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Abstract
Deep neural networks are increasingly employed in
high-stakes medical applications, despite their ten-
dency for shortcut learning in the presence of spu-
rious correlations, which can have potentially fatal
consequences in practice. Detecting and mitigating
shortcut behavior is a challenging task that often
requires significant labeling efforts from domain ex-
perts. To alleviate this problem, we introduce a semi-
automated framework for the identification of spuri-
ous behavior from both data and model perspective
by leveraging insights from eXplainable Artificial In-
telligence (XAI). This allows the retrieval of spurious
data points and the detection of model circuits that
encode the associated prediction rules. Moreover,
we demonstrate how these shortcut encodings can be
used for XAI-based sample- and pixel-level data an-
notation, providing valuable information for bias mit-
igation methods to unlearn the undesired shortcut be-
havior. We show the applicability of our framework
using four medical datasets across two modalities,
featuring controlled and real-world spurious correla-
tions caused by data artifacts. We successfully iden-
tify and mitigate these biases in VGG16, ResNet50,
and contemporary Vision Transformer models, ulti-
mately increasing their robustness and applicability
for real-world medical tasks.

1 Introduction
In the past decade, Artificial Intelligence (AI) mod-
els have become ubiquitous in medical applications,
often outperforming human experts in tasks like
melanoma detection [14] and the prediction of car-
diovascular diseases from electro cardiogram (ECG)
data [68]. However, the non-transparent nature of

Deep Neural Network (DNN) predictions poses chal-
lenges in safety-critical contexts, as their reasoning
remains obscure to both clinicians and model devel-
opers. This opacity is concerning, particularly since
DNNs are prone to exploit spurious correlations in
the training data. This can lead to shortcut learn-
ing [39], where models rely on (medically) irrelevant
features, yet correlating with the target label. Such
shortcuts are not limited to protected attributes like
gender or ethnicity, but include various confounders
in the training data, such as objects (e.g., rulers or
hair), color shifts, or watermarks added by scanning
devices. A well-known example are band-aids in der-
moscopic images for melanoma detection dominantly
occurring beside benign lesions, causing AI models
to associate the presence of band-aids with benign le-
sions with potentially severe consequences in practice.
Similarly, DNNs trained to detect pneumonia from
radiographs have predicted the hospital system used
for the scan, as prevalence varied across hospitals in
the study [78]. Moreover, confounding shortcuts were
learned over intended signals from computed tomog-
raphy scans for COVID-19 detection [23].

The field of XAI sheds light onto the previously
non-transparent prediction behavior of DNNs, pro-
viding insights into their internal reasoning. While
traditional local XAI methods focus on feature im-
portance for individual predictions, global XAI ap-
proaches and mechanistic interpretability aim to un-
derstand overall model behavior by explaining the
roles of internal representations and encoded fea-
tures [1, 34, 79]. Recently, these insights have been
utilized to systematically uncover model weaknesses
like shortcut behavior. Current methods either detect
outlier explanations for biased data samples [48, 3, 27]
or outlier model concept representations [16, 53, 59].
Beyond revealing model weaknesses, XAI is also ca-
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Figure 1: Extending the (a) reveal and (b) bias modeling steps of the Reveal2Revise framework, we
demonstrate the power of XAI for bias detection, modeling, and data annotation. First, ( 1 ) bias identification
approaches are leveraged to present outlier samples and concepts to model developers and domain experts
for concept validation. Identified samples representing biases can be used for ( 2 ) bias modeling using CAVs.
This bias representation can be utilized for ( 3 ) the retrieval of biased samples, which, in turn, can be used
in an ( 4 ) iterative process to improve the bias representation. Revised bias representations are further used
for ( 5 ) spatial bias localization. These semi-automatically extracted annotations are input to the (c) revise
and (d) re-evaluation steps of Reveal2Revise.

pable of identifying data-related issues causing the
undesired behavior. Most related to our work, the it-
erative Reveal2Revise framework [59] consists of the
four steps (a) bias revealing, (b) bias modeling, i.e.,
learning accurate bias representations, (c) model re-
vision to unlearn shortcuts, and (d) re-evaluation.
However, while it primarily focuses on model revi-
sion, it provides limited insights into bias revela-
tion and modeling steps. This can lead to imper-
fect bias representations, limiting the effectiveness
of the mitigation step. To fill this gap, we enhance
the Reveal2Revise framework by providing a robust
methodological foundation for the bias revelation and
modeling steps to (semi-)automatically annotate and
enrich datasets, leveraging insights from XAI, as il-
lustrated in Fig. 1. Specifically, we discuss bias iden-
tification from both data and model perspectives, ( 1 )
enabling expert-guided validation of model behavior.
Moreover, ( 2 ) we learn a model-internal bias repre-
sentation, referred to as bias model, from an initial
set of biased samples using Concept Activation Vec-
tors (CAVs). We then ( 3 ) introduce the retrieval
of biased data samples using the learned bias model,
( 4 ) enabling its iterative improvement. Furthermore,
( 5 ) using the refined bias model for spatial bias local-

ization, we enrich the dataset with extracted sample-
and pixel-level annotations, which are used in the bias
mitigation and evaluation steps of the Reveal2Revise
framework to improve the generalization capabilities
of AI models.

We demonstrate the applicability of our frame-
work on four medical tasks across two modalities and
provide annotations for the detected spurious con-
cepts and data points1. This includes image-based
melanoma detection, the identification of gastroin-
testinal abnormalities, cardiomegaly prediction from
chest radiographs, and cardiovascular disease predic-
tion from ECG data using VGG, ResNet, and Vi-
sion Transformer (ViT) models. Utilizing our frame-
work, we identify and mitigate both intrinsic and ar-
tificially introduced biases across all datasets, and
demonstrate the data annotation capabilities using
concept-based bias representations, minimizing the
need for human supervision to improve the validity
and robustness of AI models.

The paper is structured as follows: After sum-
marizing related work in Sec. 2, we discuss how bi-
ases and concepts in general are modeled in DNNs

1Both code and annotations are provided here:
https://github.com/frederikpahde/medical-ai-safety
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(Sec. 3.1), and leverage these representations for the
(iterative) retrieval of biased samples (Sec. 3.2) and
spatial bias localization (Sec. 3.3). We further dis-
cuss how (outlier) concepts and data points can be
detected in the first place (Sec. 4), briefly describe
bias mitigation methods (Sec. 5), and demonstrate
the applicability of our framework in experiments
(Sec. 6). Lastly, we discuss limitations and conclu-
sions in Secs. 7 and 8, respectively.

2 Related Work

Existing XAI-based bias identification approaches
primarily focus on shortcut detection in pre-trained
models on benchmark datasets like ImageNet [24].
One line of research aims to identify samples with
outlier model behavior, measured via local attribu-
tion scores in input [48] or latent [3, 27] space. Other
methods seek to pinpoint spurious model representa-
tions like neurons or circuits directly. For instance,
Singla and Feizi [66] employ human annotators to la-
bel neurons as valid or spurious using feature visual-
ization techniques, leveraging this information to de-
tect spurious samples. To minimize manual labeling,
they consider only a subset of neurons based on their
mutual information with model failures. In contrast
to individual neurons, Neuhaus et al. [53] define class-
wise neural Principal Component Analysis (PCA) to
identify meaningful latent directions for each class,
and leverage human annotators to label a pre-selected
subset as spurious. With this approach they identify
spurious features, such as the presence of bird feeders
impacting the prediction of hummingbirds. Another
recent bias identification method is Data-agnOstic
Representation Analysis (DORA) [16], which gen-
erates samples maximizing the neurons activations
to represent concepts and defines a distance mea-
sure based on how neurons respond to representa-
tions of other neurons to identify outlier concepts.
This has resulted in the identification of neurons ex-
tracting spurious concepts, such as watermarks or
background features. In a medical context, existing
works study shortcut behavior related to sensitive at-
tributes like gender or age by comparing the model
performance in different sub-popluations [15], man-
ually annotate the dataset for spurious features [9],
or define heuristics to automate the detection of spe-
cific artifacts [62]. In contrast, our work presents a
generic framework for the XAI-based identification
of spurious correlations without prior knowledge and
the (semi-)automatic generation of sample- and pixel-
level annotations for spurious features. Closest to
our work is Reveal2Revise [59], an iterative model

correction framework with the steps (1) reveal for
bias identification, (2) bias modeling, (3) revise for
bias mitigation, and (4) (re-)evaluation. While the
Reveal2Revise framework emphasizes bias mitigation
(step 3), our work extends and examines the XAI-
based bias identification and modeling (steps 1 and
2) in greater detail, as well as its applicability for data
annotation to reduce manual labeling efforts.

3 From Bias Modeling to
(Semi-)Automated Data An-
notation

In recent years, the XAI community has shifted its
focus from local to global explanations to better un-
derstand overall model behavior. This line of re-
search, known as mechanistic interpretability, aims to
interpret internal representations in terms of human-
understandable concepts, encoded as individual neu-
rons, model circuits, or directions in latent space. Un-
derstanding model internals enables the identification
of model substructures that encode biases stemming
from data artifacts (step ( 2 ) in Fig. 1). In this sec-
tion, we discuss how biases are encoded within DNNs,
and how this understanding can be utilized for data
annotation tasks, such as the detection of biased sam-
ples and (spatial) bias localization. Note that while
we assume knowledge on the existence of biases in this
section, the identification thereof (step ( 1 ) in Fig. 1)
is addressed in Sec. 4.

Considered Types of Data Artifacts In this
work, we focus on data artifacts caused by spurious
correlations, i.e., concepts unrelated to the (medi-
cal) task, yet correlating with the target label due
to biases in the dataset curation process. Whereas
some artifacts are entirely irrelevant to the task, e.g.,
watermarks from medical devices, other artifacts can
have a medical meaning but no causal impact on the
predicted outcome, such as skin markers from der-
matologists. We further distinguish between well-
localized objects, such as band-aids or rulers, and
non-localizable artifacts, e.g., slight color or bright-
ness shifts caused by the usage of different medi-
cal scanners. Data artifacts can spatially overlap
task-relevant information, such that masking out ar-
tifactual regions might remove important informa-
tion. Moreover, spurious features can be conceptu-
ally entangled with valid features. For example, in
melanoma detection, model representations for spe-
cific color patterns indicative of lesions may be en-
tangled with natural variations in skin tone.
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3.1 Bias Modeling from an Explain-
able AI Perspective

We define a DNN as a function f : X → Y that maps
input samples x ∈ X to target labels y ∈ Y. We
further assume that at any layer l with m neurons,
f can be split into a feature extractor al : X → Rm,
computing latent activations at layer l, and a clas-
sifier head f̃ : Rm → Y, mapping latent activations
to target labels. Neurons in layer l are denoted as
ni

l with i indexing the neuron position in the respec-
tive layer. We further assume the existence of binary
(bias) concept labels t ∈ {0, 1}.

Representing Concepts with Individual Neu-
rons Traditionally, it has been assumed that neu-
rons in robust models encode human-aligned con-
cepts, particularly at layers close to the model
head [55, 61, 32, 6]. Hence, there might exist a neu-
ron ni

l acting as feature extractor for a biased con-
cept. Various feature visualization approaches aim to
globally explain the concept represented by a neuron
by identifying inputs that maximally trigger the neu-
ron. Whereas one line of work generates inputs that
maximally activate the selected neuron [33, 55, 35],
other approaches select natural images from a ref-
erence dataset, e.g., the training set. Specifically,
while Activation Maximization (ActMax) [69, 11] se-
lects samples that maximally activate a given neuron,
Relevance Maximization (RelMax) [1] selects samples
for which the neuron is maximally relevant for the
classification task, as computed by a local explain-
ability methods. In contrast to activations, the rel-
evance scores are directly linked to the model pre-
diction, indicating the neuron’s impact on a specified
target label. However, limitations of the mapping of
concepts to individual neurons are redundancy, i.e.,
multiple neurons representing the same concept [25],
and polysemanticity [38, 56, 31, 29], i.e., neurons re-
acting to multiple, seemingly unrelated concepts. Re-
cent works aim to overcome these challenges by dis-
entangling learned concepts via Sparse Autoencoders
(SAEs) [45, 13]. Assuming there are more concepts
than neurons, SAEs leverage sparse dictionary learn-
ing to find an overcomplete feature basis, allowing
the usage of encoder neurons as monosemantic con-
cept representation.

Representing Concepts with Directions Given
the aforementioned limitations of neurons and the
fact that there are typically more concepts than neu-
rons, it is assumed that concepts are encoded as lin-
ear combinations of neurons, i.e., directions in latent
space, referred to as superposition [56, 31]. As an al-

ternative to disentangling the latent space via SAEs,
these directions can be obtained directly, either in
supervised or unsupervised fashion, as outlined be-
low. Notably, using linear directions does not require
knowledge on the role of neurons and allows the rep-
resentation of any concept, even those not extracted
by single neurons.

Supervised Concept Estimation: When con-
cept labels t indicating the presence of a bias are
known, concept directions can be estimated via Lin-
ear Probing [2, 7]. As such, CAVs, introduced for
concept sensitivity testing [47], were originally com-
puted as the weight vector w ∈ Rm from a linear
classifier like a linear SVM, distinguishing latent ac-
tivations A+

l on layer l of samples with the concept
from activations A−

l of samples without it. However,
recent work has shown that CAVs derived from lin-
ear classifiers can be influenced by distractors in the
data, leading to inaccurate estimates of the concept
signal direction [58]. The authors argue that max-
imizing class separability is the wrong optimization
target and propose Pattern-CAVs, as detailed in Ap-
pendix A.1. CAVs can be computed on latent activa-
tions of arbitrary input shape, such as 3D represen-
tations of shape C × H × W , representing channel,
height, and width dimensions, as well as aggregated
representations. This includes translation-invariant
1D or channel-invariant 2D representations by using
max- or average pooling over spatial or channel di-
mensions [50]. In this work, we use 1D-CAVs with
max-pooling over spatial dimensions. Beyond linear
concept representations, Concept Activation Regions
have been proposed [21], allowing for non-linear con-
cept representations through a radial kernel function.

Unsupervised Concept Discovery: When con-
cept labels are not available, concepts can be dis-
covered in unsupervised fashion. An early approach,
Automatic Concept Extraction (ACE) [40], extracts
concepts by segmenting images into regions and clus-
tering similar regions to identify potential visual con-
cepts. In contrast, recent approaches leverage ma-
trix decomposition methods, such as PCA, Singular
Value Decomposition (SVD), or Non-negative Ma-
trix Factorization (NMF), on latent activations to
identify meaningful directions in the model’s latent
space [79, 34, 41, 53]. This leads to two matrices,
with one matrix reinterpreted as the concept basis,
i.e., each row can be considered as CAV, and the
other matrix as the activations within that new ba-
sis [36]. Another work proposes the discovery of linear
subspaces as concept representations [72]. However,
unsupervised concept discovery for representing data
artifacts has two drawbacks: First, while no labeling
efforts are needed to find concept labels, manual in-
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Figure 2: Left: Usage of a CAV encoding the reflection concept, trained on known artifact (•) and
non-artifact (•) samples, for the annotation of unknown (•) samples. We rank samples by their bias score,
computed by projecting their activation onto the CAV hl. Right: Localization of data artifacts by computing
relevance heatmaps for the CAV hl for soft masking and their binarization.

spection is required to determine which direction(s)
accurately represent the targeted concept, i.e., the
artifact to be modeled. Second, matrix factorization
approaches yield statistical groupings without guid-
ance without a guarantee for the existence of a direc-
tion representing the targeted artifact concept.

3.2 Biased Sample Retrieval
With a precise bias representation via CAV hl or neu-
ron ni

l , the detection of artifactual samples can be fur-
ther automated (step ( 3 ) in Fig. 1). Specifically, all
samples from a dataset can be ranked by their similar-
ity to the artifact representation, computed for exam-
ple via cosine similarity, and presented to human an-
notators in that order, significantly supporting them
in detecting artifact samples. Therefore, the data an-
notation process for concept representations based on
a single neuron ni

l , as for example suggested by Singla
and Feizi [66], is similar to global XAI methods ex-
plaining individual neurons via ActMax or RelMax,
which retrieve reference samples with maximal acti-
vation or relevance for the given neuron. However,
the limitations discussed above, namely redundancy
and polysemanticity, affect the concept detection ca-
pabilities of individual neurons. To address this, ex-
tending the artifact representation to linear directions
in latent space via CAVs is a viable solution. Specifi-
cally, given CAV hl and sample x, we can compute a
bias score sact

bias by projecting latent activations al(x)
for layer l onto the CAV:

sact
bias = h⊤

l al(x) . (1)

Alternatively, inspired by RelMax, we can compute
bias scores using relevance scores instead of activa-
tions, as outlined in Appendix A.2. Since relevance
scores are computed class-specifically, this approach
allows distinguishing concepts that are artifactual for

certain classes but valid for others. An illustration
is provided in Fig. 2 (left), where a CAV has been
trained to distinguish between known artifact (•) and
non-artifact samples (•). This concept representation
can subsequently be used to compute concept scores
sact

bias for unknown samples (•), supporting annotators
in the detection of further artifact samples.

Iterative Refinement of Bias Model Concept
representations can be refined iteratively by correct-
ing labeling errors in the data (step ( 4 ) in Fig. 1).
Specifically, non-artifactual and unknown samples
with high bias scores are subject to manual inspection
to improve the label quality and concept representa-
tion, as shown in Fig. 3. Starting with ( 1 ) a small
set of bias samples obtained from bias identification
methods, ( 2 ) an initial CAV is fitted. Next, ( 3 ) man-
ual inspection of samples with high bias scores im-
proves the label quality. The updated labels are used
to ( 4 ) iteratively refine the CAV , ( 5 ) resulting in a
set of annotated bias samples.

3.3 Spatial Bias Localization
Beyond detecting artifact samples, XAI insights can
further reduce human labeling efforts by automat-
ing the spatial localization of biased (and localizable)
concepts within these samples (step ( 5 ) in Fig. 1).
We assume the existence of a bias representation via
CAV hl or neuron ni

l . The latter can be represented
as CAV hl by setting all values to zero, except for the
one for neuron ni

l , which is set to one. The targeted
concept can then be localized in input space using
local attribution methods, such as Layer-wise Rele-
vance Propagation (LRP) [4]. Using singular neu-
rons as concept representation, Singla and Feizi [66]
leverage Class Activation Maps [80] to visualize the
feature map for the given neuron in input space and

5



Figure 3: Iterative data annotation: ( 1 ) Given a small set of biased samples obtained via bias identification
approaches, ( 2 ) a first CAV can be fitted. Using this CAV, ( 3 ) samples with high bias scores are subject to
manual inspection to improve label quality. In an iterative process ( 4 ), CAVs are refitted, and the manual
inspection is repeated, leading to an ( 5 ) improved set of annotated samples.

Achtibat et al. [1] mask latent relevances for local at-
tribution methods to compute neuron-specific input
heatmaps. This approach can be extended to biases
represented as direction in latent space, e.g., using
PCA [53] or CAVs [3, 59, 22]. Specifically, given the
concept direction hl and latent activations al(x), we
can utilize local explanation approaches like LRP [4]
to explain the prediction of the function producing
the bias score sact

bias as defined in Eq. 1. This is equiv-
alent to a local attribution method applied to sample
x, with latent relevance scores Rl(x) initialized as

Rl(x) = al(x) ◦ hl (2)

where ◦ denotes element-wise multiplication. This
yields a heatmap that can be used as a soft mask
or converted to a binary segmentation mask, for
instance using thresholding techniques like Otsu’s
method [57]. An example is shown in Fig. 2 (right),
showing soft masks as heatmaps from concept-
conditioned local attribution scores, along with bi-
nary masks for three known data artifacts: rulers and
band-aids for skin cancer detection, and pacemakers
in chest radiographs.

Notably, automated bias localization has the po-
tential to reduce manual annotation efforts. These
additional annotations can be utilized for various
applications, e.g., as input for bias mitigation ap-
proaches requiring prior information on the bias to
be unlearnt (see Sec. 5). Other applications include
the design of metrics to measure artifact reliance or
the spatial isolation of the bias to copy-paste it onto
non-artifactual samples to measure the model’s sen-
sitivity is towards the insertion of the artifact [59].

4 Concept Validation: Detect-
ing Spurious Behavior

Given the large number of model parameters, detect-
ing biased model representations can be like search-
ing for a needle in a haystack, especially without prior
knowledge of spurious correlations. To address this
challenge, a common strategy is to identify outlier
model behavior using a reference dataset. Automated
detection approaches typically focus on either analyz-
ing post-hoc explanations for a set of reference im-
ages to find anomalous model behavior [48, 27] or
identifying outlier representations within the model
itself [16, 53]. For concept validation (step ( 1 ) in
Fig. 1), we distinguish between the data perspective
in Sec. 4.1, which focuses on detecting samples ex-
hibiting outlier behavior, and the model perspective
in Sec. 4.2, which aims to identify outlier concept rep-
resentations within the model. However, it is to note
that outlier model reasoning is not necessarily caused
by spurious correlations, but can be (clinically) valid
model behavior that is rarely used. Thus, detecting
spurious correlations often requires manual inspec-
tion by human experts to determine whether outlier
behavior is valid or caused by spurious correlations.

4.1 Data Perspective – Detecting
Spurious Samples

A first line of works assumes that models use a dif-
ferent behavior for spurious samples compared to
“clean” samples. Concretely, model behavior can be
estimated using local attribution methods, such as
Input Gradients [51, 65], GradCAM [64], or LRP [4].
Note, that backpropagation-based attribution ap-
proaches distribute relevance scores from the output
through all layers to the input, enabling the analysis
of both input heatmaps and latent relevance scores.
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This allows the analysis of prediction behavior at
different abstraction levels, represented as relevance
scores Rl ∈ RN×C×H×W for N samples in layer l
with C channels and spatial dimension H × W , or
(spatially) aggregated representations. Using a dis-
tance function, such as cosine distance, we compute
a pairwise distance matrix Dl ∈ RN×N for further
inspection.

Analyzing Input Heatmaps Spectral Relevance
Analysis (SpRAy) groups input heatmaps using spec-
tral clustering to identify outlier explanations that
are likely to stem from spurious correlations [48].
This technique has uncovered various spurious cor-
relations, such as the influence of photographers’ wa-
termarks for horse detection or other artifacts. How-
ever, it is limited to well-localized biases that result
in high relevance in similar spatial locations.

Analyzing Latent Relevances These limitations
can be mitigated by applying SpRAy to relevances
in latent space [3]. Conveniently, many local at-
tribution methods backpropagate relevance scores
from the model output to the input, yielding scores
for each neuron that indicate the importance of
features extracted by those neurons. Applying
SpRAy allows clustering of latent relevance scores
to identify typical and atypical model behavior, as
shown in clinical gait analysis [67]. Note, that the
clustering can be performed using relevance scores of
shape H × W × C, as done by Anders et al. [3], or in
spatially aggregated manner using max- or average-
pooling. For example, Prototypical Concept-based
eXplanations (PCX) [27] train Gaussian Mixture
Models on max-pooled latent relevance scores and
consider cluster means as stereotypical explanation,
encoded as distribution over concepts (i.e., neurons).

Both input and latent relevance clustering require
subsequent human supervision to determine whether
outlier clusters represent valid or spurious behav-
ior. To semi-automate this process, Anders et al.
[3] propose using Fisher Discriminant Analysis [37]
to rank class-wise clusterings by linear separability,
while Dreyer et al. [27] computes similarities between
prototypes. The results of clustering approaches can
serve as an initial set for bias modeling methods out-
lined in Sec. 3.2, which can be refined iteratively. An
example outlier cluster of latent relevances is shown
in Fig. 4 (top), with all samples containing the spu-
rious band-aid concept.

4.2 Model Perspective – Detecting
Spurious Representations

In contrast to detecting spurious samples, recent work
focuses on identifying spurious model internals di-
rectly. This aligns with mechanistic interpretabil-
ity, which seeks to decipher the internal mechanics
of DNNs [56, 31, 13]. As outlined in Sec. 3.1, various
global XAIs methods aim to explain the role of indi-
vidual neurons, and these insights can be leveraged to
detect spurious model internals by clustering learned
concepts and identifying outliers. Given input data X
with N samples, Pahde et al. [59] compute spatially
aggregated relevances Rl ∈ RN×C . Subsequently,
they compute the pairwise cosine distance per col-
umn (i.e., channel/concept) and embed the result-
ing distance matrix Dl ∈ RC×C in a low-dimensional
space using dimension reduction techniques like t-
Distributed Stochastic Neighbor Embedding (t-SNE)
[71] or Uniform Manifold Approximation and Pro-
jection (UMAP) [49]. This low-dimensional embed-
ding can be visualized to identify outliers through
human inspection or anomaly detection algorithms,
such as the Local Outlier Factor [12]. In summary,
outlier representations can be identified in an embed-
ding representation E ∈ RC×L, obtained as

E = emb(dp(Dl)) (3)

where emb : RC×C → RC×L reduces the dimen-
sion to L, and the pairwise distance function dp(·)
is applied along all channel dimensions in the latent
representation Dl, either given by activations or rel-
evance scores for layer l. Note that this approach
assumes over-parameterization resulting in redun-
dant neurons, allowing to distinguish between similar
and dissimilar concept representations. An example
is shown in Fig. 4 (bottom), where latent relevance
scores from a ResNet50 model trained for melanoma
detection are used to identify outlier concepts, specif-
ically a cluster focusing on band-aids rather than clin-
ically relevant features. Notably, Eq. 3 can easily be
extended to find outlier directions instead of neurons.
Specifically, this involves a linear transformation of
latent representations Dl using the directions of in-
terest, e.g., obtained in unsupervised manner as de-
scribed in Sec. 3.1.

Similarly, DORA embeds a pairwise distance ma-
trix of neuron representations into 2D, but proposes a
data-agnostic approach and a tailored distance func-
tion [16]. Specifically, they generate ActMax sam-
ples as concept representation for neurons, referred to
as natural Activation-Maximization signals (n-AMS).
Each neuron ni

l is represented by a representation ac-
tivation vector ri ∈ RC , measuring how much other
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Figure 4: Spurious correlations are identified by detecting outliers in model behavior. This involves
computing pairwise distances of (latent) activations or relevances from either the data (top) or model (bottom)
perspective . The resulting N × N (data perspective) or C × C (model perspective) distance matrix is then
reduced to 2D for visualization and outlier detection. Human annotators determine whether detected outliers
pose spurious correlations or valid prediction behavior.

neurons activate on the given n-AMS, and compute
pairwise distances between the vectors. The result-
ing distance matrix Dl ∈ RC×C is embedded into
lower dimension to identify outlier representations.
Notably, instead of generating ActMax samples, this
approach can also be applied on real samples from a
reference dataset.

Lastly, Neuhaus et al. [53] use human supervision
to identify spurious concepts represented as linear di-
rections in latent activations obtained via PCA. To
reduce manual labelling efforts, they propose an au-
tomated pre-selection of concept representations by
focusing on the top 128 PCA components and rak-
ing them based on the model’s confidence in classi-
fying reference samples in the given direction. An-
other promising direction is auto-labelling neurons,
e.g., via foundation models, to search for expected
valid or spurious concepts and to analyze unexpected
concepts [44, 54, 30, 17].

5 Bias Mitigation

After detecting model biases and identifying biased
samples, we aim to unlearn undesired behaviors
through bias mitigation. A first line of approaches
modifies the training data, e.g., by removing or ma-
nipulating biased samples, followed by retraining the
model [77, 75]. While effectively mitigating biases,

this method requires access to the full training set,
can be costly, and may ignore valuable information,
leading to practical limitations. In an iterative model
development life cycle like Reveal2Revise, with con-
tinuous model validation and bias mitigation, full re-
training is often infeasible. Thus, we focus on effi-
cient bias mitigation approaches, that either finetune
the (biased) model with a custom bias mitigation loss
function or modify the model post-hoc without addi-
tional training. As such, Right for the Right Reason
(RRR) [63] penalizes the alignment between the in-
put gradient, i.e., the gradient of the prediction w.r.t.
the input features, and ground truth masks localizing
the artifact. Note, that this approach requires pixel-
wise annotations for bias localization, which can be
costly. However, (semi-)automated data annotation
techniques outlined in Secs. 3.2 and 3.3 can reduce
the manual effort.

As an alternative to input-level bias represen-
tations, the Class Artifact Compensation (ClArC)
framework [3] models biases in latent space using
CAVs, requiring only binary labels per sample to in-
dicate the presence of the artifact. Inspired by RRR,
Right Reason ClArC (RR-ClArC) [28] penalizes the
feature use measured by the latent gradient point-
ing into the direction of the bias, as modeled via the
CAV. Another research direction is training-free post-
hoc model editing [3, 53, 8]. For instance, Projec-
tive ClArC (P-ClArC) [3] removes activations in the
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band-aid
ISIC2019 HyperKvasir CheXpert PTB-XL

ruler skin marker microscope tube timestamp pacemaker brightness static noise

Figure 5: Examples for considered artifacts (f.l.t.r.): We use the real-world artifacts band-aid, ruler, and
skin marker for ISIC2019, and an artificially inserted microscope-like black circle. In Hyper-Kvasir, we
use insertion tubes and artificial timestamps. For CheXpert, we consider pacemakers and artificially
increased brightness. Lastly, we insert static noise into one lead in PTB-XL.

bias direction modeled via CAVs during the predic-
tion. However, bias mitigation approaches risk “col-
lateral damage”, meaning that whereas the biased
concept is successfully suppressed, valid concepts en-
tangled with the biased concept might be negatively
impacted as well. To address this, reactive P-ClArC
(rP-ClArC) [5] only targets samples meeting certain
conditions, such as containing the artifact according
to the CAV. A detailed description of bias mitigation
approaches is provided in Appendix A.3.

6 Experiments
We evaluate our framework with four medical
datasets from two modalities, namely vision and
time-series. After describing the experimental
setup (Sec. 6.1), we demonstrate the capabilities of
our framework for bias identification (Sec. 6.2), the
detection of biased samples (Sec. 6.3), bias localiza-
tion (Sec. 6.4) and mitigation (Sec. 6.5).

6.1 Experimental Setup
The considered datasets include ISIC2019 for
melanoma detection [19, 70, 20], HyperKvasir for the
identification of gastrointestinal abnormalities [10],
CheXpert with chest radiographs [46], and the PTB-
XL dataset [73] with 12-lead ECG (time series) data.
All vision datasets contain real-world artifacts that
DNNs may utilize as spurious correlation, i.e., fea-
tures unrelated to the task, yet correlating with the
target label. ISIC2019 is particularly known for var-
ious artifacts like colorful band-aids near benign
lesions and rulers or skin markers beside malig-
nant lesions [62, 3, 18, 59]. Moreover, HyperKvasir
contains insertion tubes predominantly in samples
without abnormal conditions, while CheXpert sam-
ples with cardiomegaly contain pacemakers in radio-
graphs more frequently than in healthy patients [75].

In addition, we insert controlled artifacts into a sub-
set of images from exactly one class per dataset.
Specifically, we insert a microscope-like artifact into
melanoma samples in ISIC2019. Moreover, follow-
ing Dreyer et al. [28], we insert a timestamp into
disease-samples from HyperKvasir, mimicking times-
tamps added by scanning devices. For CheXpert,
we increase the brightness of radiographs with car-
diomegaly, while for PTB-XL, we insert a static
noise into the first second of one lead for samples
with left ventricular hypertrophy (LVH). Inserting
these artifacts into p% of samples from exactly one
class creates spurious correlations for that class. Fur-
ther dataset details are provided in Appendix A.4 and
examples of the artifacts are shown in Fig. 5.

Model Details: For vision tasks, we use
VGG16 [65], ResNet50 [42], and ViT-B-16 [26] model
architectures with checkpoints pre-trained on Ima-
geNet [24] obtained from the PyTorch model zoo [60]
and timm [76]. For ECG data, we utilize a one-
dimensional adaptation of XResNet50 [43], following
recent benchmarks [68, 74]. We replace the last linear
layer to match the number of classes and finetune the
models with training details and model performance
reported in Appendix A.5.

6.2 Concept Validation: Identifica-
tion of Spurious Behavior

Given the fitted models, we apply bias identification
methods introduced in Sec. 4 to detect the expected
spurious model behavior. Throughout this section,
we focus on the ResNet50 model trained on ISIC2019
with various confounders. We further limit our anal-
yses to samples from the melanoma class to prevent
that clustering model behavior results in clusters rep-
resenting different classes, and instead allowing us
to identify spurious sub-strategies for predicting the
considered class.
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Data Perspective

Model Perspective
a) activation space

(e.g., DORA)
b) relevance space

a) input space

ruler

b) latent space

ruler ruler

microscope

microscope microscope

blueish tint(white) hair

Figure 6: Detected outlier behavior for the prediction of melanoma using a ResNet50 model trained on
ISIC2019. Top: Bias identification methods from the data perspective, specifically SpRAy on input (left) and
latent (right) relevance scores. Bottom: Bias identification methods from the model perspective, specifically
concept clustering with activation pattern using DORA (left) and with relevance pattern via cosine similarity
(right), reveal various bias concepts, e.g., ruler structures or hair.

Data Perspective We first apply SpRAy in in-
put and latent space, computing input feature impor-
tance scores using LRP summed over color channels.
To obtain latent relevances, we use intermediate rel-
evance scores in the LRP computation process after
the 3rd (out of four) residual block, max-pooling over
spatial dimensions to yield relevance scores rl ∈ RC

for layer l with C channels. The clustering of pairwise
cosine distances between heatmaps is shown in Fig. 6
(top left). Detected outlier clusters contain samples
with spatially coherent biases, e.g., the black circle
around the lesions originating from microscopes (•).
In contrast, clustering latent relevance scores reveals
more complex, less spatially dependent clusters, as
shown in Fig. 6 (top right), including the ruler arti-
fact (•) and the microscope (•). Compared to those
in input space, the cluster for the microscope in la-
tent space represents a more diverse high-level con-
cept. In the input space visualization, we further
highlight samples from the ruler cluster detected in
latent space. Instead of forming a cluster, they spread
across the entire embedding space, indicating that the
bias is too complex to be detected in input space.

Model Perspective Next, we apply bias identi-
fication approaches from the model perspective by
identifying outlier neurons based on activation pat-
tern via DORA and relevance pattern by clustering

pair-wise cosine distances between concept relevance
scores. We focus on latent activations and relevances
after the third residual block. DORA uses a distance
function based on how neurons activate upon each
others n-AMS, achieving high similarity when neu-
rons activate upon similar input signal. A 2D visu-
alization of the resulting distance matrix is shown in
Fig. 6 (bottom left). Identified outlier concepts in-
clude ruler (•) and (white) hair (•). We further
compute pairwise cosine distances between latent rel-
evance scores rl ∈ RN×C , aggregated over spatial di-
mensions, and apply UMAP to embed the resulting
distance matrix Dl ∈ RC×C in RC×2. This results
in high similarity between neurons (concepts) that
the model uses similarly for predictions. The concept
clustering is visualized in Fig. 6 (bottom right), high-
lighting two outlier clusters focused on rulers (•)
and blueish tint (•).

Results for other classes, model architectures, and
datasets are presented in Appendix A.6.1. This in-
cludes experiments with ECG data in Fig. 10, reveal-
ing the artificially inserted static noise in the at-
tacked lead from both data and model perspectives.
Notably, dominant spurious concepts, such as the
artificial timestamp in HyperKvasir or the static
noise in PTB-XL, may not be detected as outlier
concepts. In such cases, analyzing prediction sub-
strategies via PCX may provide additional insights on
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spurious inlier behavior. Hard-to-interpret concept
representations pose another challenge for the model
perspective. For example, the brightness artifact in
CheXpert is not clearly visible in the concept UMAP
(see. Fig. 15, right), but can easily be detected using
SpRAy (Fig. 15, left) or PCX (Fig. 22). In summary,
while all considered spurious features are detected,
the choice of bias identification approach is crucial, as
some shortcuts are easier to detect as outlier concept
(e.g., ruler) and others via PCX (e.g., brightness,
static noise in ECG).

6.3 Biased Sample Retrieval
In this section, we leverage latent bias representa-
tions, either via directions or individual neurons, to
retrieve biased samples and measure how well bias
samples are separated from clean samples. We com-
pute bias scores sact

bias as defined in Eq. 1 by projecting
latent activations onto the bias direction. As we are
mostly interested in the ranking capabilities, i.e., ar-
tifact samples should be assigned higher bias scores
than clean samples, we measure Area Under the Re-
ceiver Operating Curve (AUROC) and Average Pre-
cision (AP), considering both real and controlled ar-
tifacts. For real artifacts, we evaluate retrieval using
existing artifact labels, while we have ground truth
information for controlled experiments. We train
CAVs using Support Vector Machines (SVMs) on dif-
ferent layers of VGG16 and ResNet50 models for all
datasets, reporting AUROC and AP on unseen test
samples. Note, that while Pahde et al. [58] claim that
classifier-based CAV computation can yield imprecise
concept directions, they argue that SVM-CAVs are
superior for predicting concept presence, the main
goal of this experiment. In Fig. 7, we show the
results for different layers of VGG16 and ResNet50
using single neurons (dashed line) and CAVs (solid
line) as bias representation. Best neurons are se-
lected using the validation set. The results indicate
that CAVs generally outperform single neuron repre-
sentations for sample retrieval, and the layer choice
is crucial depending on the bias type. For instance,
while CAVs for layers closer to the model heads can
detect pacemaker samples, they fail for earlier layers.

We further plot the distribution of CAV-based bias
scores for biased and clean samples for the real-world
artifacts ruler (ISIC2019) and pacemaker (CheX-
pert) in Fig. 8. We compute bias scores using the
best performing CAV per artifact and use latent ac-
tivations after the 3rd residual block of the ResNet50
model for ruler, and the 10th convolutional layer of
the VGG16 model for pacemaker. We show samples
corresponding to the bias score in the top-1 and -99

percentiles of each set. Samples near the decision
boundary are particularly interesting, as they may
arise from labeling errors. Both examples demon-
strate the retrieval of unlabeled artifact samples. The
distributions of bias scores for additional artifacts are
shown in Appendix A.6.2.

6.4 Spatial Bias Localization
To spatially localize biases in input space with CAVs,
we compute local explanations for the element-wise
product of latent activations a and concept direction
hl (see Eq. 2). We use the controlled artifacts, specif-
ically timestamp (HyperKvasir) and micropscope
(ISIC2019) with ground truth concept localization
masks for evaluation. We compute (1) the percent-
age of relevance within the ground truth mask and
(2) the Jaccard index, or Intersection over Union
(IoU), of the binarized localization mask with the
ground truth. In Fig. 9, we report both metrics us-
ing CAVs computed on different layers of VGG16 and
ResNet50. The layer choice for concept representa-
tions is key, as for example middle layers perform
better to localize timestamps and earlier layers are
more effective to localize the microscope. In com-
parison with Fig.7, we find that the optimal layer for
bias localization may differ from the one for sample
retrieval. Interestingly, the IoU for the microscope
artifact is consistently low, as models primarily focus
on the border of the circle instead of the entire area,
as indicated by qualitative results in Appendix A.6.3.
Unlike artifact relevance, the IoU metric also mea-
sures how much of the expected areas the computed
mask does not cover.

6.5 Bias Mitigation
We unlearn detected biases using the methods sum-
marized in Sec. 5. We utilize RRR as input-gradient-
based bias mitigation approach for localizable arti-
facts and the ClArC framework for all artifacts, repre-
senting biases in latent space with CAVs. Specifically,
we consider the penalty-based approach RR-ClArC
and the training-free model editing methods P-ClArC
and rP-ClArC. To measure the bias mitigation ef-
fect, we compute several metrics inspired by prior
work [59]. First, we compare the accuracy on a clean
(bias-free) and a biased test set, where the bias is ar-
tificially inserted into samples from all classes. Mod-
els impacted by spurious correlations are expected
to perform poorly on the biased test set. In addi-
tion, we measure the model’s sensitivity towards the
bias concept by computing (1) the percentage of rel-
evance, measured via LRP, on the artifact region us-
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VGG16
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ResNet50

Figure 7: Quantitative data annotation results measuring the ranking capabilities via AP and AUROC
for different layers of VGG16 (left) and ResNet50 (right) using artifacts from ISIC2019 (band-aid, ruler,
microscope), HyperKvasir (timestamp) and CheXpert (pacemaker, brightness). As concept representa-
tion, we use single neurons (dashed) and CAVs (solid).

Figure 8: Distribution of latent activations projected onto CAV direction for known artifacts ruler ISIC2019
(left) and pacemaker in CheXpert (right), split into known artifact (orange) and other (blue) samples. We
show samples at the 1- and 99-percentile of each set and the artifact localization using CAVs. In both cases,
the samples in the 99-percentile of the set not labeled as artifact are false negatives, i.e., artifact samples
that have not been detected in the data annotation process.

ing ground truth masks, and (2) the TCAV score [47].
The latter is reported as ∆TCAV = |TCAV − 0.5|,
where 0 indicates no sensitivity and higher values re-
liance on the artifact. Low scores are preferred af-
ter bias mitigation. The results are compared to
a Vanilla model that is finetuned without a bias
mitigation loss term. In Tab. 1, we report results
for ResNet50 models in the controlled settings with
ISIC2019, HyperKvasir, and CheXpert. For RRR, we
use ground truth bias localization masks and refrain
from reporting results for CheXpert, as we consider
the brightness artifact unlocalizable in input space.
The results confirm that all models initially rely on
the spurious correlation, indicated by a large gap be-
tween clean and biased accuracies for Vanilla models.
All bias mitigation approaches improve the accuracy
on the biased test set while maintaining high accu-
racy on the clean test set, demonstrating reduced re-
liance on the targeted biases. This is supported by
decreased artifact relevance and ∆TCAV. Qualita-
tive results visualizing the decrease in artifact reliance
with input relevance heatmaps and additional quanti-
tative results for other model architectures and ECG
data are provided in Appendix A.6.4.

7 Limitations
While all steps in our framework are semi-automated,
they require human supervision from domain experts,
e.g., to validate outlier concepts, inspect detected
bias samples, and determine which concepts should
be unlearned. Below, we discuss additional challenges
associated with each step of our framework.

• Concept Validation/Bias Identification: When
encoded biases dominate, they may not appear
as outlier concepts or samples. Identifying pre-
diction sub-strategies, e.g., using PCX, can over-
come this challenge. Moreover, it is to note that
if the discussed approaches are not applied per
class label, detected clusters might resemble clus-
ters of classes instead of different sub-strategies.

• Bias Modeling: Without explicit concept disen-
tanglement (e.g., via SAEs), concept represen-
tations may be non-orthogonal, leading to en-
tangled concepts that negatively impact data
annotation and bias mitigation. An additional
limitation poses the linear separability assump-
tion of CAVs, as there is no guarantee for the

12



VGG16 ResNet50

Figure 9: Bias localization results measuring the artifact relevance and IoU for various layers of VGG16
and ResNet50 using our controlled artifacts microscope (ISIC2019) and timestamp (HyperKvasir).

Table 1: Bias mitigation results with RRR, RR-ClArC, and P-ClArC (plain and reactive) for ResNet50
models for controlled spurious correlations, specifically ISIC2019 (microscope) | HyperKvasir (timestamp) |
CheXpert (brightness). We report accuracy on a clean and biased test set, artifact relevance and ∆TCAV
and arrows indicate whether high (↑) or low (↓) are better.

Method Accuracy (clean) ↑ Accuracy (biased) ↑ Art. relevance ↓ ∆TCAV ↓
Vanilla 0.87 | 0.97 | 0.81 0.28 | 0.62 | 0.44 0.55 | 0.51 | - 0.17 | 0.30 | 0.33
RRR 0.84 | 0.97 | - 0.51 | 0.82 | - 0.53 | 0.45 | - 0.19 | 0.30 | -
RR-ClArC 0.86 | 0.97 | 0.82 0.76 | 0.96 | 0.79 0.42 | 0.34 | - 0.00 | 0.07 | 0.00
P-ClArC 0.82 | 0.83 | 0.72 0.59 | 0.92 | 0.76 0.44 | 0.18 | - 0.07 | 0.11 | 0.30
rP-ClArC 0.87 | 0.97 | 0.81 0.60 | 0.92 | 0.76 0.42 | 0.19 | - 0.07 | 0.11 | 0.30

existence of a layer perfectly separating con-
cept samples. This makes the layer selection
an additional hyperparameter, and a subopti-
mal choice can exacerbate issues like concept en-
tanglement. Non-localizable artifacts (e.g., color
shifts) are another challenge, as they cannot be
effectively modeled using spatial masks in input
space. Lastly, poorly chosen data samples rep-
resenting the concept can limit the accuracy of
bias representations.

• Bias Localization: Even with accurate concept
representations, explanations may not provide
precise localizations. This discrepancy may oc-
cur when a model’s perception of a concept dif-
fers from human expectation. For instance, in
the case of the microscope-artifact, all models
captured only the border of the circle rather than
the entire area. Consequently, if the model’s un-
derstanding of a concept does not align with hu-
man expectations, the explanation may be inef-
fective for bias localization.

• Bias Mitigation: With imperfect bias represen-
tations, bias mitigation approaches may cause
collateral damage, i.e., unlearning of valid con-
cepts entangled with biased concepts. This can
be overcome with improved concept disentangle-

ment. Moreover, bias mitigation methods, es-
pecially post-hoc model editing, might not suffi-
ciently foster valid behavior, but only unlearn in-
valid strategies. Although successfully unlearn-
ing the targeted bias, this can lead to poor model
performance on clean data.

8 Conclusions
In this work, we introduce an XAI-based framework
for the identification of spurious shortcut behavior
in DNNs from both data and model perspective.
We utilize concept-based bias representations for the
semi-automated computation of sample- and pixel
level bias annotations. Our work is integrated into
the Reveal2Revise framework, providing valuable in-
sights for bias mitigation and re-evaluation. We suc-
cessfully demonstrated the applicability of the frame-
work by identifying and mitigation spurious correla-
tions caused by controlled and real-world data arti-
facts in four medical datasets across two modalities,
using VGG16, ResNet50, and ViT model architec-
tures. Future work may explore the identification and
mitigation of biases in disentangled concept spaces,
e.g., leveraging SAEs. Another promising direction
is the integration of expected concepts for a more
targeted search for unexpected concepts.
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Rémi Cadène, Mazda Moayeri, Léo Andéol,
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and Matthias Zeppelzauer. Explaining ma-
chine learning models for clinical gait analysis.
ACM Transactions on Computing for Healthcare
(HEALTH), 3(2):1–27, 2021.

[68] Nils Strodthoff, Patrick Wagner, Tobias Scha-
effter, and Wojciech Samek. Deep learning for
ecg analysis: Benchmarks and insights from ptb-
xl. IEEE journal of biomedical and health infor-
matics, 25(5):1519–1528, 2020.

[69] Christian Szegedy, Wojciech Zaremba, Ilya
Sutskever, Joan Bruna, Dumitru Erhan, Ian
Goodfellow, and Rob Fergus. Intriguing prop-
erties of neural networks. In ICLR, 2014.

[70] Philipp Tschandl, Cliff Rosendahl, and Harald
Kittler. The ham10000 dataset, a large collection
of multi-source dermatoscopic images of com-
mon pigmented skin lesions. Scientific data, 5
(1):1–9, 2018.

[71] Laurens Van der Maaten and Geoffrey Hinton.
Visualizing data using t-sne. JMLR, 9(11), 2008.

[72] Johanna Vielhaben, Stefan Bluecher, and Nils
Strodthoff. Multi-dimensional concept discovery
(mcd): A unifying framework with completeness
guarantees. TMLR, 2023.

[73] Patrick Wagner, Nils Strodthoff, Ralf-Dieter
Bousseljot, Dieter Kreiseler, Fatima I Lunze,
Wojciech Samek, and Tobias Schaeffter. Ptb-
xl, a large publicly available electrocardiography
dataset. Scientific data, 7(1):1–15, 2020.

[74] Patrick Wagner, Temesgen Mehari, Wilhelm
Haverkamp, and Nils Strodthoff. Explaining
deep learning for ecg analysis: Building blocks
for auditing and knowledge discovery. Comput-
ers in Biology and Medicine, 176:108525, 2024.

[75] Nina Weng, Paraskevas Pegios, Eike Petersen,
Aasa Feragen, and Siavash Bigdeli. Fast
diffusion-based counterfactuals for shortcut re-
moval and generation. In ECCV, 2025.

[76] Ross Wightman. Pytorch image mod-
els. https://github.com/rwightman/
pytorch-image-models, 2019.

[77] Shirley Wu, Mert Yuksekgonul, Linjun Zhang,
and James Zou. Discover and cure: Concept-
aware mitigation of spurious correlation. In
ICML, 2023.

[78] John R Zech, Marcus A Badgeley, Manway
Liu, Anthony B Costa, Joseph J Titano, and
Eric Karl Oermann. Variable generalization
performance of a deep learning model to de-
tect pneumonia in chest radiographs: a cross-
sectional study. PLoS medicine, 15(11), 2018.

17

https://github.com/rwightman/pytorch-image-models
https://github.com/rwightman/pytorch-image-models


[79] Ruihan Zhang, Prashan Madumal, Tim Miller,
Krista A Ehinger, and Benjamin IP Rubin-
stein. Invertible concept-based explanations for
cnn models with non-negative concept activa-
tion vectors. In AAAI, volume 35, pages 11682–
11690, 2021.

[80] Bolei Zhou, Aditya Khosla, Agata Lapedriza,
Aude Oliva, and Antonio Torralba. Learning
deep features for discriminative localization. In
CVPR, pages 2921–2929, 2016.

18



A Appendix
In the following, we will provide additional details
and mathematical foundations for CAV-based bias
modeling approaches in Sec. A.1, biased sample re-
trieval in Sec. A.2, and bias mitigation approaches in
Sec. A.3. We will then provide experimental details
regarding the datasets in Sec. A.4 and model train-
ing in Sec. A.5. This is followed by additional ex-
perimental results in Sec. A.6, including XAI-driven
shortcut identification for both ECG and vision data
(Sec. A.6.1), biased sample retrieval (Sec. A.6.2), spa-
tial bias localization (Sec. A.6.3), and bias mitigation
(Sec. A.6.4).

A.1 Bias Modeling
In this work, we model biases either via individual
neurons or directions in latent space, i.e., CAVs. Tra-
ditionally, a CAV is computed by fitting a linear clas-
sifier separating samples with the concept to be mod-
eled from samples without the concept. The weight
vector, i.e., the vector perpendicular to the decision
hyperplane, is considered as the concept direction.
However, CAVs obtained as weights from linear clas-
sifiers can be susceptible to distractor signals in the
data and therefore fail in precisely estimating the con-
cept signal direction. To tackle this, Pattern-CAVs
have been proposed as an alternative [58]. Whereas
CAVs obtained from SVM weights are superior in pre-
dicting the presence of a concept (e.g., for biased sam-
ple retrieval), Pattern-CAVs are more suitable to pre-
cisely model the concept direction (e.g., for ClArC-
based bias mitigation). In the following, we provide
the mathematical foundation for both approaches.

SVM-CAV The most common choice for CAVs are
weight vectors from SVMs. Specifically, SVMs [82]
find a hyperplane maximizing the margin be-
tween two classes using the hinge loss, defined as
li = max

(
0, 1 − ti

(
h⊤xi + b

))
and L2-norm regular-

ization with the following optimization objective:

hSVM, b = argminh,b

 1
n

∑
i∈[n]

li + λ

√ ∑
j∈[m]

w2
j

 .

(4)

Pattern-CAV Pattern-CAVs [58] can be com-
puted based on the covariance between the latent ac-
tivations a(x) and the concept labels t as:

hpat
l = 1

σ2
t |X |

∑
x,t∈X

(al(x) − Āl)(t − t̄) (5)

with mean latent activation Ā, mean concept label t̄
and sample concept label variance σ2

t , which is equal
to the sample covariance between the latent activa-
tions a(x) and the concept labels t divided by the
sample concept label variance.

A.2 Biased Sample Retrieval
Inspired by the idea behind RelMax, the identifica-
tion of biased samples can also be implemented using
relevance scores, as an alternative to the activation-
based biased sample retrieval described in Eq. 1 in
the main paper. Specifically, we can compute a bias
score srel

bias by projecting the relevance for the pre-
diction of of a sample x onto the concept direction
hrc

l , computed similar as CAVs, but using latent rel-
evances scores, instead of activations, on layer l w.r.t.
class c:

srel
bias = hrc ⊤

l rc
l (x) (6)

with latent relevances rc
l (x) w.r.t. class c computed

on layer l by a local attribution method, e.g., using
LRP. As the relevance is computed in a class-specific
manner, this approach further allows distinguishing
concepts that are artifactual for certain classes but
valid features for others.

A.3 Bias Mitigation
A.3.1 Regularization-based Bias Mitigation

Recent approaches define a loss function designed to
encourage or enforce pre-defined behavior. Therefore,
additional prior information A encoding expected be-
havior is required. This leads to an overall loss Ltotal
based on a λ-weighted sum of the classification loss
Lclass and the newly constructed “right-reason” loss
term LRR:

Ltotal(x, y, A) = Lclass(x, y) + λLRR(x, A) . (7)

Input (heatmap-based) Bias mitigation ap-
proaches on input level require sample-wise pixel-
level annotations, indicating the presence of a data
artifact, available as prior knowledge. This prior
information can be used to align expected behav-
ior with the model’s prediction stategy. Specifically,
RRR [63] introduces a loss term penalizing the align-
ment between the input gradient, i.e., the gradient
of the prediction w.r.t. the input, and (binary) input
masks localizing the data artifact. Hence, the model
is penalized for paying attention on undesired regions.
Given an input sample x along with bias localization
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mask m, the loss for RRR is defined as

Linput
RR (x, m) = (∇x log (fθ(x)) ◦ m)2 . (8)

Alternatively, Rieger et al. [62] propose Con-
textual Decomposition Explanation Penalization
(CDEP), using Contextual Decomposition impor-
tance scores [52] importance scores [52] instead of the
gradient to encode model behavior to be aligned with
prior knowledge.

Note, however, that pixel-wise annotations for ex-
pected model behavior are expensive to obtain, lead-
ing to practical limitations. Concept localization ap-
proaches, as described in Sec. 3.3, can be utilized
to semi-automate this process. Another limitation
of input-level bias mitigation approaches is their in-
ability to address spatially distributed and intercon-
nected biases. Spurious correlations that are spread
over the entire image, such as color shifts or overlap-
ping other important concepts, cannot be effectively
mitigated at the input level.

Latent space (CAV-based) To overcome afore-
mentioned limitations, recent work introduces the
ClArC framework [3] that leverages latent concept
representations using CAVs for bias mitigation which
has two advantages. First, using the latent space al-
leviates the reliance on spatial locations and there-
fore allows the correction of unlocalized biases, such
as color shifts. Moreover, the annotation costs are
substantially lower, since only sample-level concept
labels are required for the computation of CAVs, in-
stead of pixel-level artifact masks. Given the bias
representation in the form of a CAV, the ClArC
framework unlearns related model behavior by either
adding or removing activations in the artifact direc-
tion. Built upon this idea, Dreyer et al. [28] introduce
RR-ClArC, utilizing a loss function inspired by RRR
which penalizes the feature use measured through the
latent gradient pointing into the direction of the bias,
as modeled via the CAV. More precisely, given a bias
direction h, the latent right reason loss Llatent

RR is de-
fined as

Llatent
RR (x, h) =

(
∇af̃(a(x)) · h

)2 . (9)

Intuitively, this loss term penalizes the model if it
changes the prediction behavior when activations in
the bias direction are added/subtracted, correspond-
ing to the addition/removal of the modeled artifact.
Note, that the latent gradient is computed w.r.t. a
chosen class, allowing for class-specific bias mitiga-
tion.

A.3.2 Post-hoc Model Editing

To further reduce the computational requirements for
bias mitigation, another line of works removes unde-
sired behavior by post-hoc model editing in training-
free manner. This group of bias mitigation ap-
proaches commonly models the undesired concept as
a linear direction in latent space, followed by a mod-
ification of latent representations or model param-
eters to make model predictions invariant towards
the modeled direction. As such, P-ClArC [3] utilizes
CAVs to model the concept to be erased and projects
out activations into the concept direction during in-
ference time. Specifically, given CAV hl and latent
activations al(x) for layer l, the activations are over-
written to a′

l(x) as

a′
l(x) = al(x) − λ(x)hl (10)

with perturbation strength λ(x) based on the input
sample x, for instance chosen such that activations in
CAV direction are equal to the average value of clean
(non-artifactual) samples. Intuitively, subtracting ac-
tivations along the concept direction in latent space
is equivalent to removing the concept in input space.
The modification can be performed either for all sam-
ples [3] or in a reactive manner [5], conditioned for
example on the predicted class label or the existence
of the spurious feature.

Similarly, SpuFix [53] models concepts as PCA
components in the activation space in layer l and
overwrites activations for spurious directions by
min(αc

k, 0), with αc
k being the activations for the spu-

rious PCA component k for class c, thereby not al-
lowing positive contributions in the spurious direc-
tion. Ravfogel et al. [85] perform an iterative null-
space projection of linear directions encoding the un-
desired concept to make sure the concept cannot be
recovered from other directions. Santurkar et al. [86]
suggest classifier editing, a procedure modifying the
model weights directly to shift the model’s predic-
tion behavior. Most recently, LEAst-squares Con-
cept Erasure (LEACE) [8] is a closed-form solution
for concept erasure, minimally changing the model’s
internal representations on all layers. It is to note,
however, that post-hoc editing approaches can lead to
“collateral damage”, meaning that whereas the con-
cept is successfully suppressed for biased samples, the
model modification can have a negative impact on
clean samples, as further discussed by Bareeva et al.
[5].

A.4 Dataset Details
We run experiments for the datasets ISIC2019 for
image-based melanoma detection, HyperKvasir for
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the identification of abnormal conditions in the gas-
trointestinal track, CheXpert with chest radiographs,
and PTB-XL for the prediction of cardiovascular dis-
eases from ECG data. ISIC2019 consists of 25,331
samples classified into eight lesion types, both malig-
nant and benign. The HyperKvasir dataset contains
10,662 samples labeled into 23 classes of findings.
We aggregate the findings into two classes represent-
ing findings with and without disease to consider the
task as a binary classification task. The CheXpert
dataset is a collection of 224,316 chest radiographs
of 65,240 patients with labels for 14 conditions, in-
cluding cardiomegaly. We solve a binary classifica-
tion task by predicting the presence of cardiomegaly.
We use a subset of 28,878 samples with additional
annotations for the presence of pacemakers provided
by Weng et al. [75]. Lastly, in addition to vision
data, we use the PTB-XL dataset containing 21,837
records of 10 second 12-lead ECG data (time series
data) and labels for 23 cardiovascular conditions. We
report details for all considered datasets in Tab. 2.
Specifically, we report the number of classes and sam-
ples, train/validation/test-splits and considered data
artifacts. We use ISIC2018 for multi-class classifi-
cation and consider the real-world artifacts ruler,
skin-marker, and reflection, as well as the arti-
ficial brightness artifact inserted into 20% of sam-
ples of class “melanoma”. For ruler (all classes) and
band-aid (only occurring in “melanocytic nevus”),
we use labels indicating the existence of the artifact
provided by Anders et al. [3]. For HyperKvasir, we
split the classes into “normal”/“no-disease” and “ab-
normal”/“disease“ to implement the task as a binary
classification task, as described in Tab. 3. We insert
a timestamp artifact into 10% of the the training
samples with label “disease”, and, in addition, con-
sider the real-world artifact insertion tube. The
latter was primarily detected in samples from class
“no disease”. For CheXpert, we solve a binary classi-
fication task to predict the presence of the class “car-
diomegaly”. We limit our experiments to a subset of
the CheXpert dataset for which Weng et al. [75] pro-
vide labels for the existence of the naturally occuring
pacemaker artifact (mainly in class “cardiomegaly”).
In addition, we artificially increase the brightness
in 10% of “cardiomegaly” samples as a controlled
artifact. Lastly, we use the PTB-XL dataset with
ECG-data for multi-class classification into cardiovas-
cular conditions. As a controlled artifact, we insert
a static noise (constant high value) into the first
second of one lead (II-lead) for 50% of samples of
class “left ventricular hypertrophy”.

A.5 Training Details
We provide training details for all considered
models in Tab. 4. This includes VGG16,
ResNet50 and ViT model architecture for vision
datasets, i.e., ISIC2019, HyperKvasir, and CheX-
pert, each both with and without controlled ar-
tifact. We use model checkpoints from the Py-
Torch model zoo (torchvision) [60] for VGG16
(weights: VGG16 Weights.IMAGENET1K V1) and ViT-
B-16 (weights: ViT B 16 Weights.IMAGENET1K V1)
models, as well as from timm [76], specifically the
checkpoint named resnet50d.a3 in1k for ResNet50.
Moreover, we train a XResNet1d50 model for the
(controlled) PTB-XL dataset. We report accuracy
and false positive rate (FPR) for the affected class
on a clean and, for controlled settings, an attacked
test set, with artifacts inserted into all samples.
We train models with an initial learning rate α ∈
{0.005, 0.001, 0.005}, either with SGD or Adam op-
timizers. We divide the learning rate by 10 after
150 and 250 epochs, respectively, for vision datasets
(50/75 for PTB-XL), and select α and the optimizer
for the final model based on the performance on the
validation set. Note, that a large gap between accu-
racy and FPR on the clean compared to the attacked
test set indicates that the model is sensitive towards
the artifact, i.e., it picks up the spurious correlation.

A.6 Additional Results
This section will provide additional experimental re-
sults. Specifically, we report results for the XAI-
driven shortcut identification for both ECG and vi-
sion data in Sec. A.6.1, the biased sample retrieval in
Sec. A.6.2, the spatial bias localization in Sec. A.6.3,
and, lastly, bias mitigation in Sec. A.6.4.

A.6.1 Detection of Spurious Model Behavior

In the following, we apply the considered spurious
behavior detection approaches, from both data and
model perspective, to all datasets, including ECG
and vision data.

ECG Data (XResNet1d50) First, we apply
SpRAy (data perspective) and pairwise cosine sim-
ilarities between max-pooled relevance scores (model
perspective) to the ECG data in PTB-XL with the
controlled static noise artifact in Fig. 10. Whereas
the application of SpRAy reveals a coherent cluster
of poisoned samples, they do not appear as outlier,
but instead as inlier behavior. This indicates that
the prediction behavior is very dominant, potentially
due to the high poisoning rate of 50%. However, the
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Table 2: Details for considered datasets, including ISIC2019, HyperKvasir, CheXpert, and PTB-XL. We
report the number of classes and samples, the train/val/test-splits, and the considered data artifacts. For
the latter, we further report whether the artifact is controlled (or real-world) and, if applicable, in which
class it occurs. For controlled artifacts, we further report the percentage of samples of the attacked class in
which the artifact is inserted.

name classes samples train/val/test artifact controlled artifact class (%)
ISIC2019 8 25,331 0.8/0.1/0.1 microscope yes melanoma (20%)

ruler no -
band-aid no melanocytic nevus

skin marker no -
reflection no mainly benign keratosis

HyperKvasir 2 10,662 0.8/0.1/0.1 timestamp yes disease (10%)
insertion tube no mainly no disease

CheXpert 2 28,878 0.8/0.1/0.1 brightness yes cardiomegaly (10%)
pacemaker no mainly cardiomegaly

PTB-XL 23 21,837 0.8/0.1/0.1
static noise

(II-lead) yes
left ventricular

hypertrophy (50%)

Table 3: Categorization of classes in HyperKvasir into “disease” and “no-disease”.

class sub-classes

disease

“barretts”, “short-segment-barretts”, “oesophagitis-a”, “oesophagitis-b-d”,
“hemorrhoids”, “hemorroids”, “polyp”, “ulcerative-colitis-grade-0-1”,
“ulcerative-colitis-grade-1-2”, “ulcerative-colitis-grade-2-3”,
“ulcerative-colitis-grade-1”, “ulcerative-colitis-grade-2”, “ulcerative-colitis-grade-3”,
“dyed-lifted-polyps”, “impacted-stool”

no-disease
“bbps-0-1”, “bbps-2-3”, “dyed-resection-margins”, “ileum”, “retroflex-rectum”,
“retroflex-stomach”, “normal-cecum”, “normal-pylorus”, “normal-z-line”

model perspective reveals an outlier cluster of con-
cepts clearly focusing on the inserted artifact (see
neurons #125 and #180). Moreover, we apply PCX,
which further allows the analysis of inlier behavior
by revealing prediction sub-strategies for considered
classes, as shown in Fig. 11. We can clearly iden-
tify prototype 1 as sub-strategy using the inserted
static noise artifact, with high relevance scores for
the related concepts detected by neuron #125 and
#180. Note, that the prototype covers 50% of the
test data, which is exactly the inserted poisoning rate.

Vision Data (VGG16 and ResNet50) In
Fig. 12, we apply bias detection approaches from the
data perspective (left) and model perspective (right)
to the VGG16 model trained on HyperKvasir us-
ing relevance scores for neurons on the last (13th)
conv layer. We detect a coherent, but not outlier

cluster with samples containing the insertion tube
from the data perspective, as well as a set of con-
cepts focusing on the artifact from the model per-
spective. The application of PCX, however, reveals
a sub-strategy for class “non-disease” with prototyp-
ical samples all containing the artifact, as shown in
Fig. 21 (left).

Next, we apply our bias detection approaches to
the ResNet50 model trained on HyperKvasir with the
controlled timestamp artifact using relevance scores
after the 3rd residual block for samples from the at-
tacked class (“disease”) in Fig.13. SpRAy reveals
a clear outlier cluster of poisoned samples contain-
ing the artifact (left) and the concept clustering re-
veals a coherent set of concepts focusing on the in-
serted timestamp (right, see neurons #60, #499, and
#910). We further apply PCX in Fig. 21 (right),
clearly revealing prototype 0 with related concepts
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Table 4: Model performance and training details for all considered datasets and architectures. We train
VGG16, ResNet50, and ViT models for vision datasets, i.e., ISIC2019, HyperKvasir, and CheXpert, in the
original and controlled version, respectively. Moreover, we train an XResNet1d50 model for ECG data in
PTB-XL. We report the accuracy and false positive rate (FPR) on a clean and, for controlled datasets, an
attacked test set. The FPR is computed w.r.t. the attacked class in the controlled settings, and for classes
“melanoma” (ISIC2019), “Disease” (HyperKvasir) and “cardiomegaly” (CheXpert) for the original datasets.
In addition, we report training details including optimizer, learning rate (LR) and number of training epochs.
The former two are selected based on the performance on the validation set.

Accuracy ↑ FPR ↓ Training details
Dataset Model clean attacked clean attacked Optim. LR epochs

ISIC2019
VGG16 0.82 - 0.09 - SGD 0.001 300

ResNet50 0.88 - 0.03 - Adam 0.0005 300
ViT 0.79 - 0.05 - SGD 0.005 300

ISIC2019
(attacked)

VGG16 0.85 0.25 0.04 0.88 SGD 0.001 300
ResNet50 0.87 0.28 0.02 0.85 Adam 0.001 300

ViT 0.81 0.27 0.04 0.85 SGD 0.005 300

Hyper-
Kvasir

VGG16 0.96 - 0.02 - SGD 0.001 300
ResNet50 0.97 - 0.01 - Adam 0.0005 300

ViT 0.95 - 0.02 - SGD 0.005 300
Hyper-
Kvasir

(attacked)

VGG16 0.97 0.68 0.02 0.39 SGD 0.005 300
ResNet50 0.97 0.60 0.02 0.48 Adam 0.001 300

ViT 0.93 0.42 0.01 0.70 SGD 0.001 300

CheXpert
VGG16 0.83 - 0.08 - SGD 0.001 300

ResNet50 0.82 - 0.08 - Adam 0.001 300
ViT 0.80 - 0.09 - SGD 0.005 300

CheXpert
(attacked)

VGG16 0.83 0.52 0.07 0.58 SGD 0.005 300
ResNet50 0.81 0.42 0.09 0.73 Adam 0.005 300

ViT 0.80 0.25 0.12 0.97 SGD 0.0005 300
PTB-XL

(attacked) XResNet1d50 0.96 0.94 0.00 0.43 Adam 0.001 100

#499 and #910 as prediction sub-strategy focusing
on the inserted timestamp artifact.

For CheXpert, in Fig. 14 we reveal an outlier clus-
ter of samples containing the pacemaker artifact from
the data perspective (left), and concepts focusing on
the artifact from the model perspective (right) us-
ing relevances for neurons on the 10th conv layer.
The application of PCX for samples of the class “car-
diomegaly” does not clearly reveal an impacted pro-
totype, as shown in Fig. 22 (left). However, all pro-
totypes have high relevance scores for neuron #436,
which appears to focus on artifacts such as the con-
sidered pacemaker.

Moreover, we run bias identification approaches
for CheXpert with the controlled brightness arti-
fact inserted into class “cardiomegaly” using rele-
vance scores for neurons on the 12th conv layer of

the VGG16 model in Fig. 15. Whereas the data
perspective reveals a clear outlier cluster of affected
samples (left), no outlier concepts can be detected
and the interpretation of considered samples w.r.t.
the brightness artifact is challenging (right). Note,
that we selected concepts revealed via PCX in Fig. 22
(right), with prototype 3 appearing to focus on
samples containing the brightness artifact with high
relevance scores for neurons #89 and #143.

For ISIC2019 with the controlled microscope ar-
tifact, we show bias identification results using rel-
evance scores after the 3rd residual block of the
ResNet50 model in Fig. 16. The data perspective
(left) reveals an outlier cluster of samples focusing
on the inserted artifact (•), and, interestingly, also a
cluster focusing on a different type of black circles (•).
The model perspective (right) reveals a large outlier
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RelMax Visualization (II-Lead)

Figure 10: Artifact identification on the last conv layer of a XResNet50 model trained on ECG data
from the PTB-XL dataset with samples from the “LVH”-class using SpRAy on latent relevances for the data
perspective (left) and pair-wise cosine similarities for the model perspective (right). For the data perspective,
we identify a coherence set of samples containing the inserted static noise artifact in the poisoned lead.
However, as the controlled artifact is very dominant, the prediction behavior manifests as inlier, not as
outlier. From the model perspective, we identify a set of outlier concepts focusing on the artifact in the
II-lead.

set of concepts focusing on the black border caused
by the microscope artifact. Similarly, the applica-
tion of PCX in Fig. 23 (left) leads to prototype 2
as sub-strategy for the attacked class, clearly using
the inserted artifact with high relevance scores for
neurons #910 and #499.

To reveal real-world artifacts in ISIC2019, we ap-
ply shortcut identification approaches using relevance
scores after the 3rd residual block of the ResNet50
model using samples from classes “melanoma”,
“melanocytic nevus”, and “benign keratosis”, respec-
tively. The application of SpRAy reveals the usage of
the ruler artifact for the prediction of “melanoma”
(see Fig. 17, left), the band-aid artifact for the pre-
diction of the benign class “melanocytic nevus” (see
Fig. 17, right), as well as the usage of the artifacts
reflection (•) and skin marker (•) for class “be-
nign keratosis” (Fig. 18). From the model perspec-
tive, we can reveal the usage of outlier neurons fo-
cusing on the concepts blueish tint (•) and ruler
(•) for class “melanoma”, as shown in Fig. 19 (left).
For the class “benign keratosis”, the model uses out-
lier neurons focusing on the concepts reflection (•)
and ruler(•), as shown in Fig. 19 (right). Lastly, the
concept perspetive reveals neurons for several con-

founders for the class “melanocytic nevus”, including
band-aids (•), rulers (•), and white hair/lines
(•), as shown in Fig. 20. Interestingly, the application
of PCX on samples from class “melanocytic nevus”
using relevances after the 4th residual block in Fig. 23
(right) reveals prototype 0, which is a sub-strategy
relying on the concept red skin and related neurons
#1147 and #1737.

Vision Data (ViT) The interpretation of neurons
on the last layer of ViTs poses a particular challenge,
as they are not preceded by a ReLU non-linearity.
As such, both positive and negative activations are
possible and the amplitude of the activations cannot
be interpreted as the degree of existence of a certain
concept. However, we apply bias identification ap-
proaches from the data perspective (SpRAy), model
perspective (pairwise cosine similarities between neu-
rons) and the combination thereof (PCX) on rele-
vance scores for the class-token on the last layer.
Fig. 24 shows that the data perspective (left) can
clearly reveal samples with the brightness artifact
in CheXpert, but the model perspective (right) does
not detect outlier concepts focussing on the artifact.
We highlight concepts revealed via the application of
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Figure 11: PCX visualizations using latent relevances after the last residual block of the XResNet50
model trained on PTB-XL with the controlled static noise artifact. Only samples from the attacked
class “LVH” are considered. Columns represent prototypes with the signal coming from the attacked lead
of six representative samples, rows represent concepts (visualized via RelMax) and the values in the matrix
indicate the average relevance of the concept for the prototype. Prototype 1 clearly focuses on the inserted
static noise artifact, with high scores for the related concepts (neurons) #125 and #180.

PCX in Fig. 25 (left), leading to prototype 3 with a
clear focus on the artifact on high average relevance
scores for concepts #371, #279 and #99. For Hy-
perKvasir, PCX does not reveal a prototype mainly
focusing on the brightness, but instead prototypes
that distinguish by clinically valid features (Fig. 25,
right).

A.6.2 Biased Sample Retrieval

In addition to our experiments in Sec. 6.3, we
report quantitative biased sample retrieval results
via AUROC and AP for the real-world artifacts
band-aid, ruler (both ISIC2019) and pacemaker
(CheXpert), as well as for the controlled artifacts
microscope (ISIC2019), timestamp (HyperKvasir),
and brightness (CheXpert) in Tabs. 5 and 6 for
CAV-based and individual-neuron-based bias scores,
respectively. For the latter, the best performing
neuron is selected on the validation set and results
are reported for an unseen test set. We further
show the distribution of CAV-based bias scores for
clean and biased samples for the artifacts band-aid

and skin marker (both ISIC2019) in Fig. 26, for
the controlled artifacts microscope (ISIC2019) and
timestamp (HyperKvasir) in Fig. 27, and lastly for
brightness (CheXpert) in Fig. 28. The follow-
ing models and layers are used for the distribution
plots: last Conv layer of ResNet50 for band-aid, 11th

Conv layer of VGG16 for skin marker in ISIC2019,
3rd residual block of ResNet50 for microscope for
the controlled ISIC2019 dataset, 10th Conv layer of
VGG16 for timestamp in the controlled HyperKvasir
dataset, as well as the 3rd residual block of ResNet50
and the last linear layer of ViT for the controlled
brightness artifact in CheXpert.

A.6.3 Spatial Bias Localization

Complementing our experiments in Sec. 6.4, we re-
port our quantitative bias localization results, specifi-
cally the artifact relevance and IoU, for the controlled
artifacts microscope (ISIC2019) and timestamp
(HyperKvasir) in tabular form in Tab. 7. Moreover,
we show exemplary concept heatmaps and binary lo-
calization masks using CAVs on the best performing
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Figure 12: Artifact identification on the last (13th) conv layer of a VGG16 model trained on HyperKvasir
with samples from the “no-disease”-class using SpRAy on latent relevances for the data perspective (left)
and pair-wise cosine similarities for the model perspective (right). While not being a clear outlier, there is
a coherent set of samples (data perspective) and concepts (model perspective) focussing on the insertion
tube artifact.

Figure 13: Bias identification after the 3rd residual block of a ResNet50 model trained on HyperKvasir using
the controlled timestamp artifact with samples from the “disease”-class using SpRAy on latent relevances
for the data perspective (left) and pair-wise cosine similarities for the model perspective (right). We identify
a clear outlier cluster with biased samples (data perspective) and a coherent set of concepts focusing on the
considered artifact (model perspective).
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Figure 14: Bias identification after the 10th conv layer of a VGG16 model trained on CheXpert with
samples from the “cardiomegaly”-class using SpRAy on latent relevances for the data perspective (left) and
pair-wise cosine similarities for the model perspective (right). We identify a clear outlier cluster with samples
containing the pacemaker artifact (left) and an outlier set of concepts focusing on the artifact (right).

layer of VGG16 and ResNet50 in Figs. 29 and 30
for microscope and timestamp, respectively. For
the microscope artifact, both models only detect the
border of the circle instead of the entire area. This
leads to low IoU scores, as the metric also measures
what the computed mask does not cover.

In addition, we show computed localizations
for real-world artifacts band-aid, ruler (both
ISIC2019), pacemaker (CheXpert), and insertion
tube (HyperKvasir) in Figs. 31 and 32. These lo-
calizations can be valuable inputs to bias mitigation
approaches, such as RRR, as well as for the com-
putation of metrics measuring the artifact reliance,
e.g., the artifact relevance. We further show artifact
localizations for the controlled artifacts microscope
(ISIC2019) and timestamp (HyperKvasir) using ViT
models in Fig. 33. Due to the lack of reliable solutions
for backpropagation-based local explanation methods
for ViT architectures, we apply SHapley Additive ex-
Planations (SHAP) [83] on superpixels comuputed
via simple linear iterative clustering (SLIC) [81] to
explain the output of the CAV to compute concept
heatmaps. Note, that this approach highly limits
the flexibility of the bias localization due to the pre-
defined image structure given by the pixel statistics
forming superpixels.

A.6.4 Bias Mitigation

In the following, we provide additional bias
mitigation results with our controlled artifacts,
namely the static noise in ECG data (PTB-XL),
the timestamp (HyperKvasir), and miscroscope
(ISIC2019). Specifically, we compare the accuracy
on a clean test set and a biased test set, where the
artifact is artificially inserted into samples from all
classes. Moreover, we measure the model’s sensitiv-
ity towards the bias concept by computing (1) the
percentage of relevance, measured via LRP and (2)
the TCAV score [47]. The latter is based on the con-
cept sensitivity measured via CAV h and the latent
feature use, computed as gradient of the prediction
w.r.t. latent activations a(x):

TCAVsens(x) = ∇af̃(a(x)) · h . (11)
Given a subset containing the bias concept Xb =

{xi ∈ X | ti = 1}, the TCAV score is measured as
the percentage of samples with positive sensitivity to-
wards changes along the estimated concept direction
h and is computed as

TCAV = |{x ∈ Xb | TCAVsens(x) > 0}|
|Xb|

. (12)

Hence, a TCAV score of 0.5 indicates no concept
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Figure 15: Bias identification after the 12th conv layer of a VGG16 model trained on CheXpert using the
controlled brightness artifact with samples from the “cardiomegaly”-class using SpRAy on latent relevances
for the data perspective (left) and pair-wise cosine similarities for the model perspective (right). We identify
a clear outlier cluster with samples with the brightness artifact (•, left). For comparison, we further
highlight a cluster of samples with clean samples (•). Note, that it is challenging to identify the artifact
from the model perspective, as related concept visualizations do not reveal the brightness. Since there is
no outlier concept, we visualize concepts that are highly relevant for the prediction sub-strategy revealed via
PCX (see Fig. 22).

reliance, while higher or lower scores are interpreted
as negative and positive influence, respectively. We
report ∆TCAV = |TCAV − 0.5|, where 0 indicates
no sensitivity and higher values are interpreted as
reliance on the artifact.

In Tab. 8, we report results for PTB-XL, using
the bias mitigation methods RRR, RR-ClArC, and
P-ClArC, in comparison with a Vanilla model with-
out a bias-aware loss term. All bias mitigation ap-
proaches, particularly ClArC-based methods, suc-
cessfully increase the accuracy and decrease the false
positive rate (for the attacked class LVH) on the bi-
ased test set. RR-ClArC and P-ClArC successfully
reduce the artifact relevance, but have little impact
on the TCAV score. For the former, instead of using
a spatial mask localizing the artifact, we use temporal
masks and compute the percentage of relevance put
onto the attacked time span, i.e., the first second.

Additional results for the vision datasets with con-
trolled artifacts (HyperKvasir - timestamp | ISIC2019
- microscope | CheXpert - brightness) are shown
in Tabs. 9 and 10 for VGG16 and ResNet50 model ar-
chitectures, respectively. For the correction method

RRR, in addition to the mitigation results using
ground truth masks (gt), we include results for
model correction with automatically computed arti-
facts masks using relevance heatmaps (hm) and bina-
rized masks using Otsu’s method (bin). For VGG16,
RRR outperforms other mitigation approaches for
the correction of the easily localizable timestamp ar-
tifact in HyperKvasir. For ISIC2019 (see Tab. 9),
whereas P-ClArC outperforms other approaches in
terms of artifact relevance and ∆TCAV, it has a poor
performance in terms of accuracy on the biased test
set. This can be explained by the fact that post-hoc
model-editing does not allow the model to learn alter-
native prediction strategies when biases are unlearnt.
For CheXpert, RR-ClArC achieves the best results
for biased accuracy and ∆TCAV. Note, that we re-
frained from reporting results for RRR on CheXpert,
as we consider the brightness artifact as unlocaliz-
able in input space. Interestingly, the application of
P-ClArC leads to a drastic decrease in accuracy on
the clearn dataset, which can be explained by col-
lateral damage [5], i.e., the suppression of related,
yet relevant concept directions. For ResNet50 (see
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Figure 16: Bias identification after the 3rd residual block of a ResNet50 model trained on ISIC2019 using the
controlled microscope artifact with samples from the “melanoma”-class using SpRAy on latent relevances
for the data perspective (left) and pair-wise cosine similarities for the model perspective (right). We identify
multiple clusters with samples with different versions of the microscope artifact (left) and a large outlier
set of concepts focusing on the black circle (right).

Tab. 10), RR-ClArC outperforms other bias mitiga-
tion approaches across all considered datasets and
metrics, and achieves accuracies on the biased test
sets that are close to those on the clean test sets.
Lastly, in Tab. 11 we report bias mitigation results for
ViT models. Note that instead of reporting ∆TCAV,
we report TCAVsens results directly to obtain more
fine-grained results. Especially RRR is capable of
mitigating the considered biases to some extent int
terms of biased accuracy and artifact relevance and
RR-ClArC performs best in terms of TCAVsens.

Qualitative Bias Mitigation Results In addi-
tion to the quantitative bias mitigation results dis-
cussed in Sec. A.6.4, we show qualitative findings
in Fig. 34. Specifically, we show local explana-
tions as relevance heatmaps computed with LRP for
models corrected via RRR in comparison with the
Vanilla model for VGG16 models trained on the con-
trolled versions of the ISIC2019 and HyperKvasir
datasets. We selected test samples from the attacked
classes, i.e., “melanoma” for ISIC2019 containing the
microscope artifact and “disease” from HyperKvasir
with the artificial timestamp. Whereas the Vanilla
models focus on the artifacts, the corrected models
shift their attention to medically relevant features.

This trend is confirmed by the quantitative results
in Tab. 9, with decreased artifact relevance for RRR
(gt) runs in comparison with the Vanilla model.

Hyperparameters Bias mitigation approaches
utilizing a bias-aware loss term, such as RRR and
RR-ClArC, require a hyperparameter λ, balancing
between the classification loss and the auxiliary loss
term, as defined in Eq. 7. High values can lead to col-
lateral damage by “over-correcting” the targeted bias
and low values might have no impact. Therefore, we
test values λ ∈ {11, 5 · 11, 12, 5 · 12, ..., 5 · 19} for RRR,
and λ ∈ {11, 5 · 11, 12, 5 · 12, ..., 5 · 112} for RR-ClArC.
We pick the best performing λ values on the valida-
tion set and report the bias mitigation results on an
unseen test set. The selected λ values are shown in
Tab. 12. As learning rate, we use the learning rate
used during training (see Tab. 4) divided by 10.
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Figure 17: Bias identification from the data perspective using SpRAy with relevances after the 3rd resid-
ual block of a ResNet50 model trained on ISIC2019 using samples from classes “melanoma” (left) and
“melanocytic nevus” (right). We identify clear outlier clusters with samples containing the ruler (left,
“melanoma”) and band-aid (right, “melanocytic nevus”) artifacts.

Figure 18: Bias identification from the data perspective using SpRAy with relevances after the 3rd residual
block of a ResNet50 for ISIC2019 using samples from the class “benign keratosis”. We identify outlier clusters
with samples containing the reflection (•) and skin marker (•) artifacts.
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Figure 19: Bias identification from the model perspective using pair-wise cosine similarities between max-
pooled relevances after the 3rd residual block of a ResNet50 for ISIC2019 using samples from the classes
“melanoma” (left) and “benign keratosis” (right). For “melanoma”, we identify outlier concepts focusing on
the ruler (•) and blueish tint (•) artifacts. For “benign keratosis”, We identify outlier concepts focussing
on reflections (•), and, again rulers (•). For the latter, predictions for both considered classes use exactly
the same neurons.
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Figure 20: Bias identification from the model perspective using pair-wise cosine similarities between max-
pooled relevances after the 3rd residual block of a ResNet50 for ISIC2019 using samples from the class
“melanocytic nevus”. We identify outlier concepts focusing on the ruler (•), white hair/lines (•), and
band-aid (•) artifacts.

Figure 21: PCX visualizations using latent relevances after the last (13th) conv layer of a VGG16 model
trained on HyperKvasir (left) and after the 3rd residual block of a ResNet50 model trained on HyperKvasir
with the controlled timestamp artifact (right). Only samples from the class “no disease” are considered.
Columns represent prototypes with four representative samples, rows represent concepts (visualized via
RelMax) and the values in the matrix indicate the average relevance of the concept for the prototype.
For clean HyperKvasir (left), prototype 4 focuses on the insertion tubes. However, no artifact-related
concept is associated with the prototype. For the controlled HyperKvasir experiment (right), prototype 0
focuses on the timestamp artifact with high scores for the related concepts #910 and #499.
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Figure 22: PCX visualizations using latent relevances after the 12th and 10th conv layers of VGG16
models trained on the original CheXpert data (left) and with controlled brightness artifact (right). Only
samples from the class “cardiomegaly” are considered. Columns represent prototypes with four representative
samples, rows represent concepts (visualized via RelMax) and the values in the matrix indicate the average
relevance of the concept for the prototype. To ease readability, prototypical samples containing the expected
artifacts pacemaker (right) and brightness (left) are highlighted with an orange box. For pacemaker (left),
the artifact appears in multiple prototypes, but concept #436, relevant to most prototypes, appears to
focus on the artifact. For the controlled brightness artifact (right), prototype 3 focuses on the considered
artifact with high scores for the hard-to-interpret concepts (neurons) #89 and #143.

Table 5: Quantitative results for CAV-based biased sample retrieval w.r.t. the real-world artifacts
band-aid, ruler (both ISIC2019), and pacemaker (CheXpert), as well as the controlled artifacts microscope
(ISIC2019), timestamp (HyperKvasir), and brightness (CheXpert). We report AUROC and AP to evaluate
the ranking capabilities of CAV-based bias scores using activations on different layers of VGG16, ResNet50,
and ViT models. Higher scores are better.

ISIC2019 HypKvasir CheXpert
band-aid ruler microscope timestamp pacemaker brightness

layer AUC AP AUC AP AUC AP AUC AP AUC AP AUC AP

V
G

G
16

Conv 4 1.0 0.99 0.99 0.85 0.98 0.89 0.97 0.85 0.70 0.16 1.0 0.97
Conv 7 1.0 1.00 1.00 0.92 0.97 0.86 0.93 0.63 0.91 0.62 1.0 0.98
Conv 10 1.0 1.00 1.00 0.93 0.98 0.86 0.98 0.74 0.98 0.87 1.0 1.00
Conv 13 1.0 0.98 1.00 0.88 0.96 0.84 0.98 0.43 0.96 0.82 1.0 1.00

R
es

N
et

50 Block 1 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.87 0.99 0.92 0.98 0.87 0.76 0.26 1.0 1.0
Block 2 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.90 0.99 0.91 0.99 0.87 0.95 0.75 1.0 1.0
Block 3 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.92 0.98 0.86 1.00 0.96 0.97 0.83 1.0 1.0
Block 4 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.88 0.99 0.91 1.00 0.94 0.95 0.77 1.0 1.0

V
iT Last layer 0.97 0.96 1.0 0.88 0.97 0.83 0.99 0.9 0.86 0.47 1.0 1.0
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Figure 23: PCX visualizations using latent relevances after the 3rd residual block of a ResNet50 model
trained on ISIC2019 with the controlled microscope artifact (left, and after the 4th residual block of a
ResNet50 model trained on the clean ISIC2019 data (right). For the former, only samples from the attacked
class “melanoma” are considered, and for the latter we use samples from class “melanocytic nevus”. Columns
represent prototypes with four representative samples, rows represent concepts (visualized via RelMax)
and the values in the matrix indicate the average relevance of the concept for the prototype. For the
attacked data (left), prototype 2 focuses on the inserted microscope artifact with high scores for the
related concepts (neurons) #979 and #543. For the clean ISIC2019 data (right), interestingly, prototype
0 focuses red-colored skin with high scores for the related concepts #1147 and #1737.
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Figure 24: Artifact identification for a ViT model trained on CheXpert with the brightness artifact with
samples from the “cardiomegaly”-class using relevances of the class-token on the last layer. We apply
SpRAy on latent relevances for the data perspective (left) and pair-wise cosine similarities for the model
perspective (right). Whereas the former reveals a clear cluster of samples with the brightness artifact, the
latter does not lead to outlier concepts focusing ont he artifact. Note that we highlight concepts for neurons
#371, #279 and #99, as they are revealed as relevant for impacted samples via PCX in Fig. 25.

Table 6: Quantitative results for neuron-based biased sample retrieval w.r.t. the real-world artifacts
band-aid, ruler (both ISIC2019), and pacemaker (CheXpert), as well as the controlled artifacts microscope
(ISIC2019), timestamp (HyperKvasir), and brightness (CheXpert). We report AUROC and AP to eval-
uate the ranking capabilities of individual-neuron-based bias scores using activations on different layers of
VGG16, ResNet50, and ViT models. Out of all neurons, the best performing neurons are selected on the
validation set and results are reported for the unseen test set. Higher scores are better.

ISIC2019 HypKvasir CheXpert
band-aid ruler microscope timestamp pacemaker brightness

layer AUC AP AUC AP AUC AP AUC AP AUC AP AUC AP

V
G

G
16

Conv 4 0.98 0.44 0.91 0.31 0.98 0.86 0.84 0.29 0.64 0.08 0.56 0.04
Conv 7 0.96 0.31 0.95 0.40 0.97 0.83 0.89 0.63 0.73 0.25 0.68 0.04
Conv 10 0.94 0.29 0.97 0.68 0.98 0.88 0.94 0.52 0.91 0.52 0.82 0.12
Conv 13 0.97 0.32 0.98 0.56 0.96 0.78 0.97 0.83 0.79 0.41 0.97 0.47

R
es

N
et

50 Block 1 0.99 0.85 0.90 0.24 0.60 0.17 0.98 0.82 0.80 0.13 0.90 0.73
Block 2 1.00 0.89 0.94 0.52 0.77 0.29 0.98 0.85 0.88 0.22 0.89 0.59
Block 3 1.00 0.90 0.99 0.70 0.76 0.26 0.97 0.83 0.94 0.20 1.00 0.92
Block 4 1.00 0.86 0.99 0.65 0.87 0.54 0.98 0.88 0.99 0.95 0.96 0.90

V
iT Last layer 0.73 0.08 0.88 0.24 0.9 0.5 0.95 0.79 0.67 0.15 0.96 0.77
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Figure 25: PCX visualizations using latent relevances for the class-token on the last later of ViT trained on
CheXpert with the controlled brightness artifact (left, and on HyperKvasir with the controlled timestamp
artifact (right). Columns represent prototypes with four representative samples, rows represent concepts
(visualized via RelMax) and the values in the matrix indicate the average relevance of the concept for the
prototype. For the CheXpert(left), prototype 3 focuses on the brightness artifact, with high scores for the
related concepts (neurons) #371, #279 and #99. For HyperKvasir (right), no prototype primarily focuses
on the artifact and clinically relevant features dominate.

Figure 26: Top: Distribution of bias scores for real artifacts band-aid (left) and skin-marker (right)
in the ISIC2019, split into unlabeled samples (blue) and samples labeled (orange) as artifact. Bottom:
Samples at the 1-, 50-, and 99-percentile of each sample set and the artifact localization using the CAV. For
skin-marker, the unlabeled sample in the 99-percentile is a false negative, i.e., although barely visible, it
contains ink, and has not yet been detected in the data annotation process.
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Figure 27: Top: Distribution of bias scores for controlled artifacts miscroscope in ISIC2019 (left) and
timestamp in HyperKvasir (right), split into clean (blue) and manipulated (orange) samples. Bottom: Sam-
ples at the 1-, 50-, and 99-percentile of each sample set and the artifact localization using the CAV. The
samples in the 99-percentile of the clean sets contain natural artifacts similar to the artificially inserted ones.

Figure 28: Top: Distribution of bias scores for the controlled brightness artifact in CheXpert for ResNet50
(left) and ViT (right), split into clean (blue) and manipulated (orange) samples. Bottom: Samples at the
1-, 50-, and 99-percentile of each sample set and the artifact localization using the CAV.

Table 7: Quantitative bias localization results for the controlled artifacts microscope (ISIC2019) and
timestamp (HyperKvasir) with ground truth masks available. We report artifact relevance and IoU for
computed bias localizations using CAVs in different layers of VGG16 and ResNet50 models. Higher scores
are better.

microscope (ISIC2019) timestamp (HyperKvasir)
model layer % relevance IoU % relevance IoU

V
G

G
16

Conv 4 0.50 0.14 0.18 0.26
Conv 7 0.45 0.11 0.38 0.58
Conv 10 0.45 0.11 0.53 0.60
Conv 13 0.32 0.08 0.44 0.52

R
es

N
et

50 Block 1 0.55 0.16 0.28 0.42
Block 2 0.49 0.12 0.63 0.68
Block 3 0.48 0.09 0.74 0.65
Block 4 0.40 0.04 0.69 0.58
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Figure 29: Examples for bias localization for the controlled microscope artifact in ISIC2019 using VGG16
(left) and ResNet50 (right) model architectures. We show the input samples (1st row), ground truth masks
(2nd row), computed concept heatmaps using CAVs (3rd row), and binarized masks using Otsu’s method
(4th row). Both models focus only on the border of the circle, instead of the entire area.
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Figure 30: Examples for bias localization for the controlled timestamp artifact in HyperKvasir using VGG16
(left) and ResNet50 (right) model architectures. We show the input samples (1st row), ground truth masks
(2nd row), computed concept heatmaps using CAVs (3rd row), and binarized masks using Otsu’s method
(4th row).
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Figure 31: Examples for bias localization for the real-world artifacts band-aid (left) and ruler (right) in
ISIC2019. The artifact concept is modeled using CAVs with activations after the 3rd conv layer of a VGG16
model for band-aid and after the 3rd residual block of a ResNet50 model for ruler. We show the input
samples (1st row), computed concept heatmaps (2nd row), and binarized masks using Otsu’s method (3rd

row).
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Figure 32: Examples for bias localization for the real-world artifacts pacemaker in CheXpert (left) and
insertion tube in HyperKvasir(right). The artifact concept is modeled using CAVs with activations after
the 10th and 13th conv layers of VGG16 models, respectively. We show input samples (1st row), concept
heatmaps (2nd row), and binarized masks using Otsu’s method (3rd row).
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Figure 33: Examples for bias localization for the controlled artifacts microscope in ISIC2019 (left) and
timestamp in HyperKvasir(right) using ViT models. The artifact concept is modeled using CAVs with
activations in the last linear layer. SHAP [83] on superpixels computed via SLIC [81]. We show input
samples (1st row), superpixels (2nd row), ground truth localization (3rd row), concept heatmaps (4th row),
and binarized masks using Otsu’s method (5th row).

Table 8: Bias mitigation results with RRR, RR-ClArC, and P-ClArC (plain and reactive) for XResNet1d50
model for static noise as controlled spurious correlation in the PTB-XL dataset. We report accuracy and
false positive rate (class: LVH) on a clean and biased test set, artifact relevance and ∆TCAV and arrows
indicate whether high (↑) or low (↓) are better.

Accuracy ↑ FPR (LVH) ↓
Method clean biased clean biased Art. rel. ↓ ∆TCAV ↓
Vanilla 0.96 0.94 0.00 0.43 0.48 0.06
RRR 0.96 0.95 0.00 0.32 0.57 0.06
RR-ClArC 0.96 0.96 0.00 0.09 0.26 0.09
P-ClArC 0.96 0.96 0.00 0.02 0.28 0.10
rP-ClArC 0.96 0.96 0.00 0.02 0.28 0.10
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Figure 34: Local explanations, computed via LRP and presented as relevance heatmaps, wihout (Vanilla)
and with (RRR) bias mitigation for the controlled versions of the ISIC2019 (left) and HyperKvasir (right)
datasets. Red indicates a positive and blue a negative impact towards the predicted class. Whereas the
Vanilla model is highly dependant on the inserted artifacts, i.e., microscope for ISIC2019 and timestamp
for HyperKvasir, the corrected model (RRR) shifts the relevance from the artifact to medically relevant
features. We further plot a difference heatmap between the Vanilla and corrected (RRR) models, with red
and blue indicating increased and decreased relevance, respectively.

Table 9: Bias mitigation results with RRR using computed heatmaps (hm), binarized versions (bin), and
ground truth masks (gt), RR-ClArC, and P-ClArC (plain and reactive) for VGG16 models for controlled spu-
rious correlations, specifically ISIC2019 (microscope) | HyperKvasir (timestamp) | CheXpert (brightness).
We report accuracy on a clean and biased test set, artifact relevance and ∆TCAV and arrows indicate whether
high (↑) or low (↓) are better.

Method Accuracy (clean) ↑ Accuracy (biased) ↑ Art. relevance ↓ ∆TCAV ↓
Vanilla 0.85 | 0.97 | 0.83 0.25 | 0.67 | 0.53 0.45 | 0.26 | - 0.34 | 0.34 | 0.31
RRR (hm) 0.82 | 0.96 | - 0.70 | 0.94 | - 0.09 | 0.07 | - 0.18 | 0.24 | -
RRR (bin) 0.81 | 0.97 | - 0.73 | 0.95 | - 0.08 | 0.07 | - 0.17 | 0.26 | -
RRR (gt) 0.82 | 0.97 | - 0.73 | 0.96 | - 0.05 | 0.06 | - 0.20 | 0.30 | -
RR-ClArC 0.82 | 0.96 | 0.83 0.64 | 0.95 | 0.82 0.28 | 0.13 | - 0.22 | 0.12 | 0.03
P-ClArC 0.42 | 0.78 | 0.77 0.58 | 0.88 | 0.78 0.21 | 0.07 | - 0.27 | 0.05 | 0.13
rP-ClArC 0.84 | 0.97 | 0.83 0.59 | 0.89 | 0.78 0.21 | 0.07 | - 0.27 | 0.05 | 0.13

Table 10: Bias mitigation results with RRR using computed heatmaps (hm), binarized versions (bin),
and ground truth masks (gt), RR-ClArC, and P-ClArC (plain and reactive) for ResNet50 models for con-
trolled spurious correlations, specifically ISIC2019 (microscope) | HyperKvasir (timestamp) | CheXpert
(brightness). We report accuracy on a clean and biased test set, artifact relevance and ∆TCAV and ar-
rows indicate whether high (↑) or low (↓) are better.

Method Accuracy (clean) ↑ Accuracy (biased) ↑ Art. relevance ↓ ∆TCAV ↓
Vanilla 0.87 | 0.97 | 0.81 0.28 | 0.62 | 0.44 0.55 | 0.51 | - 0.17 | 0.30 | 0.33
RRR (hm) 0.87 | 0.97 | - 0.44 | 0.77 | - 0.55 | 0.48 | - 0.16 | 0.29 | -
RRR (bin) 0.87 | 0.97 | - 0.43 | 0.76 | - 0.54 | 0.46 | - 0.16 | 0.29 | -
RRR (gt) 0.84 | 0.97 | - 0.51 | 0.82 | - 0.53 | 0.45 | - 0.19 | 0.30 | -
RR-ClArC 0.86 | 0.97 | 0.82 0.76 | 0.96 | 0.79 0.42 | 0.34 | - 0.00 | 0.07 | 0.00
P-ClArC 0.82 | 0.83 | 0.72 0.59 | 0.92 | 0.76 0.44 | 0.18 | - 0.07 | 0.11 | 0.30
rP-ClArC 0.87 | 0.97 | 0.81 0.60 | 0.92 | 0.76 0.42 | 0.19 | - 0.07 | 0.11 | 0.30
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Table 11: Bias mitigation results with RRR using ground truth masks (gt), RR-ClArC, and P-ClArC
(plain and reactive) for ViT models for controlled spurious correlations, specifically ISIC2019 (microscope)
| HyperKvasir (timestamp) | CheXpert (brightness). We report accuracy on a clean and biased test set,
artifact relevance computed and ∆TCAV and arrows indicate whether high (↑) or low (↓) are better.

Method Accuracy (clean) ↑ Accuracy (biased) ↑ Art. relevance ↓ TCAVsens ↓
Vanilla 0.81 | 0.93 | 0.80 0.27 | 0.42 | 0.25 0.16 | 0.21 | - 1.47 | 0.45 | 0.38
RRR (gt) 0.77 | 0.92 | - 0.59 | 0.54 | - 0.07 | 0.12 | - 0.24 | 0.14 | -
RR-ClArC 0.81 | 0.93 | 0.80 0.31 | 0.42 | 0.31 0.14 | 0.21 | - 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00
P-ClArC 0.81 | 0.93 | 0.80 0.30 | 0.43 | 0.32 0.14 | 0.21 | - 0.42 | 0.04 | 0.16
rP-ClArC 0.81 | 0.93 | 0.80 0.30 | 0.42 | 0.32 0.14 | 0.21 | - 0.42 | 0.04 | 0.16

Table 12: Chosen λ values for bias mitigation runs with RRR and RR-ClArC for our controlled experiments
with the datasets HyperKvasir, ISIC2019, CheXpert, and PTB-XL. We selected the best performing values
on the validation set and report results on an unseen test set.

HyperKvasir ISIC2019 CheXpert PTB-XL
Approach VGG ResNet ViT VGG ResNet ViT VGG ResNet ViT XResNet
RRR (hm) 5 · 103 5 · 104 - 5 · 103 5 · 105 - - - - -
RRR (bin) 5 · 103 5 · 104 - 104 5 · 105 - - - - -
RRR (gt) 103 5 · 104 5 · 102 104 105 104 - - - 5 · 103

RR-ClArC 5 · 109 109 101 1010 5 · 109 101 1010 5 · 1012 5 · 101 5 · 103
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