure 2 draws the box-plots of the performance measures of the approximated functional ANOVA models with and
without interaction screening, obtained by 10 random partitions of train/validation/test data. It is apparent that the
performances are similar even if interaction screening makes the variation of performance measures slightly larger.
Moreover, for German credit data with K = 2, interaction screening even improves the accuracy. These results
confirm that the interaction screening algorithm of Meta-ANOVA works quite well.

G.6 Application of Meta-ANOVA to more complex black-box Models

To demonstrate the applicability of Meta-ANOVA to more complex black-box models, we consider TabTransformer
([65]) as the baseline model. TabTransformer is an extension of the Transformer architecture that enables its application
to tabular datasets. We train a TabTransformer with depth 12 and 4 heads on German credit data and approximate it
using Meta-ANOVA with the maximum order of interaction 3, whose results are presented in Table 20. As shown in
Table 20, Meta-ANOVA approximates the black-box model well.
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Figure 2: Effects of interaction screening

Table 20: Prediction performances of Meta-ANOVA with TabTransformer
Model TabTransformer(baseline) Meat-ANOVA

AUROC 0.777 0.777

G.7 Application of Meta-ANOVA to Image data

We apply Meta-ANOVA to image data by use of the Concept Bottleneck Model (CBM, [71]), similar to that used
in [30]. In CBM, instead of feeding the embedding vector obtained from image data through a CNN directly into a
classifier, the CNN first predicts specific attributes or concepts associated with each image. These predicted attribute
values are then used as inputs for the final classifier. We consider a model for the final classifier as a black-box baseline
model for Meta-ANOVA.

We analyze CelebA data, in which each image is associated with information on 40 attributes. We use "gender" as the
target label and remaining attributes as concepts related to images. We use pretrained Resnet-18 model for CBM and
DNN for the final classifier. We apply Meta-ANOVA with the maximum order of interactions 2.

Table 21 presents prediction performances of CBM and Meta-ANOVA, and we can see that Meta-ANOVA approximates
DNN classifier in the CBM well. Moreover, Table 22 presents the 5 most important attributes selected by Meta-ANOVA.
For selecting important attributes, we use the importance scores defined in Section D of Appendix and normalize them
by the highest score.

Figure 3 describes the plots of the functional relations of the main effects of the 5 most important attributes, all of which
are quite linear. Since all concepts are binary, Figure 3 gives an interpretation for the black-box model: The more an
image has a ‘Big Nose’ and ‘Mouth slightly open’, the more likely the image is classified as male. Conversely, if an
image has ’Wearing Lipstick’, ’No beard’, and ’Attractive’, it is more likely to be classified as female.

Table 21: Prediction performances of CBM and Meta-ANOVA on CelebA data
Model CBM (baseline) Meta-ANOVA

Accuracy 0.984 0.983

Table 22: Importance scores of the 5 most important attributes in CelebA data
Concept name Wearing Lipstick Big Nose No Beard Attractive Mouth Slightly open

Score 1.000 0.395 0.082 0.073 0.018
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Figure 3: Functional relations of the main effects of the 5 most important attributes

Figure 4 compares the local importances of the 5 attributes of two images: one is female and the other is male. Local
importances of Meta-ANOVA are defined in Section D of Appendix. We can see that ‘Big nose’ is the main reason to
separate out these two images.

Figure 4: Results of local interpretation on CelebA data

G.8 Application of Meta-ANOVA to text data.

We use GLUE-SST2 ([68]) data, which is a representative natural language benchmark dataset for “Sentimental Analysis”,
and use the pre-trained SST2-DistilBERT ([66]) as the baseline black-box model for Meta-ANOVA. To obtain the
importance score I(j), we first randomly sample sentences containing vocabulary j. Then, we calculate the outputs of
SST2-DistilBERT with and without the presence of vocabulary j. Note that the outputs of SST2-DistilBERT without
vocabulary j are obtained by masking the embedding corresponding to vocabulary j. The variance of the output
differences is used as an estimate of I(j).

We set the maximum order of interactions in the screening algorithm as 2. Once we select interactions, we construct an
approximated model by first converting each sentence to a binary vector based on the presence of the selected main
effects and second-order interactions in the sentence and then applying the linear logistic regression with the converted
binary vector as input. Table 23 describes the performance results of DistilBERT and Meta-ANOVA. The approximated
model is inferior to the baseline black-box model, DistilBERT, in terms of prediction accuracy. However, it is not
surprising since the approximation model is much simpler than DistilBERT. Instead, we may say that DistilBERT can
be approximated by a simple linear logistic regression without much degradation of accuracy.

Table 24 presents the 5 most important vocabularies identified by Meta-ANOVA and their importance scores (normalized
by the highest score). The results suggest that DistilBERT considers negative words more importantly in decision-
making than positive words. Among the second-order interactions, the interaction of ‘not’ and ‘bad’ is the most
important interaction. Note that ‘not’ and ‘bad’ are negative words marginally but when they are present together, they
give a positive meaning.

Table 23: Prediction performances of DistilBERT and Meta-ANOVA
Model DistilBERT Meta-ANOVA

AUROC 0.971 0.914
Selected interactions - 11,753 (main) + 107,416 (2nd-interaction)
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Table 24: The 5 most important vocabularies and their importance scores
Vocabulary not bad no less worst

Score 1.000 0.666 0.466 0.444 0.378
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