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Abstract

Feature attribution methods have become essential
for explaining machine learning models. Many
popular approaches, such as SHAP and Banzhaf
values, are grounded in power indices from cooper-
ative game theory, which measure the contribution
of features to model predictions. This work studies
the computational complexity of power indices be-
yond SHAP, addressing the conditions under which
they can be computed efficiently. We identify a
simple condition on power indices that ensures that
computation is polynomially equivalent to evaluat-
ing expected values, extending known results for
SHAP. We also introduce Bernoulli power indices,
showing that their computation can be simplified to
a constant number of expected value evaluations.
Furthermore, we explore interaction power indices
that quantify the importance of feature subsets,
proving that their computation complexity mirrors
that of individual features.

1 Introduction

Feature attribution methods. Explainability of machine
learning models has become one of the most pressing
challenges associated with deploying this technology in
critical applications. In fact, in many domains such as
healthcare, finance, and autonomous systems, the ability
to understand and trust model predictions is essential for
ensuring safety, fairness, and accountability. As a result,
research on providing robust and meaningful explanations
for machine learning models has proliferated in recent
years [Ribeiro et al., 2016;  Doshi-Velez and Kim, 2017;
Lipton, 2018; Marques-Silva and Ignatiev, 2022;
Darwiche, 2023].

A popular approach to explaining a machine learning
model’s prediction is through feature attribution methods.
These methods aim to quantify the contribution of each
individual feature to the prediction F'(w) made by a model
F for a given input w. Several of the feature attribution
methods used in practice are based on power indices
from cooperative game theory, including the well-known
Shapley and Banzhaf values [Lundberg and Lee, 2017;
Sundararajan and Najmi, 2020; Karczmarz et al., 2022;

Wang and Jia, 2023]. We provide a brief introduction to such
indices below.

Power indices. LetY =(Y7,...,Y,) bea vector of features
where each Y; takes values in a finite set {2;. We assume that
the Y;’s are independent random variables with corresponding
product distribution

P(Y=w) = [[P(Yi=w)
i=1

over the set of possible outcomes w € 2 = Q1 X ... x Q.
We are also given a learned model F' : €2 — R that computes
a prediction F'(w), for each w € . Throughout the paper,
we assume that F'(w) can be computed in polynomial time in
the number of features n.

Consider a fixed e € Q and let N = {1,...,n}. For each
a € N, we measure the relevance of the feature Y, in explain-
ing the outcome F'(e) by using power indices from coopera-
tive game theory. To do this, we first consider the conditional
expectation of F on the event {Ys=eg}, thatis

E[F|S] =Y F(w)P(Y =w|Ys=es)

wEeN
= Z F(w) H di(ws) H P(Y;=wi)
weN i€S igS

with §; defined as follows:

55(wi) = {1 if w; = e,

0 otherwise.

The marginal contribution of feature a € N to a coalition
S C N\ {a} is defined as

m(a;S) 2 E[F|S U {a}] - E[F|S].

Then, for a given probability distribution ) over the set of all

subsets of N \ {a}, the average contribution of a according

to @ is given by
I(e;F) & )" Q(S)m(a; S).

SCN\{a}

In cooperative games this corresponds to a power index,
among which the Shapley and Banzhaf values are the most
prominent examples:
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* Shapley value: In this case, Q(S) = W for
each S C N\ {a}.

* Banzhaf value: This value considers a uniform prob-
ability distribution over the subsets of N \ {a}, i.e.,
Q(S) = 5 foreach S C N \ {a}.

Throughout the paper, we will also consider some less com-
mon alternatives of power indices, such as the binomial in-
dices, the Bernoulli indices, and others.

Previous results. The complexity of computing Shap-
ley values, often referred to as SHAP scores in the
context of ML models, has garnered significant at-
tention in recent years [Van den Broeck eral., 2022;
Arenas et al., 2023; Huang and Marques-Silva, 2024].  In
particular, Van den Broeck efal.  have shown that the
problem of computing SHAP scores over a model F' is
polynomially equivalent to computing expected values over
F'. Hence:

* The computation of SHAP scores is efficient for any
class of models where expected values can be calcu-
lated in polynomial time. This means, e.g., that SHAP
scores can be computed in polynomial time for linear
regression models [Khosravi ef al., 2019], decision trees
[Khosravi et al., 2020], deterministic and decomposable
Boolean circuits [Arenas et al., 2023], and CNF formu-
las of bounded treewidth [Ferrara et al., 2005].

* The computation of SHAP scores becomes intractable
for model classes where computing expected values is
itself intractable. Notably, this includes logistic regres-
sion models [Van den Broeck et al., 2022] and (mono-
tone) DNF formulas [Provan and Ball, 1983].

Context. Although SHAP scores are the most widely stud-
ied feature attribution method, it has recently been argued
that they are by no means a silver bullet for solving practi-
cal explainability challenges. In fact, it has been noted that,
in some cases, other indices, such as the Banzhaf values, can
provide more meaningful explainability results, depending
on the class of models considered [Karczmarz et al., 2022;
Wang and Jia, 2023]. Unfortunately, the computational com-
plexity of power indices other than SHAP remains poorly un-
derstood, leading to the following natural question:

* Which power indices, as defined above, and for which
classes of models, allow computation to be performed in
polynomial time?

This question is critical for assessing the practical applicabil-
ity of different power indices. Based on the previous obser-
vations, we rephrase this question as follows:

* Which power indices enable computation that is polyno-
mially equivalent to evaluating expected values?

Results on simple power indices. We first focus on so
called simple power indices, in which the value of Q(S) only
depends on the cardinality of S, for each S C N \ {a}. In
this case, we denote Q(S) as q|g|. Notice that both Shapley
and Banzhaf values are simple power indices.

* Power index computation based on expected values: We
begin by observing that a straightforward extension of

the results by Van den Broeck et al. shows that the com-
putation of any simple power index over a model F' can
be reduced, in polynomial time, to the computation of
expected values over F'. Specifically, the computation
of an arbitrary simple power index over F' can be car-
ried out by evaluating the expected value of F' over 2n
different probability distributions, where n is the num-
ber of features of F', and then performing polynomial
interpolation on the resulting values.

* Expected value computation based on power indices:
We then study the converse direction, i.e., whether the
computation of expected values for F' can be carried out
in polynomial time if we are granted access to an or-
acle that computes power indices for F' in polynomial
time. We show that this is true for any simple power
index that satisfies ¢ > 0, which includes many of
the power indices studied in the literature (e.g., Shap-
ley and Banzhaf values). While for Shapley values, this
is a straightforward consequence of its efficiency prop-
erty, for other indices that do not satisfy this property
(including Banzhaf), the proof is more complicated and
involves polynomial interpolation. We also observe that
the condition go > 0 is necessary, in the sense that there
are simple power indices with g = 0 and classes of
models where the computation of the index is tractable,
while the computation of expected values is intractable.

Results on Bernoulli power indices. As previously men-
tioned, simple power indices can be computed via polynomial
interpolation over a polynomial number of expected values.
We prove that this can be further simplified for what we term
Bernoulli power indices. These indices are defined by proba-
bility distributions @ such that Q(S), forany S C N \ {a},
is determined by independent Bernoulli trials. Notably, we
show that for such power indices—which are not necessar-
ily simple and include the important case of the Banzhaf
value—computation can be reduced, in polynomial time, to
calculating the difference between only two expected values.

Results on interaction power indices. A recent trend in
feature attribution methods focuses on developing approaches
that evaluate the importance not only of individual features,
as exemplified by the previously introduced power indices,
but also of feature sets of arbitrary size [Beliakov et al., 2020;
Sundararajan ef al., 2020]. This shift aims to capture and
quantify the significance of feature interactions. However,
the computational complexity of interaction power indices
across different classes of models remains unexplored. We
show that for simple interaction power indices, the computa-
tional scenario mirrors that of simple power indices for indi-
vidual features. Specifically, the computation of simple in-
teraction power indices can be performed in polynomial time
if and only if expected values can also be computed in poly-
nomial time. Proving this result requires an extension of our
previous techniques, as the computation of interaction power
indices now relies on bivariate polynomial interpolation us-
ing expected values. We also investigate Bernoulli interaction
power indices and show that, for feature sets of constant size,
these indices can be computed with a fixed number of calls to
an oracle for evaluating expected values.



Organization of the paper. Our results on simple power
indices are presented in Section 2, those for Bernoulli power
indices in Section 3, and those for interaction power indices
in Section 4. Final remarks can be found in Section 5.

Notations. We let N = {1,...,n} be the set of features.
For A C N we denote |A] its cardinality, A° = N \ A its
complement, P(A) the family of all subsets of A, and P (A)
the subsets of cardinality k.

2 Cardinality-based indices

We begin by considering the simple power indices where the
probability Q(S) = g5 depends only on the cardinality of .5,

and hence qo, . . ., ¢n—1>0 are such that ZZ;& ("gl)qk =1.

2.1 From expected values to power indices

In this section, we show that the computation of any simple
power index for a model F' can be reduced, in polynomial
time, to evaluating expected values over F'. This result builds
on a straightforward extension of the techniques introduced
by Van den Broeck et al., who established a similar reduction
specifically for SHAP scores.

Denoting P = Pi({a}®) the set of coalitions S C {a}°
of size |S| = k, we have

n—1
I(a; F) = > gmy(a) (1)
k=0
where
my(a) = Z m(a; S). )
Sepg

Thus, in order to compute I(a; F') it suffices to calculate the
sums mg(a). This can be done with the help of the following
variant of [Van den Broeck et al., 2022, Claim 2].

Lemma 1. Let G : Q — Rand c;, = g p E[G|S] with
Py the family of all subsets of N of size k. For z > 0 let
Y* = (Y?,...,Y7?) be independent random variables with

zél(wz) +P(K :wi)
1+2 '
Then Y _q ciz® = (1+2)"E[G(Y 7).

P(Y=w;) =

Proof. By direct substitution we have

n

chzk = i Z E[G|S] - 2*

k=0 k=0 SEP;,
= Y E[G|S] - 2*
SCN
= Z P Z G(w) H 0i(wi) HIP’(YZ-:wi).
SCN  weQ ies igs

Exchanging the order of the sums we get

chzk = Z G(w)z H25i(%‘) X H]P’(Yi:wi).

weQ SCNieS i¢S

Now, using the identity

n

Z [Licswi x [Liese vi = H(Uz +v;) 3)

SCN i=1

the inner sum above is exactly (1 + z)"P(Y*=w) and then
Yo k2" = (1+2)" E[G(Y7)] O

Using Lemma 1, we prove that the computation of sim-
ple power indices can be reduced to evaluating expected val-
ues in polynomial time. For the Shapley value—defined by

qx = w—this result was previously established in

[Van den Broeck et al., 2022].

Theorem 2. The computation of a simple power index
I(a; F), for any feature a € N, can be reduced in polynomial
time to evaluate B[F(Z)] for a family of 2n random vectors
Z = (Z1,...,Zy), each of them with a product distribution.

Proof. As mentioned earlier, computing I (a; F') boils down
to calculate the coefficients ¢, = my(a) for0 < k < n—
1. Recall that we have been given a fixed partial instance
e €N Let Q%= Q),, . Forw™® € Q7% we slightly
abuse notation and write (e,,w™®) for the element in {2 that
is obtained by extending w~ with value e, for feature a.
Analogously, we write (Y,,w™?) and (Y, (Y;?)ixq), where
Y, is a random value that ranges over €),,.
Consider the map G : 2% — R defined by

G(w_a) = F(eauw_a) —E[F(Ya,w_a)]

with a partial expectation of F'(-) with respect to Y,. Then
m(a; S) = E[G|S] so that ¢, = ZSePg E[G|S] and Lemma
1 gives the following:

n—1

D e = (142)" T EIG((Y;)ira)].
k=0

Evaluating at n different points 2q, 21,...,2,—1 > 0, we
obtain a linear system for the coefficients cg, ..., c,—1. This
system is defined by a Vandermonde matrix and can be solved
uniquely. Thus, the computation of I(a; F') reduces to eval-
uate the expectations E[G((Y;?)ixq)] for z = 2o, ..., 2n—1.
The proof is completed by noting that each such expectation
for G amounts to compute the difference between the expec-

tations of F' for two product distributions, namely
E[G((Y;)iza)] = E[F(Y"5)] - E[F (V%))
with Y12 = (eq, (Y;)ixq) and Y02 = (Yo, (Yi?)ita)- (]

K2 K2

2.2 From power indices to expected values

Consider a simple power index I(a; F) with ¢o > 0. We
show that the evaluation of the expected value for a model F'
reduces, in polynomial time, to the computation of I(a; F')
for every feature a € N. This property is well-known for the
SHAP score, as it follows directly from the efficiency property
of the Shapley value, which ensures that

n

> I(a; F) = F(e) — E[F].

a=1



However, this identity does not hold for the Banzhaf value or
other cardinality-based indices. Consequently, an alternative
argument is required to establish the reduction in these cases.

Towards this end we first establish a technical Lemma, for
which we introduce the following notations. Consider the
random vectors Y* as in Lemma 1, and denote E, -] the ex-
pectation for the corresponding product distribution, keeping
E[-] for the original distribution of Y. Denote by m?(a;.S)
and I%(a; F') the marginal contributions and indices com-
puted with Y*. Finally, fork =0,...,nlet

Br = kqr—1— (n—k)q
with g_; = ¢, = 0, and consider the polynomials
Pi(z) £ Yo () Bi (L +2)F270

Lemma 3. Let O(z) = Y.I'_, I*(a; F) be the sum of all
indices computed for Y *. Then, setting c; = > sep, E[F|S]
we have Y, ¢ Py(z) = (14 2)" O(z).

Proof. By direct substitution we have

@(z)zz qum (a; S)

a=1k=0 SeP
1

Y S

a=1k=0 SePp

I
-

n

k‘

n—

:[F|S U{a}] — E.[F|S]).

In this sum, each subset A C N of size |A| = k appears k
times as a positive term qx_1 E,[F|S U {a}] foreach a € A,
and n — k times as a negative term —q;, E,[F'|S] for a ¢ A,
so that the sum can be expressed as

§j§jm -[F|A].
k=0 ACPy

Now, using Lemma 1 and denoting P;(A°) the subsets of A°
of size j, we may compute E,[F'|A] as

E.[F|A] = (1—|—z” kZzJ > E[F|AUB]
j=0 BeP;(Ac)

which substituted above gives

S 3D Il 3l S s

k=0 A€Py j=0 BeP;(A°)

E[F|AU B.

Next, we observe that every set S C N of size |S| = £ admits
(ﬁ) decompositions as S = AU B with A € P and B €
P;(A°), where j = ¢ — k, so that we may further rewrite

Y/
0(z) =3 STEFIS) Y () B i
=0 SeP, k=0
— (14"})2)” ZC[ PE(Z)
=0 D

Suppose we want to evaluate the expectation ¢g = E[F].
Assuming that the simple power indices 1% (a; F') can be com-
puted efficiently, we may evaluate (142)" ©(z) at n+1 differ-
ent points 2o, . . ., 2, in order to write a linear system Mc = b
for the coefficients ¢ = (cg,...,cn) with M; o = Po(z;)
and b; = (1 4 2;)" O(z;) for 0 < ¢, < n. Unfortunately
the family {Py(-) : £ = 0,...,n} is linearly dependent and
the matrix M turns out to be singular (see below). However,
since we have explicitly ¢,, = F'(e), we may write a reduced
system in the unknowns (co,...,c,—1). We next establish
sufficient conditions under which this reduced system is non-
singular, by exploiting the following simple fact.

REMARK. Let Py(-),...,P,—1(-) be polynomials with

deg(Py) = (. Then, for any family zp,...,2,-1 € R of
different reals, the following matrix is nonsingular

Po(20) Pp-1(20)
M= : :
Po(zp-1) Py_1(2n-1)
Indeed, take oo € Ker(M) so that M« = 0. This implies that
P(x) = Z;:ol a; Pj(x) is a polynomial of degree n — 1 with
n distinct roots zp, . . ., 2,1 and therefore P(-) = 0. Since
deg(Py) = ¢, the polynomials P(-) are linearly independent
so that o = 0 and therefore M is nonsingular. O
Using this, we get the following converse of Theorem 2.

Theorem 4. Consider a simple power index such that gy > 0.
Then, computing E[F] reduces in polynomial time to evaluate
the simple power indices I*(a; F) foralla = 1,...,natn
different positive reals z = zg, ..., 2zp—1 € R5.

Proof. Recall that ¢,, = F'(e) and consider the reduced linear
system in the unknowns ¢ = (cg, ..., ¢p—1):

Z Cy Pg Zl

The left hand side corresponds to M ¢ with M as in the remark
above. We claim that since go > 0 each polynomial Pp(-) has
degree ¢ for ¢ = 0,...,n — 1. Indeed, the leading coefficient
of 2% in Py(2) is ag = Y y_, (L) A7 Recalling that ¢_; = 0
and after some simple algebraic manipulations, we get

a0 =Y peo (1) (kar—1 — (n — k) qi)
=(t=n) 4o (1) ar

The latter is strictly negative for 0 < ¢ < n — 1 so that Py(-)
has degree ¢. Invoking the previous remark it follows that M
is nonsingular and then we can solve the linear system for ¢
in order to recover ¢g = E[F]. O

= (142)" O(zi)—cn Pu(z;)) V0<i<n—1.

REMARK. Observe that for £ = n the polynomial P, () has
degree at most n—1, so that the family {P;(-) : £ =0,...,n}
with P, (-) included is always linearly dependent. O

Example 1.
(a) Shapley value: For qi = W a direct calcula-
tion gives Py(z) = —z‘for ¢ = 0,...,n — 1 which are

linearly independent with ay = —1.



(b) Banzhaf value: With g = 1/2" 1 for0 < k <n-—-1
we have Py(z) = 5 (((1+22) 71— (n — £)(1 +22)")
which has degree ¢ with ay = (£ — n)2¢~ "+,

(c) Binomial value: Binomial indices correspond to the
choice g, = 6% (1—6)"~1=% with 6 € (0,1). In this case
Py(z) = (1—@)n—t1 (f(z +1D)(z+0)" " —n(z+ O)K)
with ay = (£ —n)(1 — )¢ L.

(d) Dictatorial value: This is given by go = 1 and ¢, = 0

fork =1,...,n— 1. Here py(2) = £2*~1 — (n — £)2*
anday = /¢ — n.

(e) Marginal value: In this case ¢,—1 = 1 and ¢, = 0
for kK = 0,...,n — 2. Linear independence fails since

Pi(z) = 0 for £ = .,n — 2. Moreover, even if
E[F] is difficult to compute, the marginal indices can be
computed efficiently (assuming that F' is) by using the
explicit formula

I(a;F) =E[F|N]| —E[F|N \ {a}]
=F(e) = Y F(wa, e a)P(Yo=w).
Wa €N

This shows that in general there is no polynomial time
reduction from the indices to the expectation, and some
additional condition such as gy > 0 is needed. O

3 Bernoulli indices

As we show in this section, some power indices can be com-
puted much more efficiently than through polynomial inter-
polation over a polynomial number of expected values. Let
a € N be a fixed feature and consider a power index in
which the probability @ over P({a}°) results from indepen-
dent Bernoulli trials. Specifically, we consider a random sub-
set S C {a}° that includes each i # a with probabilities
0; € [0,1], so that

S =16 ]I

€S iZSU{a}

(1—6;).

The corresponding index

2 3°Q)

SC{a}e

E[F|SU{a}] - E[F|5])

is then called a Bernoulli power index.

REMARK. This class includes the binomial indices with 6, =
0 and the Banzhaf value with 6, = %, both of which are also
cardinality-based indices. However, apart from these cases,
Bernoulli indices are not necessarily simple, as Q(.S) does
not need to depend solely on |S|. Observe that the SHAP
score is not a Bernoulli index. O

Suppose that the feature a is also included with some prob-

ability 6, and let
£ H9i : H(l —0;)
i€S  igs
be the distribution over all subsets S C N. By considering
6" and 0° the vectors where we take respectively §, = 1 and

0, = 0, and denoting )1 and )y the corresponding distribu-
tions over P (N ), the Bernoulli index can be expressed as

) = D QuS)E[FIS] = > Qo(S)

SCN SCN

E[F|S].

We claim that this is a difference of expectations with respect
to two product distributions, namely

Theorem 5. Let Y = (Y, ... Y.’ be a tuple of indepen-
dent random variables with marginals given by the mixtures
P(Y," =w;) = 0:0;(w;i) + (1—6;)P(Y; =w;). Then, denoting
Y?0 and YO the tuples Y? with 0,=0 and 6, =1, we have

I(a; F) = E[F(Y"")] —E[F(Y"?)].

Proof. This follows from the general identity

> Qe(S)E[F|S]

SCN
=" Qu(S) Y _Fw) [] dilw) x [[ P(Vi=w))

SCN wEeQ i€S igs

=3 Fw)>" [T 0:6i(wi) x TT (162

wen SCNieS igs

= Z F(W)H (9151((,%) + (1—91)]?(}/1 Zwi))

weNR i€EN

=Y Fw)P(Y’=w)

weN
=E[F(Y”)]. O

Yi=w;)

REMARK. As mentioned earlier, the Banzhaf and binomial
indices are Bernoulli indices, so by Theorem 5 they can be
calculated by computing just 2 expectations. This is more
efficient than considering them as cardinality-based and using
Theorem 2 which requires 2n expectations. o

4 Interaction Indices

Interaction indices aim not only to measure the relevance of
a feature @ € N in isolation, but more generally to explain a
subset of features A C N. An interaction index is defined as

> Qa(S)m(4;5)

SCAe

where Q(+) is a probability on P(A€), and the marginal
contribution of A to S is defined as in [Beliakov et al., 2020;
Sundararajan and Najmi, 2020] by

> (-)MPIE[FISUB.
BCA

m(A4;S) =

Alternatively, we have

(4 F) = Y (-)MPIR(B),
BCA
where R(B) = > gc 4c Qa(S)E[F|SUB].



4.1 Cardinality-based interaction indices

An interaction index is said to be simple if it is characterized
by a distribution Q 4(S) = ¢(|S],|A|), where the function ¢
depends solely on the cardinalities of the sets S and A. We
show that the computation of simple interaction indices re-
tains the same properties as their single-feature counterparts:

* The computation of any interaction index for a model F'
can be reduced in polynomial time to the computation of
expected values over F'.

¢ Conversely, if ¢(1,0) > 0, the computation of expected
values over F' can be reduced in polynomial time to the
computation of interaction indices over F'.

Note that it suffices to prove the first item, as the second fol-
lows directly from Theorem 4. This is because any index of
the form I(a; F'), where a € N, is also an interaction index.
The proof of the first item (Theorem 6 below) differs from
that of Theorem 2 due to the nature of interaction indices.
Specifically, the computation now requires the use of bivari-
ate polynomial interpolation to determine the indices based
on a set of expected values.

Theorem 6. Let A C N with |A| = m. Then a simple in-
teraction index I(A; F') can be reduced to computing the ex-
pected values B[F(Z)| for (n—m~+1)(m~+1) random vectors
Z = (Zn, ..., Zy) with product distribution.

Proof. By splitting the sums according to the cardinality of
the sets, and denoting

cj = », > E[FISUB]
SCA°BCA
|ST=k |Bl=j
we have
I(A;F) = )" Qa(S) > (-)MFIE[F|SU B]
SCAe BCA
=3 > alk,m)(=1)" 7 e
k=0 j=0

so that I(A; F') reduces to computing the sums ¢y ;.
Consider the bivariate polynomial

n—m m

P(z,y) = Z ch,j T

k=0 j=0
Proceeding as in the proof of Lemma 1, we have

Zy) =Y Fw) Y Y 7ss “

we SCAcBCA
with
TS,B = H 2 0;(w;) H Yy 0;(w;) H P(Y; =w;).
i€s i€B igSUB

The latter can be factorized as 75 g = mg - mp with

s = H'Zdi(wi) HP(Yi:wi)

€S 1€AC\S
mp = [[ydiw) [T P(Yi=w)
i€B i€A\B

from which it follows that

Z Z Ts,B = (ZSQAC WS) (ZBQA WB).

SCA°BCA

Now, using the identity (3) (with A€ instead of N') we get
doscac TS = H (20i(wi) + P(Yi=w,))

i€A°

=1+ ] POy =

i€A°

and similarly

>pcams = (1+ 2 H PV =ws).
i€A

Combining these two expressions we deduce that

S msp=(142)"P(Z=w)

SCA°BCA

with Z = ((Y}Y)ica, (Y?)icac). Substituting this into (4)
it follows that computing P(z,y) reduces to evaluate an ex-
pected value P(z,y) = (142)"E[F(Z)] for a random vector
Z with product distribution.

Now, evaluating P(z, y) over a rectangular grid

G:{ZOw--azn—m} X {yOa'-'aym}

with all the z;’s and y;’s different, we obtain a linear sys-
tem for the coefficients ¢y ;. The matrix for this system is a
bivariate Vandermonde matrix M with nonzero determinant
(see [De Marchi and Usevich, 2014, page 23]):

[det(M)] = (T fzi=zu)™ (T lys—we)™™ " #0

i<k <t

where the first product is over all pairs i, k € {0,...,n—m}
such that ¢ < k, and the second over all j,¢ € {0,...,m}
with j < £. Hence one can uniquely solve the system to find
the coefficients ¢y, ;, and then compute I(A; F). O

4.2 Bernoulli interaction indices

Following with the ideas developed in Section 3, let us now
consider a Bernoulli interaction index defined as follows for

every A C N:
=[]0 x [ a-062).

i€S 1€AC\S

REMARK. Notice that for any specific set A we could choose
different Bernoulli probabilities 07 for i € A°. Since here we
consider a fixed A, we keep the simpler notation 6;. O

To conclude, we present the following straightforward ex-
tension of Theorem 5. This result establishes that if A has
size m, then I(A; F') can be computed using an explicit for-
mula involving 2™ expected values over F'. When m = 1,
this reduces precisely to the statement of Theorem 5. Notice
the difference with Theorem 6, as in this case the number of
expected values one needs to compute does not depend on the
number of features of the underlying model F'.



Theorem 7. A Bernoulli interaction index 1(A; F') can be
reduced to computing the expected values E[F (z )} for 2™
random vectors Z = (Zy,. .., Zy) with product distribution.

Proof. Using I(A; F) = Y g 4 (—=1)"M\PIR(B), it suffices
to show that each R(B) is an expectation E[F(Z)] for some
Z with product distribution. Indeed, since

R(B)=>_ E[FISUB][]o: x [ -0

SCAe i€S  i€Ac\S
E[FISUB] =Y F(w) [] di(wi) x [ P(Yi=w:)
wen i€SUB i¢SUB

after some straightforward algebraic manipulations we get

B) =Y F(w) [] 6i(w:) x [[ P(¥i=wi) x D(w)

wEN i€B i€ A\B
where
=> " JI0:0i(w:) x [] —00)B(Y:=w;)
SCAcieS i€ Ac\S
= ] (6:6i(ws) + (1= 0)P(Yi =wy)).
i€ A°

Hence, denoting Y, a random variable with distribution
P(Y? =w;) = 0;6:(ws) + (1—0;)P(Y; =w;)
it follows that R(B) = E[F(Z)] where

Z = ((e1)ien: (Vi)icavn: (V7 )icac).

5 Final remarks

We have provided a detailed analysis of the complexity of
computing power indices, including scenarios where sets of
features of arbitrary size are considered. As shown, the poly-
nomial equivalence between computing the index and com-
puting expected values is not unique to SHAP, but in some
instances computing the index might actually be simpler than
computing expected values. An open question remains re-
garding a precise characterization of indices that exhibit this
property. While g > 0 guarantees this behavior, it is possible
that certain indices with gy = 0 might also satisfy it.
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