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ABSTRACT

Attribution algorithms explain computer vision models by attributing the model
response to pixels within the input. Existing attribution methods generate explana-
tions by combining transformations of internal model representations such as class
activation maps, gradients, attention, or relevance scores. The effectiveness of an
attribution map is measured using attribution quality metrics. This leads us to pose
the following question: if attribution methods are assessed using attribution quality
metrics, why are the metrics not used to generate the attributions? In response
to this question, we propose a Metric-Driven Attribution for explaining Vision
Transformers (ViT) called MDA. Guided by attribution quality metrics, the method
creates attribution maps by performing patch order and patch magnitude optimiza-
tion across all patch tokens. The first step orders the patches in terms of importance
and the second step assigns the magnitude to each patch while preserving the patch
order. Moreover, MDA can provide a smooth trade-off between sparse and dense
attributions by modifying the optimization objective. Experimental evaluation
demonstrates the proposed MDA method outperforms 7 existing ViT attribution
methods by an average of 12% across 12 attribution metrics on the ImageNet
dataset for the ViT-base 16× 16, ViT-tiny 16× 16, and ViT-base 32× 32 models.

1 INTRODUCTION

Computer vision models have been broadly adopted with applications in domains such as self-driving
cars (Ando et al., 2023), surveillance (Ho et al., 2019), and disease detection (Esteva et al., 2021).
However, due to the black-box nature of these models, proper explanations must be available to incite
trust in their safety-critical system deployments. Effective explanation methods have been thoroughly
explored for Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs), but are still in their infancy for the more
prominent Vision Transformers (ViTs). The most popular attribution methods create human-readable
explanations using a model’s internal information such as class activation maps (Selvaraju et al.,
2017), gradients (Simonyan et al., 2014; Sundararajan et al., 2017), attention (Vaswani et al., 2017),
or relevance scores (Binder et al., 2016). A less abstract method of creating explanations is through
feature perturbation. Here, the model internals are ignored and input features are masked to discover
which are the most relevant to the models prediction. However, this class of method has been shown
to be prohibitively slow for creating the per-pixel explanations required for CNNs (Fisher et al.,
2019; Zeiler & Fergus, 2014). Perturbation-based methods have only recently seen a resurgence for
ViTs (Xie et al., 2023; Englebert et al., 2023) whose reasoning over coarse-grained patches allows
the runtime complexity to be controlled. The broad diversity of attribution algorithms necessitates
quantitative comparison using metrics for accurate quality assessment.

The most common attribution quality metrics are perturbation-based tests (Petsiuk et al., 2018;
Kapishnikov et al., 2019; Walker et al., 2024) which do not need ground-truth labels. The most
commonly used perturbation-based tests are insertion and deletion (Petsiuk et al., 2018). These
metrics ablate the model input in order of highest value attribution features to determine if the
features are as important for the model’s decision as indicated. These tests were extended into
magnitude aligned scoring (MAS) which also assess the magnitude of the attribution assigned to each
feature (Walker et al., 2024). A feature’s magnitude is evaluated by measuring the alignment with the
feature’s model importance. This raises the question: can we avoid abstract explanation approaches
and use these perturbation metrics directly to create better explanations?
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In this paper, we propose a method for creating Metric-Driven Attributions for the ViT called (MDA).
The approach creates high-quality explanations for ViTs using a perturbation-based approach that
mimics the methodology of the attribution quality metrics used to assess the specified attributions.
The four main contributions of MDA can be summarized, as follows:

1. We provide the first attribution algorithm that is directly driven by the metrics used to
assess the attributions produced by the algorithm. This is a stark departure from existing
approaches that mainly leverage internal model representations and methods.

2. The MDA method creates attributions using patch ordering optimization and patch magnitude
optimization. The first step orders the patches in terms of importance while the second step
assigns an attribution magnitude to each patch while preserving the patch order.

3. Existing metrics encourage sparse explanations that focus on a few important features within
an image. We demonstrate that MDA is capable of creating dense attributions that indicate
all features of importance by slightly modifying the optimization objective.

4. MDA achieves improved quantitative and qualitative performance compared to 7 state-of-
the-art ViT attribution methods. On ImageNet, MDA outperforms the SOTA not only for
the perturbation metrics it was optimized for but also six additional attribution metrics for
three ViT models with an average 12% improvement across all metrics.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: the related work is in Section 2, the methodology
is in Section 3, the experiments are in Section 4, and the conclusion is in Section 5.

2 RELATED WORK

In this section, we first present a detailed explanation of the scoring objectives of the perturbation
quality metrics of interest. We then discuss the existing approaches to ViT explanation.

2.1 PERTURBATION-BASED ATTRIBUTION QUALITY METRICS

Attribution metrics fit into two groups: comparison against ground-truth masks (Borji et al., 2013)
or perturbation of the model (Adebayo et al., 2018; Hooker et al., 2019) or the input (Petsiuk et al.,
2018; Walker et al., 2024) without ground-truth. Model perturbation randomizes or retrains the entire
model to evaluate at scale, which is a slow process. Input perturbation is therefore the most popular
because it can evaluate single images without ground-truth or model changes. The insertion and
deletion perturbation metrics expect the modification of an important feature in the model input to
cause a change in the output (Petsiuk et al., 2018). They measure how well an attribution indicates
important features by performing a linear perturbation process between a baseline and an input. We
explain insertion with the following text and Figure 1. Given an attribution A, the input X of size D2

belonging to class c, and the model F , the test evaluates A over N steps. Let Pk denote the perturbed
image at step k. For insertion, P0 denotes the blurred input baseline and PN is the original input.
In each step, the set of D2

N i-th highest magnitude features Ai /∈ Pk are selected, seen in Figure
1 (a). These features correspond to the ith most important pixels Xi /∈ Pk, and we update Pk as
Pk+1 = Pk +Xi, removing the blurring as seen in Figure 1 (b). The model response is defined as:

MRk = softmax(F (Pk))c. (1)

Over the N steps of this insertion (ins) perturbation test, the monotonically non-decreasing MRins

curve will be formed on the range [0, 1] as seen in Figure 1 (c). The score of an attribution is then
calculated as the area under the MR curve (AUC):

score =
1

N + 1

N∑
k=0

MRk. (2)

A higher MRins AUC indicates a better attribution. The AUC in Figure 1(c) is 0.896. For deletion
(del), P0 denotes the original image baseline and PN is a black image. The MRdel curve formed
from the test is monotonically non-increasing and has range [1, 0]. A lower MRdel AUC is better.

The MAS insertion and deletion tests calculate the MR in the same manner (Walker et al., 2024).
These tests additionally introduce the density response (DR) curve which measures the magnitude
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Figure 1: An illustration of the insertion metric where an attribution is evaluated over 4 steps. In each
step, the highest attribution values are chosen (a) and those pixels are unblurred (b). The graph (c)
illustrates the MR generated by this process as described in Eq (1) and the AUC score from Eq (2).
The graph in (d) shows the MR, DR, and AP as described in Eq (3) and the MAS AUC: MR−AP .

of each feature. The DR and MR are compared to determine if high and low value attributions are
assigned to important and unimportant features, respectively. In insertion, DR tracks what percentage
of the total attribution of A has been inserted at step k, and is defined as:

DRins
k =

∑k
i=0 |Ai|∑N
i=0 |Ai|

, (3)

where |.| denotes absolute value. DRins is monotonically increasing and on the range [0, 1], seen as
the dashed line in Figure 1 (d). The difference |MR −DR| is called the alignment penalty (AP ),
seen in Figure 1 (d). The MAS score is then (MRins −AP ) AUC, seen as 0.896− 0.223 in Figure
1 (d). The AP indicates important (unimportant) features were given too low (high) of a magnitude
in the attribution. In deletion, pixels are removed each step, so DRdel

k = (1−DRins
k ), the DRdel

curve is monotonically decreasing and (MRdel +AP ) AUC is the score.

2.2 VISION TRANSFORMER EXPLANATIONS

The ViT model (Dosovitskiy et al., 2020) embeds the input image as a linear array of patch tokens
prepended with a classification token [CLS]. These are passed through a decoder-only transformer
(Vaswani et al., 2017) which extracts important relationships between all tokens via self-attention, and
a final linear layer classifies the output embedding of the [CLS] token. A ViT explanation assigns one
value to each of the M2 patches. For ViT 16× 16, the 224× 224px input is broken into 142 patches
which are each 16× 16px. The resulting 142 grid of attribution values is upscaled to 224× 224px.

ViT explanations can be derived from the self-attention values of the last layer’s [CLS] token (Vaswani
et al., 2017), or the matrix multiplication of the self-attention through all layers (Rollout) (Abnar &
Zuidema, 2020). However, attention does not contain class information and is a poor explanation
alone (Bastings & Filippova, 2020). GradCAM (GC) multiplies the last layer self-attention by its
gradients (Selvaraju et al., 2017). Integrated Gradients (IG) generates an explanation from the mean
attention gradients of interpolated inputs between a baseline and input. Current state-of-the-art
methods use a mixture of these techniques. Transformer Attribution (T-Attr) (Chefer et al., 2021a)
gathers the attention of all layers with layer-wise relevance propagation (Binder et al., 2016) and
multiplies by the gradients. Transition Attention (T-Attn) (Yuan et al., 2021) multiplies Rollout by
IG. Bidirectional Attention (Bi-Attn) (Chen et al., 2023) introduces head importance to Rollout and
multiplies by IG. Attributions generated by internal model representations are valuable, but most
methods sacrifice their theoretical foundations by applying ad-hoc post-processing in this manner.

Due to the ViT patch structure, two perturbation methods show promise without using internal model
representations. ViT-CX (Xie et al., 2023) creates a set of masked inputs from the model’s output
embeddings. These are scored by the model’s softmax output and the weighted sum of all masks
is the explanation. Transformer Input Sampling (TIS) (Englebert et al., 2023) performs the same
process, but masking occurs inside the model at the token embedding level instead of the input level.

None of these existing approaches use the attribution quality metrics to generate attributions. By
leveraging the metrics’ ability to measure attribution quality, we propose to generate attributions that
optimize the metric scores, creating high-quality attributions from the source of their evaluation.
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Figure 2: An overview of the MDA method. First, the insertion process finds the patch (Xi) which
induces the highest MR(Pk+1) at each step k (a) until the MR reaches τ = 0.9 (b). This produces
the minimum ordering needed for good insertion performance. The remaining patches are found
through deletion, where the patch which induces the lowest MR is selected each step (c). This yields
a single, optimized ordering of the patches (d). Next, the produced MR informs the magnitude
of each patch to be set such that MR = DR (e) (see Figure 3 for details). This yields a sparse,
high-scoring attribution. The final attribution is upscaled to the image size.

3 METHODOLOGY

We propose MDA, the first attribution method which generates explanations by directly maximizing
attribution quality metric scores. The framework consists of four components: two core optimization
steps which generate an attribution and two add-on steps for calibrating and speeding up the process.
First, we order the patches to maximize insertion and deletion scores. Second, we set the magnitude
of each patch to maximize the MAS insertion and deletion scores. The initial two steps produce
sparse attributions with high qualitative scores. Third, we introduce a sliding parameter to allow
the creation of dense attributions at the expense of a lower score. Fourth, we present techniques to
control the runtime complexity. An overview of the framework is illustrated in Figure 2.

3.1 PATCH ORDER OPTIMIZATION

In this section, we describe our patch order optimization technique that orders the M2 patches of the
ViT in terms of model importance, which is illustrated in (a) through (d) of Figure 2. The objective of
the optimization is to determine the patch order I which maximizes the insertion and deletion scores.
Recall from Eq (2) that the insertion and deletion scores are only a function of the patch order. A
potential challenge is that the ideal patch order for insertion may be conflicting with the ideal patch
order for deletion. Therefore, our approach attempts to determine a patch order which maximizes the
joint insertion and deletion scores. We observe insertion is only sensitive to the order of the first few
patches whereas deletion is sensitive to the order of all patches. We utilize this by first determining
the patches needed for a strong insertion score, and then find the remaining patches using deletion.
We now describe the method for optimizing the insertion and deletion patch orders.

Insertion-Based Patch Ordering: Starting with the blurred input image P0, the MDA framework
finds the patch Xi that produces the strongest model response and inserts it into the patch order I,
which is illustrated in Figure 2(a). The process of iteratively inserting a patch mimics the method for
computing the insertion score metric and is therefore expected to score well in terms of insertion.
Formally, the patch Xi is found as follows:

argmax
i/∈I

MR(Pk +Xi) (4)

where i is the index of any patch Xi not already inserted in Pk. Next, Pk+1 is set to Pk +Xi. This
process of inserting patches Xi and updating Pk is repeated until C patches have been inserted, where
MR(PC) ≥ τ ·MR(PN ) with N = M2. In practice, we set the parameter τ to 0.90. The patches
determined by the insertion-based ordering process are shown in Figure 2(b). Next, the remaining
M2 − C patches are determined using the deletion-based patch ordering process.
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Figure 3: Given the original image and the patch order, we find MRins and MRdel (a). MRdel

is transformed and averaged with MRins to find MRmean and a quadratic solver finds the new
curve AD from MRmean (b). Note in the zoom, it can be observed that AD is monotonically
increasing and has a strictly monotonically decreasing derivative. The AD curve is used to assign
patch magnitudes, producing a high MAS score, attribution (c).

Deletion-Based Patch Ordering: Now, we address the deletion test which transitions from the
original image with a high model response to a black image with a low model response. Ideally, each
deletion generates a decrease in the model response and patches which contain the most important
class information will evoke the smallest model responses (a large decrease in model response).
Intuitively, it may seem obvious to find the patch which creates the largest decrease in the model
response at every step. However, in deletion, all important features must be removed to have a
significant decrease in the model response. One ablated patch on an important feature may not
remove enough information to change the model response. We therefore reverse the deletion problem
to be a modified insertion problem and aim to minimize the insertion score.

In this new problem, we begin with a black image of low model response and move towards the
original image of high model response. At every step of the perturbation process, we find the patch
that has the lowest model response:

argmin
i/∈I

MR(Pk +Xi). (5)

The resulting order sorts patches from least to most important for the model’s decision, therefore we
reverse this to have the ideal deletion order. As seen in Figure 2, the C patches found from insertion
are an input to deletion and locked as the C most important patches. Figure 2 (c) shows that the
patches of least importance are modified first, and the final patch order which creates the best possible
deletion score is found in Figure 2 (d).

3.2 PATCH MAGNITUDE OPTIMIZATION

The patch order I from the previous optimization step maximizes the insertion and deletion scores.
Therefore, the objective of the patch magnitude optimization is to minimize the MAS alignment
penalty while preserving the patch order I, thus maximizing the MAS score. Let Ii and Ai denote
the ordering index and attribution magnitude of a patch i, respectively. We wish to assign a magnitude
to each patch such that the order I is respected as follows:

Ai > Aj iff Ii < Ij , ∀i ̸= j. (6)

The patch order I inherently defines the curves MRins and MRdel, seen in Figure 3 (a). To minimize
the alignment penalty AP , the density response DR should be set to be equal to both the model
response MRins and MRdel, which is impossible if MRins and MRdel are not identical. Therefore,
we first combine MRins and MRdel into MRmean as:

MRmean =
(MRins + (1−MRdel))

2
, (7)
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where (1 −MRdel) transforms MRdel to increase like MRins, as seen in Figure 3 (b). Now, we
can perform DR = MRmean by setting the attribution value of each patch Ai as follows:

Ai = MRmean
i −MRmean

i−1 , (8)

where A1 = MRmean
1 −MRmean

0 and MRmean
0 = 0. However, the assignment of the attributions

using Eq (8) does not ensure that the initial patch order would be preserved, i.e., the constraint on the
relative ordering of the patches in Eq (6) may be violated, which would in turn change the model
response and insertion and deletion scores. For example, if the patch ordering I = {1, 2, 3} generated
the model response MRmean = [0, 3, 3, 4], then Eq (8) yields A1 = 3, A2 = 0, and A3 = 1. These
assigned attributions result in a revised patch order Ī = {1, 3, 2} which is inconsistent with the initial
ordering of the patches. We explain this behavior in the following paragraph.

To determine the attributions using Eq (8), we propose to specify a new attribution definition curve,
AD. The curve should be similar to MRmean to minimize the alignment penalty. However, we
require the curve to satisfy two additional properties which ensure the patch order is preserved, i.e.,
Eq (6) is satisfied.

1. Property 1: The curve AD must be monotonically increasing.
2. Property 2: The derivatives of the curve AD must be strictly monotonically decreasing.

The properties are from two observations. 1) All attributions Ai are positive, so AD is, by definition,
monotonically increasing. 2) From Eq (8), it can be understood that AD′

i = Ai; therefore, to preserve
the order for all Ai, it is implied that AD′ must be strictly monotonically decreasing.

We formulate the problem of specifying the curve AD, as follows:

Minimize
1

N + 1

N∑
i=0

(ADi −MRmean
i )2

subject to


AD′

i+1 ≤ AD′
i, ∀i ∈ [0, N ]

ADi ∈ [0, 1], ∀i ∈ [0, N ]

AD0 = 0 and ADN = 1

.

(9)

The objective is to minimize the quadratic distance between AD and MRmean under the linear
derivative constraint. This is clearly a quadratic programming problem and a quadratic solver is
used to find the solution. Two additional constraints are placed on the range of the function and the
endpoints to ensure the final result does not escape the original model response definition.

One final problem remains after finding AD. Due to the ≤ limitation of the quadratic programming
problem, AD has a monotonically non-increasing derivative, so Eq (6) is not satisfied. For example,
AD = [0, 2, 4] gives A1 = 2 and A2 = 2, implying I1 = I2 which is impossible. We introduce a
patch order term to Eq (8) to induce the monotonically decreasing derivative property:

Ai = ∆ADi + (∆ADi ∗
N − i

N
), (10)

where ∆ADi = ADi −ADi−1. The additional term ensures Ai > Ai+1 where AD′′ = 0. For large
N , this second term does not increase the AP significantly. We visualize the magnitude optimization
in Figure 3 (a) to (c). The final M ×M attribution is upscaled to the input image size.

3.3 MAGNITUDE OPTIMIZATION FOR DENSE ATTRIBUTIONS

The MAS metric for evaluating attributions encourages the creation of sparse attributions. We call a
set of attributions sparse if they indicate the minimum amount of information needed for accurate
model prediction. On the other side of the spectrum, dense attributions indicate all features of an
object which are relevant to accurate prediction. We provide an optional modification to MDA which
allows a user to specify if the generated attributions are sparse, dense, or a mixture of the two.

Given Asparse as defined from Eq (10), we find the dense attribution Adense by assigning all important
patches a magnitude which represents their order:

Adense
i =

{
N−i
N if Asparse

i ≥ κ

Asparse
i if Asparse

i < κ
. (11)
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Figure 4: We illustrate MDA for the transition of γ = 0 to γ = 1. For the elephant, the attribution
grows as the magnitude is more evenly spread among features (seen by the more linear DR),
indicating only the tusks are needed for classification. For the spider, the DR and attribution do not
greatly change, indicating all features of the spider are important for classification.

The κ parameter controls the model importance cutoff since Ai ≈ ∆MRi. In practice, we employ
κ = 0.005 to only strongly attribute patches with more than 0.5% model importance.

We now introduce a user-controlled parameter γ to blend between Asparse and Adense where γ = 0
and γ = 1 yield sparse and dense attributions, respectively:

Aγ = (1− γ)Asparse + γAdense. (12)

In Figure 4 we illustrate this for a large and small subject. We see for the large subject, the attribution
expands to cover all features, resulting in a more linear density response. For the small subject, the
attribution does not expand, indicating all important features were already used for classification. A
user can tune γ to their choosing, but, quantitatively, the best explanation is created with γ = 0.

3.4 SEARCH SPACE REDUCTION

In this section we provide solutions to improving the runtime of MDA. A naive implementation of
the optimization search over the M2 coarse-grained ViT patches results in a O(M4) runtime. This
optimization problem resembles the knapsack problem, but we cannot reduce the search space through
common techniques such as memoization or tabulation. In this problem, unlike knapsack, the next
optimal value MR(Pk+1) is unknown and cannot be assumed to be additive, i.e. MR(P1 +Xi) ̸=
MR(P1) +MR(P0 +Xi) where each Xi was previously enumerated in the search for P1.

As typical techniques will not work, we take heuristic approaches to reduce the search space,
approaching the absolute minimum O(M2) runtime. First, the insertion optimization phase is
improved. As we terminate the insertion optimization when we find the C patches needed to produce
an MR = 0.9 we reduce the search space to O(CM2). Across 100 images, only 48/196 and
6.5/49 patches were needed to reach this model response for the ViT-base 16 × 16 and ViT-base
32 × 32 models, respectively, resulting in O(M3) insertion search space. For deletion, the order
of all patches is needed, so an early stopping technique cannot be employed, yielding a runtime of
O(M4). However, we can prune the search space of both insertion and deletion.

We can take advantage of the existing ViT attribution method space, and use a SOTA explanation to
provide an initial ordering of the patches in the image. We choose Bi-Attn (Chen et al., 2023) due to
its low computational cost and strong performance among other ViT methods. For insertion, the input
attribution provides an ordering of all patches from high to low magnitude. We use this ordering to
inform a smaller search space, i.e. instead of searching through all M2 − k patches not inserted in
each step k, we search through the first 2M patches in the ordering which we can assume are valuable
to the model. For deletion, the input attribution provides an ordering from lowest to highest value and
we search through the first 2M patches in the ordering which we can assume are not valuable to the
model. These two steps combined reduce the runtime from O(M4) to O(M2) +O(M3) = O(M3)
and finally, we can approach O(M2) with batched execution. The runtime could be reduced to the
minimum O(M2) by selecting M patches at every insertion step instead of 1, but this requires better
attributions than what exists to avoid a significant quality penalty. We now evaluate the proposed
MDA method with γ = 0 and Bi-Attn (Chen et al., 2023) as input.
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4 EXPERIMENTAL EVALUATION

In this section we present qualitative and quantitative evaluations of the proposed MDA ViT attribution
method. We perform all experiments using PyTorch (Paszke et al., 2019) and use the ImageNet 2012
validation dataset (Russakovsky et al., 2015) and the ImageNet Segmentation dataset (Guillaumin
et al., 2014). We employ three ViT models: ViT-base 16×16, ViT-tiny 16×16, and ViT-base 32×32
as defined in the ViT paper (Dosovitskiy et al., 2020). These models are trained on ImageNet and are
from the PyTorch Image Models repository (Wightman, 2019). The experiments were run on one
server with four NVIDIA A40 GPUs. We compare our method against GC (Selvaraju et al., 2017),
IG (Sundararajan et al., 2017), T-Attn (Yuan et al., 2021), T-Attr (Chefer et al., 2021a), ViT-CX (Xie
et al., 2023), TIS (Englebert et al., 2023), and Bi-Attn (Chen et al., 2023).

4.1 QUANTITATIVE EVALUATION

In this section, we provide quantitative evaluation of our MDA method’s performance, and evaluate
the parameters used in MDA. We will first evaluate how MDA performs in the perturbation tests
that we have have optimized the framework for (Petsiuk et al., 2018; Walker et al., 2024). Next, we
evaluate how these optimized attributions perform for three other metrics: pointing game (Chefer
et al., 2021a), positive and negative perturbation (Chefer et al., 2021a; DeYoung et al., 2020), and
monotonicity (Arya et al., 2019). Following these, we evaluate how MDA is effected by the selection
of hyperparameters: τ , γ, and κ. Lastly, we evaluate runtime. Due to space constraints and their
lower importance, we defer evaluations of monotonicity, τ , γ, and κ to the Appendix.

Optimized Perturbation Metric Evaluation: We have thoroughly described insertion, deletion,
and the MAS variants in previous sections. For these tests all input images are 224 × 224px and
we use a step size of 224px, for a total of 224 perturbation steps as in the original implementations.
Additionally, for insertion, we use a blurring kernel which results in a softmax score of less than
1%, to improve test accuracy. We use the code provided by the repositories for insertion/deletion
and MAS (Petsiuk et al., 2018; Walker et al., 2024). The results in Table 1 compare all 8 attribution
methods over 5000 ImageNet images with 5 images per class for the perturbation metrics. We see
significant improvements by MDA in all tests, except for deletion, where it faces a loss. We see a
minimum improvement of 9% in insertion - deletion, and a maximum improvement of 51% in MAS
insertion - deletion. The deletion performance of MDA is easily explained by the definition of our
patch order optimization. As we optimize the first few patches for a high insertion score, deletion can
be penalized as a result (we will explore this later). However, as shown by insertion - deletion scores,
joint optimization nets a positive improvement over all attribution methods. We show the results of
this test on ViT-base 32× 32 and ViT-tiny 16× 16 models in Tables 4 and 5 in the Appendix.

Pointing Game Evaluation: In the pointing game, we measure the intersection-over-union (IoU),
mean average precision (MAP), and F1 scores of each method’s pointing accuracy when compared
to ground-truth segmentation maps of ImageNet Segmentation data. This test uses the default code
available in the original author’s repository (Chefer et al., 2021b). For each attribution method, a
threshold is applied, binarizing the attribution to make pointing game accuracy measurements. The
metric authors use an attribution’s mean as the threshold. However, since this threshold is equivalent
to γ in MDA we select the best γ for MDA given the three output scores. The results are shown in
Table 2 for the ViT-base 32× 32 model. First, we see that choosing the ideal γ for MDA to perform

Table 1: Evaluation of MDA on the optimized metrics for the ViT-base 16× 16 model.

Metric From Petsiuk et al. (2018) Metric From Walker et al. (2024)

Test Type Ins (↑) Del (↓) Ins - Del (↑) Ins (↑) Del (↓) Ins - Del (↑)
GC (Selvaraju et al., 2017) 0.737 0.241 0.496 0.622 0.312 0.311
IG (Sundararajan et al., 2017) 0.741 0.222 0.518 0.623 0.349 0.274
ViT-CX (Xie et al., 2023) 0.722 0.236 0.486 0.582 0.408 0.174
T-Attn (Yuan et al., 2021) 0.748 0.228 0.520 0.631 0.347 0.284
T-Attr (Chefer et al., 2021a) 0.741 0.232 0.508 0.638 0.331 0.307
Bi-Attn (Chen et al., 2023) 0.760 0.218 0.542 0.649 0.320 0.329
TIS (Englebert et al., 2023) 0.761 0.196 0.565 0.615 0.385 0.230
MDA (ours) 0.856 0.232 0.624 0.775 0.279 0.497
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Table 2: ImageNet segmentation results for the ViT-base 32× 32 model.

Metric MAP IoU F1
GC (Selvaraju et al., 2017) 0.715 0.570 0.366
IG (Sundararajan et al., 2017) 0.687 0.573 0.462
ViT-CX (Xie et al., 2023) 0.678 0.535 0.428
T-Attn (Yuan et al., 2021) 0.705 0.594 0.465
T-Attr (Chefer et al., 2021a) 0.758 0.648 0.459
Bi-Attn (Chen et al., 2023) 0.753 0.653 0.491
TIS (Englebert et al., 2023) 0.705 0.586 0.460

MDA (ours) 0.796 0.702 0.487
MDA F1 Focused (ours) 0.760 0.661 0.504

well on all three tests leads to a win for MAP and IoU, but a minor loss for F1. However, if we choose
γ such that F1 score is prioritized, we achieve an F1 win while retaining a win in MAP and IoU.
These results show that optimizing MDA for insertion and deletion extends to high performance in
other metrics, making MDA more valuable.

Positive and Negative Perturbation Evaluation: The positive and negative perturbation tests
functional similarly to the optimized metrics, but measure prediction accuracy instead of softmax
score. They measure an attribution’s ability to explain the model with a two-stage process. First, for a
given set of validation images, an attribution is made for all images. Following this, the pixels of the
images are gradually masked, and the resulting accuracy is recorded at each step, forming a curve. In
positive perturbation, pixels are masked in largest attribution order, and in negative perturbation they
are masked in lowest attribution order, thus lower and higher AUC scores are better, respectively. We
perform these tests with the default code available in the original author’s repository (Chefer et al.,
2021b) using the ImageNet validation set (Russakovsky et al., 2015) on the ViT-base 32× 32 model
and we show the results in Table 3. In this table we clearly see MDA outperforms the SOTA methods
in both tests. These indicate not only that MDA best orders the most important features but it also
best orders the least important features. Since this test measures via model accuracy and not softmax
score, we can confirm MDA was not optimized for this test, yet still outperforms all methods.

Table 3: Positive and negative perturbation tests for the ViT-base 32× 32 model.

Metric Positive (↓) Negative (↑)
GC (Selvaraju et al., 2017) 0.199 0.637
IG (Sundararajan et al., 2017) 0.128 0.698
ViT-CX (Xie et al., 2023) 0.143 0.708
T-Attn (Yuan et al., 2021) 0.140 0.714
T-Attr (Chefer et al., 2021a) 0.140 0.708
Bi-Attn (Chen et al., 2023) 0.124 0.733
TIS (Englebert et al., 2023) 0.126 0.741
MDA (ours) 0.122 0.789

Runtime Evaluation: We measure the mean runtime of MDA to be 13.34s, 3.64s, and 1.13s, for
the ViT-base 16× 16, ViT-tiny 16× 16, and ViT-base 32× 32 models, respectively. We provide a
comparison of these times with SOTA attributions in the Appendix and provide further discussion
about the value of online and offline attribution methods.

4.2 QUALITATIVE EVALUATION

In this section we perform qualitative MDA γ selection and compare MDA against the SOTA methods.
In the Appendix, we extended these evaluations and explore seed attribution selection.

Evaluation of γ: We compare MDA with γ = 0 and γ = 1 on the ViT-base 32× 32 model against
Bi-Attn in Figure 5 and we make three distinctions. First, existing SOTA methods suffer from
attribution on unimportant features, hurting quantitative and qualitative value. Second, at a low γ,
MDA provides minimal information attributions, indicating only the most important features. Third,
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Figure 5: MDA has major visual improvements over the state-of-the-art methods. Unlike Bi-Attn
(Chen et al., 2023), MDA does not provide attributions for any features unrelated to the class subject.
In addition, it can provide a sparse or dense attribution while scoring more favorably.

Figure 6: In the selected ImageNet examples we compare MDA with γ = 0, γ = 0.5, and γ = 1
against GC (Selvaraju et al., 2017), IG (Sundararajan et al., 2017), T-Attn (Yuan et al., 2021), T-Attr
(Chefer et al., 2021a), ViT-CX (Xie et al., 2023), TIS (Englebert et al., 2023), and Bi-Attn (Chen et al.,
2023). We see in all examples, MDA γ = 0 provides the best sparse attribution with no background
attributions. As γ increases, MDA provides dense attributions which lack unimportant attributions.

MDA at a high γ provides dense attributions, highlighting all important features, while avoiding
unimportant features. We see this behavior continues in additional examples in the Appendix.

SOTA Comparison: We present four qualitative comparison examples from the ImageNet dataset in
Figure 6 for the ViT-base 32× 32 model. We show MDA with γ = 0, γ = 0.5, and γ = 1 across a
mix of images with a large and small subject. For all examples, γ = 0 provides a sparse, minimal
information attribution which highlights the most important features. As γ moves to 1, attributions
cover more of the image subject and stay retained to the image subject. In all examples, MDA
provides reduced attributions on unimportant features when compared to the existing state-of-the-art
ViT attribution methods. We show 255 more examples in Appendix A.10 equally divided among
the three models. We see the behavior shown in this figure continues across the images presented,
indicating that MDA provides more valuable attributions than state-of-the-art methods.

5 CONCLUSION

We propose the first-of-its-kind Metric-Driven Attribution for the vision transformer. Through two
core optimization objectives, MDA generates attributions which perform highly in the insertion,
deletion, and MAS attribution quality metrics. The first objective finds an ideal patch order which
jointly maximizes insertion and deletion scores. The second objective finds the ideal magnitude of
each patch to jointly maximize the MAS insertion and deletion scores. The result is a high-scoring,
sparse explanation for only the most important features in an image. Through a modification of the
objective, MDA can additionally create dense attributions, allowing a user to choose the sparse-dense
balance. Across three ViT models, MDA shows significant performance gains over SOTA methods,
further motivating optimization for attribution metrics. Due to its design, MDA can be applied to any
input perturbation metric. The problem of defining the ideal metric is still open, and MDA can evolve
with new metrics to create stronger attributions.
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A APPENDIX

In this section, we present extended quantitative and qualitative results. First, we present the additional
tables referenced in the experimental evaluation to present results across all three models. Then, we
present detailed and extensive qualitative results across all three models.

A.1 EXTENDED OPTIMIZATION METRIC EVALUATION

We include Tables 4 and 5 which provide the results of the main experimental comparison for the
ViT-base 32× 32 and ViT-tiny 16× 16 models. The results seen in these tables are consistent with
the Table 1. The only difference is in Table 5 where the winner of deletion is ViT-CX. However,
referencing Figure 7, we can still conclude this is due to our joint optimization of insertion and
deletion, and MDA would clearly win over ViT-CX in deletion if optimized solely for deletion. In
Table 4, we note a maximum improvement of 73% in MAS insertion - deletion.

Table 4: Evaluation of MDA on the optimized metrics for the ViT-base 32× 32 model.

Metric From Petsiuk et al. (2018) Metric From Walker et al. (2024)

Test Type Ins (↑) Del (↓) Ins - Del (↑) Ins (↑) Del (↓) Ins - Del (↑)
GC (Selvaraju et al., 2017) 0.783 0.262 0.520 0.695 0.339 0.356
IG (Sundararajan et al., 2017) 0.805 0.206 0.598 0.575 0.425 0.151
ViT-CX (Xie et al., 2023) 0.813 0.208 0.605 0.615 0.389 0.226
T-Attn (Yuan et al., 2021) 0.797 0.222 0.576 0.578 0.427 0.151
T-Attr (Chefer et al., 2021a) 0.798 0.221 0.576 0.650 0.358 0.292
Bi-Attn (Chen et al., 2023) 0.826 0.205 0.621 0.613 0.396 0.216
TIS (Englebert et al., 2023) 0.847 0.176 0.671 0.643 0.370 0.273
MDA (ours) 0.908 0.200 0.708 0.851 0.235 0.616

Table 5: Evaluation of MDA on the optimized metrics for the ViT-tiny 16× 16 model.

Metric From Petsiuk et al. (2018) Metric From Walker et al. (2024)

Test Type Ins (↑) Del (↓) Ins - Del (↑) Ins (↑) Del (↓) Ins - Del (↑)
GC (Selvaraju et al., 2017) 0.729 0.252 0.477 0.623 0.323 0.299
IG (Sundararajan et al., 2017) 0.745 0.233 0.512 0.627 0.355 0.272
ViT-CX (Xie et al., 2023) 0.719 0.155 0.563 0.548 0.387 0.161
T-Attn (Yuan et al., 2021) 0.752 0.239 0.513 0.635 0.354 0.281
T-Attr (Chefer et al., 2021a) 0.745 0.243 0.502 0.643 0.339 0.304
Bi-Attn (Chen et al., 2023) 0.764 0.228 0.536 0.654 0.328 0.326
TIS (Englebert et al., 2023) 0.764 0.207 0.557 0.617 0.389 0.228
MDA (ours) 0.858 0.241 0.617 0.777 0.289 0.488

A.2 MONOTONICITY EVALUATION

The last quantitative attribution metric we include is the monotonicity test (Arya et al., 2019). This
test measures if inserting all features in order of largest attribution value will lead to a monotonically
increasing curve model confidence. Starting from a blurred image, features are inserted and the
confidence of the image class prediction is measured. Over all features, this creates the confidence
vector c. This vector is then compared to a feature order vector o which denotes the descending
token importance. Monotonicity is then measured as MONO = p(o, c), where p(.) is the Spearman
correlation of the vectors, and a higher score means c is more monotonic. We report the results
in Table 6 for the ViT-base 32× 32 model using 100 ImageNet validation dataset images. We see
MDA significantly improves over the SOTA methods. This further proves that MDA meets objectives
outside of its optimization targets, showing its value as an effective attribution for ViT models.
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Table 6: Monotonicity comparison on the ViT-base 32× 32 model.

Metric Monotonicity (↑)
GC (Selvaraju et al., 2017) 0.798
IG (Sundararajan et al., 2017) 0.791
ViT-CX (Xie et al., 2023) 0.775
T-Attn (Yuan et al., 2021) 0.782
T-Attr (Chefer et al., 2021a) 0.788
Bi-Attn (Chen et al., 2023) 0.783
TIS (Englebert et al., 2023) 0.770
MDA (ours) 0.820

A.3 QUANTITATIVE τ EVALUATION

We now explain the deletion loss in Tables 1, 4, and 5, with an ablation study of τ in Figure 7. In
graph (a), the dots represent the insertion and deletion scores of the attributions and in (b), the dots
are the MAS scores. Better overall scores are closer to the origin. The 11 dots are generated by
varying τ from 1 to 0 (decreasing by 0.1 left to right). As τ decreases, the deletion score improves
and insertion suffers. When τ = 1, MDA is optimized solely for insertion and when τ = 0, it is
optimized for deletion only. We circle τ = 0.9 in red and draw a boundary across the MDA dots.
We observe no SOTA methods pass the boundary, signifying there exists a configuration of MDA
which can win both tests. In (c), we show selecting τ = 0.9, on average, provides a peak in the joint
scores, indicating it is the correct choice. This analysis was performed on 100 ImageNet images for
the ViT-base 32× 32 model.

Figure 7: We illustrate the impact of τ for the insertion, deletion (a) MAS tests (b), and insertion -
deletion (c). In (a) and (b), a score near the origin is better and we circle τ = 0.9 in red. We draw
a boundary across all MDA points and compare the SOTA attributions. We see no method breaks
this boundary, indicating there is always a configuration of MDA which will perform best. We show
τ = 0.9 provides the peak score (c), verifying it is the best choice for joint optimization.

We present in Tables 7, 8, and 9, tabular data of this τ experiment for the ViT-base 16× 16, ViT-tiny
16× 16, and and ViT-base 32× 32 models when only MDA is considered. As expected, we see for
all models that MDA optimized for insertion, deletion, or with joint optimization will perform the
best on the insertion, deletion, or insertion - deletion tests, respectively.

Table 7: Evaluation of MDA optimization of insertion or deletion on the ViT-base 16× 16 model.

Metric From Petsiuk et al. (2018) Metric From Walker et al. (2024)

Test Type Ins (↑) Del (↓) Ins - Del (↑) Ins (↑) Del (↓) Ins - Del (↑)
MDA Insertion 0.888 0.501 0.387 0.875 0.649 0.226
MDA Deletion 0.710 0.151 0.559 0.581 0.216 0.364
MDA (ours) 0.864 0.259 0.605 0.781 0.309 0.472
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Table 8: Evaluation of MDA optimization of insertion or deletion on the ViT-tiny 16× 16 model.

Metric From Petsiuk et al. (2018) Metric From Walker et al. (2024)

Test Type Ins (↑) Del (↓) Ins - Del (↑) Ins (↑) Del (↓) Ins - Del (↑)
MDA Insertion 0.896 0.236 0.660 0.880 0.313 0.567
MDA Deletion 0.706 0.062 0.644 0.640 0.143 0.496
MDA (ours) 0.882 0.140 0.742 0.829 0.163 0.666

Table 9: Evaluation of MDA optimization of insertion or deletion on the ViT-base 32× 32 model.

Metric From Petsiuk et al. (2018) Metric From Walker et al. (2024)

Test Type Ins (↑) Del (↓) Ins - Del (↑) Ins (↑) Del (↓) Ins - Del (↑)
MDA Insertion 0.916 0.392 0.523 0.902 0.483 0.418
MDA Deletion 0.827 0.162 0.665 0.772 0.214 0.558
MDA (ours) 0.916 0.206 0.709 0.854 0.243 0.611

Lastly, we provide a visual example to further explain why we must use τ = 0.9 to perform a
joint insertion and deletion process. To do this, we illustrate that the resulting patch orders of the
insertion and deletion optimizations do not agree. We show the effects of optimizing solely for
insertion or deletion, or performing a joint optimization in Figure 8. In this image, the darkest red
represents the most important patch and darkest blue represents the least important. We can see
insertion-only optimization (τ = 1) considered the patches on the animal’s head to be most important
while deletion-only optimization (τ = 0) considers those on the tail most important. However, when
we perform joint optimization there is an agreement that the whole body is important, but the head is
the most important feature. From this study we confirm that both a joint optimization and a proper
selection of τ is necessary for the best patch ordering to be obtained.

Figure 8: A visual comparison of the varied patch orders resulting from optimization of only insertion,
only deletion, or both insertion and deletion. The darkest red represents the first patch in the order,
and the darkest blue represents the last.

A.4 RUNTIME EVALUATION

We perform a runtime evaluation of all attribution methods presented in the main paper. These
results are gathered over 100 ImageNet (Russakovsky et al., 2015) images for the ViT-base 16× 16,
ViT-tiny 16× 16 and 32× 32 models. We report the mean runtime and standard deviation across all
images for each attribution method in seconds. These results are shown in Table 10. We see in the
results that MDA is clearly slower, but its runtime in the range of 1.1 to 13.3 seconds is still very
reasonable for real-world use. The reviewers discuss that attribution methods should be real-time.
However, we argue that the use of attributions should not be limited to real-time scenarios only.
Specifically in the case of MDA, we believe its slower runtime is a fair trade off not only for its
performance, but also its flexibility which benefits offline utilization, and its lack of need for internal
model information. MDA not only achieves improvements of up to 73% over SOTA methods, but
it is the sole attribution method which is flexible to user preferences in providing sparse or dense
attributions. This second attribute is valuable for offline evaluation of a neural model, especially as γ
is applied in post without model calls such that only one MDA generation must occur to have access
to a varied set of attributions from γ ∈ [0, 1]. The flexibility could assist in debugging in ways that
current attribution methods cannot.
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Table 10: Runtime comparison on the ViT-b 16× 16, ViT-t 16× 16 , and ViT-b 32× 32 models.

Mean Runtime per Image (s)
Model ViT-b 16× 16 ViT-t 16× 16 ViT-b 32× 32

GC (Selvaraju et al., 2017) 0.014± 0.006 0.008± 0.005 0.010± 0.006
IG (Sundararajan et al., 2017) 0.226± 0.007 0.116± 0.012 0.144± 0.007
ViT-CX (Xie et al., 2023) 0.519± 0.078 0.189± 0.020 0.609± 0.058
T-Attn (Yuan et al., 2021) 0.225± 0.007 0.122± 0.012 0.143± 0.008
T-Attr (Chefer et al., 2021a) 0.049± 0.006 0.048± 0.008 0.049± 0.008
Bi-Attn (Chen et al., 2023) 0.226± 0.007 0.118± 0.011 0.141± 0.008
TIS (Englebert et al., 2023) 1.104± 0.015 0.171± 0.011 0.359± 0.015
MDA (ours) 13.344± 0.308 3.639± 0.649 1.130± 0.249

A.5 QUANTITATIVE γ EVALUATION

We compare MDA with γ = 0.0, γ = 0.5, and γ = 1.0 on 100 ImageNet images. Table 11 shows
the ViT-base 16× 16 model results. As expected, MDA γ = 0 achieves the best scores in all tests.
However, the score penalty of increasing γ is not extreme, indicating dense attributions are still of
value. We provide results for the ViT-tiny 16× 16 and ViT-base 32× 32 models in Tables 12 and 13
below. We find the same results to hold true. We later provide more detailed qualitative examples to
compare MDA against SOTA methods and further analyze the effect of γ across the models.

Table 11: Evaluation of MDA with varying levels of γ on the ViT-base 16× 16 model.

Metric From Petsiuk et al. (2018) Metric From Walker et al. (2024)

Test Type Ins (↑) Del (↓) Ins - Del (↑) Ins (↑) Del (↓) Ins - Del (↑)
MDA (dense) γ = 1 0.812 0.350 0.462 0.701 0.466 0.235
MDA γ = 0.5 0.849 0.262 0.587 0.781 0.312 0.472
MDA (sparse) γ = 0 0.864 0.259 0.605 0.781 0.309 0.472

Table 12: Evaluation of MDA with varying levels of γ on the ViT-tiny 16× 16 model.

Metric From Petsiuk et al. (2018) Metric From Walker et al. (2024)

Test Type Ins (↑) Del (↓) Ins - Del (↑) Ins (↑) Del (↓) Ins - Del (↑)
MDA γ = 1 0.861 0.159 0.703 0.792 0.194 0.599
MDA γ = 0.5 0.882 0.140 0.742 0.827 0.163 0.665
MDA γ = 0 (ours) 0.882 0.140 0.742 0.829 0.163 0.666

Table 13: Evaluation of MDA with varying levels of γ on the ViT-base 32× 32 model.

Metric From Petsiuk et al. (2018) Metric From Walker et al. (2024)

Test Type Ins (↑) Del (↓) Ins - Del (↑) Ins (↑) Del (↓) Ins - Del (↑)
MDA γ = 1 0.914 0.214 0.699 0.834 0.255 0.578
MDA γ = 0.5 0.916 0.206 0.709 0.841 0.243 0.599
MDA γ = 0 (ours) 0.916 0.206 0.709 0.854 0.243 0.611

A.6 QUANTITATIVE κ EVALUATION

In this section we perform an ablation study on κ to motivate our choice of κ = 0.005 = 0.5%. In this
test we set γ = 1 to activate the application of Eq (11), and we vary κ. From Eq (11), κ determines

17



918
919
920
921
922
923
924
925
926
927
928
929
930
931
932
933
934
935
936
937
938
939
940
941
942
943
944
945
946
947
948
949
950
951
952
953
954
955
956
957
958
959
960
961
962
963
964
965
966
967
968
969
970
971

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2025

the threshold of model importance that a patch must have for it to be assigned a significant attribution
value, thus by increasing κ the density of the attribution will decrease. In the paper, we choose the
very small value of 0.5% importance as we intend for all patches with any model importance to be
attributed. When κ = 0% every patch receives a value relative to its order. When κ is greater than or
equal to the importance of the most important patch, Adense == Asparse. In this test, we only report
MAS scores (Walker et al., 2024), as κ does not change the order of patches, thus all insertion and
deletion scores (Petsiuk et al., 2018) will be the same regardless of κ selection.

We use κ = [0, 0.1, 0.25, 0.5, 0.75, 1, 2, 3, 5, 10, 15, 20, 25] where each value is a percentage and we
evaluate over 100 ImageNet images. In Figure 9(a) we plot MAS insertion - deletion scores against
the choice of κ. We see when κ = 5% the attribution has approached Asparse as the score stagnates,
and when it is 0% the attribution scores poorly. We choose κ such that the attribution scores well and
attributes more patches than Asparse. In (b), we plot the model importance of the highest to lowest
value patches across all 100 images. This provides insight into what portion of patches are being
selected with different values of κ. Since the largest value here is 0.04 or 4%, we confirm κ > 5%
yields Asparse on average over these images. Furthermore, we see κ = 0.5% results in Eq (11)
applying to nearly 60/196 patches. Overall, we observe κ = 0.5% provides a balance between only
attributing patches which are valuable to the model (the score is still high) and attributing a significant
number of patches (the attribution is dense). Finally, we can visually confirm this behavior with
Figure 10 where we see κ = 0% results in poor attributions with too many background attributions,
increasing κ leads to Asparse, and κ = 0.5% provides the best balance for Adense.

Figure 9: Quantitative comparison of MDA with varied κ. We see κ = 5% provides the best balance
of (a) insertion - deletion score and (b) number of patches strongly attributed.

Figure 10: Qualitative comparison of MDA with varied κ. We see κ = 5% provides is the best choice
as it consistently results in attributing all important features without attributing the background.

A.7 EXTENDED QUALITATIVE γ EVALUATION

First, we provide detailed qualitative evaluation of the visual effects as MDA attributions move from
sparse to dense with varying γ across all three models. We perform this analysis in Figure 11 for the
ViT-base 16× 16 model in (a), the ViT-base 32× 32 model in (b), and the ViT-tiny 16× 16 model in
(c). We show the results for 4 images per model as γ transitions from 0 to 1 by steps of 0.1. For each
model, we present a mixture of images with small and large subjects. In Figure 11 (a), we see the
two images with small subjects of class “rifle" and “flute" have consistent attributions for all γ. This
behavior indicates, for these images, the model requires all of the subject’s features for classification
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and no less. For the other three images, we see the attributions across the subjects grow in intensity
and density with increasing γ, indicating only a subset of the subject’s features provide a decision. In
(b) we see identical behavior to (a), however, we see a larger change between low and high γ. This
could be explained by the larger patches used by the 32× 32 model which contain more information.
Lastly, in (c) we observe the change in attribution density with increase in γ is much less pronounced
for the ViT-tiny model. This could be attributed to the fewer layers in the model which results in
learning less specific features, thus more features of any subject are needed for a decision to be made.

This study shows the effectiveness of MDA for creating both sparse and dense attributions. Addition-
ally, we see studying MDA attributions with varying γ can show behaviors otherwise unseen through
analysis of current attributions which lack sparsity control. MDA can provide an understanding of
the minimum required information a model needs to make a decision and how this varies with model
parameters, which can be valuable for choosing the best model for a given application.

Figure 11: We analyze how changes in γ effect the sparsity to density transition of an MDA attribution.
We see for the first two ViT-base models (a) and (b) that the sparsity to density transition is smooth
and significant, meaning the models find many features important, but only need a few. However, the
minimal transition for ViT-tiny (c), indicates the model requires more features for a decision.
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A.8 QUALITATIVE EVALUATION OF MDA SEED ATTRIBUTION

MDA as presented and evaluated in this work uses a high-quality input attribution to reduce its search
space. We present a small selection of examples to indicate the impact this “seed" attribution has on
the final MDA result. In Figure 12, we present three examples which include the following: an input
image, GC (Selvaraju et al., 2017), IG (Sundararajan et al., 2017), T-Attn (Yuan et al., 2021), T-Attr
(Chefer et al., 2021a), ViT-CX (Xie et al., 2023), TIS (Englebert et al., 2023), and Bi-Attn (Chen
et al., 2023) attributions, the output of MDA with each of these attributions as an input, labeled as
“MDA seed", and MDA without a seed. All examples are for the ViT-base 32× 32 model and the
images are from ImageNet. In the first example (a) we see a wide variety in the input attributions.
GradCAM provides no attribution on the bird subject, IG provides attributions on a large portion
of the image, and the remaining methods provide attributions on the bird with varying degrees of
background attribution. However, we see each MDA attribution seeded by these inputs remains
both fairly consistent, and loyal to MDA without a seed. This is desirable, as the input attribution
is shown to not destroy the performance of MDA . In (b) we see the same behavior as before. The
input attributions vary widely in appearance and quality, yet the MDA outputs maintain a level of
consistency, although reduced from the consistency of (a). We see this pattern continue in example
(c). Overall, MDA with a seed provides the benefit of greatly reduced runtime without a marginal loss
in quality. MDA is best used with a high-quality attribution, and future higher-quality attributions
could provide a better seed for better results.

Figure 12: We qualitatively compare the performance of MDA with various “seed" attributions used
as input against MDA without a seed. Regardless of seed quality, MDA provides an output consistent
with the unseeded version, indicating the input attribution does not have a large impact on final result.
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A.9 EVALUATION OF MDA VS SHAP

The Shapely value sampling attribution SHAP (Lundberg & Lee, 2017) is a popular perturbation-
based method that can be considered in our patch order optimization problem. To make a comparison
of our MDA method to SHAP, we would first define our approach as existing between the occlusion
perturbation (Zeiler & Fergus, 2014) and SHAP (Lundberg & Lee, 2017) approaches. The occlusion
method generates attributions by measuring the impact of masking only one input patch at a time.
However, this results in issues where relationships between input features cannot be determined, but
a O(M2) runtime is achieved, where M2 is the total number of patches. On the other hand, SHAP, if
discussed in our context, would generate every possible ordering of the patches in the input image
without regard to the metrics and then an evaluation of each of the resulting M2 attributions would
be made and the best scoring one would be chosen. This leads to SHAP having a runtime of O(2M

2

).
As a benefit of our problem definition and methodical approach, we are able to greedily select the
best patch at every search step, preventing an iteration over all orderings, and yielding a O(M2)
runtime. SHAP has a runtime of 2.4s compared to the 1.1s of MDA on the ViT-base 32× 32 model.

In addition to this, SHAP has significantly worse performance both quantitatively and qualitatively.
When performing the segmentation test from Table 2, we see SHAP performs significantly worse
than MDA in Table 14 below, losing in every test by a large margin. In addition, in Figure 13 below,
we see that MDA consistently provides attributions which are both focused on the interesting features
of the image subject and do not focus on the unimportant background features, while SHAP struggles
with localization and has significant background attributions.

Table 14: SHAP vs MDA on segmentation test for the ViT-base 32× 32 model

Metric MAP IoU F1
SHAP (Lundberg & Lee, 2017) 0.648 0.512 0.405
MDA (ours) 0.796 0.702 0.487

Figure 13: A visual comparison of MDA with SHAP. We see clear improvements by MDA over
SHAP in all examples. MDA shows reduced background attributions and better subject localization.

A.10 EXTENDED QUALITATIVE VISUAL PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

We now present a large selection of attribution comparisons generated from the ImageNet validation
dataset which extend the comparisons in Figure 6. We contrast MDA with γ = 0, γ = 0.5, and γ = 1
against IG (Sundararajan et al., 2017), GC (Selvaraju et al., 2017), T-Attn (Yuan et al., 2021), T-Attr
(Chefer et al., 2021a), Bi-Attn (Chen et al., 2023), TIS (Englebert et al., 2023), and ViT-CX (Xie
et al., 2023). The examples are broken in to three sections, in groups of five pages. From page 22 to
26, we display attributions for the ViT-base 16× 16 model. Pages 27 - 31 contain attributions for the
ViT-base 32× 32 model. Lastly, pages 32 - 36 contain attributions for the ViT-tiny 16× 16 model.
Across 15 pages we present 255 unique images. MDA presents the most consistent, high-quality
attributions across the images and models. The transition from γ = 0 to γ = 1 consistently results in
a move towards a dense attribution when the model does not require all features for classification.

21



1134
1135
1136
1137
1138
1139
1140
1141
1142
1143
1144
1145
1146
1147
1148
1149
1150
1151
1152
1153
1154
1155
1156
1157
1158
1159
1160
1161
1162
1163
1164
1165
1166
1167
1168
1169
1170
1171
1172
1173
1174
1175
1176
1177
1178
1179
1180
1181
1182
1183
1184
1185
1186
1187

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2025

22



1188
1189
1190
1191
1192
1193
1194
1195
1196
1197
1198
1199
1200
1201
1202
1203
1204
1205
1206
1207
1208
1209
1210
1211
1212
1213
1214
1215
1216
1217
1218
1219
1220
1221
1222
1223
1224
1225
1226
1227
1228
1229
1230
1231
1232
1233
1234
1235
1236
1237
1238
1239
1240
1241

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2025

23



1242
1243
1244
1245
1246
1247
1248
1249
1250
1251
1252
1253
1254
1255
1256
1257
1258
1259
1260
1261
1262
1263
1264
1265
1266
1267
1268
1269
1270
1271
1272
1273
1274
1275
1276
1277
1278
1279
1280
1281
1282
1283
1284
1285
1286
1287
1288
1289
1290
1291
1292
1293
1294
1295

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2025

24



1296
1297
1298
1299
1300
1301
1302
1303
1304
1305
1306
1307
1308
1309
1310
1311
1312
1313
1314
1315
1316
1317
1318
1319
1320
1321
1322
1323
1324
1325
1326
1327
1328
1329
1330
1331
1332
1333
1334
1335
1336
1337
1338
1339
1340
1341
1342
1343
1344
1345
1346
1347
1348
1349

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2025

25



1350
1351
1352
1353
1354
1355
1356
1357
1358
1359
1360
1361
1362
1363
1364
1365
1366
1367
1368
1369
1370
1371
1372
1373
1374
1375
1376
1377
1378
1379
1380
1381
1382
1383
1384
1385
1386
1387
1388
1389
1390
1391
1392
1393
1394
1395
1396
1397
1398
1399
1400
1401
1402
1403

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2025

26



1404
1405
1406
1407
1408
1409
1410
1411
1412
1413
1414
1415
1416
1417
1418
1419
1420
1421
1422
1423
1424
1425
1426
1427
1428
1429
1430
1431
1432
1433
1434
1435
1436
1437
1438
1439
1440
1441
1442
1443
1444
1445
1446
1447
1448
1449
1450
1451
1452
1453
1454
1455
1456
1457

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2025

27



1458
1459
1460
1461
1462
1463
1464
1465
1466
1467
1468
1469
1470
1471
1472
1473
1474
1475
1476
1477
1478
1479
1480
1481
1482
1483
1484
1485
1486
1487
1488
1489
1490
1491
1492
1493
1494
1495
1496
1497
1498
1499
1500
1501
1502
1503
1504
1505
1506
1507
1508
1509
1510
1511

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2025

28



1512
1513
1514
1515
1516
1517
1518
1519
1520
1521
1522
1523
1524
1525
1526
1527
1528
1529
1530
1531
1532
1533
1534
1535
1536
1537
1538
1539
1540
1541
1542
1543
1544
1545
1546
1547
1548
1549
1550
1551
1552
1553
1554
1555
1556
1557
1558
1559
1560
1561
1562
1563
1564
1565

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2025

29



1566
1567
1568
1569
1570
1571
1572
1573
1574
1575
1576
1577
1578
1579
1580
1581
1582
1583
1584
1585
1586
1587
1588
1589
1590
1591
1592
1593
1594
1595
1596
1597
1598
1599
1600
1601
1602
1603
1604
1605
1606
1607
1608
1609
1610
1611
1612
1613
1614
1615
1616
1617
1618
1619

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2025

30



1620
1621
1622
1623
1624
1625
1626
1627
1628
1629
1630
1631
1632
1633
1634
1635
1636
1637
1638
1639
1640
1641
1642
1643
1644
1645
1646
1647
1648
1649
1650
1651
1652
1653
1654
1655
1656
1657
1658
1659
1660
1661
1662
1663
1664
1665
1666
1667
1668
1669
1670
1671
1672
1673

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2025

31



1674
1675
1676
1677
1678
1679
1680
1681
1682
1683
1684
1685
1686
1687
1688
1689
1690
1691
1692
1693
1694
1695
1696
1697
1698
1699
1700
1701
1702
1703
1704
1705
1706
1707
1708
1709
1710
1711
1712
1713
1714
1715
1716
1717
1718
1719
1720
1721
1722
1723
1724
1725
1726
1727

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2025

32



1728
1729
1730
1731
1732
1733
1734
1735
1736
1737
1738
1739
1740
1741
1742
1743
1744
1745
1746
1747
1748
1749
1750
1751
1752
1753
1754
1755
1756
1757
1758
1759
1760
1761
1762
1763
1764
1765
1766
1767
1768
1769
1770
1771
1772
1773
1774
1775
1776
1777
1778
1779
1780
1781

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2025

33



1782
1783
1784
1785
1786
1787
1788
1789
1790
1791
1792
1793
1794
1795
1796
1797
1798
1799
1800
1801
1802
1803
1804
1805
1806
1807
1808
1809
1810
1811
1812
1813
1814
1815
1816
1817
1818
1819
1820
1821
1822
1823
1824
1825
1826
1827
1828
1829
1830
1831
1832
1833
1834
1835

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2025

34



1836
1837
1838
1839
1840
1841
1842
1843
1844
1845
1846
1847
1848
1849
1850
1851
1852
1853
1854
1855
1856
1857
1858
1859
1860
1861
1862
1863
1864
1865
1866
1867
1868
1869
1870
1871
1872
1873
1874
1875
1876
1877
1878
1879
1880
1881
1882
1883
1884
1885
1886
1887
1888
1889

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2025

35



1890
1891
1892
1893
1894
1895
1896
1897
1898
1899
1900
1901
1902
1903
1904
1905
1906
1907
1908
1909
1910
1911
1912
1913
1914
1915
1916
1917
1918
1919
1920
1921
1922
1923
1924
1925
1926
1927
1928
1929
1930
1931
1932
1933
1934
1935
1936
1937
1938
1939
1940
1941
1942
1943

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2025

36


	Introduction
	Related Work
	Perturbation-Based Attribution Quality Metrics
	Vision Transformer Explanations

	Methodology
	Patch Order Optimization
	Patch Magnitude Optimization
	Magnitude Optimization for Dense Attributions
	Search Space Reduction

	Experimental Evaluation
	Quantitative Evaluation
	Qualitative Evaluation

	Conclusion
	Appendix
	Extended Optimization Metric Evaluation
	Monotonicity Evaluation
	Quantitative  Evaluation
	Runtime Evaluation
	Quantitative  Evaluation
	Quantitative  Evaluation
	Extended Qualitative  Evaluation
	Qualitative Evaluation of MDA Seed Attribution
	Evaluation of MDA vs SHAP
	Extended Qualitative Visual Performance Evaluation


