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Abstract

Interpreting black-box machine learning models is challenging due to their strong dependence
on data and inherently non-parametric nature. This paper reintroduces the concept of importance
through “Marginal Variable Importance Metric” (MVIM), a model-agnostic measure of predictor
importance based on the true conditional expectation function. MVIM evaluates predictors’ in-
fluence on continuous or discrete outcomes. A permutation-based estimation approach, inspired
by Breiman (2001) and Fisher et al. (2019a), is proposed to estimate MVIM. MVIM estimator is
biased when predictors are highly correlated, as black-box models struggle to extrapolate in low-
probability regions. To address this, we investigated the bias-variance decomposition of MVIM
to understand the source and pattern of the bias under high correlation. A Conditional Variable
Importance Metric (CVIM), adapted from Strobl et al. (2008), is introduced to reduce this bias.
Both MVIM and CVIM exhibit a quadratic relationship with the conditional average treatment
effect (CATE).

1 Introduction

Using modern machine learning techniques, health outcomes for patients can be accurately predicted
or classified (Howell et al., 2012; Hawken et al., 2010; Fisher et al., 2019b; Cruz and Wishart, 2006;
Molnar, 2020). For example, an enhanced number of patient characteristics can be used to successfully
predict the survival time of cancer patients using artificial neural networks (ANN) (Liestbl et al., 1994;
Ripley and Ripley, 2001). Studies have also used black-box machine learning models to analyze genetic
data (Libbrecht and Noble, 2015). However, their applicability in the various scientific fields can be
hampered due to the lack of interpretability of the predictors relationship with the outcome from the
models. Often, in clinical or health science research, parametric statistical models are preferred over
black-box models because they are easily interpretable. Although some work has been published to
interpret outputs from machine learning methods, they are mostly data driven and do not have any
statistical or causal interpretation, which limits their use in many scientific domains, e.g., in clinical
and public health.

In the last few decades, some developments have been made to explain the output of black-box
machine learning models (Molnar, 2020). The popular methods include the Variable Importance Met-
ric (VIM; Breiman, 2001), LIME (Local Interpretable Model-agnostic Explanations; Ribeiro et al.,
2016), SHAP (SHapley Additive exPlanations; Lundberg and Lee, 2017) and leave one covariate out
(LOCO) based estimators (Rinaldo et al., 2019; Verdinelli and Wasserman, 2024). For example, in a
recent study (Weller et al., 2021) the authors were able to find risk factors for suicidal thoughts and
behavior using multiple machine learning models using SHAP. However, it is not yet clear whether
these methods can quantify a causal relationship between predictors and outcomes.

Breiman (2001) proposed the VIM for random forests to identify important variables for prediction.
The VIM provides the ranking of the predictors based on changes in the prediction error. The VIM
approach is widely applicable and can be used effectively for conventional linear models, generalized
linear models, and generalized additive models (Gregorutti et al., 2017; Fisher et al., 2019a; Hooker
et al., 2021). Hooker (2007) showed the VIM equates to the Sobol indices (Fel et al., 2021) when
all predictors are independent. Numerous studies, however, have found that the permutation-based
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importance of random forests can produce highly misleading diagnostics, particularly when there is a
strong dependence between features / predictors (Strobl et al., 2007, 2008; Hooker et al., 2021). Using
simulation studies, Hooker et al. (2021) advocated the use of alternative measures such as conditional
permutation-based VIM (Strobl et al., 2008; Debeer and Strobl, 2020) to interpret the importance
of variables, instead. (Chamma et al., 2024) showed theoretically and empirically that conditional
permutation importance (CPI) overcomes the limitations of standard permutation importance by
providing accurate type I error control. Kaneko (2022) proposed a technique based on cross-validation
to calculate VIM that minimizes the effect of predictor correlations using simulations. However, most
of these simulation scenarios were built on assuming simple functional relationships between outcomes
and predictors. It is unclear, though, how VIM would perform in more complex scenarios, such as
nonlinear and nonadditive functional relationships between predictors and outcome in presence of high
correlation between the predictors. Furthermore, the question still remains about the use of such an
importance measure and whether it is possible to use this measure to discern the causal relationship (if
any) between the predictor and the outcome or if the VIM can be represented as a statistical parameter.

Diaz et al. (2015) argued that identifying predictor importance and prediction of an outcome have
different goals, and the VIM proposed by Breiman (2001) does not have any clinical or causal rel-
evance. Van der Laan and Rose (2011) created a new definition of variable importance based on a
targeted causal parameter of interest, which has been used very effectively for many real-life applica-
tions. Fisher et al. (2019a), defined Model Reliance (MR) based on the idea of VIM. Gregorutti et al.
(2017); Hooker et al. (2021) have also shown similar representations of such a statistical parameter.
Fisher et al. (2019a) further showed such a metric can be represented as a statistical parameter and
also have a causal interpretation. They further proposed techniques for estimating MR and their
probabilistic bounds. Fisher et al. (2019a)’s MR proposal was based on some pre-defined models or
a model class. It is unclear if this MR or VIM can be represented as a statistical parameter in cases
where the true relationship between an outcome and the predictors is completely unknown.

One objective of this study is to relate permutation-based and conditional permutation-based im-
portance measures to causal parameters. This work extends existing variable importance methods,
while examining their statistical properties across various simulated scenarios, and focuses on com-
plex predictors-outcome relationship and modern black-box model exemplified by popular extension
of Gradient Boosting Machine (Friedman cite) implemented in XGboost [cite]. Additionally, it ad-
dresses the bias introduced by correlated predictors in permutation-based measures and demonstrates
how conditional permutation-based measures can mitigate this bias. The study also explores the
relationship between permutation-based importance measures and leave-one-covariate-out (LOCO)
estimators. Finally, it illustrates how, in simple scenarios, marginal permutation-based importance
can be derived from conditional permutation-based importance measures.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows: in Section 2 we provide the definition of Marginal
Variable Importance Metric (MVIM) and its relation to causal parameter. In Section 3 we showed the
bias-variance decomposition of MVIM along with some simulation results. In Section 4 we defined the
Conditional Variable Importance Metric (CVIM) and showed its relationship with causal parameter.
In Section 5 we showed the relationship between MVIM and CVIM for linear and additive models.
Section 6 concludes the findings of the paper with discussion.

2 Marginal Variable Importance Metric (MVIM)

The variable importance metric (VIM) developed by Breiman (2001) uses permutations to investigate
the importance of a predictor which was specifically developed for Random Forests. Since then,
many authors have defined the metric at the population level (Fisher et al., 2019a; Gregorutti et al.,
2017; Rinaldo et al., 2019; Hooker et al., 2021). Fisher et al. (2019a) redefined the VIM as “Model
Reliance (MR)” extending Breiman’s VIM to the population level. They defined MR based on a
predefined class of prediction functions, such as additive, linear, or non-linear prediction functions.
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In this work we propose a Marginal Variable Importance Metric (MVIM) that resembles the MR
proposed by Fisher et al. (2019a), with the important difference being that we define the metric
based on the true conditional expectation function f0, which is assumed to be unknown and may
not belong to any predefined class of functions. The definition of the MVIM is as follows. Let
O = (Y,X,Z) be random vector including outcome Y , a predictor of interest X (e.g., exposure or
treatment), and multivariate set of covariates Z. Let two independent observations from the density
PO(.) be O

(a) = {Y (a), X(a),Z(a)} and O(b) = {Y (b), X(b),Z(b)}. The expected squared error loss for
the true conditional expectation f0 using O(a) is defined as

eorig = EX,Z,Y

(
Y (a) − f0(X

(a),Z(a))
)2

(1)

To calculate the importance of the treatment X, X(a) is switched with X(b) in O(a) and the squared
loss is recalculated. The switched loss function can be written as

eswitch = EEY |X(a),Z(a)

(
Y (a) − f0(X

(b),Z(a))
)2

(2)

Here, the outer expectation in bold represents
E = EX(b)EX(a)EZ(a)|X(a) , or in other words this bold expectation represents an iterative expectation
and the subscripts represent the distribution of the random variables. Then the marginal Marginal
Variable Importance Metric (MVIM) can be defined as

MIX = eswitch − eorig (3)

In this work we term this as the marginal importance as the importance is defined by keeping the
marginal distribution of X unchanged. This metric is slightly different from the previously developed
measures (Hooker, 2007; Hooker et al., 2021) since it is defined using the true conditional expectation
function f0, for which the functional form is completely unknown and cannot be assumed to lie in a
pre-specified model class. This metric can be considered as a special case of the MR defined by Fisher
et al. (2019a).

2.1 Expressing MVIM as a Causal Parameter for multinomial and continuous
treatments

Fisher et al. (2019a) showed that the MR defined using the true conditional expectation f0 can be
represented as a quadratic function of conditional average treatment effect (CATE) for a binary treat-
ment. In this section we show that a similar relationship exists for a multinomial and a continuous
predictor. The advantage of MVIM type measure is that because it is a quadratic function of CATE,
even if the treatment effect varies by sub-populations, the average treatment effect (ATE) may reduce
to zero, but the MR can still identify the importance of the treatment. Let Yx and Yx∗ be the potential
outcomes under treatments X = x and X = x∗. The squared conditional average treatment effect
can be expressed as, CATE2(x, x∗, z) = (E (Yx | Z = z)− E (Yx∗ | Z = z))2. Let us assume the strong
ignorability of the treatment assignment mechanism, which states that, 0 < P (X = x | Z = z) < 1;∀x
(positivity) and (Yx, Yx∗) ⊥ X | Z (conditional ignorability), for all values of Z = z.The following
Theorems 1 and 2 shows the MVIMs relationship with CATE for multinomial and continuous out-
comes. The proofs of Theorem 1 and 2 are provided in the supplementary documents.

Theorem 1. Let the treatment be multinomial with K categories (X ∈ {1, 2, ...,K}), with the marginal
probabilities for a specific category of X = x is given as P (X = x) = px. With respect to the true
conditional expectation f0, the MVIM in Equation (3) can be re-written as

MIX =

K∑
x=1

∑
x∗ ̸=x

pxpx∗EZ|X=x

(
[E(Yx | Z)− E(Yx∗ | Z)]2

)
(4)
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This shows that the MVIM depends on the product of marginal probabilities of treatment levels x
and x∗. Under the positivity assumption, if MIX = 0, then EZ|X=xCATE

2(x, x∗, z) = 0, for all x.
Thus the treatment is not important for the outcome and causally not connected to the outcome Y .
If MIX > 0, then the treatment has causal effect and the effect could potentially be different for
different sub-populations since examining squared differences prevents potential cancellation of effects
with opposite signs. In the case of heterogeneous treatment effect, this measure can still recognize an
important treatment variable (Fisher et al., 2019a). The MVIM has causal interpretation with respect
to the true conditional expectation f0 under the strong ignorability assumptions.

Theorem 2. For a continuous treatment the MVIM in Equation (3) can be rewritten as,

MIX =

∫
X∗

(∫
X
EZ|x

([
E (Yx | Z)− E (Yx∗ | Z)

]2)
dPX(x)

)
dPX(x∗) (5)

As X and X∗ have the same marginal CDF PX(.). Again, for a continuous treatment the MVIM can
be expressed as a quadratic function of the conditional average treatment effect. Here the random
variables X and X∗ represent the observed and counterfactual treatment respectively.

2.2 MVIM and LOCO

Using results from (Gregorutti et al., 2017) it can be easily shown that when f0(X,Z) = f1(X)+f2(Z)
is an additive function of predictors then MVIM for X can be expressed as,

MIX = 2V [f1(X)] (6)

where, V(X) is the marginal variance of X. Leave-One-Covariate-Out (LOCO) estimator of impor-
tance is another approach of defining importance of a predictor at the population level (Rinaldo et al.,
2019; Lei et al., 2018). Lei et al. (2018) proposed a model agnostic estimation technique for LOCO
estimator. The LOCO importance for additive model is defined as,

ψloco(j) = EY,X,Z (f0 (X,Z)− f2(Z))2

= V(f1(X)) (7)

assuming X and Z are independent and all predictors are standardized. Thus, it is trivial to show
that MIX = 2ψloco(j) when f0 is an additive function of X.

2.3 Estimating MVIM

To develop a model-agnostic estimation technique for the MVIM, we adopted a methodology similar to
those outlined by Breiman (2001) and Fisher et al. (2019a). The process begins by fitting a prediction
model and calculating the prediction error. Next, a predictor of interest is randomly shuffled, and
the prediction error is recalculated. MVIM is then estimated by subtracting the original prediction
error from the error after shuffling the predictor. Assuming a finite dataset with n independent
observations and K predictors, causal parameters are typically estimated using the entire sample
dataset. This approach works well for parametric models or targeted maximum likelihood estimation
(TMLE), provided the sample size is sufficiently large. However, it is well-established that in-sample
prediction errors, or those based on training sets, tend to underestimate the true error (Efron and
Tibshirani, 1997; Tibshirani and Efron, 1993) a problem which becomes more pronounced with modern,
highly flexible and adaptive methods. Rinaldo et al. (2019) discussed the trade-off between prediction
accuracy and inference, noting that while data splitting enhances inference robustness, it may reduce
prediction accuracy. Although bagging (Breiman, 1996) is effective for Random Forests, it can lead
to unstable predictions when applied to other machine learning models (Buhlmann et al., 2002). As
a result, we opted to use subbagging (subsample aggregation) as described by Buhlmann et al. (2002)
instead of Bagging. In the Subbagging procedure, a subset (typically two-thirds of the total sample
size) is selected without replacement to serve as the training set. The remaining samples form the

4



validation set, which is used to estimate MVIM. This procedure is repeated multiple times, and the
final MVIM is obtained by averaging the MVIM estimates from each split. The following algorithm
represents the procedure of estimating MVIM.

Algorithm 1 MVIM Estimation

1: for B = 1 to 100 do
2: Obtain a Bootstrap sample from the full dataset
3: for k = 1 to 10 do
4: Split the dataset into training (67%) and validation (33%) sets
5: Fit a ML model to the response variable (change) using the all the predictors training dataset.

6: Predict f̂ the change scores y from the validation set

7: calculate êorig =
1

nvald

∑nvald
i=1

(
yi − f̂i

)2
8: for m in 1 to 5 do
9: Permute the predictor of interest in the validation set.

10: Recalculate the predictions after permuting as f̂j′

11: calculate êswitch = 1
nvald

∑nvald
i=1

(
yi − f̂j′,i

)2
12: Calculate MImkB = êswitch − êorig
13: end for
14: end for
15: end for
16: Estimate M̂I by averaging the MImkBs

2.4 Statistical Properties of MVIM Estimator

We evaluated the properties of the MVIM estimator through simulations, comparing estimates derived
from different training sample sizes to the true MVIM values in the population. The simulations were
constructed to reflect the complex scenarios encountered in many scientific fields, such as clinical and
public health. For this simulation study we constructed the response Y using the following model
inspired by Friedman (1991),

Y =2X1 − 4X1C1 + 2C1 + 2 log(| X2X3 | +0.1)

+(X4 − 0.5)3 − 2X5 + 2 sin(πU1U2)

−I(C2 = 2) + 2I(C2 = 3) + ϵ

(8)

The coefficients were selected to obtain a reasonable spectrum of true MVIMs. Here, ϵ ∼ N(0, 1) is the
random error. The continuous random predictors X2, X3, X4, X5 were generated from Normal(0, 1)
distributions. The categorical predictors C1 and C2 were generated from binomial (0.5, 0.5) and
multinomial (1/3, 1/3, 1/3) distributions respectively, which were also independent. The variables U1

and U2 were drawn independently of the other predictors from a Uniform(-1,1) distribution. Another
45 variables X6 − X50, were generated from N(0, 1), which were not related to the outcome, or the
other predictors, and thus had no importance. To investigate the effect of predictor correlation on
MVIM estimation I developed three scenarios:

Scenario 1 All the predictors were considered to be independent and hence X1 was simulated from
Normal(0, 1) distribution. This scenario is labeled as the “completely independent scenario”.

Scenario 2 Again, X1 was simulated from Normal(0, 1) distribution. Additionally the correlation
betweenX1 andX5 was fixed at 0.9. This scenario is labeled as the “simple correlation scenario”.

Scenario 3 Here, X1 was generated using the following equation,

X1 = −0.5 + C1 − 0.5X2 + 0.5X3 + 0.3X40.3X5 + ν; ν ∼ N(0, σ2x = 0.07) (9)

This scenario is labeled as the “multivariate correlation scenario”. This scenario ensures that
the correlation between X1 and E(X1 | X2, X3, C1, X4, X5) is 0.93.
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The Equation (9) was chosen to make sure that the expectation, E(X1) = 0, and the marginal variance
Var(X1) = 1, which were the same marginal mean and variance of X1 in scenarios 1 and 2. Our
interest is to identify importance of every variable, which may differ from situation where importance
or causal connection of a one, or few of, specific covariates is of interest. Using the Equation (8) enables
us to investigate properties of our method for variety of situations: such as predictors with linear,
polynomial, oscillating and multiplicative affect on the outcome Y , together with interaction, or effect
modification terms present, as between X1 and C1. We generated training sets of sizes 50, 100, 200,
500, 1000, 5000, 10,000 and 50,000. The aim of this simulation was to investigate how accurately a
specific method can estimate MVIM of the predictors X1 −X5, C1, C2, U1, U2, and whether estimated
MVIMs of large number of noise variables remains close to zero. At first to calculate the true MVIM
estimates, we generated another dataset of size npop = 1, 000, 000. This large dataset was considered
as a population, from which the true values of the MVIMs were estimated using Monte Carlo methods∗

with very high accuracy. The true eorig = Var(ϵ) = 1 for the dataset and the eswitchs varied by the
predictors. The true MVIMs for each important predictor are reported in the following Table 1.

Table 1: The True MVIMs for all the Predictors in the simulation for all three scenarios
Predictor MVIM

X1 8.00
X2 7.30
X3 7.30
X4 49.50
X5 8.00
C1 10.00
C2 3.11
U1 3.09
U2 3.09
X6 −X50 0.00

The MVIMs for all the predictors were the same for all three scenarios.

In the next step we generated training sets of various sizes and fitted the following models,

(a) The oracle model, where the model was fitted with the correct functional forms based on the
conditional expectation of the predictors using the seven important predictors. The continuous
predictors were then transformed to the functional forms defined in Equation (8). That is I
first performed the following transformations: W1 = log (| X2X3 | +0.1) ,W2 = (X4 − 0.5)3 and
W3 = sin(πU1U2) and then obtained Least Squares estimates by fitting the following model:

E(Y | X1, C1,W1,W2,W3, X5, C2) = β0 + β1X1 + β12X1C1

+β3W1 + β4W2 + β5X5 + β6W3 + β6I(C2 = 2) + β7I(C2 = 3)

This model was considered as the “gold standard”, since it represented the correct functional form
of f0(X) and is unbiased and consistent from standard linear regression theory.

(b) A A GAM model with a purely additive structure was fitted using cubic splines in the MGCV
(Wood, 2017) package in R. The model parameters were set to their default values, as the choice of
splines did not significantly influence the results. For the categorical predictors we used the linear
terms without considering any interaction with the other predictors. This model was selected as
an example of a “mis-specified model”. Results from this model indicates about how the MVIM
estimates behave if the prediction model is mis-specified.

∗Some of the MVIMs can be calculated without Monte Carlo methods and some cannot be. To be consistent we
calculated all the MVIMs using Monte Carlo method. The Monte Carlo estimates closely approximated the actual values,
which could be determined analytically.
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(c) A XGBoost model proposed by Chen and Guestrin (2016) was used as an “example of a black-box
model”. The number of boosting iterations was chosen to be between 100 trees to 5000 trees, the
maximum depth of a tree was set to be between 2-6, and the learning rate was varied between
0.05-0.3. These hyper-parameters were chosen based on results obtained during 200 simulations
separately for each training size. The hyper-parameters were then varied based on the training
size. For the smaller training sizes the learning rate was chosen to be very small (0.05), with
large number of trees (5000). The rate was increased along with decreasing number of trees as
the training set increased, since a small learning rate with a large number of additive trees did
not improve the results.

The estimated eorig(f̂) was calculated from a validation set for a specific model using,

êorig(f̂) =
1

nv

(
nv∑
i=1

yi − f̂(X)

)2

(10)

where X = (X1, X2, ..., X52, C1, C2, U1, U2)
′ is the predictor vector which included all the predictors

(both important and non-important). The eswitch was then estimated by,

êswitch(f̂) =
1

nv

(
nv∑
i=1

yi − f̂(X ′
(j))

)2

(11)

here, X ′
(j) was the predictor matrix where the jth predictor was permuted in the validation set and

nv was the size of the validation set. When the sample size was large (> 5000), the permutation was
performed once. For smaller sample sizes, the permutation was repeated 10 times, and the switched
error was computed as the average of the switched errors across the 10 permutations.

We simulated a dataset using the equation (8) of varying training sizes. Then the models were fitted
using two thirds of the data and then estimated the MIj for the jth predictor using the remaining
one third of the data. Figures 1 to 3 show the box plot of the MVIMs over the 200 simulations by
training sizes for the predictors X1, C2, X2, X4 and X5. Box-plots for the remaining predictors are
presented in the Supplementary B document.

2.5 Results from the simulations

The box plots in Figures 1 to 3 represent the distributions of the MVIM estimates for the variables X1

and X5. These predictors are related to the outcome and possess different correlation structures as
outlined in the three scenarios. In the completely independent scenario presented in Figure 1, it was
observed that the MVIM estimates for both X1 and X5 converged to the true values for the Oracle
model (Panel 1) and XGBoost (Panel 2) as training sizes increased. The Oracle model consistently
produced unbiased estimates for all training sizes. For XGBoost, the MVIM was initially underes-
timated, but as the training size increased, the bias in estimating MVIM converged to zero. Since
the GAM was mis-specified for X1 (i.e., the interaction between X1 and C1 was not considered), it
produced estimates of MVIM close to zero for all training sizes. For X5 the Oracle and the XGBoost
models produced similar results as X1 which can be observed in Figure 1. Similar to the Oracle model
the GAM also produced approximately unbiased and consistent estimates of MVIM for X5. This was
because X5 had an additive term in the true conditional expectation function, which was within the
GAM model class. The MVIM estimates had similar pattern for the rest of the variables as can be
observed in the Supplementary B document, i.e., the Oracle model produced unbiased and consistent
MVIM estimates, the XGBoost produced asymptotically unbiased and consistent MVIM estimates.
The properties of MVIM estimates for a predictor depended on the functional form of the predictor
in the conditional expectation function.

In the simple correlation scenario, the MVIM estimates for X1 from the Oracle model remained
unbiased and consistent, as evidenced in Figure 2. Conversely, the mis-specified GAM continued to
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yield estimates close to zero. While XGBoost still provided consistent MVIM estimates, the conver-
gence rate was notably slower compared to the completely independent scenario. For X5 in the simple
correlation scenario, estimates remained similar to those in the completely independent scenario when
using the Oracle model and GAM (Figure 2). However, XGBoost initially overestimated MVIMs for
training sizes 2000 to 25000, eventually converging to the true MVIM for a training size of 50,000.

In the multivariate correlation scenario, the MVIM estimates for X1 followed a similar pattern to
the other scenarios when estimated using the Oracle model and GAM, as observed in Figure 3. How-
ever, XGBoost convergence notably slowed even more, again underestimating MVIM, but now for all
training sizes. This was likely due to interaction effects between predictors X1 and C1 on the outcome,
as well as the small conditional variance of X1 given the five other predictors. The distribution of
MVIM estimates for X5, as depicted in Figure 3, exhibited a very similar pattern to the completely
independent scenario across all three models.

The box plots for MVIM estimates for the remaining variables for the simple and multivariate
correlation scenarios are available in the Supplementary B document. As expected, the Oracle model
consistently produced nearly unbiased estimators of MVIMs for all training sizes and variables. Con-
versely, GAM yielded biased and inconsistent estimates when the functional forms are mis-specified,
though it provided consistent estimates in cases with additive relationships to the outcome. When
the training size is very small (< 5000), MVIMs calculated from XGBoost tend to be underestimated
for all variables due to large prediction errors stemming from the small training set size. However,
for most predictors, this bias converges to zero with increasing training size. Specifically, biases for
variables X2, X3, X4, and X5 all converge to zero with increasing training set sizes. For variables U1

and U2, the means of estimated MVIMs converge to the true MVIM, although there are still some
differences between them for a training set size of 50000.
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Figure 1: Estimated MVIM for the predictor X1 and X5 for completely independent scenario. Panel
1 shows the Box plots of MVIMs from the oracle model, panel 2 shows the Box plots of MVIM from
the XGBoost model and panel 3 shows the Box plots from the GAM model
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Figure 2: Estimated MVIM for the predictor X1 and X5 for simple correlation scenario. Panel 1
shows the Box plots of MVIMs from the oracle model, panel 2 shows the Box plots of MVIM from the
XGBoost model and panel 3 shows the Box plots from the GAM model
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Figure 3: Estimated MVIM for the predictor X1 and X5 for multivariate correlation scenario. Panel
1 shows the Box plots of MVIMs from the oracle model, panel 2 shows the Box plots of MVIM from
the XGBoost model and panel 3 shows the Box plots from the GAM model

The predictors X1 and X5, both having linear associations with the outcome and similar impor-
tance, exhibited different rates of bias reduction for XGBoost. The bias converged much faster to 0
for X5 compared to X1 in the completely independent scenario and the simple correlated scenario,
due to X1 having an interaction with C1. In the multivariate correlation scenario, the bias for MVIM
estimates of X1 did not completely disappear, even for a training size of 50,000. This was the only
case where bias has not converged to 0. Thus, interaction terms and correlations involving multiple
predictors can induce bias in estimating MVIM, especially for black-box models like XGBoost. This
finding is not surprising, as many other studies (Verdinelli and Wasserman, 2024; Rinaldo et al., 2019;
Strobl et al., 2008; Hooker et al., 2021) have also reported biased estimations of permutation-based
feature importance in the presence of strong dependence between predictors. Several studies, such
as Hooker et al. (2021) and Strobl et al. (2007), found that the VIM was overestimated by Random
Forest; however, their simulations relied on linear prediction functions with different levels of corre-
lations between two or more predictors. Verdinelli and Wasserman (2024) studied LOCO estimators
and showed that the variable importance based on LOCO from random forests can have downward
bias. In the simulations, we found both downward and upward bias while estimating MVIM using
XGBoost. This can be attributed to a black-box model’s inability to extrapolate in low-density regions
of the joint distribution of predictors when there is dependence among multiple predictors. As seen
in Figures 1 - 3 simple, but strong, correlation of X1 with a single co-predictor (X5) also slowed the
converges rates, but substantially less than what was observed in Scenario 3 with correlation struc-
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ture involving multiple co-predictors. This indicates that correlation distortion can occur when small
correlations are present involving multiple predictors. In the multivariate correlation scenario most of
the variation in X1 was explained by other predictors. In causal terms, this can be considered a near
violation of the positivity assumption. In a practical scenario, it is very likely that an exposure of
interest is associated with multiple confounders. As the dimension of predictors increases, low-density
regions within the predictor space also increase due to small correlations between several predictors.
Switching the values of a predictor can induce those low-density regions resulting in black-box models
such as XGBoost to produce predictions very similar to the original prediction. Hooker et al. (2021)
and Fisher et al. (2019a) proposed some alternative solutions based on conditional permutations. In
the next section, we focus on the bias-variance decomposition of MVIM to understand the source of
the bias and what are the possible solutions for debiasing.

3 Bias-Variance Decomposition of M̂I

The MVIM is estimated by using the original and switched squared prediction errors. In this section
we present the bias-variance decomposition of both the prediction errors. Let, Y ∈ R be the outcome
and X = (X1, X2, . . . , Xp) be the predictors. X ′

j = (X1, X2, . . . , X
′
j ,

. . . , Xp), is the vector where the realization of the predictorXj is switched with it’s independent

replicate. The true conditional expectation is given by E(Y | X) = f0(X). Prediction model f̂ is
fitted to the training data. Recall that the bias variance decomposition of the prediction error is
expressed as

EX,Y (êorig) = EX,Y

(
Y − f̂(X)

)2
= EX,Y (Y − f0(X))2 + EX

(
ET (f̂(X))− f0(X)

)2
+ EXET

(
f̂(X)− ET (f̂(X))

)2
= eorig + EX

(
ET (f̂(X))− f0(X)

)2
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Bias2(orig)

+EX

(
f̂(X)− ET (f̂(X))

)2
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Variance (orig)

(12)

Here ET (.) represents the expectation over all training sets. The eorig is the irreducible error or the
true conditional variance. The êorig is the prediction error calculated from a validation set. Similarly
the expected value of the switched prediction error can be represented as

EXjEX−jEY |X (êswitch) = EX,Y

(
Y − f̂(X ′

j)
)2

= EX,Y

(
Y − f0(X

′
j)
)2

+ EX

(
ET (f̂(X

′
j))− f0(X

′
j)
)2

+EXET

(
f̂(X ′

j)− ET (f̂(X))
)2

+2EXjEX−j

(
f0(X)− f0(X

′
j))
) (
f0(X

′
j)− ET (f̂(X

′
j))
)

=eswitch + EXjEX−j

(
ET (f̂(X

′
j))− f0(X

′
j)
)2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Bias2(switch)

+ EXjEX−jET

(
f̂(X ′

j)− ET (f̂(X
′
j))
)2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Variance (switch)

+ 2EXjEX−j

(
f0(X

′
j)− f0(X)

) (
f0(X

′
j)− ET (f̂(X

′
j)
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
additional bias term δj

(13)

Here,X ′
j represents the predictor vector where the j

th predictorXj is permuted andX−j = (X1, X2, . . . , Xj−1,
Xj+1, . . . , XP ), excludes Xj from X. Thus, the expected value of the estimated MVIM can be repre-
sented as,
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E(M̂Ij) = EXjEX−jEY |X (êswitch)− EX,Y (êorig)

= eswitch − eorig +Bias2(switch)− Bias2(orig) + Variance (switch)−Variance (orig) + δj

≈ MIj + δj
(14)

For the simplicity of exposition in this section, we assume that Bias2(switch) ≈ Bias2(orig) and
Variance (switch)
≈ Variance (orig), which is plausible but may not hold in every scenario. If the value of δj is large
then the estimated MVIM will be biased, even if Bias2(switch) ≈ Bias2(orig) and Variance (switch) ≈
Variance (orig). The bias of estimated MVIM can be corrected when δj is added to the estimated
MVIM for the predictor Xj . The accuracy in estimation of δj depends on the accuracy of estimating
f0(X

′
j) and f0(X). A high absolute value of the additional term δj can induce bias in MVIM estimation

even if the assumptions regarding the equity of the bias and variance terms are true. To demonstrate
the influence of δj on the MVIM estimation, we calculated the δjs for the previously defined simulation
scenarios in the section 2.4.

3.1 Bias Variance Terms from Completely Independent Scenario

The terms of the bias and variance components derived in equation (14) for predictors X1, X5, and
X6 are reported in Table 2 in the Appendix section. Here, X6 was a nuisance predictor that had no
association with the outcomes or any other predictors. In the completely independent scenario shown
in Table 2, the assumptions that Bias2(switch) ≈ Bias2(orig) and Variance (switch) ≈ Variance (orig)
held true. For small training sizes, both the bias squares and the variances were large, and XGBoost
struggled to estimate MVIMs accurately for all three predictors. The δ1 and δ5 were also sufficiently
large for small training sizes. The differences in bias squares and variances, along with δj values,

decreased with increasing training sizes for X1 and X5. Eventually, the M̂Is converged to the true
MVIM for both predictors. Figure 4 showed the trajectory of the δj values and the MVIM estimates
over increasing training sizes. As training size increased, both δ1 and δ5 approached 0, and the
estimated MVIM approached the true value of MVIM for both predictors. The convergence was faster
for X5 compared to X1. Although X1 and X5 were both linearly related to the outcome and had the
same true value of MVIM (8.00), X1’s interaction with C1 caused larger values of δ1 compared to δ5
for smaller training sizes. For the predictor X6, the δ6 was always 0, and the estimated MVIMs were
approximately 0 for all training sizes.
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Table 2: Components of bias-variance decomposition of M̂I, as described in the equation (14). The
results are obtained for predictors X1, X5 and X6 for the completely independent scenario. The
column MIc was calculated using the equation MIjc = M̂Ij + δj − Bias2(switch) + Bias2(orig) −
Variance (switch) + Variance (orig). It is expected that the MIjc = MI. The slight differences in
their values in the table is due to Monte Carlo error.

Bias2 Variance MI
ntrain Switch Orig Switch Orig δj M̂I MIc MI

X1 100 20.09 20.05 9.93 9.94 7.85 0.20 8.01 8.00
500 6.52 6.49 5.35 5.35 4.88 3.16 8.01
1000 3.66 3.64 3.99 3.99 3.65 4.39 8.01
5000 0.71 0.70 1.92 1.91 1.24 6.79 8.01

10000 0.31 0.30 1.32 1.30 0.63 7.41 8.02
20000 0.15 0.15 0.89 0.86 0.35 7.70 8.02
50000 0.11 0.11 0.42 0.39 0.16 7.90 8.03

X5 100 20.14 20.05 9.93 9.94 3.94 4.19 8.05 8.00
500 6.53 6.49 5.35 5.35 1.40 6.68 8.05
1000 3.67 3.64 3.99 3.99 0.83 7.25 8.05
5000 0.71 0.70 1.93 1.91 0.27 7.81 8.06

10000 0.31 0.30 1.32 1.30 0.14 7.95 8.06
20000 0.15 0.15 0.89 0.86 0.10 8.00 8.07
50000 0.11 0.11 0.42 0.39 0.04 8.07 8.08

X6 100 20.36 20.35 10.46 10.46 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
500 6.38 6.38 5.08 5.08 0.00 0.00 0.00
1000 3.69 3.69 3.95 3.96 0.00 0.00 0.00
5000 1.00 1.00 1.97 1.98 0.00 0.00 0.00

10000 0.45 0.45 1.39 1.39 0.00 0.00 0.01
20000 0.20 0.20 0.90 0.90 0.00 0.01 0.01
50000 0.12 0.12 0.42 0.42 0.00 0.01 0.01
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Figure 4: The trajectory of δjs and M̂Ijs of X1 and X5 with increasing training size obtained from
the completely independent scenario.
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3.2 Bias Variance Terms from Simple Correlation Scenario

In the simple correlation scenario, again it can be observed from the Table 3 that the bias and
variance components were large for smaller training sizes and decreased with increasing training size.
The values of the bias variance terms for X6 were very similar to the values we observed in Table 2.
Compared to the completely independent scenario the δ1 and δ5 were larger. For all training sizes the
Bias2(switch) > Bias2(orig), however the difference is negligible for larger training sizes. For training
sizes ≥ 1000 the MVIM for X5 was overestimated whereas the MVIM for X1 was underestimated
for all training sizes as can be seen from the M̂I column. From Figure 5, we can see that the δ1
was decreasing to zero with the increasing training size whereas the estimated M̂I1 was approaching
to MI1. However, this convergence rate was much slower compared to the convergence rate for
completely independent scenario for both the predictors. For smaller training sizes the MVIM was
overestimated for X5, and converging to the true value with increasing training size. It has been
mentioned by Hooker et al. (2021); Strobl et al. (2007, 2008), that when two predictors are positively
correlated with similar importance then their ranking based on VIM obtained from black box models
can be higher compared to the rest of the variables. This essentially implies that importance of those
predictors tend to be overestimated. This observation was true for X5 in the simulations, however,
does not appeared to be true for X1. Here the interaction between X1 and C1 played a role in
underestimation of the MVIM for X1.

Table 3: Components of bias-variance decomposition of M̂I, as described in (14). The results are
obtained for predictors X1, X5 and X6 for the simple correlation scenario. The column MIc was
calculated using the equation MIjc = M̂Ij + δj − Bias2(switch) + Bias2(orig)−Variance (switch) +
Variance (orig). It is expected that the MIjc = MI. The slight differences in their values in the
table is due to Monte Carlo error.

Bias2 Variance MI
ntrain Switch Orig Switch Orig δj M̂I MIc MI

X1 100 21.63 20.35 10.63 10.46 8.01 1.40 7.96 8.00
500 8.48 6.38 5.39 5.08 8.58 1.78 7.96
1000 5.97 3.69 4.19 3.96 8.67 1.80 7.96
5000 3.05 1.00 2.21 1.98 7.98 2.27 7.96

10000 1.75 0.45 1.60 1.39 6.27 3.21 7.97
20000 0.95 0.20 1.04 0.90 4.68 4.18 7.98
50000 0.42 0.12 0.53 0.42 2.85 5.55 7.99

X5 100 21.69 20.35 10.63 10.46 6.43 3.05 7.96 8.00
500 8.49 6.38 5.39 5.08 3.85 6.52 7.96
1000 5.95 3.69 4.19 3.96 2.32 8.14 7.97
5000 3.01 1.00 2.23 1.98 0.58 9.66 7.98

10000 1.71 0.45 1.62 1.39 0.31 9.16 7.98
20000 0.93 0.20 1.06 0.90 0.13 8.74 7.99
50000 0.42 0.12 0.55 0.42 0.27 8.15 8.00

X6 100 20.36 20.35 10.46 10.46 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
500 6.38 6.38 5.08 5.08 0.00 0.00 0.00
1000 3.69 3.69 3.95 3.96 0.00 0.00 0.00
5000 1.00 1.00 1.97 1.98 0.00 0.00 0.00

10000 0.45 0.45 1.39 1.39 0.00 0.00 0.01
20000 0.20 0.20 0.90 0.90 0.00 0.01 0.01
50000 0.12 0.12 0.42 0.42 0.00 0.01 0.01
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Figure 5: The trajectory of δ1 and M̂I of X1 with increasing training size obtained from the simple
correlation scenario

3.3 Multivariate Correlation Scenario

For this scenario, X1 was weakly to moderately correlated with multiple predictors, and the correlation
between X1 and X5 was -0.3, which could be considered a weak correlation. Table 4 and Figure 6
showed that for X1, the Bias2(Switch) was higher than the Bias2(Orig) for all training sizes. The δ1
was very large even for a training size of 50,000. In fact, the M̂I of X1 was heavily underestimated
for all training sizes. From Figure 6, we could see that the δ1 was larger than the true value of the
MVIM and only started to decline for a training size of 5000. The bias and variance components
for X5 in Table 4 were similar to the numbers observed in Table 2. The MVIM for X5 was slightly
overestimated but to a negligible degree.
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Table 4: Components of bias-variance decomposition of M̂I, as described in (14). The results are
obtained for predictors X1, X5 and X6 for the simple correlation scenario. The column MIc was
calculated using the equation MIjc = M̂Ij + δj − Bias2(switch) + Bias2(orig)−Variance (switch) +
Variance (orig). It is expected that the MIjc = MI. The slight differences in their values in the
table is due to Monte Carlo error.

Bias2 Variance MI
ntrain Switch Orig Switch Orig δj M̂I MIc MI

X1 100 20.99 18.39 9.52 9.69 10.13 0.29 7.97 8.00
500 9.33 5.93 5.26 5.12 10.40 1.10 7.96
1000 6.68 3.20 3.99 3.79 10.37 1.26 7.96
5000 4.52 0.74 2.13 1.91 10.55 1.41 7.96

10000 3.58 0.33 1.58 1.32 9.67 1.81 7.96
20000 3.41 0.18 1.10 0.87 9.40 2.01 7.97
50000 2.50 0.13 0.61 0.40 7.74 2.84 7.98

X5 100 18.41 18.39 9.69 9.69 3.61 4.45 8.03 8.00
500 6.05 5.93 5.13 5.12 1.04 7.12 8.03
1000 3.36 3.20 3.80 3.79 0.71 7.50 8.04
5000 0.98 0.74 1.94 1.91 0.12 8.19 8.04

10000 0.52 0.33 1.37 1.32 0.04 8.24 8.04
20000 0.33 0.18 0.92 0.87 0.03 8.21 8.05
50000 0.21 0.13 0.44 0.40 0.04 8.15 8.06

X6 100 18.39 18.39 9.69 9.69 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
500 5.93 5.93 5.12 5.12 0.00 0.00 -0.00
1000 3.20 3.20 3.79 3.79 0.00 0.00 0.00
5000 0.74 0.74 1.91 1.91 0.00 0.00 0.00

10000 0.33 0.33 1.32 1.32 0.00 0.01 0.01
20000 0.18 0.18 0.87 0.87 0.00 0.01 0.01
50000 0.12 0.13 0.40 0.40 0.00 0.01 0.01
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Figure 6: The trajectory of δ1 and M̂I of X1 with increasing training size obtained from the multi-
variate correlation scenario scenario
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3.4 The Influence of correlation on Estimating MVIM

From Tables 2 - 4, it can be observed that the differences between the variance components (i.e.,
Variance (switch) and Variance (orig)) were negligible for all cases. The differences between the bias
components (i.e., Bias2(switch) and Bias2(orig)) were not negligible when high correlation existed
between two or more predictors. Recall,

Bias2(switch)− Bias2(orig)

=EXjEX−j

(
ET (f̂(X

′
j))− f0(X

′
j)
)2

− EX

(
ET (f̂(X))− f0(X)

)2 (15)

When high correlation existed between two or more predictors, Bias2(switch) was greater than Bias2(orig),
implying that the bias in switch prediction was higher than the bias in original prediction. Asymp-
totically, the bias in original prediction converged to zero at a faster rate than the bias in switched
prediction. The influence of this switched bias term was further amplified through the additional bias
term δj . Recall that the term δj was defined as:

δj = 2EXjEX−j

(
f0(X

′
j)− f0(X)

) (
f0(X

′
j)− ET (f̂(X

′
j))
)

(16)

where X ′
j is a similar random vector to X, but with the jth component switched out with its indepen-

dent replicate. The term δj is a product of two terms:
(
f0(X

′
j)− f0(X)

)
and

(
f0(X

′
j)− ET (f̂(X

′
j))
)
.

The first term represents the change in the conditional expectation function E(Y | X) when Xj is
switched with its independent replicate. The second term represents the bias in the prediction function
after the switch. Ideally, when an unbiased prediction function is fitted, then ET (f̂(X

′
j)) → f0(X

′
j),

implying δj → 0. If Xj is not an important predictor of Y , i.e., E(Y | Xj ,X−j) = E(Y | X−j), then
f0(X

′
j) = f0(X), and the first term of δj is 0, resulting in δj = 0. In the presence of high correlation

between two or more variables, the δj contributes to the biased estimation of MVIM, as well as the
differences in the bias components impact the estimation of MVIM.

When Xj was an important predictor for Y , the first term of δj (i.e., f0(X
′
j)−f0(X)) was substan-

tial in terms of absolute value, since switching the values of Xj changes the prediction. The second

term
(
f0(X

′
j)− ET (f̂(X

′
j))
)

then became a crucial part in estimating MVIM. The Oracle model

defined in Section 2.4 was an unbiased prediction model. That implied that when the prediction
function f̂ was estimated using the Oracle model, then f0(X

′
j) = ET (f̂(X

′
j)), further implying that

δj = 0. However, black-box models such as XGBoost provided approximately unbiased predictions,

or lim
n→∞

ET (f̂(X)) = f0(X), where n represents the training size. The predictions of small training

sizes could have large biases, especially when the relationship between the predictors and the outcome
was nonlinear and non-additive. For small training sizes, both Bias2(switch) and Bias2(orig) were
substantially large, resulting in a large absolute difference between

(
f0(X

′
j)
)
and ET (f̂(X

′
j)). In the

case of completely independent predictors, this difference decreased with increasing training size and
δj approached zero as observed in Table 2 and Figure 4. The convergence of δj → 0 slowed down in the
case of a simple correlation scenario, especially for X1, as observed in Table 3. The high correlation
between X1 and X5 suggested that when one of the variables was switched, the observed pair was
far from the training dataset. In this case, MVIM estimation relied on the extrapolation ability of
XGBoost.

For a better understanding, consider the following simple hypothetical example: Let the outcome
Y represents salary, which depends on two predictors X1 = experience and X5 = age. Assume an
investigator is interested in estimating MVIM for experience using a validation set after fitting XG-
Boost on a large training set, and XGBoost learned the true conditional expectation function fairly
accurately, thus ET (f̂(X)) ≈ f0(X). A subject in the validation set is 40 years old and has 20 years
of experience. A second subject is 70 years old and has 45 years of experience. While switching, the
first subject’s experience is switched with the second subject’s experience. The switched observation

18



now has an age of 40 years and experience of 45 years. Since this combination was never observed in
the training set (even if the size of the training set is substantially large), a non-parametric prediction
method is most likely going to predict the first subject’s salary as the average salary of 40-year-old
subjects or as the average salary of individuals with 45 years of experience. The switched data point
is not available in the training set and also lies in a low-density region in the predictor space. This
results in ET (f̂(Xj′)) having a large absolute distance from f0(Xj′), resulting in a large value of δj .
This phenomenon can be observed in Table 3, where Bias2(switch) is much larger than Bias2(orig) for
both variables for all training sizes. In this case, X1 had a larger δ compared to X5, since X1 also had
interaction with C1.

This underestimation problem was amplified when X1 was moderately correlated with multiple
variables. In the simulation, X1 was moderately correlated with five other variables. The conditional
variance V(X1 | C1, X2, X3, X4, X5) = 0.07 was set to be a very small number. In such cases of
complex correlation structure, the low-density regions became more prevalent while switching, and
thus ET (f̂(Xj′)) was equivalent to ET (f̂(X)) and thus approached f0(X) with increasing training
size when estimated using XGBoost or other black-box models. This problem did not exist when the
true parametric model (i.e., the Oracle model) was fitted, since in that case, the training model could
provide good extrapolation.

3.5 Violation of the Positivity Assumption

As demonstrated in section 2, subsection 2.1, MVIM can be represented as a causal parameter un-
der conditional ignorability and the positivity assumption. In the presence of simple to moderate
correlation between multiple predictors, we may encounter a near violation of the positivity assump-
tion. Violating the positivity assumption increases bias in the estimates of causal parameters, with or
without increasing variance (Petersen et al., 2012). When the average treatment effect (ATE) is the
causal estimand of interest with a continuous treatment, the estimate can be adjusted based on the
conditional density of the exposure, under some strong assumptions (Austin, 2019). In this research,
MVIM is a parameter with a quadratic form. To investigate this violation of the positivity assumption
the focus should be on the conditional variance of the exposure variable. The near violation of the
positivity assumption for an exposure Xj can be easily verified using:

R2
Xj

= 1− V(Xj | X−j)

V(Xj)
(17)

A large value of R2
Xj

indicates a near violation of the positivity assumption, while R2
Xj

≈ 1 indicates a

violation of the positivity assumption. The variance of Xj , denoted as V(Xj), can be easily estimated
by calculating the empirical variance from the full sample set. However, to estimate V(Xj | X−j), one
needs to fit a prediction model on Xj utilizing rest of the predictors X−j . If the positivity assumption
is nearly violated, MVIM estimates based on XGBoost will be biased, highlighting the importance of
checking the positivity assumption before proceeding with estimating the MVIM.

4 Conditional Variable Importance Metric (CVIM)

Returning to the definition of “importance,” the question arises whether MVIM was an appropriate
metric for defining the importance of a predictor when that predictor can be explained by multi-
ple other predictors. The MVIM was defined under the assumption that switching maintained the
marginal distribution of the predictor of interest as it was defined by generalizing the VIM. Strobl et al.
(2008); Debeer and Strobl (2020) referred to VIM as marginal importance. VIM-type importance mea-
sures inherently could not assess the importance of a predictor conditional on other predictors. As we
observed from the previous sections, MVIM estimates were biased when estimated from XGBoost in
the presence of correlation between predictors. Previous research reported that marginal importance
measures, such as VIM and MR, were biased when estimated from black-box models like Random
Forests (Strobl et al., 2008; Debeer and Strobl, 2020) and neural networks (Hooker et al., 2021). It
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was crucial to develop a method based on MVIM to eliminate this correlation bias. Strobl et al. (2008)
suggested that in the presence of predictor correlation, one should consider conditional permutation of
the predictor of interest instead of simple permutation when calculating VIM. They termed this new
definition “conditional permutation-based importance” or “partial importance”. Conditional permuta-
tion also limits the predictor space and, thus, the low-density regions in the prediction space, partially
addressing the extrapolation problem of black-box models. This conditional importance concept can
be easily extended to conditional switching in the context of the present research. In this section,
we derived a new conditional Variable Importance Metric (CVIM). This definition of CVIM relied on
conditional switching of the predictor of interest.

We defined the CVIM based on the work of Strobl et al. (2008); Hooker et al. (2021); Fisher et al.
(2019a). Recall O(a) = (Y (a), X(a),Z(a)) and O(b) = (Y (b), X(b),Z(b)) be two random vectors from
the same population, f0 is the true conditional expectation function. An additional assumption here
is that Z(a) = Z(b) = Z. Thus, O(a) and O(b) are conditionally independent given Z(a) = Z(b) = Z.
Then the eorig is defined as

eorig = EX,Z,Y

(
Y (a) − f0(X

(a),Z)
)2

(18)

The switched error is now defined based on conditional switching. Fisher et al. (2019a) termed it as
econd(f0)

econd = EZEX(b)|ZEX(a)|ZEY |X(a),Z

(
Y (a) − f0(X

(b),Z)
)2

That is X is only permuted when Z(a) = Z(b) = Z and thus we define the CVIM as,

CIX = econd − eorig (19)

4.1 CVIM as Causal Parameter

One advantage of MVIM was that, under the positivity and conditional ignorability assumptions, it
can be defined as a function of CATE. The correlation bias also impacted the causal interpretation of
MVIM due to a near violation of the positivity assumption. It was not clear from previous research
(Fisher et al., 2019a; Hooker et al., 2021) whether the conditional importance measures still retained
the causal interpretation of MVIM. The CVIM that we have discussed here has similar causal interpre-
tation as MVIM. The following theorems showed that CVIM could also be represented as a function
of CATE.

Theorem 3. Let the treatment/exposure X be a binary variable (X ∈ {0, 1}). With respect to the
true conditional expectation f0, Equation (19) can be expressed as,

CIX = econd − eorig

= 2EZ

(
V(X | Z) [E(Y1 | Z)− E(Y0 | Z)]

2
) (20)

Theorem 4. Let’s the treatment/exposure X be multinomial with K categories (x ∈ {1, 2, ...,K}).
Now with respect to the true conditional expectation f0 Equation (19) can be re-written as,

CIX = 2EZ

 K∑
x=1

∑
x∗ ̸=x

px(Z)px∗(Z) [E(Yx | Z)− E(Yx∗ | Z)]2

 (21)

where, px(Z) = P (X = x | Z) and px∗(Z) = P (X = x∗ | Z). Again, Yx and Yx∗ represent the
potential outcomes for treatment level X = x and X = x∗ respectively.

Theorem 5. For a continuous treatment/exposure X, the CI can be expressed as,

EZ

[∫
X

[∫
X∗

[E (Yx | Z)− E (Yx∗ | Z)]2 dPX∗|Z(x
∗)

]
dPX|Z(x)

]
(22)

Here, x and x∗ represent the treatment levels under two counterfactual scenarios.
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4.2 CVIM and Causal Variance Decomposition

The MVIM and the CVIM were defined based on mean squared errors, which represents how much
the conditional variance of the outcome Y changes after switching the predictor or a the treatment of
interest. In a causal context, this can be interpreted as how much MVIM or CVIM can causally explain
the total variation of the outcome for a treatment of interest, which can be obtained via a variance
decomposition. This variance decomposition was referred to as the causal variance decomposition
by Chen et al. (2020) who illustrated the causal variance decomposition for binary and multinomial
exposures. They showed that the marginal variance of the response Y can be decomposed as,

V(Y ) = VZ

 ∑
k∈{0,1}

E(Yk | Z)pk(Z)


+ EZ

(
V(X | Z) [E(Y1 | Z)− E(Y0 | Z)]2

)
+ EZ

 ∑
k∈{0,1}

V(Yk)pk(Z)


(23)

where X is a binary exposure and Yk is the potential outcome corresponding to the exposure level
X = k. Chen et al. (2020) defined the second term in the decomposition as average variance causally
explained by the between exposure level differences conditional on the confounders. They further de-

rived the second term as, EX,Z

{
[E(Y | X,Z)− E(Y | Z)]2

}
, which is the same as the LOCO estimator

defined in the equation (7). That is, the second term is the half of the CVIM for a binary exposure. If
the positivity assumption is violated, then the second term equates to zero, implying that there is no
causal variation. CVIM can directly estimate the second term, and lower values of CVIM may indicate
either that the variable is not important or that there is a near violation of the positivity assumption.
Similar decomposition can also be expressed for a multinomial exposure. To our knowledge, this is the
first comparison of the conditional permutation-based importance and the causal variance decomposi-
tion. The advantages CVIM has over previously defined methods (Chen et al., 2020) are that CVIM
can be estimated for any type of treatment, including continuous treatments, and also the estimation
technique does not rely on any parametric assumptions.

4.3 Estimation of CVIM

Given that the confounders vector is defined as Z = X−j , where X−j may consist of a large number
of predictors, performing a conditional permutation of X = Xj given Z = X−j becomes non-trivial.
To address this challenge, we propose estimating CVIM by replacing the values of a predictor Xj in
the validation set with observations simulated from the conditional density g(Xj | X−j). Specifically,
the process involves first fitting a prediction model of Xj on X−j to determine the conditional density
g(Xj | X−j), and then using this density to perform the replacement. In a simplified scenario where
one can assume constant variance for a continuous predictor Xj given X−j , one can define:

Xj = E(Xj | X−j) + ν (24)

Here, ν has a mean of 0 and variance σ2ν . Predicting the conditional expectation E(Xj | X−j) can
be achieved using any machine learning model, while σ2ν can be estimated by computing prediction
errors from a validation set. Once these estimates are obtained, the values of Xj in the validation
set can be switched by randomly generating observations from the conditional density of Xj | X−j ,
while estimating econd(f0). This can be executed by computing residual as rj = Xj − X̂j , where X̂j

is predicted from any machine learning model of interest. To estimate econd, the prediction error is
recalculated by permuting only the residuals and adding them to X̂j . Once the switched values are
obtained for Xj , the eorig can be estimated as,

êorig =
1

nv

nv∑
i=1

(
Y − f̂(Xj ,X−j)

)2
(25)
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where, nv is the number of observations in the validation set and f̂(.) is the prediction function. The
econd can be estimated with,

êcond =
1

nv

nv∑
i=1

(
Y − f̂(X̂j + r′j ,X−j)

)2
(26)

where, r′j represents the switched residuals. Finally, CVIM is estimated with ĈI = êcond − êorig.

Again, if Xj is binary, E(Xj | X−j) = P (Xj | X−j = x−j) can be estimated, and the switched
values of Xj can be generated from Bernoulli trials with this conditional probability. Similarly, if Xj is
multinomial, the conditional probability of the X = x can be estimated, and the switched value of Xj

can be generated from a multinomial distribution using the probabilities. The algorithm of estimating
CVIM is as follows.

Algorithm 2 CVIM Estimation

1: for B = 1 to 100 do
2: Obtain a Bootstrap sample from the full dataset
3: for k = 1 to 10 do
4: Split the dataset into training (67%) and validation (33%) sets
5: Fit a ML model to the response variable using the all the predictors training dataset.
6: Predict f̂ the change scores y from the validation set

7: calculate êorig =
1

nvald

∑nvald
i=1

(
yi − f̂i

)2
8: Fit another ML model to the risk factor using the training dataset which all the confounders

but not the response (change).
9: for m in 1 to 5 do

10: Conditionally Permute the predictor of interest in the validation set.
11: Recalculate the predictions after permuting as f̂j′

12: calculate êcond = 1
nvald

∑nvald
i=1

(
yi − f̂j′,i

)2
13: Calculate CImkB = êcond − êorig
14: end for
15: end for
16: end for
17: Estimate ĈI by averaging the CImkBs

4.4 Bias-Variance Decomposition of CVIM

In the next step we derived the bias-variance decomposition for CVIM. The decomposition for êorig is
the same as the one derived in equation (12). For the decomposition of êcond the only difference was
the order of expectation as the CVIM is derived based on the conditional expectation E(Xj | X−j).
The bias-variance terms for econd are as follows,

EX−jEXj |X−j
EY |X (êcond)

= EX,Y

(
Y − f̂(X ′

j)
)2

= econd + EX−j
EXj |X−j

(
ET (f̂(X

′
j))− f0(X

′
j)
)2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Bias2(cond)

+ EX−j
EXj |X−j

ET

(
f̂(X ′

j)− ET (f̂(X
′
j))
)2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Variance (cond)

+ 2EX−jEXj |X−j

(
f0(X

′
j)− f0(X)

) (
f0(X

′
j)− ET (f̂(X

′
j)
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
additional bias term δj
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here, X ′
j is the vector where the jth column is conditionally switched as defined in equation(4). The

estimated CVIM can be decomposed as

E(ĈIj) ≈ CIj + δj (27)

where, CIj is the true CVIM for the predictor Xj . Like the bias-variance decomposition of MVIM, the
bias-variance decomposition of CVIM also includes a δj term. The definition of δj is slightly altered
based on the order of expectation over X. A high absolute value of the additional term δj can induce
bias in CVIM estimation even if the assumptions regarding the equity of the bias and variance terms
are true. To investigate further we designed another simulation study to evaluate the behavior of the
term δj and the overall bias in estimating CVIM in several different scenarios.

4.5 Simulation Results of CVIM

To illustrate the statistical properties of CVIM, we conducted simulations based on the procedure
described in subsection 2.4. The outcome Y is generated using equation (8) and X1 was generated
using equation (9) as described in the multivariate correlation scenario in the subsection 3.3. In this
section we present three scenarios based on the dependence of X1 on rest of the predictors. Weak
Dependence In this scenario X1 was generated using

X1 = −0.5 + C1 − 0.5X2 + 0.5X3 + 0.3X4 − 0.3X5 + ν

ν ∼ N(0, σ2ν = 12 = 1)
(28)

here, V(X1) = V(C1 − 0.5X2 + 0.5X3 +X4 −X5 + ν) = 1.93 and V(X1 | X−1) = 1. Thus, as defined
in equation (17), the R2

X1
= 0.48. This scenario is defined as the weak dependence: of X1 on the other

predictors. Moderate dependence: In this scenario X1 was generated using

X1 = −0.5 + C1 − 0.5X2 + 0.5X3 + 0.3X4 − 0.3X5 + ν

ν ∼ N(0, σ2ν = 0.50752 = 0.2576)
(29)

here, V(X1) = V(C1 − 0.5X2 + 0.5X3 + X4 − X5 + ν) = 1.188 and V(X1 | X−1) = 0.2576. The
R2

X1
= 0.78. This scenario is defined as the moderate dependence of X1 on the other predictors.

Strong dependence: In this scenario X1 was generated using

X1 = −0.5 + C1 − 0.5X2 + 0.5X3 + 0.3X4 − 0.3X5 + ν

ν ∼ N(0, σ2ν = 0.25752 = 0.066)
(30)

here, V(X1) = V(C1− 0.5X2+0.5X3+X4−X5+ ν) = 1 and V(X1 | X−1) = 0.066. The R2
X1

= 0.93.
This scenario is defined as the strong dependence of X1 on the other predictors. This scenario can be
considered as a near violation of the positivity assumption.

4.6 Plots of Bias Variance Components

We generated training sets of various sizes to train the prediction model. We further generated a
large validation set of size of 100,000 to calculate the true CVIMs for X1 using Monte Carlo method.
Using 100 simulations the bias-variance components were calculated for each observations of the large
validation set and then the average of the bias-variance components were then calculated utilizing all
the observations of the large validation set. The simulations were conducted for three scenarios as
described in the previous section.

4.6.1 Weak dependence

The bias variance components for X1 are as follows
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Table 5: Components of bias-variance decomposition of ĈI, as described in (27). The results were
obtained for predictors X1

Bias2 Variance CVIM

ntrain Cond Orig Cond Orig δj ĈI CIc CI
100 22.70 22.87 14.93 14.93 7.43 0.39 8.00 8.00
500 8.85 8.90 10.19 10.19 5.56 2.39 8.00

1000 5.00 5.01 8.29 8.28 4.28 3.71 8.00
5000 1.07 1.05 4.42 4.37 1.64 6.43 8.00

10000 0.55 0.53 3.17 3.07 0.97 7.15 8.00
20000 0.31 0.29 2.13 1.99 0.52 7.65 8.01
50000 0.27 0.27 1.12 0.93 0.24 7.99 8.03

0
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8

50 5000 10000 25000 50000
Training Size

Estimate True  δ1

Figure 7: The trajectory of δ1 and ĈI of X1 with increasing training size obtained from the weak
dependence scenario

In this scenario the bias and variance components before and after switching were similar. The
δ1 was large for smaller training sizes and thus, produced bias estimates of CVIM. With increasing
training sizes the δ1 converged to zero. The estimate ĈI was an approximately unbiased and consistent
estimate of the true CVIM.

Moderate dependence

The bias variance components for X1 are as follows
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Table 6: Components of bias-variance decomposition of ĈI, as described in (27). The results are
obtained for predictors X1

Bias2 Variance CVIM

ntrain Cond Orig Cond Orig δj ĈI CIc CI
100 19.98 20.05 13.34 13.35 1.91 0.07 2.06 2.06
500 7.33 7.36 8.81 8.81 1.64 0.39 2.06

1000 4.26 4.27 7.10 7.10 1.38 0.68 2.06
5000 1.03 1.01 3.85 3.83 0.84 1.26 2.06

10000 0.56 0.54 2.74 2.70 0.66 1.46 2.06
20000 0.30 0.29 1.85 1.79 0.40 1.75 2.07
50000 0.27 0.26 0.95 0.85 0.22 1.97 2.09
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Figure 8: The trajectory of δ1 and ĈI of X1 with increasing training size obtained from the moderate
dependence scenario

In this scenario the the differences between the bias and variance components before and after
switching were negligible. The values of the bias and variance components were large for smaller
training set sizes but diminished with increasing training set size. Again, the δ1 was large for smaller
training sizes and thus, produced biased estimates of CVIM. With increasing training sizes the δ1
converged to zero. The convergence rate was slower compared to the weak dependence scenario. The
estimate ĈI again was an approximately unbiased and consistent estimate of the true CVIM.

4.6.2 Strong dependence

The bias variance components for X1 are as follows
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Table 7: Components of bias-variance decomposition of ĈI, as described in (27). The results are
obtained for predictors X1

Bias2 Variance CVIM

ntrain Cond Orig Cond Orig δj ĈI CIc CI
100 19.07 19.10 13.09 13.10 0.48 0.01 0.53 0.53
500 6.82 6.83 8.34 8.34 0.44 0.08 0.53

1000 3.92 3.92 6.73 6.73 0.41 0.12 0.53
5000 0.94 0.92 3.63 3.62 0.34 0.21 0.53

10000 0.54 0.52 2.61 2.60 0.31 0.26 0.53
20000 0.32 0.29 1.75 1.72 0.27 0.32 0.54
50000 0.28 0.26 0.89 0.84 0.20 0.42 0.55
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Figure 9: The trajectory of δ1 and ĈI of X1 with increasing training size obtained from the strong
dependence scenario

Again in this scenario the bias and variance components were very similar before and after switch-
ing. The δ1 was large for smaller training sizes and thus, produced biased estimates of CVIM. Here,
the δ1 also converged to zero but with a definite slower rate compared to the other two scenarios.
Similarly the ĈI also converged to the true value of CVIM but with a slower rate. Since, the cor-
relation between the predictors are much stronger here compared to the other two scenarios. This,
can be considered a scenario with a near violation of the positivity assumption and thus, the value
of CVIM (0.53) is much lower to the value of MVIM (8). With stronger dependence structure (i.e.,
R2

X1
→ 1), the true conditional importance would drop down to zero and thus the CVIM estimate will

also be zero, however the true MVIM could be much larger, indicating the violation of the positivity
assumption.

5 Relationship between MVIM and CVIM

As correlation among predictors increases, the true value of CVIM decreases, unlike the true MVIM,
which is not affected by the correlation, whereas the estimated MVIM can be highly biased in presence
of predictor correlation. The CVIM estimates are less affected by the correlation when compared to
the MVIM estimates. Additionally, CVIM can signal a potential violation of the positivity assumption.
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It is evident that CVIM should be the preferred measure of importance when predictors are highly
correlated, as discussed by Strobl et al. (2008), Fisher et al. (2019a) Debeer and Strobl (2020), Hooker
et al. (2021), and (Chamma et al., 2024), given that MVIM estimates are biased in the presence
of predictor correlation. This is especially relevant when X−j are true confounders that causally
affect both Xj and Y . However, when X−j do not affect Y but are highly correlated with Xj ,
CVIM might still be very low even if Xj is the only important predictor. As noted by Verdinelli
and Wasserman (2024), if the true conditional expectation is a linear function of the predictors and
a predictor is perfectly correlated with another feature, it can be dropped without loss of prediction
accuracy, resulting in LOCO/CVIM being 0, which is technically correct. However, this might lead
to the misinterpretation that the model does not depend on this predictor, despite its regression
coefficient being large. While parametric models can accurately estimate both MVIM and CVIM
when model assumptions hold true, in practice, these assumptions are most likely to be violated. Our
results indicate that black-box models perform poorly in estimating MVIM due to their inability to
extrapolate in low-density regions, but they can estimate CVIM more accurately. To address this issue
we investigated further on the relationship between GVIM and CVIM. If a predictor has a linear or
additive term in f0(X), an analytical relationship between GVIM and CVIM can be established, as
indicated in equation (6). The CVIM for an additive model can be re-written as,

CIj = E
[
(fj(Xj)− fj(X

′
j))

2
]

= 2EX−jVXj |X−j
[fj(Xj)]

(31)

A simple scenario is to assume homogeneity in conditional variance of Xj that is, VXj |X−j
(Xj) = σ2ν .

Then we can write,
EX−jVXj |X−j

[fj(Xj)] = VXj |X−j
[fj(Xj)] (32)

thus, when Xj has a linear term in f0(X), i.e., fj(Xj) = βjXj . Then (31),

CIj = 2β2jV(Xj | X−j) = MIj
V(Xj | X−j)

V(Xj)

=⇒ CIj = MIj
σ2ν

V(Xj)
= MIj(1−R2

Xj
)

=⇒ MIj =
CIj

1−R2
Xj

(33)

This results are obtainable since MI = 2V(fj(Xj)) = 2V(βjXj) = 2β2jV(Xj). In this case the MVIM

is indeterminable using CVIM when R2
Xj

= 1. The assumption of constant variance for Xj may not al-

ways be realistic. In this situation, the positivity assumption is violated only when V(Xj | X−j) = 0.
This represents a specific instance of positivity violation. It is important to note that even if the
conditional variance is not constant, the positivity assumption can still be violated if there exists
some X−j = x−j for which V(Xj | X−j = x−j) = 0. The current set of simulation scenarios in this
manuscript considers only the simple case where the variance of Xj | X−j is constant.

Since MVIM estimates are unreliable when calculated from machine learning models, an adjusted
MVIM (AMVIM) can be derived using equation (33) if the predictor of interest is assumed to have a
linear relationship with the outcome. For demonstration, we simulated a dataset using equations (8).
The predictor Xj was generated from three scenarios defined in equations (28), (29), and (30). We
simulated datasets of various sizes. Following the process in subsection 2.4, two-thirds of the dataset
was used as a training set and the remaining one-third as a validation set. First, we fitted an XGBoost
model to predict E(Xj | X−j) and estimated V(Xj | X−j) by calculating σ̂2ν from the validation sets.

Next, another XGBoost model f̂(X) was fitted to predict the response Y . We estimated eorig by
calculating the prediction error for Y from the validation set. We further estimated econd by first
obtaining the residual vector rj = xj − µ̂Xj (x−j), permuting the residuals, and recalculating the
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prediction error for Y . The marginal variance of Xj was estimated by calculating the sample variance
of Xj from the full dataset. Finally, we estimated MVIM, CVIM and AMVIM

1. The original MVIM was estimated by M̂Ij = êswitch − êorig.

2. The CVIM was estimated by ĈIj = êcond − êorig.

3. An adjusted MVIM was recalculated using ÂMIj = ĈIj
V(Xj)

σ̂2ν
. The adjusted MVIM also

estimates the true MVIM for X1 as X1 has a linear relationship with the outcome.

The following three sets of Box plots shows the distribution of these three estimates,
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Figure 10: The distributions of the VIMs for weak dependence scenario. The first panel shows the
distribution of the naive MVIM estimates, the second panel shows the distributions of the AVIMs
obtained using equation (33) and the third panel shows the distributions of the CVIMs

In this plot we can observe that all the estimates of MVIM and CVIM are converging to the truth.
Here the true marginal MVIM was 15.45 and the true CVIM was 8.00. The AMVIM estimates (panel
2), were converging to the true value of MVIM at a faster rate compared to the naive MVIM estimates
(panel 1).
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Figure 11: The distributions of the VIMs for moderate dependence scenario. The first panel shows the
distribution of the naive MVIM estimates, the second panel shows the distribution of the AMVIMs
obtained using equation (33) and the third panel shows the distribution of the CVIMs

Figure 11 shows that both the AMVIM and the CVIM were converging to their corresponding
true values with increasing training size. The naive estimates of MVIM were also converging, but the
convergence was at a slower rate and even for a large training size of 50000, the estimates still did not
converge. Here the true MVIM was 9.45 and the true CVIM was 2.06.
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Figure 12: The distributions of the VIMs for strong dependence scenario. The first panel shows the
distribution of the naive MVIM estimates, the second panel shows the distribution of the AMVIMs
obtained using equation (33) and the third panel shows the distribution of the CVIMs

Here the true MVIM here was 8.00 and the true CVIM was 0.53. All the estimates have a slower
rate of convergence for strong dependence scenario compared to the previous scenarios. For training
size 50000 none of the estimates converged to the true values. However, the CVIM and the AMVIM
estimates were still more accurate then the original MVIM estimates. This scenario represents a near
violation of the positivity assumption and the lower value for CVIM compared to the AMVIM can
address that.

6 Discussion

In this research we proposed a population definition for a marginal variable importance metric and
a conditional variable importance metric. The simulation results showed that when estimating from
black box model such as XGBoost, the MVIM estimates were biased in the presence of correlation
between the predictors even for a sufficiently large training size. This correlation distortion had also
been mentioned by several authors, including Verdinelli and Wasserman (2024); Strobl et al. (2007,
2008); Debeer and Strobl (2020); Hooker et al. (2021); Fisher et al. (2019a), for MVIM type measures.
When estimated from parametric models with correctly specified conditional expectation functions,
the MVIM estimates were unbiased and consistent. For all our candidate models we investigated three
distinct scenarios to evaluate the source of bias. In the completely independent scenario, the bias was
only observed for small training sizes and reduced to zero with increasing training size. When two
predictors were highly correlated, the bias in estimating MVIM increased compared to the completely
independent scenario. In the multivariate correlation scenario, the bias in estimating MVIM did not
converge to zero even for a training size of 50,000. The correlation distortion occurred due to the lack
of extrapolation ability in black-box models such as XGBoost. Verdinelli and Wasserman (2024) dis-
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cussed the bias due to correlation distortion in LOCO estimation as an inherent problem of black-box
models like Random Forest. The second aim of this research was to investigate the cause of bias in
estimating MVIM using bias-variance decomposition. We investigated the source of this bias using
the bias-variance decomposition of both the switched and original prediction errors and derived the
additional term δj from the decomposition. This term was the major reason for the first-order bias in
MVIM estimates, as observed from Figures 4 to 6. The additional bias term δj , derived from the true
and switched conditional expectations, was hard to estimate since obtaining an accurate estimation
of the switched error from XGBoost was difficult in the presence of correlation distortion. Even if
a prediction model like XGBoost produced nearly unbiased estimations for f0(X) for large training
sizes, it still failed to produce accurate estimations for the switched conditional expectation f0(Xj′)
due to its lack of extrapolation ability in low-density regions in the sample space, which were induced
by switching the predictor of interest. Thus, a highly accurate prediction model did not ensure accu-
rate estimation of MVIM. In terms of a causal framework, MVIM estimates were biased in the case
of a near violation of positivity assumptions. To our knowledge, this was the first instance where the
bias-variance decomposition and its components had been derived and investigated for permutation-
based importance measures.

The next objective of this research was to address the bias induced by correlation distortion. Es-
timating the marginal importance of a predictor is challenging when predictors are correlated. There-
fore, we focused on defining conditional importance based on the true conditional expectation function.
Conditional permutation-based importance for Random Forests was proposed by Strobl et al. (2008).
Later, Fisher et al. (2019a), Debeer and Strobl (2020), Hooker et al. (2021), and Chamma et al. (2024)
derived more general estimation techniques for conditional importance.The model-agnostic definition
for conditional VIM (CVIM) was based on conditional switching, where predictors are switched while
other predictors are fixed for two independent replicates from the population. We discussed the associ-
ation of CVIM with CATE, a novel finding from this research. To estimate CVIM, a prediction model
must be fit for each predictor of interest. In the presence of high correlation between predictors, CVIM
is much smaller than MVIM; however, they are equal when predictors were independent. CVIM can
also be obtained from causal variance decomposition as shown in Chen et al. (2020). If the estimated
value of CVIM is close to zero, it can indicate either the variable is not conditionally important or
a near violation of the positivity assumption. The near violation of the positivity assumption can
be detected when the corresponding estimate of the AMVIM is much larger compared to the MVIM
estimate. Additionally, CVIM is a quadratic function of CATE and can be used in the presence of
treatment heterogeneity.

The bias variance decomposition was also derived for CVIM. The components of this decompo-
sition were similar to the bias variance components obtained from the bias variance decomposition
of MVIM. Similar to the decomposition of MVIM the CVIM decomposition also had an additional
bias term δj for predictor Xj with a different order of expectation as compared to the additional bias
term obtained from MVIM decomposition. From our simulation results presented in Tables 5 to 7
and in Figures 7 to 9, we observed that δj converges to zero with increasing training set size allowing
the CVIM estimate to converge to the true value of CVIM. The convergence rate slows down with
increasing correlation indicating a near violation of the positivity assumption. The convergence rate
of CVIM estimate was faster when compared to the convergence rate of MVIM estimates, implying
that CVIM estimates were less affected by the correlation distortion compared to the MVIM estimates.

It is important to note that CVIM is measure for conditional importance, where MVIM is a mea-
sure of marginal importance of a predictor. As they are different measures, researchers need to identify
which importance they are interested in. In presence of high correlation, CVIM estimates are more
accurate than MVIM estimates and thus CVIM should be a preferred option. However, researcher
might also be interested in marginal importance of a predictor. To address this issue we developed
the adjusted MVIM which is a method to extract MVIM from CVIM. As can be seen from equation

(33) the AMVIM was obtained by multiplying the variance ratio
V(Xj)

V(Xj |X−j)
of the predictor of inter-
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est to its CVIM, however, this relationship was only confirmed for linear and additive models which
assume that the conditional variance of the predictor given the rest of the covariates is constant. The
observations from Figure 10 to 12 indicate that the estimated AMVIM converges to the true value of
MVIM at a faster rate compared to naive MVIM estimates with increasing training set sizes. All the
importance measures defined in this study are model-agnostic and have causal interpretations, which
relate to notions 2 and 3 of the importance explained in Zhao and Hastie (2019).

The importance metrics which were defined in this research along with their estimation techniques
have several key advantages over previously developed methods for explaining outputs from machine
learning models. To our knowledge, this is the first time causal inference has been considered for both
marginal and conditional importance directly derived from quadratic loss functions used in machine
learning models. The importance metrics also enable the detection of any violation of the positivity
assumption, which is a significant contribution of this research. Previous studies (Hooker et al., 2021;
Strobl et al., 2008; Debeer and Strobl, 2020) have mentioned that in the presence of correlation dis-
tortion, the focus should be on estimating conditional importance rather than marginal importance.
The AMVIM (which also estimate marginal importance) and its estimate proposed in this research
are also novel, and it was demonstrated that they are less affected by correlation distortion compared
to the nave MVIM estimates. Thus, in the presence of correlation distortion, researchers can rely on
AMVIM to estimate the marginal importance of a predictor, which has been challenging to obtain, as
noted by several other studies (Hooker et al., 2021; Strobl et al., 2008; Debeer and Strobl, 2020).

The estimation techniques for CVIM and adjusted AMVIM have some limitations. First of all, sim-
ilar to the MVIM estimates for small sample sizes, the CVIM estimates can be inaccurate, specifically
when the true prediction function is nonlinear and non-additive. This is again due to the extrapolation
bias of XGBoost. However, the bias reduces to zero with larger training sets consistently. Further-
more, to estimate CVIM, one needs to fit a prediction model for each of the predictors. This can be
a very intensive computational task given a large number of predictors. The process works fine when
only a few predictors are of interest, as in causal inference. Computing standard errors and confidence
intervals via Bootstrap adds to the computational expense. To estimate the AMVIM, this research
only focused on the linear association between predictor and response. When the predictor and the
response have a nonlinear and non-additive association, the AMVIM estimates could not be as easily
extracted.

Explaining outputs from machine learning methods has been an unresolved topic in the literature.
Most of the proposed methods are data-driven and do not have any defined statistical parameter.
These methods relied on complex machine learning models, with the relationships being explained
through post-hoc analysis (Lundberg and Lee, 2017; Ribeiro et al., 2016). Rudin (2019) argued that
the common practice of using complex, opaque models and subsequently explaining them with post-
hoc analysis was flawed and potentially dangerous. Rudin (2019) advocated for the direct use of
inherently interpretable models, which could provide clear, understandable, and trustworthy insights
without the need for separate explanation methods. This approach enhanced transparency, account-
ability, and fairness, making it more suitable for critical decision-making contexts where understanding
the reasoning behind predictions was crucial. The MVIM, CVIM and AMVIM aimed to achieve those
goals. By defining these importance measures, we extracted a statistical parameter directly from the
prediction error/loss function of a model, making any machine learning model interpretable. Tra-
ditionally, permutation-based importance metrics were used for ranking predictors based on their
importance in predicting the response variable and for feature selection. The importance measures
described in this work could be estimated for both ranking predictors based on their contribution
towards prediction and understanding their causal relationship with the outcome.

Our future research will focus on refining methods to mitigate the impact of correlation distortion
on MVIM and CVIM, particularly in scenarios with small sample sizes or highly nonlinear prediction
functions. Enhancing the accuracy and computational efficiency of these methods will improve their
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robustness and applicability. Additionally, investigating non-linear associations between predictors
and their effects on importance measures is crucial for capturing complex real-world data relation-
ships. Future studies should also explore deriving importance measures from alternative objective
functions beyond mean squared error, broadening the applicability of MVIM, CVIM, and AMVIM
to various data types. Developing methods to determine the direction of association between predic-
tors and outcomes, possibly through advanced visualization techniques or integrating causal inference
frameworks, may further enhance the interpretability and practical utility of these measures.
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