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Abstract

Class Activation Mapping (CAM) methods are widely used to visualize neural network decisions,
yet their underlying mechanisms remain incompletely understood. To enhance the understanding of
CAM methods and improve their explainability, we introduce the Content Reserved Game-theoretic
(CRG) Explainer. This theoretical framework clarifies the theoretical foundations of GradCAM
and HiResCAM by modeling the neural network prediction process as a cooperative game. Within
this framework, we develop ShapleyCAM, a new method that leverages gradients and the Hessian
matrix to provide more precise and theoretically grounded visual explanations. Due to the com-
putational infeasibility of exact Shapley value calculation, ShapleyCAM employs a second-order
Taylor expansion of the cooperative game’s utility function to derive a closed-form expression.
Additionally, we propose the Residual Softmax Target-Class (ReST) utility function to address the
limitations of pre-softmax and post-softmax scores. Extensive experiments across 12 popular net-
works on the ImageNet validation set demonstrate the effectiveness of ShapleyCAM and its variants.
Our findings not only advance CAM explainability but also bridge the gap between heuristic-
driven CAM methods and compute-intensive Shapley value-based methods. The code is available at
https://github.com/caihuaiguang/pytorch-shapley-cam.
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1 Introduction

With the increasing reliance on machine learning
models in critical fields such as healthcare diag-
nostics [1] and autonomous driving [2], the need
for explainable AI (XAI) has never been more
pressing. As these models are deployed in environ-
ments where human lives and safety are at stake,
it becomes essential to understand the mechanism
behind their predictions. To ensure these mod-
els are reliable and transparent, it is crucial to
interpret their predictions as a decision-making
process. This perspective is motivated by a basic

intuition: for accurate predictions, knowing which
features the network primarily relied upon helps
ensure its behavior aligns with human logic [3]. In
cases of incorrect predictions, identifying the fea-
tures driving the error can aid in detecting biases
and debugging the model [4, 5].

To achieve such explainability, CAM meth-
ods [3–12] have gained prominence. These meth-
ods generate visual explanations by identifying
which regions of the input image most influence
a model’s output. However, we find many meth-
ods, including GradCAM++ [8], LayerCAM [10],
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and GradCAM-E [12], often confuse localization
ability with true explainability—a critical distinc-
tion that is frequently overlooked, as shown in Fig.
1. More importantly, CAM methods frequently
rely heavily on heuristics, and the absence of a
solid theoretical foundation has become a major
obstacle to their further development.

Meanwhile, the Shapley value [13] from coop-
erative game theory offers a well-established the-
oretical framework for fairly quantifying feature
attribution [14]. The Shapley value has been suc-
cessfully applied in XAI like SHAP [15] and Data
Shapley [16]. SHAP attributes the model’s infer-
ence result to each input feature, and Data Shap-
ley attributes the model’s training performance to
each training data point. However, the exponen-
tial complexity of computing exact Shapley values
presents a significant practical challenge, limiting
their scalability for high-dimensional input data
or large datasets [17].

To enhance the understanding and applica-
bility of CAM methods, we introduce the CRG
Explainer. This theoretical framework marries the
great scalability of CAM methods with the solid
theoretical underpinning of the Shapley value.
Within the CRG Explainer, we propose Shapley-
CAM, a novel Shapley value-based CAM method
designed to offer improved explainability of the
decision-making process of neural networks. By
bridging the gap between heuristic-driven CAM
methods and compute-intensive Shapley value-
based methods, ShapleyCAM ensures both scala-
bility and fairness in feature attribution. The key
contributions of this paper include:

• Content Reserved Game-theoretic
Explainer: This theoretical framework gener-
alizes CAM methods by incorporating Shapley
value, clarifying the theoretical basis of Grad-
CAM (satisfying the content reserved property)
and HiResCAM (satisfying the game-theoretic
property), thereby establishing a connec-
tion between CAM methods and Shapley
value-based methods.

• ShapleyCAM algorithm: Within the CRG
Explainer and based on a second-order approx-
imation of the utility function, we develop
ShapleyCAM, leveraging the gradient and Hes-
sian matrix of neural networks to generate more
accurate explanations.

• ReST utility function: We analyze the
advantages and limitations of using pre and
post-softmax scores, elucidating their theoreti-
cal relationship, and introduce the ReST utility
function to overcome these limitations.

• Extensive empirical validation: We conduct
comprehensive experiments across 12 network
architectures and 6 metrics on the ImageNet
validation set, providing a thorough compari-
son of existing gradient-based CAM methods
with ShapleyCAM and its variants, and demon-
strating that incorporating both the gradient
and Hessian matrix typically results in more
accurate explanations.

2 Related Work

In this section, we introduce two representative
types of methods in feature attribution: CAM
methods and Shapley value-based methods. CAM
methods generate heatmaps to show which regions
of an image most influence the model’s predic-
tions, while Shapley value-based methods quantify
the precise numerical contributions of individual
features.

2.1 CAM Methods

CAM was proposed as a weakly supervised object
localization approach based on the discovery that
the global average pooling (GAP) layer actually
exposes the implicit attention of convolutional
neural networks (CNNs) on an image [3]. Then,
CAM also serves as a foundational explainable
technique for visualizing CNN decision-making
processes by highlighting the image regions that
are critical to the model’s predictions.

Specifically, after a well-trained neural network
makes a class prediction on an image x, CAM gen-
erates a heatmap CAMc(x) for the target class c.
This heatmap is produced by linearly combining
the activation maps {Ai}Nl

i=1 of the target layer
l, typically the layer preceding GAP or the final
convolutional layer where Nl denotes the number
of channels of layer l, with the linear coefficients
{wi}Nl

i=1 being the weights associated with the tar-
get class in the fully connected layer following
GAP. More formally:

CAMc(x) =

Nl∑
i=1

wiAi. (1)
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       GradCAM        HiResCAM         GradCAM-E         LayerCAM         XGradCAM       GradCAM++        ScoreCAM        ShapleyCAM    ShapleyCAM-H  ShapleyCAM-E   RandomCAM

Fig. 1 Visual explanation on ResNet-18 generated by various CAM methods using the ReST, with the layer preceding
GAP as the target layer. The target classes from top to bottom are: tiger cat, boxer, and yellow lady’s slipper (the least
likely class). A good explainer should avoid focusing on tiger cat or boxer when yellow lady’s slipper is the target class.
Higher ADCC scores (top-right) indicate better performance.

The heatmap is then normalized, upsampled to
the original image size, and overlaid onto the orig-
inal image to create a visual explanation (similar
to Fig. 1) of the model prediction. This post-
processing step has become a standard operation
in subsequent works and will therefore be omitted
in the following. Notably, the fully connected layer
outputs logits {yc}Cc=1 (i.e., pre-softmax scores)
for each class, which are typically transformed into
probabilities {pc}Cc=1 (i.e., post-softmax scores)
via softmax function.

The original CAM is limited to architectures
where GAP is followed by a fully connected layer
functioning as a classifier [18]. GradCAM [5] gen-
eralizes CAM to any CNN architecture by using
the gradient W i = ∂yc

∂Ai of the pre-softmax score
yc with respect to the activation map Ai to com-
pute the importance of the i-th activation map.
Note that, GradCAM typically uses the output
logit yc to generate its heatmap. The gradients
are averaged to weight the activation maps, and
a ReLU operation is introduced to remove the
negative regions, producing the final heatmap.
Denoting W i as the mean of W i, and the heatmap
is generated as follows:

GradCAMc(x) = ReLU

(
Nl∑
i=1

W iAi

)
. (2)

HiResCAM [4] provides a more faithful and finer-
grain explanation by element-wise multiplying the
activations with the gradients, where ⊙ refers to

Hadamard product:

HiResCAMc(x) = ReLU

(
Nl∑
i=1

W i ⊙Ai

)
. (3)

GradCAM Elementwise [12] modifies HiResCAM
by adding a ReLU operation to the front of the
summation:

GradCAM-Ec(x) = ReLU

(
Nl∑
i=1

ReLU(W i ⊙Ai)

)
.

(4)
LayerCAM [10] further refines HiResCAM by
adding a ReLU to the gradients before the
Hadamard product:

LayerCAMc(x) = ReLU

(
Nl∑
i=1

ReLU(W i)⊙Ai

)
.

(5)
XGradCAM [9] was introduced to enhance the
sensitivity and consistency properties of Grad-
CAM. It generates the heatmap as follows, where
X denotes the mean of X:

XGradCAMc(x) = ReLU

(
Nl∑
i=1

W i ⊙Ai

Ai
Ai

)
.

(6)
GradCAM++ [8] generates heatmaps by

focusing on positive gradients, like LayerCAM,
while incorporating higher-order derivatives. For
CNNs with a GAP layer, it provides a closed-
form solution for the weights. To avoid high-order
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derivative computation, it approximates second
and third-order derivatives using squared and
cubed gradients, which holds only when logits are
passed through an exponential function. LIFT-
CAM [11] estimates weights by evaluating the con-
tribution of each activation map using DeepLIFT
through a single backward pass. The accuracy
of the weights is limited by the precision of the
explanations provided by DeepLIFT.

Thus far, all introduced CAM methods are
gradient-based (CAM can also be considered
gradient-based [5]). However, noisy or vanishing
gradients in deep networks can undermine mean-
ingful explanations [6], as also noted in Section
3.4. To address this, gradient-free methods have
been proposed. ScoreCAM [6] generates heatmaps
by overlapping normalized activation maps with
the input image and determines weights by apply-
ing softmax to the Nl output logits correspond-
ing to the target class. AblationCAM [7] assigns
weights based on the decrease in the target output
when each associated activation map is set to zero.
Although gradient-free CAMs sometimes provide
a more accurate explanation, the requirement of
Nl forward propagations, typically hundreds of
times [19] more time-consuming and resource-
intensive than gradient-based CAMs, hinders their
use with large datasets.

In summary, CAM methods are known for
their efficiency and are widely used in explain-
ability. However, they share a common limitation:
reliance on heuristics and a lack of a solid theo-
retical framework. This paper aims to address this
issue.

2.2 Shapley Value-Based Methods

The Shapley value [13], a fundamental concept
from cooperative game theory [20], has become
widely utilized in machine learning for attribut-
ing contributions and ensuring fairness [14]. It is
particularly valued for its ability to fairly allo-
cate the total utility U(D) (such as revenue,
cost, or even the output probability of a model)
among all players in D by assessing each player’s
marginal contribution across all possible player
subsets. Specifically, the Shapley value is the
unique solution concept that satisfies the following
four axioms:

• Dummy player: If U(S ∪ {i}) = U(S) for all
S ⊆ D \ {i}, then ϕ(i;U) = 0.

• Symmetry: If U(S ∪ {i}) = U(S ∪ {j}) for all
S ⊆ D \ {i, j}, then ϕ(i;U) = ϕ(j;U).

• Efficiency:
∑

i∈D ϕ(i;U) = U(D)− U(∅).
• Linearity: For utility functions U1, U2 and any
α1, α2 ∈ R, ϕ(i;α1U1 + α2U2) = α1ϕ(i;U1) +
α2ϕ(i;U2).

Definition 1 (Shapley, 1953[13]). Given a
player set D with n = |D| and a utility function U ,
the Shapley value for each player i ∈ D is defined
as:

ϕ (i;U) =
1

n

n∑
k=1

(
n− 1

k − 1

)−1 ∑
S⊆D\{i}
|S|=k−1

[U(S ∪ {i})− U(S)] .

(7)
A single-valued solution concept satisfies the
axioms of dummy player, symmetry, efficiency,
and linearity if and only if it is the Shapley value.

A more intuitive form for the Shapley value is:

ϕ(i;U) = Eπ∼Π

[
U
(
Si
π ∪ {i}

)
− U

(
Si
π

)]
. (8)

where π ∼ Π represents a uniformly random per-
mutation of the set of players D, and Si

π denotes
the set of players that precede player i in permuta-
tion π. This form reveals that the Shapley value of
player i measures the expected marginal contribu-
tion across all possible subsets, as shown in Fig. 2.
In the context of feature attribution, the Shapley
value ensures a fair distribution of utility among
features. The axiom of Dummy Player assigns zero
contribution to features that contribute nothing
in any subset. Symmetry guarantees that fea-
tures with equal marginal utility across all subsets
receive equal contribution. Efficiency ensures that
the total utility is fully distributed among all fea-
tures. Linearity implies that if the utility function
is a linear combination of two functions, the con-
tribution assigned to a feature is also the linear
combination of its contributions with respect to
those functions.

Next, we introduce two prominent applications
of the Shapley value in explainable AI: SHAP
[15] and Data Shapley [16]. These methods study
feature attribution in model inference and data
attribution in model training, respectively.

SHAP (SHapley Additive exPlanations) [15]
treats the model’s output as a utility function and
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the n input features as players, approximating fea-
tures’ Shapley value to explain model predictions.
SHAP offers a qualitative understanding of fea-
ture contributions and is widely adopted by data
analysis and healthcare [14]. However, computing
the exact Shapley values requiresO(2n) model for-
ward passes. Approximation techniques like Ker-
nel SHAP [15] address this by solving a weighted
least squares problem, but the cost remains sig-
nificant, scaling as at least O(cn), where c is
non-negligible. In contrast, CAM methods require
only a single forward and backward pass, mak-
ing them more practical for high-dimensional data
like images. Nevertheless, SHAP remains a corner-
stone in explainable AI due to the Shapley value,
which is widely regarded as the fairest method for
utility allocation [14, 20], whereas CAMs lack a
similarly theoretical basis.

i D

 { }iU S i 

 iU S

Fig. 2 Illustration of the calculation process of Shapley
value

Data Shapley [16] focuses on data attribution
during model training by quantifying the contribu-
tion of each data point to a model’s performance.
This approach aids in identifying both valuable
and noisy data points and supports downstream
tasks such as data selection, acquisition, and
cleaning. It also supports the development of data
markets [21]. Data Shapley employs Monte Carlo
methods [16] to estimate the value of each data
point, with O(n2 log n) time of model retraining,
where n is the number of data points. This com-
plexity limits its scalability to larger datasets such
as CIFAR-10. A recent work, In-Run Data Shap-
ley [17], explores the use of second-order Taylor
expansions to approximate the utility function of
model performance, enabling a closed-form solu-
tion for estimating the Shapley value of each
training data point.

In summary, Shapley value-based methods
are recognized for their solid theoretical founda-
tions, but computational challenges limit their
widespread use. In this work, we extend the idea
of directly estimating the utility function from
In-Run Data Shapley [17] to feature attribution.

The key insight is that if the inference result
for a subset of features can be expressed ana-
lytically, a closed-form solution for each feature’s
Shapley value may be derived, enabling a more
computationally efficient approach.

3 Content Reserved
Game-theoretic Explainer

In this section, we first formally define the CRG
Explainer. We then use this theoretical framework
to clarify the theoretical foundations of Grad-
CAM and HiResCAM, support the development
of new CAM methods like ShapleyCAM and its
variants, and answer the question of ReLU place-
ment. Additionally, as the choice of the utility
function is central to cooperating game theory, we
analyze the advantages and limitations of pre and
post-softmax scores on the explanations, reveal
their relationship, and propose the ReST utility
function to overcome these limitations.

3.1 Definition of Content Reserved
Game-Theoretic Explainer

The key difference between SHAP and CAMs lies
in their inputs. SHAP operates on the raw image,
computing Shapley values for individual pixels,
while CAMs use N d-dimensional activation maps
{Ai}Ni=1 extracted from a target layer during infer-
ence to generate a d-dimensional explanation.
The motivation behind the CRG Explainer is to
reinterpret CAMs in a manner similar to SHAP.

Since each activation map can be viewed as
a transformation of the original image that pre-
serves its spatial structure [3], we treat {Ai}Ni=1 as
N variants of a downsampled d-dimensional raw
image. The cooperative game of model prediction
then occurs at each pixel of this downsampled
image, or equivalently, at each group of the same
position in {Ai}Ni=1. Next, we present our theoret-
ical framework for CAM methods:

Definition 2. Given N d-dimensional vectors
{Ai}Ni=1 that cooperate to achieve the scalar util-
ity U(D), the group of j-th elements in each Ai,
i.e., {Ai

j}Ni=1, is treated as the j-th player, with

the player set D := {j}dj=1. If the Shapley value

of the j-th player is ϕ(j;U) =
∑N

i=1 W
i
jA

i
j, a

Content Reserved Game-theoretic (CRG)
Explainer generates a d-dimensional explanation
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vector E =
∑N

i=1 g(W
i) ⊙ Ai, where W i is a d-

dimensional vector, g is a mapping function, and
⊙ denotes the Hadamard product. The explainer
is classified as follows:

• Type-I CRG Explainer satisfies the game-
theoretic property: g(W i) = W i.

• Type-II CRG Explainer satisfies the con-
tent reserved property: g(W i) = W i1d, where
W i is the mean of W i.

• Optimal CRG Explainer satisfies both con-
tent reserved and game-theoretic properties:
∀i,W i = W i1d.

The Type-I CRG Explainer produces a faith-
ful explanation of the cooperative game among
the d players, as the value of the j-th pixel in
E is also the Shapley value of the j-th player:
Ej = [

∑N
i=1 W

i ⊙ Ai]j = ϕ(j;U). Addition-
ally, since ⟨W i ⊙ Ai,1d⟩ = ⟨W i, Ai⟩, we have

⟨E,1d⟩ = ⟨
∑N

i=1 W
i ⊙ Ai,1d⟩ =

∑N
i=1⟨W i, Ai⟩ =∑d

j=1 ϕ(j;U) = U({Ai}Ni=1) − U(∅), where the
last equality follows from the Efficiency axiom.
Hence, the explanation produced is a rearrange-
ment of the total utility for each pixel. However,
W i may be inaccurate due to noisy or vanishing
gradients [6], while Ai is more dependable as it
maintains the spatial structure of the raw image
[3]. The Type-II CRG Explainer seeks to reserve
more content from {Ai}Ni=1 by weighting them

with scalars {W i}Ni=1, albeit with a potential sac-
rifice of the game-theoretic property. Lastly, the
Optimal CRG Explainer occurs when the layer
before the GAP layer is chosen as the target layer,
as all gradients on the same activation map are
identical and equal to 1/d of the gradient of the
pooled score in the GAP layer. Detailed proof is
available in [5]. Here, “optimal” indicates that this
CRG Explainer simultaneously satisfies both the
content reserved and game-theoretic properties,
achieving the best of both worlds.

3.2 Theoretical Foundation of
GradCAM and HiResCAM

Within the CRG Explainer, we establish the theo-
retical foundation for GradCAM and HiResCAM
by approximating the utility function with a first-
order Taylor expansion.

Theorem 1. When using first-order Taylor
expansion to approximate the utility function,

HiResCAM is a Type-I CRG Explainer, and Grad-
CAM is a Type-II CRG Explainer. Both Grad-
CAM and HiResCAM are Optimal CRG Explain-
ers if the target layer is the layer preceding the
GAP layer.

Proof. Notation: Define XD ∈ R1×Nd

as XD :=
[
A1 | A2 | · · · | AN

]
, where

Ai ∈ R1×d. Let Xi ∈ R1×Nd be the vec-
tor with Ai at its original location and

zeros elsewhere: Xi :=
[⃗
0 | · · · | Ai | · · · | 0⃗

]
,

where 0⃗ ∈ R1×d. Define Xj ∈ R1×Nd as
Xj :=

[
0, A1

j , 0 | · · · | 0, Ai
j , 0 | · · · | 0, AN

j , 0
]

retaining only the j-th element of each Ai, and let
XS :=

∑d
j=1,j∈S Xj for a subset S ⊆ D = {j}dj=1.

The utility function values are represented by
U(XS) and U(XD), with U ′(XD) as the gradient
and HD as the Hessian matrix at XD. The Tay-
lor expansion of U(XS) includes U1(XS) for the
first-order term and U2(XS) for the second-order
term.
Derivations: We begin by applying the first-
order Taylor expansion of the functions U(XS) at
XD for all S as in [17]:

U(XS) ≈ U(XD) + U ′(XD)(XS −XD)︸ ︷︷ ︸
U1(XS)

,

U(XS∪j) ≈ U(XD) + U ′(XD)(XS −XD +Xj)︸ ︷︷ ︸
U1(XS∪j)

.

Then, consider the difference:

U(XS∪j)− U(XS) = U ′(XD)Xj︸ ︷︷ ︸
U1(XS∪j)−U1(XS)

.

To compute ϕ(j;U), we use the Equation (7),
and substitute U(XS∪j)−U(XS) with U ′(XD)Xj :

ϕ(j;U)

=
1

d

d∑
k=1

(
d− 1

k − 1

)−1 ∑
S⊆D\{j}
|S|=k−1

(U(XS∪j)− U(XS))

=
1

d

d∑
k=1

(
d− 1

k − 1

)−1 ∑
S⊆D\{j}
|S|=k−1

U ′(XD)Xj

6



=
1

d
U ′(XD)Xj

d∑
k=1

(
d− 1

k − 1

)−1 ∑
S⊆D\{j}
|S|=k−1

1

=
1

d
U ′(XD)Xj

d∑
k=1

(
d− 1

k − 1

)−1(
d− 1

k − 1

)

=
1

d
U ′(XD)Xj

d∑
k=1

1 = U ′(XD)Xj . (9)

Therefore, Shapley values under the first-order
approximation of U are given by:

ϕ(j;U) = U ′(XD)Xj =

N∑
i=1

[U ′(XD)]ijA
i
j . (10)

By integrating Equation (10) into the defi-
nition of CRG Explainer, we deduce that the
coefficient W i

j associated with Ai
j is expressed as

[U ′(XD)]ij , representing the gradients of the util-

ity function concerning Ai
j . Thus, according to the

definition of the CRG Explainer, the theorem is
substantiated.

It has been proven in [5] that using the pre-
softmax score as the utility function results in
GradCAM and CAM heatmaps being identical,
differing only by a constant factor eliminated dur-
ing normalization. Thus, we have the following
corollary:

Corollary 1. CAM [3] is the Optimal CRG
Explainer when using the layer preceding the GAP
as the target layer and the pre-softmax score as
the utility function.

3.3 ShapleyCAM Algorithms

Within the CRG Explainer, we propose Shapl-
eyCAM and its variants by approximating the
utility function via a second-order Taylor expan-
sion. Applying W i

j = [U ′(XD) − 1
2X

⊤
DHD]ij

from Equation (14) to Equations (2), (3), and
(4), which correspond to GradCAM, HiResCAM,
and GradCAM-E, respectively, we derive Shap-
leyCAM, ShapleyCAM-H, and ShapleyCAM-E.
Algorithm 1 presents the detailed algorithms.

Theorem 2. When using second-order Taylor
expansion to approximate the utility function,
ShapleyCAM-H is a Type-I CRG Explainer, and
ShapleyCAM is a Type-II CRG Explainer. Both

Algorithm 1 ShapleyCAM and its variants

Input: Input image x, neural network f(·), target
class c, target layer l.

Output: Heatmap.
1: Forward pass: Compute logits y for the

input x using f(·), and save the activa-
tion maps {Ai}Nl

i=1 from the l target layer.
Concatenate these maps to obtain XD :=[
A1 | A2 | · · · | ANl

]
.

2: Compute the ReST: UReST = yc +
ln(softmax(y)c).

3: Backward pass: Compute the gradient of
UReST with respect to the activation maps:
U ′(XD) = ∂UReST/∂XD.

4: Backward pass: Compute the Hessian matrix
of UReST with respect to the activation maps:
HD = ∂2UReST/∂X

2
D.

5: Compute the weights: W i =[
U ′(XD)− 1

2X
⊤
DHD

]i
.

6: if use ShapleyCAM then

7: return ReLU
(∑Nl

i=1 W
iAi
)
.

8: else if use ShapleyCAM-H then

9: return ReLU
(∑Nl

i=1(W
i ⊙Ai)

)
.

10: else if use ShapleyCAM-E then

11: return ReLU
(∑Nl

i=1 ReLU(W i ⊙Ai)
)
.

12: end if

ShapleyCAM and ShapleyCAM-H are Optimal
CRG Explainers if the target layer is the layer
preceding GAP.

Proof. Here, we apply the second-order Taylor
expansion of the functions U(XS) at XD for all S
as in [17]:

U(XS) ≈ U(XD) + U ′(XD)(XS −XD)︸ ︷︷ ︸
U1(XS)

+
1

2
(XS −XD)⊤HD(XS −XD)︸ ︷︷ ︸

U2(XS)

,

U(XS∪j) ≈ U(XD) + U ′(XD)(XS −XD +Xj)︸ ︷︷ ︸
U1(XS∪j)

+
1

2
(XS −XD +Xj)

⊤HD(XS −XD +Xj)︸ ︷︷ ︸
U2(XS∪j)

.

7



Then, consider the difference:

U(XS∪j)− U(XS)

= U ′(XD)Xj︸ ︷︷ ︸
U1(XS∪j)−U1(XS)

+
1

2
X⊤

j HDXj −X⊤
DHDXj +X⊤

S HDXj︸ ︷︷ ︸
U2(XS∪j)−U2(XS)

.

Using the Linearity property of the Shapley
value, we can decompose the Shapley value of j
under U into the sum of its Shapley values under
U1 and U2:

ϕ(j;U1 + U2) = ϕ(j;U1) + ϕ(j;U2). (11)

Similar to Equation (9), we substitute
U2(XS∪j) − U2(XS) with 1

2X
⊤
j HDXj −

X⊤
DHDXj +X⊤

S HDXj :

ϕ(j;U2) =
1

d

d∑
k=1

(
d− 1

k − 1

)−1 ∑
S⊆D\{j}
|S|=k−1

X⊤
S HDXj

+
1

d

d∑
k=1

(
d− 1

k − 1

)−1 ∑
S⊆D\{j}
|S|=k−1

(
1

2
X⊤

j HDXj −X⊤
DHDXj)

=
1

d

d∑
k=2

(
d− 1

k − 1

)−1 ∑
i∈D\j

∑
S⊆D\{i,j}
|S|=k−2

X⊤
i HDXj

+
1

d

d∑
k=1

(
d− 1

k − 1

)−1 ∑
S⊆D\{j}
|S|=k−1

(
1

2
X⊤

j HDXj −X⊤
DHDXj),

The last step relies on XS =
∑

i∈S Xi, which
allows us to express the sum over all possible
subsets S in terms of the individual elements Xi

within those subsets. Then:

ϕ(j;U2) =
1

d

d∑
k=2

(
d− 1

k − 1

)−1 ∑
i∈D\j

(
d− 2

k − 2

)
X⊤

i HDXj

+
1

d
(
1

2
X⊤

j HDXj −X⊤
DHDXj)

d∑
k=1

(
d− 1

k − 1

)−1(
d− 1

k − 1

)

=
1

d

d∑
k=2

(
d− 1

k − 1

)−1(
d− 2

k − 2

) ∑
i∈D\j

X⊤
i HDXj


+

1

d
(
1

2
X⊤

j HDXj −X⊤
DHDXj)

d∑
k=1

1

=
1

d

d∑
k=2

k − 1

d− 1
(X⊤

D\jHDXj) + (
1

2
X⊤

j HDXj −X⊤
DHDXj)

=

∑d
k=2(k − 1)

d(d− 1)
X⊤

D\jHDXj +
1

2
X⊤

j HDXj −X⊤
DHDXj

=
1

2
X⊤

D\jHDXj +
1

2
X⊤

j HDXj −X⊤
DHDXj

=
1

2
X⊤

DHDXj −X⊤
DHDXj

= −1

2
X⊤

DHDXj . (12)

Therefore, Shapley values under the utility func-
tion U2 are:

ϕ(j;U2) = −1

2
X⊤

DHDXj =

N∑
i=1

[−1

2
X⊤

DHD]ijA
i
j .

(13)

Equation (9) also represents the computation
of ϕ(j;U1). By substituting Equations (9) and (12)
into Equation (11), we derive the final expression
for ϕ(j;U) under the second-order approximation
of U :

ϕ(j;U) = U ′(XD)Xj −
1

2
X⊤

DHDXj

=

N∑
i=1

[U ′(XD)− 1

2
X⊤

DHD]ijA
i
j . (14)

By integrating Equation (14) into the CRG
Explainer, we deduce that the coefficient W i

j asso-

ciated with Ai
j is expressed as W i

j = [U ′(XD) −
1
2X

⊤
DHD]ij . Thus, according to the definition of the

CRG Explainer, the theorem is substantiated.

Previous work like LIFTCAM [11] has aimed
to combine the Shapley value with CAM, using
Shapley values from DeepLIFT to weight acti-
vation maps. In contrast, ShapleyCAM leverages
the Shapley value to reframe the CAMs, treat-
ing the pixels of the downsampled d-dimensional
raw image as players, aligning more closely with
SHAP. However, SHAP aims to explain the entire
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highly complex model, while ShapleyCAM nar-
rows its focus to the layers between the target
layer and the output’s utility function, making the
explanation process more manageable. Addition-
ally, ShapleyCAM employs a derived closed-form
Shapley value, thus circumventing the repeated
inference that SHAP necessitates.

For the complexity of the ShapleyCAM algo-
rithm, although Hessian matrix computation is
often considered computationally intensive, Shap-
leyCAM only requires the Hessian-vector product
of HD and XD, which is efficiently supported in
modern deep learning frameworks like PyTorch
and JAX [22]. This allows ShapleyCAM to run
with just one extra backward pass [22] compared
to GradCAM, making it scalable for large datasets
as well.

3.4 Utility Function: Pre or
Post-Softmax Scores? Both!

The choice between pre-softmax and post-softmax
scores for generating explanations remains
debated [23]. While most methods [3, 5, 8] use pre-
softmax scores, this has not been fully analyzed
from a decision-making perspective. Intuitively,
combining the input with the CAM heatmap
should increase the confidence or probability
for the target class. However, using pre-softmax
scores can lead to a situation where the region
of non-target classes is also highlighted, which,
paradoxically, might reduce the new probability
of the target class. For example, as shown in the
top-left in Fig. 6, when the tiger cat is the target
class, GradCAM with pre-softmax incorrectly
highlights the boxer.

Using post-softmax scores can avoid the phe-
nomenon. As shown in the top-middle of Fig. 6,
GradCAM with post-softmax does not highlight
the boxer. Besides, when a ln function is applied
after softmax [23], the resulting utility function
matches the cross-entropy loss used during model
training.

Next, we reveal the relationship between the
generated heatmaps when utilizing the pre and
post-softmax score as utility functions, respec-
tively, from a theoretical perspective. Assume
GradCAM uses the activation maps {Ai}Nl

i=1 from
target layer l (regardless of which layer is cho-

sen) and gradients ∂yc

∂Ai or ∂pc

∂Ai to generate the

heatmap Epre
c or Epost

c before the ReLU opera-
tion. Here, yc represents the logit for the target
class c ∈ [1, . . . , C], and pc = softmax(y)c denotes
the corresponding probability, then the following
theorem holds:

Theorem 3. The heatmap generated by Grad-
CAM using the post-softmax score is equivalent to
the ensemble of C heatmaps generated by Grad-
CAM using the pre-softmax score.

Proof. Suppose that GradCAM produces the
heatmap before the ReLU operation as Epost

c =
1
Nl

∑Nl

i=1 g
(

∂pc

∂Ai

)
⊙ Ai when using the post-

softmax score, and as Epre
c = 1

Nl

∑Nl

i=1 g
(

∂yc

∂Ai

)
⊙

Ai when using the pre-softmax score. Here,

g(A) = ⟨A,1d⟩
d 1d replaces each element of the

d-dimensional vector A with its mean.
To compute the gradient ∂pc

∂Ai , we use the chain

rule: ∂pc

∂Ai =
∑C

k=1
∂pc

∂yk
∂yk

∂Ai . With the facts that
∂pc

∂yc = (1−pc)pc and ∂pc

∂yk = −pkpc when k ̸= c, we

have ∂pc

∂Ai = (1− pc)pc ∂yc

∂Ai −
∑C

k=1,k ̸=c p
cpk ∂yk

∂Ai , or

equivalently, ∂pc

∂Ai = pc
∑C

k=1,k ̸=c p
k
(

∂yk

∂Ai − ∂yc

∂Ai

)
because

∑C
k=1 p

k = 1.
It is easy to verify that g(A) is a linear trans-

formation of A, because g(A) enjoys the properties

g(A1 + A2) =
⟨A1+A2,1d⟩

d 1d = g(A1) + g(A2) and

g(λA) = ⟨λA,1d⟩
d 1d = λg(A). Thus, g( ∂pc

∂Ai ) =

pc
∑C

k=1,k ̸=c p
k(g( ∂y

k

∂Ai )− g( ∂yc

∂Ai )).

Then we have Epost
c = 1

Nl

∑Nl

i=1 g(
∂pc

∂Ai ) ⊙
Ai = 1

Nl

∑Nl

i=1(p
c
∑C

k=1,k ̸=c p
k(g( ∂y

k

∂Ai )−g( ∂yc

∂Ai )))⊙
Ai = pc

∑C
k=1,k ̸=c p

k( 1
Nl

∑Nl

i=1(g(
∂yk

∂Ai )− g( ∂yc

∂Ai ))⊙
Ai) = pc

∑C
k=1,k ̸=c p

k( 1
Nl

∑Nl

i=1 g(
∂yk

∂Ai ) ⊙ Ai −
1
Nl

∑Nl

i=1 g(
∂yc

∂Ai )⊙Ai) and eventually reduces to:

Epost
c = pc

C∑
k=1,k ̸=c

pk(Epre
c − Epre

k ). (15)

In the proof of Theorem 3, we use the heatmap
before applying the ReLU operation as the expla-
nation. ReLU emphasizes positive regions [12],
but some areas may actually contribute negatively
to the prediction, suggesting that the original
explanation should be the heatmap before ReLU.
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Actually, our proof can be generalized to other
CAM methods if g(X) is a linear transformation.
For instance, Theorem 3 also holds for HiResCAM
where g(X) = X.

Not only does Theorem 3 establish a connec-
tion between heatmaps generated by GradCAM
using pre-softmax score and post-softmax score,
but it also provides insight into the effectiveness
of the post-softmax method. Specifically, it shows
that the post-softmax method uses the differ-
ence between the target class heatmap and other
class heatmaps, generated by GradCAM with pre-
softmax scores, to produce the final explanation:
Although Epre

c may highlight regions belonging to
another class b, the subtraction of Epre

b removes
their influence.

Furthermore, Theorem 3 also reveals a limita-
tion of using post-softmax scores: When a neural
network is extremely confident in its prediction
(i.e., pc is really close to 1), the gradients of the
probabilities for other classes become very small
(i.e., pk is also really close to 0 for k ̸= c), causing
the generated heatmap Epost

c to diminish towards
zero, as shown in Equation (15). This phenomenon
is commonly referred to as gradient vanishing [23].
For instance, the bottom row of Fig. 6 shows an
image where ResNet-18 predicts axolotl with a
probability greater than 1 − 10−15. In this case,
post-softmax suffers from gradient vanishing and
fails to highlight the axolotl, while pre-softmax
does not have this issue and correctly highlights
the axolotl.

To address this issue, inspired by the idea of
residual [24], we propose Residual Softmax Target-
Class (ReST) utility function using both pre and
post-softmax scores:

UReST = yc + ln(softmax(y)c). (16)

Then the heatmap produced by GradCAM with
ReST is:

EReST
c = Epre

c +

C∑
k=1,k ̸=c

pk (Epre
c − Epre

k ) . (17)

ReST mitigates the negative impact of gradient
vanishing by incorporating an extra Epre

c term,
while also maintaining a stable focus on the tar-
get class similar to post-softmax. As shown in
the right column of Fig. 6, GradCAM with ReST

or post-softmax consistently focuses on the tiger
cat, while pre-softmax incorrectly highlights the
boxer. Additionally, GradCAM with ReST or pre-
softmax can still correctly focus on the axolotl
when post-softmax fails due to gradient vanish-
ing. Therefore, ReST can be viewed as a method
that combines the advantages of pre-softmax and
post-softmax scores while avoiding their respec-
tive drawbacks. In ShapleyCAM and its variants,
we adopt the ReST utility function. It is used
in all experiments, except in the ablation study
evaluating ReST.

3.5 Shapley Value and ReLU

ReLU was introduced by GradCAM as a heuris-
tic operation to eliminate negative regions in
explanations and has been adopted by subsequent
works. Methods like LayerCAM, GradCAM++,
and GradCAM-E also apply ReLU to gradients or
other components, but these methods may pro-
duce problematic explanations, as shown in Fig.
1.

Within the CRG Explainer, the question of
ReLU placement can be answered from a Shap-
ley value perspective. Each pixel in the heatmap
represents its Shapley value, with Shapley values
greater than 0 indicating a positive contribu-
tion [25] to the model’s output utility and thus
should be highlighted. Therefore, the most logi-
cal placement for ReLU is outside the summation,
consistent with GradCAM and HiResCAM.

4 Experiments

This section evaluates various CAM methods
across twelve distinct neural network architec-
tures, utilizing two types of target layers and
six metrics to assess the quality of the explana-
tions. All experiments were performed on a server
equipped with an Intel(R) Xeon(R) Gold 6326
CPU @ 2.90GHz and an NVIDIA A40 GPU.
And we employ ReST as the utility function in
all experiments, except for the ablation study of
ReST.

4.1 Setup

4.1.1 Dataset

Unlike previous studies that evaluated CAMs
on randomly selected images, our experiments
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were conducted on the full ImageNet validation
set (ILSVRC2012) [26], which consists of 50,000
images spanning 1,000 distinct object categories.
Each image was resized and center-cropped to 224
× 224 pixels, and subsequently normalized using
the mean and standard deviation computed from
the ImageNet training set.

4.1.2 Networks

To evaluate the CAM methods comprehensively,
we use the following popular networks: ResNet-
18, ResNet-50, ResNet-101, ResNet-152 [24],
ResNeXt-50 [27], VGG-16 [28], EfficientNet-
B0 [29], MobileNet-V2 [30], and Swin Trans-
former models in Tiny, Small, Base, and Large
configurations [31]. All network weights (IMA-
GENET1K V1) were obtained directly from
PyTorch and Timm [32]. The top-1 accuracies of
these networks on ILSVRC2012 are appended to
their names in Tables 1, 2, 3 and 4.

4.1.3 Compared CAM methods

We compare the state-of-the-art gradient-based
CAM methods in our evaluation: GradCAM [5],
HiResCAM [4], GradCAM-E [12], LayerCAM
[10], XGradCAM [9], GradCAM++ [8], Ran-
domCAM [12], and the proposed ShapleyCAM,
ShapleyCAM-H, ShapleyCAM-E. RandomCAM
serves as a baseline, producing a random uni-
form scalar for each activation map in the range
of [−1, 1] to serve as the weight for generating
the heatmap. We exclude gradient-free methods
due to their long run times [18, 19]. For example,
ScoreCAM takes over 32 hours with ResNet-50 on
ILSVRC2012, while ShapleyCAM and GradCAM
finish in 40 and 30 minutes, respectively.

4.1.4 Target class

Previous studies often use the true label as the
target class [4, 9] or focus on correctly predicted
images [8, 10]. These settings are reasonable when
a well-trained network consistently makes accu-
rate predictions, and the explainer’s performance
is measured by identifying corresponding evidence
in the input image. However, we also seek insights
when the model’s predictions are incorrect. The
setting of using true label actually introduces
the confounding factor of model accuracy when
evaluating the precision of explainability. The

Prediction: hammerhead | Truth: tiger shark
Target class: hammerhead

Prediction: hammerhead | Truth: hammerhead
Target class: hammerhead

Prediction: hammerhead | Truth: tiger shark
Target class: tiger shark

Prediction: tiger shark | Truth: tiger shark
Target class: tiger shark

Fig. 3 GradCAM on ResNet-18 using ReST with the
layer preceding GAP as the target layer. Left: ResNet-18
incorrectly predicts a tiger shark as a hammerhead. Right:
ResNet-18 accurately predicts the tiger shark and the ham-
merhead

explainability methods should focus on uncover-
ing the model’s decision-making process, helping
users lift the veil on its inference for both correct
and incorrect predictions.

As illustrated in the top-left of Fig. 3, when
ResNet-18 incorrectly predicts a tiger shark as
a hammerhead, the corresponding heatmap high-
lights the tail of the tiger shark, rather than
the entire body as shown in the right column of
Fig. 3. In such cases, users are understandably
skeptical of the correctness of the prediction and
may infer that the model’s error is due to the
similarity between the tiger shark ’s tail and a
hammerhead. Moreover, we often only have access
to the model’s predictions in practice. Thus, we
use the predicted label as the target class in our
experiments, unless specified otherwise.

4.2 Evaluation Metrics for
Explanations

To comprehensively evaluate CAM-based expla-
nations, we employ a set of metrics [8, 11, 33] to
measure different aspects of explanation quality.
All these metrics quantify explanation perfor-
mance based on changes in prediction confidence
when regions highlighted by CAMs are focused on
or masked, as well as by the visual quality of the
explanations. Notably, we exclude certain local-
ization metrics, such as Intersection over Union
(IoU), as they focus on localization performance
rather than explainability, as discussed in Section
5.

To facilitate understanding of these metrics,
we define some terminology: after a CAM method
produces the normalized and upsampled heatmap
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Table 1 Evaluation of different CAM methods on eight different CNN backbones with the layer preceding the GAP layer
as the target layer

ResNet-18 (69.76%) ResNet-50 (76.13%)

Method AD ↓ Coh ↑ Com ↓ ADCC ↑ IC ↑ ADD ↑ AD ↓ Coh ↑ Com ↓ ADCC ↑ IC ↑ ADD ↑
RandomCAM 71.15 52.80 20.24 45.36 6.64 19.55 67.35 54.29 19.75 48.77 8.24 14.36

GradCAM++ 19.86 98.55 41.84 75.34 31.30 51.52 14.27 98.03 41.16 77.20 38.19 43.60

GradCAM-E 19.84 98.58 41.96 75.29 31.26 51.60 14.26 98.06 41.74 76.87 37.95 43.59

ShapleyCAM-E 19.81 98.58 41.93 75.31 31.29 51.63 14.24 98.07 41.70 76.90 38.04 43.63

GradCAM 18.73 97.51 38.84 77.10 33.77 51.89 13.84 97.07 38.42 78.64 40.05 43.82

ShapleyCAM 18.71 97.65 38.68 77.22 33.92 51.90 13.85 97.19 38.23 78.77 40.17 43.84

ResNet-101 (77.38%) ResNet-152 (78.32%)

Method AD ↓ Coh ↑ Com ↓ ADCC ↑ IC ↑ ADD ↑ AD ↓ Coh ↑ Com ↓ ADCC ↑ IC ↑ ADD ↑
RandomCAM 65.07 55.09 19.79 50.63 9.56 14.43 64.14 55.18 19.64 51.33 9.84 13.44

GradCAM++ 13.17 98.46 41.04 77.65 39.63 42.16 12.62 98.49 40.71 78.00 39.06 39.84

GradCAM-E 13.18 98.51 41.64 77.31 39.37 42.21 12.59 98.53 41.32 77.66 38.78 39.91

ShapleyCAM-E 13.15 98.51 41.60 77.34 39.45 42.25 12.57 98.53 41.28 77.69 38.88 39.96

GradCAM 12.83 97.40 38.43 78.98 41.65 42.50 12.44 97.52 38.22 79.24 40.90 40.19

ShapleyCAM 12.82 97.50 38.24 79.11 41.77 42.54 12.43 97.62 38.03 79.36 41.14 40.23

ResNeXt-50 (77.62%) MobileNet-V2 (71.88%)

Method AD ↓ Coh ↑ Com ↓ ADCC ↑ IC ↑ ADD ↑ AD ↓ Coh ↑ Com ↓ ADCC ↑ IC ↑ ADD ↑
RandomCAM 63.93 51.73 20.93 50.25 9.76 13.85 71.37 56.43 19.40 46.12 6.00 17.92

GradCAM++ 12.54 97.83 45.81 74.79 38.96 40.00 18.92 98.58 44.00 74.38 30.45 51.53

GradCAM-E 12.59 97.87 46.33 74.46 38.71 39.92 18.96 98.60 44.30 74.19 30.28 51.55

ShapleyCAM-E 12.57 97.87 46.30 74.49 38.77 39.95 18.97 98.60 44.24 74.23 30.34 51.54

GradCAM 12.19 96.89 43.06 76.39 40.38 40.47 18.27 97.54 40.23 76.49 32.54 51.06

ShapleyCAM 12.18 97.01 42.88 76.52 40.51 40.51 18.31 97.65 39.99 76.64 32.61 51.01

VGG-16 (71.59%) EfficientNet-B0 (77.69%)

Method AD ↓ Coh ↑ Com ↓ ADCC ↑ IC ↑ ADD ↑ AD ↓ Coh ↑ Com ↓ ADCC ↑ IC ↑ ADD ↑
RandomCAM 72.39 60.94 16.84 46.40 4.64 15.07 69.13 61.76 16.70 49.52 8.42 16.00

GradCAM++ 22.44 96.23 31.90 79.01 26.65 38.00 30.42 97.35 23.21 79.65 26.98 34.66

XGradCAM 20.42 90.82 30.98 78.81 32.51 40.24 - - - - - -

LayerCAM - - - - - - 30.58 97.37 23.23 79.57 26.79 34.56

GradCAM-E 22.47 96.15 30.51 79.60 27.18 37.65 29.21 97.49 24.99 79.54 27.98 34.25

ShapleyCAM-E 22.41 96.19 30.45 79.65 27.30 37.75 29.23 97.50 24.98 79.54 27.97 34.24

HiResCAM 25.07 90.44 27.90 78.39 27.72 35.66 - - - - - -

ShapleyCAM-H 25.01 90.56 27.76 78.49 27.85 35.82 - - - - - -

GradCAM 22.67 89.58 30.06 78.14 29.99 38.68 24.95 96.44 25.98 80.64 32.44 37.90

ShapleyCAM 22.68 89.69 29.86 78.25 30.12 38.76 25.02 96.89 26.01 80.70 32.30 37.83

Fig. 4 Explanation map, visual explanation, and anti-
explanation map generated by ShapleyCAM using the last
convolutional layer of VGG-16

Hc(x), it is linearly combined with the raw image x
to obtain the visual explanation. The explanation
map x ⊙ Hc(x) represents the Hadamard prod-
uct of the heatmap and the raw image, masking
unimportant pixels. Masking the important pixels
yields the anti-explanation map x⊙(1−Hc(x)). An
illustration of the explanation map, visual expla-
nation, and anti-explanation map is provided in
Fig. 4.

• Average Drop (AD) [8] quantifies the aver-
age decline in model confidence for the target
class when using only the explanation map

instead of the full input image:

AD =
1

N

N∑
i=1

max(0, yci − oci )

yci
× 100. (18)

where yci and oci are the model’s post-softmax
scores for class c with the full image and expla-
nation map, respectively. A lower AD indicates
that the explanation map captures the most rel-
evant features, whose presence helps maintain
the model’s confidence.

• Coherency (Coh) [33] assesses the con-
sistency of the CAM method by calculating
the normalized Pearson Correlation Coefficient
between the original heatmap and the heatmap
generated from the explanation map:

Coh(x) =
1

2

Cov(Hc(x⊙Hc(x)),Hc(x))

σHc(x⊙Hc(x))σHc(x)
+

1

2
.

(19)
• Complexity (Com) [33] evaluates the sim-
plicity of the explanation map by calculating
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the L1 norm:

Complexity(x) = ∥Hc(x)∥1. (20)

• Average DCC (ADCC) [33] is the harmonic
mean of Average Drop, Coherency (averaged
across all samples), and Complexity (averaged
across all samples) to provide an overall measure
of explanation quality:

ADCC(x) =
3

1
Coh(x) +

1
1−Com(x) +

1
1−AD(x)

.

(21)
A higher ADCC score reflects a balanced trade-
off among preserving model confidence, pro-
viding consistent explanations, and ensuring
simplicity.

• Increase in Confidence (IC) [8] measures
the proportion of instances in which the model’s
confidence increases when using the explanation
map instead of the full image, where I is the
indicator function:

IC =
1

N

N∑
i=1

I(yci < oci )× 100. (22)

• Average Drop in Deletion (ADD) [11]
assesses the drop in confidence when using
anti-explanation map:

ADD =
1

N

N∑
i=1

max(0, yci − dci )

yci
× 100. (23)

Here, dci is the model’s post-softmax score for
class c with the anti-explanation map. Higher
ADD scores indicate effective identification of
critical features, as removing these pixels leads
to a significant decrease in confidence.

These metrics aim to characterize various
aspects of explanation quality. However, they may
not fully capture the explainability of CAMs.
For instance, these metrics can be misleading.
As demonstrated by [33], a simplistic method
like “Fake-CAM”, which assigns equal weights
to nearly all pixels except for one, can attain
nearly perfect scores for IC, AD, and Coh with-
out delivering meaningful explanations. Therefore,
we advocate for further research to develop more
accurate and comprehensive evaluation methods
in this domain.

In our experiments, we primarily focus on
ADCC, IC, and ADD as the measures for evalu-
ating CAM methods.

4.3 Quantitative Comparison of
CAM Methods Using the Layer
Preceding GAP as the Target
Layer

Although the original CAM [3] is often criticized
for its heavy reliance on the GAP layer, this layer
has become a fundamental component near the
classifier in state-of-the-art networks, including
ResNet, ResNeXt, EfficientNet, MobileNet, and
even Swin Transformer. VGG-16, however, uses an
adaptive average pooling layer that converts the
activation maps into 7× 7 maps.

Here, we would like to clarify that the layer
preceding GAP is distinct from the last convolu-
tional layer. Typically, a normalization layer and
a ReLU function follow the last convolutional
layer, placing it before the layer preceding GAP
(i.e., ReLU layer). When using the layer preceding
GAP as the target layer (Table 1 and Table 2),
many CAMmethods reduce to the same approach.
However, when using the last convolutional layer
for non-Swin Transformer networks (Table 3) and
the first normalization layer of the last trans-
former block for Swin Transformers (Table 4),
they perform differently.

We begin by using the layer preceding GAP
(i.e., SiLU layer for EfficientNet, LayerNorm layer
for Swin Transformers, and ReLU layer for others)
as the target layer for all networks except VGG-
16. In this case, HiResCAM and XGradCAM are
equivalent to GradCAM, as proven in [9, 10],
and ShapleyCAM-H is also equivalent to Shapley-
CAM, so we omit the HiResCAM, XGradCAM,
and ShapleyCAM-H for brevity except VGG-16.
For VGG-16, we select the layer preceding the
adaptive averaging pooling layer (i.e., ReLU layer)
as the target layer. Since ReLU ensures that the
activation maps from all networks except the Swin
Transformer and EfficientNet are non-negative,
LayerCAM is equivalent to GradCAM-E (see
Equations (4) and (5)), so we exclude LayerCAM’s
results for these networks.

As shown in Table 1, ShapleyCAM achieves
the highest ADCC score in ResNet-18, ResNet-
50, ResNet-101, ResNet-152, ResNeXt-50,
EfficientNet-B0, and MobileNet-V2. For VGG-16,
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Table 2 Evaluation of different CAM methods on Swin Transformers with the layer preceding the GAP layer as the
target layer

Swin-T (80.91%) Swin-S (83.05%)

Method AD ↓ Coh ↑ Com ↓ ADCC ↑ IC ↑ ADD ↑ AD ↓ Coh ↑ Com ↓ ADCC ↑ IC ↑ ADD ↑
RandomCAM 73.23 60.03 16.93 45.42 2.66 15.27 68.56 57.45 17.38 48.93 6.90 15.84

GradCAM++ 32.34 90.71 30.31 74.71 11.62 39.28 26.95 89.32 26.70 77.87 26.77 31.46

LayerCAM 32.23 90.88 30.64 74.67 11.50 39.58 26.89 89.65 26.91 77.89 26.62 31.63

GradCAM-E 32.52 88.31 33.13 73.00 10.12 39.00 27.12 89.29 32.05 75.69 23.20 35.07

ShapleyCAM-E 32.52 88.50 33.11 73.05 10.15 38.95 27.12 89.43 32.00 75.74 23.24 35.00

GradCAM 31.89 91.50 30.13 75.14 11.80 39.11 26.28 88.97 28.12 77.49 26.95 32.65

ShapleyCAM 31.92 91.88 30.19 75.19 11.69 39.06 26.28 89.34 28.17 77.56 26.93 32.62

Swin-B (84.71%) Swin-L (85.83%)

Method AD ↓ Coh ↑ Com ↓ ADCC ↑ IC ↑ ADD ↑ AD ↓ Coh ↑ Com ↓ ADCC ↑ IC ↑ ADD ↑
RandomCAM 70.71 56.69 17.08 46.99 6.29 16.16 70.95 57.30 16.47 46.99 3.47 14.04

GradCAM++ 27.68 85.99 28.96 75.88 26.60 34.27 33.31 88.00 25.44 75.43 13.95 28.31

LayerCAM 27.57 86.18 29.24 75.87 26.63 34.54 33.20 88.24 25.64 75.47 13.82 28.49

GradCAM-E 28.93 85.59 33.54 73.53 21.96 37.59 35.55 87.80 30.57 72.63 10.49 32.20

ShapleyCAM-E 28.93 85.76 33.50 73.59 22.05 37.54 35.56 87.93 30.52 72.67 10.50 32.14

GradCAM 27.52 86.73 29.19 76.05 26.28 34.62 33.91 87.37 26.06 74.81 14.07 29.06

ShapleyCAM 27.52 87.05 29.20 76.12 26.20 34.55 33.91 87.68 26.05 74.89 14.01 28.99

ShapleyCAM-E has the best ADCC score. The
IC and ADD scores for ShapleyCAM are also
competitive, ranking first or second in most cases.

In the case of the Swin Transformer as shown
in Table 2, ShapleyCAM has the best ADCC
scores in both Swin-T and Swin-B, while Lay-
erCAM and GradCAM++ achieve the best and
second-best ADCC scores in Swin-S and Swin-L.
GradCAM performs best in IC, while GradCAM-
E excels in ADD. ShapleyCAM and ShapleyCAM-
E also show comparable performance in IC and
ADD, respectively.

In summary, when using the layer preceding
GAP as the target layer, ShapleyCAM consis-
tently outperforms other compared CAMmethods
in ADCC, IC, and ADD scores across various CNN
architectures, and enjoys competitive performance
on Swin Transformer architectures.

4.4 Quantitative Comparison of
CAM Methods Using the Last
Convolutional Layer as the
Target Layer

Table 3 presents the results using the last convo-
lutional layer as the target layer for the non-Swin
Transformer networks. In non-Swin Transformer
networks, ShapleyCAM-H achieves the best or
second-best ADCC score, while ShapleyCAM and
ShapleyCAM-H perform well in the IC score.
ShapleyCAM and GradCAM also demonstrate
strong performance in ADD.

Table 4 presents the results using the first
normalization layer (i.e., the LayerNorm layer)
of the last transformer block as the target layer,

following the suggestion from [12], for Swin Trans-
formers. In these cases, compared to using the
layer preceding GAP as the target layer (i.e.,
another LayerNorm layer) in Table 2, CAM meth-
ods other than ShapleyCAM-E and GradCAM-
E fail to outperform RandomCAM in ADCC,
IC, and ADD scores. This observation may be
attributed to the challenges inherent in using
polynomial functions to approximate the highly
complex self-attention mechanism. However, as
discussed in Section 5, LayerCAM, GradCAM++,
GradCAM-E, and ShapleyCAM-E tend to con-
sistently localize the foreground, serving as good
localizers rather than reliable explainers. Thus, we
maintain skepticism regarding the explainability
of these methods, despite some of them demon-
strating strong performance in specific metrics.
We leave the investigation of this phenomenon to
future research.

In summary, ShapleyCAM and ShapleyCAM-
H generally outperform other methods in ADCC,
IC, and ADD scores for non-Swin Transformer
networks. The case for Swin Transformers is com-
plex; it is difficult to determine which CAM
method consistently outperforms others, although
ShapleyCAM-E and ShapleyCAM frequently yield
competitive results.

Furthermore, as shown in Tables 1, 2,
3 and 4, ShapleyCAM, ShapleyCAM-H,
and ShapleyCAM-E outperform GradCAM,
HiResCAM, and GradCAM-E across the ADCC,
IC, and ADD scores in most cases. This outcome
substantiates the effectiveness of the second-order
approximation of the utility function, highlighting
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Table 3 Evaluation of different CAM methods on eight different CNN backbones with the last convolutional layer as the
target layer

ResNet-18 (69.76%) ResNet-50 (76.13%)

Method AD ↓ Coh ↑ Com ↓ ADCC ↑ IC ↑ ADD ↑ AD ↓ Coh ↑ Com ↓ ADCC ↑ IC ↑ ADD ↑
RandomCAM 72.26 50.36 21.04 43.75 5.83 19.48 67.85 52.75 20.28 47.92 7.52 14.26

GradCAM++ 28.75 97.55 33.14 76.45 23.98 46.96 21.52 96.07 33.76 78.43 30.92 35.80

XGradCAM 48.36 67.52 28.19 62.37 13.18 31.47 40.03 68.71 27.76 66.56 18.64 24.07

LayerCAM 23.33 98.27 38.52 75.98 27.61 48.70 19.18 96.42 37.02 77.67 32.70 36.29

GradCAM-E 23.26 98.29 38.25 76.15 27.79 48.04 18.51 96.69 37.46 77.72 33.39 36.46

ShapleyCAM-E 23.27 98.30 38.19 76.17 27.81 48.04 18.52 96.70 37.41 77.73 33.41 36.48

HiResCAM 21.47 97.25 37.04 77.12 30.48 49.39 18.00 95.49 35.21 78.74 34.80 37.35

ShapleyCAM-H 21.49 97.41 36.92 77.21 30.50 49.37 18.06 95.69 35.12 78.80 34.85 37.36

GradCAM 20.03 97.41 38.36 76.94 31.92 51.07 16.91 95.63 36.36 78.53 36.21 38.37

ShapleyCAM 20.04 97.57 38.23 77.03 31.94 51.07 16.98 95.81 36.26 78.59 36.25 38.38

ResNet-101 (77.38%) ResNet-152 (78.32%)

Method AD ↓ Coh ↑ Com ↓ ADCC ↑ IC ↑ ADD ↑ AD ↓ Coh ↑ Com ↓ ADCC ↑ IC ↑ ADD ↑
RandomCAM 65.38 53.66 20.46 49.92 9.09 14.09 64.38 51.87 20.86 50.01 9.57 13.16

GradCAM++ 17.19 96.32 37.83 77.83 35.93 36.05 17.96 96.10 35.76 78.61 34.40 33.59

XGradCAM 35.35 70.29 29.70 68.31 22.48 24.55 33.37 70.58 30.43 68.89 23.18 23.62

LayerCAM 16.15 96.42 40.31 76.82 36.12 35.98 16.22 96.32 38.93 77.53 35.40 33.76

GradCAM-E 15.73 96.86 40.40 76.98 36.36 36.30 15.09 97.03 40.04 77.40 36.27 34.38

ShapleyCAM-E 15.74 96.87 40.37 77.00 36.40 36.32 15.11 97.04 40.01 77.41 36.28 34.40

HiResCAM 15.45 95.28 37.78 78.14 38.22 36.89 15.02 95.51 37.78 78.31 37.75 35.01

ShapleyCAM-H 15.50 95.46 37.70 78.21 38.26 36.91 15.04 95.67 37.72 78.37 37.78 35.04

GradCAM 14.59 95.46 38.97 77.78 39.38 37.56 14.11 95.72 38.86 78.03 39.09 35.99

ShapleyCAM 14.63 95.63 38.89 77.85 39.40 37.58 14.14 95.87 38.79 78.09 39.11 36.02

ResNeXt-50 (77.62%) MobileNet-V2 (71.88%)

Method AD ↓ Coh ↑ Com ↓ ADCC ↑ IC ↑ ADD ↑ AD ↓ Coh ↑ Com ↓ ADCC ↑ IC ↑ ADD ↑
RandomCAM 64.53 47.87 21.57 48.52 9.16 13.87 72.05 54.25 20.44 44.93 5.44 18.03

GradCAM++ 18.97 95.99 35.70 78.31 32.34 34.30 19.12 98.40 43.62 74.51 30.45 51.40

XGradCAM 31.89 70.94 32.68 68.75 23.51 25.54 55.12 63.76 26.07 58.26 9.27 25.13

LayerCAM 16.61 96.79 39.50 77.22 33.98 35.19 16.41 98.66 49.23 71.78 33.43 58.81

GradCAM-E 15.88 96.87 40.48 76.90 34.78 34.90 16.41 98.66 49.23 71.78 33.43 58.81

ShapleyCAM-E 15.89 96.88 40.42 76.93 34.84 34.91 16.43 98.66 49.15 71.83 33.47 58.76

HiResCAM 14.60 96.09 40.03 77.33 37.08 36.66 15.90 97.35 44.19 74.85 36.10 55.59

ShapleyCAM-H 14.60 96.24 39.92 77.43 37.10 36.69 15.94 97.44 43.91 75.02 36.19 55.44

GradCAM 13.69 96.25 40.75 77.21 38.34 37.93 16.97 97.69 42.15 75.83 33.84 51.55

ShapleyCAM 13.68 96.39 40.63 77.31 38.32 37.96 16.96 97.80 41.94 75.97 34.03 51.54

VGG-16 (71.59%) EfficientNet-B0 (77.69%)

Method AD ↓ Coh ↑ Com ↓ ADCC ↑ IC ↑ ADD ↑ AD ↓ Coh ↑ Com ↓ ADCC ↑ IC ↑ ADD ↑
RandomCAM 74.95 50.79 16.42 41.91 4.93 14.38 67.14 58.09 19.31 49.96 9.56 16.76

GradCAM++ 67.26 61.72 21.52 50.43 5.91 17.44 16.91 94.88 42.04 75.32 37.78 43.68

XGradCAM 77.24 61.09 20.61 41.15 2.94 13.94 52.40 63.51 25.12 59.87 15.65 22.33

LayerCAM 57.16 87.47 16.78 64.11 8.04 24.48 21.58 97.99 32.87 79.25 33.32 40.00

GradCAM-E 57.16 87.47 16.78 64.11 8.04 24.48 21.29 98.03 33.24 79.19 33.49 40.28

ShapleyCAM-E 57.14 87.57 16.74 64.16 8.09 24.56 23.02 97.99 31.06 79.57 32.00 39.11

HiResCAM 73.26 77.46 12.34 48.62 3.86 23.13 19.25 96.73 31.63 80.32 37.49 43.15

ShapleyCAM-H 73.27 77.91 12.29 48.66 3.84 23.23 21.14 97.05 29.45 80.74 35.56 41.58

GradCAM 76.68 69.28 12.92 43.60 5.43 22.98 16.78 95.76 38.38 77.54 39.00 44.50

ShapleyCAM 31.30 87.52 25.32 76.20 22.39 35.94 17.12 95.10 40.41 76.22 38.23 44.32

that incorporating both the gradient and Hes-
sian matrix of neural networks typically leads to
more accurate and reliable explanations, thereby
confirming the validity of the proposed CRG
Explainer.

4.5 Qualitative Comparison of
CAM Methods

In our qualitative analysis, we use VGG-16 as the
backbone, following [10], and apply the last convo-
lutional layer along with the ReST utility function
to generate visual explanations. Images are ran-
domly selected from ILSVRC2012, encompassing
single objects, multiple objects of the same label,
and multiple objects with different labels.

As shown in Fig. 5, when presented with
images containing a single object (see the first
three rows), ShapleyCAM generates the most
complete and accurate explanations, highlighting
the faces of the axolotl, great grey owl, and ostrich,
while all other methods fail to provide complete
explanations.

When presented with images containing mul-
tiple objects of the same label (see the mid-
dle three rows), GradCAM struggles to identify
all the objects and highlights incorrect regions.
XGradCAM and GradCAM++ produce relatively
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Table 4 Evaluation of different CAM methods on Swin Transformers with the first normalization layer of the last
transformer block as the target layer

Swin-T (80.91%) Swin-S (83.05%)

Method AD ↓ Coh ↑ Com ↓ ADCC ↑ IC ↑ ADD ↑ AD ↓ Coh ↑ Com ↓ ADCC ↑ IC ↑ ADD ↑
RandomCAM 70.38 54.73 19.49 46.54 3.12 16.60 66.28 53.44 20.58 49.21 6.54 17.74

GradCAM++ 86.45 42.36 14.48 27.50 1.32 10.36 80.49 56.47 17.95 36.97 3.39 12.00

XGradCAM 76.20 54.98 16.27 41.58 2.80 13.79 74.16 53.28 17.02 43.16 5.22 14.57

LayerCAM 89.14 64.69 7.79 25.34 1.52 11.44 89.86 61.23 10.90 23.78 1.47 10.73

GradCAM-E 52.51 84.61 21.63 65.74 4.75 25.73 45.15 82.74 23.42 69.16 14.49 26.40

ShapleyCAM-E 52.28 83.97 21.87 65.70 4.95 25.24 46.50 82.35 21.66 68.81 15.11 24.60

HiResCAM 89.56 66.46 9.01 24.62 1.39 12.42 90.59 63.06 8.92 22.54 1.44 10.63

ShapleyCAM-H 76.08 61.83 14.29 43.08 2.48 15.30 79.52 64.06 13.46 39.48 3.82 14.98

GradCAM 85.97 49.57 16.65 28.99 1.30 10.58 82.00 57.43 19.02 35.16 3.01 12.43

ShapleyCAM 74.69 49.73 29.73 40.63 2.96 17.15 64.84 56.33 33.33 49.03 7.22 17.13

Swin-B (84.71%) Swin-L (85.83%)

Method AD ↓ Coh ↑ Com ↓ ADCC ↑ IC ↑ ADD ↑ AD ↓ Coh ↑ Com ↓ ADCC ↑ IC ↑ ADD ↑
RandomCAM 66.78 51.94 22.08 48.24 5.68 19.51 67.07 52.01 21.82 48.09 3.21 17.69

GradCAM++ 87.02 39.49 12.36 26.37 1.70 9.75 80.84 51.33 16.81 35.84 1.26 12.29

XGradCAM 70.83 53.77 19.21 45.97 5.35 16.24 72.15 52.59 18.76 44.62 3.32 13.86

LayerCAM 90.79 53.90 8.75 21.72 1.06 9.30 88.70 63.60 8.73 26.05 1.20 8.25

GradCAM-E 49.88 79.29 21.46 66.23 14.91 25.18 52.67 81.61 19.61 65.47 8.70 20.89

ShapleyCAM-E 47.90 79.28 23.00 66.97 16.04 26.27 50.20 81.37 18.79 67.14 10.86 19.74

HiResCAM 89.57 57.61 9.92 24.14 1.04 10.94 86.57 60.99 9.77 29.43 1.42 8.98

ShapleyCAM-H 79.24 59.72 13.71 39.21 3.31 14.09 76.87 63.28 13.16 42.52 2.81 12.56

GradCAM 87.08 48.83 12.53 27.44 1.58 10.15 81.60 48.70 17.47 34.48 1.58 11.45

ShapleyCAM 64.81 51.65 29.36 48.44 6.16 19.20 72.80 50.45 25.80 42.82 2.31 16.40

chaotic explanations, while HiResCAM, Layer-
CAM, GradCAM-E, ShapleyCAM, ShapleyCAM-
H, and ShapleyCAM-E are able to identify all the
relevant objects accurately.

When presented with images containing multi-
ple objects with different labels (see the last three
rows), methods such as LayerCAM, XGradCAM,
GradCAM-E, GradCAM++, and ShapleyCAM-
E sometimes highlight irrelevant foreground ele-
ments. ScoreCAM occasionally fails to produce
meaningful explanations, likely due to the change
in the utility function from pre-softmax to
ReST. ShapleyCAM, however, generates a com-
plete explanation without highlighting irrelevant
regions.

In summary, ShapleyCAM provides broader
and more accurate explanations, effectively high-
lighting the relevant objects within the images
while avoiding the highlighting of irrelevant
regions.

4.6 Ablation Study of ReST Utility
Function

To verify the effectiveness of the proposed ReST
utility function, we conduct an ablation study
by comparing the quantitative results of different
utility functions on ResNet-18, using GradCAM
with the layer preceding the GAP as the target
layer and the predicted label as the target class.
The qualitative comparison results can be found
in Fig. 6.

As shown in Table 5, ReST outperforms pre-
softmax and post-softmax scores, except in Com-
plexity, which also negatively impacts ADCC.
The heatmaps from pre-softmax and post-softmax
scores may complement each other, as discussed in
Section 3.4. Since GradCAM with ReST generates
a heatmap similar to the combination of pre and
post-softmax heatmaps (see Equation (17)), ReST
offers improved explainability compared to using
only pre-softmax or post-softmax scores, though
it may result in more complex explanations.

5 Discussion and Future work

The original CAM paper [3] proposes CAM as a
localization tool rather than a method for explain-
ability. However, many subsequent works evaluate
an explainer’s effectiveness based on its localiza-
tion performance [5, 10], a flawed criterion [4].
Here, we propose to distinguish between explain-
ability and localization ability.

As illustrated in Fig. 1, methods such as
LayerCAM, GradCAM++, GradCAM-E, and
ShapleyCAM-E—which apply the ReLU opera-
tion before summation—tend to highlight promi-
nent foreground regions regardless of the target
class. For instance, when tiger cat (or boxer) is
used as the target class, these methods still high-
light regions belonging to boxer (or tiger cat),
even though these areas are irrelevant to the tar-
get class. In contrast, methods like GradCAM and
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   GradCAM        HiResCAM      GradCAM-E       LayerCAM       XGradCAM     GradCAM++      ScoreCAM    ShapleyCAM ShapleyCAM-H ShapleyCAM-E RandomCAM

Fig. 5 Visual explanation generated by CAMs on VGG-16 using ReST with the last convolutional layer. The labels are in
the top left of the first column

Table 5 Performance Comparisons of Different Utility Functions on ResNet-18 with GradCAM

Method AD ↓ Coh ↑ Com ↓ ADCC ↑ IC ↑ ADD
Pre-softmax 30.20 95.93 27.58 77.80 23.72 42.20
Post-softmax 32.55 96.23 28.87 76.38 21.41 38.89
ReST 18.71 97.65 38.68 77.22 33.92 51.90

ShapleyCAM are more precise, accurately focus-
ing on the regions corresponding to the target class
while avoiding other irrelevant foregrounds.

To illustrate this further, we use yellow
lady’s slipper (the least likely class predicted
by ResNet-18) as the target class. In this sce-
nario, LayerCAM, GradCAM++, GradCAM-E,
and ShapleyCAM-E still emphasize regions corre-
sponding to the true labels (tiger cat and boxer),
revealing a fundamental flaw in their design: these

CAM methods are not truly explaining the net-
work’s prediction. Instead, they appear to focus on
the most obvious foreground objects in the image,
regardless of their relevance to the target class.
Conversely, other methods like GradCAM demon-
strate a more desirable behavior by accurately
highlighting the appropriate regions—essentially
nothing—which serves as a proper explanation
for the neural network’s “absurd” decision-making
proccess.
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Pre-softmax Post-softmax ReST

Fig. 6 GradCAM on ResNet-18 using pre-softmax, post-
softmax, and ReST with the layer preceding GAP as the
target layer. The top row’s target class is tiger cat, where
pre-softmax incorrectly highlights boxer. The bottom row
shows an image where ResNet-18 predicts axolotl with a
probability greater than 1−10−15, where post-softmax fails
due to gradient vanishing. ADCC scores are shown, with
higher values indicating better performance

This observation underscores a critical insight:
a good explainer should focus not only on local-
ization but on faithfully reflecting the reason-
ing behind the model’s decision-making process.
Thus, we argue that explainability and local-
ization ability should be distinguished. Methods
like LayerCAM, GradCAM++, GradCAM-E, and
ShapleyCAM-E sometimes rank highly in quan-
titative experiments, as in Section 4.4. However,
this improvement may stem from their effective
exploitation of the localization ability emerging
from neural network training for classification
task [3], rather than from a deeper understanding
of their internal mechanism. Consequently, using
localization-based metrics to assess explainabil-
ity can be misleading. A true explainer should
accurately reflect the model’s inference process
and highlight different aspects of the image when
using various target classes. From this perspec-
tive, visual explanations aligned with human logic
remain a more reliable metric for assessing CAMs.
We also advocate for further research to develop
more precise and comprehensive quantitative met-
rics for measuring the explainability of CAM
methods.

6 Conclusion

To enhance the understanding of CAM methods
and develop new CAM methods with improved
explainability, this study revisits CAMs from a
decision-making perspective. First, we introduce

the CRG Explainer to clarify the theoretical foun-
dations of GradCAM and HiResCAM by connect-
ing them to the Shapley value. Then, within the
framework, we develop ShapleyCAM, which uti-
lizes gradient and Hessian matrix information for
improved heatmap precision. Next, for the choice
of the utility function, we analyze the advan-
tages and limitations of pre and post-softmax
scores on the explanations, reveal their relation-
ship, and propose the ReST utility function to
overcome these limitations. Finally, we validate
the effectiveness of ShapleyCAM and its vari-
ants through extensive quantitative experiments
conducted across 12 network architectures and
6 metrics, utilizing 2 types of target layers. For
future work, we emphasize the distinction between
explainability and localization ability, calling for
further research to establish more precise and
comprehensive metrics for evaluating the explain-
ability of CAM methods.
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