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Figure 1: VibE enables CVML model developers to analyze the semantic distribution of model errors with the support of large
foundation models. It offers two main pages: (A) the Data Overview page, where users can explore error samples and review
system-generated clusters of semantically similar samples; and (B) the Subgroup Analysis page, which helps users generate and
validate hypotheses about error-related semantic features.
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Abstract
Effective error analysis is critical for the successful development
and deployment of CVML models. One approach to understand-
ing model errors is to summarize the common characteristics of
error samples. This can be particularly challenging in tasks that
utilize unstructured, complex data such as images, where patterns
are not always obvious. Another method is to analyze error dis-
tributions across pre-defined categories, which requires analysts
to hypothesize about potential error causes in advance. Forming
such hypotheses without access to explicit labels or annotations
makes it difficult to isolate meaningful subgroups or patterns, how-
ever, as analysts must rely on manual inspection, prior expertise,
or intuition. This lack of structured guidance can hinder a com-
prehensive understanding of where models fail. To address these
challenges, we introduce VibE, a semantic error analysis workflow
designed to identify where and why computer vision and machine
learning (CVML) models fail at the subgroup level, even when
labels or annotations are unavailable. VibE incorporates several
core features to enhance error analysis: semantic subgroup genera-
tion, semantic summarization, candidate issue proposals, semantic
concept search, and interactive subgroup analysis. By leveraging
large foundation models (such as CLIP and GPT-4) alongside visual
analytics, VibE enables developers to semantically interpret and an-
alyze CVML model errors. This interactive workflow helps identify
errors through subgroup discovery, supports hypothesis generation
with auto-generated subgroup summaries and suggested issues,
and allows hypothesis validation through semantic concept search
and comparative analysis. Through three diverse CVML tasks and
in-depth expert interviews, we demonstrate how VibE can assist
error understanding and analysis.

CCS Concepts
• Human-centered computing → Visual analytics; • Comput-
ing methodologies → Computer vision tasks.

Keywords
Semantic Error Analysis, CVML Model Debugging, Foundation
Model, Visual Analytics.
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1 Introduction
In recent years, Computer Vision and Machine Learning (CVML) al-
gorithms have advanced rapidly, transforming fields like healthcare,
retail, and finance [62]. As these models become more complex,
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ensuring their performance, reliability, and fairness at scale has
increasingly become challenging. A critical aspect of evaluating
these models is subgroup error analysis, examining model perfor-
mance across specific subgroups—distinct subsets of data. Each
subgroup is defined by common characteristics within the group,
like demographics (e.g., age, gender, ethnicity) or pre-defined labels
(e.g., image classes). The goal is to uncover biases or disparities in
model performance that may not be apparent at the model level.
This analysis ultimately helps uncover issues, such as overfitting to
certain patterns, poor generalizability, or unfair outcomes in minor-
ity groups, which are key factors in improving model robustness
and fairness.

Traditional subgroup error analysis uses techniques such as con-
fusion matrices and per-class accuracy [45]. However, as we discuss
in our formative study (Sec. 3), these methods depend heavily on the
presence of complete metadata, clean labels, and well-defined tax-
onomies. In the absence of such data, these conventional techniques
frequently fail to capture the nuanced factors driving performance
variations. This is particularly true when samples contain anomalies
or unknown characteristics, so-called “aggressors”. For example, a
dataset with demographic metadata might not necessarily contain
features like tattoos or head coverings, which could have a big
influence on the final model performance. This underscores the
first major challenge: identifying and analyzing meaningful
subgroups when traditional methods struggle with incomplete
data or unexpected characteristics.

Our study also highlights a second challenge: validating er-
ror hypotheses. Once a problematic subgroup is identified, deter-
mining whether the errors are specific to that subgroup or more
widespread is difficult. Traditional workflows offer limited tools to
explore correlations between subgroups and error patterns, mak-
ing it hard to isolate the root causes of the model’s shortcomings.
While methods such as TCAV [28] and self-supervised visual con-
cept segments [19] are able to assist users in exploring data samples
with specific concepts, they depend on pre-generated concepts and,
in some cases, require access to model internals, which may not
always be available for error analysis.

To address these challenges, we introduce a more semantic ap-
proach to subgroup analysis, leveraging advances in self-supervised
learning and large foundation models. Multimodal models like
CLIP [52] and BLIP [34] can extract rich, latent features from raw
data, even without explicit labels. These models allow us to align vi-
sual and textual data, creating semantically meaningful subgroups,
and enabling a more nuanced analysis of subgroup errors. We fur-
ther leverage the state-of-the-art multimodal large language models
(LLMs), such as GPT-4 [1], to assist users to understand the prob-
lematic subgroups and candidate issues with these subgroups.

More specifically, our work builds on a formative study with
seven CVML engineers (Sec.6) and a hierarchical task analysis of
their debugging workflows (Fig.2). From this, we derived design
goals to develop semantic-focused methodologies for subgroup
analysis (Sec.4). We introduce VibE, an intelligent workflow pow-
ered by large foundation models that facilitates the identification
of semantic subgroups, discovery of potential data issues, retrieval
of relevant samples, and recommendation of similar subgroups for
hypothesis validation. In Sec.5, we present the implementation of
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this workflow as a visual analytics system. This system supports de-
velopers in investigating where their models make errors, forming
hypotheses about why these errors occur, and verifying whether
the identified factors are statistically likely to contribute to the
mistakes.

We evaluate our approach through three case studies involving
expert interviews with 3D asset generation, face reconstruction,
and object detection models. Our findings show that foundation
models enhance error analysis by providing meaningful data sum-
maries and supporting semantic exploration. Additionally, visual
analytics techniques help mitigate the limitations of foundation
models, such as uncertainty or ambiguity in their outputs. We also
discuss lessons learned and offer design guidelines for integrating
foundation models into visual analytics systems while addressing
our system’s limitations for real-world use.

In summary, our contributions are: (1) an initial study with seven
CVML engineers, which informed key design principles; (2) a novel
analytic workflow that supports semantic subgroup identification
and error validation; (3) the development of a visual analytics sys-
tem implementing this workflow; (4) three case studies, with expert
interviews, each focusing on a different CVML task; and (5) insights
gained from integrating foundation models into a visual analytics
system.

2 Background and Related Work
In this work, we propose a data-centric visual analytics workflow
that empowers model developers to formulate and validate hy-
potheses, leading to insights into model behavior and performance
discrepancies through the examination of semantically relevant
data subgroups. Our research intersects with various related fields.
In this section, we first review existing studies on model debug-
ging tasks that have informed our preliminary interviews (Sec 2.1),
providing a deeper understanding of the problem space. Next, we
discuss the background and motivation for applying large founda-
tion models to visual analytics tasks (Sec 2.2). Finally, we explore
existing tools for model error analysis at the subgroup level (Sec 2.3),
particularly those that assist users in semantically understanding
model behaviors.

2.1 Understanding Model Debugging Workflows
Model interpretation and behavior analysis have garnered signifi-
cant attention in the HCI and visualization communities, leading
to the development of numerous tools designed to support various
analytical tasks across different machine learning models [20, 72].
Hohman et al. [20] explore state-of-the-art visual analytics tech-
niques for deep learning models by addressing Five W’s and How
questions. Yuan et al. [72] break down themachine learning pipeline
into six stages, categorizing visual analytics systems based on these
stages and the analytical goals they aim to achieve. Subramonyam
and Hullman [60] further classify visual analytics systems by con-
sidering factors such as expert involvement, prior knowledge, and
specific tasks. In a more recent survey, La Rosa [30] emphasizes
visual analytics design for explainable AI (XAI) methods, catego-
rizing techniques based on their support for different users and
tasks.

With the advancement of XAI techniques, numerous empirical
studies have explored human-AI decision-making [31] and con-
ducted interviews with domain experts to examine industry prac-
tices, challenges, and needs [21, 35]. However, these studies often
concentrate on the general decision-making process [31], the entire
model development pipeline [21], or design concerns from UX and
design practitioners [35, 44]. Despite this, there remains a gap in
systematic analyses that focus on the specific tasks and challenges
involved in model understanding and debugging in practice. In
this work, we address this gap by presenting a task analysis based
on interviews with model developers to better understand their
current debugging workflows and pain points.

2.2 Usage of Foundation Models for VA
Large language models like Gemini, GPT, and Llama are billion-
parameter transformer models trained on petabytes of internet
data [18, 47, 64]. Recent advancements in natural language process-
ing have propelled these models to prominence, thanks to their re-
markable generalization capabilities, zero-shot learning, and emer-
gent properties. In turn, various use cases have emerged where
LLMs assist in data exploration and analysis [9, 40]. More recently,
multimodalmodels such as Llava [38], GPT-4 [47], Flamingo [2], and
Gemini [18] have demonstrated even greater power by reasoning
over both visual and textual inputs. Given their capabilities, visual
analytics (VA) researchers have developed diverse applications us-
ing these foundation models. LEVA [77], for example, leverages
GPT-4 [47] to recommend insights in VA workflows, while vision-
language models like CLIP [52] are employed to help users interpret
the semantic meaning of image data [22, 26]. Yang et al. [69] further
explored how VA techniques support the development of founda-
tion models and how these models can, in turn, enhance VA tasks.
In our work, we utilize foundation models to assist in model debug-
ging by leveraging semantically meaningful features, such as CLIP
embeddings, for subgroup identification and automatic summariza-
tion. We also reflect on how participants in our case studies (Sec. 6)
employed insights from foundation models during VA tasks, and we
collect feedback from domain experts regarding their perspectives
on the utility and limitations of these models.

2.3 Semantic Error Analysis at the Subgroup
Level

Understanding data patterns at the subgroup level is important for
visual analytics, as user-defined areas of interest frequently exhibit
clear semantic meaning [57]. Consequently, many VA systems are
designed to facilitate data analysis over user-defined subsets of
interest. For instance, TaxiVis [16] supports filtering and brushing
operations, enabling users to analyze spatio-temporal data patterns
within specific queried subsets. Below, we outline several research
efforts focused on subgroup analysis for text and image data, re-
spectively.

2.3.1 Semantic error analysis for NLP and tabular data. When ana-
lyzingmodel behavior and errors, generating groups of data samples
with shared characteristics can provide valuable insights. These
subgroups, also known as “slices” [10], “context” [70], or “neigh-
borhood” [43], help in understanding patterns within the data. In
the visual analytics (VA) community, subgroups can be created in
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various ways. For instance, SliceFinder uses decision tree rules to
form similar subgroups [10], while FairVis [5] helps users generate
and interpret subgroups by clustering and highlighting “important”
features. Zeno [6] offers Python APIs for building these subgroups
using modular components.

Other systems focus on generating subgroups based on neuron
activations [33], or local model explanations [71]. In natural lan-
guage processing (NLP), CheckList [54] generates new subsets of
documents to assess model robustness, and Errudite [68] enables
querying subgroups of documents based on token and metadata at-
tributes. iSEA [73] creates token-based rules to identify error-prone
subgroups for further analysis.

For tabular data, features often have intrinsic semantic meanings
(e.g., gender, time, count). Similarly, in text data, tokens (words) and
metadata (e.g., document length, question type) provide semantic
value. To understand the meaning behind subgroups in tabular or
text data, visualizations often emphasize the distribution of mean-
ingful features. Tools like parallel coordinates assist in exploring
these data subsets [3]. More recent VA research has used if-then
rules in combination with model statistics (e.g., data size, error
rates) to describe consistent model behavior within specific data
subsets [42, 73].

2.3.2 Semantic error analysis for image data. Extracting semanti-
cally meaningful subgroups for image data without human annota-
tions remains a significant challenge. In some CVML tasks, class
information is available through ground truth and model predic-
tions (e.g., semantic segmentation). Visual analytics (VA) systems
designed for CVML models often leverage these classes or metadata
to generate subgroups (e.g., SliceTeller [75], [8]), or they explore the
hierarchical structure of classes[4]. In recent years, researchers have
introduced methods like TCAV [28] to extract “concepts” learned by
CVMLmodels. For example, TCAV can represent a concept “striped”
based on user collected images of zebra and then tests how such
concept influences the output of a given neural network. Concep-
tExtract [78] expands on this idea by enabling users to explore
such concepts through an interactive user interface. Compared
with these approaches, VibE is model-agnostic, does not rely on
annotations. More recently, researchers proposed a self-supervised
model to learn different concepts as image segments [19] from a
dataset. Based on this technique, Hoque et al. [22] construct rules
of visual concepts to explain model behaviors, Zhang et al. [76] use
pre-generated concepts to prompt ChatGPT to generate different
descriptions for data retrieval. In our work, instead of using pre-
generated concepts, we provide intelligent assistance to help users
generate hypotheses through content summarization and candidate
data issue proposals, and support hypothesis validation through
natural language.

With advances in vision-language models, VA researchers have
increasingly turned to CLIP [52] to derive the semantic meaning of
image segments that may influence model predictions. For instance,
Hoque et al. [22] use CLIP to label image segments crucial to model
predictions, while OW-Adapter [26] uses CLIP embeddings to help
users label unknown classes for open-world object detection mod-
els. Our work extends these approaches by enabling its application
to any CVML model without requiring access to its internals. In-
stead of precomputing concepts assumed to be relevant to model

behavior, we allow users to dynamically generate hypotheses about
which concepts are linked to model errors. This is achieved using
GPT-4 [1] for data summarization and CLIP for generating semanti-
cally meaningful embeddings, helping users test whether a specific
concept is associated with model performance issues.

3 Formative Study and Design Goals
We designed and conducted formative interviews with seven ma-
chine learning engineers (MLEs) to gain a deeper understanding of
current error analysis practices to inform the design of our work-
flow. Based on these formative interviews, we performed a hierar-
chical task analysis [50] and task abstraction [32] focusing on the
error analysis workflow. This analysis revealed two key pain points
within the existing process. Based on our findings, we establish a
set of design goals to address these challenges.

3.1 Interview Procedure and Hierarchical Task
Analysis

We conducted formative interviews with seven machine learning
model developers (P1-7; 4 male, 3 female) from a tech company.
Participants, aged 28 to 47, specialize in computer vision tasks
involving image data as part of their daily responsibilities and
possess 4 to 11 years of experience in the field. Their areas of
expertise include face reconstruction (P1-3), semantic segmentation
(P4-5), and object detection (P6-7). Each interview lasted between
30 and 45 minutes, with six conducted in person and one remotely.

The interviews were semi-structured, covering a range of top-
ics, including the steps involved in model error analysis, the tools
utilized, examples of errors, their causes, and proposed solutions.
Based on the interview notes, we iteratively refined and validated
our task analysis. Fig. 2 illustrates the resulting hierarchical task
analysis. We have omitted the details of tasks 1.3 and 3.1.1.3 to
focus on the model’s performance analysis of single test experi-
ments, specifically from the perspective of the semantic meanings
of the sample subgroups without accessing the model’s internals,
i.e. subgroup error analysis. We also exclude Tasks 4 and 5, which
pertain to solutions and decisions made after the error analysis.

When analyzing model errors, an MLE typically initially identi-
fies the potential causes of errors and subsequently, mitigate the
issue to enhance the model performance. The process begins with
an overview of the model’s performance by reviewing key met-
rics that are significant to them (Task 1). Next, they investigate
which samples the model is struggling with (Task 2) and explore
the potential reasons underlying these mistakes (Task 3). Underper-
forming samples may be ranked based on specific metrics (Tasks
2.1-2.2) or grouped together as subgroups (e.g., samples from the
same predefined class or other common characteristics; Task 2.3). To
understand the reasons behind sub-optimal performance, an MLE
may either analyze a single error sample in detail (Task 3.1.1) or
summarize a group of underperforming samples (Task 3.1.2). From
this analysis, they formulate plausible hypotheses regarding the
causes of the errors.We have found that MLEs seldom validate these
hypotheses further (Task 3.2); they often skip this step and make
direct adjustments to the model (e.g., modifying model structure
or parameters), data (e.g., collecting more data or refining annota-
tions), or metrics (e.g., creating new metrics to better capture model
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Figure 2: Hierarchical Task Abstraction (HTA) of model error analysis in order to improve model performance using box-and-
line notation. We follow the standard conventions for hierarchical task analysis [29] where tasks are represented by named
boxes with a unique ID, which also indicates the hierarchical level of the task. Task abstraction based on [32] are highlighted
as A1-A6. The boxes with dashed lines are out of the scope of this paper. The orange boxes denote the abstract tasks that are
relevant to pain points of conducting error analysis.

behavior) (Task 4). If they believe the adopted changes yield an
adequate improvement, they will make decisions in incorporating
the changes within the model in deployment (Task 5).

3.2 Outstanding Challenges in Semantic Error
Analysis

Our preliminary interviews emphasize the pivotal role of data in
the model development process. Model errors are frequently attrib-
uted to data scarcity, a lack of diversity, and inconsistencies, which
inhibit the model’s ability to learn certain concepts and generalize
effectively. Unlike other types of analyses where engineers may
simply adjust the model architecture or tweak hyperparameters,
the actionable outcomes often necessitate more extensive cross-
functional efforts. In the case of in-house datasets, semantic analysis
may lead to requests for additional data related to specific demo-
graphic segments or for annotations of samples with hypothesized
aggressors affecting model performance. These efforts typically
require significant time and resources, and their effectiveness is not
guaranteed. Therefore, it is crucial to accurately assess which data
issues should be prioritized for resolution. Based on our formative
interviews and task analysis, we identify two major pain points in
data-centric error analysis workflows.

Difficulty Identifying Common Characteristics in under-
performing Samples. All participants reported using either a
single underperforming sample (Abstract Task A3) or a set of un-
derperforming samples (Abstract Task A5) to identify error-related
features. Some participants (P4-7) work with supervised use cases
that involve pre-defined labels corresponding to the content of a

sample, while others (P1-3) do not. In instances where class infor-
mation is available (e.g., object detection), samples often contain
complex backgrounds, making it challenging to summarize their
commonalities. For example, P7 described an analysis of a food de-
tection model, where they first ranked the samples based on mean
Intersection over Union (IoU) by object class. They focused on a
sample labeled burger that had a lower overall IoU score. When
evaluating all burger samples with low IOU scores, they all dis-
played various other dishes on the background, including bread
and side dishes. It remained unclear whether the issues stem from
the fries, the bread, both or neither of them. To better assist MLEs
in identifying error-related features, it is essential to improve the
identification of subgroups containing semantically similar samples
(Abstract Task A4) and to provide support for subgroup summariza-
tion (Abstract Task A5).

Difficulty Generalizing Hypothetical Error Causes to Sim-
ilar Samples Without Annotations. Once a model developer
identifies a hypothetical error cause, they typically make adjust-
ments to their model, data, or metrics and then test whether these
changes lead to improved performance. Often, this improvement ne-
cessitates requesting additional data. Before making such requests,
model developers select samples with characteristics they suspect
the model struggles with to validate their needs. For instance, P4
noted the challenge of manually selecting indoor images featur-
ing specific layouts and environmental features not listed in the
class labels. Similarly, P7 reported spending a significant amount
of time handpicking images of objects not included in the prede-
fined list, and cross-checking if they shared similar performance.
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This process becomes even more difficult for tasks lacking class
labels. P3 described spending 1 − 2 hours handpicking images of
interest and maintaining a JSON file containing the IDs of underper-
forming images with specific facial features. This labor-intensive
workflow highlights the value model developers see in retrieving
samples based on user-defined characteristics at scale during the
error analysis process (Abstract Task A6).

We particularly observe that the lack of adequate tooling for
semantic-level performance analysis often led MLEs to either 1)
tweak models and their input data based on a small number of
problematic samples without sufficient verification, or 2) spend
significant amounts of time manually gathering underperforming
samples with shared characteristics. This effort was typically nec-
essary to justify large requests to other teams responsible for data
collection and annotation.

3.3 Design Goals
Building on the task analysis and key pain points identified, we
propose the following design goals to guide the development of
visual analytics systems aimed at assisting model developers in
identifying and validating hypothetical error causes for CVML
models.

G1. Facilitate the identification of semantic subgroups. An-
alyzing underperforming samples all together can make it
difficult to pinpoint potential error causes, as these data
points might not share clear patterns. To address this, we
propose complementing global inspection with the analy-
sis of smaller data slices (subgroups) that share semantic
characteristics. While users should have the flexibility to
define their own subgroups, the system should also semi-
automatically generate subgroups for easier exploration.

G2. Provide a concise overview of each identified subgroup.
Understanding the characteristics, behaviors, and trends of
a subgroup often requires inspecting a large number of sam-
ples, which can be time-consuming. Instead, users should
be able to quickly gain insights into a subgroup’s content
and relevance to detected errors. This could include textual
summaries, representative samples, and relevant statistics.

G3. Enable queries for specific concepts or aggressors.CVML
models may fail on samples containing certain “semantic con-
cepts” or aggressors (e.g., people wearing hats, mixed food)
that are often not pre-annotated. Users should be able to
query and analyze samples associated with these concepts,
thereby creating user-defined subgroups to validate whether
they are linked to model errors.

G4. Ensure easy access to subgroups throughout explo-
ration. The exploration of data subgroups can be highly
iterative, often requiring comparisons between different data
slices [7]. To facilitate this process, it is essential that the sys-
tem tracks and provides easy access to explored subgroups
for ongoing analysis.

G5. Provide guidance for exploring relevant subgroups and
samples. In large datasets, users may benefit from guid-
ance in deciding which subgroups or samples to explore.
This could be achieved by pre-computing features of interest
for each subgroup or by recommending subgroups that are

semantically similar or perform similarly to the currently
inspected one, helping users prioritize their exploration.

G6. Offer a statistical basis to validate the impact of identi-
fied semantics on model performance. When analyzing
subgroup performance, MLEs should be able to compare
the performance distribution of those samples against other
subgroups and the overall dataset. This helps prevent users
from prematurely applying assumptions about error causes
to model development without first confirming that their
observations generalize across the dataset and are not based
on spurious correlations.

4 VibE: Proposed Analytical Workflow and
Methodology

Building on the formative study and design goals from the previous
section, we present VibE, an intelligent workflow for performing se-
mantic error analysis at the subgroup level for CVML models. This
section outlines key steps of the workflow and discusses the analyt-
ical techniques applied at each stage. The practical implementation
is detailed in Sec. 5.

Our proposed workflow is data-centric, emphasizing the need
to explore low performance within smaller semantic neighbor-
hoods before verifying observations across subgroups and the entire
dataset. It comprises four main stages:Model Performance Overview,
Semantic Subgroup Identification, Semantic Hypothesis Generation,
and Semantic Hypothesis Validation. As illustrated in Fig. 3, each
stage supports users [ ] in answering key questions [ ] through
interaction with the user interface [ ] of VibE. The process is en-
hanced by large foundation models [ ], and notably, the workflow
is iterative, allowing users to independently revisit any stage as
needed.

We illustrate how data are processed by large foundation mod-
els and integrated into the user interface of VibE in Fig. 4. While
specific models were selected during the implementation of VibE,
alternative models and algorithms can be chosen to suit tasks in dif-
ferent domains. Acknowledging the potential inconsistencies and
biases of large language models (LLMs), we observed how users
interacted with the information generated by these models and
gathered their feedback through interviews, which we discuss in
detail in the Discussion section.

4.1 Model Performance Overview
The first stage of our workflow serves as a default starting point
that can be integrated into most model evaluation tools, providing
an initial overview of model performance through absolute metrics
and data distribution patterns. This stage allows for basic filtering
of data samples based on available metadata, enables ranking by
metric values, and facilitates easy inspection of individual samples.
Additionally, a visualization of the data’s “shape” using dimension-
ality reduction (DR) techniques can reveal structures by clustering
similar samples together.

We leverage the vector representations (embeddings) learned
fromwidely available foundationmodels. In this work, these embed-
dings are derived from CLIP [52], a vision-language model trained
contrastively on a large dataset of image-text pairs. CLIP’s text
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Figure 3: Semantic error analysis workflow with four main stages. Each stage aims to answer different questions, which
is supported by different views in the user interface. To answer each question, we combine foundation models with visual
analytics techniques.

and image encoders map textual inputs 𝑋𝑡 and images 𝑋𝑖 to a la-
tent representation 𝜙 ∈ 𝑅512 in a shared embedding space 𝐸. After
obtaining 𝜙 for each image, these vector representations can be
projected into a lower-dimensional space using DR techniques like
UMAP [41] and displayed in interactive 2D scatterplots. While
some high-dimensional information may be lost during DR, the 2D
projection still preserves similarity patterns between samples and
their neighbors. This projection can be conveniently combined with
performance metrics, offering insights into correlations between
semantics and model performance. For instance, we may observe
that semantically similar samples (i.e., neighboring points) exhibit
comparable performance trends. We select CLIP as a representative
of any large foundational model capable of generating semantically
meaningful embeddings. As discussed later (Sec. 8), it may be bene-
ficial to explore alternatives that are more specifically tailored to
the CVML tasks being debugged.

4.2 Semantic Subgroup Identification
Following initial analyses, we provide users with an initial set of
candidate subgroups to explore (G1). To achieve this, we use the
CLIP vector representations, combined with clustering techniques
such as K-Means [58] and DBSCAN [55]. Operating within the
semantically meaningful CLIP embedding space 𝐸 [12], all samples
in the same cluster are considered to share semantic similarities.
This clustering generates conceptually coherent subgroups, serving
as a starting point for further exploration and analysis of model
performance within distinct semantic neighborhoods.

The use of dimensionality reduction (DR) together with clus-
tering techniques introduces several key trade-offs. Clustering in
high-dimensional space (i.e., using the full 512-dimensional CLIP
vectors) preserves all semantic information but suffers from the
“curse of dimensionality”, which increases computational costs and
challenges interpretability. Conversely, clustering after applying
DR techniques is faster and more visually interpretable [41, 65],
though it offers only approximate similarity. DR methods reduce
noise and focus on the most relevant features but may introduce

unexpected biases or lose important details. Thus, the choice of
technique significantly affects the resulting clusters, potentially
leading to the loss of important semantic relationships during re-
duction. While these considerations are highly relevant, we limit
our scope here and instead provide users with flexibility to adjust
DR and clustering parameters, allowing them to balance between
accuracy and efficiency based on their specific analysis needs.

Beyond an initial set of possible subgroups, we also support
user-defined custom subgroups using the same CLIP embeddings
(G3). For instance, a user can identify a subgroup by “querying”
specific concepts through text inputs — a task that we refer to as
“semantic search”. Given a dataset 𝐷 containing 𝑁 image samples
and a query𝑄 , we return𝑛 samples that satisfy the semantic concept
described by our query 𝑄 . We embed all database images with the
CLIP Image Encoder 𝐸 into 512-dimensional latent representations
𝜙 and store them in a vector database before querying. During
query time, a textual 𝑄𝑡 query is encoded into 𝜙𝑞 using the CLIP
text encoder. We then perform a similarity search based on the
cosine similarity between the query vector 𝜙𝑞 and any database
vectors 𝜙𝑖 as described below:

𝑑
(
𝜙𝑞, 𝜙𝑖

)
=

𝜙𝑇𝑞 𝜙𝑖

∥𝜙𝑞 ∥∥𝜙𝑖 ∥
(1)

The 𝑛 closest samples according to the distance metric above
are returned and displayed in the UI. In this way, we assist users in
retrieving a subgroup of samples with the semantic features they
have in mind.

4.3 Semantic Hypothesis Generation
When visually inspecting samples within an identified subgroup,
users can often infer shared semantic characteristics and relate
them to individual metrics or the subgroup’s overall performance.
However, as the number of samples increases or semantic features
become more nuanced, exhaustive inspection becomes impracti-
cal. To address this, we offer techniques to identify key features
associated with each subgroup.
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Figure 4: The data flow of VibE. Based on the original model input/output, we generate auxiliary data about the semantic
meanings of model input images. These auxiliary data facilitates the construction of semantic clusters and samples retrieval of
semantic concept. Both the original model/data and auxiliary data are presented in the Vibe UI. In practice, the foundation
models used in this workflow can be easily replaced with any model that aligns with users’ preferences, data compliance needs,
or other requirements.

4.3.1 Display of Subgroup Sample Representatives. Selecting one
or more samples to represent a subgroup is useful for various visual
analytics tasks [43]. We can determine the centroid of each clus-
ter by calculating the mean (or median) of the high-dimensional
vectors corresponding to its samples. Then, by applying cosine sim-
ilarity (Eq 1), we identify the top 𝑛 samples closest to the centroid.
These samples serve as effective representatives for the cluster
(G2), particularly in interfaces with limited space or in visualiza-
tions like scatterplots, allowing quick reference to subgroups while
minimizing visual clutter.

Depending on the dimensionality reduction (DR) and cluster-
ing methods applied, representatives can be refined by filtering
out outliers before computing the centroid. This ensures that the
centroid accurately reflects the core semantics of the subgroup,
rather than being skewed by samples that do not align with the
group’s general characteristics. We also explored synthesizing a
representative image from the high-dimensional vector represen-
tations of the centroid through a diffusion process [48]; however,
this approach was not always reliable in accurately representing
the shared characteristics of a subgroup.

While centroid-based representative samples capture overall sub-
group semantics, performance analysis can benefit from displaying
the lowest and highest performing samples within the cluster. By

Figure 5: Image retrieval using natural language. The re-
trieval pipeline uses a pre-trained CLIP model to retrieve
image samples based on a text query.

inspecting these extremes, users can identify recurring issues in
low-performance samples and, when combined with metric distri-
butions, observe whether hypothetical aggressors affect all samples
or just a subset.

4.3.2 Summarization of subgroup contents. As described in our
formative interviews, understanding subgroups can be challenging
due to the complex nature of data samples. We propose textual
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summarization as a powerful tool for describing subgroup semantics
(G2). In our work, we use GPT-4 (gpt-4o) [1], which supports
various language and image variants. When sufficient ground-truth
labels or annotations are available, we embed this metadata into
a readable string format for the model’s context. We then prompt
the large language model (LLM) to describe commonalities within
the provided data samples. An example template might be:

“I have the following data: data. Please summarize all
these data using less than <num_word> words. ”

Although GPT4o is able to take visual/image input, it is faster
for it to generate response based on text only queries. In addition,
many LLMs are hosted on the cloud, which requires sending the
data to a third-party server. This might have data safety issues if
the data contain personal identifiable information (PII) or other
sensitive information. As such, we propose to summarize images
based on the textual description or captions of them.

However, most datasets lack sufficient metadata or annotations.
To address this, we utilize another large language model to pre-
generate textual captions for all images in the dataset. At the time
of implementing VibE, we selected LLaVA-NeXT [37] for caption
generation for two key reasons. First, it produces detailed image
descriptions that support subsequent summarization tasks. Second,
the model can be run locally, eliminating the need to send data to
third-party services and thereby preserving any potential PII within
the dataset. We then store these captions in a vector database and
use GPT-4 to describe their shared characteristics, following the
previous approach.

During our experiments with cluster summarization, a limiting
factor was the LLM context size and the need for dataset-specific
prompt tuning. If metadata or captions are too lengthy, or if we
summarize too many samples, the prompt can exceed the model’s
context window. To mitigate this, we select a subset of samples
based on proximity to the cluster centroid until we fill the available
context length. We found that slight variations in prompt templates
tailored to the specific use case yield better results. For instance, in
the face reconstruction case presented in Section 6.2, we added in
the prompt some facial characteristics examples that a user would
like to see: “The common characteristics can be related to gender,
ethnicity groups, settings, facial features, outfits, events, image
styles.” Please find the detailed prompt content in our supplemen-
tary materials.

Subgroup summaries can also vary in length depending on the an-
alytical task. For our system, we proposemedium-length summaries
(up to 15 words) for comparative tables, and longer descriptions for
detailed single subgroup inspections.

4.3.3 Display and Ranking of candidate semantic issues. Revisit-
ing our previous example of highlighting low-performing samples
within a subgroup, we expand the summarization concept to iden-
tify potential factors influencing model performance. Inspired by
VisDiff [15], we prompt GPT-4 to delineate the visual differences
between high-performing and low-performing samples based on
their captions, generating a list of possible “aggressors” expressed
as 1-5 word concepts. We use the following template:

“The following are the result of captioning two groups
of images: <caption placeholder>.

I am a machine learning researcher trying to figure
out the major differences between these two groups
so I can better understand my data.
Come upwith 10 distinct concepts that are more likely
to be true for Group A compared to Group B. Please
write a list of captions. ”

Here, <caption placeholder> includes captions from 10 images
in Group A and 10 in Group B, formatted as follows: “Group A:
<caption A1>; Group A: <caption A2>; ... Group B: <caption B1>;
...”. Group A contains the samples with the worst performance in
a cluster or concept-based subgroup, while Group B consists of
the best-performing ones. The prompt also specifies the correct
and incorrect output formats. Please refer to our supplementary
material for the complete prompt content.

These candidate issues highlight distinguishing characteristics
associated with performance within the cluster and can be validated
by visually inspecting the corresponding low-performing samples
(G2). However, it is important to note that these results can only
be computed if there is sufficient performance variability within
the semantic cluster. If all samples exhibit uniformly high perfor-
mance, generating a meaningful set of candidate issues becomes
challenging. In contrast, if all samples have low performance, the
cluster summary itself is a candidate issue of the this cluster.

To further assist users to identify the most relevant issues, we
ranked all the proposed candidate issues by a confidence score
adapted from AUROC(Area Under the Receiver Operating Char-
acteristic Curve) score for a classification model. More specifi-
cally, given a GPT-generated candidate issue text as 𝑄𝑡 and its
512-dimensional CLIP embedding as 𝜙𝑞 , an image in either Group
A or Group B as 𝑀𝑖 and its CLIP embedding as 𝜙𝑖 . We can then
calculate a cosine similarity 𝑑 (𝜙𝑞, 𝜙𝑖 ) between the candidate issue
and each of the images in Group A or B using equation 1. Then we
use 𝑑 (𝜙𝑞, 𝜙𝑖 ) as a probability of whether an image belongs to Group
A (underperforming samples) or not. In this way, we have a simple
classifier to differentiate Group A and Group B after setting a prob-
ability threshold (i.e., if 𝑑 (𝜙𝑞, 𝜙𝑖 ) > 0.5, then it is from Group A).
Here we use the performance of this simple classifier as a proxy of
whether a candidate issue can well differentiate Group A (underper-
forming samples) from Group B (well-performed samples). Because
AUROC can evaluate a classifier’s performance across all the pos-
sible thresholds, we use it as the confidence score of a candidate
issue.

4.4 Semantic Hypothesis Validation
The visual inspection of a subgroup’s relevant samples, along with
system-generated suggestions, can prompt machine learning engi-
neers (MLEs) to identify initial issues affecting model performance.
Before modifying the algorithm or data, it is crucial to iteratively
refine these observations and validate them through basic statistical
analysis. After examining a subgroup of interest and formulating
potential hypotheses, MLEs should verify their findings in similar
subgroups and across the entire dataset.

4.4.1 Guidance in exploring similar subgroups. Using CLIP embed-
dings, we can leverage cluster centroid positions and their distances
from the currently considered subgroup (as described in Equation 1)
to identify semantically similar clusters (G5). If neighboring clusters
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exhibit comparably low performance, inspecting them may reveal
shared issues. Conversely, high-performing neighboring clusters
may indicate that the hypothesized problems do not generalize
or that the semantic features examined are too specific and not
accurately represented by the current embedding, dimensionality
reduction (DR), or clustering methods. Further verification can be
achieved by adjusting these parameters or conducting dedicated
searches. Additionally, neighboring subgroups that display mixed
performance may uncover hidden aggressors for further validation.

4.4.2 Semantic (Concept) Search. After initial iterations, MLEs can
refine their observations to one or more plausible semantic issues
and use the semantic search functionality from Sec.4.2 to generate a
new subgroup based on those concepts (G3). If samples consistently
exhibit low performance, it may indicate the concept represents an
aggressor. Conversely, if performance is mixed, the new subgroup
can serve as a starting point for further analysis. Examining high
and low-performing samples and associated candidate issues may
reveal nuanced semantics and lead back to the hypothesis gen-
eration step in Sec.4.3. Even clusters with solely low-performing
samples can benefit from additional semantic search queries to
filter out spurious correlations and ensure model failures are not
misattributed to other coinciding semantic characteristics.

4.4.3 Subgroup Analysis. At this stage, MLEs often iterate through
multiple subgroups, comparing them to see if observations apply
to others or generalize across the dataset. To strengthen these com-
parisons, visual inspection should be paired with basic statistical as-
sessments: Do the subgroups have enough samples for meaningful
observations? How do their performance metric distributions com-
pare, and are they significantly different from the overall dataset?
When comparing a system-generated cluster with a user-generated
subgroup (e.g., based on a specific concept), how many samples
overlap? These questions aim to evaluate the generalizability and
significance of generated hypotheses quantitatively (G6).

As noted by Dragicevic [14], it would be beneficial to report
informative charts and interval estimates with explanations when
comparing two groups. We include histograms to illustrate the
shape of the metric distribution for one or two subgroups. Addi-
tionally, we calculate each subgroup’s mean value as a summary
statistic, while the 95% bootstrap confidence interval (CI) indicates
the precision and reliability of the mean estimate. If the CIs of two
subgroups do not overlap, this suggests a significant difference
between their mean values. Conversely, significant overlap may
imply that apparent differences in means could result from random
variation. A narrow CI indicates high precision in the mean esti-
mate, while a wide CI suggests uncertainty or variability in the
data. Together, these methods provide complementary insights for
comparing two subgroups.

5 VibE: System Implementation
In this section, we present the implementation of the analytical
workflow introduced in Sec.4. This implementation not only demon-
strates how the proposed methodologies can be integrated into a
fully functional system, but also enables us to evaluate their effec-
tiveness in Sec.6. Our VibE implementation was developed through

an iterative design process, with our developers collaborating bi-
weekly with a UI/UX designer and a machine learning engineer
over twelve months to refine the system design and validate its util-
ity. The system is built using a common software stack, featuring a
React-based web interface and a Python backend that handles data
loading and computation, supported by a local PostgreSQL data-
base with the pgvector extension. Leveraging focus-plus-context
visualization techniques [25], the system allows users to explore
subgroups in detail while maintaining an overview of the entire
dataset. This enables iterative hypothesis generation and validation
related to error causes. Below, we describe the two main pages of
the system and their respective views.

5.1 Dataset Overview
The initial overview page (Fig. 1, A) predominantly corresponds
to the first two stages of our workflow (Sec.4.1 and Sec.4.2), and
serves as a starting point for users, similar to how other tools
might begin their subgroup analysis. It features commonly used
visualizations, such as a dimensionality-reduction-based scatterplot
and a performance distribution chart, along with initial tools for
generating candidate subgroups for exploration.

5.1.1 Semantic Distribution Panel. This panel includes a histogram
that displays the distribution of a selected performance metric
across all dataset samples (Fig. 1, A1), paired with an interactive 2D
scatterplot designed to reveal structures with shared semantic char-
acteristics (Fig. 1, A2). By default, the scatterplot utilizes UMAP [41]
to reduce high-dimensional CLIP representations into two dimen-
sions. However, users can switch to other techniques like t-SNE,
MDS, and PCA, in line with previous works ( [7, 46, 67]). Scatterplot
points are color-coded based on their performance metric value,
allowing similarly colored neighborhoods to highlight potential
correlations between semantic similarity and model performance.

5.1.2 Semantic Subgroups Panel. The semantic subgroups panel
(Fig. 1, A3) provides an initial set of candidate subgroups for analysis.
Users can configure various parameters to define these subgroups,
such as the clustering method, the number of clusters (if applicable),
and the type of computation (high vs low-dimensional embeddings).
Clusters can be ranked by an aggregate performance metric, offer-
ing a prioritized view of those potentially worth deeper inspection.
The candidate subgroups are displayed in a table, with each row
showing the absolute and relative size, as well as the average value
of the selected performance metric for each cluster. To enhance the
user experience, we integrate techniques like cluster representa-
tives and summaries, as discussed in Sec. 4.3, and cache their results.
This provides upfront context as to why a specific cluster might
warrant attention. In particular, each cluster displays semantically
representative samples and a textual summary describing its con-
tents. Additionally, low-performing samples and potential causes
(i.e., “aggressors”) are highlighted to give users initial insights into
possible performance issues. Upon selecting a cluster, users can
view its metric distribution (histogram in blue) compared to the
overall dataset (histogram in gray). Cluster samples are also high-
lighted in the scatterplot, supporting users in determining whether
the samples are outliers or belong to a larger semantic or similarly
performing group. Users then have the option further inspect a
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Figure 6: VibE provides modal windows to support users to (A) check detailed model input and output, (B) retrieve samples by
semantic concept search, and (C) inspect all the samples in one subgroup ranked by specific metric value. (A2) illustrates an
example where the model failed to generate views from certain angles. VibE also provides some setting functions to assist
users to (D1) filter the semantic search results and (D2) customize the error color encoding.

specific cluster by transitioning to the Subgroup Analysis page
(Fig. 1, B).

5.2 Subgroup Analysis
This second page focuses on a more detailed inspection of a single
cluster and of its neighbors (Sec. 4.3), and provides some statistical
analysis tools to verify error cause hypotheses (Sec. 4.4). Semantic
search further provides a way to iteratively move from detail to
overview, enabling the generation of conceptual subgroups across
the dataset.

5.2.1 Subgroup Details Panel. When inspecting a single cluster, we
display the textual summary and the top high and low performing
samples as described in (Sec. 4.3). While a button allows opening
a modal to inspect all samples within a subgroup (Fig. 6, C), these
samples at the tails of the distribution are often enough to get a
sense of its contents (Fig. 1, B1). Low-performing samples can also
be visually matched with the list of candidate error issues computed
with GPT-4 (Sec. 4.3.3) and displayed below (Fig. 1, B2). The setting
further allows to highlight only samples within a given range of
performance metric values, which are displayed under each sample.
While we display both ground truth and prediction, if applicable, for
each sample, a dedicated debuggingmodal is provided to display any
additional file or custom visualization associated with a sample. For
instance, in our 3D asset generation case study (Sec. 6.1) we display
employ this modal to display multiple ground truth / prediction
couples associated with different camera angles.

In the same panel, we offer a display of clusters neighboring
the current subgroup (Fig. 1, B3). Each neighboring cluster is rep-
resented as a card that includes a representative sample, a short
textual description of its contents, and an indication of whether its
aggregate performance is high or low, based on the selected metric
and the user-defined value range. This is paired with the scatterplot
visualization, allowing users to observe whether semantically simi-
lar clusters exhibit comparable performance. Such similarities may
suggest the generalizability of an identified issue, while clusters
that mix high- and low-performing samples might warrant further
investigation to detect possibly hidden aggressors. Additionally,
color coding for high and low metric values can be inverted in cases
where lower values correspond to higher errors.

5.2.2 Semantic Search Modal. After identifying potential semantic
features linked to low performance within a cluster and its neigh-
boring clusters, users can open the CLIP-enabled semantic search
modal to query these concepts across the entire dataset. This al-
lows them to form a new, custom subgroup to assess whether those
characteristics are more broadly associated with low performance
(Sec. 4.4). The previously mentioned metric value threshold can be
applied to refine search results before finalizing the creation of the
new subgroup. The Semantic Search modal can also be opened by
directly clicking on the aggressors listed in the Subgroup Details
panel.

5.2.3 History Modal. Given the iterative nature of data exploration
tasks [7], we provide amodal listing all previously inspected clusters
and subgroups generated via semantic search (G4), using the same
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card-based representation for each subgroup. Users can quickly
reload any subgroup into the Subgroup Details Panel by clicking
on its card. Additionally, subgroups can be selected from this list
for comparison in the Subgroup Analysis panel, as described below.

5.2.4 Subgroup Analysis Panel. Users can select one or more sub-
groups from the History Modal for analysis in a dedicated com-
parative statistics panel (Fig.1, B4-B5). This panel juxtaposes the
selected subgroups with bar charts that illustrate their absolute and
relative sizes, comparing them to the entire dataset and highlight-
ing the number of shared samples (Fig.1, B4). Relevant settings are
accessible through checkboxes in the UI. In the lower half of the
panel, subgroup comparisons shift to the perspective of metric dis-
tributions, considering all available metrics simultaneously (Fig. 1,
B5). Subgroup distributions are presented as differently colored
histograms, with shared samples excluded by default to emphasize
the differences among the selected clusters. Additionally, the same
comparison is provided in aggregate form through a bar chart that
displays the average values and 95% confidence intervals for each
metric across subgroups. To assist users in interpreting the results,
we include an optional textual explanation indicating whether the
performance differences between two subgroups or between a sub-
group and the entire dataset are statistically significant, based on
the overlap of these confidence intervals (Sec. 4.4).

6 Case Studies
In this section, we qualitatively evaluate our VibE workflow and
methodology by exploring three case studies centered around three
diverse tasks, ranging from a traditional CVML task, object de-
tection, to a generative model, 3D asset generation, as well as an
important face reconstruction task that involves model fairness.
Our study involved a total of 6 machine learning engineers (E1-6,
2 female, 4 male, all aged from 25 to 35) from a major technology
company, with 2 engineers using our VibE system implementation
to address each of the three CVML tasks. The participants chosen
for each task declared to have 2-5 years of work experience develop-
ing and debugging CVML models for that particular task. For each
task, we chose to use public datasets and state-of-the-art model
architectures that closely resemble the real-world challenges faced
by the participants.

Instead of focusing on evaluating our implementation, our main
interest revolves around understanding how model developers
would employ our proposed methodologies to analyze their model’s
behavior, and how foundation models can assist them during the
model debugging workflow. We particularly aim to investigate
whether the auto-generated summaries and semantic search based
on large foundation models can help model developers discover
new insights, and come up with ways to improve their models.
Ultimately, it is our goal to explore how foundation-model-based
semantic error analysis workflows could shape future CVML error
analysis practices.

Procedure. We began each interview with an introduction, dur-
ing which we clarified the goal of VibE and provided a tutorial
of VibE (10 minutes). Then, we asked participants to analyze the
type of model they work closely with to figure out where and why
the model makes mistakes. Specifically, E1 and E2 analyzed a 3D
asset generation model; E3 and E4 explored the face reconstruction

model; E5 and E6, the object detection model. During the process,
we instructed the experts to follow a “think-aloud” protocol [17],
where they reasoned out loud and explicitly mentioned what ques-
tions they were trying to answer during the exploration and what
insights they gathered (15 − 20 minutes). In the end, we conducted
a semi-structured interview that incorporated several questions
about the overall usefulness of VibE, the functions they liked most,
those they did not use frequently, and how they utilized information
from foundation models, such as subgroup summarization outputs
and concept search results (15 − 20 minutes). We also asked par-
ticipants how they compared VibE with their current workflows
and tools that did not leverage foundation models. Each session
was conducted in person. With participants’ consent, each session
was recorded and transcribed for analysis. After the meeting, E3-E6
volunteered to offer their own data and model output to the authors
and provided follow-up feedback after using VibE with their own
data.

In the following subsections, we describe how VibE was used
for the three CVML tasks by the users. The users’ feedback led to
a discussion, detailed in the next section, about the role of VibE,
how participants integrated it into their workflows, and our lessons
learned about effectively combining foundation models and visual
analytics to design intelligent user interfaces for complex data
analysis tasks.

6.1 3D Asset Generation Model: Error Discovery
and Interpretation

Although we did not include model developers for 3D asset gen-
eration in our formative study, we recognized that VibE could be
beneficial for this use case based on insights gathered throughout
the project. Therefore, we included 3D asset generation models as
part of the evaluation of VibE.

In this case study, we asked participants (E1, E2) to use the
diffusion model Zero123++ [56] on the Google Scanned Objects
(GSO) [13], a large-scale real-world dataset of 3D scanned household
items, to generate novel views of a 3D object from different camera
angles based on a single image of that object. These multiple views
are then typically used to generate the geometry and texture of
the 3D object through a separate process. For this study, we used
the GSO validation set, which contains 1, 030 high-quality scanned
objects. In this dataset, each object has a high-quality image from
56 different angles as ground truth. To prepare data for clustering
and semantic search, we generate CLIP embeddings for all the 56
images of an object. And then store the mean vector of the 56 CLIP
embeddings as the semantic vector for this object. We sent an image
from a random angle to Zero123++ as an input, and then select
model output from 6 different angles to measure the errors on this
object.

To evaluate the performance of the model, developers relied on
several metrics to measure the differences between the generated
views and the ground truth views (scanned object views). For in-
stance, the Learned Perceptual Image Patch Similarity (LPIPS) metric
evaluates the perceptual dissimilarity between image patches—higher
LPIPS values [74] indicate greater differences between the gener-
ated images and the ground truth. Additionally, we included metrics
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such as Peak Signal-to-Noise Ratio (PSNR)[24] and its variant PSNR-
mask[49], along with Structural Similarity (SSIM) [66] to measure
model performance.

We detail below the workflow observed from participant E1 to
showcase a full debugging session.

Exploring error samples. Participant E1 began by examining
the model’s performance in the Semantic Distribution panel. Points
in the projection view were colored by their performance, allowing
underperforming samples to stand out visually. E1 hovered over
these points to preview the model’s outputs, which gave them an
initial understanding of the failing samples and the extent of errors.
Through this exploration, E1 identified several regions with high
error rates, seemingly consisting of colorful boxes and toys.

Generating and exploring semantic clusters. E1 used the
tool to generate 20 semantic clusters based on 2D vectors of CLIP
embeddings. These clusters were ranked by their LPIPS values, mak-
ing it easier to spot clusters where the model underperformed. By
selecting the generated clusters from Semantic Subgroups panel,
E1 could highlight samples in the projection view, graying out
unselected ones. E1 toggled between clusters and hovered over
highlighted points to inspect specific samples, eventually identi-
fying errors such as vases and containers, which were initially
overlooked during random point checks.

Analyzing samples in one cluster. Next, E1 selected Cluster
19, which contained various containers, for further analysis. In the
subgroup analysis view, E1 clicked the sample with the highest
LPIPS error to examine all generated views, discovering that the
model struggled with the geometry of the container from multiple
angles. Other high-error containers in this cluster exhibited similar
issues with generating the correct shape.

Searching for a specific concept. As suggested by the auto-
generated visual differences (Fig. 1, B2), E1 hypothesized that the
model struggled with “objects with holes or cutouts.” Searching for
such samples, E1 found that few appeared in Cluster 19. Upon closer
inspection, E1 refined the search to “plant container with hole” (i.e.,
plant pots or planters with drainage holes), which revealed samples
with the highest LPIPS values in Cluster 19.

Analyzing samples across subgroups. E1 wondered if this
concept could explain the high-error samples in Cluster 19. Compar-
ing two subgroups—Cluster 19 and the concept “plant container with
holes”—E1 found that both had significantly higher average LPIPS
values than the entire dataset, suggesting error-related features in
both subgroups. Highlighting shared samples (Fig.1, B4), E1 noted
that 22 samples were retrieved from the user-defined concept, 7
of which overlapped with Cluster 19. Further statistical analysis
(Fig.1, B5) led E1 to conclude that the concept could be attributed
to the higher errors in Cluster 19. After removing these samples,
the remaining ones no longer exhibited a significantly higher mean
LPIPS value compared to the whole dataset.

Checking neighboring clusters with similar content. E1
didn’t stop at analyzing the retrieved concept in isolation. To inves-
tigate whether the model struggled with other types of containers,
E1 compared the “plant container with holes” concept with neigh-
boring clusters in the projection view (Fig. 1, B3). This comparison
helped E1 understand the distribution of samples containing the
concept and identify other clusters with similar content. E1 then
initiated the next round of analysis by inspecting Cluster 10, which

also contained similarly perforated containers and had a higher
mean lpips score.

Variations in participant analysis strategies. E2 followed
similar initial steps as E1 to gain an overview during the exploration.
However, with more experience using both the GSO dataset and
the Zero123++ model, E2 identified a different cause for errors.
While examining the projection view, where many toy samples
were clustered, E2 noticed a toy car-like sample viewed from the
bottom. E2 immediately recognized that this sample should depict
a toy car with a bunny on top. By checking the sample details and
all available views (Fig. 6, A2), it was confirmed that this sample
indeed featured a bunny on the toy car. E2 explained to the authors
that Zero123++ typically performs better with input images from
specific angles; thus, the bottom view perspective of the bunny
car did not yield favorable results. Additionally, E2 utilized the
statistical analysis in the subgroup comparison panel less frequently
than E1. Instead, E2 focused on validating various concepts they
suspected might hinder the model’s performance by examining the
retrieved samples and their corresponding performance metrics.

6.2 Face Reconstruction Model: Aggressor
Analysis & Fairness Test

Our second use case involves employing a Variational AutoEn-
coder (VAE) model for face reconstruction. This CVML task aims
to learn a robust vector representation of each face image, which is
often utilized for downstream tasks, ranging from exploratory data
analysis to integration into other model architectures. In this case,
we utilize an open-source VAE model [63] trained on the CelebA
dataset [39], a large-scale collection of celebrity face attributes. We
evaluate the model on the CelebA test set, which comprises 19, 867
human faces. The objective of this analysis is to assess how well the
model preserves facial features in its synthetically generated output
images across different demographics. This evaluation leverages
several metrics, including Kullback–Leibler Divergence [11] (KLD)
and Mean Squared Error (MSE). We also employ a loss function
as a linear combination of these two metrics; thus, a higher loss
indicates poorer model performance.

We outline below how E4 analyzed and reasoned about the prob-
lematic model output.

Data overview. E4 began the exploration using the Semantic
Distribution panel, where they first examined the distribution of
samples. E4 observed a general transition from male to female
representations (top to bottom) and a gradient from lighter to darker
skin tones (left to right). E4 continued to investigate the data points
displayed in the projection view for additional insights.

Cluster inspection and aggressor analysis. E4 generated 50
clusters and focused on those with the highest loss values. Notably,
Cluster 12, the cluster with the highest loss, appeared as an outlier,
situated far from the majority of data points (see Fig. 1B). The clus-
ter summary indicated that samples in this group predominantly
featured individuals wearing headscarves and glasses. Upon fur-
ther analysis, E4 discovered that this cluster primarily contained
images of the same woman, wearing headscarves of various col-
ors while delivering speeches at different events. This consistency
among samples accounted for the poor performance and the tight
clustering observed in the projection view.
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Figure 7: Using VibE to analyze a face reconstruction model. For each image, the top half is the input image, the bottom half is
the synthetically generated output by the model.

Figure 8: Users check whether a model has fair performance
across different subpopulations by querying samples from
semantic concepts related to gender, age, and skin tones. The
first two charts show significant differences on loss while the
last chart does not show significant difference.

E4 mentioned that in their daily work, the model is tested by
focusing on human faces with specific “aggressors”. These typically
refer to inputs or features that cause significant or critical errors in
the model’s predictions. An aggressor can also signify a systemic
error in the model, where certain patterns or types of data con-
sistently lead to failures. E4 aimed to analyze whether the model
exhibited consistent mistakes with common aggressors.

E4 first searched for “headscarf, hat”, as Cluster 12, which fea-
tured a woman wearing a headscarf, had already demonstrated low
performance. They then examined the metric distribution for the
subgroup associated with the concept “headscarf, hat” and com-
pared it to the overall dataset. As shown in Fig. 1-D1, this subgroup
exhibited a significantly higher average loss value than the entire
dataset. Next, E4 followed similar steps to investigate the concept
“glasses”, which also displayed a notably higher average loss com-
pared to the full dataset (see Fig. 1, D2). After reviewing several
high loss samples related to these aggressor concepts, E4 confirmed
that the VAE model struggled when human faces were partially ob-
scured by decorations such as hats and glasses. This often resulted
in blurred or incorrect representations of facial features (e.g., a red
hat being reconstructed as red hair).

Fairness test. Based on prior experience, E4 aimed to ensure
fair performance across different demographic subpopulations. To

achieve this, E4 used the semantic search feature to retrieve and
compare performance metrics for the following subgroups: “man,
male” and “woman, female”, “kid” and “older people”, and “dark
skin tone” and “pale skin tone”. As shown in Figure 8, samples
in the “man, male” subgroup exhibited significantly lower perfor-
mance than those in the “’woman, female” one. E4 noted that the
CelebA dataset contains many more female samples than male
ones [51], which may explain the model’s better performance with
female faces. In terms of age groups, E4 inspected several sam-
ples of kids and observed that the underperforming samples in the
“kid” category often featured fashionable decorations such as hats
and sunglasses. In contrast, the samples of older individuals in the
dataset were predominantly portrait-like images with well-defined
hair shapes and facial features. This pattern echoed the earlier is-
sues E4 identified with aggressors. Ultimately, E4 concluded that
the model performed fairly well across different skin tones.

Variations in participant analysis strategies. E3 and E4 em-
ployed similar analysis strategies regarding aggressors and fairness
tests. E3’s analysis involved searching for various concepts such
as “blonde hair”, “beard”, “facial hair”, and “afro”. Since they were
working with a model focused on human faces, ensuring fair per-
formance and mitigating the impact of aggressors were two critical
aspects of their daily work.

6.3 Object Detection Model: Inconsistent
Annotations

Object detection involves identifying which objects, as defined by a
predefined taxonomy, are present in an image and determining the
regions they occupy. In this third case study, we apply the open-
source YOLO model [53] to the validation set from the COCO [36]
dataset, which consists of 4,905 images featuring commonly en-
countered objects in our daily lives. The evaluation criteria for this
study focus on three main aspects: detection (whether the predicted
bounding boxes align with the ground truth), classification (whether
the detected areas are classified correctly), and recognition (whether
both the predicted bounding box and the class match the ground
truth). We describe below how E5 analyzed and reasoned about the
label and annotation issues within this use case.
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Figure 9: Using VibE to analyze an object detection model. After comparing Cluster 1 and the subgroup of samples with “fruit
in market” as suggested by GPT-4, E5 confirmed the labeling issues of inconsistency when a group of similar objects appear in
the image.

Analyzing a cluster with inconsistent labels. E5 aimed to
evaluate the detection performance of the pre-trained model by
generating 50 semantic clusters using K-Means and ranking them
by detection mIoU, which measures the model’s ability to detect
objects without considering classification performance. E5 focused
on Cluster 1, which had the lowest average detection mIoU values,
indicating it contained many incorrect detection areas. As noted in
the auto-generated summary, most samples in this cluster featured
fruits found in markets and streets. She confirmed this observa-
tion by reviewing all subgroup samples. Next, E5 selected one of
the lowest-performing samples to compare the bounding boxes
in the predictions and the ground truth (Fig. 9B). She discovered
label inconsistencies with bananas and oranges. Specifically, both
the model predictions and the ground truth sometimes focused on
individual fruits, such as a single banana, while other times they
encompassed the entire area of the bananas. E5 explained that this
inconsistency may not pose a problem if the model detects all the
bananas’ area. However, it becomes an issue if the task requires
instance-level accuracy, where each object must be detected individ-
ually. E5 observed that this same problem occurred in other images
within the cluster, affecting apples and oranges as well.

Exploring a concept that may contain the same problem.
E5 aimed to explore the problem more deeply. Based on the auto-
generated visual differences (Fig. 9A), E5 searched for the concept of
“fruit in market”. E5 anticipated finding more samples with a similar
annotation issue, where some fruits in a market tile were annotated
individually while others were grouped. To refine the search, she
adjusted the similarity threshold to filter out grocery/market images
featuring other fruits. Next, E5 checked how well these images
represented the samples in cluster 1 and whether they contributed

to the low detection mIoU in that cluster. She added cluster 1 to the
subgroup analysis panel (Fig. 9, C1), revealing a higher percentage
of low-performance samples compared to the entire dataset, as
shown in the histogram. The average detection mIoU for cluster 1
was significantly lower than that of the whole dataset.

E5 then included the subgroup of the concept “fruit in market”
in the analysis panel, highlighting the shared samples (Fig. 9, C2).
This concept encompassed 77 out of 109 samples in cluster 1. More-
over, the shared samples (yellow) accounted for the majority of low
detection mIoU cases, as indicated in the histogram. After remov-
ing these shared samples, the unique samples in cluster 1 (blue)
showed no significant difference in mean detection mIoU compared
to the entire dataset. However, the shared samples (yellow) had a
significantly lower average detection mIoU than the unique samples
(blue). E5 concluded that the samples related to “fruit in market”
primarily contributed to the lower performance of cluster 1, largely
due to inconsistent bounding box labels.

Investigating other clusters To explore potential labeling is-
sues, E5 investigated the nearest neighbors around this concept
(Fig. 9D). E5 identified cluster 29, which contained many samples of
flowers displayed in markets or parks, and noted some samples with
inconsistent labeling. E5 then sorted the cluster table by detection
mIoU in descending order and analyzed several high-performance
clusters. Upon reviewing the samples, E5 observed that these clus-
ters included many images of individual animals (e.g., bears, zebras)
or modes of transportation (e.g., airplanes). This further confirmed
E5’s finding that the primary issues in this dataset and model were
related to inconsistent labels for groups of identical objects.

Variations in participant analysis strategies. E6 recognized
the same labeling issues as E5 but was more interested in food
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samples. E6 explored various food categories, searching for terms
like “mixed food”, “raw fruit”, and “small food” to analyze different
types of food.

7 Study Results Analysis & Discussion
This section analyzes exploration patterns and expert feedback
from our case studies, followed by reflections on lessons learned
throughout the process. We hope these insights will inform the
design of future visual analytics (VA) systems that leverage large
foundation models.

7.1 Study Results Analysis
Exploration patterns. All experts completed the high-level task
of identifying where and why the model made errors using VibE.
However, their exploration patterns varied widely. E1 and E2 used
the Semantic Distribution Panel more often, likely due to the smaller
GSO validation set and clearer low-performance clusters. 5 out of 6
participants began by checking clusters in the Semantic Subgroups
table to get an overview of worst cases, then alternated between
cluster exploration and concept search. E5, however, focused on
one cluster before exploring neighboring subgroups. Due to time
constraints, only E2 and E6 revisited clusters using History.

Complementary workflow integration All experts found
VibE valuable for error analysis, especially for semantic search and
hypothesis validation, which was hard with existing tools they
were using. For example, E6 easily identified “crab stick” outliers,
previously hard to detect due to missing labels, while E4 spotted
specific hairstyles that were challenging with other tools. E3 praised
VibE for enabling “quick and dirty checks”.

Five participants appreciated the low performance vs. high per-
formance comparison in the Semantic Details panel, which aided
hypothesis generation. Auto-generated summaries and issue candi-
dates helped E1 and E3 gain new insights from familiar datasets.
Three participants, who had focused on numeric metrics, appre-
ciated the subgroup-level visualizations. E2 noted that “semantic
search alone was sufficient to quickly validate hypotheses” but used
charts in the subgroup analysis panel for “more concrete evidence.”
E1 and E2 also emphasized the value of projection and semantic
clustering, pointing out the lack of tools for systematic exploration.

Suggestions for improvement. Two participants requested
more control over prompts, while three suggested a larger projec-
tion view in the Subgroup Analysis page.

7.2 Lessons Learned: Foundation Models in VA
We outline the benefits of using foundation models for visual ana-
lytics and address the associated risks.

The role of system-generated summaries. Foundation mod-
els now enable hypothesis generation through system-generated
subgroup summaries and candidate issues, complementing or, in
some cases, replacing manual data analysis. In our study, five out of
six participants generated hypotheses from these summaries. How-
ever, E3 preferred inspecting samples directly for more accurate
insights, despite finding the summaries helpful.

Awareness of uncertainty, ambiguity, and bias. Foundation
models can occasionally produce vague outputs (e.g., “people in
various clothing”), which may hinder hypothesis formation. Bias in

model embeddings is another concern in both VA and AI commu-
nities [27, 59]. For instance, searching for “makeup” in the CelebA
dataset mostly retrieved female images. Although participants rec-
ognized this bias, it did not significantly impact their work. E4
noted that “this bias reflects the data”, while E2 acknowledged LLM
uncertainty but still found foundation models useful for querying
samples and identifying potential issues. All participants expressed
confidence using VibE for error analysis, as it allowed for adjusting
search thresholds and manually refining results to minimize bias.

Semantic analysis with minimal annotations. Participants
emphasized the need for semantic analysis to understand model
behavior and explain errors related to specific concepts. E2 noted
the difficulty of analyzing models without rich annotations, relying
instead on custom metrics that don’t fully capture error patterns.
This highlights the value of foundation models in generating seman-
tically meaningful data, offering deeper insights beyond traditional
metrics, especially in datasets with limited labels.

7.3 Lessons Learned: VA for Insight Validation
Through user feedback and case studies, we confirmed the critical
role of visual analytics in model debugging, with the following key
insights:

Visual comparison facilitates insights. Users rely on compar-
ison to understand model errors. In the case study, all participants
compared model predictions to ground truth, low-performance to
high-performance samples, and subgroup metrics to the overall
dataset. They also compared samples and metrics across subgroups
and search results, highlighting the importance of intuitive com-
parison tools to support analysis.

Visual confirmation for hypothesis testing.While hypoth-
esis testing is a well-discussed topic in visualization[61], there’s
limited support for model debugging. In the existing workflow
of model debugging, E1-E4 just report the numeric values of key
metrics over low-performance subgroups. E5 and E6 used basic
visualization to support their analysis (e.g., bar chart of metrics
over different classes). Our Subgroup Analysis panel was seen as a
valuable addition, making users more confident in their analysis by
showing metric distribution differences. E3 and E6 also noted its
usefulness for team communication.

Visualizing samples aids embedding interpretation. As
highlighted in a recent survey on model embedding usage [23],
there are notable challenges in employingmodel embeddingswithin
a visual analytics (VA) system. One key issue is the bias inherent
in the model embeddings. As discussed in the previous subsection,
visualizing derived results allows users to identify and mitigate
this bias. Another challenge arises from the mismatch between
the high dimensionality of original embeddings and their 2D or
3D visual projections. E6 noted their awareness of the distortions
introduced by dimensionality reduction but appreciated the ability
to visually examine sample distributions. This visualization aids
in assessing whether clusters and search-based subgroups are gen-
uinely semantically similar. Additionally, being able to view actual
outlier samples helps users understand how these data points differ
from others.
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7.4 Reflection of Practical and Societal Impact
As large models become increasingly integrated into workflows, it’s
crucial to address their practical and societal impact, particularly
around privacy, fairness, diversity. In the following sections, we
elaborate how we protect the aforementioned values in the paper.

Privacy and Personally Identifiable Information (PII) Data
Protection.We address these concerns by sending queries to exter-
nal LLMs (e.g. GPT-4) using captions derived locally from images,
instead of transmitting the original images. This reduces the risk
of exposing sensitive visual data. Additionally, we included in our
system an image blur feature, allowing users to mask PII before
sharing data with collaborators, ensuring compliance with privacy
standards. These measures enable secure use of LLMs without com-
promising sensitive information.

Fairness and Diversity Check. Ensuring fairness across sub-
populations is another key feature of VibE. Users can easily retrieve
samples based on demographic attributes like gender, age, and skin
tone, as described in Sec. 6.2. This functionality helps evaluate
model performance across diverse groups, ensuring that models do
not unfairly favor or harm specific populations. It also encourages
developers to diversify their training data, promoting inclusivity
and preventing underrepresentation.

Flexibility of Model Selection. The workflow we propose
incorporates a highly flexible model selection mechanism, allow-
ing seamless integration of state-of-the-art models tailored to user
preferences and domain-specific needs. The implemented system
is designed to support modularity, allowing users to replace ex-
isting models with alternatives that better align with their goals,
whether it involves improved performance, specialized functional-
ity, or adherence to data compliance and legal requirements. This
adaptability ensures theworkflow remains applicable across various
domains, empowering users to leverage the latest advancements
in model development without being constrained by the original
system’s default configurations.

8 Limitations and Future Work
In the current system, there remain a couple of limitations that we
seek as opportunities for future iteration to improve on. The first
limitation comes from the CLIP-based semantic search. We noticed
that currently, CLIP model cannot support search with negation
(e.g., “not wearing hat”) or numbers (e.g., “two bananas”) well. We
would like to explore other multi-modality models in the future.
For the evaluation of VibE, we conducted in-depth interviews with
only six experts, as this method is well-suited for the usage scenario
of CVML model analysis which requires specialized expertise of
model development. These interviews allowed us to gather valuable
observations and insights about the system’s utility and limitations.
While this approach provided rich qualitative insights, a future
quantitative study with more people will be necessary to validate
the findings across diverse application domains and user expertise
levels.

Based on feedback from domain experts, we plan to extend VibE
to accommodate a broader range of computer vision tasks and
data that would enhance its applicability and utility. Additionally,
enabling customized prompts for subgroup summarization would

empower users to tailor the analysis to specific research questions or
application domains, thereby increasing flexibility and adaptability.

9 Conclusion
In this work, we introduce VibE, a novel visual analytics work-
flow for subgroup-based semantic error analysis of CVML mod-
els. Through formative interviews with seven machine learning
engineers and hierarchical task analysis, we identified two key
challenges in semantic error analysis and outlined corresponding
design goals. Based on these, we combine the use of large foun-
dation models with visual analytics techniques to help analysts
gain deeper insights into error patterns and validate hypotheses,
and illustrate how such workflow can be integrated in a practi-
cal system. Our case studies and expert interviews highlight the
complementary role of VibE in existing error analysis workflows.
From our discussions, we distilled several key lessons, including the
usage of large foundation models within visual analytics systems
and the impact of visual analytics for insight validation.
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