
Inpainting the Gaps: A Novel Framework for
Evaluating Explanation Methods in Vision

Transformers

Lokesh Badisa1 Sumohana S. Channappayya1
1Indian Institute of Technology Hyderabad

ai21btech11005@iith.ac.in,sumohana@ee.iith.ac.in

Abstract

The perturbation test remains the go-to evaluation approach for explanation meth-
ods in computer vision. This evaluation method has a major drawback of test-time
distribution shift due to pixel-masking that is not present in the training set. To
overcome this drawback, we propose a novel evaluation framework called Inpaint-
ing the Gaps (InG). Specifically, we propose inpainting parts that constitute partial
or complete objects in an image. In this way, one can perform meaningful image
perturbations with lower test-time distribution shifts, thereby improving the efficacy
of the perturbation test. InG is applied to the PartImageNet dataset to evaluate the
performance of popular explanation methods for three training strategies of the
Vision Transformer (ViT). Based on this evaluation, we found Beyond Intuition
and Generic Attribution to be the two most consistent explanation models. Further,
and interestingly, the proposed framework results in higher and more consistent
evaluation scores across all the ViT models considered in this work. To the best of
our knowledge, InG is the first semi-synthetic framework for the evaluation of ViT
explanation methods.

1 Introduction

Transformer models dominate the field of natural language processing (NLP) [42]. With their success
in NLP, transformer models have been adapted for computer vision tasks and are called Vision
Transformers (ViT) [16]. ViTs deliver state-of-the-art performance on various computer vision tasks
and are preferred to convolutional neural networks (CNNs) in many vision applications [32, 30].
While ViTs have quickly become popular, methods for explaining their prediction are still nascent.
This lack of explainability hinders their adoption in critical applications such as healthcare and
criminal law that require explainability. CNNs, on the other hand, have benefited from a long line of
research on their explainability.

There has been a spurt in explainability methods for ViTs [24]. To choose between the multitude of
explanations, notions like completeness, correctness, etc. [29] have been proposed in the literature.
These aspects evaluate the explanation method at a pixel level (disconnected from the downstream task
[20]). In pixel-level methods, pixel-masking is the dominant paradigm where a pixel’s importance
is determined by masking it out. However, pixel masking introduces a distribution shift at test
time, thereby bringing into question the fairness of this approach. To overcome this problem,
FunnyBirds[20] proposed a synthetic dataset where part perturbations are available in the training
set. This method trains models on this synthetic dataset where test samples being out-of-distribution
(OOD) is not possible as they are present in the training set. However, the FunnyBirds method
requires training the model on their synthetic dataset. It is also not obvious how this method translates
to real-world images.
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Inspired by the FunnyBirds work, we create a semi-synthetic dataset of real-world images where part
perturbations are incorporated by inpainting the parts. We use a recently proposed part-level dataset,
PartImageNet[18], where part annotations are available for each image. In contrast to the FunnyBirds
framework, our framework doesn’t require training/fine-tuning of the model on the dataset and can
be used readily on any model and any method. This framework helps us understand how explanation
methods work on part-level. To the best of our knowledge, InG is the first semi-synthetic framework
for the evaluation of ViT explanation methods.

Our contributions are twofold:

a. We propose a novel framework called Inpainting the Gaps (InG) to evaluate explanation
methods by reducing test-time out-of-distribution-ness, and

b. We evaluate seven popular ViT explanation methods with our framework to gain an under-
standing of the usefulness of each method.

2 Related Work

General Evaluation Frameworks/Benchmarks M4[27] is a modality-agnostic evaluation bench-
mark for explanation methods. Adebayo et al. [2] proposed data randomization and model parameter
randomization tests and found that some explanation methods reconstruct the input. Multiple human-
centric evaluation methods [11, 25] have been proposed as well. [28] proposed evaluation metrics
centred around trojan detection. FunnyBirds [20] uses a synthetic dataset to evaluate the explainability
methods. Toolkits like Quantus [19] and OpenXAI [3] have been published for evaluating explanation
methods. Similar benchmarks were proposed for GNNs [34] and NLP [44] as well. Survey papers
[29, 36, 39] have also been published for the evaluation.

Methods handling distribution shift [31] uses low-resolution binary maps and upsamples them
with bilinear interpolation. [17] uses blurring on the masked region. [12] uses U-Net style architecture
for generating masks. ROAR[21] retrains the network on the perturbed inputs where perturbed pixels
are replaced with the per channel mean. However, in ROAR, the model that should be evaluated and
the model they are evaluating are different due to retraining. [22] samples values from a uniform
distribution for replacing perturbed pixels. [5] uses the normal distribution to inpaint the perturbed
pixels. [6] uses Contextual Attention GAN [45] to inpaint the mask regions.

Transformers Explainability Methods Some methods[47, 38] have been ported directly from
CNNs to transformers. Some differences that might contribute to CNN explainability methods’
ineffectiveness on ViTs are self-attention mechanism and GeLUs. Raw Attention Maps(RAM) of
the last layer is a simple method for explanation. Attention rollout[1] proposed product of attention
summed with identity matrix considering skip-attentions as explanation. Attention flow[1] considers
the network as a graph and calculates the max flow as an explanation. Though proposed for pruning
the heads, partial LRP(PLRP)[43] is an LRP-based method that does LRP till the last layer to find
the importance. Transformer Attribution (TA)[8] and Generic Attribution (GA)[7] explored the
usage of relevance propagation in attention mechanism. Other methods like Beyond Intuition (BI)[9]
and Transition Attention Maps (TAM)[46] have proposed theoretical approximations for attention
mechanism to explain the model along with integrated gradients[40].

We found [6] to be the nearest neighbor of our work. [6] proposed to inpaint using Contextual
Attention GAN[45] and then optimize the proposed objective function to generate the saliency map.
However, our method, along with inpainting, uses part masks to evaluate explainability rather than
generate an explanation map.

3 Proposed Approach

The FunnyBirds framework [20] has complete control over the dataset generation that allows it to
compute the evaluation metrics part-wise. However, this evaluation method is not appropriate with
real-world data since the addition/removal of parts would be out-of-distribution. To overcome this
problem, we use inpainting models to inpaint the masked regions of the image, thereby reducing
the out-of-distribution-ness. Our approach is called Inpainting the Gaps (InG). To understand its
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Table 1: Dataset distances computed on the PartImageNet dataset

Reference dataset Dataset OTDD

Original Data Pixel Masking 85459.00
Inpainting 49026.34

Figure 1: Pipeline of our method. Though the figure shows only single part perturbation, our
framework uses multiple-part perturbation. We skipped showing multiple-part perturbation in interest
of space.

advantage, we calculate OTDD [4] between the original dataset (PartImageNet), the dataset generated
from pixel masking, and the dataset generated from the inpainting of parts. From Table 1, it is evident
that inpainted images have lesser distributions shift than the images with pixel masking. Figure 1
shows the pipeline of our method.

We use a part-based dataset, PartImageNet [18] which contains annotations of parts. We use MI-
GAN [37] as our inpainting model to inpaint the parts. This method of evaluating explanations at a
concept level rather than pixel level is also connected with the downstream task of providing human-
understandable explanations (since humans perceive images in concepts rather than pixels [20]).

3.1 Metrics

Preservation Check (PC): We pass an image through the model and explanation methods to obtain
the predicted class and its explanation. Then, we estimate the importance of each part as the sum
of the importance of each pixel in that part. Depending on the importance of each part and the
percentage of parts we want to remove, we decide on the order of part removal.

PCt =
1

N

N∑
n=1

1[f(xt
n) = f(xn)] (1)

where 1[.] is the identity function, xt
n denotes the input xn with at least t% importance inpainted

where preference is given to least important parts.

Single Deletion (SD): Similar to the preservation check, we estimate each part’s importance and find
the correlation between estimated part importance and actual part importance. Unlike the preservation
check, here, we remove only one part at a time, which allows us to find the correlation. This is not
the case in multiple-part perturbation as it would be computationally expensive to marginalize for
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each part.

SD =
1

2
+

1

2N

N∑
n=1

ρ(PI(ef (xn)), f(xn)− f(xt
n)), (2)

where ρ is the Spearman rank correlation and part importance (PI) is the sum of importance of pixels
of the perturbed part.

Deletion Check (DC): Deletion check is the inverse of preservation check i.e., instead of removing
the unimportant parts, we remove important parts and expect the prediction to change.

DC =
1

N

N∑
n=1

1[f(xt
n) ̸= f(xn)] (3)

where xt
n denotes the input xn with atleast t% importance inpainted where preference is given to

most important parts.

Perturbation Test: Similar to [9], we also perform perturbation test. In contrast to [9], we perform
this on inpainted images and not on pixel-masked images. There are two types of perturbation tests:
positive and negative. In the positive perturbation test, we inpaint the parts from high importance to
low importance, whereas, in the negative test, the order is reversed. Then, we calculate the accuracy
at each level of removal/inpainting and the mean accuracy from them. Since we remove the most
important parts in the positive perturbation test, a good explanation method will have a lower score
and vice-versa. Again, each test can be conducted for both the predicted class and the target class.

Unlike previous metrics which require a threshold (except SD), the importance of the perturbation
test is approximated as the average importance of each pixel in part rather than sum of the importance
of each pixel. This is due to the usage of thresholds in previous metrics, which renders per-pixel
importance infeasible.

4 Results and Discussion

4.1 Choice of Part Dataset

There are multiple datasets containing part annotations like PartImageNet [18], PACO [33], Pascal-
Part [10], ADE20K [48], Cityscapes-Panoptic Parts[13] etc. PartImageNet is a subset of the ImageNet
dataset [14], and contains challenging categories instead of rigid ones. PACO contains more parts
than PartImageNet, but some of its images contain more than one object, which makes it unsuitable
for classification. We select PartImageNet because it is a subset of ImageNet [14] on which the ViT
models have been trained. A different dataset choice would require re-training the models on the new
dataset. Therefore, to avoid training/fine-tuning the model, we choose PartImageNet.

4.2 Choice of Inpainting Model

We qualitatively analyzed FcF [23], LaMa [41], LDM [35], MAT [26], MI-GAN [37] and ZITS [15]
for usage in our framework. We found that LaMa and ZITS were able to inpaint the missing parts.
However, we want images with those parts removed to be inpainted with the background. We finally
chose MI-GAN as it has a lower FID, uses less computation, and generates a plausible image. We use
iopaint1 to access the inpainting models. Figure 2 shows a qualitative comparison of the considered
inpainting models.

4.3 Data Generation

We generate all possible combinations of part masks for a given image. We pass an image and
its corresponding parts combination mask to the inpainting model for inpainting. Considering
computational resources, we limit the number of combinations per image in PartImageNet to 32. We
prefer combinations with fewer parts removal so that at least single deletion protocol has all required
images. Figure 3 presents an illustrative example.

1https://github.com/Sanster/IOPaint
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Figure 2: A qualitative example for of inpainting models. The top-left image is inpainted in the
regions identified by the masks in the left column. The label of each inpainted image identifies the
inpainting model.

Figure 3: An illustrative example of image generation using the MI-GAN [37] model. The top row
shows the masks, and the bottom row shows inpainted images. This example shows all possible part
removals. Masked regions have blended with the background, resulting in realistic part removal.
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Table 2: Perturbation Tests (AUC). For positive test, lower is better (↓). For negative test, higher is
better (↑).

Model Mode Class RAM Rollout CAM PLRP GA TA BI-Head BI-Token

ViT-Base
Positive Predicted 23.38 22.74 24.03 23.66 23.49 23.02 22.29 23.09

Target - - 21.35 21.53 21.02 21.08 20.34 21.02

Negative Predicted 25.76 25.37 25.16 26.07 26.04 27.18 26.91 26.02
Target - - 23.08 23.81 23.70 24.40 24.42 23.65

ViT-DINO
Positive Predicted 21.43 22.02 21.84 21.26 19.92 21.60 20.54 20.68

Target - - 20.14 19.70 18.50 19.78 19.06 19.22

Negative Predicted 26.91 24.62 25.95 25.92 27.67 22.38 26.79 26.93
Target - - 23.66 23.74 25.29 20.40 24.32 24.44

ViT-MAE
Positive Predicted 28.78 28.05 30.60 25.76 26.78 26.90 25.60 25.72

Target - - 29.14 24.86 25.39 25.52 24.74 24.87

Negative Predicted 26.68 27.83 25.88 30.72 27.07 27.01 31.62 31.74
Target - - 24.91 29.35 25.88 25.85 30.19 30.38

ViT-Large
Positive Predicted 24.14 22.21 23.70 24.72 22.84 23.11 23.82 24.53

Target - - 22.53 23.78 21.97 22.30 22.76 23.52

Negative Predicted 23.91 24.60 24.15 23.72 26.19 25.24 24.65 24.54
Target - - 23.27 22.73 25.15 24.16 23.76 23.54

Table 3: Comparison of explanation methods. Higher is better (↑) for every metric in this table.

Model Metric RAM Rollout CAM PLRP GA TA BI-Head BI-Token

ViT-Base
SD 69.45 69.76 65.24 69.74 71.24 71.02 70.85 70.17
PC 98.92 99.11 87.06 98.96 99.29 99.48 99.37 99.32
DC 78.72 82.71 50.27 81.72 82.77 82.86 83.23 83.03

ViT-DINO
SD 83.52 81.66 78.14 83.08 86.31 80.37 84.43 84.93
PC 99.68 99.22 93.90 99.03 99.59 98.82 99.59 99.59
DC 84.15 83.23 64.76 81.91 84.10 81.31 83.81 84.06

ViT-MAE
SD 74.04 74.52 66.60 74.79 74.31 74.26 75.72 75.91
PC 98.59 98.93 89.74 99.02 98.61 98.56 99.50 99.41
DC 75.63 77.77 46.03 78.83 75.77 75.65 80.89 80.87

ViT-Large
SD 67.26 68.14 65.78 66.74 70.00 68.82 68.08 67.71
PC 98.86 99.15 49.26 98.75 99.53 99.41 99.30 99.28
DC 84.15 83.23 64.78 81.88 84.10 81.16 83.16 83.41

4.4 Discussion

Table 2 contains results of perturbation tests for some common ViT variants which either change in
training strategy or the number of parameters evaluated with our framework. Table 3 contains results
for other metrics defined in Section 3.1 evaluated with our framework. We use a cluster of 3 NVIDIA
RTX A5000 GPUs to run all our experiments. Note that we cannot generate explanations for RAM
and Rollout for the target class because they are class-independent.

InG’s Impact on Models: ViT-Base is the most benefitted model from inpainting since it gave
a better logit score over pixel masking. This was not the case with DINO and MAE, as there is
not much difference in logit scores between masking and inpainting. This highlights the similarity
with their training procedures, which use local views and patches instead of whole images, thereby
reducing the dependence on the entire object. Observing the explanation of each model, it is clear
that every model does not focus on the same part. This behavior is also evident from the different
range of scores for each model in Tables 2, 3.

Salient Features of InG: A comparison of masking and InG evaluation of the Beyond Intuition [9]
method is given in Figure 4. It is worth noting that masking retains the shape of the object while
removing colour and texture information of the masked part. On the other hand, the inpainted images
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Figure 4: A qualitative comparison of masking and inpainting-based evaluation of the Beyond
Intuition-Head (BI) method applied to ViT-Base. The first and third columns are the masked and
inpainted images, respectively. The second and fourth columns are the attention maps generated by
the BI model. Explanation maps for the masked images show undesired feeble attribution to the
masked regions. This is clear from the last row, where the attribution of the masked image includes
the masked regions. However, this attribution is much lower in the inpainted images.
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actually remove these parts and blend them into the background, thereby providing a truer part-based
evaluation setting for explanation methods. Further, from Figure 4, we see that inpainting results in
better attribution in the explanation maps when compared to masking. Table 1 provides quantitative
evidence for the distribution of inpainted images being closer to natural images when compared to
masked images. Though Beyond Intuition delivers superior performance when evaluated through
masking, that was not the case with inpainting-based evaluation. This finding shows that some
explanation methods gained an advantage with masking-based evaluation.

Observation on scores: One interesting point is that raw attention map (RAM) performs better
than other complex methods in PC and DC metrics for the DINO model. Even though DINO has
segmentation capabilities, that was not the case with pixel masking-based evaluation, as it gave an
unfair advantage to other explanation methods. Further, no explanation method can explain every
model perfectly according to every performance metric. As in ROAR [21], which re-trains the model
to reduce the dataset shift, even in InG, explanation methods perform in a narrow range.

Limitation: Our work is currently limited to classification setting where images contain single
objects and their constituent parts.

5 Conclusion

We find that pixel masking-based evaluation introduces a distribution shift at test time. The test-time
distribution shift brings into question the fairness of the pixel-masking evaluation methodology. We
proposed Inpainting the Gaps (InG), a framework to overcome this issue. InG is simple, effective and
inpaints the masked regions to reduce distribution shift in the test image distribution. Importantly,
our method works with real images, unlike recent works that operate on synthetic images. We
demonstrated that the InG is more realistic when compared to vanilla pixel-masking both qualitatively
and quantitatively (using OTDD). Further, InG can be applied to any ViT explanation method.
Through our framework, we uncover some interesting observations on different training strategies.
Specifically, we found that GA and BI are competitive explanation methods. Additionally, InG leads
to consistently high metrics across various flavours of the ViT. To the best of our knowledge, InG is
the first semi-synthetic framework for the evaluation of ViT explanation methods.
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A Supplementary Material

Images start from the next page. Images in the supplementary material are generated with respect
to the predicted class and not the ground truth class. From Figure 9, it is clear that explanation
methods focus on unrealistic regions(masked pixels). This highlights the drawback of pixel masking
for evaluation. This is not found in the inpainting based evaluation which can be seen in Figure6810
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Figure 5: A qualitative example of how explanation methods work on masked images. Explanations
are generated with Beyond Intuition-Head. The first two columns are mask and masked images,
respectively. The remaining columns are the explanation maps generated by models, which are
mentioned as the title of the column.
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Figure 6: A qualitative example of how explanation methods work on inpainted images. Explanations
are generated with Beyond Intuition-Head. The first two columns are mask and inpainted images,
respectively. The remaining columns are the explanation maps generated by models, which are
mentioned as the title of the column.
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Figure 7:
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Figure 8:
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Figure 9:
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Figure 10:
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