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Abstract

Leveraging the large body of work devoted in recent years to describe redundancy and synergy

in multivariate interactions among random variables, we propose a novel approach to quantify

cooperative effects in feature importance, one of the most used techniques for explainable artificial

intelligence. In particular, we propose an adaptive version of a well-known metric of feature

importance, named Leave One Covariate Out (LOCO), to disentangle high-order effects involving

a given input feature in regression problems. LOCO is the reduction of the prediction error when

the feature under consideration is added to the set of all the features used for regression. Instead

of calculating the LOCO using all the features at hand, as in its standard version, our method

searches for the multiplet of features that maximize LOCO and for the one that minimize it. This

provides a decomposition of the LOCO as the sum of a two-body component and higher-order

components (redundant and synergistic), also highlighting the features that contribute to building

these high-order effects alongside the driving feature. We report the application to proton/pion

discrimination from simulated detector measures by GEANT.
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In explainable artificial intelligence (XAI) [1], global feature importance methods [2] de-

termine how much each individual feature contributes to predicting the target variable,

resulting in one importance score for each feature. Among the most used metrics of feature

importance is the Leave One Covariate Out (LOCO) [3], i.e. the reduction of the prediction

error when the feature under consideration is added to the set of all the features used for re-

gression. However, predicting the target variable often requires including interactions among

several features. Moreover input features may be highly correlated with other features: con-

flating cooperative effects in just one score for each feature might lead to misinterpretations.

In this work, we propose a new decomposition of feature importance scores that disentangles

three components: the unique pure (two-body) influence of the feature on the target, and

the contributions stemming from synergistic and redundant interactions with other features.

Our approach exploits recent results which generalize the traditional dyadic description of

networks of variables to the higher-order setting [4, 5], with an increasing attention devoted

to the emergent properties of complex systems, manifesting through high-order behaviors

sought in observed data. A key framework in this literature is the partial information

decomposition (PID) [6] and its subsequent developments [7], which utilize information-

theoretic tools to reveal high-order dependencies among groups of three or more variables

and describe their synergistic or redundant nature. Within this framework, redundancy

refers to information retrievable from multiple sources, while synergy refers to information

retrievable from the whole system that cannot be observed in its individual parts. Notably, in

some papers the use of predictability (from linear modeling of data) has also been proposed to

highlight high-order effects [8–10]: using reduction in variance instead of entropy, the effect

due to a group of independent variables is equal to the sum of effects from the individual

variables (assuming linearity), see the related discussion in [11].

The main idea behind the present approach is that the gain in predictability due to the

inclusion of a given variable can be measured either by conditional mutual information,

in terms of reduction of entropy, or by LOCO in terms of reduction of error variance: in

other words, they are different measures of the same effect, the first rooted in information

theory and the second rooted in regression. It follows that replacing the conditional mutual

information with the LOCO leads to new approaches for using synergy and redundancy in

the realm of regression theory.

Recently a decomposition of the transfer entropy [12] (the major approach to evaluate
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the reduction in surprise between random processes) into unique, redundant, and synergis-

tic atoms, has been proposed [13], enabling the quantification of the relative importance

of high-order effects compared to pure two-body effects in information transfer between

two processes, and highlighting the processes that contribute to building these high-order

effects alongside the driver. Replacing the conditional mutual information with LOCO in

the framework developed in [13] yields a decomposition of LOCO in unique, redundant and

synergistic atoms, achieving the sought decomposition of feature importance. Since the de-

composition is obtained replacing entropy with variance, it leads to an alternative definition

of synergy and redundancy, rooted in regression, avoiding the distorting effect when compar-

ing combined information from two independent sources with the sum of information from

each source on its own, due to the concavity of the logarithm function, at the price of losing

the robust formalism of information theory [11]. Clearly, the proposed decomposition also

depends on the choice of the hypothesis space for regression; conditional mutual information

is strongly dependent on the choice of the approximate method used for its estimate. In the

following, we describe in detail the proposed methodology.

Let us consider n stochastic variables Z = {zα}α=1,...,n, a driver variable X and a target

variable Y . Let ϵ (Y |X,Z) be the mean squared prediction error [14] of Y on the basis of

all input variables at hand, X and Z (corresponding to linear regression or any non-linear

regression model). Now, consider ϵ (Y |Z), the prediction error of Y on the basis of only the

Z variables, , then the difference of errors in the two conditions

LZ(X → Y ) = ϵ (Y |Z)− ϵ (Y |X,Z) (1)

is the well known measure of feature importance Leave One Covariate Out (LOCO) [3],

which is non negative for a large class of predictors [15]. Equation (1) amounts to quantify

the drop in predictive power when removing feature X from the regression model; hence

LZ(X → Y ) does the same job, using predictability, as the conditional mutual informa-

tion I(X;Y |Z) for the corresponding reduction of entropy. As a consequence, substituting

I(X;Y |Z) with LZ(X → Y ) in information theoretical approaches for high-order depen-

dencies leads to an alternative definition of synergy which can be interpreted in terms of

predictability/regression. With the same notation, the reduction of error variance using

only the driver X (the pairwise predictive power, or explained variance) will be denoted

by L∅(X → Y ) = σ2
Y − ϵ (Y |X). Now, L∅(X → Y ) may be either greater or smaller than

4



LZ(X → Y ). The case L∅(X → Y ) > LZ(X → Y ) corresponds to redundancy among the

three variables X, Z and Y , whilst L∅(X → Y ) < LZ(X → Y ) corresponds to synergy.

According to the discussion in [13], LZ(X → Y ) underestimates the importance of X when

X is redundant with some of the variables of Z. Moreover, considering just the driver X,

i.e. L∅(X → Y ), neglects synergies between x and Z, in other words it neglects suppressor

variables [16] in Z which may enhance the predictability of Y on the basis of X.

Considering now just a subset z of all the variables in Z, it is intuitive that searching

for zmin minimizing Lz(X → Y ) captures the amount of redundancy R that the rest of

variables share with the pair X − Y , i.e. we may define R = L∅(X → Y )− Lzmin
(X → Y ).

The unique predictive power U , i.e. the pure two-body influence of X on Y , will be given by

U = Lzmin
(X → Y ). On the other hand, searching for zmax maximizing Lz(X → Y ), leads

to the amount of synergy S that the remaining variables provide in terms of the increase of

predictability: S = Lzmax(X → Y )− L∅(X → Y ).

It follows that:

Lzmax(X → Y ) = S +R + U, (2)

and the maximal predictive power of X to Y can be decomposed into the sum of a unique

contribution (U), representing a pure two-body effect, synergistic (S) and redundant (R)

contributions that describe cooperative effects on Y , due to X and Z variables.

Conducting an exhaustive search for subsets zmin and zmax becomes unfeasible for large

n. Here, we suggest employing a greedy strategy, whereby we perform a search over all the

z variables for the first variable to be tentatively used. Subsequently, variables are added

one by one, to the previously selected ones, to construct the set of z variables that either

maximize or minimize the Lz. The criterion for terminating the greedy search, minimizing

(maximizing) the Lz, is to stop when the corresponding decrease (increase) is compatible

with a random effect. Therefore one can estimate the probability that the increase in

Lz is lower (higher) than the one corresponding to the inclusion of a variable sharing the

individual statistical properties of the selected one but being otherwise uncoupled from X

and Y (surrogates of the selected z variable are obtained by permutation). If this probability

is below a given threshold (corrected for multiple comparisons), the selected variable is thus

added to the multiplet.

As a toy problem, to show how the proposed approach works, we firstly consider three

zero mean unit variance Gaussian variables a1, a2 and a3 with correlations ⟨a1a2⟩ = 0.5,
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⟨a1a3⟩ = 0.3 and ⟨a2a3⟩ = −0.5; here a3 is a suppressor for a2 [17] (and reciprocally a2 is

a suppressor for a3), and this variables constitutes a synergistic triplet. Then, we consider

b1, b2 and b3 with correlations ⟨b1b2⟩ = 0.5, ⟨b1b3⟩ = 0.3 and ⟨b2b3⟩ = 0.5: this a redundant

triplet of variables as they are all positively correlated. Let c be an independent source, and

{d1, d2} two independent sources. The target variable y is defined as

Y = a1 + b1 + c+ d1d2 + η,

where η is a Gaussian noise term with standard deviation 0.05, and {d1, d2} are synergistic

for Y . The input variables will be denoted as: X1 = a2, X2 = a3, X3 = b2, X4 = b3, X5 = c,

X6 = d1, X7 = d2. Due to the construction of this example, as predictive model we use

kernel regression with inhomogeneous polynomial kernel of degree 2, i.e. linear regression

with augmented features consisting of all the monomials of the input variables with degree

equal or less than two [18]. In Figure 1 we show the predictability decomposition for the
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FIG. 1: Left: The predictability decomposition, for the toy problem, is depicted for the seven

driving variables. Right: The LOCO and the pairwise index are depicted for the seven variables.

For the driver X1 we find zmax = {X2} and zmin = ∅; for the driver X2 we find zmax = {X1}

and zmin = ∅; for the driver X3 we find zmin = {X4} and zmax = ∅; for the driver X4 we find

zmin = {X3} and zmax = ∅; for the driver X5 we find zmax = zmin = ∅; for the driver X6 we find

zmax = {X7} and zmin = ∅; for the driver X7 we find zmax = {X6} and zmin = ∅.
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seven driving variables, as well as the LOCO and the pairwise predictive power for them.

We observe that the proposed approach succeeds to highlight the importance and the nature

of the contribution of drivers for predicting the target. Indeed X1 and X2 are recognized

to be synergistic whilst X3 and X4 are recognized to be redundant (all these four features

also provide unique contributions); X5 only provides unique information about the target,

while X6 and X7 are correctly identified as providing purely synergistic information. On the

other hand, as it is clear from the right panel, LOCO underestimates the importance of the

redundant variables X3 and X4, whilst the pairwise index fails to evidence the synergistic

contributions of X1, X2, X6 and X7. It is worth stressing the difference between the two

pairs of synergistic variables {X1, X2} and {X6, X7}. The target Y is linearly dependent

on X1 and X2, hence these two variables are synergistic due their dependency (if X1 and

X2 were independent, their synergy, for the proposed method, would be zero); on the other

hand X6 and X7 are independent and synergistic due to the interaction (nonlinear) term

d1d2 which structurally contribute to Y .

Now we consider a dataset from a GEANT [19] based simulation of electron-proton in-

elastic scattering measured by a particle detector system, available in [20]. It consists of a

very large number of samples of four different particles described by 6 detector signals. We

consider only the samples of pion and proton (n = 4752682) particles to predict the two-

valued target function defined by y = 1 for protons and y = 0 for pions; as in the previous

example we use the hypothesis space induced by the inhomogeneous polynomial kernel of

degree 2 (similar outputs are obtained using linear regression). The input features are the

velocity β, the momentum p, the scattering angle θ, the number of emitted photoelectrons

nphe, the response from an inner detector ein and the response from an outer detector eout.

All variables are z-scored before processing.

In Figure 2 we depict the results from the proposed approach and both the LOCO and the

pairwise index for the six variables. Concerning the pairwise index, the highest predictive

power from individual features stems from, in order, β, p, and θ; ein and eout also show

predictive power, whilst nphe has negligible predictive power. LOCO, instead, is high just

for β and p.

Using our approach, the most discriminating feature is the velocity β, which shows a

large unique contribution as well as synergistic effects in cooperation with p and redundant

effects with θ. The momentum p shows low importance alone (small U): it is relevant for
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FIG. 2: Left: The predictability decomposition, for the particle discrimination problem, is depicted

for the six driving variables. Right: The LOCO and the pairwise index are depicted for the six

variables.

synergy in cooperation with β and redundantly with θ and ein. eout is synergistic with

β: this cooperative effect can be explained by the fact that protons release energy in the

inner detectors, whilst pions are more likely to release energy in the outer detector. The

redundancy of ein and eout with p and β can be explained by the Bethe-Bloch formula for

the energy-loss of charged particles in matter. We observe that θ is redundant with β and

p, this means that given β and p the kinematics of the scattering does not provide further

information about the particle. The feature nphe is almost irrelevant (see Figure 3).

Compared with LOCO, our approach evidences the role of ein, eout and θ in spite of

their redundancy with β and p. Moreover it highlights the synergistic cooperation between

β and p to improve the accuracy of particle discrimination: the knowledge of both β and p

allows to infer the mass, hence we conclude that the synergistic information highlighted by

our approach is related to the mass of particles.

Interestingly, another decomposition of LOCO has been recently proposed to disentangle

interactions and dependencies in feature attribution (DIP) [21], where LOCO is expressed

as a sum of each feature’s standalone contribution, the contribution due to interactions, and

those due to main effect dependencies. In [21], the contributions from dependencies sums
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FIG. 3: The redundant and the synergistic multiplets for each driving variable (each row), for the

particle discrimination problem. The color value representing the decrement (increment) of LOCO

due to the inclusion of that variable in the redundant (synergistic) multiplet. (see Figure 3)

up redundant and synergistic effects, whilst synergistic contributions due to interactions

are singled out. Our decomposition, instead, is focused on disentangling redundancy and

synergistic effects, and in our definition the synergy comprises both dependencies effects

and interactions effects; hence the proposed approach and those described in [21] can be

considered as complementary. Moreover, unlike the approach in [21], our approach allows to

identify the other variables that build redundant and synergistic effects alongside the feature

under consideration.

Summarizing, we have considered feature importance for regression, a fundamental tool

for XAI, and introduced a novel definition of importance which takes into account the coop-

eration among features. The total importance is seen as the sum of a unique contribution,

from the given feature, plus the redundant and synergistic contributions which measure the

cooperation with other features. We believe that this framework will be useful also to get

further insights in the cooperative behaviors of units in artificial neural networks [22].
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