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Abstract

Understanding deep models is crucial for deploying them
in safety-critical applications. We introduce GIFT, a frame-
work for deriving post-hoc, global, interpretable, and faith-
ful textual explanations for vision classifiers. GIFT starts
from local faithful visual counterfactual explanations and
employs (vision) language models to translate those into
global textual explanations. Crucially, GIFT provides a
verification stage measuring the causal effect of the pro-
posed explanations on the classifier decision. Through
experiments across diverse datasets, including CLEVR,
CelebA, and BDD, we demonstrate that GIFT effectively re-
veals meaningful insights, uncovering tasks, concepts, and
biases used by deep vision classifiers. Our code, data, and
models are released at github.com/valeoai/GIFT.

1. Introduction
Understanding how deep vision models make decisions is
essential for their practical use, especially in critical appli-
cations such as self-driving cars [55, 86] and medical im-
age analysis [72]. Clear, reliable explanations of model de-
cisions are needed to build user trust and ensure effective
deployment. In this paper, we focus on post-hoc expla-
nations, i.e., generated after model training, in contrast to
approaches that add explainability constraints during model
design [7, 36, 90]. Post-hoc explainability generally focuses
on local explanations, which interpret the model’s decision
for a specific image, e.g., with saliency maps [23, 66, 69] or
counterfactual explanations [40, 42, 75, 88]. Local expla-
nations, however, offer little insights about how the model
behaves overall, across a range of inputs. That is the goal of
global explanations, which target a holistic understanding
of the model [21, 22, 48, 49].

Explanations must also be interpretable to be useful for
humans [29]: fully understandable and intuitively mean-
ingful. Representations that fall short of that goal include
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Figure 1. Illustration of use-cases that GIFT can adress. Given
a trained image classifier M , GIFT globally explains the model
in natural language: it can uncover unknown class meaning (1),
discover fine-grained relationships between data features and clas-
sification outcomes (2), and find unexpected biases (3).

the saliency maps of input attribution [8, 19, 23, 66, 69,
76, 87, 92], the image pairs of counterfactual explanations
[40–43, 59, 63, 75, 88], and the disentangled directions
in latent neural-network space of concept-based methods
[21, 22, 46, 48, 49, 91], all of which requiring either sub-
jective interpretation, hand-labeling [20], or both.

Additionally, explanations must be faithful, accurately
representing the model’s decision-making [14, 65]. Many
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methods, including model-agnostic approaches [52, 62] and
concept-based methods [21, 22, 46, 48, 49, 91] produce ex-
planations that capture correlations rather than causal asso-
ciations, which risks misleading end-users.

In this work, we introduce GIFT, a novel framework to
obtain Global, Interpretable, Faithful, and Textual expla-
nations for deep vision models. GIFT starts with faithful
local explanations for the model using counterfactual ex-
planations [42, 75, 88], which reveal minimal meaningful
changes in an input leading the model to change its output.
GIFT exploits natural language both to make the explana-
tions directly interpretable for end-users and to enable pro-
cessing by Large Language Models (LLMs) [44, 54], which
can summarize large amounts of text and have recently
achieved significant advances in reasoning. That strategy al-
lows obtaining global interpretable explanations. Crucially,
GIFT proposes a verification of the candidate explanations,
allowing measuring their causal effect [30, 58] through in-
terventions on the input using image-editing models.

We demonstrate the usefulness of GIFT across three ex-
perimental use cases (Figure 1). First, we demonstrate
GIFT uncovering classification rules, in models trained on
the CLEVR dataset [45], which allows controlled experi-
ments with complex compositionality. Second, we show-
case the power of GIFT to guide the exploration for detailed
explanations in a less controlled scenario, using the CelebA
[51] dataset. Finally, we use GIFT to identify biases on a
classifier trained on the BDD-OIA [85] dataset, a challeng-
ing domain with complex driving scenes.
Overall, our contributions are as follows:
• We introduce GIFT, the first automated framework for

global, faithful, explicitly interpretable explanations for
vision classifiers.

• We derive global explanations by combining two ideas:
(1) gathering counterfactual signals across the model’s
input domain, which are inherently causal although very
local; and (2) reasoning with an LLM to uncover global
insights from those local signals. Both ideas and their
combined synergy are novel, to our knowledge.

• GIFT comes with explanation verification tools, measur-
ing both correlation and causal association. It allows end-
users to interact with its output to understand the target
classifier further.

• We demonstrate GIFT’s ability to generate accurate,
meaningful, global explanations across various datasets
and use cases.

2. Related Work
Literature generally categorizes explainability methods as
either intrinsic [7, 11, 36, 90], designed during the model-
building phase to create inherently interpretable models, or
post-hoc, which probe trained models to provide insight
into their decisions [11, 36, 90]. Post-hoc methods are fur-

ther divided into local, which focus on explaining individ-
ual predictions, and global, which aim to capture broader
patterns of model behavior across the data domain.

Input Attribution Methods. Input attribution techniques
aim to highlight regions of the input image that most influ-
ence the model’s predictions, often visualized as a saliency
map. Common strategies include gradient-based methods
[8, 19, 66, 69, 87, 92], which back-propagate gradients to
identify influential features, and perturbation-based meth-
ods that remove or alter parts of the input to observe result-
ing changes in model output [23, 76]. However, attribution
maps can only provide local explanations for each instance.
They require user interpretation, introducing subjective bi-
ases [9], and are sometimes unreliable as they can mislead
end-users by acting as edge detectors [2].

Model-Agnostic Methods. Model-agnostic methods ex-
plain black-box models through interpretable surrogate
models. Approaches like LIME [62] and SHAP [52] are
widely used to provide local explanations, with some at-
tempts at global surrogates for more holistic interpretabil-
ity [25, 34, 89, 93]. The simplification techniques these
methods employ, such as using superpixels [62] or high-
level input features [52], can result in reduced fidelity to the
model’s original decision process, which may diminish the
reliability of explanations for complex, high-dimensional
data.

Counterfactual Explanations. Counterfactual explana-
tions are images minimally altered to yield a different clas-
sification outcome, thus revealing semantic changes needed
to cross the classifier’s decision boundary [75]. Retrieval-
based [31, 37, 74, 77] and generator-based methods — with
GAN [40, 47, 63, 88] or diffusion models [5, 41, 42, 67] —
are used to create realistic counterfactuals. While counter-
factuals can provide intuitive insights, they are inherently
local explanations. Moreover, they demand careful user in-
terpretation, which may introduce human biases [9, 88].

Concept-Based Explanations. Concept-based methods
explain model decisions using human-interpretable ‘con-
cepts’ [48, 50]. They range from neuron-level analyses
[6, 27] to layer-level analyses, such as ‘Concept Activation
Vectors’ (CAV) [48]. Generally, concept-based methods re-
quire annotated data that signals concept presence or ab-
sence [48], with some exceptions [28]. Some methods de-
compose activation patterns using matrix factorization, ex-
tracting primary CAV directions [22, 46, 49, 91]. Concept-
based explanations usually require model architecture de-
tails and weights, which may not be accessible and are of-
ten architecture-specific, with most methods only support-
ing CNN-based models [22, 46, 49]. Additionally, manually
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Figure 2. Overview of GIFT. For a target model M , here a classifier discriminating images with a ‘red metal object’, GIFT involves
five stages: (1) generating local visual counterfactual explanations for several images, the counterfactuals reveal semantic and minimal
changes to the query image that flip the classifier’s output, (2) using an image change captioning model to translate in natural language
the visual differences between original and counterfactual images, (3) applying an LLM to identify and summarize common patterns from
local explanations, thereby proposing candidate global explanations, (4) validating these candidate explanations with intervention studies,
and (5) exploring explanation combinations and measuring their validity (using the metrics of stage 4).

defined concepts can miss model biases, while unsupervised
concepts [22, 28] require further visualization [20] and hu-
man interpretation. In contrast, GIFT identifies explana-
tions grounded in counterfactual signals, bypassing the need
for predefined concept annotations and avoiding the intro-
duction of prior on what the model might be using. More-
over, the generated textual explanations are directly inter-
pretable and can be tested for faithfulness, enabling a more
reliable insight than correlation-only approaches.

Error Explanations with Language. Language-based
approaches have been used to identify model corner cases
and errors. Some frameworks rely on textual inputs from
users [1, 13] or from LLMs [59, 79] to diagnose weak-
nesses; however, this can introduce bias and restrict the
scope of potential findings, as it uses prior knowledge about
the error types to look for. In contrast, GIFT uses an LLM as
a summarizing tool of counterfactual-based analysis rather
than as a knowledge base, which limits the introduction of
LLM-based bias. Other works [18, 81] identify subsets of
data where systematic errors occur and then label them. Un-
like these methods, which usually rely on ground-truth la-
bels for error analysis, our approach extends beyond fail-
ure analysis to explain both correct and incorrect classifica-
tions, allowing for a unified understanding of model behav-
ior across all outcomes.

3. GIFT Framework
GIFT automatically identifies and validates explanations for
a differentiable target classifier M . An explanation, here,
is an interpretable description of features, attributes, or con-

cepts in input images that are significant to the classifier’s
decision. Explanations should be meaningful to humans
and faithful to the classifier’s behavior.

3.1. Overview

The proposed approach works as follows (Figure 2). In
Stage 1 (Section 3.2), GIFT creates local explanations by
generating various counterfactual pairs of images, high-
lighting faithful visual features relevant to M ’s decision at
the individual input level. In Stage 2 (Section 3.3), GIFT
uses a Vision Language Model (VLM) to translate the dif-
ferences between each image in a counterfactual pair into
interpretable text descriptions. In Stage 3 (Section 3.4),
GIFT employs an LLM to identify recurrent patterns on
those local explanations to obtain global candidate expla-
nations that aim to reflect the classifier’s general behav-
ior. In Stage 4 (Section 3.5), we evaluate those candidate
explanations on correlation and causal metrics, measuring
whether they faithfully reflect M ’s decision process. Fi-
nally, in Stage 5 (Section 3.6), we explore the explanation
space, combining the rules found so far and using the met-
rics of Stage 4 to validate our exploration.

3.2. Stage 1: Faithful visual and local explanations

sec:model:counterfactual
GIFT starts by generating local, faithful visual expla-

nations using counterfactual explanation methods [42, 88],
which find minimal modifications on input images to flip the
model’s decisions. Contrarily to adversarial attacks [70],
counterfactual techniques strive to be semantically mean-
ingful [24]. They reveal, locally, the model’s semantic de-
cision boundaries.
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Concretely, for our target model M and each image x
in a sample set I of size N , we use a counterfactual ex-
planation method CEX to produce a counterfactual image
x′, with the model decision M(x′) ̸= M(x). That re-
sults in a set of image pairs P = {(x, x′)|x ∈ I, x′ =
CEX(x,M(x),M)}, from which later stages will identify
meaningful features. Remark that CEX takes into account
the input image x, the model decision M(x), which CEX
aims to flip, and directly the model M , e.g., by considering
the model weights. That allows CEX to provide a counter-
factual faithful to M , although local to the input x.

3.3. Stage 2: From visual counterfactuals to text

For each counterfactual pair, GIFT creates a change caption,
translating the visual changes from the original image to the
counterfactual into simple, descriptive natural language.

Visual counterfactuals, per se, require a time-consuming
and subjective manual comparison to become interpretable.
We use instead vision-language models (VLMs) to change-
caption [4, 32, 38, 60] each image pair, i.e., to automatically
describe the changes between each original image x and its
counterfactual x′.

Concretely, we employ a Change Captioning model CC
that inputs the pair of images and outputs a change caption
t = CC(x, x′). At this stage, our explanations have gained
in interpretability since an explicitly stated change caption
is more interpretable than the implicit changes in an image
pair. The explanations are still very local (to each image
pair) and may be less faithful since text is a much more
compressed representation than images, and the VLM may
introduce other forms of noise. We address those challenges
next.

3.4. Stage 3: Candidate global explanations

GIFT will now gather all change captions, analyze them for
recurrent patterns, and propose candidate global explana-
tions for the target model behavior.

Concretely, we gather the set of all local explanation
tuples T = {(CC(x, x′),M(x),M(x′))|(x, x′) ∈ P} and
use an LLM to summarize them into a set of candidate
global explanations E = LLM(T ) that helps explaining the
classifier’s behavior. Remark that the LLM has access, for
each tuple, to both the change caption and to what happened
to the model decision (M(x) → M(x′)). The LLM has no
direct access to the model itself.

This stage addresses the shortcomings of the local ex-
planations. It disambiguates local evidence where a given
counterfactual change implies multiple plausible explana-
tions. For example, a ‘red metal ball became brown’ ex-
planation, in isolation, could mean that the classifier tracks
the absence of ‘red objects‘ (or ‘red metal objects‘) in class
0 or the presence of ‘brown objects’ (or ‘brown metal ob-
jects‘) in class 1. This stage also filters out noise, alleviat-

ing linguistic variations and eliminating most irrelevant or
inconsistent explanations raised in Stage 2.

3.5. Stage 4: Hypotheses verification

The initial explanations at Stage 1, although local and la-
borious to interpret, are faithful. At the end of Stage 3, we
have global interpretable explanations but cannot guaran-
tee their faithfulness, as the VLM and LLM may introduce
noise and hallucinations.

Stage 4, therefore, will verify which explanations in E re-
main faithful to the model’s behavior. For each explanation
e ∈ E (e.g., ‘class 1 implies the presence of a red object’),
we derive the underlying concept ce (e.g., ‘red object’) and
use those concepts in a two-step verification.

Coarse filter. This first step measures the correlation be-
tween the model’s decision and the underlying concept ce
of each candidate explanation e ∈ E . We use the Directed
Information (DI) [26] between the concept ce and the pre-
dicted class label y as the correlation metric:

DI(ce, y) =
I(ce; y)

H(ce)
, (1)

where I(ce, y) is the mutual information between the con-
cept presence and the classifier output, and H(ce) is the en-
tropy of the concept presence. DI quantifies how much the
explanation e explains the classifier’s decision y, assessing
the directional influence of the explanation on the classifi-
cation outcome. More details about its computation appear
in Section A.1.

We use a Visual Question Answering model VQA :
(x, ce) → {0, 1} to find whether concept ce appears in the
image x. We measure the DI for each explanation, rank
them, and keep the most promising for further evaluation.
The motivation for this pre-filtering is that applying the
VQA model is much easier (and computationally cheaper)
than intervening on the images with the edit model.

Fine filter. We evaluate the high-correlation explanations
e ∈ E that pass the coarse filter on their causal effect on
the classifier’s decision by measuring the causal association
[30, 58] between their underlying concept ce and the model
decision y. We partition the samples of a validation set of
images according to ce, intervene on those images by in-
serting or removing ce and verify the impact of those inter-
ventions on the model decision.

Concretely, we use VQA(x, ce) to partition a validation
set X into Xce=0 and Xce=1 and an image-editing genera-
tive model EDIT to make the intervention and edit x into
x̃ = EDIT(x, ce), by flipping the presence of ce in the im-
age. Image editing falls short of the unfeasible ideal of
modifying physical reality in past image acquisition and
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Figure 3. Causal Concept Effect, CaCE, Stage 4. For a candidate explanation e (e.g., ‘class 1 implies presence of a red object’), we
use an image-editing model to add or remove the underlying concept ce (e.g., ‘red object’) and observe the impact on the classification
outcome, which is aggregated to estimate the CaCE (Eq. 3). In the example, the classifier M recognizes images with a ‘red metal object’,
and we observe, as expected, a partial causal effect: removing red objects impacts the outcome, but inserting non-metal red ones does not.

assumes other concepts will be left relatively undisturbed.
Nevertheless, this practical procedure has shown good re-
sults in estimating the actual causal effect [30].

To measure the impact of the interventions, we create an
image x+ce = EDIT(x, ce) for each image x ∈ Xce=0,
adding the concept ce (similarly, ∀x ∈ Xce=1, x

−ce =
EDIT(x, ce)). The Individual Causal Effect (ICE) is then

ICE(x) =

{
M(x+ce)−M(x) ∀x ∈ Xce=0

M(x)−M(x−ce) ∀x ∈ Xce=1,
(2)

where M(x) is the model decision on input x. Finally, the
Causal Concept Effect (CaCE) [30] averages ICE across all
images:

CaCEce→y =
1

|X |

∣∣∣∑
x∈X

ICE(x)
∣∣∣ (3)

For binary classifiers, or multiclass ones evaluated in 1-
vs-all protocols, we have M(x) ∈ {0, 1} and, thus, CaCE
∈ [0, 1]. A value close to zero indicates that the concept, in
isolation, has no causal effect on the outcome of the classi-
fication, while a value close to one indicates that the pres-
ence/absence of the concept, by itself, can fully control the
outcome of the classifier. We discuss the metric in more
detail in Section A.2.

3.6. Stage 5: Exploring the explanation space

The best-case scenario after Stage 4 is having a single ex-
planation with a very high CaCE, indicating it fully captures
the decision rule of the model. However, we cannot expect
this ideal immediate outcome for complex classifiers that
rely on an intricate combination of features.

Fortunately, the framework of Stage 4 allows for ex-
ploring the space of explanations by combining and vary-
ing them, automatically or with human guidance, to gain
a deeper understanding of the model. The combined ex-
planations are then re-evaluated using Stage 4 to measure
their causal impact on the model’s output. Such refinement,

shown on the right side of Figure 2, allows users to improve
their understanding of the model’s decision.

4. Experiments
We evaluate GIFT on three use cases of increasing com-
plexity. In Section 4.1, we test GIFT’s ability to uncover
classification rules in a controlled setting with the CLEVR
dataset [45]. In Section 4.2, we showcase how an explo-
ration guided by GIFT finds detailed explanations for a clas-
sifier trained on CelebA [51]. Finally, in Section 4.3, we
use GIFT to reveal biases in a model trained on BDD-OIA
[85], a dataset of complex driving scenes. In Section 4.4,
we present evidences on the importance of the stages.

4.1. Uncovering classification rules on CLEVR

Here, the goal is for GIFT to explain the decisions of a
model M , expressing the rules of M in natural language.
The setting is challenging, as we do not provide any prior
knowledge on M to GIFT, not even the possible class mean-
ing.

Data and target classifiers. We use the CLEVR dataset
[45], which presents synthetic but photorealistic arrange-
ments of objects with various shapes, colors, and textures
on a neutral background. We train various target classi-
fiers on binary tasks to recognize a specific visual rule such
as ‘cyan object present’ or ‘yellow rubber object present’.
CLEVR images hide complex compositional potential be-
hind their minimalist appearance, with diverse colors, tex-
tures, and shapes. Uncovering the underlying rule in each
classifier from local examples is challenging, even for hu-
mans. We include both ViT-Small-Patch16-224 [15] and
ResNet-34 [35] architectures. Our evaluation comprises 12
unique combinations of visual rule × architecture.

Instantiation of GIFT. Counterfactual explanation gen-
eration (Stage 1) uses OCTET [88], based on a BlobGAN
[16] generative model that we trained on CLEVR. Change-
captioning (Stage 2) employs CLIP4IDC [32], trained on
the CLEVR-Change dataset [57]. The LLM of Stage 3 is

5



Rule Arch. GIFT Abl. CaCE

Cyan object ResNet ✓ × 62
Purple object ResNet ✓ ✓ 71
Metal object ResNet ✓ ✓ 24
Rubber object ResNet ✓ × 30
Red metal object ResNet × × N/A
Yellow rubber object ResNet ✓ × 67

Cyan object ViT ✓ × 63
Purple object ViT ✓ ✓ 70
Metal object ViT ✓ ✓ 37
Rubber object ViT ✓ × 31
Red metal object ViT ✓ × 71
Yellow rubber object ViT ✓ × 72

Table 1. Classification rule reverse engineering on CLEVR.
Success criterion is to have the hidden true rule on top after rank-
ing them by the CaCE causal effect metric (Eq. 3) after a single
pass of Stages 1–4. GIFT succeeds for all but one case. An ab-
lation (Abl.) with descriptive captions instead of change captions
misses most rules (Sec. 4.4). A qualitative analysis of the failure
case ‘Red metal object / ResNet’ appears in Sec. 2. CaCE in %.

ChatGPT4 [56]. Interventions (Stage 4) use a Stable Dif-
fusion model [64] adapted to CLEVR for targeted addition
and removal of objects [12]. The VQA model (Stage 4) is
MiniCPM [84].

Main results. Table 1 reports the trials of GIFT uncov-
ering the hidden visual rule underlying the target classifiers
after a single round of Stages 1–4. The true visual rule was
uncovered in all but one of the 12 cases.

Explanation verification (Stage 4) turns out to be criti-
cal to uncover the true rule. Global explanation extraction
(Stage 3) finds 2 to 6 rules for each target classifier. With-
out Stage 4 and ranking by CaCE (Section 3.5) the user has
no guidance to distinguish them. We consider the trial suc-
cessful when the true rule appears on top after Stage 4 and
ranking by CaCE.

The failure case of ‘Red metal object‘ on ResNet-34
is interesting, for it showcases the interest in combining
explanations (Stage 5). We provide a detailed qualitative
analysis of this case in Figure 2, which, besides overview-
ing the whole of GIFT, shows actual experimental data for
that trial. (Stage 1:) Counterfactual image generation flips
the model’s decision by modifying objects’ presence, loca-
tion, or appearance. (Stage 2:) Because each counterfac-
tual pair provides a very local and ambiguous explanation,
each change caption extracted has weak evidence. There is
also some linguistic variation. (Stage 3:) The summariza-
tion has to filter out the noise and recover robust trends in
the whole sample of captions. However, in this case, it can
only recover two partial rules, ‘Red object’ and ‘Metal ob-
ject’, which (Stage 4) verification tags with a CaCE of 43%

Explanations associated to the class ‘Old’ DI CaCE

after Stage 3
Receding Hairline 29.9 6.5
Neck Wrinkles 28.1 3.0
Wrinkles on Forehead 26.4 8.5
Wrinkles around Eyes 20.7 9.0
Glasses 16.5 10.5
Drooping Eyelids 15.4 5.5
Gray Hair 12.3 4.5
... ... ...
Pale Skin 0.8
Detailed Background 0.2
after Stage 5
Gray Hair + Wrinkles around Eyes 39.1 7.8
Hairline + Wrinkles on Forehead 47.8 8.2
Glasses + Wrinkles around Eyes 60.4 21.7
Glasses + Wrinkles on Forehead 59.6 24.1
Glasses + Hairline 61.4 24.6
Glasses + Wrinkles on Forehead + Hairline 78.2 26.0
Glasses + Wrinkles on Forehead + Eyes 65.6 26.8

Table 2. Output of GIFT on the CelebA ‘Old’ classifier. The
full table is given in Appendix E. DI and CaCE in %.

Edited image 

Old

Query image Query image Edited image 

4 4

Young Young Old

Figure 4. Samples from the intervention study on the CelebA-
‘Old’ classifier. The combined concepts under scrutiny are:
‘Glasses’, ‘Wrinkles on Forehead’, ‘Wrinkles around Eyes’. Each
pair has the query image on the left and the edition on the right.

and 12%, respectively. (Stage 5:) We try combinations of
those partial rules and find the true rule ‘Red Metal object‘
(CaCE=62%). Both after Stage 3 and Stage 5, verification
plays a crucial role in ranking the rules.

4.2. Exploring detailed explanations on CelebA

Here, we use the guidance of GIFT to explore detailed, fine-
grained explanations on CelebA [51], a dataset of human
faces. CelebA presents additional challenges compared to
CLEVR: its data presents all the noise and variability of
real life. In addition, subtle changes in facial attributes and
expressions may have considerable semantic importance.
Target classifier. The target model M is a DenseNet121
[39] trained to classify face images as either ‘old’ or
‘young’, following [40, 42].
Instantiation of GIFT. Counterfactual generation (Stage
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Cannot turn right
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Counterfactual explanation 1 2

Concepts that may explain
`Cannot turn right'

Dense Traffic
Dense Traffic in left lane

Dense Traffic in middle lane
Dense traffic close to ego

Stopped vehicles
Red traffic lights

Ego-car dashboard is bright
Wet road
Dark road

Many buildings
Many streetlights

Pedestrians on the road or sidewalks
Objects on the road or sidewalks

3

Directed
Information

7.7
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0.3
14.0
1.4
0.8
0.0
0.0
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0.1
0.3
0.0
1.1

Causal Concept
Effect CaCE

51
45

27

4

Can turn right

Figure 5. GIFT output for the biased classifier on BDD-OIA [83]. The model M classifying images into ‘Can/Cannot turn right’ is
intentionally biased for vehicles in the left lane to yield the ‘Cannot turn right’ output. We illustrate the output of Stages 1 and 2 for a
single randomly selected input and the global output of Stages 3 and 4.

1) uses the diffusion-based model ACE [42]. Change cap-
tioning (Stage 2) employs a Pixtral-12B [3] VLM with a
one-shot in-prompt annotated sample as guidance. The
concept identification (Stage 3) is performed zero-shot by
Qwen 2.5 72B Instruct Quantized on 8-bits [71]. Interven-
tions (Stage 4) use a combination of an image-conditioned
version of Stable Diffusion 3 [17] and an in-painting ver-
sion of Stable Diffusion 2 [64] relying on masks obtained
with Florence-2 [82] for targeted editions.

Main results. Table 2 shows a subset of explanatory con-
cepts proposed by GIFT. We note that it includes reasonable
attributes, such as ‘wrinkles on the forehead’ and ‘receding
hairline’, and more unexpected ones, like a ‘detailed back-
ground’. Directed information (DI) scores provide an ini-
tial filter to remove explanations whose concepts have no
significant relationship to the classifier’s output, allowing
us to focus on more promising hypotheses. From that re-
fined set, we conduct intervention studies to measure causal
effects. Overall, concepts derived from Stage 3 have low
CaCE, meaning that intervening on one attribute alone usu-
ally does not change the classifier’s decision. That is a posi-
tive indicator for the target classifier, showing that it is rela-
tively robust and not overly reliant on any single attribute to
make its decision. However, GIFT finds that adding glasses
to individuals classified as ‘young’ or removing them from
‘old’ classifications changes the model’s decision in ∼10%
of cases. That likely reflects a dataset bias, as ‘has glasses’
correlates with the ‘old’ label in the training data at a rate
higher than 20% [73].

As described in Section 3.6, we further explore the ex-
planations by combining and reevaluating them (Table 2,
rows ‘after Stage 5’). Some explanations that, individually,
have low CaCE yield a much higher CaCE (up to ∼26.8%)
after combination, indicating an increased understanding of

the classifier. Figure 4 illustrates the targeted intervention
for the combined attributes ‘Glasses’, ‘Wrinkles on Fore-
head’, and ‘Wrinkles around Eyes’, which is sufficient to
flip the model’s decision in the two query images while
leaving the rest of the face mostly unchanged.

4.3. Discovering classifier bias on BDD-OIA

Here, the task is to identify biases in a classifier, i.e., find-
ing among the rules that govern the classifier those that are
spurious, incorrect, or undesirable.
Data. We employ BDD-OIA [83], a dataset of front-cam
driving scenes in complex urban environments, annotated
for admissible actions for the car (turn left, go ahead, turn
right, stop/decelerate).
Target classifier. We use a binary classifier for the ‘turn
right’ action given in OCTET [88]. They introduced an in-
tentional bias in the training set, systematically assigning
images with vehicles on the left side to the ‘cannot turn
right’ class, in addition to images that would normally be-
long there. The setup aims to test whether GIFT can un-
cover this known bias in the target classifier decision.
Instantiation of GIFT. The instantiation of GIFT follows
the one of Section 4.2, except for the counterfactual genera-
tor, which is OCTET [88] with a BlobGAN [16] trained on
BDD100k [83].
Results. Figure 5 shows results for each stage of GIFT,
with (1) one sample pair of counterfactual images (of the
many generated), (2) the change-caption extracted for it, (3)
the relevant concepts the summarizer obtained over many
change captions, and (4) the correlation (DI) and causal
(CaCE) metrics computed for verification.

In the sample shown in the figure, the counterfactual im-
age presents several changes, including the appearance of a
vehicle in the left lane. Due to the complexity of the scenes,
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Query image 

Query image Edited image 

Edited image 

Can turn right

Cannot turn right Can turn right

Cannot turn right

Figure 6. Image intervention for the ‘Dense Traffic in Left
Lane’ explanation. The model is biased for vehicles in the left
lanes to yield the ‘Cannot turn right’ output. Left: query images;
Right: images x+c and x−c with the added and removed concept.

individual change captions in this dataset tend to be long
and noisy. Again, Stage 3 is critical to condense a large
collection of weak signals into a small list of strong, mean-
ingful hypotheses, which, in Stage 4, we can pre-filter with
the correlation metric (DI) and then rank by performing the
edit interventions and measuring the causal metric (CaCE).

We finish with three strong explanations for being un-
able to turn right: ‘dense traffic’, ‘dense traffic in left-lane’
(the bias!), and ‘dense traffic close to ego-vehicle’, with, re-
spectively, CaCE of 51, 45, and 27%. While the first and
third explanations seem reasonable, the biased explanation
uncovered by GIFT should immediately call the attention of
anyone evaluating the model.

Figure 6 illustrates some interventions used to confirm
those dense-traffic rules, with the addition and removal of
vehicles in the left lane in the image.

4.4. Evidence on the importance of the stages

Here, we collect evidence from further experiments, quali-
tative analyses, and existing literature showcasing the indi-
vidual importance of each GIFT stage.

Ablation of Stage 2 Here, instead of extracting change
captions for each counterfactual pair, we extract simple cap-
tions for each image in the pair, independently. We group
the descriptions for each class and ask the LLM (Stage 3), as
usual, to find rules governing the classifier’s decision. In the
case of CLEVR, the success rate drops from 11/12 to 4/12,
as shown in Table 1. The same ablation (change captions
→ independent description captions) on BDD-OIA bias dis-
covery results in failure to propose the explanation for the
bias. Details are in the Appendix D and Appendix F.

Ablation of Stages 1 and 2 on BDD-OIA bias discovery.
Previous works show that relying only on LLM-generated
hypotheses [1, 13, 30, 59]) or human-proposed hypotheses
[88] without counterfactual guidance fails to raise the left-

lane-vehicle bias. More details in Appendix F.

Keeping only Stage 1 for BDD-OIA bias discovery. Us-
ing only counterfactual images is the object of OCTET’s
user study [88], where participants could inspect several
counterfactual explanations. Still, 35% of this group missed
the left-lane-vehicle bias, showcasing the interest of Stages
2–4 that translate the evidence into explicitly interpretable
natural language.

Stage 3 adaptability to the captions’ information. We
evaluate the impact of the number of counterfactual change
captions given to Stage 3 on both the CLEVR experiment
(Section 4.1) and the BDD-OIA experiment (Section 4.3).
In CLEVR, as few as three image pairs provide enough sig-
nal for effective summarization, while in BDD-OIA, ∼20
pairs are needed. That showcases how Stage 2 does not
suffice alone: one single change caption from one single
image-pair has simply too little information. Stage 3 crucial
role is extracting the combined evidence from all (many or
few, depending on the problem’s complexity) change cap-
tions and proposing promising global explanations.

Stage 4 importance for selecting the best rules. Stage 4
is critical to select and rank the hypotheses after Stage 3. As
mentioned in Section 4.1, each trial on CLEVR raised 2 to
6 viable explanations, which Stage 4 then correctly ranked
11 out of 12 times (Table 1). In Section 4.2, we find dozens
of candidate concepts, which Stage 4 reduces to a handful
of promising ones (Table 2). In Section 4.3, Stage 4 helps
again to focus the attention on the most important concepts,
revealing the bias (Figure 5, column 4).

Stage 5 interest for obtaining complex rules. In the
CLEVR experiments of Section 4.1, we show that the fail-
ure case of ‘red metal object’ on ResNet-34 is salvageable
with a round of exploration (Figure 2, rightmost column).
In the CelebA experiments of Section 4.2, we explore con-
cept combinations to find explanations with much stronger
causal effect (Table 2).

5. Conclusion
GIFT offers a grounded approach for generating global ex-
planations of deep vision models by systematically building
from local insights. Starting with instance-level counterfac-
tual explanations, GIFT translates those findings to natu-
ral language and aggregates them to identify recurring pat-
terns, allowing global explanations to emerge. Those ex-
planations are then doubly checked, with VQA for high
correlation and image interventions for causal effect on the
model decisions, ensuring that identified patterns are faith-
ful to the model’s decision-making. GIFT is adaptable to be
applicable across various use cases. We hope our proposed
framework will motivate further research in zero-shot im-
age change captioning with VLMs, given the exciting new
application we open for those models.
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A. Details on hypotheses verification (stage 4)
A.1. Directed information (DI)

We provide detailed steps for computing Directed Informa-
tion (DI), Equation 1 described in Section 3.5, that evaluates
the correlation between concepts ce and class labels y. DI
is computed as:

DI(ce, y) =
I(ce; y)

H(ce)
,

where I(ce; y) is the mutual information and H(ce) is
the entropy. Below, we explain each term and outline how
they are computed.
Mutual Information I(ce; y)

Mutual information quantifies the amount of informa-
tion the presence of concept ce provides about the predicted
class label y. It is defined as:

I(ce; y) =
∑
ce,y

p(ce, y) log

(
p(ce, y)

p(ce)p(y)

)
,

where:
• p(ce, y) is the joint probability of the concept ce and class

label y,
• p(ce) is the marginal probability of ce,
• p(y) is the marginal probability of y.

We use the outputs of a Visual Question Answering
(VQA) model to estimate p(ce, y). The VQA model pre-
dicts whether the concept ce is present in an input image x.
For a dataset of images X , we calculate:

p(ce, y) =
1

|X |
∑
x∈X

1[VQA(x, ce) = 1 ∧M(x) = y],

where 1[·] is the indicator function, and |X | the cardinal of
the set X . The marginal p(ce) and p(y) are derived from the
joint probabilities:

p(ce) =
∑
y

p(ce, y), p(y) =
∑
ce

p(ce, y).

Entropy of the Concept Presence (H(ce))
Entropy measures the uncertainty in the presence of con-

cept ce across the dataset. It is defined as:

H(ce) = −
∑
ce

p(ce) log p(ce).

We use the marginal probability p(ce) estimated above.
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Each one of the descriptions below (separated by ‘—’) details the changes a pair of images underwent as part of a counter-
factual analysis for a machine-learning binary classifier. The described changes caused the classifier to change its prediction
either from class 0 to class 1 or from class 1 to class 0. Your task is to consider ALL the descriptions and summarize the
main factors leading the classifier to choose class 0 or 1.
- The counterfactual analysis is noisy, and the descriptions may contain irrelevant or contradictory information. Your task is
to focus on the most important factors that appear consistently across many instances
- Find testable factors that can be observed and measured in the images (e.g., objects’ presence, appearance, arrangement,
etc.)
- Present your factors as a bulleted list
—
From class 0 to class 1:
left car → closer; more visible headlights
ego-car → dashboard → brighter
. . .
—
From class 0 to class 1:
traffic → leftmost lane → was clear, now a taxi is present
traffic → rightmost lane → was clear, now is occupied by cars
. . .

Figure 7. Prompt used for the LLM in Stage 3. This prompt is utilized across all experimental use cases. The ellipses ‘. . . ’ are
placeholders, replaced with the concatenation of all change captions gathered in stage 2. Note that the class labels are not provided;
instead, they are represented generically as 0 or 1.

A.2. Causal Concept Effect (CaCE)

We discuss the CaCE metric that we used in Section 3.5.
As before, ce ∈ C denotes a concept associated with an
explanation e ∈ E , x represents an image from a set X
of observed images, typically the validation set, and x̃ =
EDIT (x, ce) where EDIT is a stochastic process, imple-
mented with a stable diffusion model in our experiments,
aiming to add (resp. remove) concept ce and generate x+ce

(resp. x−ce ) from x if it is absent from (resp. present in)
x. M(x) ∈ {0, 1} is the model decision on input x for our
binary classifier M . We have then the Individual Causal
Effect (ICE):

ICE(x) =

{
M(x+ce)−M(x) ∀x ∈ Xce=0

M(x)−M(x−ce) ∀x ∈ Xce=1,
(4)

The Causal Concept Effect (CaCE) defined in [30] averages
ICE across all images:

CaCEoriginal =
1

|X |
∑
x∈X

ICE(x) (5)

CaCEoriginal ∈ [−1, 1] with the following implications, for a
chosen relevance threshold ϵ:
• if CaCEoriginal < −ϵ, then the presence of ce “entails”

class 0 and its absence “entails” class 1
• if CaCEoriginal > ϵ, then the presence of ce “entails”

class 1 and its absence “entails” class 0

• if −ϵ ≤ CaCEoriginal ≤ ϵ then ce does not impact the
classification decision

Note that in Section 3.5, we present a slightly modified ver-
sion of CaCE, using an absolute value around the global
sum:

CaCEours =
1

|X |

∣∣∣∑
x∈X

ICE(x)
∣∣∣ (6)

The main motivation behind the use of this CaCE version is
that the two first implications of CaCEoriginal are merged in
CaCEours, as follows:
• if CaCEours > ϵ, then the presence (resp. absence) of ce

consistently changes the class decision in one direction,
e.g., 0 −→ 1, (resp. in the other direction, e.g. 1 −→ 0)

• if CaCEours ≤ ϵ then ce does not impact the classification
decision

The use of CaCEours rather than CaCEoriginal in this work
serves several purposes. Merging the two first implications
of CaCEoriginal enables us to be robust to label switching,
especially for our experimental use case 1. Indeed, as we
are reverse-engineering the underlying classification task,
we want to evaluate simultaneously if an identified concept
ce is consistently changing the class decision, regardless of
the label naming (whether the class change is 0 −→ 1 or
1 −→ 0). Moreover, while the sign of CaCEoriginal can be
used to verify whether the concept is indeed explaining the
class 0 or 1, we do not need such granularity, even in our
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experimental use cases 2 and 3, as the LLM’s explanations
e ∈ E are indicating specifically which class we are trying
to explain with underlying concept ce. Using CaCEours thus
enables us to use a unified causal metric across our three use
cases, normalized to belong to [0, 1].

Other candidate causal metrics. CaCE is not the only
causal metric we could have used. Another relevant candi-
date metric for measuring causality, especially for broader
scenarios than ours, going beyond binary classification
tasks, would be to use an approximation of the probabil-
ity of the chosen concept to be both a necessary cause and a
sufficient cause of a specific label 1Y=y , as defined in [78].

B. LLM prompts (stage 3) and ablations.

Default LLM prompt for stage 3. We report in Figure 7
the prompt that we used to summarize change captions and
make global hypotheses emerge. The prompt is exemplified
for the BDD experiments but is identical for CLEVR and
CelebA experiments.

LLM prompt (stage 3) for the ablation of stage 2. In
the baseline, described in Section 4.4 (‘Ablation of Stage
2’), instead of feeding the LLM with change captions, we
provide simple captions for all images and counterfactuals.
To generate the captions for each image, we use the re-
cent Florence-2 [82], prompted with the ‘More detailed cap-
tions’ mode. Then, we feed all the captions, along with the
classification yielded by the target model M , to the LLM,
with a prompt shown in Figure 14. LLM fails to hypothe-
size that Class ‘1’ is confounded by the presence of vehicles
in the left-lane. This ablation highlights the importance of
fine-grained pairwise comparisons between an image and
its counterfactual explanation, as provided by stage 2, are
crucial for the effectiveness of our method.

LLM prompt (stage 3) for the ablation of stages 1 and
2. In the baseline, described in Section 4.4 (‘Ablation of
Stages 1 and 2’), we prompt the LLM of Stage 3 to imagine
possible biases that the target classifier may suffer. There
are thus no counterfactual explanations generation and the
LLM does not depend on any information given by the clas-
sifier, except for the class meaning (=labels). We show the
prompt and output in Figure 15. As there are no depen-
dencies anymore on the target classifier, the LLM can only
imagine generic biases and fails to find the unexpected left-
lane bias. As LLM-generated hypotheses fail to raise the
left-lane-vehicle bias, it shows the importance of the coun-
terfactual guidance (stages 1 and 2) in the GIFT framework

* Answer:‘Imagesofclass1containacyanmetallicobject.’
C. VLM prompts (stage 2)
We report in Figure 12 and Figure 13 the prompts that we
use to prompt Pixtral for image change captioning, for BDD
and CelebA experiments respectively. We use a one-shot
in-prompt annotated sample as guidance, where we manu-
ally describe the differences between an image (randomly
selected) and the obtained counterfactual explanation after
stage 1. We qualitatively find that this guides the VLM to
produce more accurate change captions.

In the case of CLEVR, we use CLIP4IDC which is
trained for the image change captioning task on the CLEVR
domain, with the annotated CLEVR-Change [57] dataset.

D. Experimental Details on CLEVR
D.1. CLEVR: a challenging compositional domain

Figure 8 presents a challenge to the reader to uncover the
underlying visual rule learned by the classifier M . In this
example, M has been trained on a specific rule, such as
‘images in class 1 contain a yellow rubber object’ or ‘im-
ages in class 0 contain a red object’, similar to the setup
described in Section 4.1. By observing the images and the
model’s predictions, the reader is invited to deduce the rule.
This task highlights the inherent complexity of the CLEVR
dataset, where simple appearances mask intricate combina-
tions of colors, textures, and shapes. The solution to the
challenge is provided in the footnote at the end of the figure
caption.

D.2. CLEVR Classifiers

We use CLEVR-Hans [68] to generate six binary classifica-
tion datasets with BLENDER. The images are then resized
and center-cropped to 128×128 to match the resolution of
the BlobGAN generative model. The training and valida-
tion sets contain 3,000 and 300 samples, respectively, with
balanced labels. We train 12 classifiers (listed in Table 1)
with either ViT or ResNet34 backbones on these datasets,
selecting the checkpoint with the best validation accuracy
from the first three epochs. For all these classifiers, we re-
port near-perfect validation accuracies, ranging from 96.3%
to 99.3%.

D.3. GIFT Instantiation

Stage 1. To instantiate GIFT on the CLEVR domain,
we first require a method for counterfactual explanation
(stage 1). For this, we employ OCTET [88], which pro-
duces ‘object-aware’ explanations and is well-suited for the
object-centric nature of CLEVR. However, since the official
OCTET implementation is not compatible with CLEVR,
we reimplemented it for this domain. A key component
of this adaptation is BlobGAN [16], a compositional gen-
erative model capable of editing, inserting, and removing
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Images classified in class "0" by the model Images classified in class "1" by the model 

Figure 8. Can you find the class meaning? We propose a challenge to the reader. The classifier M has been trained to recognize a specific
visual rule, e.g., ‘images in class 1 contain a yellow rubber object’, as with the experiments of Section 4.1. Can you guess what is the
rule simply by observing the images and their classification given by the model M? This challenge illustrates the difficulty of the CLEVR
data domain: CLEVR images hide complex compositional potential behind their minimalist appearance, with diverse colors, textures, and
shapes. The answer is given in the footnote *.

objects in a differentiable manner. We trained BlobGAN on
the original CLEVR dataset. The images were resized and
center-cropped to 128×128 resolution. We used K = 15
blobs, slightly exceeding the maximum number of objects
(10) in a CLEVR scene. The BlobGAN training was con-
ducted for 181 epochs. Notably, we did not need to retrain
an image encoder. Instead, we directly sample within Blob-
GAN’s latent space to generate the original query image.
This approach not only produced satisfying results but also
circumvented the need for computationally intensive image
reconstructions, which are typically required in the first step
of OCTET optimization.

Stage 2. For the image change captioning (stage 2), we
use CLIP4IDC [32], which is specifically designed for the
CLEVR dataset. This model is trained on CLEVR-Change
[57], a dataset that includes image pairs and textual change
captions describing the differences between the images. We
note that since the CLEVR-Change dataset does include
shape or size changes (e.g., a sphere turning into a cylinder,
or a small sphere is now a big sphere), CLIP4IDC is un-
able to describe such transformations. As a result, we only
consider rules that do not rely on shape or size, as counter-
factual explanations produced with OCTET would include
such changes that CLIP4IDC cannot translate into natural
language. In contrast, for the other use-cases with CelebA
and BDD-OIA, we do not face this limitation as we use gen-
eralist VLMs. However, these models are somewhat noisier
since they were not specifically trained for this task.

Stage 4. In stage 4, hypothesis verification was conducted
using 200 images: 100 classified as 1 by the model and 100
classified as 0. Importantly, we never accessed the ground-
truth labels. For concept verification in stage 4 and the DI
computation, we utilized the MiniCPM [84] model. Inter-
ventions in stage 4 involved object additions and removals:
• Object addition: We identified empty regions in the image

by checking if the mean pixel value and standard devia-
tion within a selected area were close to the background
color and zero, respectively. This produced a mask that
was passed to Stable Diffusion [17] alongside the descrip-
tion of the object to add, e.g., ‘a cyan object’. The model
then placed the object in the specified region.

• Object removal: We identified the bounding boxes
of the objects to remove using Florence-2 [82] in
‘CAPTION TO PHRASE GROUNDING’ mode. Sub-
sequently, Stable Diffusion [17] was used to inpaint these
regions with the word ‘background’, effectively removing
the objects.

D.4. Results

Qualitative samples after stages 1 and 2. Figure 9 pro-
vides qualitative examples from stages 1 and 2, highlight-
ing the outputs of the counterfactual generator (CEX) and
the change captioner (CC). The counterfactual explanation
optimization depends on three inputs: the original image,
the model decision to be flipped, and the model itself (illus-
trated with blue boxes and arrows). In contrast, the image
change captioning stage relies solely on the pair of input
images (indicated by the green box). The counterfactual ex-
planations exhibit notable diversity, encompassing changes
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Target Model 1 Target Model 0

the tiny cyan matte sphere that is right of the tiny
brown rubber cylinder is no longer there

: Image Change Captioning

:
Counterfactual

explanation
generation

1

2

Query image Counterfact. explanation 

Target Model 0 Target Model 1

the tiny blue matte block that is in front of
the tiny yellow metal object became cyan

: Image Change Captioning

:
Counterfactual

explanation
generation

1

2

Query image Counterfact. explanation 

Target Model 1 Target Model 0

the tiny cyan matte ball that is right of the
big purple matte object is missing

: Image Change Captioning

:
Counterfactual

explanation
generation

1

2

Query image Counterfact. explanation 

Target Model 1 Target Model 0

the tiny yellow matte ball that is in front of the
tiny green matte thing became metallic

: Image Change Captioning

:
Counterfactual

explanation
generation

1

2

Query image Counterfact. explanation 

Target Model 0 Target Model 1

the tiny yellow matte ball behind the red
matte thing has been newly placed

: Image Change Captioning

:
Counterfactual

explanation
generation

1

2

Query image Counterfact. explanation 

Target Model 0 Target Model 1

the tiny brown matte ball that is behind
the tiny yellow metal thing became yellow

: Image Change Captioning

:
Counterfactual

explanation
generation

1

2

Query image Counterfact. explanation 

The target model  is a ViT that outputs 1 if
the image contains a cyan object

The target model  is a ResNet that outputs 1 if the
image contains a yellow rubber object

Figure 9. Visualization of the Stages 1 and 2 for classifiers trained on CLEVR data. CEX generates a counterfactual explanation and
CC describes differences in plain text. Examples on the left block are obtained for a model M that outputs ‘1’ if the image contains a
cyan object. Examples on the right block are obtained for a model M that outputs ‘1’ is the image contains a yellow rubber object. The
counterfactual explanations exhibit notable diversity, encompassing changes in object colors, appearances, disappearances, and textures.
Furthermore, the CLIP4IDC model, specifically trained for this task, excels at translating visual changes into natural language descriptions.
Its outputs are consistently accurate, with minimal noise and rare errors.

in object colors, appearances, disappearances, and textures.
Furthermore, the CLIP4IDC model, specifically trained for
this task, excels at translating visual changes into natural
language descriptions. Its outputs are consistently accurate,
with minimal noise and rare errors.

Complete results. Table 3 summarizes the results of
stages 3 and 4 across the 12 classifiers tested on the CLEVR
dataset. Notably, in all but one case, the rule that governed
the target classifier was correctly proposed by the large lan-
guage model (LLM) after stage 3. Stage 3 outputs reveal
that the LLM generates a small set of hypotheses (between
1 and 5). In certain instances, only a single hypothesis is
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Output of Stage 3 Output of Stage 4

Rule Architecture Explanation: ‘Class 1 contains a...’ DI (%) CaCE (%)

cyan object ResNet34
cyan object 96.8 62.2
cyan metal object 26.0 50.9
cyan rubber object 31.2 47.6

purple object ResNet34 purple object 92.9 71.2

metal object ResNet34 red object 0.2 8.6
metal object 88.9 24.2

rubber object ResNet34 rubber object 66.5 29.8

yellow rubber object ResNet34
yellow rubber object 44.3 67.2
small yellow rubber sphere 14.1 57.6
yellow object 31.0 38.4

red metal object ResNet34
red object 46.8 42.9
metal object 3.6 11.6
red metal object 65.5 61.6

cyan object ViT
cyan object 92.9 63.1
cyan sphere 24.4 50.5
cyan cube 28.0 42.4

purple object ViT purple sphere 17.2 52.5
purple cylinder 29.6 53.0
purple object 92.9 70.2

metal object ViT

metal object 83.4 37.4
rubber object 16.3 5.6
red metal object 14.7 36.4
yellow metal object 14.7 34.8
green metal object 10.8 29.3

rubber object ViT
rubber object 62.0 30.8
blue object 0.0 8.6
cyan object 0.6 7.6

yellow rubber object ViT yellow rubber object 51.2 71.7
yellow object 42.4 49.0

red metal object ViT

metal object 0.3 12.6
red metal object 63.2 70.7
red object 40.1 43.4
rubber object 1.3 8.6
cube 0.2 11.1
sphere 0.0 9.6

Table 3. Complete table of experiments run in Section 4.1. The explanations that obtained the highest CaCE for each classifier are
shown in bold. In all cases except one, the rule used to train the target classifier was proposed by the LLM after Stage 3. The rule always
corresponds to the hypothesis with the highest CaCE measurement. The use of italics for ‘red metal object’ indicates that the rule was
manually created by recombining the first two rules found in Stage 3.

produced, which happens to be correct. Still, achieving high
recall for hypotheses at this stage is crucial, as errors can be
addressed during stage 4. Importantly, the rule always cor-

responds to the hypothesis with the highest CaCE measure-
ment, ensuring a robust and systematic selection process.
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Rule Architecture Explanation: ‘Class 1 contains a...’ Correct hypothesis

yellow rubber object ViT metal object

metal object ViT metal object ✓

metal object ResNet34

green object
metal object ✓
red object and yellow object
sphere and cube

cyan object ResNet34 blue sphere
yellow or gray object

cyan object ViT gray sphere
yellow object

purple object ViT purple object ✓

purple object ResNet34
purple object ✓
purple sphere
green object and purple object

red metal object ResNet34
red object
yellow object
red object and yellow object

red metal object ViT
red object
metal object
red object and metal object

rubber object ResNet34
yellow object
green object
metal object

rubber object ViT

blue object
purple object
yellow object and purple object
red object and yellow object

Table 4. Ablation of Stage 2: Complete Output. We replace the change captions with simple independently acquired captions for images
and counterfactuals, using the prompt shown in Figure 14. The column ‘Correct hypothesis’ indicates whether the hypothesis corresponds
to the rule used to train the classifier. The rule is found for only 4 out of the 12 classifiers tested. This ablation highlights the importance
in our method of fine-grained pairwise comparisons between an image and its counterfactual explanation

Ablation of stage 2. Table 4 presents the results of stage 3
for the experiment in which we ablate the change captioning
component (stage 2). In this experiment, the change cap-
tions are replaced with independently acquired captions for
the images and their counterfactuals, using a prompt pro-
vided in Figure 14. This modification significantly reduces
performance: the rule is correctly identified for only 4 out of
the 12 classifiers tested. These results highlight the critical
importance of fine-grained pairwise comparisons between
an image and its counterfactual explanation. Such compar-
isons, facilitated by change captioning, are essential for the
success of our method.

Number of Counterfactual Explanations (N ). In our
main experiment, we used a large number of counterfac-
tuals, approximately N = 100 image pairs, as reported in
the paper. This was our initial attempt, designed to ensure
fairness without tuning the number of pairs. In the ablation
study, we found that as few as three pairs (N = 3), and oc-
casionally even two, were sufficient for the LLM to hypoth-
esize the correct rule. This is because the change caption-
ing stage (stage 2) is minimally noisy, as it uses CLIP4IDC,
which is specifically trained for the image change caption-
ing task. Additionally, the simplicity of the rule further re-
duces the need for a large number of counterfactual expla-
nations.
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E. Experimental Details on CelebA

E.1. GIFT Instantiation

The target model M is a DenseNet121 [39], trained to clas-
sify face images as either ‘old’ or ‘young,’ following prior
work [40, 42].

For counterfactual generation (Stage 1), we leverage the
diffusion-based model ACE [42], using its official imple-
mentation.

In the image change captioning stage (Stage 2), we em-
ploy Pixtral-12B VLM [3]. The prompt used for this stage
is shown in Figure 13. To guide the VLM, we include a
one-shot annotated sample within the prompt, where we
manually describe the differences between a randomly se-
lected image and its corresponding counterfactual explana-
tion from stage 1. This guidance qualitatively improves the
accuracy of the generated change captions.

Global explanation identification (Stage 3) is performed
zero-shot using Qwen 2.5, a 72B parameter model, quan-
tized to 8 bits [71]. The prompt used for this stage is pro-
vided in Figure 7.

For hypothesis verification and interventions in Stage 4,
we use 200 images: 100 classified as ‘young’ and 100 clas-
sified as ‘old’ by the target classifier M .
• The VQA model for this stage is MiniCPM [84].
• Global interventions: For concepts that require global

adjustments, such as increasing lighting, we use image-
conditioned Stable Diffusion 3 [17].

• Local interventions: For concepts requiring localized
changes, we first identify the region to be edited using
Florence-2 [82] for open vocabulary detection. This pro-
vides the necessary masks, which are then passed to Sta-
ble Diffusion 2 [64], along with a prompt stating to add
or remove the concept, resulting in the post-intervention
image.

E.2. Results

Qualitative samples after stages 1 and 2. Figure 10 pro-
vides qualitative examples from stages 1 and 2 in the anal-
ysis of the CelebA ‘Young/Old’ classifier. The counterfac-
tual explanations generated by ACE [42] highlight subtle
changes, such as adding facial wrinkles or smoothing the
skin. In stage 2, the Pixtral model produces detailed change
captions that describe point-by-point differences between
the original images and their corresponding counterfactual
explanations. While most of the caption content is accurate
and meaningful, we observe occasional noise and halluci-
nations from the VLM, where it describes changes that are
not present in the images.

Complete results. Table 5 lists all the explanations asso-
ciated with the class ‘Old,’ as generated by GIFT, along with

Explanations associated to the class ‘Old’ DI CaCE

after Stage 3
Receding Hairline 29.9 6.5
Neck Wrinkles 28.1 3.0
Wrinkles on Forehead 26.4 8.5
Wrinkles around Eyes 20.7 9.0
Glasses 16.5 10.5
Drooping Eyelids 15.4 5.5
Gray Hair 12.3 4.5
Small Eyes 3.6
Thick Eyebrow 0.0
Eyebrow Shape 2.1
Prominent Cheekbones 0.7
Visible Nasolabial Folds 0.6
Prominent Jawline 0.6
Pale Skin 0.8
Serious Expression 0.1
Dark Hair Color 0.0
Long and Voluminous Hair 14.9
Soft Lighting 0.2
Detailed Background 0.2
Tilted Head 0.3
Low Camera Angle 0.1
Prominent Ears 0.1
Dark Facial Hair 2.8
Tired-looking Eyes 13.4
Pronounced Makeup 8.0
Thin and Downturned Lips 5.0
Wrinkles on Cheeks 11.9
after Stage 5
Gray Hair + Wrinkles around Eyes 39.1 7.8
Hairline + Wrinkles on Forehead 47.8 8.2
Glasses + Wrinkles around Eyes 60.4 21.7
Glasses + Wrinkles on Forehead 59.6 24.1
Glasses + Hairline 61.4 24.6
Glasses + Wrinkles on Forehead + Hairline 78.2 26.0
Glasses + Wrinkles on Forehead + Eyes 65.6 26.8

Table 5. Complete output of GIFT on the CelebA ‘Old’ classi-
fier. DI and CaCE in %.

the corresponding DI and CaCE measurements. The identi-
fied attributes include plausible ones, such as ‘wrinkles on
the forehead’ and ‘receding hairline,’ as well as more unex-
pected ones, such as a ‘detailed background’ or ‘low camera
angle.’

F. Experimental Details on BDD-OIA bias dis-
covery

F.1. GIFT Instantiation

The instantiation of GIFT for use-case 3, with the bias dis-
covery, follows the same process as in the CelebA use-case,
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  eyes -> lighter; less
noticeable

  eyebrows -> less
pronounced; thinner

  cheeks -> more elevated;
lines appeared

  nasolabial folds -> became
apparent

  lips -> darker; thinner
  hair -> lighter; less blonde

  background -> different
  pose -> straight-on vs

angled

  forehead -> wrinkles
became more pronounced
  eyebrows -> more arched
  eyes -> tired appearance;

droopier
  eyelids -> lower eyelid

became droopier
  cheeks -> sunken; more

pronounced
  nasolabial folds -> more

pronounced
  mouth -> slightly more

closed
  lower lip -> thicker

  chin -> more pronounced
jowl; skin sagged

  forehead -> lines appeared
  eyebrows -> lifted and more

arched
  eyes -> more open

  eyelids -> more pronounced
  cheeks -> sunken

  nasolabial folds -> became
apparent

  mouth -> fuller
  lips -> plumper; more

prominent
  jawline -> more defined
  hair -> more voluminous

  lighting -> brighter
  background -> different

  pose -> head turned slightly
more to the side

  facial expression -> more
cheerful and confident

  eyebrows -> darker
  eyelids -> droopier; lower ->
periorbital edema appeared
  cheeks -> less full; lines

appeared
  nasolabial folds -> less

deep
  lips -> fuller; redder

  ears -> more visible -> ears
stuck out slightly

  hair -> more white
  pose -> facing slightly left -

> facing straight
  camera angle -> slightly
below -> slightly above

  lighting -> brighter -> less
bright; shadows more

pronounced

Young Young Old Young Old

Old Old Young Old Young
1

2 2

1

2

1

2

1

2

1

  lighting -> more natural
  hair -> more voluminous;

lighter highlights
  forehead -> smoother;

wrinkles less visible
  eyebrows -> more defined;

darker
  eyes -> more alert; brighter

  eyelids -> less droopy
  cheeks -> higher; less

sagging
  chin -> more defined;

wrinkles less visible
  ears -> slightly more

forward
  hairline -> more defined

  hair parting -> moved to the
side

  skin -> smoother; less
wrinkles

  age -> appears younger

Figure 10. Visualization of Stages 1 and 2 for the CelebA ‘Young/Old’ Classifier. The top row shows the original images. The second
row displays the corresponding counterfactual explanations generated in stage 1 using the diffusion-based ACE method [42]. The third
row presents the change captions produced in stage 2 by the Pixtral model, which describe differences between the original images and
their counterfactual explanations.

with the exception of counterfactual explanation generation.
For this, we use OCTET [88], which comes with the Blob-
GAN [16] generative model for the BDD image domain.
The biased ‘Turn right’ classifier used in OCTET serves as
the target classifier for this use case.

F.2. Results

Qualitative samples after stages 1 and 2. Figure 11 pro-
vides qualitative examples from stages 1 and 2 in the anal-
ysis of the BDD-OIA ‘Can/Cannot turn right’ classifier.
The counterfactual explanations generated by OCTET [42]
highlight sparse semantic changes, despite significant pixel

value changes. This is due to the object-aware generative
backbone, which manipulates disentangled representations
of objects. For example, cars may appear or disappear (left
and middle images) and shift their position, blocking lanes
that were previously free. In stage 2, the VLM produces de-
tailed change captions that describe the point-by-point dif-
ferences between the original images and their correspond-
ing counterfactual explanations. While most of the caption
content is accurate, we observe occasional noise and hal-
lucinations from the VLM, where it describes changes that
are not actually present in the images.
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  road -> leftmost lane -> car disappeared
  road -> middle lane -> car's color appears slightly more

red
  road -> leftmost sidewalk -> people disappeared

  traffic signal -> leftmost -> turned green
  ego-car -> slightly shifted right

  sky -> slightly darker
  street -> has a stopped vehicle ahead, previously no such

vehicle
  street -> has multiple stationary vehicles on the left side,

previously had fewer
  street -> has a car moving towards on the right side,

previously no car was moving towards
  street -> has more vehicles on the left side, previously

fewer
  street -> road surface appears darker, more reflective

  streetlights -> appear brighter, more numerous
  buildings -> appear closer, more visible

  ego-car -> dashboard -> less visible

Query image 

Cannot turn right

Counterfactual image 

Query image Query image 

Counterfactual image Counterfactual image 

Can turn rightCan turn right

Can turn right Cannot turn rightCannot turn right
1

2

1

2

1

2
  road -> middle lane -> was empty, now has parked cars on

both sides
  cars -> leftmost parked -> appeared

  cars -> rightmost parked -> appeared
  buildings -> leftmost -> slightly closer

  buildings -> rightmost -> slightly closer
  streetlights -> leftmost -> more visible; closer

  streetlights -> rightmost -> more visible; closer
  sky -> color -> less bright; slightly more cloudy

  ego-car -> dashboard -> brighter

Figure 11. Visualization of the Stages 1 and 2 for the biased turn-right classifier trained on BDD-OIA data. The top row show original
images. The second row show corresponding counterfactual explanations, obtained after stage 1 with OCTET [88]. The third row shows
change captions that we obtain after stage 2, with the Pixtral change captioning.

Ablation of stage 2. In the baseline, described in Sec-
tion 4.4 (‘Ablation of Stage 2’), instead of feeding the LLM
with change captions, we provide simple captions for all
images and counterfactuals. To generate the captions for
each image, we use the recent Florence-2 [82], prompted
with the ‘More detailed captions’ mode. Then, we feed all
the captions, along with the classification yielded by the tar-
get model M , to the LLM, with a prompt shown in Fig-
ure 14. LLM fails to hypothesize that Class ‘1’ is con-
founded by the presence of vehicles in the left lane. This
ablation highlights the importance of fine-grained pairwise
comparisons between an image and its counterfactual ex-
planation, as provided by stage 2, are crucial for the effec-
tiveness of our method.

Ablation of stages 1 and 2. In the baseline, described
in Section 4.4 (‘Ablation of Stages 1 and 2’), we prompt
the LLM of Stage 3 to imagine possible biases that the
target classifier may suffer. There are thus no counterfac-
tual explanations generation and the LLM does not depend

on any information given by the classifier, except for the
class meaning (=labels). We show the prompt and out-
put in Figure 15. As there are no dependencies anymore
on the target classifier, the LLM can only imagine generic
biases and fails to find the unexpected left-lane bias. As
LLM-generated hypotheses fail to raise the left-lane-vehicle
bias, it shows the importance of the counterfactual guidance
(stages 1 and 2) in the GIFT framework

Number of counterfactual explanations N . Our main
experiment used a large number of counterfactuals, approx-
imately 150 image pairs, as reported in the paper. This was
our initial attempt, without tweaking this number, to ensure
fairness. We then conducted an ablation study to determine
the minimum number of pairs needed to detect the bias. The
results showed that at least 20 pairs are required to reliably
identify the bias. The key insights are: using a large num-
ber of pairs works well, as the LLM is able to reason ef-
fectively and filter out noise. We hypothesize that a smaller
LLM might struggle in this scenario. Additionally, unlike
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CLEVR, where only three pairs were sufficient, the noisier
change captions in this case require more pairs to allow the
LLM to distinguish the true signal from the noise.

G. Limitations
As GIFT builds on various models from recent literature,
it inherits the limitations of its components. Below, we dis-
cuss these limitations and propose potential ways to address
them in future work.

Scope of counterfactual explanations (Stage 1). The
scope of counterfactual explanations is constrained by the
generative model underlying the counterfactual method.
Methods like STEEX [40] and ACE [42] limit the search
space and, for instance, cannot assess the importance of ob-
ject positions. OCTET [88], which uses BlobGAN [16],
offers a partial solution by enabling disentangled represen-
tations of scene layout and semantics ; this motivates our
choice of OCTET for object-centric datasets (CLEVR in
Section 4.1 and BDD in Section 4.3).

To mitigate the potentially limiting scope of the coun-
terfactual explanation method, combining multiple counter-
factual methods could improve the diversity and complete-
ness of the explanations. Despite these constraints, our re-
sults show that grounding the explanations in local counter-
factuals reveals unexpected biases and insights that human-
or LLM-generated hypotheses might miss (Section 4.4).

Image change captioning in complex domains (Stage 2).
Stage 2 relies on an image change captioning model, which
face challenges in new and complex domains, such as driv-
ing scenes. These models often lack the training to inter-
pret domain-specific or fine-grained changes, such as pre-
cise object positions or subtle attributes, which require an
advanced understanding of compositional scene structure
[53, 61].

A potential solution is to generate synthetic perturbations
using models like InstructPix2Pix [10]. This method creates
triplets of original images, edited images, and captions that
could be used to fine-tune vision-language models for more
accurate change captioning in specific domains.

Reasoning capabilities of the LLM (Stage 3). Stage
3 leverages an LLM to identify global explanations from
noisy change captions. This requires the LLM to dis-
ambiguate local evidence and infer common explanations
across multiple counterfactual changes (as explained in Sec-
tion 3.4). Although our experiments show that LLMs per-
form reasonably well in this task, it remains an unconven-
tional use case for the LLM.

Future work could explore fine-tuning LLMs specifically
for this task to improve their ability to reason over aggre-

gated counterfactual signals and handle more complex sce-
narios.

Text-guided image editing for fine-grained queries
(Stage 4). Text-guided image editing (Stage 4) can pro-
duce unrealistic outputs, particularly for complex scenes or
fine-grained, compositional queries like ”Shift the red car
on the right of the black truck to left” [53, 61]. While
recent advances in compositional understanding [17] show
promise, further progress is needed to handle such detailed
queries reliably.

Automated exploration of the explanation space (Stage
5). Stage 5 allows users to explore and combine concepts
with observed correlation or causal signals or to test their
own hypotheses. While this human-in-the-loop approach is
desirable as it implies end-users in the process, fully au-
tomating the exploration process could enhance scalability.

One promising direction involves using the Stage 3 LLM
to iteratively reason over counterfactual descriptions while
incorporating feedback from correlation (DI) and causal
measurements (CaCE). This could follow the ‘visual pro-
gramming’ paradigm [33], where the LLM utilizes tools
like Stage 4 verification in a chain-of-thought manner [80].
However, our initial experiments in this direction were un-
satisfactory, highlighting the current limitations of LLM
reasoning for such ambitious goals.
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You are an expert in street/road traffic analysis and driving-scene analysis.
[INST] List how Image-2 differs from Image-1:
- Consider how each element of the image (objects, people, animals, etc.) has changed, considering their sizes, materials,
colors, textures, poses, positions, and relative positions
- Consider elements that might have appeared or disappeared in the transition to Image-2 from Image-1
- Consider whether the image or scene as a whole has changed, and if that’s the case, explain how
- Omit commonalities; focus only on the differences
- BE RIGOROUS: DO include comparisons that are clearly visible in both images; DO NOT guess or infer details
- Present the changes as a plain-text list, one change per line, in the format <element> → [<specifics> →] → <change>
[/INST]
—
Image-1: IMAGE TOKEN
—
Image-2: IMAGE TOKEN
—
CHANGES:
road → left lane → was clear, now blocked by a car in the same direction
road → right lane → had an incoming car, now has car in the same direction
road → middle lane → surface more reflective
road → pedestrian crossing → less visible; more faded
traffic lights → leftmost → appeared; green light
middle car → brighter; color more saturated
rightmost streetlight → disappeared
ego-car → dashboard → brighter
—
Image-1: IMAGE TOKEN
—
Image-2: IMAGE TOKEN
—
CHANGES:

Figure 12. Prompts used for stage 2 for BDD. We prompt the Pixtral VLM for the image change captioning stage. The special tokens
‘IMAGE TOKEN’ are replaced by the tokenized images. We use a one-shot in-prompt annotated sample as guidance, where we manually
describe the differences between an image (randomly selected) and the obtained counterfactual explanation after stage 1.
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You are an expert in image analysis and forensic facial comparison.
[INST] List how Image-2 differs from Image-1:
- Consider how each facial feature has changed, including the eyes, nose, mouth, ears, hair, etc
- Consider whether the facial expression has changed and how this has affected the facial appearance
- Consider whether the pose and camera angle have changed
- Consider whether the lighting, background, and other environmental factors have changed
- Omit commonalities; focus only on the differences
- BE RIGOROUS: DO include comparisons that are clearly visible in both images; DO NOT guess or infer details
- Present the changes as a plain-text list, one change per line, in the format <element> → [<specifics> →] → <change>
[/INST]
—
Image-1: IMAGE TOKEN
—
Image-2: IMAGE TOKEN
—
CHANGES:
forehead → lines appeared
eyes → darker; less shiny
eyelids → lower → periorbital edema appeared
cheeks → more prominent; lines appeared
nose → slightly wider
nasolabial folds → became apparent; very marked
lips → thinner; darker; less red
—
Image-1: IMAGE TOKEN
—
Image-2: IMAGE TOKEN
—
CHANGES:

Figure 13. Prompts used for stage 2 for CelebA. We prompt the Pixtral VLM for the image change captioning stage. The special tokens
‘IMAGE TOKEN’ are replaced by the tokenized images. We use a one-shot in-prompt annotated sample as guidance, where we manually
describe the differences between an image (randomly selected) and the obtained counterfactual explanation after stage 1.
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Each one of the descriptions below (separated by ‘—’) details the content of an image. The descriptions are grouped by the
prediction of a binary classifier on their corresponding images: images classified as 0 and images classified as 1. Your task
is to consider ALL the descriptions and identify the main factors that could lead the classifier to choose class 0 over class 1,
and vice-versa.
The set of description is noisy, and the descriptions may contain irrelevant or contradictory information. Your task is to focus
on the most important factors that appear consistently across many instances
-Find testable factors that can be observed and measured in the images (e.g., objects’ presence, appearance, arrangement,
etc.)
-Present your factors as a bulleted list

Description of images classified as 0:
—
The image is of a highway at night. The sky is dark and the street lights are on. There are two yellow lines painted on the
road. On both sides of the road there are rows of parked cars. The cars are all black in color. In the front of the image there
is a windshield of a car. The headlights of the cars are on and they are all turned on.
—
Cars are driving on a street at night. The street has white lines on it. There are buildings on both sides of the street. The sky
is dark and there are street lights on.
—
. . .
Description of images classified as 1:
—
A car is driving down the street. There are several cars parked on the side of the street next to tall buildings. There is a red
car in the middle of the road.
—
This is an image of a highway at night. The sky is completely black. The street lights are on. There are two yellow lines
painted on the road. There is a red car in the middle of the street. The headlights of the car are on and it is dark outside. The
car is driving on the right side of the road and there are several other cars on the left side.
—
A car is driving down the street at night. There are white lines painted on the street. There is a green light in the distance on
the road.
. . .
—
[Answer]

• Street Lines and Markings: More detailed and frequent in class 0.
• Parked Cars: More common in class 0.
• Building Appearance: More detailed and diverse in class 1.
• Lighting and Reflections: Brighter and more reflective in class 1.
• Time of Day: More night time in class 0, more varied in class 1.
• Traffic Density: Higher in class 1.
• Perspective: More inside car in class 0, more varied in class 1

Figure 14. Ablation of Stage 2: Prompt and LLM Response in Stage 3. The top section shows the prompt used to query the LLM,
where we provide Florence-2-generated captions for all images and their counterfactuals, grouped according to the classification outcomes
of the target model. Class ‘0’ corresponds to Cannot turn right, and Class ‘1’ corresponds to Can turn right. The bottom section displays
the LLM’s response. Notably, the LLM fails to hypothesize that Class ‘1’ is confounded by the presence of vehicles in the left lane. This
ablation highlights the importance of fine-grained pairwise comparisons between an image and its counterfactual explanation, which are
crucial for the effectiveness of our method.

26



[Prompt] :
You are an expert in analyzing and explaining the behavior of machine learning classifiers. Consider a binary classifier
designed to predict whether a vehicle in a driving scene can turn right. This classifier is potentially imperfect. What possible
biases or spurious correlations might this classifier have regarding the decision to turn right?
—-
[Answer by Qwen 2.5] :

• Time of Day: The classifier might learn that certain times of day (e.g., rush hour) are more likely to have restrictions on
turning right due to increased traffic.

• Day of the Week: Similar to time of day, the classifier might pick up on patterns where certain days (e.g., weekends vs.
weekdays) have different traffic conditions that affect the ability to turn right.

• Urban vs. Rural Areas: The classifier might learn that turning right is more common or less restricted in rural areas
compared to urban areas due to differences in traffic density and infrastructure.

• Specific Locations: The classifier might overfit to specific intersections or regions where turning right is either very com-
mon or very rare, leading to poor generalization to new locations.

• Weather Patterns: The classifier might learn that certain weather conditions (e.g., rain, snow) make it less likely for vehicles
to turn right due to reduced visibility or road conditions.

• Type of Vehicle: The classifier might pick up on correlations between the type of vehicle (e.g., trucks, cars, motorcycles)
and the likelihood of turning right. For example, larger vehicles might be less likely to turn right in tight spaces.

• Traffic Light States: The classifier might learn that certain states of traffic lights (e.g., red light) are associated with not
being able to turn right.

• Signage: The presence or absence of specific traffic signs (e.g., ”No Right Turn” signs) might be overemphasized by the
classifier.

• Driver Demographics: If the dataset includes information about the driver, the classifier might pick up on spurious correla-
tions related to the age, gender, or experience level of the driver.

• Driver Intent: The classifier might infer the driver’s intent to turn right based on subtle cues that are not directly related to
the feasibility of the turn (e.g., the position of the turn signal).

• Dataset Imbalance: If the dataset contains a disproportionate number of examples where turning right is allowed or pro-
hibited, the classifier might be biased towards the more frequent class.

• Sensor Quality: Differences in the quality or type of sensors used to collect data (e.g., cameras, LIDAR) might introduce
biases if the classifier learns to rely on artifacts specific to certain sensor types.

• Overfitting to Training Data: The classifier might overfit to the specific characteristics of the training data, leading to poor
performance on unseen data. This can manifest as spurious correlations that do not generalize well.

• Pedestrian Presence: The classifier might learn that the presence of pedestrians near the intersection makes it less likely to
turn right.

• Bicycle Lanes: The presence of bicycle lanes might be correlated with restrictions on turning right, especially in areas with
high bicycle traffic.

Figure 15. Ablation of stages 1 and 2 on BDD-OIA bias discovery. In this experiment, we prompt the LLM in Stage 3 to imagine
possible biases that the target classifier may have (prompt shown at the top), and display the LLM’s response (bottom). Without relying on
the target classifier, the LLM only generates generic biases and fails to detect the unexpected left-lane bias. This demonstrates the critical
role of counterfactual guidance (stages 1 and 2) in the GIFT framework.
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