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Abstract—To develop a trustworthy AI system, it is essential to understand its behavior using attribution methods, which aim to identify
the input regions that most influence the model’s decisions. The primary task of existing attribution methods lies in efficiently and
accurately identifying the relationships among input-prediction interactions. Particularly when the input data is discrete, such as images,
analyzing the relationship between inputs and outputs poses a significant challenge due to the combinatorial explosion. To solve
this issue, we identified a diminishing marginal effect between inputs and outputs, whereby the effectiveness of attribution does not
proportionally increase as more inputs are added. In this paper, we propose a novel and efficient black-box attribution mechanism,
LIMA (Less input is More faithful for Attribution), which reformulates the attribution of important regions as an optimization problem
for submodular subset selection. First, to accurately assess interactions, we design a submodular function that quantifies subset
importance and effectively captures their impact on decision outcomes. Then, efficiently ranking input sub-regions by their importance
for attribution, we improve optimization efficiency through a novel bidirectional greedy search algorithm. LIMA identifies both the most
and least important samples while ensuring an optimal attribution boundary that minimizes errors. Extensive experiments on eight
foundation models (CLIP, ImageBind, LanguageBind, QuiltNet, etc.) and six datasets (ImageNet, VGG-Sound, CUB-200-2011, etc.)
demonstrate that our method provides faithful interpretations with fewer regions and exhibits strong generalization, shows an average
improvement of 36.3% in Insertion and 39.6% in Deletion. Additionally, it achieves state-of-the-art attribution faithfulness evaluation
metrics (Insertion, Deletion, and average highest confidence) on six datasets. Our method also outperforms the naive greedy search
in attribution efficiency, being 1.6 times faster. Furthermore, when explaining the reasons behind model prediction errors, the average
highest confidence achieved by our method is, on average, 86.1% higher than that of state-of-the-art attribution algorithms. The code is
available at https://github.com/RuoyuChen10/LIMA.

Index Terms—Interpretable AI, black-box attribution mechanism, multimodal interpretation, submodular subset selection
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1 INTRODUCTION

E XPLAINABLE AI (XAI) techniques have gained significant
attention for enabling the transparent and reliable deployment

of trustworthy AI systems in real-world applications [1], [2], [3],
[4], [5], [6], particularly in high-stakes domains such as health-
care [3] and autonomous driving [7]. The primary objective of XAI
is to enhance our understanding of intelligent models, particularly
by uncovering the relationships between predictions and input
data [8], [9], [10], [11]. To elucidate these associations, attribution-
based methods [12], [13], [14], [15] have been developed to
interpret the black-box deep neural networks by identifying the
contribution of each input feature to the model’s predictions.
However, attribution methods for black-box AI systems are still
an open problem.
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Several advanced attribution methods have been developed,
including propagation-based [16], gradient-based [17], [18], [19],
[20], Shapley value-based [21], [22], and perturbation-based [9],
[23] mechanisms. The primary challenge in achieving perfect
fidelity in attribution methods lies in accurately capturing the
interactive relationships between inputs and predictions [24], [25].
While existing attribution methods have yielded notable results,
they still face several limitations that restrict their applicability in
specific scenarios: 1) Computational efficiency, evaluating input-
prediction interactions is a combinatorial explosion problem, mak-
ing it challenging to achieve both efficient and faithful attribution.
2) Inaccurate contribution estimation, many attribution methods
use sampling-based approximation strategies to estimate input
contributions, which can lead to noisy attribution maps. 3) Region
redundancy, when certain subregions are misattributed, either con-
tributing less to, or even negatively affecting, the model’s response
to the correct category. This issue becomes more pronounced in
the case of erroneous predictions.

The core of the attribution problem is to reveal the importance
of different regions to the decision outcome and to identify the
key regions that have the most significant impact on the final
decision. Inspired by submodular subset selection [26], which
aims to maximize value by selecting a limited subset, we seek
to enhance model interpretability by selecting fewer sub-regions.
We identified a diminishing marginal effect between inputs and
outputs, whereby the effectiveness of attribution does not pro-
portionally increase as more inputs are added. Motivated by this
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Fig. 1. The left panel illustrates the Insertion and Average Highest Confidence metrics for various attribution mechanisms when attributing the
model’s correct and incorrect predictions. Our method shows significant improvements across different datasets and models. The right panel shows
the attribution maps of different methods, where our approach avoids noise and unnecessary region redundancy.

approach, the attribution problem can be redefined as a sub-region
sorting problem. Specifically, we aim to gradually expand the set
of sub-regions, generating an ordered sequence of subsets, thereby
systematically addressing the attribution problem. Fig. 1 shows
the attribution results of several popular methods across different
models and images, highlighting issues such as background noise
and region redundancy.

In this paper, we propose LIMA (Less input is More faith-
ful for Attribution), a novel and efficient black-box attribution
mechanism based on submodular subset selection. We reformulate
the attribution problem as a submodular subset selection task to
identify the most important regions that influence model decisions,
aiming to achieve higher interpretability with fewer, yet more
precise, regions. LIMA first sparsifies the input into a limited set
of fine-grained elements using a semantic or patch-based division
method, achieving faithful attribution by iteratively selecting fewer
elements. To accurately assess input interactions, a novel submod-
ular function is introduced to quantify the importance of subsets,
and we consider four key aspects: semantic consistency, collective
effect, the model’s prediction confidence, and the effectiveness of
regional semantics. Furthermore, to enhance attribution efficiency,
we propose a novel bidirectional greedy search algorithm that
simultaneously identifies the most and least important elements.

Extensive experiments on eight foundation models (CLIP [27],
ImageBind [28], LanguageBind [29], QuiltNet [30], etc.) and six
datasets (ImageNet [31], VGG-Sound [32], CUB-200-2011 [33],
Celeb-A [34], VGG-Face2 [35], and LC25000 [36]) demonstrate
that our method achieves state-of-the-art attribution faithfulness
evaluation metrics (Insertion, Deletion, and average highest con-
fidence) with fewer regions and exhibits strong generalization,
shows an average improvement of 36.3% in Insertion and 39.6%
in Deletion. As shown in the radar chart in Fig. 1, compared
to the most advanced attribution methods, our approach shows
an average improvement of 36.3% in Insertion. When explaining
the reasons behind model prediction errors, the average highest
confidence achieved by our method is, on average, 86.1% higher
than that of state-of-the-art attribution algorithms. Furthermore,
our attribution efficiency is 1.6 times greater than that of the naive
greedy search.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

• We reformulate the attribution problem as a submodular
subset selection problem, aiming to enhance interpretability
by identifying a set of smaller, more precise, and fine-grained
regions.

• A novel submodular mechanism is introduced to evaluate the
importance of subsets, enhancing the fine-grained attribution
regions generated by existing algorithms and improving the
identification of causes behind image prediction errors. Fur-
thermore, we propose a bidirectional greedy search algorithm
that balances attribution efficiency and faithfulness.

• Our analysis shows that as the pre-training scale and model
parameters increase, or when models make incorrect predic-
tions, the interaction between input elements becomes more
complex, which makes accurate attribution more challenging.

• The proposed method demonstrates strong versatility, en-
hancing interpretability across various models and datasets.
Experimental results indicate that it not only provides high-
quality attribution for correctly predicted samples but also
effectively identifies the causes of errors in incorrectly pre-
dicted samples, particularly for multimodal foundation mod-
els.

A preliminary version of this work [8] has been accepted
for oral presentation at ICLR 2024. The current version presents
several significant advancements over the previous one:

• Method optimization: (1) We eliminate the reliance on a
prior saliency map by adopting super-pixel segmentation or
the Segment Anything approach. This produces semantically
richer sub-regions and enhances attribution quality. (2) We
introduce a new strategy for assessing the importance scores
of ranked sub-regions, which enhances visualization and
enables more accurate quantification of their importance. (3)
We propose a bidirectional greedy search method to optimize
attribution efficiency, which is particularly beneficial for
models with a large number of parameters.

• Analytically: (4) We observe that as the model’s pre-training
scale and the number of parameters increase—or when
the model produces incorrect predictions—the interaction
between input elements becomes more complex, reducing
the effectiveness of traditional attribution methods. (5) We
analyze this problem from an interaction perspective and
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conclude that our proposed mechanism is better suited for
such challenging scenarios. A series of experiments are
conducted to validate the effectiveness of our approach.

• Exhaustive experiments: (6) We evaluate our attribution ap-
proach on models with multiple modalities and architectures,
including several multimodal foundation models, as well as
ViT and Mamba architectures. The results demonstrate that
our approach generalizes well across both multimodal models
and various model architectures. (7) We further validate the
effectiveness of our approach on multiple datasets, including
the large-scale image dataset ImageNet, the medical image
dataset LC25000, and the audio dataset VGG-Sound. These
results illustrate the versatility of our interpretable attribution
method across different data modalities.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2,
we review related works. Section 3 provides the preliminaries of
submodular theory. In Section 4, we elaborate on our proposed
LIMA method, supported by theoretical analysis. Section 5 offers
a methodological analysis to highlight the advantages of our ap-
proach compared to other mechanisms. The experimental results,
along with a visualization analysis, are presented in Section 6,
demonstrating the effectiveness of the proposed method. Finally,
we conclude the paper in Section 7.

2 RELATED WORK

2.1 Attribution Methods
Inner propagation, activation, and gradient-based methods
analyze the internal responses of the network to identify the most
important regions of the input. These methods are often referred
to as white-box attribution methods because they require access
to the model’s internals. Some methods attribute importance by
propagating scores back through the layers until reaching the
input layer [16]. Other methods rely solely on decision gra-
dients for attribution [37], but these approaches evaluate only
the individual effects of pixels or features, without accounting
for their collective impact [38]. Some methods combine net-
work activations and gradients for attribution, including Grad-
CAM [18], Grad-CAM++ [39], Score-CAM [40], ViT-CX [41],
and Grad-ECLIP [20]. However, the effectiveness of these meth-
ods depends heavily on the selection of network layers, which
significantly influences the quality of interpretation [9]. Moreover,
these methods are largely heuristic and lack theoretical guarantees.
Path-based methods [17], [19] achieve attribution by selecting a
specific integral path. However, this approach is highly sensitive
to parameters such as baseline and path choice. Additionally, since
the gradient must be integrated, applying this method to large
models may be limited by computational resources.

Shapley value estimation-based methods attribute model
predictions by estimating the Shapley value [42] of each input
region or feature. This is accomplished by calculating the marginal
contribution of each region or feature and combining these con-
tributions linearly. However, calculating the Shapley value is an
exponential complexity problem. To address this, some model-
agnostic methods estimate SHAP values by sampling subsets
of features. For example, Kernel SHAP [21] determines feature
importance through sampling and the application of specially
weighted linear regression. EAC [22] estimates Shapley values
by sampling sub-regions defined by the Segment Anything model
and using a linear surrogate model. In addition, model-specific
methods have been developed to reduce redundant subsets by

leveraging unique model structures. HarsanyiNet [43], for in-
stance, employs a specialized network based on a CNN architec-
ture to accurately estimate Shapley values in a single propagation,
though its scalability is limited. Despite these innovations, the
exact computation of Shapley values remains generally impractical
due to the exponential complexity associated with increasing data
dimensions, making it nearly impossible to apply these methods
to large models. Additionally, Kumar et al. [44] observed that
feature importance evaluation methods based on the Shapley value
estimation may risk underestimating the importance of relevant
features, resulting in all such features being assigned lower impor-
tance values.

Peturbation-based methods operate under the assumption
that the internal parameters of the model are unknowable. They
assess the importance of input regions by perturbing the input and
observing the resulting changes in the output. LIME [45] locally
approximates the predictions of a black-box model with a linear
model, by only slightly perturbing the input. RISE [23] perturbs
the model by inputting multiple random masks and weighting the
masks to get the final saliency map. HSIC-Attribution method [9]
measures the dependence between the input image and the model
output through Hilbert Schmidt Independence Criterion (HSIC)
based on RISE. Although these methods are highly portable and
applicable to various network architectures, their attribution per-
formance is affected by the grid size used for perturbation [9]. If
the grid size is too large, the attribution performance may decline,
resulting in insufficient granularity in the attribution regions [8].

Search-based methods attribute the importance of different
regions by ranking the sub-regions in order. Shitole et al. [46]
defined minimal sufficient explanation, which involves identifying
a limited region whose confidence response to the model is at
least 90% of the response of the entire image. They utilized
a heuristic beam search to find these regions. However, this
method is only effective when the model exhibits a high prediction
confidence, and searching for subregions based solely on changes
in confidence is often unstable [8]. Chen et al. [8] addressed the
challenge of searching for high-confidence regions by modeling
the image attribution problem as a submodular subset selection
problem. However, the performance of this method is influenced
by the quality of a prior saliency map.

Multimodal Attribution: Traditional explanation methods
mainly focus on single-modal models like DNNs and CNNs, with
emerging approaches for multi-modal models. Some studies have
investigated attention mechanisms in multimodal ViT models for
attributing input or observation influence on outputs [47], but
these methods often lack transferability as they rely on access
to internal parameters. Darcet et al. [48] leveraged attention
maps in ViT as guidance and addressed artifacts by incorporating
additional tokens. However, attention maps merely reflect interme-
diate response strengths without explicitly capturing input-output
relationships. Zhao et al. [20] attributed the CLIP model using
gradients and feature maps, achieving better explanation results
than self-attention. Gandelsman et al. [49] approximated CLIP
token attribution via MLP and multi-head attention decomposition,
but the results were limited by omitting layer normalization.

In this paper, we propose a novel solution leveraging submodu-
lar subset selection. By sparsifying the input, we refine it into more
fine-grained regions and identify the most important sub-regions
by maximizing the marginal contribution score. This approach
yields more robust interpretability results compared to other at-
tribution methods and strong generation across various modality
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tasks (natural images, medical images, and audio), especially for
samples with complex feature interactions.

2.2 Error Explanation
Identifying and explaining a model’s errors allows us to un-
derstand its flaws better and address them more efficiently. Wu
et al. [50] identified unstable concepts as false attributes and
intervened in these concepts to correct model decisions. However,
this process requires precise concept annotations, which is cum-
bersome. Abid et al. [51] evaluated the impact of specific concepts
on misclassified images using concept activation vectors, thereby
explaining model prediction errors from a conceptual perspective.
However, concerns remain about whether traditional unimodal
models can truly learn explicit concepts and accurately assess their
importance [52]. In this paper, our method explains an individual
misclassified sample at the input level by directly identifying the
specific input region that led to the incorrect prediction. While this
may be challenging for humans to understand, it effectively and
accurately pinpoints the region where the model was misclassified,
offering guidance for future model corrections.

2.3 Submodular Optimization
Submodular optimization [26] has been successfully studied in
multiple application scenarios [53], for example, He et al. [54]
combined submodular subset selection with a loss function and
Shapley value to evaluate and select modality importance in mul-
timodal learning. A small number of studies have also applied this
theory to explore model interpretability. Catav et al. [55] utilized
the maximum marginal contribution from all possible subsets to
explain the data’s contribution. Elenberg et al. [56] frame the
interpretability of black-box classifiers as a combinatorial maxi-
mization problem, it achieves similar results to LIME and is more
efficient. Chen et al. [57] propose a learnable network for instance-
wise feature selection to explain deep models, but its scalability is
limited. Pervez et al. [58] proposed a simple subset sampling alter-
native based on conditional Poisson sampling, which they applied
to interpret both image and text recognition tasks. However, these
methods only retained the selected important pixels and observed
the recognition accuracy [57]. Chhabra et al. [59] interpreted the
feature space through submodular subset selection to determine
which data is helpful to improve model performance. In this
paper, we propose an attribution method based on submodular
subset selection theory, achieving SOTA performance according
to standard attribution metrics. Our method not only identifies the
causes behind incorrect model decisions but also demonstrates
strong interpretability and error detection across diverse datasets
and networks, highlighting its broad applicability.

2.4 Greedy Search
The greedy search algorithm [60], the most commonly used
approach, optimizes submodular functions by iterating through
unselected examples and calculating the gain in function value
from adding each to the selected set. Some accelerated greedy
search algorithms have been proposed. Mirzasoleiman et al. [61]
proposed a stochastic-greedy algorithm, which randomly samples
a portion of the unselected examples and performs greedy selec-
tion on that subset. Joseph et al. [62] partition the samples into
equal-sized, non-overlapping sets, perform greedy selection within
each, then merge and further select elements. Note that most of

the above acceleration algorithms focus on subset selection rather
than the order of samples. Consequently, they are unsuitable for
attribution tasks requiring ordered subset search [8]. In this paper,
we propose a bidirectional greedy search strategy to reduce the
inference costs of attribution large models, which simultaneously
identifies both the most and least important samples. During the
greedy search for critical samples, it generates candidates for the
least important ones using a submodular function, then selects
the least important sample from these candidates. By combining
the ordered sets of both critical and non-critical samples, our
method produces a more accurate ordered subset with minimal
computational overhead.

3 PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we first establish some definitions. Considering a
finite set V , given a set function F : 2V → R that maps any
subset S ⊆ V to a real value. When F is a submodular function,
its definition is as follows:

Definition 1 (Submodular function [63]). For any set Sa ⊆ Sb ⊆
V . Given an element α, where α ∈ V \ Sb. The set function
F is a submodular function when it satisfies monotonically non-
decreasing (F (Sb ∪ {α})−F (Sb) ≥ 0) and:

F (Sa ∪ {α})−F (Sa) ≥ F (Sb ∪ {α})−F (Sb) . (1)

Problem formulation: We divide an input data I into a finite
number of sub-regions with a division algorithm Div(·), denoted
as V = Div(I) =

{
IM1 , IM2 , · · · , IMm

}
, where M indicates a

sub-region IM formed by masking part of I. Giving a mono-
tonically non-decreasing submodular function F : 2V → R,
the attribution problem can be viewed as maximizing the value
F (S) with limited regions. Mathematically, the goal is to select
an ordered set S consisting of a limited number k of sub-regions
in the set V that maximize the submodular function F :

max
S⊆V,|S|≤k

F(S), (2)

we can transform the attribution problem into a subset selection
problem, where the submodular function F relates design to
interpretability. However, solving Eq. 2 is typically an NP-hard
problem. Nemhauser et al. [60] proved that a greedy algorithm
can produce a subset of values with optimality guarantees in
polynomial time. Thus, a greedy search algorithm can be used
to maximize the submodular function, thereby explaining the
importance ranking of input subregions in the attribution task, and
it runs in time O(k|V |). The total number of samples required
for inference is given by k|V | − 1

2k(k − 1). Typically, we
need to sort all subregions, which results in a total number of
inferences given by 1

2 |V |
2 + 1

2 |V | and the algorithm runs in
time O(|V |2). The optimality bound of the solution S is given
by F(S) ≥ (1− 1/e)F(S∗), where S∗ denotes the optimal
solution and e is the base of the natural logarithm.

4 PROPOSED METHOD

In this section, we introduce a novel method for image attribution
based on submodular subset selection theory. Section 4.1 provides
a detailed explanation of the sub-region division process. In
Section 4.2, we present our custom-designed submodular function.
Section 4.3 outlines the attribution algorithm, which utilizes a
bidirectional greedy search approach, while Section 4.4 describes
the procedure for assigning importance scores to the ordered set.
Fig. 2 illustrates the overall framework of our approach.
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Fig. 2. The framework of the proposed LIMA method. We begin by performing semantic sub-region division on the image, either using superpixel-
based methods or the Segment Anything algorithm. Next, we apply a bidirectional greedy search algorithm along with a designed submodular
function to simultaneously identify the most and least important samples, ranking these sub-regions accordingly. Finally, based on sub-region
rankings, we concatenate the most important sample set with the least important sample set and evaluate the importance of each sub-region
using consistency and collaboration scores, resulting in enhanced regional visualization. Through the faithfulness metric, our method identifies few
regional representations sufficient to activate the model response.

4.1 Sub-region Division

To obtain the interpretable region in an image, we partition the
image I ∈ Rw×h×3 into m sub-regions IM with a division
algorithm Div(·), where M indicates a sub-region IM formed by
masking part of image I. The division algorithm determines the
quality of the search space, thereby influencing the effectiveness
of the attribution [8]. Our recommended division strategies Div(·)
are as follows:

• Superpixel-based division involves clustering pixels with
similar characteristics. For image modality, methods like
SLICO [64] can be employed to perform this division,
thereby improving attribution efficiency.

• Semantic-based division can more effectively distinguish
between different concepts and enhance human understand-
ing. Segment Anything (SAM) [65] can be used for zero-shot
division. However, since the regions segmented by SAM may
overlap, we propose a SAM-based division method. Details
can be found in Section D, Algorithm 2 in the supplementary
material.

• Patch-based division has been studied in traditional meth-
ods [23], [66], which can divide the input into regular patch
regions.

We can select the appropriate division method for attribution
based on the specific input modality.

4.2 Submodular Function Design

In this section, we construct a submodular function to evaluate
the order of importance of interpretable regions. To enhance the
attribution effect across all samples, we impose four distinct con-
straints on the selection of sub-regions: consistency, collaboration
scores, confidence, and effectiveness. These constraints are used
to assess the importance of various subsets.

Consistency Score: We aim to make the representation of
the identified image region consistent with the original semantics.
Given a target semantic feature or mapping function, fs, we make

the semantic features of the searched image region close to the
target semantic features. We introduce the consistency score:

scons. (S,fs) =
F
(∑

IM∈S IM
)∥∥F (∑

IM∈S IM
)∥∥ ◦ fs, (3)

where F (·) denotes a pre-trained feature extractor. The target se-
mantic feature fs, can either adopt the features computed from the
original image using the pre-trained feature extractor, expressed as
fs = F (I), or directly implement the fully connected layer of
the classifier for a specified class. By incorporating the scons.,
our method targets regions that reinforce the desired semantic
response. This approach ensures a precise selection that aligns
closely with our specific semantic goals.

Collaboration Score: Some individual elements may lack
significant individual effects in isolation, but when placed within
the context of a group or system, they exhibit an indispensable
collective effect. Therefore, we introduce the collaboration score,
which is defined as:

scolla. (S, I,fs) = 1−
F
(
I−

∑
IM∈S IM

)∥∥F (
I−

∑
IM∈S IM

)∥∥ ◦ fs, (4)

where F (·) denotes a pre-trained feature extractor, fs is the target
semantic feature. By introducing the collaboration score, we can
judge the collective effect of the element. By incorporating the
scolla., our method pinpoints regions whose exclusion markedly
affects the model’s predictive confidence. This effect underscores
the pivotal role of these regions, indicative of a significant col-
lective impact. Such a metric is particularly valuable in the initial
stages of the search, highlighting regions essential for sustaining
the model’s accuracy and reliability.

Confidence Score: The model’s confidence in its own pre-
dictions is also closely related to interpretability [67] and the
entropy of the model output is a key indicator for measuring the
uncertainty of the model’s predictions [68], [69]. Therefore, we
use the entropy of the network output to calculate the confidence
score. In the inference, the predictive uncertainty can be calculated
as u = −

∑C
i=1 P (yi|x) logP (yi|x)

logC , where u ∈ [0, 1], P (yi | x) is
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the probability of a specific class output, C is the total number of
classes. Thus, the confidence score of the sample x predicted by
the network can be expressed as:

sconf. (x) = 1− u = 1 +

∑C
i=1 P (yi | x) logP (yi | x)

logC
. (5)

By incorporating the sconf., we can ensure that the selected
regions align closely with the In-Distribution (InD). This score
acts as a reliable metric to distinguish regions from out-of-
distribution, ensuring alignment with the InD.

Effectiveness Score: Adding different sub-regions may ex-
hibit OR interactions, meaning they have similar marginal con-
tribution scores [24]. We expect to maximize the response of
valuable information with fewer regions since some image regions
have the same semantic representation. Given an element α, and
a sub-set S, we measure the distance between the element α and
all elements in the set, and calculate the smallest distance, as the
effectiveness score of the judgment element α for the sub-set S:

se (α | S) = min
si∈S

dist (F (α) , F (si)), (6)

where dist(·, ·) denotes the equation to calculate the distance
between two elements. Traditional distance measurement meth-
ods [70], [71] are tailored to maximize the decision margins
between classes during model training, involving operations like
feature scaling and increasing angle margins. In contrast, our
method focuses solely on calculating the relative distance between
features, for which we utilize the general cosine distance. F (·)
denotes a pre-trained feature extractor. To calculate the element
effectiveness score of a set, we can compute the sum of the
effectiveness scores for each element:

seff. (S) =
∑
si∈S

min
sj∈S,si ̸=sj

dist (F (si) , F (sj)). (7)

By maximizing the seff., we aim to limit the selection of
regions with similar semantic representations, thereby increasing
the diversity and improving the overall quality of region selection.

Submodular Function: We construct our objective function
for selecting elements through a combination of the above scores,
F(S), as follows:

F(S) = λ1scons. (S,fs) + λ2scolla. (S, I,fs)

+ λ3sconf.

 ∑
IM∈S

IM

+ λ4seff. (S) ,
(8)

where λ1, λ2, λ3, and λ4 represent the weighting factors used to
balance each score. According to the importance and experience
of the scores, we set these parameters to λ1 = 20, λ2 = 5,
λ3 = 0.05, and λ4 = 0.01 respectively.

Lemma 1 (Diminishing returns). Consider two sub-sets Sa and
Sb in set V , where Sa ⊆ Sb ⊆ V . Given an element α, where α ∈
V \ Sb. Assuming that α is contributing to model interpretation,
then, the function F(·) in Eq. 8 is a submodular function and
satisfies Eq. 1.

Proof. Please see suppl. material A.1 for the proof.

Lemma 2 (Monotonically non-decreasing). Consider a subset S,
given an element α, assuming that α is contributing to model
interpretation. The function F(·) of Eq. 8 is monotonically non-
decreasing.

Proof. Please see suppl. material A.2 for the proof.

Based on Lemma 1 and Lemma 2, we can prove that the
function F(·) is submodular.

Remark 1. The quality of the α in the sub-region division
influences the search space, thereby affecting the optimization of
the submodular function. Higher-quality sub-region division leads
to improved attribution performance.

4.3 Bidirectional Greedy Search Algorithm

Given a set V =
{
IM1 , IM2 , · · · , IMm

}
, we can follow Eq. 2

to search the interpretable region by selecting k elements that
maximize the value of the submodular function F(·). The above
problem can be effectively addressed by implementing a greedy
search algorithm. Referring to related works [61], [72], we can use
a greedy search to optimize the value of the submodular function.
However, greedy search requires traversing all elements in V \S,
and the computational cost for large models remains high, which
reduces the attribution speed. Since attribution typically requires
ranking the importance of all features, acceleration methods based
on random sampling [61] are not suitable. Sampling-based meth-
ods risk missing the most important features, which is critical in
the context of attribution.

We propose a bidirectional greedy search algorithm that simul-
taneously identifies the most important and least important sam-
ples, as illustrated in Algorithm 1. Specifically, we utilize two sets:
Sforward is used to incrementally add the most important elements,
while Sreverse gradually accumulates the least important elements.
As Sforward gradually adds the most important elements, it must
traverse and evaluate all samples in V \(Sforward ∪ Sreverse),
selecting the one that yields the greatest marginal gain. We simul-
taneously select np candidates for the least important elements
based on their marginal gains, denoted as Sp, as we believe that
minimal or insignificant gains may indicate the least important
elements. Sreverse only selects an element from Sp to minimize
the submodular value:

min
α∈Sp

F ({α} ∪ Sreverse), (9)

note that minimizing the value of F also satisfies submodular-
ity [26], and its optimal boundary is related to the value of np.
Although the Algorithm 1 still runs in time O(|N |2), compared
to the naive greedy search, the total number of elements required
for inference is 1

4 |N |
2 + 1

2 |N |np − 1
2n

2
p + 1

2np, and when np

is 1, the number of inferences can be reduced by at most 1
4 |N |

2

times. The following theorem demonstrates the optimality bound
of the output generated by Algorithm 1.

Theorem 1 (Bidirectional greedy search optimality bound). Let S
denote the solution obtained by the proposed bidirectional greedy
search approach from the set V , and let S∗ represent the optimal
solution. When F(·) is a submodular function, the solution S
satisfies the following approximation guarantee:

F(S) ≥
(
1− 1

e
− ϵ

)
F(S∗), (10)

where e represents the base of the natural logarithm, and 1 − ϵ
is the probability that Sd overlaps with S∗. As np increases, ϵ
decreases.

Proof. Please see suppl. material A.3 for the proof.
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Algorithm 1: The proposed bidirectional greedy search
algorithm for interpretable region discovery

Input: Image I ∈ Rw×h×3, a division algorithm Div(·), number of pending
negative samples np.

Output: An ordered set S, where |S| = |V |.
1 V ← Div(I) ; /* Sub-region division */
2 k = 1

2 |V |+
1
2np ;

3 S ← ∅ ; /* Initiate the operation of submodular subset
selection */

4 Sforward ← ∅ ;
5 Sreverse ← ∅ ;
6 for i = 1 to k do
7 Sd ← V \(Sforward ∪ Sreverse);
8 if Sd == ∅ then
9 break

10 α← argmaxα∈Sd
F (Sforward ∪ {α}) ; /* Optimize the

submodular value */
11 Sforward ← Sforward ∪ {α} ; /* Ascending */
12 Sd ← Sd\α;
13 if |Sd| > np then
14 Sp ← TOPKmin

α∈Sd
(F (Sforward ∪ {α}) , np)\Sforward;

15 α← argminα∈Sp F ({α} ∪ Sreverse);
16 Sreverse ← {α} ∪ Sreverse ; /* Descending */
17 end
18 S ← Sforward ∪ Sreverse ;
19 return S

According to Theorem 1, our method can maintain a good
optimality bound even when the model reduces a significant
number of sample inferences. This is particularly beneficial for
lowering the computational cost of interpreting large models.

4.4 Sub-region Importance Assessment

Although the sub-regions are ranked by importance, the ranking
does not consider the degree of difference between them. The
importance differences between adjacent sub-regions are unlikely
to be uniform. To address this, we propose a simple first-order
assignment method based on marginal contribution scores. Equa-
tions 3 and 4 are closely related to the model’s decision-making
process, allowing us to quantify the marginal effects by analyzing
their variations to capture the differences between elements. The
attribution score ai for each element si in S is given by:

ai =


bbase if i = 1,

ai−1 −
∣∣(scons.(S[i]) + scolla.(S[i])

)
−
(
scons.(S[i−1]) + scolla.(S[i−1])

)∣∣ if i > 1,
(11)

where bbase denotes a baseline value, and S[i] represents the set
containing the top i elements in the set S. When a new element
is added, if the marginal effect does not increase significantly, it
suggests that the importance of this element is comparable to that
of the previous one. If the marginal effect is negative—indicating
that the remaining elements have a counterproductive effect on
the model’s decision—the negative impact of the element can be
evaluated based on the absolute value of the marginal effect. By
assessing the importance of all elements in this manner, we can
better visualize which regions are most important and distinguish
the differences in importance across sub-regions, enhancing hu-
man understandability.

5 METHOD ANALYSIS

In this section, we evaluate the effectiveness of our approach,
identify the scenarios in which it is most applicable, and compare
it against other baseline attribution algorithms.

Interaction Effect Analysis: Deng et al. [10] decompose
attribution methods into a weighted combination of independent
and interaction effects, which means an individual effect implies
that the attribution score for a given pixel is independent of
other pixels, whereas an interaction effect indicates that the model
predicted score is influenced by multiple other pixels. Drawing
inspiration from them, we further analyze our method in terms of
the independent and interactive effects of sub-regions. Therefore,
let G (S) = F (S) /∥F (S) ∥ ◦ fs, Eq. 11 for attribution can be
restated as follows:

ai+1 =ai −
∣∣∣G(S[i]) +∇G

(
S[i]

)
· α−G(S[i])

+G(S[i])−
(
G(S[i])−∇G

(
S[i]

)
· α

) ∣∣∣
=ai −

∣∣∣∇G (
S[i]

)
· α+∇G

(
S[i]

)
· α

∣∣∣,
(12)

where S[i] represents the set containing the top i elements in the
set S, and its complementary subset is S[i], and α = S[i+1]\S[i].
From Eq. 12, it is evident that our method represents a simple first-
order attribution. By dividing the sub-regions to create a sparse
input, a more efficient explanation is obtained. In addition, we
observe that, apart from the most important sub-region using the
baseline value bbase, each sub-region attribution score ai represents
the interaction of all other sub-regions, excluding itself. This
indicates that our attribution method accounts for the interac-
tion effects with all sub-regions, rather than merely capturing
individual effects. Since our method is based on submodular
subset selection, the identified subset S[i] is optimally ensured by
searching for the highest marginal contribution within the current
subset, thereby identifying the next most important sub-region α
along with its actual contribution.

Mainstream Attribution Analysis: Gradients primarily cap-
ture individual effects [10], meaning that both propagation-based
and gradient-based attribution methods are influenced by these
effects to varying extents. The sampling-based Shapley value es-
timation method and the perturbation-based method also compute
attribution scores that account for interaction effects. Kumar et
al. [44] observed that Shapley value estimation may risk under-
estimating the importance of relevant features, furthermore, if the
interaction of subsets is complex and irregular, it will also affect
the accurate estimation of Shapley value. The perturbation-based
method assumes that all elements within each sampling subset
contribute equally, which may lead to an overestimation of the
contribution of certain sub-regions. Chen et al. [24] proves that
there exists the feature interaction response in the network output,
rather than a simple individual response. Based on the above
analysis, we posit that our method is particularly advantageous
in scenarios with complex feature interactions in model decision-
making. Next, we will examine the scenarios under which such
complex interactive responses are most likely to arise.

Complex Interaction Situation Analysis: We aim to explore
the conditions under which input interactions become more com-
plex. An intuitive approach is to consider the minimum number
of input elements required to trigger the activation of the target
category response. We define a strong interactive response as a
change in the model’s response of more than 0.5 when a new
element is added to a subset. To investigate when these strong
interactive responses occur, we conducted two experiments: (i) We
applied our method to attribute 1000 samples correctly predicted
by three different models. We analyzed the insertion curve of each
sample and recorded the number of responses where the absolute
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Fig. 3. Statistics of strong interactive response times. A. Impact of pre-
training scale and model size. B. Impact of whether the model correctly
predicts.

value of the change exceeded 0.5. As shown in Fig. 3A, models
with ViT-L architectures pre-trained on large-scale web datasets
exhibit more complex interaction effects than those pre-trained on
ImageNet-1K. For larger models, such as ImageBind, the number
of complex interactive responses increases significantly. (ii) We
also applied our method to 1000 correctly predicted samples
and 1000 misclassified samples by ImageBind, analyzing their
insertion curves and counting the number of responses with a
decrease greater than 0.5. As shown in Fig. 3B, strong interactive
responses are more likely to occur in misclassified samples, con-
tributing to prediction errors. Blocking these elements can correct
the model’s prediction results. Based on these observations, we
have the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1. When the model is pre-trained on a larger dataset,
resulting in a larger model size and more complex feature interac-
tion responses during decision-making, our method demonstrates
stronger attribution performance compared to baseline attribution
methods, especially in cases of sample prediction errors.

In order to verify the proposed hypothesis, we will conduct a
series of experiments in the following section to observe the im-
pact of different model sizes and feature interaction complexities
on attribution performance.

6 EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we provide a validation of our LIMA mechanism.
We begin by describing the datasets and experimental setup in
Section 6.1, followed by a detailed explanation of the evaluation
metrics in Section 6.2. In Section 6.3, we present the interpretation
results of LIMA across multimodal and unimodal models, as well
as various network architectures. Section 6.4 demonstrates how
LIMA explains the factors influencing model predictions across
different modalities and network architectures. Finally, Section 6.5
verifies the effectiveness of each module in the proposed method
through a series of ablation experiments.

6.1 Experimental Setup
Datasets. We evaluate the proposed LIMA on six datasets: a
large-scale natural image dataset, ImageNet [31]; a fine-grained
bird dataset, CUB-200-2011 [33]; two face datasets, Celeb-
A [34] and VGG-Face2 [35]; a medical image dataset, LC25000
(Lung) [36]; and an audio dataset, VGG-Sound [32].

For the ImageNet dataset, which comprises 1,000 categories,
we select five correctly predicted samples from each class in the
validation set, resulting in 5,000 images per model to assess image
attribution performance. Additionally, two incorrectly predicted
samples per class are chosen, yielding a total of 2,000 images per

model, to evaluate our method’s ability to identify the causes of
prediction errors.

For the CUB-200-2011 dataset, which consists of 200 bird
species, we select three correctly predicted samples from each
class in the validation set, totaling 600 images, to evaluate image
attribution performance. Additionally, two incorrectly predicted
samples per class are chosen, resulting in 400 images, to assess
our method’s ability to identify the causes of model prediction
errors.

The Celeb-A dataset includes 10,177 identities, from which
we randomly select 2,000 identities from the validation set, using
one test face image per identity to evaluate our method. Similarly,
for the VGG-Face2 dataset, which contains 8,631 identities, we
randomly select 2,000 identities from the validation set, with one
test face image per identity used for evaluation.

For the LC25000 (Lung) dataset, which includes three lung
cell classes, we selected 1,000 misclassified images to assess our
method’s effectiveness in attributing errors in medical images.

For the VGG-Sound dataset, containing 309 audio classes, we
randomly select two correctly predicted samples from each class
in the validation set to assess attribution effectiveness, and one
misclassified sample per class to evaluate error attribution.

Implementation Details. We primarily apply LIMA to in-
terpret architectures based on CNN, ViT, and Mamba. For the
ImageNet dataset, we evaluated our method on four multi-
modal foundation models: CLIP (ViT-L) [27], CLIP (ResNet-
101), ImageBind (Huge) [28], and LanguageBind (Large) [29],
as well as five single-modal pre-trained models: ResNet-101 [73],
ViT-Large [74], Swin Transformer (Large) [75], Vision Mamba
(Base) [76], and MambaVision (L2) [77]. All models utilized
their official pre-trained parameters. For image classification, we
used the video encoder of LanguageBind, while for the other
models, we employed their respective image encoders. For the
face datasets, we evaluated recognition models trained with the
ResNet-101 architecture [73] and the ArcFace loss function [71],
with an input size of 112 × 112 pixels. For the CUB-200-2011
dataset, we tested three recognition models built on the ResNet-
101, MobileNetV2 [78], and EfficientV2-M [79] architectures. In
the case of the LC25000 (Lung) dataset, we employed QuiltNet
(ViT/B-32) [30], a vision-language medical foundation model
trained on the Quilt-1M dataset. Finally, for the VGG-Sound
dataset, we evaluated our method using two foundation models:
ImageBind (Huge) and LanguageBind (Large).

For the target semantic feature fs, in the multimodal founda-
tion model, we utilize the semantic vector encoded by the text
encoder. In contrast, for the single-modal model, we directly
use the fully connected layer following the backbone. Unless
otherwise specified, the number of sub-regions segmented using
the SLICO [64] algorithm is fixed at |V | = 49, whereas the
number of sub-regions generated by the SAM [65] algorithm is not
controllable. Our experiments were conducted using the Xplique
repository1, which provides baseline methods and evaluation tools.
All experiments were performed on an NVIDIA 4090 GPU.

6.2 Evaluation Metrics
Since attribution methods aim to identify which inputs influenced
a model’s decision, the resulting explanations should be evaluated
not by humans but by objective faithfulness metrics. We employ
four fidelity metrics to evaluate our attribution methods.

1. Xplique: https://github.com/deel-ai/xplique

https://github.com/deel-ai/xplique
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The first is the Deletion AUC score [23], which quantifies
the reduction in the model’s output when important regions are
replaced with a baseline value. A sharp decline in performance
indicates that the explanation method effectively identifies the key
variables influencing the decision. Let x[xT=x0] denote the input
where the T most important variables, according to the attribution
map, are set to the baseline value x0 = 0. Given a set T =
{T0, T1, · · · , Tn}, where T0 = 0 and Tn is the input size of
x, this set represents the selected numbers of the most important
regions. Then, the Deletion AUC score is given by:

Del. =
n∑

i=1

(
f(x[xTi

=x0]) + f(x[xTi−1
=x0])

)
· (Ti − Ti−1)

2Tn
,

(13)
the lower this metric, the better the attribution performance.

The second metric is the Insertion AUC score [23], which
quantifies the increase in the model’s output as important regions
are progressively revealed. This metric is defined as follows:

Ins. =
n∑

i=1

(
f(x[xT̄i

=x0]) + f(x[xT̄i−1
=x0])

)
· (Ti − Ti−1)

2Tn
,

(14)
where x[xT̄=x0] denotes the input where elements not belonging
to the set T are set to the baseline value x0 = 0. The higher this
metric, the better the attribution performance.

The third metric is the average highest confidence [8], which
measures the model’s highest response within a constrained search
region. This metric is used to evaluate attribution results for
samples that the model incorrectly predicts, assessing whether
the method can identify the factors contributing to the model’s
incorrect predictions. It is defined as follows:

highest conf. = max
T∈T[k]

(f(x[xT̄=x0])), (15)

where T[k] denotes the set of most important regions that can be
searched, constrained by a search region that does not exceed k.
The higher this metric, the better the attribution performance.

The final metric is µFidelity [80], which measures the corre-
lation between the reduction in the model’s score when variables
are set to a baseline state and the importance of those variables.
However, since the network’s output is not necessarily a linear
combination of its inputs, this metric may not fully capture the
quality of the attribution. Nonetheless, it is primarily used to
evaluate how effectively our method identifies the importance of
sub-regions.

6.3 Faithfulness Analysis
To demonstrate the superiority of our method, we assess its faith-
fulness, which measures the alignment between the generated ex-
planations and the deep model’s decision-making process [81]. We
employ Deletion and Insertion AUC scores, along with µFidelity,
as evaluation metrics. Our method is evaluated on correctly pre-
dicted samples across various modalities and architectures.

6.3.1 Faithfulness on Multimodal Foundation Models
We first evaluate the interpretative performance of our attribution
method on multimodal foundation models, including CLIP [27],
ImageBind [28], and LanguageBind [29]. We select 5,000 cor-
rectly predicted ImageNet images for each model for validation.
Table 1 presents the faithfulness results across various attribution

methods, with our approach demonstrating strong attribution ef-
fectiveness. The attribution results on CLIP (ViT-L) show that,
compared to the state-of-the-art Grad-ECLIP [20], which is
based on gradient and internal attention activation, our method
achieves a 32.6% improvement in Deletion AUC score, a 61.8%
improvement in Insertion AUC score, and a 4.0% improvement in
µFidelity when using SLICO as the sub-region division algorithm.
Fig. 4 qualitatively shows the saliency maps generated by different
attribution methods on the CLIP model, where our approach
effectively reduces noise and eliminates redundant regions, re-
sulting in more interpretable and clearer attribution maps. On the
ImageBind model, the Integrated Gradients [17] method produces
better attribution results. In comparison, our method improves the
Deletion AUC score by 9.8%, the Insertion AUC score by 33.8%,
and the µFidelity by 85.0% when using the SLICO sub-region
division algorithm. For LanguageBind, our approach outperforms
the perturbation-based HSIC-Attribution [9] method by 43.9% in
the Deletion AUC score and 48.8% in the Insertion AUC score
when using SLICO as the sub-region division algorithm. Although
our method is slightly lower by 0.9% in the µFidelity metric, it
still demonstrates strong attribution capability. Compared to the
previous version, our method improves the Insertion AUC scores
by 10.2%, 12.2%, and 19.2% and the Deletion AUC scores by
31.5%, 7.1%, and 27.5% across the three models, respectively,
demonstrating that attribution results based on semantic division
are more effective.

We also validated our attribution method on the CLIP model
with ResNet-101 as the backbone, as shown in Table 2. Our ap-
proach outperforms the state-of-the-art perturbation-based HSIC-
Attribution method by 31.9% in the Deletion AUC score and
51.8% in the Insertion AUC score when using SLICO as the sub-
region division algorithm. Although it does not achieve the best
results in the µFidelity metric, the performance on the first two
metrics demonstrates that our method more effectively identifies
the most critical combination of decision regions. Compared with
the previous version of the method, the Insertion and Deletion
AUC scores increased by 21.3% and 8.4%, respectively.

From Tables 1 and 2, we observe that comparable performance
can be achieved when using SLICO as the division method.
However, when using Segment Anything (SAM) for sub-region
division, although it remains competitive compared to other at-
tribution methods, there are noticeable performance differences
relative to superpixel-based methods. This is mainly because
SAM occasionally segments sub-regions that are too large, lacking
fine-grained detail, and may include areas that negatively impact
the results. Optimizing SAM for more fine-grained segmentation
will be a focus of future work, which could lead to improved
performance.

Fig. 5 shows the interpretation results for different multimodal
foundation models on the ImageNet dataset. In the CLIP model
attribution results, both Grad-ECLIP and our method accurately
located the horse chestnut seed. However, Grad-ECLIP’s response
jittered as key regions were revealed, while ours remained stable.
Additionally, the region searched by our method achieved higher
confidence, demonstrating its superiority. In the ImageBind model,
the watermark affected the HSIC-Attribution method, causing it to
misattribute the location and miss the chameleon, leading to poor
faithfulness. In contrast, our method successfully identifies the
area where ImageBind accurately recognizes the chameleon cate-
gory. An interesting phenomenon occurs in LanguageBind: while
the HSIC-Attribution method seems to more effectively locate the
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TABLE 1
Deletion, Insertion AUC scores and µFidelity for multimodal ViT backbone foundation models on the ImageNet validation sets.

Methods CLIP (ViT-L) [27] ImageBind (Huge) [28] LanguageBind (Large) [29]

Deletion (↓) Insertion (↑) µFidelity (↑) Deletion (↓) Insertion (↑) µFidelity (↑) Deletion (↓) Insertion (↑) µFidelity (↑)

Saliency [37] 0.3040 0.1938 0.1010 0.3857 0.3473 0.1807 0.2237 0.2379 0.2395
Integrated Gradients [17] 0.1600 0.3560 0.0881 0.1405 0.5577 0.1919 0.0699 0.2733 0.1422
iGOS++ [19] 0.2934 0.4467 0.2313 0.2658 0.4417 0.2371 - - -
RISE [23] 0.1615 0.5345 0.3244 0.1528 0.4699 0.3459 0.1145 0.4750 0.2764
HSIC-Attribution [9] 0.1565 0.4397 0.3232 0.1875 0.4407 0.3413 0.1034 0.4070 0.4132
Kernel SHAP [21] 0.2808 0.3588 0.0699 0.3736 0.4714 0.0931 0.2104 0.3109 0.0998
ViT-CX [41] 0.1779 0.4413 0.2076 0.1987 0.4277 0.3377 0.1303 0.3486 0.1015
EAC [22] (w/ Segment Anything) 0.3792 0.4349 0.1566 0.3888 0.4564 0.2740 0.1563 0.4340 0.2848
Grad-ECLIP [20] 0.1374 0.4783 0.3205 - - - - - -
Previous work [8] 0.1351 0.6752 - 0.1378 0.6652 - 0.0885 0.5082 -
LIMA (w/ Segment Anything) 0.1905 0.7151 0.2953 0.2210 0.7341 0.3492 0.2228 0.6690 0.3648
LIMA (w/ SLICO) 0.0926 0.7441 0.3334 0.1280 0.7463 0.3551 0.0642 0.6058 0.4096

OursGrad-ECLIPIGOS++Saliency IG RISE EACViT-CXKernel SHAPHSICInput
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Fig. 4. Visual explanations of the CLIP model using various attribution mechanisms, with our approach effectively reducing noise and eliminating
redundant regions, leading to more interpretable attribution results.
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Fig. 5. Attribution visualizations of decision results for different multimodal foundation models on the ImageNet dataset. The first row shows the
interpretation results from the state-of-the-art baseline attribution methods, while the second row displays the interpretation results from our method.
Each interpretation result includes the saliency map, the highest confidence score, and its corresponding region, as well as the Insertion AUC curve.
The red line in the curve represents the highest confidence of the model’s response during the search.

clownfish, the model shows no positive response as key regions are
revealed. Our method, however, identifies both the clownfish and
surrounding background regions, enabling the model to recognize
the category more effectively. This highlights the gap between
human cognition and machine learning, illustrating why humans
alone cannot evaluate attribution effectiveness. Please refer to the
supplementary material B.2 for more visualization results.

By reformulating the image attribution problem as a subset
selection problem, we effectively address the issue of insufficient
granularity in the attribution region, making our approach better
suited for explaining models with complex interactive responses.
As a result, our method significantly improves faithfulness com-

pared to existing attribution algorithms.

6.3.2 Faithfulness on Single-Modal Models
We also validate the effectiveness of our explanation method on
single-modal models, including CNN, Vision Transformer, and
Vision Mamba architectures. For each model, we select 5,000
correctly predicted ImageNet images.

Faithfulness on CNN: We select the ResNet-101 [73] pre-
trained on ImageNet to verify the effectiveness of our method.
Table 3 presents the attribution performance of various methods,
where our approach outperforms the state-of-the-art perturbation-
based HSIC-Attribution method by 34.5% in the Deletion AUC
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TABLE 2
Deletion, Insertion AUC scores and µfidelity for CLIP model with

ResNet-101 backbone on the ImageNet validation sets.

Methods CLIP (ResNet-101) [27]

Deletion (↓) Insertion (↑) µFidelity (↑)

Saliency [37] 0.0801 0.1540 0.3648
Integrated Gradients [17] 0.0482 0.0804 0.1141
Kernel SHAP [21] 0.1198 0.1766 0.0923
RISE [23] 0.0719 0.4034 0.3355
HSIC-Attribution [9] 0.0659 0.3574 0.4373
EAC [22] (w/ Segment Anything) 0.2332 0.2756 0.2463
Previous work [8] 0.0490 0.4474 -
LIMA (w/ SLICO) 0.0449 0.5427 0.3827

score and 47.0% in the Insertion AUC score when using SLICO
as the sub-region division algorithm. Compared with the previous
version of the method, the Insertion and Deletion AUC scores
increased by 29.1% and 11.8%, respectively. This demonstrates
that our method is highly competitive on the CNN models. Please
refer to the supplementary material B.2 for the visualization
results.

TABLE 3
Deletion and Insertion AUC scores for single modal ResNet-101

backbone on the ImageNet validation sets.

Methods ResNet-101 [73]

Deletion (↓) Insertion (↑) µFidelity (↑)

Saliency [37] 0.1148 0.2613 0.4556
Integrated Gradients [17] 0.0521 0.1482 0.1822
iGOS++ [19] 0.1934 0.3779 0.3377
Kernel SHAP [21] 0.1944 0.2878 0.1399
RISE [23] 0.1101 0.4920 0.3827
HSIC-Attribution [9] 0.0866 0.4448 0.5805
Previous work [8] 0.0643 0.5063 -
LIMA (w/ SLICO) 0.0567 0.6538 0.4203

Faithfulness on Vision Transformer: To validate the effec-
tiveness of our method on transformer backbones, we employed
the Vision Transformer-Large (ViT-L) [74] and Swin Transformer-
Large (Swin-L) [75], both pre-trained on ImageNet. Table 4
presents the attribution performance, where RISE [23] proves to
be a strong baseline method for ViT backbones. Compared to
RISE, our method outperforms both the ViT-L and Swin-L models,
achieving a 48.9% and 56.4% improvement in the Deletion AUC
score and a 19.9% and 34.9% improvement in the Insertion AUC
score, respectively. Compared with the previous version of the
method, the Insertion and Deletion AUC scores increased by
11.1% and 33.2% on average, respectively. Please refer to the
supplementary material B.3 for the visualization results.

TABLE 4
Deletion and Insertion AUC scores for single modal vision transformer

backbones on the ImageNet validation sets.

Methods ViT-L [74] Swin-L [75]

Deletion (↓) Insertion (↑) Deletion (↓) Insertion (↑)

Saliency [37] 0.3499 0.3544 0.2888 0.4178
Integrated Gradients [17] 0.1530 0.2402 0.3074 0.4198
Kernel SHAP [21] 0.4155 0.4942 0.4300 0.4794
RISE [23] 0.1947 0.6177 0.3338 0.5655
HSIC-Attribution [9] 0.1898 0.5253 0.3589 0.5531
Previous work [8] 0.1268 0.6715 0.2490 0.6811
LIMA (w/ SLICO) 0.0994 0.7405 0.1371 0.7627

Faithfulness on Vision Mamba: To evaluate the effective-
ness of our attribution method on the latest Mamba architecture,
we tested it on Vision Mamba (base) [76] and MambaVision
(L2) [77], both pre-trained on ImageNet. As shown in Table 5,
RISE remains a robust baseline method among the comparisons.

However, our method demonstrated superior performance, sur-
passing RISE on both the Vision Mamba (base) and MambaVision
(L2) models with a 58.9% and 59.8% increase in Deletion AUC
score, and a 30.0% and 25.3% improvement in Insertion AUC
score, respectively. Compared with the previous version of the
method, the Insertion and Deletion AUC scores increased by
14.3% and 37.6%, respectively. Please see the supplementary
material B.4 for the visualization results.

TABLE 5
Deletion and Insertion AUC scores for single modal mamba backbones

on the ImageNet validation sets.

Methods Vision Mamba (base) [76] MambaVision (L2) [77]

Deletion (↓) Insertion (↑) Deletion (↓) Insertion (↑)

Saliency [37] 0.2793 0.1938 0.1681 0.1494
Integrated Gradients [17] 0.0914 0.2323 0.1067 0.2202
Kernel SHAP [21] 0.2947 0.3603 0.2030 0.2345
RISE [23] 0.2008 0.5352 0.1419 0.2937
HSIC-Attribution [9] 0.2067 0.4872 0.1541 0.2753
Previous work [8] 0.1387 0.6281 0.0872 0.3121
LIMA (w/ SLICO) 0.0825 0.6957 0.0570 0.3680

In summary, our interpretable approach demonstrates strong
attribution performance and generalizes well across models with
different architectures.

6.3.3 Faithfulness on Face Recognition Models
Table 6 shows the results on the Celeb-A and VGG-Face2 val-
idation sets. On the Celeb-A dataset, our method surpasses the
state-of-the-art HSIC-Attribution [9] approach, achieving a 42.0%
improvement in Deletion AUC, a 5.9% increase in Insertion AUC,
and a 9.0% enhancement in µFidelity. Similarly, on the VGG-
Face2 dataset, our method outperforms HSIC-Attribution with
gains of 46.3% in Deletion AUC, 2.2% in Insertion AUC, and
1.2% in µFidelity. In addition, compared to the previous ver-
sion [8], our method improves the Deletion AUC score by 36.4%
and the Insertion AUC score by 4.8% on the Celeb-A dataset.
On the VGG-Face2 dataset, it achieves improvements of 45.8%
in the Deletion AUC score and 2.0% in the Insertion AUC score.
Compared to the previous large-scale pre-trained models validated
on the ImageNet dataset, the improvement is less pronounced.
This is primarily due to the fact that face recognition images
are aligned, resulting in fewer complex interaction effects than
those encountered in large-scale pre-trained models. Nevertheless,
our method shows consistent improvement over the baseline and
achieves state-of-the-art performance.

TABLE 6
Deletion, Insertion AUC scores, and µFidelity on the Celeb-A and

VGG-Face2 validation sets.
Celeb-A (ArcFace ResNet-101) VGGFace2 (ArcFace ResNet-101)

Methods Deletion (↓) Insertion (↑) µFidelity (↑) Deletion (↓) Insertion (↑) µFidelity (↑)

Saliency [37] 0.1453 0.4632 0.3258 0.1907 0.5612 0.5034
Grad-CAM [18] 0.2865 0.3721 0.0672 0.3103 0.4733 0.2773
Integrated Gradients [17] 0.0680 0.3578 0.3352 0.0749 0.5399 0.3853
LIME [45] 0.1484 0.5246 0.1985 0.2034 0.6185 0.4856
Kernel SHAP [21] 0.1409 0.5246 0.2722 0.2119 0.6132 0.4905
RISE [23] 0.1444 0.5703 0.4147 0.1375 0.6530 0.3822
HSIC-Attribution [9] 0.1151 0.5692 0.5530 0.1317 0.6694 0.5295
Previous work [8] 0.1054 0.5752 - 0.1304 0.6705 -
LIMA (w/ SLICO) 0.0668 0.5849 0.5743 0.0707 0.6841 0.5361

6.3.4 Faithfulness on A Fine-grained Model
Table 7 shows the results on the CUB-200-2011 validation sets.
Compared to the state-of-the-art HSIC-Attribution [9] method,
our approach surpasses it by 13.44% in Deletion AUC score,
13.22% in Insertion AUC score, and achieves a 3.3% improvement
in µFidelity. Additionally, compared to the previous version [8],
our method improves the Deletion AUC score by 8.6% and the
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TABLE 7
Deletion, Insertion AUC scores, and µFidelity on the CUB-200-2011

validation set.

CUB-200-2011
Methods Deletion (↓) Insertion (↑) µFidelity (↑)

Saliency [37] 0.0682 0.6585 0.1409
Grad-CAM [18] 0.0810 0.7224 0.1486
Integrated Gradients [17] 0.1693 0.5263 0.2832
LIME [45] 0.1070 0.6812 0.0948
Kernel SHAP [21] 0.1016 0.6763 0.1452
RISE [23] 0.0665 0.7193 0.2370
HSIC-Attribution [9] 0.0647 0.6843 0.3435
Previous work [8] 0.0613 0.7262 -
LIMA (w/ Segment Anything) 0.0829 0.7106 0.3420
LIMA (w/ SLICO) 0.0560 0.7748 0.3547

Insertion AUC score by 6.7%. The CUB-200-2011 dataset is a
single-object dataset, meaning the model correctly predicts with
fewer sub-region complex interaction effects, but our method still
delivers highly competitive results.

6.3.5 Faithfulness on Audio Recognition Model
Explanation and transparency are important issues to ethical AI
for music and audio [82], yet there is limited existing research on
explaining audio classification. In this section, we analyze audio
classification explanations from the perspective of spectrograms,
utilizing two multi-modal foundation models. For sub-region di-
vision, we adopt a patch-based approach. Table 8 presents the
attribution results of our method compared to the baseline on the
VGG-Sound [32] dataset. On ImageBind, the Square-Grad [83]
method is notably competitive, but our approach surpasses it
by 56.0% in Deletion AUC and 83.9% in Insertion AUC when
using a 10 × 10 patch sub-region division. On LanguageBind,
the RISE [23] method performs well, yet our method exceeds
it by 42.8% in Deletion AUC and 79.6% in Insertion AUC.
Although Integrated Gradients [17] achieves the best Deletion
AUC score, our method delivers strong performance overall, with
Integrated Gradients performing poorly on the Insertion AUC. We
demonstrate the robust attribution capability of our method on
the Audio modality, highlighting its adaptability across different
modalities. Fig. 6 presents the attribution visualization results on
the spectrogram, highlighting the regions the model focuses on for
classification. Future work will explore ways to enhance human
understanding of these interpretation results.

TABLE 8
Deletion and Insertion AUC scores for multimodal ViT backbones on

the VGG-Sound validation sets.

Methods ImageBind [28] LanguageBind [29]

Deletion (↓) Insertion (↑) Deletion (↓) Insertion (↑)

Saliency [37] 0.0999 0.1823 0.1024 0.2184
Gradient-Input [84] 0.0326 0.1257 0.0243 0.1388
SmoothGrad [85] 0.0734 0.0955 0.0535 0.1664
Integrated Gradients [17] 0.0313 0.1292 0.0165 0.2153
VarGrad [86] 0.0755 0.2121 0.0955 0.2643
Square-Grad [83] 0.0748 0.2120 0.0888 0.2697
LIME [45] 0.1375 0.1422 0.1092 0.2164
Kernel SHAP [21] 0.1316 0.1436 0.1456 0.1785
Occlusion [87] 0.0707 0.1650 0.0911 0.2052
RISE [23] 0.0782 0.1952 0.0800 0.2879
Sobol-Attribution [88] 0.0881 0.1429 0.0956 0.2235
HSIC-Attribution [9] 0.0891 0.1418 0.0904 0.2270
LIMA (8× 8) 0.0425 0.4164 0.0806 0.5362
LIMA (10× 10) 0.0329 0.3899 0.0458 0.5172

6.4 Discover the Causes of Incorrect Predictions
In this section, we aim to analyze the misclassified images and
assess whether the attribution algorithm can accurately identify
the causes of the model’s prediction errors. We use the Average
Highest Confidence within a limited search region (e.g., reveal up
to 25% of the image region) and the Insertion AUC score as our

Scuba diving

Bee, wasp, etc. buzzing

ImageBind LanguageBind

Basketball bounce

Playing steelpan

[28] [29]

Fig. 6. Attribution visualizations for audio classification on ImageBind
and LanguageBind, highlighting the most critical spectrogram regions
attributed to the model. Additionally, we provide the corresponding In-
sertion AUC curve.

evaluation metrics. The Deletion AUC score is not considered,
as the initial prediction scores for the misclassified samples are
already very low. We validate our method on the ImageNet [31],
CUB-200-2011 [33], VGG-Sound [32], and LC25000 (Lung) [36]
datasets. The ground truth labels are given.

6.4.1 Attributing Multimodal Foundation Model Errors
We first analyzed the samples misclassified by the multimodal
foundation models. Table 9 presents the attribution results for
these misclassified samples, using the ground truth labels for
interpretation. Our approach achieved stunning results. When
utilizing Segment Anything (SAM) [65] as the sub-region division
algorithm, our method outperforms RISE [23] by 61.5% on the
CLIP (ViT-L) model and 52.4% on ImageBind, while surpassing
EAC [22] by 63.8% on LanguageBind in terms of the average
highest confidence during the global search. For Insertion metrics,
our method exceeds RISE [23] by 127.2% on CLIP (ViT-L) and
89.4% on ImageBind, and outperforms EAC [22] by 101.9% on
LanguageBind.

TABLE 9
Evaluation on discovering the cause of incorrect predictions for different

multimodal models on ImageNet dataset.

Average highest confidence (↑)Backbones Methods (0-25%) (0-50%) (0-75%) (0-100%) Insertion (↑)

RISE [23] 0.2710 0.3985 0.4558 0.4879 0.1827
HSIC-Attribution [9] 0.2148 0.2723 0.3051 0.3462 0.1062
ViT-CX [41] 0.1268 0.2367 0.3137 0.3902 0.1236
EAC [22] (w/ Segment Anything) 0.1004 0.1861 0.2561 0.3397 0.1086
Grad-ECLIP [20] 0.2202 0.3404 0.3767 0.4123 0.1397
Previous work [8] 0.2012 0.3073 0.3582 0.3989 0.2017
LIMA (w/ SLICO) 0.5677 0.7030 0.7479 0.7583 0.4789

CLIP (ViT-L) [27]

LIMA (w/ Segment Anything) 0.6440 0.7307 0.7676 0.7878 0.4151

RISE [23] 0.2427 0.4045 0.4757 0.5164 0.2237
HSIC-Attribution [9] 0.1711 0.2726 0.3260 0.3636 0.2180
ViT-CX [41] 0.1299 0.2593 0.3532 0.4261 0.1129
EAC [22] (w/ Segment Anything) 0.1064 0.1901 0.2658 0.3463 0.1124
Previous work [8] 0.4436 0.5865 0.6157 0.6348 0.3929
LIMA (w/ SLICO) 0.5351 0.6816 0.7445 0.7557 0.4681

ImageBind [28]

LIMA (w/ Segment Anything) 0.6639 0.7487 0.7736 0.7872 0.4237

RISE [23] 0.0967 0.1902 0.2530 0.2920 0.1500
HSIC-Attribution [9] 0.0787 0.1380 0.1779 0.2112 0.0861
ViT-CX [41] 0.0414 0.1123 0.1628 0.2348 0.0816
EAC [22] (w/ Segment Anything) 0.1404 0.2802 0.3755 0.4245 0.1721
Previous work [8] 0.2050 0.2933 0.3360 0.3506 0.1812
LIMA (w/ SLICO) 0.3843 0.5311 0.5824 0.5978 0.3483

LanguageBind [29]

LIMA (w/ Segment Anything) 0.5401 0.6399 0.6753 0.6955 0.3475

This is primarily due to the presence of potential regions in
the samples where the model predicts incorrectly, which exerts
a strong influence on the model’s decision, leading to complex
interactions between features. Traditional attribution algorithms
struggle to effectively identify these regions. In contrast, our
method leverages marginal contribution scores, enabling it to
attribute regions that are more relevant to the target class and
pinpoint the causes of the model’s incorrect predictions. Therefore,
our method achieves more competitive results than the baseline
method on such samples.
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Incorrect Predict: Snow Leopard
Ground Truth: Cheetah

Incorrect Predict: Hen of the Woods Mushroom
Ground Truth: Coral Fungus

Incorrect Predict: Staffordshire Bull Terrier
Ground Truth: Boston Terrier

[20] [23] [22]

Fig. 7. Visualization of the method for discovering what causes foundation model prediction errors. The Insertion curve shows the correlation
between the searched region and ground truth class prediction confidence. The highlighted region matches the searched region indicated by the
red line in the curve, and the dark region is the error cause identified by the method.

TABLE 10
Evaluation on discovering the cause of incorrect predictions for different

multimodal models on the VGG-Sound dataset.
Average highest confidence (↑)Backbones Methods (0-25%) (0-50%) (0-75%) (0-100%) Insertion (↑)

Integrated Gradients [17] 0.0081 0.0318 0.0776 0.3904 0.0460
RISE [23] 0.0064 0.0533 0.1547 0.2546 0.0385
HSIC-Attribution [9] 0.0107 0.0441 0.0609 0.1657 0.0201ImageBind [28]

LIMA (10× 10) 0.0955 0.1978 0.3992 0.5028 0.1813

Integrated Gradients [17] 0.0574 0.1092 0.1747 0.4254 0.1153
RISE [23] 0.0478 0.1415 0.2283 0.2799 0.1001
HSIC-Attribution [9] 0.0365 0.0711 0.1213 0.1821 0.0532LanguageBind [29]

LIMA (10× 10) 0.2656 0.4195 0.5543 0.5767 0.3022

ImageBind LanguageBind

Incorrect Predict: Children Shouting Ground Truth: Child Speech, Kid Speaking Incorrect Predict: People Belly Laughing Ground Truth: Baby Laughter

[28] [29]

Fig. 8. Visualization of the method for discovering what causes audio
recognition model prediction errors.

Fig. 7 shows some visualization results, we compare our
method with strong baseline methods on different foundation
models. The Insertion curve represents the relationship between
the region searched by the methods and the ground truth class
prediction confidence. We find that our method can search for
regions with higher confidence scores predicted by the model
than the SOTA methods with a small percentage of the searched
image region. The highlighted region shown in the figure can be
considered as the cause of the correct prediction of the model,
while the dark region is the cause of the incorrect prediction of
the model. This also demonstrates that our method can achieve
higher interpretability with fewer fine-grained regions.

Additionally, we observed that for the average highest con-
fidence metric, using SAM as the sub-region division algorithm
yields better results, while the superpixel-based division method
performs better for the Insertion metric. This is mainly because the
sub-regions generated by SAM have stronger semantic coherence,
giving it an advantage when identifying regions of high model
interest. However, SAM sometimes produces sub-regions that
are too large and uncontrollable, leading to mixed positive and
negative regions in one sub-region. As a result, it performs slightly
worse than the superpixel-based method for the Insertion metric.

TABLE 11
Evaluation on discovering the cause of incorrect predictions for medical

multimodal model QuiltNet on LC25000 (Lung) dataset.

Average highest confidence (↑)Backbone Methods (0-25%) (0-50%) (0-75%) (0-100%) Insertion (↑)

Integrated Gradients [17] 0.2989 0.2989 0.2989 0.3012 0.1344
Kernel SHAP [21] 0.1957 0.1962 0.1965 0.2024 0.1359
RISE [23] 0.4986 0.5109 0.5163 0.5171 0.1470
HSIC-Attribution [9] 0.4858 0.4927 0.5005 0.5013 0.1468
ViT-CX [41] 0.3497 0.3595 0.3637 0.3658 0.1419

QuiltNet (ViT/B-32) [30]

LIMA (w/ SLICO) 0.6215 0.6764 0.6901 0.6915 0.3401

Incorrect Predict: Benign Lung
Ground Truth: Lung Adenocarcinoma

Incorrect Predict: Benign Lung
Ground Truth: Lung Squamous Cell Carcinoma

QuiltNet [30]

Fig. 9. Visualization of the method for discovering what causes medical
foundation model prediction errors.

6.4.2 Attributing Audio Foundation Model Errors

Next, we validate our approach on the audio modality by attribut-
ing misclassified audio samples and analyzing the spectrogram
regions responsible for prediction errors. Table 10 presents the
attribution results on ImageBind [28] and LanguageBind [29].
Our method outperforms RISE by 28.8% and 35.6% in average
highest confidence on the ImageBind and LanguageBind models,
respectively. For the Insertion AUC score, it surpasses RISE by
294.1% on ImageBind and 162.1% on LanguageBind, demon-
strating the strong generalizability of our method across different
modalities. Fig. 8 illustrates the attribution results of our method
on misclassified audio samples. By correctly searching the relevant
spectral region, our method enables the model to make accurate
predictions and reveals the spectrogram region responsible for the
corrected prediction.

6.4.3 Attributing Medical Foundation Model Errors

We also evaluated our method’s ability to attribute errors on the
medical multimodal foundation model, QuiltNet [30]. Table 11
presents the attribution results. Compared to the HSIC-Attribution
method, our approach improves the average highest confidence by
39.2% and the Insertion AUC score by 137.5%, demonstrating
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strong attribution capabilities in the medical imaging domain.
Fig. 9 shows images misclassified as Benign Lung by QuiltNet.
Our method identifies key regions that trigger a strong response
from the model for the correct category, thus interpreting the
sources of the prediction errors.

6.4.4 Attributing Fine-graininess Recognition Model Errors
Finally, we evaluated our method’s ability to detect errors on fine-
grained datasets across three CNN models. Table 12 presents the
results for misclassified samples from the CUB-200-2011 [33] val-
idation set, where our method demonstrates significant improve-
ments. Compared to the state-of-the-art HSIC-Attribution method,
in the global search interval (0-100%), the average highest confi-
dence identified by our method increased by 217.5% on ResNet-
101, 152.2% on MobileNetV2, and 123.9% on EfficientNetV2-M,
when using SAM as the sub-region division method. Similarly, the
Insertion AUC score saw substantial improvements, increasing by
178.7% on ResNet-101, 101.7% on MobileNetV2, and 139.4% on
EfficientNetV2-M. In addition, compared to the previous version
of our method, we achieved improvements of 75.4%, 36.9%,
and 81.5% in the average highest confidence on the three CNN
models, and 127.4%, 71.5%, and 120.7% in the Insertion AUC
score, respectively. See the supplementary material C for the
visualization results.

TABLE 12
Evaluation on discovering the cause of incorrect predictions for different

convolutional neural network backbones on CUB-200-2011 dataset.
Average highest confidence (↑)Backbones Methods (0-25%) (0-50%) (0-75%) (0-100%) Insertion (↑)

Grad-CAM++ [39] 0.1988 0.2447 0.2544 0.2647 0.1094
Score-CAM [40] 0.1896 0.2323 0.2449 0.2510 0.1073
Kernel SHAP [21] 0.0083 0.0247 0.0574 0.2642 0.1008
RISE [23] 0.2406 0.3032 0.3316 0.3807 0.2238
HSIC-Attribution [9] 0.1709 0.2091 0.2250 0.2493 0.1446
Previous work [8] 0.2430 0.3519 0.3984 0.4513 0.1772
LIMA (w/ SLICO) 0.3683 0.5016 0.5501 0.6003 0.3694

ResNet-101 [73]

LIMA (w/ Segment Anything) 0.3874 0.4957 0.5975 0.7916 0.4030

Grad-CAM++ [39] 0.1584 0.2820 0.3223 0.3462 0.1284
Score-CAM [40] 0.1574 0.2456 0.2948 0.3141 0.1195
Kernel SHAP [21] 0.0525 0.1367 0.2321 0.4142 0.2511
RISE [23] 0.2340 0.3101 0.3355 0.4280 0.2573
HSIC-Attribution [9] 0.1648 0.2190 0.2415 0.2914 0.1635
Previous work [8] 0.2460 0.4142 0.4913 0.5367 0.1922
LIMA (w/ SLICO) 0.3466 0.4686 0.5462 0.6278 0.3448

MobileNetV2 [78]

LIMA (w/ Segment Anything) 0.5339 0.6098 0.6611 0.7349 0.3297

Grad-CAM++ [39] 0.2338 0.2549 0.2598 0.2659 0.1605
Score-CAM [40] 0.2126 0.2327 0.2375 0.2403 0.1572
Kernel SHAP [21] 0.0123 0.0670 0.1489 0.3357 0.0787
RISE [23] 0.2958 0.3339 0.3473 0.3697 0.2274
HSIC-Attribution [9] 0.2418 0.2561 0.2615 0.2679 0.1611
Previous work [8] 0.2616 0.3117 0.3235 0.3306 0.1748
LIMA (w/ SLICO) 0.3670 0.4575 0.4799 0.4859 0.3518

EfficientNetV2-M [79]

LIMA (w/ Segment Anything) 0.4138 0.5035 0.5543 0.5999 0.3857

We found that our method’s ability to attribute misclassified
samples on the CUB-200-2011 dataset is significantly higher than
its performance on correctly classified samples. This is primarily
because correctly predicted samples in this dataset typically lack
complex interaction effects, whereas misclassified samples often
involve potential causal confusion and exhibit more intricate
feature interactions. As our method is well-suited to handling
complex feature interactions, it shows a distinct advantage in
attributing misclassified samples compared to the baseline method.

6.5 Ablation Study
In this section, we provide a comprehensive ablation study of the
various components of our approach, conducted on the ImageBind
model and the ImageNet dataset, and the sub-region division
algorithm is SLICO.

6.5.1 Ablation of the Bidirectional Greedy Search Algorithm
In Section 4.3, we analyzed the optimal bounds and inference
number optimization of the proposed bidirectional greedy search
algorithm from a theoretical perspective. We conduct a series of

ablation studies, as shown in Table 13. Although the naive greedy
algorithm delivers the best performance, it still requires a consid-
erable amount of time to run. By implementing the bidirectional
greedy search strategy, we significantly reduce the number of
model inferences, leading to a substantial decrease in attribution
time. The time complexity of this approach is influenced by
the hyperparameter np. While a larger np increases the search
duration, it also enhances attribution performance, highlighting a
trade-off between speed and accuracy. Our experiments indicate
that setting np to 8 strikes an effective balance, providing strong
attribution performance while reducing the runtime to 62.5% of
the original. TABLE 13

Ablation study on the bidirectional greedy search algorithm for
ImageBind on the ImageNet dataset.

Bi-directional
subset

Num. of neg.
samples np

Faithfulness metrics Exec. time (s)Deletion (↓) Insertion (↑) µFidelity (↑)

% 0 0.1260 0.8099 0.3669 32
! 1 0.2048 0.6445 0.3344 16
! 4 0.1309 0.7303 0.3508 18
! 8 0.1280 0.7463 0.3526 20
! 12 0.1271 0.7517 0.3551 22
! 16 0.1269 0.7542 0.3471 25

6.5.2 Ablation of the Submodular Function
We analyzed the impact of various submodular function-based
score functions. We conducted ablation studies on both correctly
predicted and incorrectly predicted samples.

Impact on correctly predicting samples: As shown in
Table 14, using a single score function within the submodular
framework limits the faithfulness of attribution. However, com-
bining score functions in pairs leads to improved faithfulness.
Our results show that removing any of the four score functions
results in degraded Deletion and Insertion scores, confirming
the importance of each function. Notably, the consistency and
collaboration scores have a greater impact on attribution, while
the confidence and effectiveness scores serve a more constraining
role. This is reflected in why larger weights are assigned to the
first two functions during hyperparameter tuning.

TABLE 14
Ablation study on components of different score functions of
submodular function for ImageBind on the ImageNet dataset.

Submodular Function
Deletion (↓) Insertion (↑)Cons. Score Colla. Score Conf. Score Eff. Score

(Equation 3) (Equation 4) (Equation 5) (Equation 7)

! % % % 0.2567 0.6324
% ! % % 0.1031 0.5598
% % ! % 0.3416 0.3609
% % % ! 0.3267 0.3909

! ! % % 0.1290 0.7403
% ! ! % 0.1022 0.5520
% % ! ! 0.2861 0.4465

% ! ! ! 0.1115 0.5595
! % ! ! 0.2570 0.6432
! ! % ! 0.1293 0.7436
! ! ! % 0.1333 0.7442
! ! ! ! 0.1280 0.7463

Impact on incorrectly predicting samples: We primarily
focus on the impact of the consistency score and collaboration
score on the attribution of misclassified samples. As shown in
Table 15, removing any score function leads to a decrease in both
the average highest confidence and the Insertion AUC score. This
indicates that even for attribution on misclassified samples, both
the consistency and collaboration scores are essential. Maximum
performance is only achieved when both scores are used together.
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TABLE 15
Ablation study on submodular function score components for

incorrectly predicted samples for ImageBind on the ImageNet dataset.

Cons. Score Colla. Score Average highest confidence (↑) Insertion (↑)(Equation 3) (Equation 4) (0-25%) (0-50%) (0-75%) (0-100%)

% ! 0.0821 0.3075 0.5869 0.6113 0.2691
! % 0.5033 0.6087 0.6183 0.6392 0.2949
! ! 0.5351 0.6816 0.7445 0.7557 0.4681

6.5.3 Ablation on Importance Assessment
In this section, we perform an ablation study on the importance
assessment method. The baseline for comparison assumes that
the importance difference between adjacent sequence elements in
the subset is consistent and equal to 1. We use µFidelity as the
evaluation metric to assess the rationality of the importance score
assignment. As shown in Table 16, we found that when evaluating
the importance of each element in the subset, the µFidelity score
improves relative to the baseline. This improvement demonstrates,
to some extent, the validity of the importance scores assigned
by this assessment strategy. Fig. 16A shows an attribution result,
highlighting the search region at the inflection point of the In-
sertion curve, considered the most important. Fig. 16B and 16C
illustrate different importance assessment strategies, showing that
the proposed method helps users intuitively identify key regions.

TABLE 16
Ablation study on submodular function score components for

incorrectly predicted samples for ImageBind on the ImageNet dataset.

Strategies µFidelity (↑)
CLIP (ViT-L) ImageBind (Huge) LanguageBind (Large)

Consistent subset difference 0.3208 0.3378 0.3889
Importance Assessment 0.3334 0.3551 0.4096

A B CSearched Region

Importance Assessment Strategy Consistent Subset Difference

Fig. 10. An example of attribution results. A. Search region at the
Insertion curve inflection point. B. Visualization using our strategy. C.
Visualization using the baseline.

6.5.4 Ablation on Division Sub-region Number
The sub-region division algorithm plays a key role in determining
the quality of the search space elements. In addition to the choice
of algorithm, the number of sub-regions, denoted as |V |, is also an
important factor. A higher number of sub-regions results in a more
fine-graininess division, but it also increases the attribution time.
Therefore, this section examines the impact of the number of sub-
regions on both performance and computation time. Similarly, we
separately analyze the samples correctly and incorrectly predicted
by the model.

Impact on correctly predicting samples: For samples cor-
rectly predicted by the model, the relationship between attribution
performance and the number of sub-region divisions |V | is shown
in Table 17. We observed that as |V | increases, attribution per-
formance improves progressively, but the computation time rises
significantly. Our method outperforms others when the number of
sub-regions is set to 49. Future work should focus on improving
the efficiency and accuracy of attribution when dealing with larger
numbers of sub-regions.

Impact on incorrectly predicting samples: Next, for the
samples the model predicted incorrectly, as shown in Table 18,

TABLE 17
Ablation study on the effect of sub-region division number |V | for

ImageBind on the ImageNet dataset.

Sub-region Number |V | Deletion (↓) Insertion (↑) µFidelity Execution time (s)

49 0.1280 0.7463 0.3551 20
64 0.1230 0.7506 0.3473 39
77 0.1216 0.7532 0.3407 59

100 0.1199 0.7492 0.3291 158

our results indicate that dividing the image into more fine-grained
sub-regions leads to higher average confidence scores (0-100%)
and Insertion AUC scores. This further demonstrates that finer
granularity in sub-region division results in better attribution
performance.

TABLE 18
Ablation study on the effect of sub-region division number |V | in

incorrect sample attribution for ImageBind on the ImageNet dataset.

Sub-region Number |V | Average highest confidence (↑) Insertion (↑)(0-25%) (0-50%) (0-75%) (0-100%)

49 0.5351 0.6816 0.7445 0.7557 0.4681
64 0.5579 0.7100 0.7689 0.7803 0.4934
77 0.5731 0.7194 0.7765 0.7884 0.5004
100 0.5987 0.7418 0.7958 0.8100 0.5144
121 0.6167 0.7599 0.8094 0.8247 0.5285

7 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we introduce LIMA, a novel and efficient black-
box attribution method designed to tackle key challenges in
understanding the behavior of AI systems. By identifying a dimin-
ishing marginal effect between inputs and outputs, we reformulate
attribution as an optimization problem using submodular subset
selection. This approach enables more faithful and interpretable
attribution results with fewer input regions. Our proposed bidirec-
tional greedy search algorithm significantly enhances attribution
efficiency, allowing for the optimal identification of important
regions while minimizing errors. Additionally, we observe that
input interactions become increasingly complex as model pre-
training scales grow, with higher parameter counts, more complex
datasets, or in the presence of prediction errors. Our method
is particularly well-suited to handle these challenging scenarios.
We validate the effectiveness of LIMA across multiple datasets
and multimodal models, achieving state-of-the-art performance.
Notably, our method not only provides faithful explanations for
correctly predicted samples but also delivers clear insights into
the causes of the model’s incorrect predictions.

REFERENCES

[1] A. Troncoso-Garcı́a, M. Martı́nez-Ballesteros, F. Martı́nez-Álvarez, and
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APPENDIX A
THEORY PROOF

A.1 Proof of Lemma 1 (Diminishing returns)
Proof. Consider two sub-sets Sa and Sb in set V , where Sa ⊆ Sb ⊆ V .
Given an element α, where α = V \ Sb. The necessary and sufficient
conditions for the function F(·) to satisfy the submodular property are:

F (Sa ∪ {α})−F (Sa) ≥ F (Sb ∪ {α})−F (Sb) . (16)

For Eq. 3, let G (Sa) = F (Sa) ◦ fs. Assuming that the individual
element α of the collection division is relatively small, according to the Taylor
decomposition [89], we can locally approximate G (Sa + α) = G (Sa) +
∇G (Sa) · α. Assuming that the searched α is valid, i.e., ∇G (Sa) > 0.
Thus:

scons. (Sa + α,fs)− scons. (Sa,fs)

=
G(Sa) +∇G (Sa) · α

∥F (Sa) +∇F (Sa) · α∥
−

G(Sa)

∥F (Sa)∥

≃
∇G (Sa) · α
∥F (Sa)∥

,

(17)

since ∇G (Sa) > 0 and α is valid, mean that ∇G (Sa) · α has a very high
probability of having a positive impact on the explainability. Furthermore, Sa∩
α = ∅, Sa and α do not overlap in the image space, and α is small. Therefore,
even when the ∇G (Sa) and α directions are not consistent, ∇G (Sa) · α is
small. If both Sa and Sb contain positive subsets, then ∇G (Sb) will become
less severe or even disappear [17]. Otherwise, it means that the remaining α
can no longer produce interpretable results, i.e., ∇G (Sa) · α ≈ 0. Then, we
have:

scons. (Sa + α,fs)− scons. (Sa,fs)

− (scons. (Sb + α,fs)− scons. (Sb,fs)) > 0−.
(18)

For Eq. 4, let G (I− Sa) = F (I− Sa) ◦ fs. Assuming that the
individual element α of the collection division is relatively small, according
to the Taylor decomposition, we can locally approximate G (I− Sa − α) =
G (I− Sa) − ∇G (I− Sa) · α. Assuming that the searched alpha is valid,
i.e., ∇G (I− Sa) > 0. Thus:

scolla. (Sa + α, I,fs)− scolla. (Sa, I,fs)

=
G (I− Sa)

∥F (I− Sa) ∥
−

G (I− Sa)−∇G (I− Sa) · α
∥F (I− Sa − α) ∥

≃
∇G (I− Sa) · α
∥F (I− Sa) ∥

,

(19)

likewise, since ∇G (I− Sa) > 0 and α is valid, means that ∇G (I− Sa) ·α
has a very high probability of having a positive impact on the explainability.
If both Sa and Sb contain positive subsets, then ∇G (I− Sb) will become
less severe or even disappear. Otherwise, it means that the remaining α can
no longer produce interpretable results, i.e., ∇G (I− Sa) · α ≈ 0. Then, we
have:

scolla. (Sa + α, I,fs)− scolla. (Sa, I,fs)

− (scolla. (Sb + α, I,fs)− scolla. (Sb, I,fs)) > 0−.
(20)

For Eq. 5, assuming that the individual element α of the collection division
is relatively small, according to the Taylor decomposition, we can locally
approximate Gc(Sa) = P (yc | Sa) = F (Sa) ◦ fs,c. Thus:

sconf. (Sa + α)− sconf. (Sa)

=

∑C
i=1 (Gi(Sa) +∇Gi(Sa) · α) log (Gi(Sa) +∇Gi(Sa) · α)

log (C)

−
∑C

i=1 Gi(Sa) log (Gi(Sa))

log (C)

≃

∑C
i=1 Gi(Sa) log

Gi(Sa)+∇Gi(Sa)·α
Gi(Sa)

log (C)
,

(21)

let c denote the ground truth class, since Sa∩α = ∅, Sa and α do not overlap
in the image space, and α is small, ∇G (Sa) · α is small, that we have:

Gc(Sa) log

(
1 +

∇Gc(Sa) · α
Gc(Sa)

)
−Gc(Sb) log

(
1 +

∇Gc(Sb) · α
Gc(Sb)

)
≈ 0,

(22)
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where for terms not of belong to class c, Gc(Sa) and Gi(Sa)+∇Gi(Sa) ·α
tend to 0, so we have:

sconf. (Sa + α)− sconf. (Sa)

− (sconf. (Sb + α)− sconf. (Sb)) ≈ 0.
(23)

For Eq. 7, when a new element α is added to the
set Sa, the minimum distance between elements in Sa and
other elements may be further reduced, i.e., for any element
si ∈ Sa, we have minsj∈Sa∪{α},sj ̸=si

dist (F (si) , F (sj)) ≤
minsj∈Sa,sj ̸=si dist (F (si) , F (sj)). Thus:

seff. (Sa ∪ {α}) = min
si∈Sa

dist (F (α) , F (si))

+
∑

si∈Sa

min
sj∈Sa∪{α},sj ̸=si

dist (F (si) , F (sj))

= min
si∈Sa

dist (F (α) , F (si))

+
∑

si∈Sa

min
sj∈Sa,sj ̸=si

dist (F (si) , F (sj))

− εa,

(24)

where εa is a constant, which is the sum of the minimum distance reductions
of the elements in the original Sa after α is added. Then, we have:

seff. (Sa ∪ {α})− seff. (Sa) = min
si∈Sa

dist (F (α) , F (si))− εa, (25)

and in the same way,

seff. (Sb ∪ {α})− seff. (Sb) = min
si∈Sb

dist (F (α) , F (si))− εb, (26)

since Sa ⊆ Sb, the minimum distance between alpha and elements in Sb \Sa

may be smaller than the minimum distance between alpha and elements in Sa,
thus,

min
si∈Sa

dist (F (α) , F (si)) ≥ min
si∈Sb

dist (F (α) , F (si)),

since there are more elements in Sb than in Sa, more elements in Sb have the
shortest distance from α, that, εb ≥ εa. Therefore, we have:

seff. (Sa ∪ {α})− seff. (Sa) ≥ seff. (Sb ∪ {α})− seff. (Sb) . (27)

Combining Eq.18, 20, 23, and 27 we can get:

F (Sa ∪ {α})−F (Sa) ≥ F (Sb ∪ {α})−F (Sb) , (28)

hence, we can prove that Eq. 8 is a submodular function.

A.2 Proof of Lemma 2 (Monotonically non-decreasing)
Proof. Consider a subset S, given an element α, assuming that α is contribut-
ing to interpretation. The necessary and sufficient conditions for the function
F(·) to satisfy the property of monotonically non-decreasing is:

F (S ∪ {α})−F (S) > 0, (29)

where, for Eq. 3, assuming that the searched α is valid,

scons. (S + α,fs)− scons. (S,fs) ≃
∇G (S) · α
∥F (S)∥

> 0, (30)

likewise, for Eq. 4,

scolla. (S + α, I,fs)− scolla. (S, I,fs)

≃
∇G (I− S) · α
∥F (I− S) ∥

> 0.
(31)

For Eq. 5:

sconf. (S + α)− sconf. (S)

≃

∑C
i=1 Gi(S) log

Gi(S)+∇Gi(S)·α
Gi(S)

log (C)
,

(32)

since α is contributing to interpretation, for the ground truth class c,
∇Gc(S) > 0, and ∇Gc(S) > 0; where for the term not belong to c,
Gi(S) ≈ 0, thus:

sconf. (S + α)− sconf. (S) > 0. (33)

For Eq. 7,

seff. (S ∪ {α})− seff. (S) = min
si∈S

dist (F (α) , F (si))− ε,

since effective element α are selected as much as possible, the value ε will be
small,

seff. (S ∪ {α})− seff. (S) ≃ min
si∈S

dist (F (α) , F (si)) > 0. (34)

Combining Eq. 30, 31, 33, and 34 we can get:

F (S ∪ {α})−F (S) > 0, (35)

hence, we can prove that Eq. 8 is monotonically non-decreasing.

A.3 Proof of Theorem 1 (Bidirectional greedy search
optimality bound)
Proof. Suppose the optimal solution is S∗, and 1 − ϵ is the probability that
Sd overlaps with S∗. Therefore, based on the reasoning of Mirzasoleiman et
al. [61], solution S can be obtained, which satisfies the following approximate
guarantee:

F(S) ≥
(
1−

1

e
− ϵ

)
F(S∗), (36)

where, ϵ is affected by np, because the larger np is, the more likely Sp will
contain the least important samples, thus not affecting the missing of important
samples in Sd = V \(Sforward ∪ Sreverse). By selecting an appropriate
np value, we can accelerate the attribution process while maintaining the
faithfulness of the attribution graph.

APPENDIX B
ADDITIONAL VISUALIZATIONS
In this section, we present more interpretable visualizations of our results and
compare them with those from other methods.

B.1 Additional Visualization on Foundation Model
Fig. 11 presents more interpretable attribution results for three multimodal
foundation models (CLIP [27], ImageBind [28], and LanguageBind [29]) with
ViT backbone on the ImageNet dataset.

Fig. 12 presents interpretable attribution results for CLIP (ResNet-
101) [27] on the ImageNet dataset. We compare with RISE [23] and HSIC-
Attribution [9] methods, showing the advantages of our method.

B.2 Visualization on ResNet-101
Fig. 13 presents interpretable attribution results for single-modal ResNet-
101 [73] on the ImageNet dataset. We compare with RISE [23] and HSIC-
Attribution [9] methods, showing the advantages of our method.

B.3 Visualization on Vision Transformer
Fig. 14 presents more interpretable attribution results for single-modal Vision
Transformer and Swin Transformer [75] models on the ImageNet dataset. We
compare with HSIC-Attribution [9] methods, showing the advantages of our
method.

B.4 Visualization on Vision Mamba
Fig. 15 presents more interpretable attribution results for single-modal Vision
Mamba (base) [76] and MambaVision (L2) [77] models on the ImageNet
dataset. We compare with HSIC-Attribution [9] methods, showing the advan-
tages of our method.

APPENDIX C
VISUALIZATION OF MODEL MISTAKE ON CUB-200-
2011
We demonstrate the ability of our method to attribution images that are
incorrectly predicted by the model on the CUB-200-2011 dataset. Fig. 16
shows the comparison between our method and HSIC-Attribution [9] and the
previous version [8] on ResNet-101 model. It can be found that the current
version of the method can have a flatter Insertion curve, which means that the
attribution effect is better. In addition, we also show the attribution effects of
different models on HSIC-Attribution and our method in Fig. 17. We include
the sub-region division strategy based on superpixel segmentation and SAM.
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Fig. 11. Additional interpretation visualization for different multimodal foundation models on the ImageNet dataset.
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Fig. 12. Additional interpretation visualization for CLIP (ResNet-101) on the ImageNet dataset.
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Fig. 13. Additional interpretation visualization for single-modal ResNet-101 on the ImageNet dataset.
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Fig. 14. Additional interpretation visualization for single-modal vision transformer (Large) and swin-transformer (Large) on the ImageNet dataset.
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Fig. 15. Additional interpretation visualization for single-modal vision mamba (base) and mambavision (L2) on the ImageNet dataset.
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Fig. 16. Visualization of the method for discovering what causes model prediction errors on the CUB-200-2011 dataset. The first row shows the
results of the HSIC-Attribution method and the previous version method, and the second row shows the results of the current version method. The
Insertion curve shows the correlation between the searched region and ground truth class prediction confidence. The highlighted region matches
the searched region indicated by the red line in the curve, and the dark region is the error cause identified by the method.
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Fig. 17. Visualization of the method for discovering what causes model prediction errors on the CUB-200-2011 dataset. The first row shows the
results of the HSIC-Attribution method and the previous version method, and the second row shows the results of the current version method. The
Insertion curve shows the correlation between the searched region and ground truth class prediction confidence. The highlighted region matches
the searched region indicated by the red line in the curve, and the dark region is the error cause identified by the method.

APPENDIX D
SUB-REGION DIVISION ALGORITHM BASED ON
SEGMENT ANYTHING MODEL

Algorithm 2 demonstrates how to use Segment Anything (SAM) [65] for
sub-region division. As SAM produces overlapping sub-regions, we further
split these overlapping regions to create more fine-grained sub-regions.

Algorithm 2: Sub-region division algorithm based on
Segment Anything Model [65]

Input: Image I ∈ Rw×h×3, Segment Anything Model
SAM(·), delete threshold δ.

Output: An set V .
1 V ← ∅ ; /* Initiate the operation of

sub-region division */
2 VM = SAM(I);
3 for i = 1 to |VM | − 1 do
4 for j = i+ 1 to |VM | do
5 Minters. = VM [i] ◦ VM [j];
6 if sum (Minters.) ̸= 0 then
7 if sum (VM [i]) > sum (VM [j]) then
8 VM [i] = VM [i]−Minters.;
9 else

10 VM [j] = VM [j]−Minters.;
11 end
12 end
13 for i = 1 to |VM | do
14 if mean (VM [i]) > δ then
15 V ← V ∪ {VM [i] ◦ I};
16 end
17 Ir = Ir; /* A region that is not divided

by SAM(·). */
18 for i = 1 to |VM | do
19 Ir = Ir − VM [i];
20 end
21 V ← V ∪ {Ir};
22 return V
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