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Abstract
Recent advancements in deep learning for tab-
ular data have demonstrated promising perfor-
mance, yet interpretable models remain limited,
with many relying on complex and large-scale ar-
chitectures. This paper introduces Table2Image,
an interpretable framework that transforms tab-
ular data into realistic image representations for
classification, achieving competitive performance
with relatively lightweight models. Additionally,
we propose variance inflation factor (VIF) ini-
tialization, which reflects the statistical prop-
erties of the data, and a novel interpretability
framework that integrates insights from both the
original tabular data and its image transforma-
tions. By leveraging Shapley additive explana-
tions (SHAP) with methods to minimize distri-
butional discrepancies, our approach combines
tabular and image-based representations. Experi-
ments on benchmark datasets showcase competi-
tive classification accuracy, area under the curve
(AUC), and improved interpretability, offering a
scalable and reliable solution. Our code is avail-
able at https://github.com/duneag2/table2image.

1. Introduction
Tabular data, structured in rows and columns, is one of the
most ubiquitous forms of datasets in the world (Shwartz-
Ziv & Armon, 2022; Chui et al., 2018). However, despite
significant advancements in deep learning for unstructured
data such as images, text, and audio (Goodfellow, 2016),
deep learning for tabular data remains relatively under-
explored. When tackling classification problems with tabu-
lar data, gradient-boosted decision trees (GBDT) like XG-
Boost (Chen & Guestrin, 2016) and LightGBM (Ke et al.,
2017) are often the go-to solutions. These models are fa-
vored due to their lightweight nature, strong performance,
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and built-in interpretability mechanisms (Shwartz-Ziv &
Armon, 2022). Nonetheless, as multimodal artificial intel-
ligence (AI) and deep learning continue to advance, there
is a growing need to explore more cutting-edge approaches
for handling tabular data using deep learning. These efforts
not only enhance performance through a unified gradient
optimization but also enable seamless integration with other
data modalities (Gorishniy et al., 2021).

To address the challenges in deep learning for tabular data,
numerous promising studies have been proposed (Arik &
Pfister, 2021; Gorishniy et al., 2021; Somepalli et al.; Chen
et al., 2023; Hollmann et al.; Feuer et al., 2024; Gorishniy
et al., 2024). However, several limitations persist. Some
existing models require a large number of trainable param-
eters, emphasizing the need for lightweight architectures.
Furthermore, while transformer-based approaches are im-
pactful, exploring alternative diverse frameworks is crucial.
Additionally, the lack of interpretability in most frameworks
may limit their adoption in domains requiring transparency
and explainability.

In this context, firstly, our study addresses a fundamental yet
often overlooked question: Why does deep learning excel
in modalities like images, text, and audio but struggle with
tabular data? We posit that the answer lies in the inherent
characteristics of tabular data. Unlike images and text, which
humans can intuitively understand, tabular data demands
greater effort to interpret. For instance, we can instantly rec-
ognize a cat in a photo. However, when classifying cats and
dogs using tabular data, one must analyze various features
within the table to deduce whether the instance represents a
cat or a dog. From this perspective, tabular data can be seen
as information-dense and compressed data, which is akin to
a latent variable when compared to unstructured data such
as images or text. This compressed nature limits the capacity
of standard deep learning models to fully analyze tabular
data. Expanding on this viewpoint, we introduce a frame-
work that converts tabular data into images and processes
these uncompressed data using deep learning methods.

Secondly, we propose a novel variance inflation factor (VIF)
initialization for tabular data to reduce multicollinearity. In
traditional machine learning, feature engineering plays a
critical role in improving model performance, often con-
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structing derived variables or involving statistical prepro-
cessing. Despite its significance, feature engineering has
been overlooked in deep learning for tabular data. To ad-
dress this gap, our VIF initialization enables models to better
capture the relationships within features of tabular data and
enhance their performance.

Finally, we propose an interpretability framework that incor-
porates both the original tabular data and its transformed im-
age representations as latent variables. GBDT models, such
as XGBoost and LightGBM, are valued for their built-in
interpretability, which supports transparent decision-making
in critical domains like finance and healthcare. Our frame-
work, while leveraging deep learning, is designed to pre-
serve and extend interpretability. This dual representation
enables a richer, more sophisticated understanding, facilitat-
ing more reliable and responsible AI.

In summary, our contributions are as follows:

1. Tabular to image transformation: Converting tabular
data into image representations, enabling the use of
image-based deep learning techniques for classifica-
tion.

2. VIF initialization: Proposing a novel initialization
method for tabular data, inspired by feature engineer-
ing to improve model performance.

3. Enhanced interpretability framework: Combining
insights from original tabular data and transformed
images to deliver richer and more comprehensive ex-
planations.

Additionally, the implementation of our frameworks is pub-
licly available at https://github.com/duneag2/table2image.

2. Background
2.1. Transforming Tabular data into Images

There have been several prior research on transforming tab-
ular data into images. However, existing methods possess
limitations.

Unrealistic Image transformations. DeepInsight (Sharma
et al., 2019) and IGTD (Zhu et al., 2021) convert tabular
data into images to classify tabular data with a convolu-
tional neural network (CNN). While straightforward, these
approaches produce unrealistic image representations of
tabular data and demonstrate performance limitations.

Visualization-focused approaches. This method (Tang
et al., 2023) proposed a framework for generating images
from tabular datasets, primarily aimed at industrial visual-
ization tasks such as exploratory data analysis and customer

segmentation. It emphasized usability but did not evaluate
their models with classification tasks.

HACNet. HACNet (Matsuda et al., 2024) uses an attention-
based module to embed tabular data into alphabetic images
and trains a ResNet-18 model for classification, enabling
end-to-end learning. However, its reliance on a single im-
age per class limits representation diversity, which could
be seen as directly providing a straightforward target. Addi-
tionally, simply mapping tabular data to alphabetic images
is insufficient to qualify as an interpretable deep learning
model.

To overcome these limitations, we propose Table2Image.
First, we generate realistic image representations using the
FashionMNIST (Xiao et al., 2017) and MNIST (Deng, 2012)
datasets. By mapping multiple images per class, our model
improves performance on a benchmark dataset by capturing
richer and more diverse representations. Secondly, we pro-
vide a feature importance mechanism for tabular data and
present stability results. Lastly, our lightweight two-layer
convolutional neural network (CNN) architecture enhances
efficiency, compared to ResNet-18.

2.2. Multicollinearity and Variance Inflation Factor
(VIF)

Multicollinearity, particularly imperfect multicollinearity,
occurs when two or more independent variables in a dataset
are linearly related. There is no scientific consensus in re-
moving collinear variables (Gujarati & Porter, 2003). To
address the collinearity, the variance inflation factor (VIF)
can be used to identify the collinearity of the predictor vari-
ables. VIF measures how much the variance of a parameter
estimate increases due to multicollinearity, comparing the
variance in a full model with other parameters to that in a
model with only the parameter itself (James, 2013). A high
VIF suggests a strong correlation between predictors, with
values exceeding 10 generally considered problematic.

V IFi =
1

1−Ri
2 (1)

The VIF is defined as in Equation 1, where Ri represents
the coefficient of determination obtained by regressing Xi

on all other predictors.

Unlike machine learning, deep learning may address the ef-
fects of multicollinearity through dropout (Srivastava et al.,
2014) or other regularization techniques. However, since we
are working with deep learning for tabular data, we intro-
duce a tabular data-specific VIF initialization to mitigate the
impact of multicollinearity and enhance model robustness.
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Figure 1. An overall architecture of Table2Image, a combination of multilayer perceptron (MLP), MLP-based autoencoder, and convolu-
tional neural network (CNN).

2.3. Interpretability Framework

We calculate feature importance by leveraging both tabu-
lar and image data. Shapley additive explanations (SHAP)
(Lundberg & Lee, 2017) is employed as the baseline fea-
ture importance mechanism. Maximum mean discrepancy
(MMD) (Gretton et al., 2012) is utilized for distribution
comparison.

2.3.1. SHAPLEY ADDITIVE EXPLANATIONS (SHAP)

SHAP decomposes the model prediction f(x) into contribu-
tions from each feature, based on Shapley values from co-
operative game theory. The decomposition can be expressed
as Equation 2,

f(x) = ϕ0 +

M∑
i=1

ϕi (2)

where ϕ0 represents the base value and ϕi is the Shapley
value of the i-th feature. The Shapley value ϕi is defined as
Equation 3.

ϕi =
∑

S⊆N\{i}

|S|!(M − |S| − 1)!

M !
[f(S ∪ {i})− f(S)]

(3)

Here, S is a subset of features, M denotes the total number
of features, and f(S) is the model prediction based solely
on the subset S. Specifically, as our models are based on
deep learning architectures, we use Deep SHAP for our
interpretability mechanism. We create an interpretability
framework using SHAP for both tabular and image data.

2.3.2. MAXIMUM MEAN DISCREPANCY (MMD)

Maximum mean discrepancy (MMD) quantifies the differ-
ence between two probability distributions P and Q by
comparing their mean embeddings in a reproducing kernel
Hilbert space (RKHS). It is defined as Equation 4.

MMD(P,Q;Hk) = sup
∥f∥Hk

≤1

|E[f(X)]− E[f(Y )]| (4)

where f ∈ Hk and Hk is the RKHS associated with the
kernel k. ∥f∥Hk

≤ 1 ensures that f lies within the unit ball
of Hk. In practice, to compute the MMD efficiently, we
utilize the squared term of MMD as Equation 5.

MMD2(P,Q;Hk) = ∥µP − µQ∥2Hk

= ⟨µP , µP ⟩Hk
+ ⟨µQ, µQ⟩Hk

− 2⟨µP , µQ⟩Hk

= EX,X′⟨ϕ(X), ϕ(X ′)⟩Hk
+ EY,Y ′⟨ϕ(Y ), ϕ(Y ′)⟩Hk

−2EX,Y ⟨ϕ(X), ϕ(Y )⟩Hk
= EX,X′ [k(X,X ′)]

+EY,Y ′ [k(Y, Y ′)]− 2EX,Y [k(X,Y )] (5)
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We let f = ϕ(t) and ⟨ϕ(X), ϕ(Y )⟩Hk
= k(X,X ′). The

kernel mean embeddings of P and Q are denoted as µP

and µQ, respectively. Since the kernel implicitly computes
inner products in the RKHS, Equation 2 allows us to calcu-
late MMD without explicitly mapping the data to a higher
dimensional space.

3. Methodology
3.1. Table2Image

3.1.1. MAPPING SCHEMA

For tabular datasets with 10 or fewer classes, we map each
instance of class i to randomly selected FashionMNIST
images of class i. For datasets with more than 10 classes, we
extend this approach by utilizing both the FashionMNIST
and MNIST datasets. Cases with more than 20 classes can
be implemented by adding benchmark image datasets, while
left for future work.

3.1.2. OVERALL ARCHITECTURE

The overall framework is depicted in Figure 1.

Processing tabular data. We encode tabular data using
a multilayer perceptron (MLP) with two fully connected
layers and rectified linear units (ReLU) activations. The
intermediate layer has a dimensionality that is four larger
than the original feature size, while the final output matches
the original feature size.

Autoencoder. The core of our model is an autoencoder de-
signed to generate image data mapped to the corresponding
tabular data, using flattened random noise as part of its input.
Both the encoder and decoder are composed of MLPs. The
encoder combines the noise and tabular data embedding to
create latent representations with dimensionality increased
by 4. The decoder then reconstructs the latent representation
into the target image, using the tabular data embedding as
an additional input.

Convolutional Neural Network (CNN). The reconstructed
images are classified using a CNN with two convolutional
layers, ReLU activations, max pooling for dimensionality
reduction, and fully connected layers for predictions.

Overall Loss function. We perform end-to-end learning by
optimizing the model using a combination of reconstruction
and classification loss. Reconstruction loss ensures the gen-
erated image closely aligns with the image mapped from the
corresponding tabular data instance, utilizing mean squared
error (MSE) to minimize pixel-wise differences. Classifi-
cation loss focuses on minimizing prediction errors for the
image-based classification task using CNN. Additionally,
we use the AdamW optimizer (Loshchilov & Hutter, 2019)
for optimization.

3.2. VIF Initialization

Figure 2. A visualization of VIF initialization, composed of global
and local components. Each circle represents a node.

To address multicollinearity and offer a representation that
highlights important features, we propose VIF initialization.
It is divided into global and local initializations, capturing
different levels of granularity, as depicted in Figure 2. The
outputs of the VIF initialization are concatenated with the
embedding from the MLP-based tabular data embedding.

Global Initialization. We utilize a two-layer fully con-
nected network to process input tabular data. The first layer
expands the dimension by 4, while the second layer reduces
it back to the original tabular data size. The initial weights
of the first layer are initialized as the reciprocal of the VIF
for each column, mitigating the influence of highly collinear
variables. These weights are updated during the training
process.

Local Initialization. We use a two-layer fully connected
framework for input tabular data with n feature dimensions.
The first layer expands the dimension to

(
n
2

)
, the number

of all possible feature pairs, and the second layer reduces
it back to n. The weights of the first layer are initialized as
the reciprocal of the pair-wise VIF between feature pairs.
Weights corresponding to non-paired features are randomly
assigned. This approach utilizes the relative contribution of
other features to a specific column.

By combining global and local initializations, we seek to
minimize the impact of multicollinearity while preserving
essential feature relationships, creating a balanced and en-
hanced tabular representation.

3.3. Interpretability Framework

We aim to derive feature importance by integrating the in-
formation from tabular and image data. For tabular data X ,
image data I , and feature importance F , we design an unsu-
pervised optimization process that minimizes the difference
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between the two conditional distributions P (F | X, I) and
P (F | I,X). P (F | X, I) represents feature importance
based on X and I , and P (F | I,X) has a similar interpre-
tation. It is noteworthy that all the terms are not rigorously
probabilities nor probability distributions, but outputs of
each model.

Step 1. From Bayes’ rule, Equation 6 holds.

P (F | X, I) =
P (X | F, I)P (F | I)

P (X | I)

= P (F | I,X) =
P (I | F,X)P (F | X)

P (I | X)
(6)

It is important to note that X , I , and F are not independent
variables. We utilize the fact that all terms in Equations 5
are equivalent.

The terms P (F | X), P (I | X), P (F | I), and P (X | I)
are already known.

1. P (F | X): Feature importance derived from tabular
data using SHAP.

2. P (F | I): Feature importance derived from image data
using SHAP.

3. P (I | X): Transformation of tabular data into images
via the Table2Image framework.

4. P (X | I): The reverse process of Table2Image, recon-
structing X from I .

However, we should speculate P (X | F, I) and P (I | F,X)
to determine P (F | X, I) = P (F | I,X).

Figure 3. A schema of an unsupervised optimization for two distri-
butions.

Step 2. We first assume that P (X | F, I) and P (I | F,X)
follow normal distributions. As starting points for P (X |
F, I), we utilize P (F | X) and P (X | I). The known dis-
tribution P (F | X) serves as a substitute for the unknown
P (X | F ) because they both share the joint distribution
P (X,F ). This relationship arises from Equation 7.

P (X | F ) =
P (X,F )

P (F )
, P (F | X) =

P (F,X)

P (X)
. (7)

These distributions are input into an MLP consisting of two
linear layers and ReLU to estimate the mean and standard
deviation of P (X | F, I). Similarly, for P (I | F,X), we
replace the unknown P (I | F ) with P (F | I). Then we
apply the same process with P (F | I) and P (I | X).

To minimize the discrepancy between the distributions
P (F | X, I) and P (F | I,X), we utilize maximum mean
discrepancy (MMD) as described in Equation 5, Kullback-
Leibler divergence (KLD) in Equation 9, and mean squared
error (MSE) in Equation 10. Moreover, since Equation 8
holds as follows,

P (X | F, I) = P (X,F, I)

P (F, I)
, P (I | F,X) =

P (I, F,X)

P (F,X)
,

(8)
both terms share the joint distribution P (I, F,X) =
P (X,F, I), implying that they are assumed to encompass
significant shared information. To maximize the amount of
information mutually shared, we employ a variant of the
InfoNCE Loss (Oord et al., 2018), which approximates the
mutual information as defined in Equation 11. The entire
process is illustrated in Figure 3. Here, P and Q represent
P (F | X, I) and P (F | I,X), respectively.

DKL(P∥Q) =
∑
x

P (x) log
P (x)

Q(x)
(9)

MSE(P,Q) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

(P (xi)−Q(xi))
2 (10)

InfoNCE(P,Q) = − 1

N

N∑
i=1

sim(Pi, Pi)−
∑
j ̸=i

sim(Pi, Pj)


(11)

Overall, our approach enables a more granular analysis
of feature importance across both tabular and image data.
Moving beyond traditional methodologies that incorporate
only tabular inputs and modeling outputs, our framework
integrates latent variables represented by images, providing
richer and more comprehensive information. Furthermore,
we leverage Bayesian-based optimization methods to ensure
semantically consistent and meaningful optimization.
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Table 1. A comparative summary of performance between Table2Image, Table2Image with VIF initialization, and 12 high-performing
models on the OpenML-CC18 benchmark suite. For brevity, we use the following abbreviations: Table2Image as T2I, Table2Image
with VIF initialization as T2I-V, LightGBM as LGBM, Random Forest as RF, Logistic Regression as LR, and FT-Transformer as FT-T.
TabPFN is included only in cases where it is applicable due to its internal computational limitations. We calculate the average accuracy
(Avg ACC), average area under the curve (Avg AUC), and the number of wins including ties.

T2I T2I-V LR SVM RF XGBoost LGBM CatBoost MLP MLP-PLR FT-T TabPFN TuneTables TabM

Avg ACC 0.8766 0.8708 0.7831 0.7839 0.8530 0.8675 0.8612 0.8626 0.6731 0.7813 0.8313 - 0.8150 0.8011
# of Wins 26 17 2 3 9 8 13 4 1 2 5 3 5 8

Avg AUC 0.9202 0.9250 0.8758 0.8745 0.9109 0.8758 0.9116 0.9146 0.7035 0.7823 0.9016 - 0.8145 0.8260
# of Wins 23 24 3 3 6 3 13 12 0 1 11 3 6 9

It is noteworthy that when calculating SHAP values for both
tabular and image data, a mismatch in dimensions may arise
when multiplying or dividing outputs. To address this, we
utilize pixel unshuffle (Sun et al., 2023) to minimize the loss
of information in place of traditional average pooling. Pixel
unshuffle is the reverse of the pixel shuffle (Shi et al., 2016)
operation. It rearranges a tensor with shape (N,C,H,W )
into a tensor with shape (N,C × r2, H

r ,
W
r ), for a given

downscale factor r.

4. Experiments
4.1. Table2Image Framework

Datasets. We use datasets in the OpenML-CC18 (Bischl
et al.) benchmark suite. Specifically, we focus on the classi-
fication tasks, excluding regression, and only with datasets
with 20 or fewer classes.

Experimental Setup. The hyperparameter ranges are de-
termined with reference to the settings of TabM (Gorishniy
et al., 2024). We train for 50 epochs, and each experiment
is repeated three times to compute the average. The training
and testing data are split in an 8:2 ratio, with a batch size
of 64. Experiments are conducted on NVIDIA V100 GPU
with 90GB RAM.

Preprocessing. For handling missing values, columns with
more than 50% missing data are removed, while those with
50% or less are imputed using the median. Categorical val-
ues are encoded as numeric, and all features are standardized
by removing the mean and scaling to unit variance.

Model Comparison. We compare Table2Image with three
GBDT models including XGBoost (Chen & Guestrin, 2016),
LightGBM (Ke et al., 2017), and CatBoost (Prokhorenkova
et al., 2018). For neural network-based models, we use MLP,
MLP-PLR (Gorishniy et al., 2022), FT-Transformer (Gorish-
niy et al., 2021), TabPFN (Hollmann et al.) (if applicable),
TuneTables (Feuer et al., 2024), and TabM (Gorishniy et al.,
2024). Additionally, we include Logistic Regression (Cox,

1958), SVM (Cortes, 1995), and Random Forest (Liaw,
2002).

Comparative Analysis. We compare Table2Image with 12
different frameworks listed above in terms of accuracy and
area under the curve (AUC), as shown in Table 1. Our mod-
els achieve competitive performance in both accuracy and
AUC when compared to GBDTs and recent deep learning
models for tabular data. For accuracy, Table2Image demon-
strates the best performance and Table2Image with VIF
initialization ranks second. In terms of AUC, Table2Image
with VIF initialization achieves the highest performance,
followed by Table2Image. Notably, Table2Image showcases
the highest performance in 26 cases based on accuracy and
in 23 cases based on AUC. Similarly, Table2Image with VIF
initialization achieves top performance in 17 cases based on
accuracy and in 24 cases on AUC.

Trainable Parameters Comparison. The number of train-
able parameters for each model, when the number of classes
is 2 and the input dimension is 78, is shown in Table 2. This
comparison focuses exclusively on deep learning models.
Our approach requires more parameters than MLP-based
or attention-based models, such as MLP, MLP-PLR, and
FT-Transformer. However, it still maintains a lighter struc-
ture compared to recent large models, including TabPFN,
TuneTables, and TabM, that show competitive performance.

Table 2. The number of trainable parameters for deep learning
models with 2 classes and 78 input dimensions. For brevity, Ta-
ble2Image is denoted as T2I and Table2Image with VIF initializa-
tion as T2I-V.

T2I MLP MLP-PLR FT-T TabPFN TuneTables TabM

# 627.6K 7K 8.7K 135.6K 25.8M 25.8M 37.9M

Comparison with Single Mapping. We utilize the diversity
of images in the FashionMNIST and MNIST datasets to
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perform random class-specific mappings between tabular
and image data. In contrast, HACNet (Matsuda et al., 2024)
maps each target class to a single alphabet image across all
samples. We conduct comparative experiments by mapping
only one image per target class based on Table2Image archi-
tecture. We use datasets in the OpenML-CC18 benchmark
suite containing three distinct classes. Our experiments in
Table 3 highlight the performance limitations of using a
single mapping. We hypothesize that our multiple mapping
enhances the richness and diversity of the information avail-
able to the model.

Table 3. Performance comparison between multiple random image
mapping and single-image mapping using Table2Image on datasets
in the OpenML-CC18 benchmark suite with three classes. We
calculate the average accuracy and area under the curve (AUC).

Multiple Single

Dataset Accuracy AUC Accuracy AUC

balance-scale 1.0000 1.0000 0.9520 0.9886
cmc 0.6000 0.7622 0.5932 0.7635

splice 0.9577 0.9894 0.8840 0.9563
connect-4 0.8336 0.9578 0.8153 0.8982

jungle-chess 0.9656 0.9978 0.8843 0.9815
dna 0.9687 0.9962 0.9608 0.9951

Average 0.8876 0.9506 0.8483 0.9305
# of Wins 6 5 0 1

Image Visualization. Figure 4 illustrates the outcomes of
the realistic image transformations applied to the tic-tac-toe
dataset. All instances of class 0 are mapped to T-Shirt/Top
and class 1 to Trouser during training. The visualization
indicates successful mappings, as the generated images for
class 0 effectively highlight the upper body regions, espe-
cially the arm areas, while those for class 1 emphasize the
lower body areas, particularly the leg sections. Additional
examples can be found in Figure 6 of the Appendix.

4.2. Interpretability Framework

An example of the results from our interpretability frame-
work using the balance-scale dataset is shown in Figure 5.
To evaluate the stability of the framework, we calculate the
standard deviation of feature importance scores by repeating
the measurement 10 times for each dataset. Additionally,
we assess interpretability by comparing the results obtained
when the columns of the dataset are shuffled with those
obtained when the original column order is preserved. After
adjusting the shuffled column order to match the original
order, we calculate the MSE of the interpretability values.
This approach highlights how column mapping impacts the
framework’s outcomes and serves as a measure to evaluate

Figure 4. Samples of realistic image transformations, generated by
Table2Image architecture.

the stability of the interpretability framework. As shown in
Table 4, our framework demonstrates stable results for both
P (I, F,X) and P (X,F, I) along with SHAP.

Furthermore, we summarize the 10-run average values of
the MSE, KLD, and MMD losses, which are utilized to mini-
mize the discrepancy between the distributions P (F | X, I)
and P (F | I,X). All results are organized based on the
number of target classes of datasets in the OpenML-CC18
benchmark suite, as described in Table 5. Despite the un-
supervised nature of the task, where exact targets are not
provided, the low MSE, KLD, and MMD losses indicate ro-
bust optimization outcomes. Furthermore, it is worth noting
that other feature importance measurement methods, such
as gradient-based mechanisms, can also be integrated into
this framework, which we consider a direction for future
work.

5. Conclusion
In this study, we address the challenges and limitations of ap-
plying deep learning to tabular data, a domain traditionally
dominated by GBDTs. Recognizing the inherent density and
structured nature of tabular data, we propose Table2Image, a
framework that transforms tabular data into image represen-
tations, enabling deep learning models to leverage the un-
compressed format of images. The framework demonstrates
competitive performance across various datasets, compara-
ble to leading GBDTs and deep learning-based frameworks.
Additionally, we introduce a VIF initialization to mitigate
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Table 4. For the Original category, feature importance scores are calculated 10 times using P (F | X, I), P (F | I,X), and SHAP, with
standard deviations reported. For the Shuffle category, feature importance is similarly calculated for the randomized feature order using
the three methods. The values are then aligned with their corresponding features from the Original order, and the mean squared error
(MSE) between the results is computed. The results are presented for each class of the datasets in the OpenML-CC18 benchmark suite.

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

P (F | X, I) 0.2848 0.4529 0.3679 0.2913 0.3146 0.2484 0.4038 2.1893 0.4080 0.4009
Original P (F | I,X) 0.3501 0.4915 0.4061 0.3451 0.3605 0.3228 0.4660 2.2651 0.4725 0.4386

SHAP 0.6454 0.2234 0.1211 0.0600 0.0758 0.0348 0.1834 1.9742 0.1847 0.1695

P (F | X, I) 0.2803 0.4020 0.3422 0.2955 0.2999 0.2548 0.3900 2.1454 0.4010 0.3737
Shuffle P (F | I,X) 0.3464 0.4842 0.4061 0.3496 0.3612 0.3200 0.4647 2.2499 0.4655 0.4235

SHAP 0.0662 0.2252 0.1211 0.0595 0.0763 0.0338 0.1835 2.1385 0.1839 0.1693

Table 5. We present the loss values representing the difference between P (F | X, I) and P (F | I,X) during the distribution optimization
process. For brevity, we use the following abbreviations: mean squared error as MSE, Kullback-Leibler divergence as KLD, and maximum
mean discrepancy as MMD.

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

MSE 0.1520 0.1676 0.1594 0.1551 0.1640 0.1535 0.1501 0.1497 0.1606 0.1721
Original KLD 1.1701 0.5223 0.6540 0.7685 0.4376 0.3636 0.4761 0.5813 0.9313 0.3985

MMD 0.0131 0.0333 0.0255 0.0122 0.0224 0.0076 0.0506 0.3571 0.0996 0.0261

MSE 0.1440 0.1403 0.1510 0.1600 0.1552 0.1554 0.1418 0.1197 0.1503 0.1480
Shuffle KLD 1.2274 1.6633 0.6457 0.4046 0.6231 0.5361 0.4791 1.8269 0.6548 0.1891

MMD 0.0120 0.0487 0.0225 0.0123 0.0200 0.0096 0.0486 0.7361 0.0790 0.0135

Figure 5. The result of our interpretability framework using the
balance-scale dataset. The feature importance scores for one sam-
ple of the balance-scale dataset are plotted, comparing the scores
obtained from P (F | X, I), P (F | I,X), and SHAP.

the effects of multicollinearity. We bridge the gap between
traditional feature engineering techniques and deep learn-
ing approaches with this method. Furthermore, we propose
an interpretability framework that combines insights from
both the original tabular data and its transformed image
representations. By leveraging SHAP, Bayesian methods,
and mathematical approaches to reduce distributional dis-

crepancies, we offer a dual-perspective interpretation that
promotes a transparent and responsible model. In summary,
our contributions advance deep learning for tabular data
by improving both performance and interpretability, mak-
ing it a more viable and trustworthy solution for tabular
data analysis, with the potential to extend to multimodal AI
applications.

Limitations. A limitation of our study is its inability to
handle regression tasks. Additionally, the Table2Image with
VIF initialization method requires a longer execution time
compared to the original Table2Image approach. We also
assume that P (X | F, I) and P (I | F,X) follow normal
distributions, but exploring more appropriate distributional
assumptions could improve performance. Addressing these
issues will be a focus of future research.

Future Work. For future work, we aim to develop methods
to leverage statistical properties for more accurate mapping
between tabular and image data, beyond current random
mapping. Additionally, we plan to explore extensions to
other domains including tabular data to text or audio data.
Furthermore, we seek to expand our architecture to multi-
modal learning, by leveraging our unified framework rather
than relying on separate models for each modality.
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A. Appendix

Figure 6. Examples of realistic image transformations based on the tic-tac-toe dataset.
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