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Abstract

The black box problem in machine learning has led to the introduction of an ever-increasing
set of explanation methods for complex models. These explanations have different proper-
ties, which in turn has led to the problem of method selection: which explanation method
is most suitable for a given use case? In this work, we propose a unifying framework of
attribution-based explanation methods, which provides a step towards a rigorous study of
the similarities and differences of explanations. We first introduce removal-based attribu-
tion methods (RBAMs), and show that an extensively broad selection of existing methods
can be viewed as such RBAMs. We then introduce the canonical additive decomposition
(CAD). This is a general construction for additively decomposing any function based on
the central idea of removing (groups of) features. We proceed to show that indeed every
valid additive decomposition is an instance of the CAD, and that any removal-based attri-
bution method is associated with a specific CAD. Next, we show that any removal-based
attribution method can be completely defined as a game-theoretic value or interaction in-
dex for a specific (possibly constant-shifted) cooperative game, which is defined using the
corresponding CAD of the method. We then use this intrinsic connection to define formal
descriptions of specific behaviours of explanation methods, which we also call functional
axioms, and identify sufficient conditions on the corresponding CAD and game-theoretic
value or interaction index of an attribution method under which the attribution method
is guaranteed to adhere to these functional axioms. Finally, we show how this unifying
framework can be used to develop new, efficient approximations for existing explanation
methods.

Keywords: Interpretability, attribution, explanation, XAI, decomposition, framework,
game theory
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1. Introduction

In recent years, a vast number of explanation methods has been proposed in an attempt
to tackle the black box problem (Barredo Arrieta et al., 2020; Rudin, 2019; Molnar, 2022),
i.e. the problem that many popular machine learning models are far too large and/or com-
plex for humans to interpret. This black box problem leads to issues in trust (Tonekaboni
et al., 2019; Holzinger, 2021), debugging (Sculley et al., 2015) and deployment of machine
learning models. Many of the proposed explanation methods provide feature attributions,
which is an explanation in the form of an attribution or importance score for each feature.
This score is supposed to reflect how “important” or “influential” each feature is for a given
model.

With the introduction of such a diverse range of attribution methods, a new problem
arises: which one of the many available methods is the most appropriate for a given use
case? This question has led researchers to develop a wide range of metrics designed to
measure the quality of a given explanation or explanation method (Hedström et al., 2023;
Hedström et al., 2023; Ancona et al., 2018; Yeh et al., 2019). However, recent work has
shown that these quality metrics disagree about which explanation or method is the best
one (Tomsett et al., 2020; Gevaert et al., 2024). Another approach that has recently been
explored is the so-called axiomatic approach, in which a set of desirable properties or ax-
ioms is assumed, and an explanation method is defined such that it satisfies these desirable
properties (Lundberg and Lee, 2017). However, research has shown that multiple methods
can often satisfy the same set of axioms while still contradicting each other in practice,
even if the axioms are supposed to “uniquely define” a specific method in theory (Kumar
et al., 2020; Sundararajan and Najmi, 2020). In conclusion, objective selection and/or eval-
uation of feature attribution-based explanation methods remains an open problem. These
developments highlight the need for a unifying framework to understand the differences
between methods. In this work, we introduce such a framework, based on the core concepts
of cooperative game theory and additive functional decomposition.

First, we formally define the scope of our unifying framework in the form of removal-
based attribution methods (RBAM). These methods are completely defined by three formal,
mathematical choices. The defining choices of a RBAM correspond to 1) the behaviour of
the model that is explained, 2) how features are removed from the model, and 3) how the be-
haviour of the model after features are removed is summarized into an explanation. We show
that a significant number of existing methods are indeed instances of RBAMs, including
Shapley value-based methods (Lundberg and Lee, 2017; Lundberg et al., 2019a; Merrick
and Taly, 2020; Sundararajan and Najmi, 2020), permutation-based methods (Breiman,
2001; Strobl et al., 2008; Zeiler and Fergus, 2014), higher-order attribution methods (Sun-
dararajan et al., 2020), variance-based explanations (Sobol′, 2001; Song et al., 2016) and
others (Ribeiro et al., 2016). A non-exhaustive overview of methods that can be viewed as
RBAMs is given in Tables 1 and 2.

Next, we introduce the canonical additive decomposition (CAD). This is a general con-
struction for additively decomposing any function based on the central idea of removing
groups of features. We proceed to show that indeed every valid additive decomposition
method is in fact an instance of the CAD. We then establish a connection between the
CAD and cooperative game theory by showing that an additive decomposition can be used
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Method Behaviour Removal

IME-Retrain (Štrumbelj et al., 2009) Local output Retrain

IME-Marginalize (Štrumbelj and Kononenko, 2010) Local output Uniform
QII (Datta et al., 2016) Local output PM
Conditional SHAP (Lundberg and Lee, 2017) Local output Conditional
KernelSHAP (Lundberg and Lee, 2017) Local output Marginal
TreeSHAP (Lundberg et al., 2019a) Local output TD
Causal SHAP (Heskes et al., 2020) Local output Interventional
JBSHAP (Yeh et al., 2022) Local output JBD
RJBSHAP (Yeh et al., 2022) Local output RJBD
LossSHAP (Lundberg et al., 2019b) Local loss Conditional
Shapley Effects (Owen, 2014) Variance Conditional
Shapley Net Effects (Lipovetsky and Conklin, 2001) Dataset loss Retraining
SPVIM (Williamson and Feng, 2020) Dataset loss Retraining
SFIMP (Casalicchio et al., 2019) Dataset loss Marginal
SAGE (Covert et al., 2020) Dataset loss Conditional

Table 1: Examples of Shapley-based RBAMs and their corresponding removal operators
and behaviour mappings. All of these methods are covered by the unifying theory
proposed in this work.

Method Behaviour Removal

Occlusion (Zeiler and Fergus, 2014) Local output Single baseline
ASV (Frye et al., 2020) Local output Conditional
PredDiff Local output Conditional
CXPlain Local output Single baseline
RISE Local output Single baseline
BANZHAF (Karczmarz et al., 2022) Local output TD
WeightedSHAP (Kwon and Zou, 2022) Local output Conditional
PFI (Breiman, 2001) Dataset loss Marginal
Conditional PFI (Strobl et al., 2008) Dataset loss Conditional
LOCO (Kohavi and John, 1997) Dataset loss Retraining
Univariate Predictors (Guyon and Elisseeff, 2003) Dataset loss Retraining

Table 2: Examples of RBAMs that use aggregation coefficients other than the Shapley
aggregation coefficients, and their corresponding behaviour and removal mappings.
All of these methods are covered by the unifying theory proposed in this work.
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Attribution method
m : F × 2[d] → F

Cooperative game
vΦG : F × X → (2[d] → R)

Aggregation{
αT
S | S, T ⊆ [d]

}

Behaviour
Φ : F → F

Decomposition
G := {gS : F → F | S ⊆ [d]}

Figure 1: Summary of the unifying framework. Red nodes correspond to choices that need
to be made by the user. Under mild conditions, any removal-based attribution
method is fully determined by a choice of behaviour, functional decomposition,
and a set of aggregation coefficients. The behaviour and decomposition together
define a specific cooperative game for which the attribution method is a value or
interaction index.

to construct a pointwise cooperative game. Finally, we show that any removal-based attri-
bution method can be completely defined as a game-theoretic value or interaction index for
a specific (possibly constant-shifted) cooperative game. This game-theoretic index is in turn
completely defined by a set of aggregation coefficients. In summary, we are able to reduce
the definition of a large set of attribution-based explanation methods down to three formal,
mathematical choices:

1. The behaviour of the model Φ(f) to be explained.

2. The manner in which f is additively decomposed into a set of functions {gS(f) | S ⊆
[d]}.

3. The constants {αT
S | S, T ⊆ [d]} that define a linear combination of the values v(S),

where v is a cooperative game generated by the behaviour and decomposition.

A summary is given in Figure 1.
This result has several implications. First, it implies that any removal-based attribution

method can be viewed as a game-theoretic explanation of a pointwise cooperative game.
This is surprising, as the result also holds for various methods that were designed heuristi-
cally, without any intended link to cooperative game theory. Second, it implies that formal
properties of explanation methods can be studied through their corresponding additive de-
composition. This allows for a more rigorous and broad investigation of the behaviour
of explanation methods, whereas such investigations have happened mainly heuristically
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and on a case by case basis up to this point (Kumar et al., 2020; Sundararajan and Na-
jmi, 2020; Merrick and Taly, 2020). Finally, these results open up a clear path towards
computationally efficient approximations for explanation methods.

The rest of this work is organized as follows. In Section 2 we give an overview of
existing attempts at unifying explanation methods and links between explanation methods
and additive decomposition. Section 3 provides a short overview of mathematical notation
and some basic concepts that will be used throughout this work. The main contributions
are described in Sections 5 to 7. In Section 5 we formally define removal-based attribution
methods. Section 6 then introduces the canonical additive decomposition. Next, the ideas
from Sections Sections 5 and 6 are used to construct a general but formal unifying framework
of removal-based attribution methods in Section 7. We conclude with a discussion of the
implications of our framework and interesting directions for future research in Section 8.
Appendix A contains proofs of any propositions and/or theorems for which the proof is not
given immediately in the main text.

2. Related Work

Some attempts have already been made to provide unifying theories of attribution-based
explanations and explanations in general. Merrick and Taly (2020) introduce the Formulate,
Approximate, Explain framework, which is based on the specification of a reference distri-
bution and the approximation of Shapley values using this distribution to remove features.
The authors show that a number of existing explanation techniques can be viewed as spe-
cific instances of this framework. However, this framework only covers Shapley value-based
explanations, and is unable to capture all existing Shapley value-based techniques, such
as conditional Shapley values (Lundberg and Lee, 2017) or causal Shapley values (Heskes
et al., 2020).

A more comprehensive framework is given by the Explaining by Removing (XBR) frame-
work (Covert et al., 2021), which covers a wide range of removal-based explanation tech-
niques. Indeed, this framework introduces the three choices that our framework is also
based on. However, by focusing on attribution-based explanations specifically, we are able
to formulate the three choices in a more mathematically rigorous and precise way. This
allows us to perform a much more detailed theoretical analysis of the behaviour of expla-
nation methods. We do this by formally defining a set of functional axioms, which are
mathematically precise and intuitive guarantees of behaviour for removal-based attribution
methods. These functional axioms are designed to address known problems with the more
commonly used game-theoretic axioms, which have been shown to be unintuitive as de-
scriptors of method behaviour in practice (Chen et al., 2020; Kumar et al., 2020). We then
derive provably sufficient conditions for explanation methods to adhere to these functional
axioms. We also provide a formal link between removal-based explanations and additive
functional decomposition, which allows us to describe properties of attribution methods in
terms of properties of additive decompositions. This opens the path to further research by
linking the existing literature on additive functional decomposition to explainable machine
learning, and vice versa. Finally, we also extend the framework to cover higher-order at-
tribution methods such as the Shapley-Taylor interaction index (Sundararajan and Najmi,
2020).
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Recent work has also uncovered a number of links between attribution-based explanation
methods and additive functional decompositions. Owen (2014) shows a connection between
Shapley effects and Sobol’ indices (Sobol′, 2001) of the functional ANOVA decomposition
(Roosen, 1995). We demonstrate that a similar link exists for a more general class of
Shapley-based methods. Hiabu et al. (2023) illustrate that SHAP and q-interaction SHAP
(Tsai et al., 2023) can be linked in a similar fashion to partial dependence plots. This link
can be used to provide richer explanations and to perform model debugging and model
editing. Bordt and von Luxburg (2023) introduce a bijective relation between additive
functional decompositions and Shapley value-based explanations. They use this relation
to show an equivalence between the Shapley-Taylor interaction index, Faith-SHAP (Tsai
et al., 2023) and their proposed n-Shapley values. Finally, Herren and Hahn (2022) also
demonstrate how the functional ANOVA decomposition can be used to compute SHAP
values, and use this link to show how numerical tests for feature interactions can be used
to select coalitions in Shapley value sampling.

All of these works prove that there is a strong link between Shapley value-based tech-
niques and additive functional decomposition. In this work, we extend this link beyond
Shapley value-based techniques, and demonstrate that any removal-based univariate or
multivariate attribution method can be linked to additive functional decomposition in a
similar fashion.

3. Notation

In this section, we introduce some of the notation we will use in this work. We will denote
sets using the uppercase letters S, T, U, V , and the complement of a set S as S. Random
variables will be denoted using the uppercase letters X,Y, Z. If a set has only one element
{i}, we will declutter notation by denoting it simply as i if it is clear from context that this
should be a set. For example: S ∪ i := S ∪ {i}, S \ i := S \ {i}. For a given d ∈ N, we
introduce the shorthand notation [d] := {1, . . . , d}.

We will denote vectors using boldface letters x := (x1, . . . , xd). If S ⊆ [d], we will use
the notation xS to signify the vector made by the elements of x that correspond to elements
in S: xS := (xi | i ∈ S). For example, if x = (1, 4, 2, 5, 3), then x{1,3,5} = (1, 2, 3). For two

vectors x,y ∈ Rd and a subset S ⊆ [d], we will denote the vector (xS ,yS) as the vector
constructed by combining xS and yS :

(xS ,yS)i :=

{
xi if i ∈ S
yi if i /∈ S

Let f ∈ F : X → R be a function, where X ⊆ Rd. We denote the i-th input variable of f
as Xi. We will say that Xi is an independent variable of f if

x[d]\{i} = y[d]\{i} =⇒ f(x) = f(y) ∀x,y ∈ X

If the value of an independent variable Xi of f is changed without changing any of the other
variables, then this has no influence on the output of f . For a set S ⊆ [d], we will say that f
is independent of XS if for each i ∈ S, Xi is an independent variable of f . Xi is an additive
variable of f , or f is additive in Xi, if there exist functions g, h ∈ F such that f = g + h,
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where g is independent of X[d]\i and h is independent of Xi. Equivalently, f is additive in
Xi if f can be written as the sum of a univariate function of Xi and a multivariate function
that is independent of Xi. This can be seen by defining g′ : Xi → R : xi 7→ g(xi, z[d]\i) for
some arbitrary z ∈ X , where X is the domain of f . This is a univariate function that is
independent of the choice of z.

We will denote the set of permutations of a given set A, i.e. bijections of A onto itself,
as Π(A). For a given permutation π ∈ Π(A), we will write j ≺π i if j precedes i in π.
Analogously, we write j ⪯π i if j precedes i in π or j is equal to i. The set of predecessors of a
given element i in a permutation π ∈ Π(A) will be denoted as pred(i, π) := {j ∈ A : j ≺π i}.
For a given permutation π ∈ Π([d]), subset A ⊆ [d], vector x ∈ Rd and function f : Rd → R,
we define the permuted subset, vector and function respectively as follows:

πx = (xπ(i)|i = 1, . . . d)

πS = {π(i)|i ∈ S}
(πf)(πx) = f(x)

A function f is called symmetric if it is invariant to the order of its arguments:

∀π ∈ Π([d]),x ∈ X : f(πx) = f(x)

A subset of variables Xi, i ∈ S ⊆ [d] is called symmetric in f if f is invariant to reorderings
of the variables in S, i.e. if

∀π ∈ Π([d]),x ∈ X : (∀i ∈ S : π(i) = i) =⇒ f(πx) = f(x)

A symmetric function is then simply a function that is symmetric in all of its arguments.
In multiple proofs in this work, we will also use the following theorem:

Theorem 1 (Inclusion-Exclusion Principle) Let f and g be two functions 2S → R
defined on subsets of a finite set S. Then:

g(A) =
∑

B⊆A

f(B) ⇐⇒ f(A) =
∑

B⊆A

(−1)|A|−|B|g(B)

Although the principle is usually presented as an implication (Graham et al., 1995), it is
easy to verify that the reverse implication also holds.

Finally, we define the discrete derivative of a set function v as follows.

Definition 2 (Discrete derivative) Given a set function v : 2[d] → R and finite subsets
S, T ⊆ [d], the S-derivative of v at T is recursively defined as:

∆∅v(T ) := v(T )

∆iv(T ) := v(T ∪ i)− v(T \ i)
∆Sv(T ) := ∆i[∆S\iv(T )]

7
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It is easy to prove by induction on |S| that:

∀S, T ⊆ [d] : ∆Sv(T ) = ∆Sv(T \ S) =
∑

L⊆S

(−1)|L|v((T ∪ S) \ L)

∀S ⊆ [d], T ⊆ [d] \ S : ∆Sv(T ) =
∑

L⊆S

(−1)|S|−|L|v(T ∪ L)

Using the inclusion-exclusion principle, we can derive the following equality by setting
T = ∅:

∀S ⊆ [d] : ∆Sv(∅) =
∑

L⊆S

(−1)|S|−|L|v(L)

It is then easy to prove by induction that (Grabisch et al., 2000; Fujimoto et al., 2006):

∀S ⊆ [d], T ⊆ [d] \ S : ∆Sv(T ) =
∑

L⊆T

∆L∪Sv(∅) (1)

4. Game theory

In this section, we introduce some preliminary concepts from cooperative game theory. We
define cooperative games, values, and indices. Next, we provide a brief overview of the
different axioms related to values and indices. Based on these axioms, we then introduce a
basic taxonomy of game-theoretic values and indices.

Given a finite set of players N := {1, . . . , n}, a cooperative game is defined by a real-
valued function that assigns a worth to each subset of players: v : 2N → R with the added
restriction that v(∅) = 0. The function v is also called the characteristic function of the
game, or in other words, the game is represented in its characteristic or coalitional form. In
practice, the game is usually identified with the characteristic function v, as v is sufficient
to describe all of the dynamics of the game.

A subset of players S ⊆ N is also called a coalition. A cooperative game is called a
game of transferable utility (TU-game) if the worth v can be costlessly transferred between
players of N , i.e. a given quantity is “worth” just as much to one player as it is to any
other. TU-games will be the main object of study in the rest of this work. Therefore, in
the following descriptions we will also speak simply of games to denote cooperative games
of transferable utility.

A value for the game v, also called an imputation (Shapley and Roth, 1988), is a vector
ϕ(v) ∈ Rn where each entry contains the value for a specific player in N . As an example,
consider the following game vex with N = {1, 2, 3}:

vex(∅) = 0 vex(N) = 8

vex({1}) = 1 vex({1, 2}) = 3

vex({2}) = 2 vex({2, 3}) = 7

vex({3}) = 4 vex({1, 3}) = 5

The function vex defines the worth for each coalition S ⊆ N . The problem of assigning a
value to each of the players in N can now be expressed as finding a vector ϕ(vex) ∈ R3 that
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somehow quantifies each player’s “contribution” to the outcome. A simple definition for a
value might for example be the average worth of each coalition of which a given player is a
member:

ϕ(vex) = (
1 + 3 + 5 + 8

4
,
2 + 3 + 7 + 8

4
,
4 + 7 + 5 + 8

4
)

= (4.25, 5, 6)

Although this is a valid definition for a value, we can easily identify some possible issues.
First of all, the values for the players do not add up to the worth of the total coalition. This
can be a problem in specific contexts: for example, this implies that this value would not be
an appropriate choice if the goal is to somehow distribute the total produced worth vex(N)
among the players in N . Another possible issue with this value is more subtle. Consider
player 1. If we inspect the worths of the coalitions containing player 1 more closely, we can
see that adding player 1 to any coalition S ⊆ N \ {1} increases the worth of the coalition
by exactly 1:

vex({1})− vex(∅) = vex({1, 2})− vex({2})
= vex({1, 3})− vex({3})
= vex({1, 2, 3})− vex({2, 3})
= 1

This can be interpreted as the player 1 always “contributing” a value of 1, regardless of the
other players in the coalition. In other words, player 1 does not really “cooperate” with
the other players in a meaningful way. Now assume player 2 becomes more productive,
increasing the worth of all the coalitions containing player 2 by a value of 3. In this case,
player 1 still contributes the exact same value of 1 to each coalition. However, its value
according to ϕ(vex) would have increased significantly. If the goal of the value is to fairly
distribute the worth produced by the total coalition among the players according to their
contributions, then we could expect some protest from player 2 if this definition would be
used: player 1 is essentially “freeloading” off the extra productivity provided by player 2.
This example illustrates that we need some way to define what it means for a value to
be “fair”. As we will see later in this section, this is typically done by defining a set of
properties (also called axioms) that a value must adhere to. For example, the requirement
that the values add up to the total produced worth v(N) is also called the Efficiency axiom,
and the requirement that the value for a player that has a constant contribution to each
coalition should be equal to that contribution is also called the Dummy axiom.

We will denote the set of games on a finite set of players N as G(N). We can view
the set of games G(N) as a vector space by defining addition and scalar multiplication as
follows:

(v + w)(S) = v(S) + w(S)

(cv)(S) = cv(S)

for any S ⊆ N, v, w ∈ G(N), c ∈ R. The vector space of games G(N) is isomorphic to the
euclidean space R2n−1: any game v ∈ G(N) can be identified with a vector v ∈ R2n−1 where
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each entry corresponds to the worth v(S) of a nonempty coalition S ⊆ N (remember that
v(∅) = 0 by definition). It is easy to see that the sum and scalar product in this euclidean
space indeed preserve the same structure in the space of games.

Consider a game v ∈ G(N), and let π ∈ Π(N), π : N → N be any permutation of N .
For any S ⊆ N , define πS := {π(i) : i ∈ S}. The permuted game πv ∈ G(N) with respect
to π is defined as follows:

(πv)(πS) = v(S),∀S ⊆ N

The permuted game πv can be interpreted as a game obtained by “relabeling” the players
in N using π. As an example, consider the game vex introduced in the beginning of this
section. Consider also the permutation π := (2, 1, 3). This permutation swaps the first two
players. We then have:

π({1}) = {2}
π({2}) = {1}

π({1, 3}) = {2, 3}
π({2, 3}) = {1, 3}

and π(S) = S for all other coalitions S. The corresponding permuted game πvex is then:

(πvex)(∅) = 0 (πvex)(N) = 8

(πvex)({1}) = vex({2}) = 2 (πvex)({1, 2}) = 3

(πvex)({2}) = vex({1}) = 1 (πvex)({2, 3}) = vex({1, 3}) = 5

(πvex)({3}) = 4 (πvex)({1, 3}) = vex({2, 3}) = 7

Indeed, it is easy to see that this game is in a sense equivalent to vex, as the players 1 and
2 have simply swapped their labels.

In a given game v, we say that a coalition S ⊆ N is a dummy coalition if:

∀T ⊆ N \ S : v(T ∪ S) = v(T ) + v(S)

i.e. the contribution of the coalition S to any other coalition is a constant. A dummy
coalition S for which v(S) = 0 is also called a null coalition. If S is a singleton, then we
also speak of a dummy or null player, respectively. In the game vex, player 1 is an example
of a dummy player, but not a null player. Finally, a partnership P ̸= ∅ in v is defined as a
coalition P ⊆ N such that:

∀T ⊆ N \ P, S ⊂ P : v(T ∪ S) = v(T )

i.e. if some but not all of the members of a partnership P are present in the coalition, then
these members leave the worth of the coalition unchanged. This also implies that v(S) = 0
for any strict subset S ⊂ P . A dummy partnership is a partnership that is also dummy. A
partnership can be viewed as equivalent to a single player.

10



Unifying Attribution-Based Explanations Using Functional Decomposition

Let T ⊆ N,T ̸= ∅ be a non-empty coalition for a game v. The reduced game with
respect to T is denoted as v[T ] ∈ G((N \ T ) ∪ [T ]), where [T ] denotes a single new player
not in N , and is defined as

v[T ](S) := v(S)

v[T ](S ∪ [T ]) := v(S ∪ T )

for any S ⊆ N \ T . The reduced game with respect to T can be interpreted as the game
obtained by “merging” the coalition T into a single player [T ]. Note that this can be linked
to the concept of a partnership. Indeed, if P is a partnership, then v and the reduced game
v[P ] can be considered equivalent.

As an example, assume T = {2, 3} in the game vex. We can then define the new game
vex,[T ] with the players (N \ T ) ∪ [T ] = {1, [T ]}:

vex,[T ](∅) = 0

vex,[T ]({1}) = 1

vex,[T ]({[T ]}) = 7

vex,[T ]({1, [T ]}) = 8

This game can indeed be interpreted as a “merging” of the players 2 and 3 into a single
player [T ]. Note that player 1 is still a dummy player in this reduced game.

4.1 Simple games

A simple game is a game for which the characteristic function takes on only the values in
{0, 1}. Coalitions with a worth of 1 and 0 are also called winning and losing coalitions,
respectively. Such a game can alternatively be expressed by simply listing the winning
coalitions. A common additional assumption is that any coalition containing a winning
coalition is also winning, or equivalently, that any subset of a losing coalition is also losing.
In that case, the game can be represented even more tersely by listing only the minimal
winning coalitions, i.e. the winning coalitions for which each proper subset is losing. A
common application of simple games is in voting games, where for example we want to
model a bicameral legislature. In such a situation, a coalition is winning if it contains a
majority in both chambers. In a voting game, the usual object of interest is the power any
one member of the group has in influencing the outcome of the vote. This power can be
quantified using a power index (Penrose, 1946), which is a real vector where each entry
reflects the voting power of a given member. Although this problem might seem different
enough from the quantification of value of a given player to the game, power indices are
actually very similar to values. In fact, the Banzhaf and Shapley-Shubik power indices,
which are two of the most well-known power indices, are simply defined as a value (the
Banzhaf and Shapley value, respectively) for the voting game in its characteristic form. In
other words, determining the power of a single member in a simple game can be viewed as
quantifying the “value” of that player to a game where the worth of any coalition is either
0 or 1, and the worth of the total set of players is 1.

11
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A specific type of simple game is the unanimity game vR, R ⊆ N . The unanimity game
for a set R is defined as:

vR(S) =

{
1 if R ⊆ S

0 otherwise.

This is a simple game where a coalition is winning if and only if it contains R. The main
reason why unanimity games are interesting is the fact that they form a basis for G(N). In
the vector representation of games discussed above, each unanimity game vR corresponds to
a vector containing 1 for every subset containing R, and 0 for every other subset. It is easy
to see that there are 2n−1 such vectors, and that they are linearly independent. Therefore,
they constitute a basis for R2n−1, and the corresponding unanimity games analogously
constitute a basis for the vector space G(N). This property will be very useful in defining
values for games: if we assume linearity as one of the axioms for a value, then defining this
value on the set of unanimity games is sufficient to define it on the entire space of games.

4.2 The Value Problem

As mentioned earlier, one of the main objects of study in TU-games is the quantification
of value of the members of N to the game. Such a value can be represented as a vector
ϕ(v) ∈ Rn. Often, the value will be represented as a separate function ϕi for each player:
ϕ(v) = (ϕ1(v), . . . , ϕn(v)). In order to define a value that is fair, we must first define what
it means to be “fair.” To this end, several axioms have been proposed as “reasonable”
properties that a given value should adhere to in order to be called “fair.” In the following
paragraphs, we will first introduce some of the most important axioms in the context of
this work. Afterwards, we will construct a taxonomy of existing values for games based on
the axioms they do or do not adhere to.

4.2.1 Axioms for Values

Before we give an overview of the most important axioms, we first introduce some necessary
notation. Let Π(N) denote the set of permutations on the set N , i.e. Π(N) = {π : N →
N | π is a bijection}. If π ∈ Π(N) and i, j ∈ N , then the precedence relation in π will
be denoted as ≺π,⪯π for strict and non-strict precedence, respectively. For example, if
N = {1, 2, 3} and π(N) = (2, 3, 1), then 2 ≺π 1. We will now introduce the axioms that
will be relevant to the definition of values.

• Linearity: Given games v, w ∈ G(N) and constants α, β ∈ R. Using the vector space
definition for games, we can define the linear combination of games αv + βw:

(αv + βw)(S) = αv(S) + βw(S),∀S ⊆ N

A value ϕi adheres to the Linearity axiom if it is a linear function on G(N):

∀α, β ∈ R, v, w ∈ G(N) : ϕi(αv + βw) = αϕi(v) + βϕi(w)

Intuitively, this axiom states that if the outcome of a given game is defined as a linear
combination of the outcomes of two or more “sub-games,” then the value of any given
player should be the same linear combination of values for the sub-games.

12
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• Null: A value adheres to the Null axiom if, for every game v ∈ G(N) with null player
i:

ϕi(v) = 0

Intuitively, this axiom states that the value should reflect the fact that a null player
provides no contributions or value to the game in any context.

• Dummy: A value adheres to the Dummy axiom if, for every game v ∈ G(N) with
dummy player i:

ϕi(v) = v(i)

The intuitive interpretation of this axiom is that, if a player provides the exact same
value independently of which other players are present in the coalition, then the value
of that player to the game in general should be equal to that value. Note that this is
a stronger version of the Null axiom: The Null axiom simply states that the Dummy
axiom must hold for all dummy players i with v(i) = 0. In literature, the term Dummy
is often used for both of these axioms interchangeably (Weber, 1988; Sundararajan
and Najmi, 2020). To prevent confusion, we use the term Null for the weaker axiom.

• Monotonicity: A game v ∈ G(N) is called monotonic if ∀S ⊆ T ⊆ N : v(S) ≤ v(T ).
A value ϕi adheres to the Monotonicity axiom if, for any monotonic game v ∈ G(N),
ϕi(v) ≥ 0.

• Efficiency: A value ϕ adheres to the Efficiency axiom if:

∀v ∈ G(N) :
∑

i∈N
ϕi(v) = v(N)

Intuitively, this means that the total utility v(N) that is obtained through the coop-
eration is split up entirely and exactly among the players. This allows the value to be
interpreted as a distribution of the total utility v(N): in this case, each player receives
a part of the total utility that is equal to the value of the player to the game.

• 2-Efficiency: This is an alternative axiom to Efficiency. Consider a game v ∈ G(N)
and i, j ∈ N . Consider also the reduced game with respect to {i, j}:

v[ij](S) := v(S)

v[ij](S ∪ [ij]) := v(S ∪ {i, j})

for any S ⊆ N \ {i, j}. A value ϕ then adheres to the 2-Efficiency axiom if:

ϕ[ij](v[ij]) = ϕi(v) + ϕj(v)

In other words, the 2-Efficiency axiom states that if two players are merged, then they
should have the same value as they did before merging.

• Anonymity: A value adheres to the Anonymity axiom if:

∀v ∈ G(N), π ∈ Π(N), i ∈ N : ϕi(v) = ϕπ(i)(πv)

Intuitively, the Anonymity axiom states that relabeling the players of the game has
no influence on the value.
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• Symmetry: Two players i, j ∈ N are called symmetric in a game v ∈ G(N) if, for
any subset S ⊆ N \ {i, j}:

v(S ∪ i) = v(S ∪ j)

A value adheres to the Symmetry axiom if, for any game v ∈ G(N) with symmetric
variables i, j ∈ N :

ϕi(v) = ϕj(v)

Note that the Symmetry axiom is weaker than the Anonymity axiom. This can easily
be seen by considering the permutation that simply swaps elements i and j:

σij(k) =





j if k = i

i if k = j

k otherwise.

If i and j are symmetric in v, then σijv = v and the required result follows immediately
from Anonymity. Note also that the term Symmetry is often used in literature to
denote the stronger Anonymity axiom (Weber, 1988). In this dissertation, I will use
Symmetry to denote the weaker version of the axiom.

4.2.2 Taxonomy of values

Now that we have an overview of the relevant axioms, we can use them to construct a
taxonomy of values based on the axioms they adhere to. First, we define the marginal
contribution of a player i to a coalition S, which can be interpreted as the additional utility
that i contributes if i decides to join the coalition S:

Definition 3 (Marginal Contribution) Given a game v ∈ G(N), i ∈ N , and S ⊆ N \ i.
The marginal contribution of i to S is defined as:

∆iv(S) = v(S ∪ i)− v(S)

We will now construct the taxonomy of values. This taxonomy is largely based on
Weber (1988), and we refer the reader to this publication for proofs and further details. An
overview of the taxonomy is given in Figure 2. The most general kind of value that we will
consider is a value that adheres only to the Linearity axiom. It can be shown (Weber, 1988)
that if a value ϕi adheres to the Linearity axiom, then for each player i there exists a set of
constants {αi

S | S ⊆ N} such that, for any v ∈ G(N):

ϕi(v) =
∑

S⊆N

αi
Sv(S)

i.e. the value is a linear combination of the characteristic function v for all subsets S ⊆ N .
Furthermore, it can also be shown (Grabisch and Roubens, 1999) that if a value additionally
adheres to the Null axiom, then for each player i there exists a set of constants {αi

S | S ⊆ N}
such that:

ϕi(v) =
∑

S⊆N\i

αi
S∆iv(S)
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Linear
φi(v) =

∑
S⊆N

αi
Sv(S)

Marginal Contribution
φi(v) =

∑
S⊆N\i

αi
S∆iv(S)

Probabilistic
∀i ∈ N : {αi

S | S ⊆ N \ i}
forms a probability distribution

Cardinal-Probabilistic
φi(v) =

∑
S⊆N\i

αi
|S|∆iv(S)

Random-Order
φw
i (v) =

∑
π∈Π(N)

w(π)∆iv(π
i)

Shapley
φi(v) =

1
n

∑
S⊆N\i

(
n−1
|S|
)−1

∆iv(S)

Null

Dummy
Monotonicity

Anonymity Efficiency

Figure 2: Summary of the different values and their corresponding axioms.
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i.e. the value is a linear combination of marginal contributions of the corresponding player
i to all subsets S ⊆ N \ i. For this reason, we will use the term marginal contribution (MC)
value for any value that adheres to the Linearity and Null axioms. All values that we will
cover in the following are MC values.

If a given MC value satisfies the Dummy and Monotonicity axioms, then it can be shown
that for each player i the constants αi

S form a probability distribution over all the sets not
containing i (Weber, 1988):

∀i ∈ N,S ⊆ N \ i : αi
S ≥ 0

∑

S⊆N\i

αi
S = 1,

Such a value is also called a probabilistic value (Weber, 1988), as it can be viewed as a
weighted average of marginal contributions of player i to all subsets not containing i. If
the probability distribution formed by the constants αi

S describes the probability of player
i joining any given coalition S, then the corresponding probabilistic value is the expected
value of player i’s marginal contribution. If a probabilistic value additionally satisfies the
Anonymity axiom, then it is also called a cardinal-probabilistic value or semivalue (Dubey
et al., 1981). In such a value, the constants αi

S only depend on the cardinality of the set S:
∀i ∈ N,S, T ⊆ N \ i : |S| = |T | =⇒ αi

S = αi
T . An example of a semivalue is the Banzhaf

value (Nowak, 1997):

ϕB
i (v) =

1

2n−1

∑

S⊆N\i

(v(S ∪ i)− v(S))

This value has a simple interpretation: it is the average marginal contribution of player i
over all coalitions not containing i, i.e. it is the probabilistic value where the distribution
over subsets is the uniform distribution. The Banzhaf value is the unique semivalue that also
satisfies the 2-Efficiency axiom (Grabisch and Roubens, 1999). In a voting game context,
this value is also called the Banzhaf power index (Penrose, 1946; Banzhaf, 1965), in which
case it can be interpreted as the probability that i has the “swing vote:” the vote that
makes a coalition go from losing to winning.

A random-order value or quasivalue (Weber, 1988) is a probabilistic value where the
weighted average of marginal contributions is computed over permutations rather than
subsets. Let w : Π(N) → [0, 1] form a probability distribution over all permutations of N ,
i.e.

∑
π∈Π(N)w(π) = 1. Note that this probability distribution does not depend on any

specific member of N , as opposed to the subset probabilities in a probabilistic value. The
random-order value according to w is then defined as:

ϕw
i (v) =

∑

π∈Π(N)

w(π)[v({j : j ⪯π i})− v({j : j ≺π i})]
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It can easily be shown that any random-order value is a probabilistic value as the subset
probabilities can be constructed by summing up the appropriate permutation probabilities:

ϕw
i (v) =

∑

S⊆N\i

piS [v(S ∪ i)− v(S)]

piS =
∑

π∈Πi
S

w(π)

Πi
S = {π ∈ Π(N) : {j : j ≺π i} = S}

It is easy to see that for any i ∈ N , the set {Πi
S | S ⊆ N \ i} forms a partition of the set

of all permutations Π(N), which immediately implies that the probability distribution over
subsets formed by {piS | S ⊆ N \ i} is also a valid probability distribution. We can also see
that any random-order value adheres to the Efficiency axiom:

∑

i∈N
ϕw
i (v) =

∑

i∈N

∑

π∈Π(N)

w(π)[v({j : j ⪯π i})− v({j : j ≺π i})]

=
∑

π∈Π(N)

w(π)
∑

i∈N
[v({j : j ⪯π i})− v({j : j ≺π i})]

=
∑

π∈Π(N)

w(π)v(N)

= v(N)

Furthermore, Weber (1988) shows that a probabilistic value being a random-order value
is not only sufficient for Efficiency, but also necessary: a probabilistic value satisfies the
Efficiency axiom if and only if it is a random-order value.

Note that both random-order and cardinal-probabilistic values are specific kinds of prob-
abilistic values, but a random-order value is not necessarily a cardinal-probabilistic value,
and vice versa. In fact, if we want to construct a value that is both random-order and
cardinal-probabilistic, i.e. a value that satisfies the Linearity, Dummy, Anonymity and Effi-
ciency (note that these axioms imply the Monotonicity axiom), then this value is uniquely
defined. The resulting value is the Shapley value (Shapley, 1953):

ϕi(v) =
1

n

∑

S⊆N\i

(
n− 1

|S|

)−1

[v(S ∪ i)− v(S)]

=
1

n!

∑

π∈Π(N)

[v({j : j ⪯π i})− v({j : j ≺π i})]

It is easy to see that this value is indeed both a random-order value and a semivalue, and
therefore satisfies the desired axioms.

We can prove the uniqueness of the Shapley value by defining it only for the set of
unanimity games, which immediately fixes the definition for the complete set of games on
N , as the unanimity games form a basis for the space of games. The proof of the following
theorem is based on Dubey (1975).
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Theorem 4 For any finite set of players N with |N | = n, the Shapley value is the unique
value ϕ : G(N) → Rn such that ϕ satisfies the Dummy, Anonymity, Efficiency and Linearity
axioms.

Proof Assume vR is the unanimity game for subset R ⊆ N :

vR(S) =

{
1 if R ⊆ S

0 otherwise.

Assume also that ϕi is a value that adheres to the Dummy, Anonymity, Efficiency and
Linearity axioms. As we know that the Shapley value adheres to these axioms, we know
that at least one such value exists. It is clear that any player i /∈ R is a null player in vR.
Therefore:

∀i /∈ R : ϕi(vR) = 0 (2)

Using Efficiency, we therefore get:

∑

i∈N
ϕi(vR) =

∑

i∈R
ϕi(vR) = 1 (3)

If |R| = 1, this immediately implies that ϕi(vR) = 1, and we are done. Note that |R| = 0 is
not an option, as this would imply that vR(∅) = 1, which is not a valid game. Assume now
that |R| > 1. Choose any two players i, j ∈ R. We can see that i and j are symmetric: if
S ⊆ N \ {i, j}, then vR(S) = vR(S ∪ i) = vR(S ∪ j) = 0. Therefore, ϕi(vR) = ϕj(vR) for
any two players i, j ∈ R. Combining this with Equations (2) and (3) we see that the only
possible definition for ϕi(vR) is:

ϕi(vR) =

{
1
|R| if i ∈ R

0 otherwise.

Assume now that v ∈ G(N). As the unanimity games form a basis for G(N), we can write
v as:

v(S) =
∑

R⊆N

aRvR(S)

for some set of constants {aR | R ⊆ N}. Using Linearity, we therefore get:

ϕi(v) =
∑

R⊆N

aRϕi(vR)

which completely defines the value, implying that it is indeed unique.

A common intuitive interpretation of the Shapley value is the following. Assume the
players enter the coalition in a random order. If a player i is preceded by a set of players S,
then the contribution that i makes when entering the coalition is the marginal contribution
of i to S. The Shapley value for any given player is therefore equal to their expected
contribution if the order in which the players enter the coalition is chosen uniformly at
random.
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4.3 Interaction Indices

The value problem described in Section 4.2 focuses on the value of individual players to a
given cooperative game. However, the contribution of one player is not necessarily inde-
pendent of the other players, i.e. the worth v(S) of a set S = {i, j} need not be equal to
the sum of the worths v(i) + v(j) of the individual players i and j. The difference between
v({i, j}) and v(i)+ v(j) can be viewed as the added value of cooperation, or the interaction
effect, between i and j. This leads to a generalization of the concept of a value to subsets
of players S ⊆ N (Grabisch and Roubens, 1999). In this case, the value ϕS : 2N → R is
called an interaction index. A value can be viewed simply as an interaction index where

∀v ∈ G(N), S ⊆ N : |S| > 1 =⇒ ϕS(v) = 0

The order of an interaction index ϕ is defined as the minimal k ∈ N such that ∀v ∈
G(N), S ⊆ N : |S| > k =⇒ ϕS(v) = 0. A value is then equivalent to an interaction index
of order 1. In the following paragraphs, we will first introduce the concept of the discrete
derivative, which will be of central importance in the definition of interaction indices. After
this, I will give an overview of the generalized versions of axioms for values to interaction
indices. Finally, we will use these axioms, along with a selection of new axioms defined
specifically for interaction indices, to construct a taxonomy of interaction indices based on
the axioms they do or do not adhere to.

4.3.1 Discrete Derivatives

Interaction indices are designed to capture the non-additive interaction effects that are
caused by the set S as a whole. We will quantify these interaction effects by generalizing
the marginal contribution ∆iv(S) of a player i to coalitions S ⊆ N : ∆Sv(T ), ∀S, T ⊆ N .
This generalization will be called the discrete derivative. To see how these concepts are
connected, assume i, j ∈ N are two players for a given game v ∈ G(N). We distinguish
three possibilities (the following explanation is based on Fujimoto et al. (2006)):

• v(i) + v(j) < v({i, j}). In this case, both i and j would be interested in forming a
coalition, as together they can achieve more than they would if they operate separately.
This difference between the sum of individual utilities and the utility of {i, j} as a
whole can be viewed as a positive interaction between i and j.

• v(i) + v(j) > v({i, j}). This is the reverse of the previous case: now i and j would
not be interested to form a coalition, as they can achieve more on their own. The
difference can now be viewed as a negative interaction between the two players.

• v(i) + v(j) = v({i, j}). In this case, whether i and j decide to collaborate makes
no difference. The two players behave additively, i.e. there is no interaction between
them.

These possibilities show that the quantity of interest in defining the interaction between i
and j is the difference between their worth as a coalition and the sum of their worths as
singletons:

δ := v({i, j})− v({i})− v({j})
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If δ > 0, then i and j interact positively, and vice versa. If δ = 0, then i and j behave
additively, i.e. they do not interact.

Of course, this does not tell the complete story of interaction between players. First,
we are not only interested in the interaction between two players i, j, but more generally
in interactions between arbitrary subsets of players S ⊆ N . Furthermore, whereas we
considered the interaction between i and j in isolation, we should also be interested in the
interaction between players when a set of other players is already present. Perhaps i and j
behave additively in isolation, but have a positive interaction when player k is present:

(v({i, k})− v({k})) + (v({j, k})− v({k})) < v({i, j, k})− v({k})

Notice that in this example, we subtract v({k}) from each of the terms. This is because we
view the interaction effect as the difference in contributions when k is present: on the left
hand side we have the contributions of i and j separately in the presence of k, and on the
right hand side we have the joint contribution of {i, j} in the presence of k.

We can generalize this idea of interaction in the presence of a coalition T ⊆ N \ {i, j}
as:

∆ijv(T ) := v(T ∪ {i, j})− v(T ∪ i)− v(T ∪ j) + v(T )

Where we have simply moved all of the terms in the inequality to the same side. The earlier
example of the interaction between i and j in isolation then corresponds to ∆ijv(∅). We
call this the discrete derivative of {i, j} at T . It is easy to see that the discrete derivative
of {i, j} at T is a difference in marginal contributions:

∆ijv(T ) = ∆iv(T ∪ j)−∆iv(T )

= ∆jv(T ∪ i)−∆jv(T )

Intuitively, the discrete derivative can therefore be viewed as the difference between the
marginal contribution of i to T when j is present or absent, and vice versa. If this quantity
is above resp. below 0, then it seems natural to consider that i and j interact positively
resp. negatively, as the presence of one player increases resp. decreases the contribution of
the other player to T .

To generalize this reasoning to simultaneous interactions between coalitions S with
|S| > 2, we can proceed analogously. It is easy to see that, for any {i, j, k} ⊆ N and
T ⊆ N \ {i, j, k}:

∆ijkv(T ) = ∆jkv(T ∪ i)−∆jkv(T )

= ∆ikv(T ∪ j)−∆ikv(T )

= ∆ijv(T ∪ k)−∆ijv(T )

If this quantity is larger than 0, then adding the player i increases the interaction between
j and k at T , and analogously for the other players. This effect can be viewed as the
simultaneous interaction between i, j and k in the presence of T . We can now define the
discrete derivative more generally (for more details, see Fujimoto et al. (2006)).
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Definition 5 (Discrete Derivative) For given coalitions S, T ⊆ N , the S-derivative of
v at T , denoted as ∆Sv(T ), is defined recursively as:

∆∅v(T ) := v(T )

∆iv(T ) := v(T ∪ i)− v(T \ i),∀i ∈ N

∆Sv(T ) := ∆i[∆S\iv(T )],∀i ∈ S

Note that the operator ∆i in the recursive rule for ∆S acts on each of the terms in ∆S\iv(T )
separately. For example, if |S| = 2:

∆ijv(T ) = ∆i[∆jv(T )]

= ∆i[v(T ∪ j)− v(T )]

= ∆iv(T ∪ j)−∆iv(T )

= v(T ∪ {i, j})− v(T ∪ j)− v(T ∪ i) + v(T )

Which is indeed the same quantity we had derived before. It is easy to show by induction
that, for any S, T ⊆ N :

∆Sv(T ) = ∆Sv(T \ S) =
∑

L⊆S

(−1)|S|−|L|v((T \ S) ∪ L)

For a cooperative game v, the discrete derivative at ∅ is also called the Harsanyi dividend
(Harsanyi, 1963):

d(v, S) = ∆Sv(∅)
=
∑

T⊆S

(−1)|S|−|T |v(T )

It can be shown that any game v ∈ G(N) can be uniquely expressed as:

v(S) =
∑

T⊆S

d(v, T )

In a combinatorics context, the set function d(v, ·) is also called the Möbius transform of v
(Rota, 1964).

4.3.2 Generalized Axioms for Interaction Indices

The axioms from Section 4.2 can be generalized to interaction indices, which leads to a
taxonomy of interaction indices that is very similar to that of values. We will cover this
taxonomy in the following paragraphs. For proofs and further details, we refer the reader to
Grabisch and Roubens (1999) and Fujimoto et al. (2006). A summary is given in Figure 3.
We will now provide an overview of the generalization of the axioms for values introduced
in Section 4.2 to interaction indices.
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• Interaction Null: For any null player i in v, we have:

∀S ⊆ N \ i : ϕS∪i(v) = 0

i.e. the simultaneous interaction in a coalition containing a null player must be zero.

• Dummy Partnership: If P ̸= ∅ is a dummy partnership in v, then:

ϕP (v) = v(P )

∀S ⊆ N \ P, S ̸= ∅ : ϕS∪P (v) = 0

The first part of this axiom is a simple generalization of the Dummy axiom to the more
general dummy partnerships (remember that a dummy player is simply a dummy
partnership with a single member). The second part states that there can be no
simultaneous interaction in a coalition that contains a dummy partnership.

• Interaction Monotonicity: It is easy to see that a game is monotonic if and only
if ∀i ∈ N,S ⊆ N \ i : ∆iv(S) ≥ 0. We can use this observation to generalize this
definition to k-monotonicity (Fujimoto et al., 2006). A game v is k-monotonic if:

∀S ⊆ N, |S| ≤ k, T ⊆ N \ S : ∆Sv(T ) ≥ 0

An interaction index ϕ then adheres to the Interaction Monotonicity axiom if, for any
k-monotonic game v and any coalition S ⊆ N, |S| ≤ k : ϕS(v) ≥ 0.

• Interaction Anonymity: For a permutation π ∈ π(N) of N and subset S ⊆ N , we
denote π(S) = {π(i) | i ∈ S}. An interaction index then adheres to the Interaction
Anonymity axiom if, for any permutation π ∈ Π(N), game v ∈ G(N) and subset
S ⊆ N :

ϕπ(S)(πv) = ϕS(v)

This is again a straightforward generalization of the Anonymity axiom for values to
coalitions, in that the axiom states that relabeling the players should have no influence
on the outcome.

• Interaction Efficiency: An interaction index adheres to Interaction Efficiency if,
for any game v: ∑

S⊆N

ϕS(v) = v(N)

The only difference with the Efficiency axiom for values is that we now sum over
subsets, allowing us to view the interaction index as a way to distribute the total
worth v(N) over all coalitions, rather than players.

It is easy to see that these axioms are generalizations of their respective counterparts for
values, in the sense that any value, when viewed as an interaction index of order 1, adheres
to Null, Dummy, etc. if and only if it adheres to Interaction Null, Dummy Partnership, etc.
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Linear
φS(v) =

∑
T⊆N

αS
T v(T )

Marginal Contribution
φS(v) =

∑
T⊆N\S

αS
T∆Sv(T )

Probabilistic
∀S ⊆ N : {αS

T | T ⊆ N \ S}
forms a probability distribution

Cardinal-Probabilistic
φS(v) =

∑
T⊆N\S

α
|S|
|T |∆Sv(T )

Shapley Interaction
φS(v) =

∑
T⊆N\S

|S|
|S|+|T |

(
n

|S|+|T |
)−1

∆Sv(T )
Banzhaf Interaction

φS(v) =
∑

T⊆N\S
1

2n−|S|∆Sv(T )

Shapley-Taylor Interaction

φk
w,S(v) =




∆Sv(∅) if |S| < k

E
π∈Π(N)

[
φk
S,π(v)

]
if |S| = k

Interaction Null

Dummy Partnership
Interaction Monotonicity

Interaction Anonymity

Interaction Distribution
Interaction Efficiency

Reduced Partnership Consistency
Efficiency

Reduced Partnership Consistency
2-Efficiency

Figure 3: summary of the different interaction indices and their corresponding axioms.
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4.3.3 Taxonomy of Interaction Indices

Analogously to the value case, it can be shown that an interaction index ϕS satisfies Linearity
if and only if for each S ⊆ N there exists a set of constants {αS

T | T ⊆ N} such that:

ϕS(v) =
∑

T⊆N

αS
T v(T )

Similarly, it can be shown that an interaction index ϕS satisfies Linearity and Interaction
Null if and only if for each S ⊆ N there exists a set of constants {αS

T | T ⊆ N \ S} such
that:

ϕS(v) =
∑

T⊆N\S

αS
T∆Sv(T )

As this is a generalization of the MC value, I will call an interaction index that satisfies
Interaction Null and Linearity amarginal contribution (MC) interaction index. Analogously,
an interaction index satisfies Linearity, Dummy Partnership and k-Monotonicity if and only
if the set of constants {αS

T | T ⊆ N \S} forms a valid probability distribution for each subset
S ⊆ N . Such an interaction index is called a probabilistic interaction index.

It can again be shown that a probabilistic interaction index satisfies Interaction
Anonymity if and only if the constants αS

T depend only on the cardinalities of S and T ,
i.e. for each s ∈ {1, . . . , n} there exists a set of constants {αs

t | t = 0, . . . , n − s} such that
for each subset S ⊆ N :

ϕS(v) =
∑

T⊆N\S

α
|S|
|T |∆Sv(T )

A probabilistic interaction index that adheres to Interaction Anonymity is also called a
cardinal-probabilistic interaction index.

Although the generalization from values to interaction indices of the Linearity, Null,
Dummy and Anonymity axioms results in a completely analogous taxonomy as in the con-
text of values, there are some differences when we attempt to generalize the Shapley and
Banzhaf values. Whereas in the value case we can uniquely identify the Shapley and Banzhaf
values as the semivalues that additionally adhere to Efficiency and 2-Efficiency, respectively,
this uniqueness is no longer valid in the interaction case. To ensure uniqueness, a Recur-
sive axiom was introduced by Grabisch and Roubens (1999). It can be shown that, if a
cardinal-probabilistic interaction index adheres to this axiom, then specifying Efficiency or
2-Efficiency uniquely defines an interaction index that we call the Shapley and Banzhaf
interaction index, respectively. However, as this recursive axiom is much more technical
than the other axioms, it has been criticized for being specifically designed only to make
the resulting interaction indices unique. For this reason, alternative axiomatizations that
avoid the recursive axiom have been proposed. In the following, I will use the axiomatiza-
tion as given by Fujimoto et al. (2006). This axiomatization avoids the recursive axiom by
introducing the following alternative:

• Reduced Partnership Consistency (RPC): If P is a partnership in a game v,
then

ϕP (v) = ϕ[P ](v[P ])

24



Unifying Attribution-Based Explanations Using Functional Decomposition

This axiom states that the simultaneous interaction in a partnership, which is a coali-
tion that can be interpreted as behaving like a single player, should be equal to its
marginal contribution when considered as a single player in the reduced game v[P ].

To see why this axiom is reasonable, it is sufficient to observe that if P is a partnership,
then:

∀S ⊆ N \ P : ∆P (S) = v(P ∪ S)− v(S)

i.e. the interaction within P in the presence of S is equal to its contribution to S. With the
RPC axiom, we can uniquely define the Shapley and Banzhaf interaction indices. Assume
an interaction index ϕS satisfies Linearity, Dummy Partnership, Interaction Anonymity,
and Reduced Partnership Consistency. It can then be shown that:

• ϕS satisfies Efficiency if and only if it is the Shapley interaction index:

ϕS(v) =
∑

T⊆N\S

|S|
|S|+ |T |

(
n

|S|+ |T |

)−1

∆Sv(T )

• ϕS satisfies 2-Efficiency if and only if it is the Banzhaf interaction index:

ϕS(v) =
∑

T⊆N\S

1

2n−|S|∆Sv(T )

Note that the Efficiency axiom here is the same axiom as defined for values, i.e. the Shapley
interaction indices for singletons add up to the total utility v(N). This implies that the
Shapley interaction index does not adhere to Interaction Efficiency. In fact, the Shapley
interaction indices for singleton coalitions are simply identical to the Shapley values. This
makes sense in a game theoretic context, as the main goal there is to fairly divide the utility
v(N) among the players i ∈ N . The interaction index merely provides extra information on
top of the Shapley value about which coalitions seem to have stronger or weaker interactions,
and should therefore not be interpreted as parts of the total utility that are paid off to those
coalitions. In the game theoretic context, it would make no sense to distribute part of the
utility to players i and j individually, and then distribute another part of the utility to
{i, j} as a coalition.

However, in other contexts, it might be preferable to have an interaction index adhere
to Interaction Efficiency rather than Efficiency. An interaction index in a machine learning
context is used to distribute the total behaviour of a function f among its inputs (direct
effects) and groups of inputs (interaction effects). These effects are completely separate
from each other, so in this context it does make sense to attribute parts of the function’s
behaviour to a non-singleton coalition. Sundararajan et al. (2020) address this issue by
introducing the Shapley-Taylor interaction index. The Shapley-Taylor interaction index is
defined for a specific order k, 1 ≤ k ≤ n, and is a cardinal-probabilistic interaction index that
additionally adheres to Interaction Efficiency and a new Interaction Distribution axiom:

• Interaction Distribution: an interaction index ϕS of order k adheres to the Inter-
action Distribution axiom if, for any unanimity game vT , T ⊆ N :

∀S ⊂ T, |S| < k : ϕS(vT ) = 0
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The unanimity game vT can be viewed as a game that is completely determined by a
single pure interaction between all members of T . The Interaction Distribution axiom
then states that, for such games, the strict subsets of T should receive no attribution
except if they are of maximal size, i.e. their size is equal to the order of explanation
k.

Much like the original Shapley value, the Shapley-Taylor interaction index can be defined
as an expected value over permutations of players π ∈ Π(N). For a given permutation π,
we first define:

ϕk
S,π(v) =

{
∆Sv(∅) if |S| < k

∆Sv(π
S) if |S| = k

where πS is the set of players in N that precede all of the elements in S:

πS = {i ∈ N | ∀j ∈ S : i ≺π j}

The Shapley-Taylor interaction index is then defined as the expected value of this expression
over all permutations:

ϕk
S(v) = Eπ∈Π[ϕ

k
S,π]

As the value ϕk
S,π is constant for any subset S with |S| < k, we have:

∀S ⊂ N, |S| < k : ϕk
S(v) = ∆Sv(∅)

On the other hand, the authors show:

∀S ⊂ N, |S| = k : ϕk
S(v) =

k

n

∑

T⊆N\S

(
n− 1

t

)−1

∆Sv(T )

Sundararajan et al. (2020) then show that this interaction index indeed adheres to Inter-
action Efficiency. This is proved by showing that ϕk

S,π adheres to Interaction Efficiency for
any permutation π, which immediately implies that the property also holds for the Shapley-
Taylor interaction index as this is simply an expected value of ϕk

S,π over all permutations.
Because the proof shows the desired property for any permutation π, it immediately follows
that we can generalize the Shapley-Taylor interaction index while retaining Interaction Ef-
ficiency by simply taking the expected value over a different distribution of permutations
w(π), much like the generalization of the Shapley value to random-order values. However,
as opposed to the case of random-order values, it is unclear if this generalization is also a
necessary condition, i.e. if any probabilistic interaction index that adheres to Interaction
Distribution and Interaction Efficiency is of this form.

5. Removal-based Attribution

In this section, we introduce a formal definition of removal-based attribution methods
(RBAMs), and show that many existing explanation methods can be viewed as RBAMS.
See Tables 1 and 2 for examples of methods that can be viewed as RBAMs. Assume X ⊆ Rd
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is a (possibly infinite) hyperrectangle, i.e. there exists a collection {Ai | i = 1, . . . , d} of
non-empty intervals Ai such that:

X =
d∏

i=1

Ai

Assume also that F is a linear space of functions f : X → R. An attribution method is a
function m : F × 2[d] → F mapping a function f ∈ F and feature subset S ⊆ [d] to a new
function m(f, S) ∈ F . This function can be interpreted as mapping each input point x to
the “importance” (or attribution value) of the features in S to the function f at that point
x. We say that an attribution method is of order k if

∀f ∈ F , S ⊆ [d] : |S| > k =⇒ m(f, S) = 0

If k = 1, we call m a feature attribution method. If k > 1, we call m an interaction
attribution method. An example of a feature attribution method is SHAP (Lundberg and
Lee, 2017), whereas an example of an interaction attribution method is the Shapley-Taylor
interaction index (Sundararajan et al., 2020).

If for any function f ∈ F and any subset S ⊆ [d], the function m(f, S) ∈ F is a constant
function, then we call m a global attribution method. If m is not global, then we call it a
local attribution method. Intuitively, this means that the global attribution of S to f does
not depend on any specific input point x. We call a global attribution method m of order
k a global feature attribution or global interaction attribution method if k = 1 or k > 1,
respectively. An example of a global attribution method is the PFI method (Breiman,
2001).

Let {PS : F → F | S ⊆ [d]} be a set of operators on the linear function space F with
the following properties:

• ∀f ∈ F , S ⊆ [d] : PS(f) is independent of XS

• P∅ = I, i.e. ∀f ∈ F : P∅(f) = f

We call these operators the removal operators. The first condition states that removing a
subset of variables S results in a function that is independent of those variables. The second
condition can be interpreted as stating that removing none of the variables is equivalent
to leaving the function unchanged. Using these removal operators, we can now define the
specific class of attribution methods that will be the object of study for the rest of this
work:

Definition 6 (Removal-Based Attribution Method) An attribution method m : F ×
2[d] → F is a removal-based attribution method (RBAM) if there exists a collection of
constants {αS

T | S, T ⊆ [d]} (also called aggregation coefficients), a set of removal operators
{PT | T ⊆ [d]}, and a mapping Φ : F → F such that for any f ∈ F ,x ∈ X :

m(f, S)(x) =
∑

T⊆[d]

αS
TΦ(PT (f))(x)

i.e. the attribution for a subset of features S is a linear combination of Φ(PT (f))(x), where
PT (f) is the function f where the features in T have been removed. We call Φ(f) the
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explained behaviour of f , and the mapping Φ itself the behaviour mapping of m. If the
behaviour mapping Φ is the identity mapping, then we call m a simple RBAM. If for any
f ∈ F , Φ(f) is a constant function, then we call Φ a global behaviour mapping and m a
global RBAM. Otherwise, we call Φ a local behaviour mapping and m a local RBAM.

Note that the definition of removal-based attribution methods reduces their specification
to three simple choices:

• The choice of behaviour mapping Φ. The behaviour mapping encodes which
aspect of the model f should be explained. In many cases, this is simply the identity
function, which leads to an explanation of the model output. However, it can also be
some function of f , such as its dataset loss (Casalicchio et al., 2019), the loss at a
specific point (Lundberg et al., 2019b), or its variance (Song et al., 2016).

• The choice of removal operators PT . The operator PT (f) maps the function
f ∈ F onto a subset of F containing those functions that are independent of all
variables in T . In other words, the subset operators define how features are removed
from the model.

• The choice of aggregation coefficients αT
S . These coefficients define how the

behaviour Φ(PT (f)) for different sets of removed features T should be aggregated into
a single number that represents the attribution to the subset of features S.

Note that these three choices correspond to the choices of the XBR framework (Covert
et al., 2021). However, whereas XBR allows for different types of aggregation methods, we
narrow down the scope to those methods that produce a real-valued attribution score for
each feature or subset of features. This will allow us to develop a more rigorous mathematical
theory about the behaviour of removal-based attribution methods.

A simple example of a removal-based attribution method is the occlusion method (Zeiler
and Fergus, 2014). Occlusion was originally proposed for image data, but can easily be
applied to tabular data as well. For a given baseline color (e.g. the dataset mean, which
for natural color images is usually a shade of gray), and window size s, an s × s square
patch is removed from the image by replacing it with the baseline color. This square patch
then systematically moves across the image, while the change in output is monitored. The
attribution value for a given pixel is then the average change in output when that pixel
is included in the window. A simple modification of this method for tabular data can be
devised by replacing each feature of an input vector with its average value over the dataset
and recording the change in output. To show that occlusion is a RBAM, we need to show
that there is a set of removal operators PS such that the occlusion method is a linear
combination of functions PS(f). It is easy to see that the behaviour mapping for occlusion
is the identity mapping: Φ(f) = f . The removal operators can be defined by replacing the
features in S with a constant:

PS(f)(x) = f(cS ,xS)

for some constant vector c = (c, . . . , c). It is easy to see that these operators fulfill the re-
quirements of a removal operator. We now need to show that the occlusion value for a given
feature i is a linear combination of these functions. For any subset T ⊆ [d] that corresponds
to the s × s square patch at a certain location, the difference in output is P∅(f) − PT (f).
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Denote T := {T ⊆ [d] | T corresponds to an s× s patch at some location in the image}.
We then have:

αi
T =





1 if T = ∅
− 1

ni
if i ∈ T and T ∈ T

0 otherwise.

where ni is the total number of patch locations that includes i. When applying occlusion
to tabular data, the “patches” are simply singleton sets T = {i}, and ni = 1,∀i ∈ [d]. Note
that occlusion is a feature attribution method, so αS

T = 0,∀|S| > 1.
Another simple example is the leave-one-covariate-out (LOCO) method for feature im-

portance in tabular data (Kohavi and John, 1997). This method works as follows: denote
the original dataset as X. For any subset of features S ⊆ [d], we denote XS as the dataset
consisting of all columns in the original dataset X except for the columns i ∈ S. For each
feature i ∈ [d], LOCO trains a model on Xi and the performance of this model is recorded.
The LOCO feature importance value of a feature i is then the difference in performance
when i is included vs. when it is not. Note that this method is designed for a very different
purpose than occlusion: Whereas occlusion performs attribution for a single model, LOCO
measures feature importance, which should be interpreted as the usefulness of a specific
feature for training a given type of model. Consequently, LOCO is typically used as a
feature selection method before training the final model, whereas occlusion is used as an
explanation method for an already-trained model. Despite this difference in interpretation,
it is easy to see that LOCO is also a RBAM. LOCO differs from occlusion in its removal op-
erators and the behaviour mapping. Denote the set of matrices over R for any finite number
of rows and columns as M :=

⋃
m,n∈NRm×n. We can then denote the learning algorithm

as a function Ψ : M → F . Using this notation, we can define the removal operators as:

PS(f) = Ψ(XS)

i.e. the features in S are removed by training a new model on the dataset consisting of
all columns not in S. It is easy to see that these operators satisfy the requirements for
being valid removal operators. The behaviour mapping Φ is in this case not the identity
mapping, but some mapping that quantifies the performance of a model f . This is typically
the negative average loss of f :

Φ(f) = −EX [l(f(X), y(X))]

where l is a loss function like the cross-entropy or mean squared error (MSE) loss, and y(x)
is the ground-truth label of the datapoint x. Note that this behaviour mapping maps any
function f to a constant, implying that this is a global removal-based attribution method.
This quantity can be estimated by computing the empirical loss of f on a held-out test set.
The coefficients αS

T are identical to those of the occlusion method. Note that, in contrast to
occlusion, the explained behaviour Φ(f) for LOCO is the expected loss (or risk) of f if it is
trained on the full dataset. This reflects two fundamental differences of the LOCO method
w.r.t. occlusion:

• LOCO provides an explanation of the performance of a model, whereas occlusion
explains the output. This is reflected by the difference in behaviour mapping. A
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feature might have a large impact on the model output when it is included or removed,
without having a large impact on its performance. Such a feature would have a large
occlusion value but a small LOCO value.

• LOCO provides information about the learning algorithm that produces the model,
whereas occlusion explains a specific trained model. This is reflected by the difference
in removal operators. For example, if LOCO attributions are computed for a random
forest model, then a feature with a large LOCO value can be interpreted as having
a large impact on the performance of random forests in general, rather than any one
specific random forest model.

We can identify a set of sufficient conditions on m and the removal operators PS such
that the resulting attribution method is a simple RBAM. These sufficient conditions can
be used to determine if a given method is a RBAM without needing to derive the exact
coefficients αT

S .

Proposition 7 Assume m : F × 2[d] → F is an attribution method. If there exists a set of
removal operators {PS | S ⊆ [d]} such that:

• For each S ⊆ [d],x ∈ X , the attribution m(f, S)(x) is completely determined by the

values {PS(f)(x) | S ⊆ [d]}, i.e. there exists a vector function mS : R2d → R such
that ∀x ∈ X : m(f, S)(x) = mS((PS(f)(x) | S ⊆ [d]))

• m(·, S) is a linear function, i.e. for any f, g ∈ F , S ⊆ [d], α ∈ R:

m(αf, S) = αm(f, S)

m(f + g, S) = m(f, S) +m(g, S)

• The removal operators are linear operators, i.e. for any f, g ∈ F , S ⊆ [d], α ∈ R:

PS(αf) = αPS(f)

PS(f + g) = PS(f) + PS(g)

then m is a simple removal-based attribution method.

Proposition 7 makes it easier to prove that certain attribution methods are valid RBAMs,
as it suffices to show that both the feature removal operations and attribution method itself
are linear, and that the method is fully defined by the value of f after certain subsets of
features have been removed. For example, these sufficient conditions make it possible to
prove under certain conditions that LIME (Ribeiro et al., 2016) is a RBAM without having
to derive the exact expression for the coefficients αi

T (note that LIME is also a feature
attribution method, implying αS

T = 0, ∀|S| > 1). LIME works by removing features in
a similar way as occlusion, i.e. by replacing them with some baseline value. For tabular
data, this implies that the removal operators PS are identical to those of occlusion. Next,
LIME constructs a synthetic dataset by removing subsets of features from the query point
x. The labels of this synthetic dataset are the outputs of the model f for each of the
synthetic input samples. A linear model is then trained on this synthetic dataset. This
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linear model can be viewed as a local approximation of the black box model f around
the query point x. The coefficients of this linear model are the attribution values of the
corresponding features. It is easy to see that the output of LIME is entirely determined
by the values {PS(f)(x) | S ⊆ [d]}. Furthermore, the removal operators are obviously
linear. We can also see that m(·, i) is a linear function: if f = αf1 + βf2 for some functions
f1, f2 ∈ F and constants α, β ∈ R, then the labels of the synthetic dataset will also be
linear combinations of the labels for f1 and f2. Therefore, the coefficients of the linear
model that is trained on this dataset will simply follow the same linear combination. This
shows that the three conditions are fulfilled, implying that LIME on tabular data is indeed
a RBAM. Note that when the method is applied to image data, the image is first segmented
using an image segmentation algorithm, after which the segments are treated as individual
“interpretable features.” However, the number and locations of the segments can vary
image per image. This implies that the number of “features” does not remain constant
across different instances. Therefore, the derivation above is no longer valid, and LIME in
this case is no longer guaranteed to be a RBAM.

5.1 Internal Consistency

In this section, we introduce two forms of internal consistency for any removal-based method,
stating that any variable that has no influence on the explained behaviour when removed
should receive no attribution. To express this idea formally, we first define a locally inde-
pendent variable of a removal-based attribution method:

Definition 8 (Locally independent variable) Assume m is a removal-based attribution
method with removal operators {PT | T ⊆ [d]} and behaviour mapping Φ : F → F . Let
f ∈ F ,x ∈ X .

A variable Xi, i ∈ [d] is locally independent with respect to m(f, ·) at x if adding or
removing the variable has no influence on any of the values Φ(PT (f))(x):

∀T ⊆ [d] \ i : Φ(PT∪i(f))(x) = Φ(PT (f))(x)

Note that if m is a global RBAM, then any variable that is locally independent at any
given point x is immediately locally independent at all points x, as the global RBAM is a
constant function.

As an illustrative example of a locally independent variable, consider the function
f(x1, x2) = max(x1, x2). Assume that m is a simple RBAM, i.e. Φ is the identity mapping,
and the removal operators PS remove features by replacing them with 0. This definition
of the removal operators corresponds to an implicit assumption that a value of 0 sym-
bolizes the absence of the corresponding feature from the model. Let x = (0, 2). Then
f(x) = P∅(f)(x) = P1(f)(x) = 2, and P2(f)(x) = P1,2(f)(x) = 0. In other words, adding
or removing the feature X1 has no influence on the output of f at x, regardless of whether
feature X2 is present or not. This is not surprising, as x1 = 0, i.e. it is already considered
“absent” in x. In this case, X1 is a locally independent variable of f .

Now let x′ = (1, 2). We then still have P∅(f)(x
′) = P1(f)(x

′) = 2, i.e. removing x′1 from
the original x′ has no influence on f since x′2 is the maximum of the two values. However,
we now have P2(f)(x

′) = 1, whereas P1,2(f)(x
′) = 0. In other words, adding X ′

1 = 1 when
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X ′
2 is absent does have an influence on f . In this case, X1 is not a locally independent

variable of f .
Using this definition of a locally independent variable, we can now define two forms of

internal consistency for removal-based attribution methods: feature-level and interaction-
level consistency. Feature-level consistency states that a locally independent variable should
receive zero attribution. Interaction-level consistency additionally requires that any inter-
action containing a locally independent variable also receives zero attribution. These two
definitions reflect the idea that a variable that has no influence on the behaviour if removed
cannot have any direct influence or interaction effect with any other variable.

Definition 9 (Internal Consistency) A removal-based attribution method m is feature-
level consistent if, for any Xi, i ∈ [d],x ∈ X , f ∈ F such that Xi is locally independent
with respect to m(f, ·) at x:

m(f, i)(x) = 0

m is interaction-level consistent if we additionally have:

m(f, S ∪ i)(x) = 0,∀S ⊆ [d]

It is easy to see that interaction-level consistency implies feature-level consistency. If a
removal-based attribution method is feature-level consistent, then any locally indepen-
dent variable of that method receives zero attribution. If the attribution method is also
interaction-level consistent, then any interaction effect that contains a locally independent
variable also receives zero attribution. Whereas feature-level consistency can be viewed as a
minimal requirement of consistency for any removal-based attribution method, interaction-
level consistency is only required if the attribution method is supposed to quantify the
pure interaction effect between variables. If, however, the method is designed to quantify
the total effect of subsets of variables, it can break this requirement. An example of such
a method is the group Shapley value or generalized Shapley value (Marichal et al., 2007),
which computes a variant of the Shapley value for a subset of players S by treating the sub-
set as a single, unified player. The result is a quantification of the total effect of the subset
S. If S contains a (locally) neutral variable along with one or more non-neutral variables,
then this total effect can still be nonzero. This method therefore is not interaction-level
consistent, which simply reflects that the group Shapley value for a subset S should not be
interpreted as a pure interaction effect (Janizek et al., 2021).

Note that the local independence of a variable depends on the specific removal-based
attribution method: a variable that is locally independent with respect to one method might
not be locally independent with respect to another. In our previous example, if features
were removed by replacing them with a value of 1 instead of 0, then X1 would not have
been locally independent at x = (0, 2). A locally independent variable of a method m can
therefore be interpreted as a variable that has no influence on the behaviour Φ(f) at x if
features are removed according to m. This explains why feature-level and interaction-level
consistency are forms of internal consistency of removal-based attribution methods.

5.2 Examples

We have seen before how occlusion (Zeiler and Fergus, 2014), LOCO (Kohavi and John,
1997) and tabular LIME (Ribeiro et al., 2016) are examples of removal-based attribution
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methods with different definitions for the removal operators and behaviour mapping. In the
following paragraphs, we will give an overview of commonly used removal operators and
behaviour mappings. Next, we will provide more examples of removal-based attribution
methods and their corresponding removal operators, behaviour mappings and aggregation
coefficients. As our definition of RBAMs is based on the XBR framework, some of the
notation and terminology in the following overview is based on (Covert et al., 2021).

The simplest behaviour mapping that we will consider is the local output mapping.
This is simply the identity mapping: Φ(f) = f . Explanation methods that use the local
output behaviour mapping provide an explanation of the behaviour of the model f for a
specific instance. We will also call these methods simple RBAMs. Another local behaviour
mapping is the local loss mapping. For a given loss function l, this corresponds to the
mapping: Φ(f)(x) = −l(f(x), y) where y is the true label of x. Explanations that use
this behaviour mapping should be interpreted as targeting the performance of the model
f , rather than the behaviour itself. The local loss mapping can easily be transformed into
a global variant by taking the average loss across the dataset, resulting in the dataset loss
mapping : Φ(f) = −EX,Y [l(f(X), Y )]. Finally, another global behaviour mapping is the
variance mapping: Φ(f) = VarX [f(X)]. In certain cases, the variance of the function
PT (f) can be viewed as the mean squared error loss between PT (f) and f itself. This can
be interpreted as the degree to which the function behaviour can be explained using only
the features in S.

We have already encountered the single baseline and the retraining removal operators:
PT (f)(x) = f(cT ,xT ) and PT (f) = Ψ(XT ), respectively, where XT is a matrix of training
data containing only features in T and Ψ is the learning algorithm that produces a model
f given this matrix XT . The other removal operators that we will consider in this work are
all based on marginalization of features using different distributions:

• Marginal: PT (f)(x) = EXT
[f(XT ,xT )]

• Product of Marginals (PM): PT (f)(X) = E∏
i∈[d] Pr[Xi][f(XT ,XT )] where [d] is the set

of features and Pr[Xi] is the marginal distribution of feature i.

• Uniform: PT (f)(x) = EU [X][f(XT ,xT )] where U [X] is the uniform distribution over
the domain of the input variables X.

• Conditional: PT (f)(x) = E[f(X) | XT = xT ]

• Interventional: PT (f)(x) = E[f(X) | do(XT = xT )], where do(X = x) is the do-
operator (Pearl, 2012) using an assumed causal graph G.

• Joint Baseline Distribution (JBD): PT (f)(x) = f(zT ,xT ) Pr[zT ,xT ]

• Random Joint Baseline Distribution (RJBD): PT (f)(x) = EX [f(XT ,xT ) Pr[XT ,xT ]]

• Tree Distribution (TD): this is an approximation of the conditional distribution using
the structure of a set of learned decision trees. See Lundberg et al. (2019a) for more
details.
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A large number of explanation methods are based on the Shapley value. These meth-
ods are defined using a characteristic function v(S), S ⊆ [d] which computes some desired
behaviour of f when only the features in S are known. This can typically be expressed as
a removal operator PS followed by a behaviour mapping Φ:

v(S) = Φ(PS(f))(x)

The Shapley value for a given characteristic function v is then defined as:

ϕi(v) =
1

d

∑

S⊆[d]\i

(
d− 1

|S|

)−1

(v(S ∪ i)− v(S))

It is easy to see that this is a linear combination of v(S) for different subsets S. Therefore,
any Shapley-based method is also a RBAM, provided that the characteristic function v can
indeed be expressed as the composition of a removal operator and a behaviour mapping.
As all Shapley-based RBAMs use the same aggregation coefficients, we will call these the
Shapley aggregation coefficients. Examples of Shapley-based RBAMs using different removal
operators and behaviour mappings are given in Table 1.

Although the Shapley aggregation coefficients are arguably the most popular option at
the time of writing, they are not the only one. We have already encountered an alternative
definition when discussing occlusion. Another alternative definition for αi

T is given by:

αi
T =





1 if T = ∅
−1 if T = {i}
0 otherwise.

This corresponds to removing a single feature from the input and measuring the difference
in behaviour. These aggregation coefficients are used by the LOCO method (Kohavi and
John, 1997), as well as PFI (Breiman, 2001) and conditional PFI (Strobl et al., 2008).
Note that this definition is identical to the definition for occlusion with a patch size of 1.
Analogously, we can define aggregation coefficients that correspond to including a single
feature and measuring the difference in behaviour when none of the features are available:

αi
T =





−1 if T = [d]

1 if T = [d] \ {i}
0 otherwise.

This approach is used by the univariate predictors method (Guyon and Elisseeff, 2003). An
overview of examples of methods that do not use Shapley aggregation coefficients is given
in Table 2.

Interaction attribution methods are defined by the fact that they attribute non-zero
values to feature subsets with more than one element. This implies that their defining
characteristics are captured entirely within the choice of aggregation coefficients. For this
reason, they are typically introduced without specifying a choice for removal operators
or behaviour mapping. Examples of interaction attribution methods include the Shapley
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interaction index (see Section 4.3), Banzhaf interaction index (Patel et al., 2021), Shapley-
Taylor interaction index (Sundararajan et al., 2020), Faith-SHAP (Tsai et al., 2023), Faith-
BANZHAF (Tsai et al., 2023), n-Shapley Values (Bordt and von Luxburg, 2023), and
q-interaction SHAP (Hiabu et al., 2023).

5.3 Functional axioms

Recently, it has been shown that certain implementations of Shapley values can have unin-
tuitive properties, such as assigning non-zero attributions to features that are not referenced
by the model (Chen et al., 2020). This is surprising, as it seems to be in conflict with the
Null axiom of the Shapley value (Shapley, 1953), which states that a player who has no
influence on the cooperative game should receive no payoff. However, if we inspect the
details of the attribution method more carefully, we can see that an independent variable
of the function is not guaranteed to be a null player in the cooperative game for which the
Shapley values form the attributions. This shows that the game-theoretic axioms defined
for Shapley values are not sufficient for describing the behaviour of attribution methods, as
they do not necessarily line up with the intuition practitioners might have when applying
these methods to their machine learning models.

To tackle this problem, we introduce a set of functional axioms. These axioms are
defined in terms of the actual model or behaviour being explained, rather than a cooperative
game that is derived from it. This makes them more suitable as descriptions of a method’s
behaviour, as they can directly be interpreted as guarantees about the explanations provided
by the method, whereas to correctly interpret the implications of game-theoretic axioms
requires reasoning about the axioms themselves as well as the translation of the machine
learning setting into a cooperative game simultaneously.

Note that these functional axioms should not be interpreted as necessary requirements
for any attribution method to be considered valuable. For example, the “unintuitive”
behaviour concerning the Null axiom mentioned above has led to discussions among re-
searchers about whether this behaviour is actually desirable or not (Chen et al., 2020). One
can argue that this depends on the specific use case and the expectations that are made
for the explanation. For example, if a given feature Xi is not referenced by the model,
but another feature Xj that is heavy correlated to Xi is referenced, then in some contexts
it can be preferable to attribute a nonzero value to Xi as it can be viewed as having an
indirect effect on the model through its correlation with Xj . Therefore, this debate is also
called the indirect influence debate. Rather than expressing necessary conditions for the
validity of explanation methods, therefore, the functional axioms should be viewed more as
descriptions of guaranteed behaviour of a given explanation method. This can make it easier
for practitioners to decide if a given method is suitable to them, for example by clarifying
the choice between a method that does or does not account for indirect influence.

5.3.1 Functional null

The game-theoretic Null axiom states that a null player, i.e. a player who has no influence
on the outcome of the game, should receive a payoff of zero. As the “players” in the machine
learning context are the variables of the model f , the intuitive analogue of a null player is
a variable that is independent of the model f . However, an independent variable of f is
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not guaranteed to be a null player. Consider the function f(x1, x2) = x1. X2 is clearly an
independent variable of f . Assume that X1, X2 are jointly normally distributed with mean
zero and some non-zero covariance σ, and m(f, i) is the conditional Shapley method:

(
X1

X2

)
∼ N

[(
0
0

)
,

(
1 σ
σ 1

)]

m(f, 1)(x) =
1

2
[v({1, 2})− v({2}) + v({1})− v(∅)]

m(f, 2)(x) =
1

2
[v({1, 2})− v({1}) + v({2})− v(∅)]

v(S) = E[f(X) | XS = xS ]

As m is the Shapley value for the cooperative game v, it adheres to the game-theoretic Null
axiom by definition. However, if x = (0, 1), we then have:

m(f, 2)(0, 1) =
1

2
[f(0, 1)− E[f(X1, X2) | X2 = 1] + E[f(X1, X2) | X1 = 0]− E[f ]]

=
1

2
[0− σ + 0− 0]

= −σ/2

since E[X1 | X2 = x2] = µ1 +
σ12
σ2

(x2 − µ2) = σx2. Therefore, if the correlation σ between
the two variables is nonzero, then the attribution to X2 will also be nonzero at x = (0, 1),
despite X2 being an independent variable of Φ(f) and m adhering to the game-theoretic
Null axiom. As this example shows that a method that adheres to the game-theoretic Null
axiom can still produce nonzero attributions for independent variables of f , we introduce
the functional null axiom:

Definition 10 (Functional Null) A removal-based attribution method adheres to the
functional null axiom if for any function f with independent variable Xi and subset S ⊆ [d]:

m(f, S ∪ i) = 0

Intuitively, this means that if Xi is an independent variable of the model f , then the
attribution for any set containing Xi is zero everywhere. The example given above shows
that the conditional Shapley method does not adhere to the Functional Null axiom, despite
adhering to the game-theoretic Null axiom.

5.3.2 Functional dummy

In the context of cooperative game theory, a Dummy player is a player i ∈ N such that:

∀S ⊆ N \ i : v(S ∪ i) = v(S) + v(i)

This is a player that may have a non-zero contribution to the outcome, but does not interact
with any other players. The Dummy Partnership axiom for interaction indices states that
any interaction containing such a Dummy player should receive zero attribution. The
functional equivalent of a Dummy player is an additive variable: an additive variable Xi
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of f is precisely a variable that does not interact with any other variable in f . One might
then expect that the Dummy Partnership axiom then implies that any interaction effect
containing an additive variable of f should also be zero. However, similarly to Null players
and independent features, an additive feature is not guaranteed to be a Dummy player in
the cooperative game.

Let f(x1, x2) = x1 + x2, where X1 and X2 are distributed in the same way as in
the previous example. Assume m(f, S) is now the Shapley interaction index using the
conditional distribution, i.e. the cooperative game for a given point x is defined as:

v({1, 2}) = f(x1, x2) = x1 + x2

v({1}) = E[f(X1, X2) | X1 = x1] = x1 − σ/2

v({2}) = E[f(X1, X2) | X2 = x2] = x2 − σ/2

v(∅) = E[f(X1, X2)] = 0

Computing the interaction effect for S = {1, 2} using the Shapley interaction index, we get:

ϕS(v) =
∑

T⊆N\S

|S|
|S|+ |T |

(
n

|S|+ |T |

)−1

∆Sv(T )

=
2

2

(
2

2

)−1

∆Sv(∅)

= ∆Sv(∅)
= v({1, 2})− v({1})− v({2}) + v(∅)
= x1 + x2 − x1 + σ/2− x2 + σ/2 + 0

= σ

Therefore, when σ is nonzero, the interaction effect according to the Shapley interaction in-
dex between these two additive variables will also be nonzero. Analogously to the Functional
Null axiom, we therefore also introduce the Functional Dummy axiom:

Definition 11 (Functional Dummy) A removal-based attribution method adheres to the
functional dummy axiom if for any function f with additive variable Xi and any subset
S ⊆ [d] with S ̸= ∅:

m(f, S ∪ i) = 0

and m(f, i) depends only on Xi.

Intuitively, this means that if f is additive in Xi, the attribution function for Xi is inde-
pendent of all other variables, and any higher-order attributions containing Xi are zero.

Note that the functional dummy axiom does not imply the functional null axiom, in con-
trast to their game-theoretic counterparts. Consider the following counterexample. Assume
an attribution method m is defined as:

m(f, S) =

{
1 if |S| = 1

0 otherwise

37



Gevaert, Saeys

Then m is a trivial univariate removal-based attribution method that simply assigns an
attribution value of 1 to each variable, independent of the function or the input point. This
is a valid RBAM: if we define the behaviour mapping as being the identity mapping, and
we choose removal operators such that P[d](f)(x) = 1,∀x ∈ X , then it is easy to see that
this method indeed fits the definition of a RBAM. This method adheres to the functional
dummy axiom: the condition holds trivially for any variable, additive or not. However, this
method does not adhere to the functional null axiom: if Xi is an independent variable of f ,
then the attribution for Xi will not be 0.

5.3.3 Functional symmetry

Two players i, j in a cooperative game v are called symmetric if their marginal contributions
to any coalition S ⊆ N \ {i, j} are identical:

∀S ⊆ N \ {i, j} : v(S ∪ i) = v(S ∪ j)

Such players can be viewed as completely interchangeable, which is why the Symmetry ax-
iom states that any two symmetric players should receive the same attribution. Symmetric
players in a cooperative game can be linked to symmetric variables in a function f : it seems
reasonable to impose that symmetric variables that have the same value in x should also
receive the same attribution at x, as their contributions are arguably identical. However,
analogously to the previous axioms, the game-theoretic Symmetry axiom does not guaran-
tee that symmetric variables that have the same value at x are also symmetric players in
the cooperative game.

As a simple example, consider the function

f(x) = x1 + x2

The variables X1 and X2 are symmetric in f , i.e. swapping their values in any vector x has
no influence on f(x). Now let m be the Shapley value-based method where the cooperative
game v is defined using a baseline vector b = (b1, b2):

v(∅) = f(b1, b2)

v({1}) = f(x1, b2)

v({2}) = f(b1, x2)

v({1, 2}) = f(x1, x2)

As this method is a Shapley value, it satisfies the game-theoretic Symmetry axiom by
definition. The attributions for X1 and X2 at any point x are then:

m(f, 1)(x) =
1

2
[f(x1, x2)− f(b1, x2) + f(x1, b2)− f(b1, b2)]

m(f, 2)(x) =
1

2
[f(x1, x2)− f(x1, b2) + f(b1, x2)− f(b1, b2)]

As f is symmetric, these two attribution values will be identical for any point x = (x, x) if
b1 = b2. However, if these baseline values are not identical, then the attribution values for
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X1 and X2 are not guaranteed to be identical even if the two variables have equal values
in x. In that case, we have an attribution method that adheres to the game-theoretic
Symmetry axiom, but that does not produce identical attributions for symmetric variables
with identical values. We therefore define the Functional Symmetry axiom:

Definition 12 (Functional Symmetry) A removal-based attribution method m adheres
to the functional symmetry axiom if for any function f ∈ F with symmetric variables Xi, Xj

and subset S ⊆ [d] \ i, j:

∀x ∈ X : xi = xj =⇒ m(f, S ∪ i)(x) = m(f, S ∪ j)(x)

Indeed, the example given above adheres to the game-theoretic Symmetry axiom, as it is a
Shapley value, but not to the Functional Symmetry axiom.

5.3.4 Functional anonymity

The final functional axiom we introduce is Functional Anonymity, which is the functional
equivalent of the game-theoretic Anonymity axiom. This axiom states that a relabeling
of the players in the cooperative game should have no influence on the payoff vector. We
define the Functional Anonymity axiom as follows:

Definition 13 (Functional Anonymity) A removal-based attribution method m adheres
to the functional anonymity axiom if for any permutation π ∈ Π([d]), function f ∈ F , subset
S ⊆ [d] and point x ∈ X :

m(πf, S)(πx) = m(f, πS)(x)

Intuitively this means that, if we reorder the variables in x according to π, and then compute
the attributions for S for the function that simply undoes the reordering of π and then
computes f , then we should obtain the same result as if we simply reordered the variables
in S and then computed attributions for those variables for the original function f . This can
be viewed as a generalization of the Functional Symmetry axiom. Indeed, if m adheres to
Functional Anonymity, then it is easy to prove that it also adheres to Functional Symmetry.

We now give an illustrative example of the functional anonymity axiom. Let the function
f : R3 → R be defined as follows:

f(x) = x1 + x22 + x33

Note that this function has no symmetric variables. Consider the following definition for
the attribution method m:

m(f, 1)(x) = f(x1, b2, b3)

m(f, 2)(x) = f(b1, x2, b3)

m(f, 3)(x) = f(b1, b2, x3)

This is a simple univariate (k = 1) method that computes attributions for feature i by
removing all other features and using the resulting function output as the attribution score.
This can be viewed intuitively as the “isolated influence” of feature i. Features are removed
by replacing them with a certain baseline value bi.
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We now define the feature permutation π = (2, 3, 1). Let S = {1}. Then πS = {2}. To
avoid confusing notation, we will denote the specific point at which we want to compute
attributions as z. We then have:

m(f, πS)(z) = m(f, 2)(z)

= f(b1, z2, b3)

= b1 + z22 + b33

m(πf, S)(πz) = m(πf, 1)(πz)

= m(πf, 1)((z2, z3, z1))

= (πf)(z2, b2, b3)

= f(b3, z2, b2)

= b3 + z22 + b32

These two quantities will be equal when b1 = b2 = b3. In other words, the method is
anonymous if the baseline value of each feature is identical, i.e. features are removed in the
same way, independently of their position in the arguments.

6. Additive Functional Decomposition

In this section, we will define and study the properties of additive functional decompositions.
We also introduce the concept of a dependency structure, which is a generalization of the
ANOVA structure introduced in Hooker (2004). We show that any real-valued function f
has a unique minimal dependency structure, which is related to the concept of minimality in
additive functional decompositions. We then introduce the canonical additive decomposition
(CAD) and show that any additive functional decomposition is indeed a CAD. Next, we
study a number of useful properties that a CAD can have, and give a few examples.

Definition 14 (Additive functional decomposition) Assume F is a linear space of
functions f : X → R, where X is a (possibly infinite) hyperrectangle in Rd. A set of
operators G := {gS : F → F|S ⊆ [d]} is an additive functional decomposition on F if,
for any f ∈ F , S ⊆ [d]:

• Completeness: f =
∑

S⊆[d] gS(f)

• Independence: gS(f) is independent of XS

We will call the operators gS the decomposition operators of G. We denote the set of
valid additive functional decompositions on F as DF . For a given function f ∈ F , we call
the set G(f) := {gS(f)|S ⊆ [d]} an additive decomposition of f .

This definition views the decomposition as a set of 2d functions, one for each subset of
features S ⊆ [d]. The sum of these 2d functions must equal the original function in all
points x, which is a minimal requirement for this set to be considered a decomposition of
f . Finally, every function gS(f) can only depend on the corresponding variables S. Note
that an additive decomposition of a function f ∈ F always exists. We can simply define:

gS(f) :=

{
f if S = [d]
0 otherwise
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We will call this decomposition the trivial decomposition of f .

We now introduce the concept of the dependency structure. A dependency structure
of a function f is defined as a collection of sets that correspond to the maximal non-zero
components in a given decomposition. These sets correspond to non-additive interaction
effects in the function f , as modeled by the decomposition. However, different functional
decompositions can result in different non-zero components, meaning that some interaction
effects are perhaps not fundamental in f , but only when f is decomposed in a particular
way. Therefore, an interesting dependency structure is the minimal dependency structure
of f . This is the minimal set of subsets that any additive decomposition must contain
in order to model f . The minimal dependency structure of f does not depend on any
specific decomposition, implying that this dependency structure describes the non-additive
interactions that are fundamentally present in f .

Definition 15 (Dependency structure) f ∈ F has dependency structure S ⊆ 2[d]

(notation: S ∈ DS(f)) if :

f =
∑

S∈S
gS(f)

for G := {gS |S ⊆ [d]} ∈ DF such that:

∀S, T ∈ S : S ⊆ T =⇒ S = T

i.e. S is an antichain in the lattice formed by the subsets of [d] and the relation ⊆. Given
S,U ∈ DS(f). S is a sub-dependency structure of U (notation: S ≤DS U) if ∀S ∈ S :
∃U ∈ U : S ⊆ U . A dependency structure S for f is minimal if ∀U ∈ DS(f) : U ≤DS

S =⇒ U = S.

As a simple example, consider the function f(x) = x1 + x2 ∗ x3. This function can be
written as the sum of two functions f1(x) = x1 and f2,3(x) = x2 ∗ x3. f1 only depends on
X1 and f2,3 only depends on X2 and X3. Therefore, the collection {{1}, {2, 3}} is a valid
dependency structure of f . Alternatively, we could write f = f ′

1 + f ′
1,2,3, with f ′

1(x) = 2x1
and f ′

1,2,3(x) = x2 ∗ x3 − x1. However, {{1}, {1, 2, 3}} is not a valid dependency structure,
as this collection does not adhere to the required antichain property, since {1} ⊂ {1, 2, 3}.
Note that the existence of the trivial decomposition implies that {[d]} is a valid dependency
structure of any function f ∈ F . As mentioned above, a more interesting dependency
structure therefore is the minimal dependency structure. As the sub-dependency structure
relation ≤DS is a partial order on the set of dependency structures DS(f) and this set is
non-empty and finite, it follows immediately that at least one minimal element must exist.
In the following proposition, we prove that this minimal element is also unique, which al-
lows us to speak of the minimal dependency structure of a function f . This also implies
that the subsets present in the minimal dependency structure represent fundamentally ir-
reducible interactions between variables, implying that this minimal dependency structure
is a fundamental property of f , independent of any specific way of decomposing f .

Proposition 16 For any function f ∈ F , there exists a unique minimal dependency struc-
ture S := MDS(f).
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Finally, the following theorem shows a link between independent variables of a function
f and the minimal dependency structure of f .

Proposition 17 Given f ∈ F ,MDS(f) = S. Then Xi is an independent variable of
f ⇐⇒ i /∈ ⋃S.

6.1 The Canonical Additive Decomposition

In this section, we introduce the canonical additive decomposition (CAD). This is a general-
ization of the general decomposition formula introduced in Kuo et al. (2010). This definition
gives a general structure to the additive functional decomposition introduced above. We
then show that any additive functional decomposition is indeed a canonical additive de-
composition, justifying the name. Next, we introduce a number of useful properties that a
canonical additive decomposition can have, which can be used to gain insight into the gen-
eral characteristics of a specific decomposition. Finally, we give some examples of additive
functional decompositions and discuss their properties.

Definition 18 (Canonical Additive Decomposition) Assume F is a linear function
space. Let P = {PT : F → F|T ⊆ [d]} be a set of removal operators on F .

We then define the canonical additive decomposition G := {gS : F → F|S ⊆ [d]}
with removal operators P as follows:

gS(f) := PS(f)−
∑

T⊂S

gT (f) (4)

=
∑

T⊆S

(−1)|S|−|T |PT (f) (5)

Recall that the removal operators PT can be viewed as removing the features T from the
function f by producing a new function PT (f) which is independent of XT . This gives an
intuitive interpretation to Equation (4): we first remove all features that are not in S, and
then subtract all behaviour in f that was already accounted for in strict subcomponents.
From Equation (4), we derive the summation property of the CAD:

PT (f) = gT (f) +
∑

S⊂T

gS(f) =
∑

S⊆T

gS(f)

Using this property, we can show that the two definitions of the CAD are indeed equivalent:

PT (f) =
∑

S⊆T

gS(f)

gS(f) =
∑

T⊆S

(−1)|S|−|T |PT (f)

where we apply Theorem 1 using g(A) := PA(f) and f(S) := gS(f).
The following theorem shows that the definition of the canonical additive decomposi-

tion covers precisely all additive functional decompositions, justifying the name canonical
additive decomposition.
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Theorem 19 A set of operators G := {gS : F → F|S ⊆ [d]} is an additive functional
decomposition if and only if there exists a set of removal operators P such that G is the
canonical additive decomposition with removal operators P.

As the removal operators used in the definition of removal-based attribution methods
are identical to those used in the definition of the canonical additive decomposition, we can
use them to define a CAD. We call this CAD the corresponding functional decomposition:

Definition 20 Assume m : F × 2[d] is a removal-based attribution method with removal
operators {Pm

T | T ⊆ 2[d]}. We then call the CAD

∀S ⊆ [d] : gmS (f) := Pm
S
(f)−

∑

T⊂S

gT (f)

the corresponding functional decomposition of m.

6.2 Examples

In this section, we go over a few examples of additive decompositions and their properties.
The first decomposition we consider is the ANOVA decomposition (Hoeffding, 1948). The
ANOVA decomposition of a function f ∈ F can be expressed as a CAD with removal
operators:

PANOVA
T (f)(x) :=

∫

[0,1]|T |
f(xT , zT )dz

i.e. the features Xj , j ∈ T are removed from f by taking the integral of f with respect
to XT , producing a function that no longer depends on XT . The ANOVA decomposi-
tion is a thoroughly-studied decomposition with many interesting properties (Hoeffding,
1948; Roosen, 1995; Hooker, 2007; Owen, 2013b), and makes the implicit assumption that
variables are distributed uniformly and independently between 0 and 1. This is the corre-
sponding decomposition of the IME method (Štrumbelj and Kononenko, 2014).

Another well-known and related decomposition is the anchored decomposition (Owen,
2013a, Appendix A):

PAnchored
T (f)(x) := f(xT , zT )

for some fixed baseline vector z ∈ X . It is easy to see that the removal operators in the
ANOVA decomposition can be computed as the expected value of the removal operators of
the anchored decomposition, where the baseline vector is sampled from the uniform distri-
bution on the unit hypercube. Because both decompositions are linear, this implies that
the ANOVA components can also be approximated as the expected value of the anchored
components for baseline vectors sampled from the uniform distribution on the unit hyper-
cube (Merrick and Taly, 2020). Both the ANOVA and anchored decompositions can also be
expressed in the general decomposition formula framework proposed by Kuo et al. (2010).

The next decomposition is the marginal decomposition for a given reference distribution
Dref. This is the canonical additive decomposition with removal operators:

PDref
T (f)(x) := EX∼Dref [f(xT , XT )]

This decomposition is a generalization of the ANOVA decomposition: the ANOVA de-
composition can be viewed as the marginal decomposition where the reference distribution
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Dref is the uniform distribution over the unit hypercube. Other choices for the reference
distribution include:

• The input distribution Dinp: leads to the partial dependence decomposition (Gevaert
and Saeys, 2022). This is the corresponding decomposition of SHAP, assuming that
the assumption of independence between variables is made to make the computation
tractable (Lundberg and Lee, 2017).

• Product of marginal distributions DPM: PrDPM [X = x] =
∏d

i=1 PrDinp [Xi = xi]. This
is the corresponding distribution of the QII method (Datta et al., 2016).

• Singleton distribution Pr[X = x] = 1[x = z] for some vector z ∈ X : leads to the
anchored decomposition with baseline z.

Note that, analogously to the ANOVA decomposition, any marginal decomposition can
be computed as an average of anchored decompositions, where the anchor points z are
sampled according to Dref (Merrick and Taly, 2020). Note also the subtle difference between
the input distribution and the product of marginal distributions. The difference between
these two removal operators is the fact that the product of marginals does not take into
account any correlations between the variables that are being removed, whereas the partial
dependence decomposition does. This means that if multiple variables j ∈ T are removed
from f using these operators, then PPM

T will integrate out each variable separately using
its univariate marginal distribution, whereas PPD

T integrates out all of the variables in
T using the joint marginal distribution. In practice, this corresponds to sampling each
variable separately (PPM

T ) or first sampling a full row from the data and then filling in
the corresponding variables (PPD

T ). Note also that, although the marginal decomposition
using the product of marginal distributions can be expressed as a general decomposition
formula, the partial dependence decomposition cannot (Kuo et al., 2010). This is because
the removal operator for a subset of features PDinp

T is not equal to the composition of
the removal operators for each feature separately. This shows that the canonical additive
decomposition is indeed a strict generalization of the general decomposition formula.

A final example is the conditional decomposition. This decomposition removes variables
from f by taking a conditional expected value, conditioning on the other variables:

PCond
T (f)(x) := EX [f(X) | XT = xT ]

This way of removing variables prevents the function f from being evaluated on unrealistic
datapoints, in contrast to PPM

j and PPD
S . This is the corresponding decomposition of the

conditional Shapley values method, or SHAP if the assumption of independence between
features is not made (Lundberg and Lee, 2017). Analogously to the partial dependence
decomposition, the conditional decomposition cannot be expressed as a generalized decom-
position formula.

6.3 Properties of Additive Functional Decompositions

We now go over a few interesting properties that an additive functional decomposition
can have. These properties will be useful in later sections, where we connect the CAD to
cooperative game theory and removal-based attribution. The first, most basic property we
consider is linearity :
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Definition 21 An additive functional decomposition G = {gS | S ⊆ [d]} is linear if:

∀f1, f2 ∈ F , α, β ∈ R, S ⊆ [d] : gS(αf1 + βf2) = αgS(f1) + βgS(f2)

This can be viewed as a sensible property for an additive functional decomposition to
have, and indeed all of the examples given in Section 6.2 are linear. It is easy to show that
a CAD is linear if and only if its removal operators are linear operators. Assume first that
the subset operators PS of G are linear. Then, for α, β ∈ R, f1, f2 ∈ F :

gS(αf1 + βf2) =
∑

T⊆S

(−1)|S|−|T |PT (αf1 + βf2)

=
∑

T⊆S

(−1)|S|−|T |(αPT (f1) + βPT (f2))

= α
∑

T⊆S

(−1)|S|−|T |PT (f1) + β
∑

T⊆S

(−1)|S|−|T |PT (f2)

= αgS(f1) + βgS(f2)

Now assume that the decomposition itself is linear. From the summation property, we have:

∀T ⊆ [d] : PT (f) =
∑

S⊆T

gS(f)

Therefore:

PT (αf1 + βf2) =
∑

S⊆T

gS(αf1 + βf2)

=
∑

S⊆T

(αgS(f1) + βgS(f2))

= α
∑

S⊆T

gS(f1) + β
∑

S⊆T

gS(f2)

= αPT (f1) + βPT (f2)

A more interesting property that a given decomposition may or may not have is minimality.
Intuitively, a minimal decomposition does not introduce unnecessary terms (Kuo et al.,
2010). In other words, the behaviour of f is captured in the lowest possible order terms.
A decomposition that is not minimal can be viewed as “introducing” interactions between
variables that are not truly necessary to explain the full behaviour of f . Formally:

Definition 22 For any subset S ⊆ [d] and function f ∈ F , denote the set of components
{gT (f) : S ⊆ T ⊆ [d]} as the super-S components of G(f). An additive functional
decomposition G ∈ DF is minimal if for any S ⊆ [d] and f ∈ F , we have that if an
additive decomposition H(f) of f exists such that all super-S components of H(f) are zero,
then all super-S components of G(f) are also zero.
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The concept of minimality is tightly linked to the minimal dependency structure of a
function f . An example of a decomposition that is not minimal is the conditional decom-
position:

PT (f)(x) = EX [f(X) | XT = xT ]

To illustrate this, consider the simple function f(x1, x2) = x1. Obviously, the minimal
dependency structure for this function is {{1}}. Now assume thatX1 ∼ N (0, 1), andX2 and
X1 are identical with probability 1. It is easy to verify that the conditional decomposition
of f is then:

f∅(x1, x2) = 0

f1(x1, x2) = x1

f2(x1, x2) = x2

f12(x1, x2) = −x1

This is a valid decomposition, as the sum of the functions fS is equal to f and each function
fS does not depend on any variables not in S. However, this decomposition is clearly not
minimal. The following lemma shows that only subsets of sets in the minimal dependency
structure of f can correspond to non-zero components in a minimal decomposition G(f).

Lemma 23 Assume G ∈ DF is a minimal additive functional decomposition, f ∈ F . Then:

∀S ⊆ [d] : gS(f) ̸= 0 =⇒ (∃T ∈ MDS(f) : S ⊆ T )

From the definition of the minimal dependency structure, we can easily see that this
lemma extends to any dependency structure: for any S ∈ DS(f), the non-zero components
of a minimal decomposition of f correspond to subsets of sets in S. This can in turn be
used to prove that the components of a minimal decomposition corresponding to the sets
in a minimal dependency structure must be non-zero:

Proposition 24 Assume G ∈ DF is a minimal additive functional decomposition, f ∈ F ,
MDS(f) = S. Then:

∀S ∈ S : gS(f) ̸= 0

Proofs for both of these properties can be found in Appendix A. From Lemma 23
and Proposition 24, we can see that a decomposition G is minimal if and only if for any
f ∈ F , the maximal subsets corresponding to nonzero components of G(f) form precisely
the minimal dependency structure of f . As minimality is an interesting property for an
additive decomposition to have, we will now derive necessary and sufficient conditions in
order for G to be minimal. We first introduce the concept of independence preservation.

Definition 25 An additive functional decomposition G is independence-preserving if
for any function f with independent variable Xi and subset S ⊆ [d] \ i:

gS∪i(f) = 0
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Intuitively, a decomposition is independence-preserving if an independent variable of
f also has no direct effects or interaction effects according to G(f). We can identify the
following necessary and sufficient conditions on the removal operators PT for independence
preservation:

Proposition 26 Given an additive functional decomposition G with removal operators
{PT | T ⊆ [d]}. G is independence-preserving if and only if for any function f with inde-
pendent variable Xi and any subset T ⊆ [d] \ i:

PT (f) = PT∪i(f)

The following proposition shows that independence preservation is a necessary condition
for the minimality of the decomposition.

Proposition 27 If an additive functional decomposition G is minimal, then it is
independence-preserving.

Additionally, if the decomposition is linear, then independence preservation of the re-
moval operators is also a sufficient condition for minimality.

Proposition 28 If an additive functional decomposition G is independence-preserving and
linear, then that decomposition is minimal.

Propositions 27 and 28 imply that a linear additive decomposition is minimal if and
only if its removal operators are independence-preserving.

Up to this point, we have assumed that the removal operators PT are defined for all
subsets T of the total feature set [d]. This reflects the fact that multiple features can be
removed from the function f as a group, for example using a joint marginal or conditional
distribution. However, if the removal operators PT remove the features separately, then the
removal operators only need to be defined for the singletons: {Pj | j ∈ [d]}. We formalize
this notion as follows:

Definition 29 Given a set of removal operators {PT | T ⊆ [d]}. The operators PT are
called separable if:

∀T, T ′ ⊆ [d] : PT ◦ PT ′ = PT ′ ◦ PT = PT∪T ′

This immediately implies that a definition of the removal operators for the singletons
j ∈ [d] is indeed sufficient, as ∀T ⊆ [d] : PT = Πj∈TPj . As the separable operators are
commutative, the expression Πj∈TPj is well-defined. Note also that separability implies
that the removal operators are projections:

PT ◦ PT = PT∪T = PT

If the removal operators are both linear and separable, then we obtain the general decompo-
sition formula from Kuo et al. (2010). This shows that the canonical additive decomposition
is indeed a generalization of the general decomposition formula. This also implies that an
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additive functional decomposition with linear, separable removal operators is minimal, as
shown in Theorem 3.1 of Kuo et al. (2010). Although separability greatly simplifies the
analysis of additive decompositions, many existing decompositions are unfortunately not
separable. For example, the marginal decomposition using the joint marginal distribution
and the conditional decomposition both have inseparable removal operators.

If the components of an additive decomposition can be viewed as interaction effects,
then it can be interesting to investigate the consistency of those interactions. One way to
formalize this is to investigate if the interaction effects remain identical if the decomposition
is performed twice. More specifically, we define idempotence of a decompositionG as follows:

Definition 30 An additive functional decomposition G is idempotent if:

∀f ∈ F , S, T ⊆ [d] : gT (gS(f)) =

{
gS(f) if T = S
0 otherwise.

If a decomposition G is idempotent, then decomposing a component gS(f) using G results
in a semi-trivial decomposition where gS(gS(f)) is the only non-zero component, implying
that the effect between the variables S is in a sense “pure,” at least according to the
decomposition G. This also implies that the decomposition operators gS are projections,
although the reverse implication does not hold. Note that idempotence does not necessarily
imply that the interaction effects given by a decomposition G are “pure” in the intuitive
sense. A simple example is the trivial decomposition. It is easy to show that the trivial
decomposition is indeed idempotent, although it can hardly be interpreted as “pure,” since
it models all of the behaviour of any function f as a single simultaneous interaction effect
between all variables. Additionally imposing minimality on the decomposition does not
solve the problem: one can easily design a decomposition such that the feature subsets
in the minimal dependency structure of any function f correspond to the only non-zero
components, implying that all strict subsets of sets in the minimal dependency structure
are zero. In such a decomposition, direct effects of variables that are also involved in higher-
order interactions will always be modeled as interaction effects. Although idempotence is
still an interesting property of a decomposition, a precise definition of interaction purity
that fully captures this intuition is still an open problem to the best of our knowledge.
The following proposition introduces necessary and sufficient conditions for an additive
decomposition to be idempotent.

Proposition 31 An additive functional decomposition G is idempotent if and only if, for
any subsets T, S ⊆ [d]:

PT (gS(f)) =

{
gS(f) if S ∩ T = ∅
0 if S ∩ T ̸= ∅

Note that the first condition for PT (gS(f)) is a weaker form of independence preserva-
tion: as gS(f) is by definition independent of any variables not in S, it is also independent
of all of the variables in T . The first condition states that PT therefore leaves this function
unchanged. The second condition can be linked to the annihilating property of the general
decomposition formula from Kuo et al. (2010):

∀j ∈ S : Pj(gS(f)) = 0
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i.e. if a variable j ∈ S removed from gS(f), the result is a constant zero function. This
can be seen as a generalized form of centeredness of the functions gS(f): if Pj is defined as
integrating out the variable j, then this property states that the expected value of each non-
empty component must be zero. It is easy to see that the second condition in Proposition 31
is equivalent to the annihilating property if the projections PS are separable.

In general, it can be difficult to prove that a decomposition is idempotent, as it requires
an analysis of the removal operators PS and the decomposition operators GS simultaneously.
Fortunately, if we assume that the removal operators (and therefore also the decomposition
itself) are linear, then the necessary and sufficient conditions for idempotence become much
simpler. We show this in the following proposition. The proof of this proposition can be
found in Appendix A.

Proposition 32 Assume G is a linear additive functional decomposition with removal op-
erators PS. Then the removal operators PS are separable if and only if G is idempotent.

One example of a decomposition that is not idempotent and indeed has inseparable
removal operators is the partial dependence decomposition. The removal operators for the
PDD are defined as follows:

PT (f)(x) = EX∼Dinp [f(XT ,xT )]

Because the joint marginal distribution of all of the variables in S is used to marginalize
out the variables, these removal operators are indeed inseparable. Assume f(x1, x2) =
x1 + x2 + x1x2. For the sake of simplicity, we also assume that E[X1] = E[X2] = 0. We
then have:

g∅(f)(x1, x2) = E[X1X2]

g1(f)(x1, x2) = x1 − E[X1X2]

g2(f)(x1, x2) = x2 − E[X1X2]

g1,2(f)(x1, x2) = x1x2 + E[X1X2]

If we decompose g1,2(f) a second time using the same decomposition, we get:

g∅(g1,2(f)) = 2E[X1X2]

g1(g1,2(f)) = −E[X1X2]

g2(g1,2(f)) = −E[X1X2]

g1,2(g1,2(f)) = x1x2 + E[X1X2]

Note that if we would instead use the product of marginal distributions, i.e:

PT (f)(x) = EX∼DPM [f(XT ,xT )]

then the term E[X1X2] would be replaced by E[X1]E[X2] = 0, and the decomposition would
be idempotent. Indeed, it is easy to verify that the removal operators in this case are also
separable.
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As we have already discussed the property of independence preservation, which states
that independent variables of f should remain independent in the decomposition of f , it
seems straightforward to define a similar property for additive variables. Recall that Xi is
an additive variable of f if f can be written as a sum of two functions:

f = fi + fi

where fi depends only on Xi, and fi is independent of Xi. Starting from this definition, it
seems reasonable to define the property of additivity preservation as follows:

Definition 33 An additive functional decomposition G is additivity-preserving if, for
any f ∈ F with additive variable Xi, we have:

∀S ⊆ [d] \ i : S ̸= ∅ =⇒ gS∪i(f) = 0

Intuitively, additivity preservation means that if Xi is an additive variable of f , then
all higher-order terms in the decomposition containing Xi will be zero. This reflects the
fact that there are no interactions between Xi and any other variable. An example of a
decomposition that is not additivity-preserving is the conditional decomposition. This can
be shown using the same example that we used to show that this decomposition is not
minimal. We can identify necessary and sufficient conditions on the removal operators PS

for additivity preservation:

Proposition 34 An additive functional decomposition G with removal operators {PS |S ⊆
[d]} is additivity-preserving if and only if for any function f ∈ F with additive variable Xi:

∀S, T ⊆ [d] \ i : PT∪i(f)− PT (f) = PS∪i(f)− PS(f)

We call a set of removal operators that adheres to these conditions additivity-preserving
removal operators.

Similarly to how minimality of the decomposition implies independence preservation, it
is also a sufficient condition for additivity preservation:

Proposition 35 Given an additive functional decomposition G. If G is minimal, then G
is additivity-preserving.

Note that despite the fact that any independent variable of f is also an additive variable
of f (with fi = 0), additivity preservation does not imply independence preservation. We
can construct a decomposition that is additivity-preserving but not independence-preserving
as follows: assume H is a minimal decomposition. Then H is both independence- and
additivity-preserving. Now define G as follows:

gS(f) =





h∅(f) + d if S = ∅
hS(f)− 1 if |S| = 1

hS(f) otherwise.
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It is easy to see that this is indeed a valid decomposition. The decomposition only modi-
fies the terms of H corresponding to singletons and the empty set. Therefore, it remains
additivity-preserving. However, for any independent variable Xi we have gi(f) = −1, which
violates independence preservation.

The following property concerns symmetric variables.

Definition 36 An additive functional decomposition G is symmetry-preserving if, for
any f with symmetric variables Xi, Xj and subset S ⊆ [d] \ {i, j}:

∀x ∈ X : xi = xj =⇒ gS∪i(f)(x) = gS∪j(f)(x)

Intuitively, a decomposition is symmetry-preserving if the symmetric variables i and j
are interchangeable in any component gS(f). Note that this does not necessarily imply that
any component containing both i and j is in turn symmetric in these variables. We can
again identify necessary and sufficient conditions for symmetry preservation in terms of the
removal operators (proof given in Appendix A).

Proposition 37 An additive functional decomposition G with removal operators {PS | S ⊆
[d]} is symmetry-preserving if and only if for any function f with symmetric variables Xi, Xj

and subset S ⊆ [d] \ {i, j}:

∀x ∈ X : xi = xj =⇒ PS∪i(f)(x) = PS∪j(f)(x)

We call a set of removal operators that adheres to these conditions symmetry-preserving
removal operators.

Finally, we can generalize symmetry preservation to anonymity. Intuitively, anonymity
states that the decomposition is invariant to a re-ordering or relabeling of the input features
of any function f . More specifically, reordering the variables in x according to π and then
decomposing the function πf results in the same decomposition of f with the components
reordered according to π.

Definition 38 An additive functional decomposition G is anonymous if, for any permu-
tation π ∈ Π([d]), function f ∈ F , subset S ⊆ [d] and point x ∈ X :

gS(πf)(πx) = gπS(f)(x)

This can be viewed as a type of symmetry in the removal of features by PS , in the
sense that all inputs are removed in a similar way, regardless of their index. Indeed, this is
also the intuition behind the following necessary and sufficient conditions for anonymity in
terms of the removal operators (proof given in Appendix A):

Proposition 39 An additive functional decomposition G with removal operators {PS |S ⊆
[d]} is anonymous if and only if, for any permutation π ∈ Π([d]), function f ∈ F , subset
S ⊆ [d] and point x ∈ X :

PS(πf)(πx) = PπS(f)(x)
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For example, using this property it is easy to verify that the marginal decomposition
is anonymous if and only if the marginal distributions for all variables are identical. This
aligns with the intuition that anonymity implies that all inputs are removed in a similar way.
To show that anonymity implies symmetry preservation, assume Xi, Xj are symmetric in
f . Denote πij as the permutation that simply swaps these two variables. Then πij(f) = f .
If xi = xj , then we also have πijx = x. Using anonymity, we then have

gS(πijf)(πijx) = gS(f)(x) = gπijS(f)(x)

Symmetry preservation then follows from the fact that πij(S∪i) = S∪j for any S ⊆ [d]\i, j,
and vice versa.

7. A unifying framework

In Section 6, we have seen that the removal operators of a removal-based attribution method
can also be used to define an additive functional decomposition, which we call the corre-
sponding additive decomposition of that attribution method. In the following sections, we
will exploit this connection to develop a general theory of RBAMs. This general theory
then allows us to build a taxonomy of RBAMs based on cooperative game theory, develop
a general approximation scheme for RBAMs, and derive sufficient conditions for the ad-
herence of RBAMs to the functional axioms introduced in Section 5.3. This section will
proceed as follows. In Section 7.1, we define the pointwise cooperative game, a class of
cooperative games that is generated by a given combination of additive decomposition and
behaviour mapping. We then introduce the RBAM representation theorem, which shows
that an attribution method is a removal-based attribution method if and only if it is a value
or interaction index for a (possibly constant-shifted) pointwise cooperative game. This im-
plies that a removal-based attribution method can alternatively be defined by specifying a
definition of a pointwise cooperative game and a value or interaction index for that game,
instead of the original definition based on removal operators, behaviour mapping and ag-
gregation coefficients. Next, we use this connection between removal-based attribution and
cooperative game theory to develop a taxonomy of RBAMs in Section 7.2. In Section 7.3,
we exploit the mathematical link between RBAMs and additive functional decomposition
to develop a general class of approximation methods for attribution methods based on the
explicit modeling of the additive decomposition. Subsequently, in Section 7.4, we derive suf-
ficient conditions for the functional axioms that were previously introduced in Section 5.3.
Finally, we revisit some of the examples given in Section 5.2 and study their corresponding
decompositions and functional axioms in Section 7.5.

7.1 RBAM Representation Theorem

In this section, we will develop a fundamental link between removal-based attribution meth-
ods and cooperative game theory. We begin by defining the pointwise cooperative game.
Then, we will show that any RBAM generates a specific pointwise cooperative game, which
we will call the corresponding pointwise cooperative game. Finally, we will show that any
removal-based attribution method is a linear function of a possibly constant-shifted version
of its corresponding pointwise cooperative game. Furthermore, the method is internally
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consistent if and only if it is a linear combination of discrete derivatives of its corresponding
pointwise cooperative game, i.e. it is a marginal contribution value or interaction index for
this game. As the pointwise cooperative game is entirely defined by an additive decompo-
sition and a behaviour mapping, this theorem mathematically shows that the specification
of any internally consistent RBAM can alternatively be viewed as a choice of pointwise
cooperative game and a set of constants that define the linear function. We begin with the
definition of a pointwise cooperative game:

Definition 40 Given an additive functional decomposition G ∈ DF with removal operators
{PT | T ⊆ [d]} and a behaviour mapping Φ : F → F . Denote G(S) as the set of cooperative
games on the set of players S. The pointwise cooperative game vΦG : F ×X → G([d]) of
G and Φ is then defined as:

vΦG(f,x)(S) = Φ
(
PS(f)

)
(x)− Φ

(
P[d](f)

)
(x)

= Φ


∑

T⊆S

gT (f)


 (x)− Φ(g∅(f))(x)

The equality in this definition follows from the summation property of the canonical additive
decomposition:

PT (f) =
∑

S⊆T

gS(f)

Note that if Φ is a global behaviour mapping, the cooperative game vΦG(f,x) also does not
depend on the argument x, and can therefore be written more succinctly as vΦG(f). It is
easy to see that the pointwise cooperative game for a given decomposition G and behaviour
mapping Φ at a specific function f and input point x is indeed a valid cooperative game,
i.e. vΦG(f,x)(∅) = 0. For a given functional decomposition G and behaviour mapping Φ, we
denote the set of pointwise cooperative games as:

PCG(G,Φ) :=
{
vΦG(f,x)|f ∈ F ,x ∈ X

}

As an example of a pointwise cooperative game, consider the function:

f(x1, x2, x3) = x1 + x2 + x2x3

Assume G is the anchored decomposition using the baseline b = (0, 0, 0) (see Section 6.2), Φ
is the identity function, and x = (3, 4, 5). We can then compute the pointwise cooperative
game v := vΦG(f,x) as follows.

v(S) = Φ
(
PS(f)

)
(x)− Φ(P[d](f))(x)

= PS(f)(x)− f(0, 0, 0)
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Using this simplified formulation, we can easily compute the values v(S) for all subsets S:

v(∅) = 0 v({1, 3}) = 3

v({1}) = 3 v({2, 3}) = 24

v({2}) = 4 v({1, 2}) = 7

v({3}) = 0 v({1, 2, 3}) = 27

The following proposition shows that if a functional decomposition G is idempotent, then
the pointwise cooperative game vΦG(gS(f),x) corresponding to G applied to one of its own
components gS(f) is a weighted unanimity game for all S ⊆ [d], f ∈ F ,x ∈ X . This
reinforces the idea that idempotence of G is a type of “purity” in the interaction effects
modeled byG, as a unanimity game is the game-theoretic counterpart of a “pure” interaction
between players.

Proposition 41 Assume G is an idempotent additive decomposition on F . Then for any
S ⊆ [d], f ∈ F ,x ∈ X , Φ : F → F we have:

vΦG(gS(f),x) = cvS

where c = Φ(gS(f))(x) − Φ(f0)(x), ∀x ∈ X : f0(x) = 0 and vS is the unanimity game for
the set S:

∀T ⊆ [d] : vS(T ) =

{
1 if S ⊆ T

0 otherwise.

Note that the pointwise cooperative game vΦG is entirely defined by its additive func-
tional decomposition G and the behaviour mapping Φ. Since any removal-based attribution
method is also based on a behaviour mapping Φ, and its removal operators define an ad-
ditive functional decomposition as shown in Section 6.1, we can introduce the following
definition:

Definition 42 (Corresponding Pointwise Cooperative Game) Given a removal-
based attribution method m with behaviour mapping Φ and corresponding additive
decomposition G. The pointwise cooperative game vΦG is then called the corresponding
pointwise cooperative game of m.

We can now state the RBAM representation theorem, which forms the fundamental
connection between the class of removal-based attribution methods and cooperative game
theory.

Theorem 43 (RBAM Representation Theorem) Assume m : F × 2[d] → F is a
removal-based attribution method with aggregation coefficients

{
αS
T | S, T ⊆ [d]

}
, behaviour

mapping Φ : F → F and corresponding functional decomposition G. Then for any
f ∈ F ,x ∈ X , S ⊆ [d]:

m(f, S)(x) =
∑

T⊆[d]

αS
T

[
vΦG(f,x)(T ) + Φ(g∅(f))(x)

]

where vΦG is the corresponding pointwise cooperative game of m.
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The surprising consequence of the RBAM representation theorem is that it shows that
the entire class of removal-based attribution methods can be viewed as values or interaction
indices for a set of (possibly constant-shifted) cooperative games. This implies that there
is a fundamental link between each RBAM and cooperative game theory, including for a
large number of methods that were not designed with cooperative game theory in mind,
such as LIME (Ribeiro et al., 2016), occlusion (Zeiler and Fergus, 2014) or LOCO (Kohavi
and John, 1997). Because the RBAM representation theorem shows that any removal-
based attribution method is a linear function of a possibly constant-shifted version of its
corresponding pointwise cooperative game, we can view this linear function itself as a value
or interaction index. We formalize this notion in the following definition.

Definition 44 (Pointwise Value/Interaction Index) Given a removal-based attribu-
tion method m with behaviour mapping Φ, corresponding functional decomposition G, and
aggregation coefficients {αS

T | S, T ⊆ [d]}. Assume S ⊆ [d]. The pointwise value (if
|S| = 1) or pointwise interaction index (if |S| > 1) ϕm

S : PCG(G,Φ) → R of m is then
defined as

ϕm
S (v) =

∑

T⊆[d]

αS
T
v(T )

It is easy to see that any RBAM m is equal to its pointwise value or interaction index
applied to a possibly constant-shifted version of its corresponding pointwise cooperative
game.

7.2 Taxonomy of removal-based attribution methods

Because any RBAM can be linked to a value or interaction index for the set of point-
wise cooperative games PCG(G,Φ), we can define analogues of the game-theoretic axioms
from Section 4.2. We call these axioms the pointwise axioms for removal-based attribution
methods:

Definition 45 Given a RBAM m with corresponding functional decomposition G and be-
haviour mapping Φ. For a given axiom for values and/or interaction indices A, we say that
m adheres to the pointwise axiom A if its pointwise value/interaction index ϕm

S adheres
to axiom A on PCG(G,Φ).

For example, m adheres to the Pointwise Dummy axiom if for any subset S ⊆ [d], the
value or interaction index ϕm

S : PCG(G,Φ) → R adheres to the Dummy axiom. Analogously,
we can define the Pointwise Linearity, (Interaction) Null, (Interaction) Monotonicity, (In-
teraction) Efficiency, 2-Efficiency, Anonymity, Symmetry and Dummy Partnership axioms.
Because these axioms are entirely analogous to those for values and interaction indices for
cooperative games in general, we can extend the taxonomies for values and interaction in-
dices from Sections 4.2 and 4.3 to removal-based attribution methods. Specifically, we will
call a given removal-based attribution method a marginal contribution (MC) attribution
method if its pointwise value or interaction index is an MC value or MC interaction index,
respectively. Analogously, we define a probabilistic, cardinal-probabilistic, random-order,
Shapley, Banzhaf or Shapley-Taylor attribution method as an attribution method with a
pointwise value or interaction index that is of the corresponding type.
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Note that this taxonomy also makes it immediately clear how the uniqueness of certain
values or interaction indices is lost when they are used to create attribution methods: for any
attribution method that adheres to a set of pointwise axioms, the corresponding functional
decomposition and behaviour mapping can be modified freely without changing any of the
pointwise axioms the method adheres to.

The following proposition shows that a removal-based attribution method is completely
internally consistent, i.e. both feature-level and interaction-level, if and only if it is an
MC attribution method applied to its corresponding pointwise cooperative game. This
also implies that the constant shift from Theorem 43 vanishes for any internally consistent
RBAM.

Proposition 46 A removal-based attribution method m with aggregation coefficients{
αS
T | S, T ⊆ [d]

}
, corresponding functional decomposition G and behaviour mapping Φ is

feature- and interaction-level consistent if and only if

m(f, S)(x) =
∑

T⊆[d]\S

βS
T∆Sv

Φ
G(f,x)(T )

with
∀S ⊆ [d], T ⊆ [d] \ S : βS

T = αS
T∪S

This proposition also implies that the three defining choices of an internally consistent
removal-based attribution method, namely explained behaviour, feature removal and ag-
gregation coefficients (see Section 5), can equivalently be viewed as two defining choices:
a pointwise cooperative game and a set of aggregation coefficients. Recall that the three
defining choices for RBAMs correspond to the three choices of behaviour, removal and ag-
gregation in the XBR framework (Covert et al., 2021), respectively. Note that the choice of
aggregation in XBR is defined more broadly, which increases the scope of the resulting uni-
fying framework. For example, XBR includes aggregation methods that return subsets of
features that are deemed important, rather than an importance score per feature. As these
methods still rely on the same concepts of behaviour mapping and feature removal, many
of the theoretical developments in this work surrounding additive decomposition should
translate to this setting. We leave this as an interesting direction for further research.

7.3 Efficient computation of simple attribution methods

In this section, we will show that if m is a simple MC attribution method, i.e. the be-
haviour mapping is simply the identity mapping, then m(f, S) can be computed as a linear
combination of functional components gT (f) where S ⊆ T and {gS | S ⊆ [d]} is the corre-
sponding additive decomposition of m. This implies that any MC attribution method for
which the explained behaviour is the output of the model f is a linear combination of func-
tional components. Although computing the coefficients of this linear combination scales
exponentially with the number of features, we will proceed to show that if we additionally
assume that m is a cardinal-probabilistic attribution method, then this collapses into a
linear computation. This idea was exploited in Gevaert and Saeys (2022) and Gevaert et al.
(2023) to develop the PDD-SHAP and A-PDD-SHAP algorithms, which drastically reduce
the amortized cost of computing (asymmetric) Shapley values by approximating them using
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a functional decomposition. The fact that the same idea holds for the much more general
MC attribution methods shows the potential of this theoretical framework, as it can easily
be generalized to achieve similar performance gains in other methods such as BANZHAF
(Karczmarz et al., 2022), causal Shapley values (Heskes et al., 2020), and many others (see
Section 5.2).

Proposition 47 Assume m is a simple, internally consistent MC attribution method with
corresponding functional decomposition G:

m(f, S)(x) =
∑

T⊆[d]\S

βS
T∆Sv

I
G(f,x)(T )

where I is the identity mapping. Then:

m(f, S) =
∑

T⊆D\S

β
S
T gT∪S(f)

β
S
T :=

∑

T⊆U⊆[d]\S

βS
U

Without making any further assumptions about the family of constants {βS
T |T ⊆ [d]\S},

this expression cannot be simplified further. If m is univariate, the formula simplifies to:

m(f, i) =
∑

S⊆[d]\i

β
i
SgS∪i(f)

β
i
S =

∑

S⊆T⊆[d]\i

βi
T

The alternative form of m(f, S)(x) given by Proposition 47 can be exploited by approximat-
ing each component of the functional decomposition separately. If such an approximation
is available, then the computation of any MC attribution method is reduced to a simple
weighted sum of the outputs of each component. However, the total number of components
grows exponentially with the number of features. If we make the factor sparsity assumption
(Owen, 2013a, Appendix A),(Cox, 1984), which roughly states that most of the behaviour
of the model can be explained using relatively low-order interactions, then this problem
can be mitigated by only approximating low-order terms. This is exactly the idea behind
PDD-SHAP (Gevaert and Saeys, 2022) and A-PDD-SHAP (Gevaert et al., 2023).

As any probabilistic attribution method is also an MC attribution method, it can be
computed entirely analogously. The fact that the coefficients {βS

T | T ⊆ [d] \ S} form
a probability distribution does not allow any further simplification of the computation.
However, if m is a cardinal-probabilistic attribution method, some simplification is possible.
As the coefficients only depend on the cardinalities t and s of the sets T and S, respectively,

we can simplify the computation for β
S
T :

β
S
T =

∑

T⊆U⊆[d]\S

β
|S|
|U |

=

d−|S|−|T |∑

i=0

(
d− |S| − |T |

i

)
β
|S|
|T |+i
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An important consequence of this simplification is that the computation for β
S
T is now linear

instead of exponential in the total number of variables d.

If m is a Shapley attribution method, then the computation for β
S
T can be simplified

further to constant complexity. As a Shapley attribution method is by definition univariate,
we get the following:

m(f, i) =
∑

S⊆[d]\i

β|S|gS∪i(f)

β|S| =
∑

T⊆[d]\i

β|T |

with:

β|S| :=
1

d

(
d− 1

|S|

)−1

It can be shown that inserting this expression for β|S| into the expression for β|S| leads to
(Gevaert and Saeys, 2022):

β|S| =
1

|S|+ 1

m(f, i) =
∑

S⊆[d]\i

gS∪i(f)

|S|+ 1

7.4 Sufficient Conditions for Functional Axioms

Using the unifying framework for removal-based attribution methods, we will now derive
sufficient conditions for the functional axioms introduced in Section 5. These conditions
allow us to study the behaviour of explanation methods based on the behaviour of their
corresponding additive decompositions. Proofs for all propositions in this section are given
in Appendix A. We first consider the Functional Dummy axiom. The following proposition
shows that this functional axiom is tightly linked with the property of additivity preservation
in the functional decomposition.

Proposition 48 Given a simple removal-based attribution method m with corresponding
functional decomposition G. If m adheres to the Pointwise Dummy axiom and G is
additivity-preserving, then m adheres to the Functional Dummy axiom.

Analogously, the following proposition shows that the Functional Null axiom is related
to independence preservation in the functional decomposition.

Proposition 49 Given a removal-based attribution method m with corresponding func-
tional decomposition G. If m adheres to the Pointwise Null axiom and G is independence-
preserving, then m adheres to the Functional Null axiom.

As any minimal decomposition is also independence- and additivity-preserving, the pre-
vious two propositions allow us to link the Functional Null and Dummy axioms to mini-
mality:
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Corollary 50 Given a simple removal-based attribution method m with corresponding func-
tional decomposition G. If m is a probabilistic attribution method and G is minimal, then
m adheres to the Functional Dummy axiom.

Proof This follows directly from Propositions 35 and 48 and the fact that any probabilistic
attribution method adheres to the Pointwise Dummy axiom.

Corollary 51 Given an MC attribution method m with corresponding functional decompo-
sition G. If G is minimal, then m adheres to the Functional Null axiom.

Proof This follows directly from Propositions 27 and 49, and the fact that any MC
attribution method adheres to the Pointwise Null axiom.

Finally, the following two propositions link Functional Symmetry and Anonymity to the
analogous properties in the corresponding decomposition.

Proposition 52 Given a simple removal-based attribution method m with corresponding
functional decomposition G. If m adheres to the Pointwise Symmetry axiom and G is
symmetry-preserving, then m adheres to the Functional Symmetry axiom.

Proposition 53 Given a simple removal-based attribution method m with corresponding
functional decomposition G. If m adheres to the Pointwise Anonymity axiom and G is
anonymous, then m adheres to the Functional Anonymity axiom.

7.5 Examples

In this section, we revisit some of the examples from Section 5.2 of existing removal-based
attribution methods using their corresponding functional decompositions and the properties
and functional axioms that they do or do not adhere to.

7.5.1 Conditional and Marginal Shapley Values

Consider the conditional Shapley value attribution method. This method is defined as the
Shapley value for the cooperative game v(S) defined using the conditional expectation of
the model f :

v(S) = EX [f(X) | XS = xS ]− EX [f(X)]

where x is the input instance for which an explanation is computed. Writing this as a
pointwise cooperative game:

vΦG(f,x)(S) = Φ


∑

T⊆S

gT (f)


 (x)− Φ(g∅(f))(x)

= Φ
(
PS(f)

)
(x)− Φ(g∅(f))(x)

= EX [f(X) | XS = xS ]− EX [f(X)]

59



Gevaert, Saeys

we immediately see that the behaviour mapping Φ is the identity mapping, and the removal
operators PS are defined as:

PS(f)(x) = EX [f(X) | XS = xS ]

This implies that the corresponding decomposition of this method is the conditional decom-
position:

gS(f) = PS(f)−
∑

T⊂S

gT (f)

= EX [f(X) | XS = xS ]−
∑

T⊂S

gT (f)

The two choices of identity behaviour mapping and conditional decomposition define the
pointwise cooperative game of this method. In turn, this pointwise cooperative game and
the pointwise Shapley value completely define the conditional Shapley value as a removal-
based attribution method. We know that the conditional decomposition is not minimal, and
therefore also not independence-preserving. Indeed, as we have shown in practical examples
before, this method does not adhere to the Functional Null axiom: an independent variable
of f that is correlated with a dependent variable of f can receive non-zero attribution.
Analogously, we can show that this method does not adhere to the Functional Symmetry,
Functional Dummy or Functional Anonymity axioms.

Swapping out the conditional decomposition for the marginal decomposition, we get a
different set of properties. First, we know that the marginal decomposition is minimal and
therefore also independence-preserving. As the Shapley value adheres to the Null axiom, we
know that both the conditional and marginal Shapley values adhere to the Pointwise Null
axiom. Therefore, the marginal Shapley values also adhere to the Functional Null axiom,
i.e. the attribution value for an independent variable of f is guaranteed to never be nonzero.
As this decomposition is only anonymous if the marginal distributions are identical, we can
only guarantee Functional Anonymity if this is the case.

7.5.2 Shapley-Taylor Interaction Index

The Shapley-Taylor interaction index (Sundararajan and Najmi, 2020) is defined as a point-
wise value only, and can therefore be applied to any pointwise cooperative game. Whereas
the Shapley values are of order 1, the Shapley-Taylor interaction index is of arbitrary order
k:

ϕSTII(v) =

{
∆Sv(∅) if |S| < k
k
n

∑
T⊆[d]\S

(
n−1
|T |
)−1

∆Sv(T ) if |S| = k

Because the Shapley-Taylor interaction index can be applied to any pointwise coopera-
tive game, it can be applied to the same PCGs as the marginal or conditional Shapley
values. This allows us to extrapolate some of our findings about these methods to the
Shapley-Taylor interaction index. For example, if the marginal decomposition is chosen as
a corresponding decomposition, then we again have that this decomposition is minimal and
the Shapley-Taylor interaction index will also satisfy the Functional Null axiom, whereas
it will not if the conditional decomposition is used. Analogously, Functional Anonymity of
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this method when using the marginal decomposition will only be guaranteed if the marginal
distributions of the variables are identical.

7.5.3 Occlusion

As a final example, we revisit the occlusion method. Recall that this method removes
features by replacing them with a fixed value, and computes the attributions by removing
each feature from the original instance separately. The corresponding decomposition of
this method is the anchored decomposition for some baseline vector c, and the behaviour
mapping is again the identity mapping. These choices define the pointwise cooperative
game of the occlusion method. If the patch size is 1, the pointwise value of this method is:

ϕ(v) = ∆iv([d] \ i) = v([d])− v([d] \ i)

It is easy to verify that this is a cardinal-probabilistic value. Therefore, this method satisfies
the Pointwise Dummy, Null, and Anonymity axioms.

The removal operators of the anchored decomposition are separable and linear, implying
that the decomposition is minimal as well. This implies that the occlusion method adheres
to the Functional Null axiom. Furthermore, if the mean vector is a constant vector, i.e.
c = (c, . . . , c) for some c ∈ R, then the anchored decomposition is also anonymous and the
occlusion method therefore adheres to the Functional Anonymity axiom. Note that, as the
choices of aggregation function and removal operators are entirely independent, we could
easily design new “versions” of occlusion, where feature are removed by e.g. marginalizing
over the input distribution or the conditional distribution. In such cases, we could again
transfer the analysis we have already done on these removal operators to draw conclusions
and provide guarantees about the behaviour on these “new” methods.

8. Conclusions & Future Work

In this work, we have introduced a formal unifying framework for univariate and multivariate
removal-based attribution methods based on additive functional decomposition. We have
also introduced the canonical additive decomposition (CAD), and have shown that any valid
additive decomposition can be expressed as a CAD. This unifying framework enables us to
formalize the behaviour of and differences between methods, as well as their similarities.
We believe that such a formal framework is necessary to advance the research in this field
beyond the development of different heuristics and into a rigorous form of science.

We have already demonstrated in previous work how the ideas in this framework can
be used to develop new, faster algorithms for computing Shapley value-based attributions
(Gevaert and Saeys, 2022; Gevaert et al., 2023). As we have now shown that the same core
ideas apply to a much broader range of methods, this opens up paths to further research
into faster approximation algorithms for different explanations.

We have also shown how this theoretical framework can be used to study and explain
surprising behaviour of methods in the form of functional axioms. The sufficient condi-
tions that we derived for these properties allow researchers to taxonomize methods more
effectively by their behaviour, rather than their computational properties. Such a behaviour-
based taxonomy is much more useful for practitioners to decide which particular method is
the most well-suited for a particular use case.
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Another interesting avenue for further research is in the domain of objective evaluation of
explanation methods. As recent work has shown (Gevaert et al., 2024; Tomsett et al., 2020),
current quality metrics for attribution methods measure different underlying properties of
explanations, although it is still unclear what these underlying properties are exactly. This
makes it difficult to rank methods by their quality for a given application when these metrics
disagree. The formal framework introduced in this work can be used to guide the search
towards formal and exact descriptions of these underlying properties, which can in turn
help in the development of new metrics and benchmarking protocols.

Finally, a possible direction for further research is the extension of the framework to
an even broader set of methods, such as counterfactual explanations or explanations that
return a subset of important features instead of attribution scores. As these methods often
also rely on a notion of the removal of features, there is reason to believe that this type of
methods can also be incorporated into a similar framework. Such a development would allow
us to formally study the differences and similarities between attribution and counterfactual
methods. Also, the study of attribution methods that do not fit in the current framework,
such as the integrated gradients method, can be interesting to provide new insights into the
fundamental differences between these methods and removal-based attributions.

To conclude, we believe that formal, unifying frameworks are necessary tools to trans-
form the field of explainable machine learning into a truly rigorous science. With this
work, we develop a first step towards this formalization, and provide a basis for further
advancement in this direction.
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Appendix A. Proofs of theorems and propositions

Proposition 7 Assume m : F × 2[d] → F is an attribution method. If there exists a set of
removal operators {PS | S ⊆ [d]} such that:

• For each S ⊆ [d],x ∈ X , the attribution m(f, S)(x) is completely determined by the

values {PS(f)(x) | S ⊆ [d]}, i.e. there exists a vector function mS : R2d → R such
that ∀x ∈ X : m(f, S)(x) = mS((PS(f)(x) | S ⊆ [d]))

• m(·, S) is a linear function, i.e. for any f, g ∈ F , S ⊆ [d], α ∈ R:

m(αf, S) = αm(f, S)

m(f + g, S) = m(f, S) +m(g, S)

• The removal operators are linear operators, i.e. for any f, g ∈ F , S ⊆ [d], α ∈ R:

PS(αf) = αPS(f)

PS(f + g) = PS(f) + PS(g)

then m is a simple removal-based attribution method.

Proof We need to prove that for any S ⊆ [d], the vector function mS is a linear transfor-

mation from (a subspace of) R2d to R. Then mS can be written as a vector product, and
the result follows. For a given point x ∈ X , define the set Λx as follows:

Λx := {(PT (f)(x) | T ⊆ [d]) | f ∈ F}

Then the domain of mS is
⋃

x∈X Λx. Note that this is not necessarily a linear subspace of

R2d , nor does this subset necessarily span R2d . Therefore, we will show that there exists a
unique linear extension of mS to span(

⋃
x∈X Λx).

Because the removal operators are linear, we know that each Λx is a linear subspace of
R2d . From the linearity of m(·, S), we also know that mS is linear on each of the subspaces
Λx. Any vector v in span(

⋃
x∈X Λx) can be written as a sum of vectors vx where each

vx ∈ Λx:
v =

∑

x∈X
vx

Therefore, we can linearly extend mS to span(
⋃

x∈X Λx) as follows:

mS(v) = mS

(∑

x∈X
vx

)

=
∑

x∈X
mS(vx)

It is easy to verify that this linear extension is unique (i.e. if v can be written as a sum of
vectors vx in multiple ways, then summing the corresponding values of mS will give the
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same result for v). Therefore, mS is a linear transformation from a linear subspace of R2d

to R.

Lemma 54 Given a collection of sets S. We define the ceiling of S as follows:

⌈S⌉ := {S ∈ S|∄S′ ∈ S : S ⊂ S′}

i.e. the ceiling of S consists of all the maximal elements of S with respect to the partial
order ⊆. Assume f ∈ F , S ⊆ 2[d], {gS(f)|S ∈ S} is an additive decomposition of f :

f =
∑

S∈S
gS(f)

Then ⌈S⌉ ∈ DS(f).

Proof From the assumption, we can write f =
∑

S∈S gS(f) for some set of functions gS(f).
We can then define a new decomposition as follows:

g′S(f) =

{ ∑
T∈S,T⊆S

gT (f)
αT

if S ∈ ⌈S⌉
0 otherwise

where αT := |{U ∈ ⌈S⌉ : T ⊆ U}|. It is easy to see that this decomposition in-
deed adds up to f and only the components in ⌈S⌉ are used. Also, it follows directly
from the definition of ⌈S⌉ that ∀S, T ∈ ⌈S⌉ : S ⊆ T =⇒ S = T . Therefore, ⌈S⌉ ∈ DS(f).

Proposition 16 For any function f ∈ F , there exists a unique minimal dependency struc-
ture S := MDS(f).

Proof It is easy to see that ≤DS defines a partial order on the elements of DS(f). Also,
∀f ∈ F : DS(f) ̸= ∅, as the trivial dependency structure S = {[d]} ∈ DS(f),∀f ∈ F .
Because (DS(f),≤DS) is a non-empty finite poset, it must contain at least one minimal
element. We will now prove that this element is indeed unique.

Assume S,U ∈ DS(f) are both minimal and S ≠ U . Since S,U ∈ DS(f), we have

f =
∑

S∈S
gS(f) =

∑

U∈U
g′U (f)

for some decompositions {gS |S ∈ S} and {g′U |U ∈ U}. We also have ∃U ∈ U : ∀S ∈ S :
U ⊈ S. Otherwise U ≤DS S, and S would not be minimal. Now choose U ∈ U such that
∀S ∈ S : U ⊈ S. We can write:

g′U (f) = f −
∑

U ′∈U ′

g′U ′(f)

=
∑

S∈S
gS(f)−

∑

U ′∈U ′

g′U ′(f)
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where U ′ := U \ U . From Lemma 54, we therefore have ⌈S ∪ U ′⌉ ∈ DS(g′U (f)). Denote
V := ⌈S ∪ U ′⌉. Then there exists a valid decomposition {hV : V ∈ V} of g′U (f):

g′U (f) =
∑

V ∈V
hV (g

′
U (f))

From our assumption about U , we know that (∀S ∈ S)(U ⊈ S). Because U ∈ DS(f), we
also have (∀U ′ ∈ U ′)(U ⊈ U ′). Therefore, (∀V ∈ V)(U ⊈ V ).

We also know that g′U (f) =
∑

V ∈V hV (g
′
U (f)) is independent of XU . Therefore, if we

choose an arbitrary value for xU , we get

∑

V ∈V
hV (g

′
U (f))(xU , ·) = g′U (f)

where we use the notation f(xS , ·) to signify partial application:

f(xS , ·) : R|S| → R : x′
S
7→ f

(
xS ,x

′
S

)

By definition, ∀V ∈ V : hV (g
′
U (f))(xU , ·) is independent of XU∪V = XU∩V . This

implies that V ′ := ⌈{U ∩ V |V ∈ V}⌉ ∈ DS(g′U (f)). By definition, (∀V ′ ∈ V ′)(V ′ ⊆ U).
Also we know that (∀V ∈ V)(U ⊈ V ). Therefore, (∀V ′ ∈ V ′)(V ′ ⊂ U). This in turn
means that g′U (f) can be decomposed into a set of functions that only depend on strict
subsets of U . However, this contradicts the assumption that U was minimal: construct
U ′ := ⌈(U \U)∪V ′⌉. Then U ′ ∈ DS(f) and U ′ ≤DS U . From this contradiction, we conclude
that S = U .

Proposition 17 Given f ∈ F ,MDS(f) = S. Then Xi is an independent variable of
f ⇐⇒ i /∈ ⋃S.

Proof We start by proving that if f depends on Xi, then i ∈ ⋃S. Assume that f depends
on Xi and i /∈ ⋃S. Then f =

∑
S∈S gS(f). Since i /∈ ⋃S, we have ∀S ∈ S : i /∈ S. But

then ∀S ∈ S : gS(f) is independent of Xi, and therefore f is independent of Xi, which is a
contradiction.

We now prove the other direction. Assume f ∈ F , MDS(f) = S and Xi is an indepen-
dent variable of f . We must then prove that i /∈ ⋃S. As f does not depend on Xi, the
following decomposition of f is valid:

gS(f) =

{
f if S = [d] \ i
0 otherwise.

Therefore, {[d]\ i} is a dependency structure of f . From the minimality of S, we know that
S must be a sub-dependency structure of {[d] \ i}. Therefore, ∀S ∈ S : S ⊆ [d] \ i, and
i /∈ ⋃S.
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Theorem 19 A set of operators G := {gS : F → F|S ⊆ [d]} is an additive functional
decomposition if and only if there exists a set of removal operators P such that G is the
canonical additive decomposition with removal operators P.

Proof We begin by proving that any CAD is a valid additive decomposition. Completeness
follows immediately from the summation property of the CAD:

f = P∅(f) =
∑

S⊆∅

gS(f) =
∑

S⊆[d]

gS(f)

We prove the independence property using induction. Consider g∅(f) = P[d](f). From
the definition of PS , we know that P[d](f) is independent of X[d] = X∅. Now assume
the independence property holds for any strict subset T ⊂ S. Then we have gS(f) =
PS(f)−

∑
T⊂S gT (f). Again from the definition of PS we know that PS(f) is independent

of XS . From the induction assumption we know gT (f) is independent of XT ,∀T ⊂ S.
Since T ⊂ S, we have S ⊂ T , and therefore gT (f) is independent of XS , ∀T ⊂ S. gS(f) is
therefore a sum of functions which are all individually independent of XS . Therefore, gS(f)
is independent of XS .

We now prove the reverse implication. Assume G : {gS : S ⊆ [d]} is an additive
functional decomposition on F . We then have:

• f =
∑

S⊆[d] gS(f)

• ∀S ⊆ [d] : gS(f) is independent of XS .

Then we need to show that there exists a set of operators P = {PS : S ⊆ [d]} such that
∀f ∈ F , S ⊆ [d]:

1. P∅ = I

2. PS(f) is independent of XS

3. gS(f) = PS(f)−
∑

T⊂S fT

Consider PS(f) =
∑

T⊆S gT (f).

1. P∅(f) =
∑

T⊆[d] gT (f). Because the decomposition is valid, we therefore have P∅(f) =
f =⇒ P∅ = I.

2. PS(f) =
∑

T⊆S gT (f). Because the decomposition is valid, we know that gT (f) is

independent of XT ,∀T ⊆ [d]. We also know that T ⊆ S =⇒ S ⊆ T . Therefore
gT (f) is independent of XS , ∀T ⊆ S. PS(f) is then a sum of functions which are all
individually independent of XS . Therefore, PS(f) is independent of XS .

3. From the definition of PS , we get:

∑

T⊆S

gT (f) = PS(f)

gS(f) = PS(f)−
∑

T⊂S

gT (f)
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Lemma 23 Assume G ∈ DF is a minimal additive functional decomposition, f ∈ F . Then:

∀S ⊆ [d] : gS(f) ̸= 0 =⇒ (∃T ∈ MDS(f) : S ⊆ T )

Proof Choose S ⊆ [d] such that ∄T ∈ MDS(f) : S ⊆ T . From the definition of
a dependency structure, there exists some additive functional decomposition H ∈ DF
such that ∀T ⊆ [d] : T /∈ MDS(f) =⇒ hT (f) = 0. Therefore, hS(f) = 0 and
∀R ⊇ S : hR(f) = 0. However, this means that all super-S terms in H are zero. From the
definition of minimality, this implies that all super-S terms in G are also zero.

Proposition 24 Assume G ∈ DF is a minimal additive functional decomposition, f ∈ F ,
MDS(f) = S. Then:

∀S ∈ S : gS(f) ̸= 0

Proof Assume ∃S ∈ S : gS(f) = 0. Define S ′ := {S ⊆ [d] : gS(f) ̸= 0}. Then from
Lemma 54 we have ⌈S ′⌉ ∈ DS(f). From Lemma 23, we have ∀S ∈ S ′ : ∃T ∈ S : S ⊆ T ,
which implies that ⌈S ′⌉ is a sub-dependency structure of S. However, S /∈ ⌈S ′⌉. Therefore,
⌈S ′⌉ ≤DS S, which contradicts the assumption S = MDS(f).

Proposition 26 Given an additive functional decomposition G with removal operators
{PT | T ⊆ [d]}. G is independence-preserving if and only if for any function f with inde-
pendent variable Xi and any subset T ⊆ [d] \ i:

PT (f) = PT∪i(f)

Proof Assume first G is independence-preserving. Then, for any S ⊆ [d] \ i:

PS(f) =
∑

T⊆S

gT (f)

=
∑

T⊆S\i

gT (f) + gT∪i(f)

=
∑

T⊆S∪i

gT (f) + gT∪i(f)

=
∑

T⊆S∪i

gT (f)

= PS∪i(f)
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Now assume PS(f) = PS∪i(f), for any S ⊆ [d] \ i. Then:
gi(f) = Pi(f)− g∅(f)

= P[d](f)− g∅(f)

= g∅(f)− g∅(f)

= 0

Now assume S ⊆ [d] \ i and gT∪i(f) = 0, for any strict subset T ⊆ S. We then have:

gS∪i(f) = PS∪i(f)−
∑

T⊆S∪i
gT (f)

= PS(f)−
∑

T⊆S

gT (f) + gT∪i(f)

= PS(f)−
∑

T⊆S

gT (f)

= PS(f)− PS(f) = 0

The required property follows from induction.

Proposition 27 If an additive functional decomposition G is minimal, then it is
independence-preserving.

Proof Assume f ∈ F , Xi is an independent variable of f . From Theorem 19, we know
that f has a unique minimal dependency structure S = MDS(f). From Proposition 24, we
know that ∀S ⊆ [d] : (∄T ∈ S : S ⊆ T ) =⇒ gS(f) = 0. From Proposition 17, we know
that f is independent to Xi =⇒ i /∈ ⋃S. Therefore, ∀S ∈ S : i /∈ S. This implies that
∀S ⊆ [d] : i ∈ S =⇒ (∄T ∈ S : S ⊆ T ), which implies gS(f) = 0.

Proposition 28 If an additive functional decomposition G is independence-preserving and
linear, then that decomposition is minimal.

Proof Assume G is independence-preserving, f ∈ F . Suppose that ∃H = {hS : S ⊆ [d]},
such that H is valid and H(f) has all super-Z components equal to zero for some Z ⊆ [d].
We then need to prove that all super-Z components of G(f) are also equal to zero. Assume
S ⊆ [d] with Z ⊆ S. We need to prove that gS(f) = 0.

gS(f) =
∑

T⊆S

(−1)|S|−|T |PT (f)

=
∑

T⊆S

(−1)|S|−|T |PT


∑

U⊆[d]

hU (f)


 (Validity of H)

=
∑

U⊆[d]

∑

T⊆S

(−1)|S|−|T |PT (hU (f)) (Linearity of G)
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For any term in the outer sum, we have one of two possibilities:

1. S ⊆ U

2. S ̸⊆ U

In the first case, we have:

S ⊆ U =⇒ Z ⊆ U =⇒ hU (f) = 0 =⇒ PT (hU (f)) = 0, ∀T ⊆ [d]

Because every term in the inner sum is 0, the term in the outer sum also becomes 0. In the
second case, we have S ̸⊆ U =⇒ ∃k ∈ S : k /∈ U . In this case, we can divide all the subsets
of T ⊆ S in 2 groups: T1 := {T ⊆ S \ {k}} and T2 := {T ∪ {k} : T ∈ T1}. Obviously, we
have |T1| = |T2|, T1∪T2 = 2S , and T1∩T2 = ∅. In other words, T1 and T2 form a partition of
2S . Choose an arbitrary V ∈ T1 and corresponding V ′ := V ∪{k}, so that V ′ ∈ T2. Because
k /∈ U , we have hU (f) is independent of Xk. Because of independence preservation and
because k /∈ V =⇒ k ∈ V , we therefore get PV (hU (f)) = PV \{k}(hU (f)) = PV ′(hU (f)).

Also, because |V ′| = |V | + 1, the corresponding coefficient (−1)|S|−|V ′| is equal to
−(−1)|S|−|V |. Therefore, all terms in the inner sum cancel out and the term in the outer
sum again becomes 0.

Proposition 31 An additive functional decomposition G is idempotent if and only if, for
any subsets T, S ⊆ [d]:

PT (gS(f)) =

{
gS(f) if S ∩ T = ∅
0 if S ∩ T ̸= ∅

Proof Assume G is a CAD with removal operators PS that adhere to the given assumption.
We then need to prove that G is idempotent:

∀f ∈ F , S, T ⊆ [d] : gT (gS(f)) =

{
gS(f) if T = S
0 otherwise.

Assume first S = T . We need to prove that gS(gS(f)) = gS(f). From the definition of G,
we have the following:

gS(gS(f)) =
∑

T⊆S

(−1)|T |−|S|PT (gS(f))

From the definition of strict subsets, we also have:

∀T ⊂ S : ∃i ∈ S : i ∈ T

Therefore, the second case of the assumption on PT implies:

∀T ⊂ S : PT (gS(f)) = 0

and the sum collapses to a single term:

gS(gS(f)) = PS(gS(f))
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By definition, S ∩ S = ∅. The first case of the assumption on PT therefore implies that
PS(gS(f)) = gS(f). Now assume S ̸= T . We need to prove that gT (gS(f)) = 0. From the
definition of G:

gT (gS(f)) = PT (gS(f))−
∑

R⊂T

gR(gS(f))

We will prove that this equals zero using induction on the cardinality of T . Assume first T =
∅. Then gT (gS(f)) = P[d](gS(f)). Since S ⊆ [d], the assumption implies that gT (gS(f)) = 0.
Assume now that the idempotence property holds for all T ′ with |T ′| < |T |:

∀f ∈ F , S, T ′ ⊆ [d], |T ′| < |T | =⇒ gT ′(gS(f)) =

{
gS(f) if T ′ = S
0 otherwise.

We now have two possible cases in the definition of gT (gS(f)):

• S ⊂ T . In this case, the induction hypothesis implies
∑

R⊂T gR(gS(f)) = gS(f). Since
S ⊂ T , we also have S ∩ T = ∅ =⇒ PT (gS(f)) = gS(f). Therefore, gT (gS(f)) =
gS(f)− gS(f) = 0.

• S ̸⊂ T =⇒ S ∩ T ̸= ∅ =⇒ PT (gS(f)) = 0. In this case, the induction hypothesis
implies

∑
R⊂T gR(gS(f)) = 0. Therefore, gT (gS(f)) = 0− 0 = 0.

Now assume G is idempotent. We must prove that:

PT (gS(f)) =

{
gS(f) if S ∩ T = ∅
0 if S ∩ T ̸= ∅

Assume first S ∩ T = ∅ ⇐⇒ S ⊆ T . There are 2 options: either S = T or S ⊂ T . If
S = T , then idempotence implies that gT (gS(f)) = gS(f). We also have:

gT (gS(f)) = PT (gS(f))−
∑

R⊂S

gR(gS(f))

= PT (gS(f))

Therefore, PT (gS(f)) = gS(f). Now assume S ⊂ T . Then idempotence implies that
gT (gS(f)) = 0. We also have:

gT (gS(f)) = PT (gS(f))−
∑

R⊂T

gR(gS(f))

= PT (gS(f))− gS(f)

Therefore, PT (gS(f)) = gS(f). Now assume S ∩ T ̸= ∅ ⇐⇒ S ⊈ T . We must prove that
PT (gS(f)) = 0. From idempotence, we know that gT (gS(f)) = 0. We also have:

gT (gS(f)) = PT (gS(f))−
∑

R⊂T

gR(gS(f))

= PT (gS(f))
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Therefore, PT (gS(f)) = 0.

Proposition 32 Assume G is a linear additive functional decomposition with removal op-
erators PS. Then the removal operators PS are separable if and only if G is idempotent.

Proof Assume G is linear with separable removal operators {PS | S ⊆ d]}. We will prove
that:

PT (gS(f)) =

{
0 if T ∩ S ̸= ∅
gS(f) if T ∩ S = ∅

for any function f and subset T ⊆ [d], which is equivalent to idempotence (Proposition 31).
First assume S = ∅ (which implies T ∩ S = ∅). Then:

PT (gS(f)) = PT (P[d](f))

= P[d](f) = g∅(f)

since T ⊆ [d] and PT ◦P[d] = PT∪[d] = P[d]. Now assume that T ∩S′ = ∅ =⇒ PT (gS′(f)) =
gS′(f) for all strict subsets S′ ⊂ S and S ∩ T = ∅. Then:

PT (gS(f)) = PT (PS(f))−
∑

S′⊂S

PT (gS′(f))

= PT (PS(f))−
∑

S′⊂S

gS′(f)

= PS(f)−
∑

S′⊂S

gS′(f)

= gS(f)

since S ∩ T = ∅ =⇒ T ⊆ S =⇒ PT ◦ PS = PS . The result then follows from induction.
We will now show the case T ∩ S ̸= ∅ =⇒ PT (gS(f) = 0. First assume |S| = 1. Then
T = S =⇒ PT ◦ PS = P[d]. Therefore:

PT (gS(f)) = PT (PS(f))−
∑

S′⊂S

PT (gS′(f))

= P[d](f)− PT (g∅(f))

= P[d](f)− P[d](f) = 0

Now assume that the required property holds for all strict subsets S′ ⊂ S and S ∩ T ̸= ∅.
Then we have:

∑

S′⊂S

PT (gS′(f)) =
∑

S′⊆S\T

PT (gS′(f))

=
∑

S′⊆S\T

gS′(f)

= P
S\T (f) = PT∪S(f)
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Therefore:

PT (gS(f)) = PT (PS(f))− PT∪S(f)

= 0

This proves that linearity and separability implies idempotence. We will now proceed to
prove the reverse implication. Assume G is idempotent and linear. We must prove that for
any S, T ⊆ [d] : PS ◦ PT = PS∪T . For any f ∈ F :

PS(PT (f)) =
∑

U⊆S

∑

V⊆T

gU (gV (f))

=
∑

U⊆S∩T

gU(f)

= P
S∩T (f) = PS∪T (f)

Proposition 34 An additive functional decomposition G with removal operators {PS |S ⊆
[d]} is additivity-preserving if and only if for any function f ∈ F with additive variable Xi:

∀S, T ⊆ [d] \ i : PT∪i(f)− PT (f) = PS∪i(f)− PS(f)

We call a set of removal operators that adheres to these conditions additivity-preserving
removal operators.

Proof First assume G is additivity-preserving, and f is a function with additive variable
Xi. Then for any subset S ⊆ [d] \ i:

PS∪i(f)− PS(f) =
∑

T⊆S∪i

gS(f)−
∑

T⊆S

gT (f)

=
∑

T⊆S\i

gT (f)−
∑

T⊆S

gT (f)

= −
∑

T⊆S\i

gT∪i(f)

= −gi(f)

As this expression does not depend on S, we get the required property. Now assume that
the property on the removal operators holds, i.e. for any function f ∈ F with additive
variable xi:

∀S, T ⊆ [d] \ i : PT∪i(f)− PT (f) = PS∪i(f)− PS(f)

We must prove that G is additivity-preserving. Let S be a non-empty subset of [d] \ i.
Then, using the given property on the subset operators and the definition of the canonical
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additive decomposition:

gS∪i(f) =
∑

T⊆S∪i
(−1)|T |−|S|−1PT (f)

=
∑

T⊆S

(−1)|T |−|S|−1
(
PT (f)− PT∪i(f)

)

=
∑

T⊆S

(−1)|T |−|S|−1
(
PT (f)− PT\i(f)

)

From the assumption, we know that there exists a function h ∈ F such that for any subset
T ⊆ [d] with i ∈ T :

PT (f)− PT\i(f) = h

As S ⊆ [d] \ i, we know that ∀T ⊆ S : i ∈ T . Therefore, we can rewrite the sum as:

∑

T⊆S

(−1)|T |−|S|−1
(
PT (f)− PT\i(f)

)
= h

∑

T⊆S

(−1)|T |−|S|−1

= −h
∑

T⊆S

(−1)|T |−|S|

= 0

Proposition 35 Given an additive functional decomposition G. If G is minimal, then G
is additivity-preserving.

Proof Assume xi is an additive variable for f . Then there exist functions fi, f−i ∈ F such
that:

f = fi + f−i

where fi is independent of X[d]\i and f−i is independent of Xi. This implies that
U := {[d] \ i, {i}} is a dependency structure for f . Therefore, the minimal dependency
structure S for f contains no strict supersets of {i}, since S ≤DS U . Using Lemma 23,
we get that gS(f) = 0 for every subset S ⊆ [d] such that i ∈ S, |S| > 1. Therefore, G is
additivity-preserving.

Proposition 37 An additive functional decomposition G with removal operators {PS | S ⊆
[d]} is symmetry-preserving if and only if for any function f with symmetric variables Xi, Xj

and subset S ⊆ [d] \ {i, j}:

∀x ∈ X : xi = xj =⇒ PS∪i(f)(x) = PS∪j(f)(x)

We call a set of removal operators that adheres to these conditions symmetry-preserving
removal operators.
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Proof Assume that G is a CAD with removal operators that have the assumed property.
We will prove that G is symmetry-preserving by induction. Assume f ∈ F is a function
with symmetric variables Xi, Xj , x ∈ X with xi = xj and S = ∅. Then:

gS∪i(f)(x) = Pi(f)(x)− g∅(f)(x)

gS∪j(f)(x) = Pj(f)(x)− g∅(f)(x)

Denote T := [d] \ {i, j}. Then Pi = PT∪j and Pj = PT∪i. Therefore, Pi(f)(x) = Pj(f)(x),
and the required equality follows. Now assume that the proposition holds for all strict
subsets T ⊂ S, for any S ⊆ [d] \ {i, j}. Then:

gS∪i(f)(x) = PS∪i(f)(x)−
∑

T⊂S∪i
gT (f)(x)

= PS\i(f)(x)−
∑

T⊆S

gT (f)(x)−
∑

T⊂S

gT∪i(f)(x)

= PS\j(f)(x)−
∑

T⊆S

gT (f)(x)−
∑

T⊂S

gT∪j(f)(x)

= PS\j(f)(x)−
∑

T⊂S∪j
gT (f)(x)

= gS∪j(f)(x)

Now assume that G is symmetry-preserving, f ∈ F is a function with symmetric variables
Xi, Xj , and x ∈ X with xi = xj . We must prove that for any S ⊆ [d] \ {i, j} : PS∪i(f)(x) =
PS∪j(f)(x) or equivalently, for any S ⊆ [d], {i, j} ⊆ S : PS\i(f)(x) = PS\j(f)(x). Assume
S ⊆ [d] with {i, j} ⊆ S. Then:

PS\i(f)(x) =
∑

T⊆S\i

gT (f)(x)

=
∑

T⊆S∪i

gT (f)(x)

=
∑

T⊆S

(gT (f)(x) + gT∪i(f)(x))

=
∑

T⊆S

(gT (f)(x) + gT∪j(f)(x))

=
∑

T⊆S∪j

gT (f)(x)

= PS\j(f)(x)

Proposition 39 An additive functional decomposition G with removal operators {PS |S ⊆
[d]} is anonymous if and only if, for any permutation π ∈ Π([d]), function f ∈ F , subset
S ⊆ [d] and point x ∈ X :

PS(πf)(πx) = PπS(f)(x)
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Proof We first prove PS(πf)(πx) = PπS(f)(x) =⇒ gS(πf)(πx) = gπS(f)(x):

gS(πf)(πx) =
∑

T⊆S

(−1)|T |−|S|PT (πf)(πx)

=
∑

T⊆S

(−1)|T |−|S|PπT (f)(x)

=
∑

T⊆πS

(−1)|T |−|S|PT (f)(x)

= gπS(f)(x)

We now prove the reverse direction:

gS(πf)(πx) = gπS(f)(x)

PS(πf)(πx)−
∑

T⊂S

gT (πf)(πx) = PπS(f)(x)−
∑

T⊂πS

gT (f)(x)

= PπS(f)(x)−
∑

T⊂S

gπT (f)(x)

= PπS(f)(x)−
∑

T⊂S

gT (πf)(πx)

PS(πf)(πx) = PπS(f)(x)

Proposition 41 Assume G is an idempotent additive decomposition on F . Then for any
S ⊆ [d], f ∈ F ,x ∈ X , Φ : F → F we have:

vΦG(gS(f),x) = cvS

where c = Φ(gS(f))(x) − Φ(f0)(x), ∀x ∈ X : f0(x) = 0 and vS is the unanimity game for
the set S:

∀T ⊆ [d] : vS(T ) =

{
1 if S ⊆ T

0 otherwise.

Proof Assume G is an idempotent additive decomposition on F , Φ : F → F , f ∈ F , S ⊆
[d],x ∈ X . Then for any subset T ⊆ [d]:

∑

V⊆T

gV (gS(f)) =

{
gS(f) if S ⊆ T

0 otherwise.

Therefore:

vΦG(gS(f),x)(T ) = Φ


∑

V⊆T

gV (gT (f))


 (x)− Φ(g∅(gS(f))(x)

=

{
Φ (gS(f)) (x)− Φ(f0)(x) if S ⊆ T

0 otherwise.
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where f0(x) = 0,∀x ∈ X .

Theorem 43 (RBAM Representation Theorem) Assume m : F × 2[d] → F is a
removal-based attribution method with aggregation coefficients

{
αS
T | S, T ⊆ [d]

}
, behaviour

mapping Φ : F → F and corresponding functional decomposition G. Then for any
f ∈ F ,x ∈ X , S ⊆ [d]:

m(f, S)(x) =
∑

T⊆[d]

αS
T

[
vΦG(f,x)(T ) + Φ(g∅(f))(x)

]

where vΦG is the corresponding pointwise cooperative game of m.

Proof Assume m is a removal-based attribution method on a function space F with do-
main X , behaviour mapping Φ, aggregation coefficients

{
αS
T | S, T ⊆ [d]

}
, and correspond-

ing functional decomposition G. We then have:

m(f, S) =
∑

T⊆[d]

αS
TΦ (PT (f))

=
∑

T⊆[d]

αS
T
Φ
(
PT (f)

)

=
∑

T⊆[d]

αS
T

[
Φ
(
PT (f)

)
− Φ

(
P[d](f)

)
+Φ

(
P[d](f)

)]

m(f, S)(x) =
∑

T⊆[d]

αS
T

[
Φ
(
PT (f)

)
(x)− Φ

(
P[d](f)

)
(x) + Φ

(
P[d](f)

)
(x)
]

=
∑

T⊆[d]

αS
T

[
vΦG(f,x)(T ) + Φ(g∅(f))(x)

]

Lemma 55 Assume m is a removal-based attribution method with corresponding functional
decomposition G, behaviour mapping Φ, and aggregation coefficients

{
αS
T | S, T ⊆ [d]

}
. If:

∀S ⊆ [d], i ∈ S, T ⊆ [d] \ i : αS
T = −αS

T∪i

Then:

m(f, S)(x) =
∑

T⊆[d]\S

αS
T∪S∆Sv

Φ
G(f,x)(T )

for any f ∈ F , S ⊆ [d],x ∈ X .

Proof This proof is based on the proof for Proposition 2 in Grabisch and Roubens (1999).

Assume f ∈ F , S ⊆ [d],x ∈ X .
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First, using the RBAM representation theorem (Theorem 43), we can write the attri-
bution method as follows:

m(f, S)(x) =
∑

T⊆[d]

αS
T

[
vΦG(f,x)(T ) + Φ(g∅(f))(x)

]

From the assumption that ∀i ∈ S, T ⊆ [d] \ i : αS
T = −αS

T∪i, we get:

∀L ⊆ S, T ⊆ [d] \ S : αS
T∪L = (−1)|L|αS

T

= (−1)|S|−|L|αS
T∪S

Substituting this in the expression for m:

m(f, S)(x) =
∑

T⊆[d]

αS
T

[
vΦG(f,x)(T ) + Φ(g∅(f))(x)

]

=
∑

T⊆[d]\S

∑

L⊆S

αS
T∪L

[
vΦG(f,x)(T ∪ L) + Φ(g∅(f))(x)

]

=
∑

T⊆[d]\S

αS
T∪S

∑

L⊆S

(−1)|S|−|L|[vΦG(f,x)(T ∪ L) + Φ(g∅(f))(x)]

=
∑

T⊆[d]\S

αS
T∪S


∆Sv

Φ
G(f,x)(T ) +

∑

L⊆S

(−1)|S|−|L|Φ(g∅(f))(x)




=
∑

T⊆[d]\S

αS
T∪S∆Sv

Φ
G(f,x)(T )

Proposition 46 A removal-based attribution method m with aggregation coefficients{
αS
T | S, T ⊆ [d]

}
, corresponding functional decomposition G and behaviour mapping Φ is

feature- and interaction-level consistent if and only if

m(f, S)(x) =
∑

T⊆[d]\S

βS
T∆Sv

Φ
G(f,x)(T )

with
∀S ⊆ [d], T ⊆ [d] \ S : βS

T = αS
T∪S

Proof Assume m is a removal-based attribution method with corresponding functional
decomposition G, behaviour mapping Φ and aggregation coefficients

{
αS
T | S, T ⊆ [d]

}
that

is both feature-level and interaction-level consistent. For a fixed subset S ⊆ [d], we can

view the RBAM m as a vector function R2[d] → R. To do this, we first assign an index i(T )
to each of the subsets T ⊆ [d]. As the elements of [d] are the integers 1, . . . , d, we can do
this by e.g. representing each subset T as a binary vector bT = (bTj | j ∈ 1, . . . , d) such that

bTj =

{
1 if j ∈ T

0 otherwise.
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We can then define i(T ) as the number for which bT is the binary representation, i.e. i(T ) =∑
j∈[d] 2

j−1bTj . The index i : 2[d] → [2d] can be used to denote elements of vectors z ∈ R2[d] ,
i.e. z = (zi(T ) | T ⊆ [d]). We will simplify this notation by writing zT := zi(T ).

If we can show that

∀S ⊆ [d], i ∈ S, T ⊆ [d] \ i : αS
T = −αS

T∪i

then the desired form follows from Lemma 55. However, it is possible for a RBAM to
be internally consistent without having this property. For example, if the corresponding
decomposition of m is the trivial decomposition and Φ is the identity mapping, then it is
easy to see that m is necessarily internally consistent:

• If f(x) = 0, then all ∀S ⊆ [d] : Φ(PS(f))(x) = 0, and therefore ∀S ⊆ [d] :
m(f, S)(x) = 0.

• If f(x) ̸= 0, then ∀i ∈ [d] : Φ(P∅(f))(x) = f(x) ̸= 0 = Φ(Pi(f))(x). Therefore, there
are no locally independent variables for f at x.

For a given subset S ⊆ [d], we can view the attribution method m as a linear real-valued

vector function mS : R2d → R:
mS(z) =

∑

T⊆[d]

αS
T zT

where each vector z contains the values PT (f)(x) for all subsets T , for some function f ∈ F
and point x ∈ X . We denote the set of such vectors as:

Λ := {(Φ(PT (f))(x) | T ⊆ [d]) | f ∈ F}

Note that the set Λ does not necessarily span R2d entirely. In the previous example, any
z ∈ Λ can only have non-zero entries corresponding to T = ∅.

We will therefore construct a linear extension m̃S of mS to R2d such that:

m̃S(z) =
∑

S⊆[d]

βS
T zT

∀z ∈ Λ : mS(z) = m̃S(z)

∀i ∈ S, T ⊆ [d] \ i : βS
T = −βS

T∪i

then this linear extension fulfills the requirements for Lemma 55, and the required result
follows.

We first define m̃S(z) := mS(z),∀z ∈ Λ. For a given point x ∈ X , define the set Λx as
follows:

Λx := {(Φ(PT (f))(x) | T ⊆ [d]) | f ∈ F}
Then Λ =

⋃
x∈X Λx, and m̃S has a unique linear extension to Λ := span(

⋃
x∈X Λx). We will

therefore reuse the notation m̃S to denote this linear extension Λ → R. By construction, Λ
is a subspace of R2d . We will now extend m̃S to R2d .

For i ∈ S, define the set Vi as follows:

Vi =
{
v ∈ R2d | ∀T ⊆ [d] \ i : vT = vT∪i

}
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Vi ∩ Λ contains all vectors that correspond to a function f and point x at which Xi is a
locally independent variable. Therefore, internal consistency of m implies that Vi ∩ Λ ⊆
ker(m̃S),∀i ∈ S. For any i ∈ S, Vi is a linear subspace of R2d . This can be seen by
constructing a basis for Vi. Define the vector eTi as follows:

(eTi )R =

{
1 if R ∈ {T, T ∪ i}
0 otherwise

Then it is easy to see that Bi := {eTi | T ⊆ [d] \ i} constitutes a basis for Vi. Because Vi

and Λ are both subspaces of R2d , their intersection Vi ∩ Λ is also a subspace.

We will now extend m̃S by defining its value on a basis for R2d :

1. Choose a basis B1 for Λ and define m̃S(e) = mS(e) for any e ∈ B1. This ensures that
m̃S is indeed an extension of mS . Note that this also implies that m̃S(z) = 0 for any
z ∈ Λ ∩ Vi, i ∈ S.

2. Extend B1 to a basis B2 for Λ+
∑

i∈S Vi, where + and
∑

denote the sum of subspaces,
i.e. the span of the union of two subspaces. Define m̃S(e) = 0 for any e ∈ B2 \ B1.

3. Finally, extend B2 to a basis B3 for R2d . The value for mS(e) can be any arbitrary
value for any e ∈ B3 \ B2.

By construction, we have:

• m̃S is an extension of mS .

• m̃S(z) = 0 for any z ∈ Vi, i ∈ S.

• m̃S is linear: m̃S(z) =
∑

T⊆[d] β
S
T zT

We will now use these properties to show that ∀i ∈ S, T ⊆ [d] \ i : βS
T = −βS

T∪i. Choose
i ∈ S, T ⊆ [d] \ i. Consider the vector z:

zR =

{
1 if R ∈ {T, T ∪ i}
0 otherwise

Then z ∈ Vi. Therefore:

m̃S(z) =
∑

T⊆[d]

βS
T zT

= βS
T + βS

T∪i = 0

⇐⇒ βS
T = −βS

T∪i

the required result now follows from Lemma 55.

Now assume m can be written as:

m(f, S)(x) =
∑

T⊆[d]\S

βS
T∆Sv

Φ
G(f,x)(T )
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for some set of constants {βS
T | S ⊆ [d], T ⊆ [d] \S}. We will then show that m is internally

consistent. Assume i is a locally independent variable for f ∈ F at x. We must show that,
for any S ⊆ [d] : i ∈ S =⇒ m(f, S)(x) = 0. From the definition of local independence and
the pointwise cooperative game, we have for any T ⊆ [d] \ i:

Φ(PT∪i(f))(x) = Φ(PT (f))(x)

vΦG(f,x)(T ) = Φ(PT (f))(x)− Φ(P[d](f))(x)

= Φ(PT\i(f))(x)− Φ(P[d](f))(x)

= Φ(PT∪i(f))(x)− Φ(P[d](f))(x)

= vΦG(f,x)(T ∪ i)

Now assume S ⊆ [d], i ∈ S. Combining the previous equality with the definition of the
discrete derivative ∆Sv

Φ
G(f,x)(T ), we obtain for any T ⊆ [d] \ S:

∆Sv
Φ
G(f,x)(T ) =

∑

L⊆S

(−1)|S|−|L|vΦG(f,x)(T ∪ L)

=
∑

L⊆S\i

[
(−1)|S|−|L|vΦG(f,x)(T ∪ L) + (−1)|S|−|L|−1vΦG(f,x)((T ∪ L) ∪ i)

]

=
∑

L⊆S\i

[
(−1)|S|−|L|vΦG(f,x)(T ∪ L) + (−1)|S|−|L|−1vΦG(f,x)(T ∪ L)

]

= 0

Therefore, every term in the definition for m(f, S)(x) is zero, which implies that
m(f, S)(x) = 0.

Proposition 47 Assume m is a simple, internally consistent MC attribution method with
corresponding functional decomposition G:

m(f, S)(x) =
∑

T⊆[d]\S

βS
T∆Sv

I
G(f,x)(T )

where I is the identity mapping. Then:

m(f, S) =
∑

T⊆D\S

β
S
T gT∪S(f)

β
S
T :=

∑

T⊆U⊆[d]\S

βS
U

Proof Assume m is a simple MC attribution method with corresponding functional de-
composition G. Since the behaviour mapping Φ is simply the identity mapping, we will
denote the pointwise cooperative game as vG. From the definition of the discrete derivative,
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we get:

∆SvG(f,x)(∅) =
∑

T⊆S

(−1)|T |−|S|vG(f,x)(∅)

=
∑

T⊆S

(−1)|S|−|T | (PT (f)(x)− P[d](f)(x)
)

=
∑

T⊆S

(−1)|S|−|T |PT (f)(x)− P[d](f)(x)


∑

T⊆S

(−1)|S|−|T |




=
∑

T⊆S

(−1)|S|−|T |PT (f)(x)

= gS(f)(x)

Combining this with Equation (1), we obtain for any T, S ⊆ [d]:

∆SvG(f,x)(T ) =
∑

L⊆T

∆L∪SvG(f,x)(∅)

=
∑

L⊆T

gL∪S(f)(x)

Since ∆SvG(f,x)(T ) is a linear combination of functional components gS(f), and m(f, S)
is a linear combination of ∆SvG(f,x)(T ), we can already see that m(f, S) must be a lin-
ear combination of functional components gS(f) as well. We will now derive the exact
coefficients of this linear combination.

m(f, S) =
∑

T⊆[d]\S

βS
T∆SvG(f,x)(T )

=
∑

T⊆[d]\S

βS
T


∑

L⊆T

gL∪S(f)(x)




=
∑

T⊆[d]\S


 ∑

T⊆U⊆[d]\S

βS
U


 gL∪S(f)(x)

=
∑

T⊆[d]\S

β
S
T gL∪S(f)(x)

where we define βS
T :=

∑
T⊆U⊆[d]\S βS

U .

Lemma 56 Given a canonical additive decomposition G ∈ DF , function f ∈ F , i ∈ [d] such
that Xi is an additive variable of f , and let I be the identity mapping. If G is additivity-
preserving, then i is a dummy player for the pointwise cooperative game vIG(f,x) at any
point x ∈ X .
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Proof The pointwise cooperative game vIG(f,x)(S) is defined as:

vIG(f,x)(S) =
∑

T⊆S

gT (f)(x)− g∅(f)

Assume S ⊆ [d] \ i. Then:

vIG(f,x)(S ∪ i) =
∑

T⊆S∪i
gT (f)(x)− g∅(f)(x)

=
∑

T⊆S

gT (f)(x) +
∑

T⊆S

gT∪i(f)(x)− g∅(f)

=
∑

T⊆S

gT (f)(x) + gi(f)(x)− g∅(f)

=
∑

T⊆S

gT (f)(x)− g∅(f) +
∑

T⊆{i}

gT (f)(x)− g∅(f)

= vIG(f,x)(S) + vIG(f,x)(i)

Proposition 48 Given a simple removal-based attribution method m with corresponding
functional decomposition G. If m adheres to the Pointwise Dummy axiom and G is
additivity-preserving, then m adheres to the Functional Dummy axiom.

Proof Given f ∈ F , i ∈ S ⊆ [d], f is additive in xi. Assume m is a simple removal-based
attribution method that adheres to the Pointwise Dummy axiom, and the corresponding
functional decomposition Gm := {gS |S ⊆ [d]} is additivity-preserving. We must prove that
m(f, i) is independent of X[d]\i and:

∀S ⊆ [d] : S ̸= ∅ =⇒ m(f, S ∪ i) = 0

Let x ∈ X . Consider the corresponding pointwise cooperative game vIG(f,x). From Lemma
56, we know that i is a dummy player for this game. Because m adheres to the Pointwise
Dummy axiom and i is a dummy player for the pointwise cooperative game vIG(f,x), we
have:

m(f, i)(x) = vIG(f,x)(i)

= gi(f)(x)− g∅(f)(x)

∀S ̸= ∅ : m(f, S ∪ i) = 0

Since gi(f) is independent of X[d]\i, we get that m(f, i) is independent of X[d]\i.

Lemma 57 Given a canonical additive decomposition G ∈ DF , function f ∈ F , behaviour
mapping Φ, i ∈ [d] such that Xi is an independent variable of f . If G is independence-
preserving, then i is a null player for the pointwise cooperative game vΦG(f,x) at any point
x ∈ X .
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Proof Assume S ⊆ [d] \ i. Then:

vΦG(f,x)(S ∪ i) = Φ


 ∑

T⊆S∪i
gT (f)


 (x)− Φ(g∅(f))(x)

= Φ


∑

T⊆S

gT (f) +
∑

T⊆S

gT∪i(f)


 (x)− Φ(g∅(f))(x)

= Φ


∑

T⊆S

gT (f)


 (x)− Φ(g∅(f))(x)

= vΦG(f,x)(S)

Proposition 49 Given a removal-based attribution method m with corresponding func-
tional decomposition G. If m adheres to the Pointwise Null axiom and G is independence-
preserving, then m adheres to the Functional Null axiom.

Proof Given f ∈ F , S ⊆ [d] \ i, f is independent of Xi. We must prove that m(f, S ∪ i) =
0, i.e. ∀x ∈ X : m(f, S ∪ i)(x) = 0. Choose any value for x. From the independence
preservation property of G and the fact that f is independent of Xi, we know that i is a
null player in the pointwise cooperative game vϕG(f,x) (Lemma 57). Since i is a null player
in vΦG(f,x) and m adheres to the Pointwise Null axiom, we know that:

m(f, S ∪ i)(x) = 0

Lemma 58 Given a canonical additive decomposition G ∈ DF , function f ∈ F , i, j ∈
[d] : Xi ∼f Xj. If G is symmetry-preserving, then i and j are symmetric in the pointwise
cooperative game vIG(f,x) at any point x ∈ X with xi = xj.

Proof Assume S ⊆ [d] \ {i, j}. Then:

vIG(f,x)(S ∪ i) =
∑

T⊆S∪i
gT (f)(x)− g∅(f)(x)

=
∑

T⊆S

gT (f) +
∑

T⊆S

gT∪i(f)(x)− g∅(f)(x)

=
∑

T⊆S

gT (f) +
∑

T⊆S

gT∪j(f)(x)− g∅(f)(x)

=
∑

T⊆S∪j
gT (f)(x)− g∅(f)(x)

= vIG(f,x)(S ∪ j)
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Proposition 52 Given a simple removal-based attribution method m with corresponding
functional decomposition G. If m adheres to the Pointwise Symmetry axiom and G is
symmetry-preserving, then m adheres to the Functional Symmetry axiom.

Proof Given f ∈ F ,x ∈ X , Xi ∼f Xj , xi = xj , m is a simple RBAM that adheres to the
Pointwise Symmetry axiom and G is symmetry-preserving. Assume S ⊆ [d] \ {i, j}. We
must prove:

m(f, S ∪ i)(x) = m(f, S ∪ j)(x)

From Lemma 58 we know that i and j are symmetric in the pointwise cooperative game
vIG(f,x). The claim then follows from this fact and the fact that m adheres to the Pointwise
Symmetry axiom.

Proposition 53 Given a simple removal-based attribution method m with corresponding
functional decomposition G. If m adheres to the Pointwise Anonymity axiom and G is
anonymous, then m adheres to the Functional Anonymity axiom.

Proof Given a function f ∈ F , permutation π ∈ Π([d]), subset S ⊆ [d] and point x ∈ X .
We must prove:

m(πf, S)(πx) = m(f, πS)(x)

From the definition of the pointwise cooperative game and the fact that m is a simple
RBAM, we have:

vIG(f,x)(S) =
∑

T⊆S

gT (f)(x)− g∅(f)(x)

Using the definition of a permuted game:

πvIG(f,x)(S) = vIG(f,x)(π
−1S)

=
∑

T⊆π−1S

gT (f)(x)− g∅(f)(x)

Combining this with the anonymity of G, we get:

πvIG(πf, πx)(S) =
∑

T⊆π−1S

gT (πf)(πx)− g∅(πf)(x)

=
∑

T⊆π−1S

gπT (f)(x)− g∅(f)(x)

= πvIG(f,x)(S)
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Consider the pointwise interaction index ϕm
S (v) of m:

m(f, S)(x) = ϕm
S

(
vIG(f,x)

)

Since m adheres to the Pointwise Anonymity axiom, this implies that ϕm
S is anonymous:

m(f, S)(x) = ϕm
S

(
vIG(f,x)

)

= ϕm
πS(πv

I
G(f,x))

Therefore:

m(πf, S)(πx) = ϕm
S (vIG(πf, πx))

= ϕm
πS(πv

I
G(πf, πx)) (Pointwise Anonymity)

= ϕm
πS(v

I
G(f,x)) (anonymity (CAD))

= m(f, πS)(x)
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