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ABSTRACT

Interpreting machine learning model predictions is a central challenge, particu-
larly for black-box vision models. Concept-based attribution methods interpret
models using human-understandable concepts. Existing concept-based methods
can only interpret classification and regression models. They require access to
model weights or large concept-annotated datasets, and most methods cannot pro-
vide image-level attribution. We propose Hide and Seek (HnS), a new method for
concept-level attribution that does not require access to model weights or labeled
concept datasets. HnS can interpret a wide range of vision models. Given a con-
cept and image set, HnS retrieves concept-aligned images using a vision-language
model, localizes the concept within each image, masks the localized region, and
measures attribution from the change in the black-box model’s output between the
original and masked images. This enables faithful attribution by directly measur-
ing the model’s behavior while also enabling local attributions. We validated HnS
on CelebA and COCO-Stuff. Compared to existing methods, HnS showed better
agreement with ground truth attributions. We demonstrated the applicability of
HnS on diverse tasks, including image captioning and satellite image segmenta-
tion, where no existing concept attribution method can be used. We provided our
anonymous code in the supplementary material.

1 INTRODUCTION

Interpreting why a model made a certain prediction is important for deploying it responsibly, espe-
cially in high-stakes settings such as medicine or hiring. Concept attribution is a popular approach
for interpreting the behavior of vision models (Kim et al., 2018; Yeh et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2024;
Chen et al., 2020; Yuksekgonul et al., 2023). It measures how much a human understandable con-
cept (e.g., smiling, long hair) contributed to a model’s prediction. Suppose we have a classification
model M that predicts whether an image contains a male or a female, and M showed a high attribu-
tion score for the concept “smiling” for male images. This means that M relies on smiling-related
features to predict males. This insight is valuable for model refinement, since we know M has
learned to rely on a spurious feature in the dataset to classify males.

To be practically and widely useful, a concept attribution method should be applicable to black-
box models (no access to model weights), not only for white-box models (models with publicly
accessible weights). Second, it should measure both global attribution (the overall attribution of
a concept across all images in a dataset) and local attribution (the attribution of a concept for a
single image). Third, it should not require a labeled concept dataset, since curating such datasets is
expensive and impractical to do for every application. Fourth, it should be able to interpret a wide
range of vision models. No existing method meets all of these criteria.

TCAV (Kim et al., 2018) was one of the first methods to measure concept attribution. Several
subsequent works developed extended versions of TCAV (Yeh et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2024; Chen
et al., 2020). TCAV and its derivatives only work for white-box models, as they require access
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to model weights. More recent attribution methods, such as Post-hoc Concept Bottleneck Models
(PCBMs) (Yuksekgonul et al., 2023), work for both white-box and black-box models. However,
PCBMs require labeled concept datasets, measure only global attribution, and can only interpret
classification and regression models. Motivated by these gaps in prior work, we present a new
concept attribution method called Hide and Seek or HnS (Figure 1).

To understand how Hide and Seek (HnS) works, say we want to compute the attribution of the
concept “smiling” for male predictions, for model M (discussed in our example earlier). We use
a vision-language model (VLM) to retrieve images that best represent the concept (smiling faces).
In each of these images, HnS automatically identifies the region where the target concept is present
(mouth region). It creates a corresponding masked image where that concept is hidden. To compute
attribution, HnS passes the actual image (a smiling face) and its masked version (mouth region
hidden) to the model M . We define concept attribution as the difference in the predicted probability
(of the male class) between the original and the masked image. A high attribution score indicates
that M relies on smiling as a cue to predict males.

HnS does not need a labeled concept dataset, since it uses a VLM to identify concepts. Since
HnS uses a model’s predicted probability to measure attribution (only forward-pass outputs, not
internal representations), it works with both white-box and black-box models. HnS measures both
global (overall) and local (image-level) attribution. It can interpret a wide range of vision models
(e.g., classification, regression, segmentation, captioning). It is also the fastest method to measure
attributions (refer to Appendix A).

We validated HnS on two distinct types of datasets: CelebA (a dataset of celebrity faces) and COCO-
Stuff (an object- and scene-based dataset). HnS achieved the highest correlation with ground-truth
attributions compared to previous methods such as TCAV and PCBM. We also tested HnS in real-
world use cases such as image captioning and field boundary segmentation, where existing methods
cannot be applied directly. We found that several state-of-the-art captioning models had gender bias
(e.g., models generated male-centric captions when images had a tie or a toaster, and female-centric
captions when images had a cake or a hair dryer). Using HnS, we also investigated why PRUE is
the current state-of-the-art model to segment crop fields (Muhawenayo et al., 2026). We found that
PRUE has not only learned to identify concepts useful for segmenting cropland (e.g., arable land)
but also concepts irrelevant to cropland (e.g., urban areas).

Our contributions are as follows: (1) We propose HnS, the first concept attribution method that can
interpret any vision model, without a labeled concept dataset. (2) Compared to previous methods
(TCAV, PCBM), we show that HnS has the best correlation with ground-truth attributions on facial
datasets (CelebA) and object-based datasets (COCO-Stuff). (3) We applied HnSs on real-world
vision tasks like image captioning and field boundary segmentation to show how our method can be
used to interpret a wide variety of vision models.
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Figure 1: Overview of Hide and Seek (HnS). For a concept c (smiling), we encode its text prompt
(“photo of a person smiling”) into a text vector vc using SigLIP (a vision-language model). We pre-
process vc (using modality correction and orthogonalization) to obtain v∗c . From an image database,
we select a set of images Rc that show the highest cosine similarity with v∗c . For each image xi in
Rc, HnS identifies the region c in xi and hides this region to create a masked image x̃i. We pass
xi and x̃i to our model M to obtain predicted probabilities for a class y (male): P (xi) and P (x̃i),
respectively. We measure attribution for the concept c (on class y) as P (xi) - P (x̃i).
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2 RELATED WORKS

Concept-based interpretability methods aim to explain model predictions in terms of human-
understandable concepts rather than low-level features like pixels. Previous works proposing con-
cept attribution techniques can be organized into methods for whitebox models (in which the model’s
internals are accessible), interpretable concept models, and methods for black-box models.

Concept attribution for whitebox models: Kim et al. (2018) introduced TCAV (Testing with Con-
cept Activation Vectors), the first method for concept-level attributions. They start by finding vectors
that represent a concept in a model’s internal representations. These vectors are known as Concept
Activation Vectors (CAV). The method works by finding the sensitivity of the output with respect to
the CAV. This sensitivity quantifies the influence of the concept on the model’s prediction.

Further work by Wang et al. (2024) and Bai et al. (2023) improved the original TCAV method,
making it more robust and better suited for local attribution. Works like Yeh et al. (2020) and Li
et al. (2021) combine the ideas of concept-level attribution with Shapley values. These methods have
two major practical limitations: they do not work for black-box models, since they require access to
the model’s internal representation, and they require labeled concept datasets.

Interpretable concept models: Building on TCAV, Chen et al. (2020) introduced “Concept Whiten-
ing”, a method for training interpretable models by aligning internal representations with disentan-
gled individual concepts. Koh et al. (2020) later proposed Concept Bottleneck Models (CBMs),
which decompose prediction into concept prediction followed by target prediction as a linear func-
tion of the predicted concepts. Subsequent work, including Kim et al. (2023); Vandenhirtz et al.
(2024), improved the reliability and robustness of CBMs. However, these methods train interpretable
models rather than explain existing ones.

Concept attribution for black box models: PCBM (Yuksekgonul et al., 2023) works by training a
surrogate CBM to mimic the black box predictions. The final-layer weights of the surrogate CBM
are considered concept attributions. It leverages CLIP (Radford et al., 2021) to construct concept
classifiers from text, avoiding concept annotations. However, CBMs may not faithfully approximate
the black-box model and cannot provide local attributions (Tapli et al., 2026). Also, CBMs are
designed for classification and regression. They cannot be used to explain models for tasks like
segmentation or captioning.

In contrast to prior work, we propose Hide and Seek (HnS), a concept attribution method that di-
rectly attributes predictions of black-box models without surrogate approximation, does not require
concept-labeled datasets, captures local attributions, and supports a broad class of tasks. Table 1
shows a comparison of existing concept attribution techniques with HnS.

Table 1: Comparison of Concept Attribution Techniques
Method Black Box Concept

Label-Free
Surrogate

Free
Local

Attribution
Wide Task

Support

TCAV (Kim et al., 2018) ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✗
ConceptSHAP (Yeh et al., 2020) ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✗
PACE (Wang et al., 2024) ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✗
PCBM (Yuksekgonul et al., 2023) ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗
Hide and Seek (ours) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

3 HIDE AND SEEK

3.1 PROBLEM SETUP

Consider a classifier M , which accepts an input image and outputs a predicted probability for a
class y (e.g., male). Consider a concept c described using natural-language text (e.g., smiling). We
measure concept attribution or Attr(c): how much does the model M rely on concept c to predict
class y? We measure attribution at two granularities: global and local Attr(c). Global Attr(c) is
the overall influence of concept c on y across all images in a dataset. Local Attr(c) is the influence
of c on y for a particular image.
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3.2 HIDE AND SEEK METHODOLOGY

To measure attribution for concept c, we extract its text representation vector vc using the vision-
language model SigLIP. To ensure that vc accurately represents concept c, we perform additional
pre-processing steps on vc (modality correction and orthogonalization) to get a processed vector v∗

c .
We discussed these pre-processing steps in Section 3.3. Hide and Seek (HnS) works with any VLM.
With SigLIP, HnS showed the best correlation with ground-truth attributions. Refer to our ablation
with different VLMs in Appendix B.2.

We identify a set of images Rc that best represent c. To extract Rc, we use an image database (e.g.,
a database of human faces). We compute cosine similarity between v∗

c and each image from the
database. We define Rc as the set of the top K images with the highest cosine similarity to v∗

c . For
our experiments, we set K = 50. Refer to our ablation with different K values in Appendix B.3.

To compute the influence (or attribution) of concept c on class y, we assess how model M predicts
y when c is visible in an image vs. when c is hidden. Suppose the predicted probability of y changes
when c is present compared to being hidden in the image. This means that concept c has a strong
influence on class y: the attribution of c is high for y. If the predicted probability of y changes only
minimally, c does not influence y: the attribution of c to y is low.

For each image in Rc, we create two versions: the original image x and its masked version x̃, in
which we hide concept c in x. To create x̃, we first identify the region in x where c is present. We
split the image x into L square patches using SigLIP’s encoder. We compute an embedding vector
for each patch. We compute cosine similarity between v∗

c and the embedding vector of each of the
L patches. Concept c is present in the patches that show high cosine similarity with v∗

c . To identify
these patches, we use a cosine similarity threshold τc.

τc = µc + ασc (1)

We assume that L cosine similarity scores (for L patches) follow a Gaussian distribution, where µc

and σc are the mean and standard deviation, respectively, of these scores. We set α = 1.5 (refer to
our ablation with different α values in Appendix B.4). To create x̃, we select patches in x that show
a cosine similarity > τc. At α = 1.5, around 7% of the patches in L show a cosine similarity > τc.

To create the masked image x̃, we hide the selected patches using a patch filling strategy. We have
7 filling strategies: blur, zero-fill, white-fill, mean-fill, hue-shift, zero-fill-noise, and noise-then-blur
(refer to Appendix C for a description of each strategy). We use only the strategy that best hides c.
We offer a variety of strategies, as different strategies are useful for different types of images.

To select the best filling strategy for x̃, we use vector differences. Assume that a filling strategy
produces a masked image that effectively hides c. If we subtract the image vector of x (where c is
present) from the image vector of this masked image (where c is absent), the resultant vector should
predominantly have c’s information. The resultant vector should be closely aligned with v∗

c . We
therefore select a strategy that maximizes the cosine similarity between the resultant vector and v∗

c .

x̃ = argmax
f∈F

〈
ϕ(x)− ϕ(x̃f )

∥ϕ(x)− ϕ(x̃f )∥
, v∗

c

〉
(2)

⟨⟩ denotes the cosine similarity operation. ϕ(x) is the embedding vector of the original image, and
ϕ(x̃f ) is the embedding vector for its corresponding masked image (f is a specific filling strategy).
ϕ(x)−ϕ(x̃f )

∥ϕ(x)−ϕ(x̃f )∥ is the resultant vector for strategy f .

We pass images x and x̃ to model M . We compute the predicted probability of class y for images
x and x̃. We call these predicted probability values M(x) and M(x̃), respectively. We define local
attribution of c on y as the difference between these probabilities.

Local Attr(c) = M(x)−M(x̃) (3)

To compute global attribution, we average local attribution values across all K images in our set
RC . We exclude images for which the corresponding masked image is poor (e.g., the entire image
is hidden), as they can affect global attribution scores.

Global Attr(c) =
1

K

Rc∑
i

[
M(xi)−M(x̃i)

]
(4)

4
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In rare cases, a concept can have noisy local attribution scores (either the concept vector created
by SigLIP is poor, or the concept is absent in the image database). We must report a low global
attribution score for such concepts, as we cannot reliably measure their influence on our model.
To penalize noisy concepts, we perform a Cohen’s d normalization step across all concepts. We
compute sc, which is the standard deviation across local attribution scores of c. We normalize the
global attribution score with sc.

Global Attr(c) =
Global Attr(c)

sc
(5)

If local attribution scores of c are noisy, sc will be large, making the normalized global attribution
score small for that noisy concept.

To interpret a model with HnS, users should compare the relative rankings of concepts rather than
individual attribution values. For example, if a gender classifier assigns a higher global attribution to
smiling than to baldness when predicting male, it relies more strongly on smiling. For an image-level
explanation, users should rank concepts by their local attribution score for that image.

TCAV and PCBM define concept attribution as ∆y/∆c: where ∆y is the change in the model
output induced by a change ∆c in the concept. HnS instead uses only ∆y, as ∆c is hard to define
in practical use cases. The way existing methods compute ∆c for a concept (e.g., cat) is unreliable.
They use the c’s concept vector: one end of this vector points toward a positive set (cat-like images)
and the other end toward a negative set (non-cat images). This makes ∆c unstable: if we change the
positive or negative set, c’s concept vector shifts, and ∆c shifts along with it, even though ∆y (the
model’s actual output) has not changed. For stable attribution scores, measuring ∆y is sufficient.

3.3 PRE-PROCESSING: MODALITY CORRECTION AND ORTHOGONALIZATION

Modality-shift correction. We would expect an image vector of a concept and its corresponding
text vector to be closely aligned. However, in VLMs, these vectors occupy different regions in
the vector space (Levi & Gilboa, 2025). Due to this text-image modality gap, we cannot directly
compare the text vector of c (vc) to its corresponding image vector. To account for this modality
gap, we perform a modality shift correction using the following equation:

v′
c = vc − µtext, µtext =

1

|W|
∑
c′∈R

vc′ , (6)

µtext is the mean text embedding computed across a large, diverse word set W (this word set is
independent of the concept set). We give intuition for this correction in Appendix D.

Löwdin orthogonalization. In VLMs, concepts can often be entangled. For instance, VLMs can
give similar concept vectors for two different concepts like “baldness” and “male” (due to some
inherent bias). To ensure we get a unique concept vector for each concept, we performed orthogo-
nalization using the following equation:

V ∗ = V S−1/2, (7)

V is a matrix of all v′
c stacked together. S is the Gram Matrix, given by S = V TV . S expresses the

overlap between the vectors in V . The matrix V ∗ represents the orthogonalized vectors across all
concepts. A single row v∗

c represents the orthogonalized vector for the concept c.

Depending on the VLM, these pre-processing steps may be unnecessary or may even introduce
noise. In Appendix B.1, we performed ablations on these steps across multiple VLMs.

4 EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

4.1 GLOBAL ATTRIBUTIONS COMPARED TO GROUND-TRUTH

4.1.1 EXPERIMENT SETUP

We compute concept attribution on two datasets: CelebA (a facial dataset) and COCO-stuff (an
object-and scene dataset). We compared three attribution techniques: TCAV, PCBM, and Hide and
Seek or HnS (ours). We used three ImageNet-pretrained classification models: ViT-B-16 (Dosovit-
skiy, 2020), ConvNeXt-Tiny (Liu et al., 2022) and ResNet-18 (He et al., 2015).

5
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We fine-tuned these models on both CelebA and COCO-Stuff. CelebA provides annotations for 40
binary facial attributes (e.g., bald, blond hair). For CelebA, we used 2 of these attributes (Attractive
and Male) as classes and fine-tuned the models. From the 38 remaining attributes, we used 26
attributes as our concepts. For COCO-stuff, we fine-tuned models on a subset of 20 classes Singh
et al. (2020). For COCO-stuff, we used 103 concepts from Broden (Abid et al., 2022).

To compute ground truth attributions for a concept c (against which each attribution method is com-
pared), we follow the masking strategy of Meister et al. (2023). For each ground-truth image, we
created two versions: the original image and a version in which concept c is hidden from the im-
age. We identified the region where c is present in the ground truth and masked that region using
a zero-fill strategy. To mask c in the image, we used the segment annotations for our 26 CelebA
concepts, from the CelebA-HQ dataset (Lee et al., 2020). Because COCO-Stuff lacks annotations
for Broden concepts, we generated segments for Broden concepts (on COCO-stuff images) using
Grounded-SAM (Ren et al., 2024). We used these generated segments as the ground truth segments.
More details on ground truth generation are available in Appendices E and F.

We passed the original ground-truth image and its masked version to the model. For a target class,
we defined the ground-truth local attribution of c as the difference in the predicted probability (of
that class) between the ground-truth image and its masked version. To compute ground-truth global
attribution of c on a class, we averaged the local attributions across 100 images in which c is present.
For each class-concept pair, we computed the Spearman rank correlation (ρ) between ground-truth
global attributions and the global attributions provided by each of the three attribution methods. We
computed ρ across 52 class-concept pairs in CelebA (26 concepts × 2 classes) and 2060 pairs in
COCO-stuff (103 concepts × 20 classes).

Our approach to creating ground-truth attributions is similar to HnS. One might argue that this
similarity can inflate the correlation scores for HnS. We addressed this concern with an additional
experiment on global attribution in Appendix G.

To create the representative set Rc (for HnS), we used CelebA’s validation set as the image database
for CelebA. We used COCO-Stuff’s validation set as the image database for COCO-Stuff. To create
the concept dataset for CelebA (for PCBM and TCAV), we used CelebA’s training set. For COCO-
Stuff, we used the Broden dataset as the concept dataset.

Table 2: For three models, we reported the correlation (ρ) between ground-truth global attribution
scores and the global attribution scores from HnS, TCAV, and PCBM. A higher ρ value for a method
indicates that it shows better agreement with ground-truth attributions.

CelebA COCO-Stuff

Method ResNet18 ViT ConvNeXt ResNet18 ViT ConvNeXt

TCAV 0.319 0.213 0.192 0.030 0.085 0.117
PCBM (ResNet-18) 0.180 0.164 0.258 0.058 0.018 0.059
PCBM (SigLIP) 0.208 0.197 0.291 0.163 0.211 0.214
PCBM (CLIP-RN50) 0.149 0.142 0.201 0.168 0.199 0.214
HnS (ours) 0.615 0.507 0.421 0.315 0.342 0.257

4.1.2 GLOBAL ATTRIBUTION RESULTS

HnS shows the best agreement with global ground truth attributions. In Table 2, we reported
the Spearman rank correlation for all attribution methods (across three models). HnS showed the
highest correlation across all models for both CelebA and COCO-Stuff.

For HnS, we used an image database of in-distribution images (CelebA’s validation set for CelebA).
In Appendix H, we showed that HnS provides accurate attributions for CelebA, even if we use an
image database of out-of-distribution images (e.g., UTKFace (Zhang et al., 2017).

4.2 LOCAL ATTRIBUTIONS

We visually examine whether concept attribution methods can retrieve sensible images for a class-
concept pair. For image retrieval, we only used the two methods that provide local (image-level)
attributions: HnS and TCAV. We did not use PCBM as it only provides global attributions.

6
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4.2.1 EXPERIMENT SETUP

For CelebA, we selected the following class-concept pairs: {class: attractive, concept: eyeglasses},
and {class: attractive, concept: blond hair}. For COCO-stuff: {class: apple, concept: black}, and
{class: skateboard, concept: blurry}. For each pair, we computed local attribution scores (using
both HnS and TCAV) for all images in which the class was present. For each attribution method, we
sorted images (in both CelebA and COCO-stuff) from top to bottom by the magnitude of the local
attribution scores. For each class-concept pair, we visually examined the top 3 and bottom 3 images
retrieved by HnS and TCAV.

4.2.2 LOCAL ATTRIBUTION RESULTS

In Figure 2, the top row shows the images retrieved by HnS, while the bottom row shows images by
TCAV. For both methods, the top 3 images (for a class-concept pair) are in the left grid, while the
bottom 3 images are in the right grid.

HnS is better than TCAV at image retrieval, even though HnS has no access to model weights.
In CelebA, for {class: attractive, concept: eyeglasses} (Figure 2a), the top 3 images of both methods
had eyeglasses while the bottom 3 images did not. For {class: attractive, concept: blond hair}
(Figure 2b), the top 3 images of both methods had blond hair, while the bottom 3 images did not. On
CelebA, both methods retrieved sensible images. In COCO-Stuff, for {class: apple, concept: black}
(Figure 2c), all the top 3 images in HnS had an apple and some black-colored elements. None of
the top 3 images in TCAV had any black elements. For {class: skateboard, concept: blurry} (Figure
2d), all top 3 images in HnS had a skateboard and visible motion blur. None of the top 3 images in
TCAV had a blurring effect. Only HnS retrieved sensible images in COCO-Stuff.

(a) Class: Attractive, Concept: Eyeglasses (b) Class: Attractive, Concept: Blond Hair

(c) Class: Apple, Concept: Black (d) Class: Skateboard, Concept: Blurry
Figure 2: For each class-concept pair, we ranked images by magnitude of local attribution scores of
Hide and Seek (HnS) and TCAV. For each method, we visualized the top 3 and bottom 3 images.
(a)-(b) are for CelebA, (c)-(d) are for COCO-Stuff. We show more examples in Appendix I.

5 HIDE AND SEEK IN REAL WORLD APPLICATIONS

5.1 IMAGE CAPTIONING

Previous studies (Nair et al., 2026; Tang et al., 2021) have shown that image captioning models
exhibit gender bias. To identify gender bias, these studies required annotated datasets (in which
gender and objects are annotated in the images). We evaluated whether HnS can identify bias trends
similar to those reported in prior work, without these annotations.

We computed concept attribution on 10 captioning models: ViT-GPT2 (Mishra et al., 2024),
BLIP (Li et al., 2022), Florence-2 (Xiao et al., 2023), LLaVA (Liu et al., 2023b), BakLLaVA (Liu
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et al., 2023a), GPT-4o (Achiam et al., 2023), FC (Rennie et al., 2017), Att2In (Rennie et al., 2017),
Transformer (Vaswani et al., 2017), and UpDown (Anderson et al., 2018). We evaluated these
models on the COCO Captions dataset, which contains 10, 780 images of people (male, female)
co-occurring with objects (e.g., tie, ball).

Given an input image, each model generates a caption and the predicted probability of each word
in the caption. In each caption, we identified male-centric words (e.g., he, him) and female-centric
words (e.g., she, her). We used a pre-defined list of these words (see Appendix J for the word
list). We summed the predicted probabilities for the male-centric words (

∑
male) and then for the

female-centric words (
∑

female). We define a gender score:
∑

male −
∑

female. For HnS, we
defined the attribution of a concept c as the difference in the gender score when c is present in the
image versus when c is hidden. We ignored captions that did not contain any male- or female-centric
words. We used the 79 object names in COCO captions as our concept list.

Table 3: Across all models, we identified concepts that frequently occurred in the list of top 20 con-
cepts with the highest positive attribution (male-centric concepts), and in the list of top 20 concepts
with the highest negative attribution (female-centric concepts). For instance, tie was a male-centric
concept in 9 out of 10 models.

Male-centric
concepts

Number of
models

Female-centric
concepts

Number of
models

tie 9/10 cake 7/10
toaster 8/10 hair dryer 6/10

backpack 7/10 teddy bear 6/10
sandwich 7/10 carrot 6/10

bottle 6/10 umbrella 6/10

We identified the concepts that most commonly influenced models to generate male- and female-
centric captions. For each model, we ranked 79 concepts (highest to lowest) using HnS’s global
attribution scores. We created two lists: (1) male-centric concepts: top 20 concepts in each model
with the highest positive attribution score, and (2) female-centric concepts: top 20 concepts with the
highest negative attribution score. In Table 3, across the 10 models, we identified the concepts that
frequently appeared in the list of male-centric and female-centric concepts.

HnS can identify gender biases in captioning models, without using gender or object annota-
tions. In Table 3, we see several bias trends. For instance, for the tie concept, 9/10 models showed
high positive attribution scores. This indicates that when images had a tie, 9/10 models generated
male-centric captions. For the cake concept, 7/10 models showed high negative attribution scores.
When images had a cake, 7/10 models generated female-centric captions. Similar gender-bias trends
have been shown in prior work (Nair et al., 2026; Tang et al., 2021).

5.2 FIELD SEGMENTATION

We used HnS to understand why PRUE is the current state-of-the-art model for segmenting crop
fields (Muhawenayo et al., 2026). PRUE accepts two images as input: window A and window B.
Window A is the image of a field area (e.g., a field in Kenya) during the planting season (when crops
are sown). Window B is the image of the same field area during the harvest season (when crops have
fully grown). Using these two images, PRUE produces a semantic segmentation of the field area, in
which each pixel is classified as either “field” or “not field”. To interpret PRUE, we used crop field
images from the Fields of the World Benchmark Kerner et al. (2025).

We used the 19 classes in BigEarthNet (Sumbul et al., 2019) as our concept list (e.g., arable land,
marine waters). Since PRUE operates on two images at a time, we hide concept c in three different
ways: (1) c is hidden in window A (visible in window B), (2) c is hidden in window B (visible in
window A), and (3) c is hidden in both windows A and B. To compute concept attribution, we passed
the original image (c is present in both windows A and B) and its three masked versions (c is hidden
in either window A, window B, or both) to PRUE. We computed three attribution scores per concept
(one for each masked version).

For each version, we computed the attribution score using the difference between the average pre-
dicted probability (across all pixels) for the field class when the concept is present and when it is
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hidden. In Figure 3, for each concept, we reported these three attribution scores: mask window A
(blue bar), mask window B (orange bar), and mask both (green bar).

PRUE can not only identify concepts that are useful to segment croplands, but also the concepts
that are irrelevant to cropland. PRUE showed high positive attribution scores for concepts such as
arable (farmland) and permanent crops, which are important concepts for croplands. PRUE showed
high negative attribution scores for irrelevant concepts like inland waters and urban. We show that
these insights are replicated at the country level as well in Appendix K.

PRUE understands that complex cultivation patterns look different in the planting season
(window A) and the harvest season (window B). In Figure 3, for most concepts, PRUE showed
consistent attribution scores across the three masks: either all attribution scores were non-zero (e.g.,
inland waters), or all scores were near zero (e.g., marine water). The complex cultivation concept
exhibits a different behavior. For the partial masking cases (mask window A and mask window B),
the attribution was near zero (blue and orange bars). However, for the full masking case (mask both),
the attribution was high (green bar). PRUE has learned that most concepts are static: they should
look the same in both windows (e.g., inland waters). If static concepts are masked even in one of
the windows, PRUE’s outputs are affected. PRUE has also learned that complex cultivation patterns
are dynamic: they look different in both windows. If we mask this concept in one of the windows,
PRUE’s outputs are unaffected.

Figure 3: HnS attributions for PRUE, a model used to segment crop fields. For each concept c (e.g.,
inland waters), we reported three attribution scores: (1) mask window A, with a blue bar (c is only
hidden in window A), (2) mask window B, with a orange bar (c is only hidden in window B), and
(3) mask both, with an green bar (c is hidden in both windows).

6 LIMITATIONS

HnS cannot always guarantee concept isolation. To ensure optimal attribution scores from HnS,
concept vectors should be sufficiently distinct from one another (concept isolation). While concept
isolation is largely ensured by our Lödwin orthogonalization step, prior work has shown that VLMs
like SigLIP can produce similar vectors for two concepts (Rawlekar et al., 2025; Materzyńska et al.,
2022). In such cases, even orthogonalization cannot guarantee concept isolation. Users should be
mindful of potential entanglement and avoid supplying similar concepts (e.g., dog and canine).

HnS only works for concepts that have spatial meaning. We cannot compute attribution for
abstract concepts (e.g., lighting, happiness) since they cannot be masked.

7 CONCLUSION

We introduced Hide and Seek (HnS), a technique for measuring concept attribution in models. Our
results show that HnS provides the most reliable concept attribution among existing techniques. HnS
offers a combination of benefits that no existing technique offers: (1) it does not require a curated
concept dataset, (2) it can measure attribution for both white and black-box models, (3) it provides
both global and local (image-level) attributions, and (4) it can be used to interpret specialized models
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such as captioning and segmentation models. Although HnS provides more accurate concept attri-
bution scores than previous methods, these scores can be further improved with human input. Users
can manually inspect the representative set Rc to remove images that do not represent a concept.
Users can also avoid using concept names with similar meanings.

AI USE STATEMENT

In this work, we used generative AI tools to implement methods. We have not used generative AI
tools to generate synthetic data sets, help develop theoretical models or conceptual frameworks, for-
mulate mathematical claims, provide critical ingredients for proving mathematical claims, assist in
the writing of proofs, propose or refine hypotheses, design or provide feedback on research method-
ology or experiments, assist with translation, clean and reformat dataset, support qualitative and
thematic data analysis, or interpret results.

Additionally, we used generative AI tools to create or edit software code, create artifacts, summarize
or analyze existing literature, brainstorming, sourcing/searching for information, edit a research
paper to improve readability, and propose a title or keywords for a research paper.

We have reviewed all AI-assisted work. LLM-generated code and text were verified and tested for
correctness by the authors. Furthermore, we verified all existing method details from the actual
paper. We take responsibility for the final content of this work, including text, claims or artifacts
produced with the aid of generative AI.

REPRODUCIBILITY STATEMENT

We have provided the code for our method and experiments in supplementary materials. We provide
parameter details and ablations in Section 3 and Appendix B.
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A COMPUTATIONAL COST COMPARISON

Hide and Seek (HnS) estimates attribution by directly comparing the black-box model output on
original and masked images, so unlike a method that fits a single reusable probe, its cost scales with
the number of images scored per concept rather than with the size of any training set. We report
wall-clock time at the actual scale used throughout this paper: HnS retrieves from the full official-
val pool (16,874 images) with K=50; PCBM’s CLIP-concepts variant is trained on the full official
CelebA train partitions (162,770 images); TCAV uses the same exemplar, random, and control set
sizes as our main results. Each method’s procedure is run twice to reflect both tasks used in our
experiments (Attractive, Male).

Tables 5 and 4 split each method’s cost along a different axis: how much of it is spent purely on a
black-box-independent encoder, versus how much requires querying the specific black-box model
being explained. This split matters because only the second kind of cost must be paid again if the
same images and concepts are used to explain a different black-box model: the encoder-side work
carries over unchanged, since it never depends on the model being audited.

By this measure, TCAV is the only method with no reusable component at all: a CAV is fit directly
on a specific model’s internal activations at a specific layer, so its entire cost is black-box-dependent
and must be repeated in full for every new model (405.8s on an RTX-4090, 349.5s on an A100). The
other four methods all rely on a backbone that is decoupled from the model being explained, so most
of their cost carries over, and this pattern holds consistently across both GPUs: black-box-dependent
cost accounts for 3.0% of HnS’s total on an RTX-4090 (10.6s of 348.7s) and 2.5% on an A100 (6.0s
of 238.0s); 28.0% of PCBM (SigLIP)’s on an RTX-4090 (461.5s of 1648.5s) and 31.7% on an A100
(391.7s of 1236.4s); 38.8% of PCBM (CLIP-RN50)’s on an RTX-4090 (429.6s of 1108.1s) and
40.3% on an A100 (348.1s of 864.7s); and 42.0% of PCBM (ResNet-18)’s on an RTX-4090 (481.6s
of 1145.7s) and 36.1% on an A100 (347.3s of 962.5s). Concretely, after explaining one black-box
model, explaining a second model on the same images and concepts would cost HnS only another
6-11s, depending on hardware, versus roughly 350-480s for the three PCBM variants, and the full
cost again from scratch for TCAV.

Table 4: Wall-clock cost with an Nvidia A-100 for different techniques, split into encoder-side cost
that is reusable across black-box models and cost that depends on the specific black-box model being
explained.

Method Reusable
(encoder-side)

Black-Box-
Dependent

Total

Hide and Seek (ours) 232.0s 6.0s 238.0s
TCAV - 349.5s 349.5s
PCBM (SigLIP) 844.7s 391.7s 1236.4s
PCBM (CLIP) 516.6s 348.1s 864.7s
PCBM (ResNet-18) 615.2s 347.3s 962.5s

Table 5: Wall-clock cost with an Nvidia RTX-4090 for different techniques, split into encoder-side
cost that is reusable across black-box models and cost that depends on the specific black-box model
being explained.

Method Reusable
(encoder-side)

Black-Box-
Dependent

Total

Hide and Seek (ours) 338.1s 10.6s 348.7s
TCAV - 405.8s 405.8s
PCBM (SigLIP) 1187.0s 461.5s 1648.5s
PCBM (CLIP) 678.5s 429.6s 1108.1s
PCBM (ResNet-18) 664.1s 481.6s 1145.7s
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B COMPONENT ABLATION

B.1 ORTHOGONALIZATION AND MODALITY SHIFT

To explore the impact of our vector preprocessing steps (orthogonalization and modality shift cor-
rection) across encoders, we ablate them across four encoders (SigLIP, CLIP, OpenCLIP-H and
Perception) across two datasets (CelebA and COCO-Stuff) with a Resnet-18 based black box model.

Table 6: Joint ablation of encoder, orthogonalization, and Modality Shift for CelebA dataset with
ResNet18 black box classifier.

(a) SigLIP

Orthogonalize

Modality Shift On Off

On 0.615 0.526
Off 0.613 0.525

(b) CLIP

Orthogonalize

Modality Shift On Off

On 0.237 0.371
Off 0.257 0.409

(c) OpenCLIP-H

Orthogonalize

Modality Shift On Off

On 0.354 0.349
Off 0.322 0.186

(d) Perception

Orthogonalize

Modality Shift On Off

On 0.498 0.573
Off 0.544 0.544

Table 7: Joint ablation of encoder, orthogonalization, and Modality Shift for COCO-Stuff dataset
with ResNet18 black box classifier.

(a) SigLIP

Orthogonalize

Modality Shift On Off

On 0.315 0.300
Off 0.318 0.274

(b) CLIP

Orthogonalize

Modality Shift On Off

On 0.322 0.331
Off 0.309 0.272

(c) OpenCLIP-H

Orthogonalize

Modality Shift On Off

On 0.180 0.197
Off 0.172 0.156

(d) Perception

Orthogonalize

Modality Shift On Off

On 0.223 0.245
Off 0.226 0.192

Table 6 and Table 7 report, for each encoder, the correlation between our attribution scores and
ground truth under all four combinations of orthogonalization and modality shift correction switched
on or off.

Neither preprocessing step is uniformly helpful: the best configuration is encoder-specific, and in
some cases, dataset-specific as well. On CelebA, SigLIP and OpenCLIP-H reach their best correla-
tion with both orthogonalization and modality shift enabled (0.615 and 0.354, respectively), while
CLIP is best with both disabled (0.409) and Perception is best with only modality shift enabled
(0.573). On COCO-Stuff, three of the four encoders (CLIP, OpenCLIP-H, and Perception) reach
their best correlation with modality shift enabled and orthogonalization disabled (0.331, 0.197, and
0.245), while SigLIP is the outlier, preferring the opposite combination, modality shift disabled and
orthogonalization enabled (0.318).
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B.2 ENCODER ABLATION

We summarize the results for cross-encoder ablations by taking the best-performing preprocessing
combination for each encoder.

Table 8: Each encoder’s own best setting (over the orthogonalize x modality-correction grid)

Dataset SigLIP CLIP OpenCLIP-H Perception

CelebA 0.633 0.409 0.354 0.573
COCO-Stuff 0.318 0.331 0.197 0.245

Table 8 shows that the SigLIP encoder clearly outperforms other encoders for the CelebA datasets.
In fact, the worst-case SigLIP performance (ρ = 0.525 on CelebA) is still competitive with the best-
case performance of the next-best encoder, the Perception encoder (0.573). For the COCO-Stuff
dataset, CLIP appears to be the best-performing model (ρ = 0.331), with SigLIP closely following
behind (ρ = 0.318).

Given that the trade-offs are minimal in the case of COCO-Stuff, we recommend using SigLIP with
orthogonality and demeaning, as it significantly outperforms other methods on CelebA.

B.3 K-VALUE

The present set size K determines how many images from the retrieval pool are pulled into a con-
cept’s positive set via top-K cosine similarity to the concept vector. This choice trades off two
competing risks: too small a K gives the concept vector too few supporting images to reliably es-
timate the concept’s attribution, while too large a K pulls in images that are only weakly related to
the concept, diluting the current set with noise.

To choose a default value, we sweep K ∈ {15, 30, 50, 75, 100} and measure its effect on attribution
quality, reported as Spearman correlation with ground truth on CelebA and COCO-Stuff. Table 9
shows that correlation is highest at K = 50 on both datasets, and declines as K moves away from it
in either direction (more steeply toward smaller K on COCO-Stuff than toward larger K). The two
datasets agree on K = 50 as the optimal value, which we adopt as the default.

Table 9: K (retrieval pool size) ablation.

Dataset K=15 K=30 K=50 K=75 K=100

CelebA 0.603 0.607 0.615 0.604 0.594
COCO-Stuff 0.269 0.297 0.315 0.311 0.305

B.4 ALPHA VALUE

The concept localization step determines which patches of an image belong to a concept by thresh-
olding each patch’s similarity to the concept vector at τc = µc+ασc, where µc and σc are the mean
and standard deviation of similarity scores pooled across the concept’s present set. This threshold
controls a precision/recall trade-off in the resulting mask: a larger α produces a smaller, more selec-
tive mask that isolates only the most strongly concept-aligned patches, while a smaller α produces
a larger, more inclusive mask that risks capturing background or context patches unrelated to the
concept. Too small a mask under-perturbs the concept and understates its effect, while too large a
mask perturbs unrelated content and adds noise to the attribution.

To choose a default value, we sweep α and measure its effect on attribution quality, reported as
Spearman correlation with ground truth on CelebA and COCO-Stuff, using a ResNet-18 black-box
model and the SigLIP encoder (Figure 4). In both datasets, the correlation is relatively stable across a
wide range of α, then declines sharply once α exceeds 1.75, consistent with the threshold becoming
so strict that masks shrink to the point where they no longer capture enough of the concept to produce
a reliable perturbation. Based on this, we set α = 1.5 as the default for real-world use, since it sits
comfortably inside the stable region while leaving headroom before the sharp decline.
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Figure 4: Spearman ρ reported on CelebA and COCO-stuff dataset with ResNet-18 black box model
and SigLIP encoder. We observe that for both datasets, the curve remains relatively flat until α =
1.75, after which it declines sharply. As such, we suggest keeping the default α = 1.5 for real-world
usage.

Table 10: Prompt ablation: 3 phrasing templates and ensemble, for HnS on CelebA classifier and
COCO-Stuff dataset. Class-pooled Spearman ρ is reported against ground truth annotations.

Prompt CelebA COCO-Stuff

a photo of concept 0.621 0.308
a photo showing concept 0.634 0.311
an image of concept 0.605 0.306
Ensemble 0.615 0.315

B.5 PROMPT VARIATION

For VLM-based models, prompt ensembling can help improve zero-shot accuracy (Radford et al.,
2021). To test whether similar observations hold for our method, we evaluate 3 prompt variations
and their ensemble. All other parameters are kept the same as the global attribution experiment in
Section 4.1.

The three prompt templates that we use are: ”a photo of concept”, ”a photo showing concept”, and
”an image of concept”. For CelebA, we rephrase each ”concept” as ”a person with concept” for
better clarity. I.e., the concept ”blond hair”, can be templated as ”a photo of a person with blond
hair”. For ensembling, we take the average embedding from all three templates.

Table 10 shows that for both datasets, prompt variations do not cause a significant difference in
the resulting ρ value compared to other ablated parameters. We also do not see any clear “best”
prompting strategy. As such, we defer to existing literature and suggest using prompt ensembling.
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C PERTURBATION METHODS

Given a concept’s localized binary mask Mi ∈ {0, 1}H×W , each perturbation strategy f ∈ F first
computes a fully-filled version of the entire image, fillf (x), and then composites it with the original
image using Mi as a per-pixel selector:

x̃f = Mi ⊙ fillf (x) + (1−Mi)⊙ x. (8)

Only pixels inside Mi are ever replaced; the rest of the image is untouched. We use seven strategies,
chosen to span a range of ways a region can be made concept-uninformative without introducing the
same confound every time:

blur Gaussian-blurs the whole image (σ=20px), then composites the blurred version within Mi.
Because the blur is computed over the full image before compositing, a pixel near Mi’s
boundary can still incorporate some low-frequency content bled in from just outside the
mask through the blur kernel – blur destroys fine detail and structure but does not fully
erase a region’s own coarse color statistics (its mean color typically survives largely intact).
This is a common choice in the deletion-metric literature (e.g. RISE (Petsiuk et al., 2018))
specifically because it avoids the out-of-distribution “hole” a constant fill can create, while
still meaningfully degrading the region.

zero fill Replaces the region with solid black (0, 0, 0). Erases color and structure completely,
at the cost of creating a flat, unnatural patch that can itself be salient to a model independent
of the concept being removed.

white fill The complementary constant fill, solid white (255, 255, 255) – included specifically
so that concepts whose real color is closest to black (e.g. dark hair, dark plumage) are not
the only ones facing maximal fill-color contrast; white fill gives the same maximal-
contrast treatment to light-colored concepts.

mean fill Fills with a single constant color corresponding to the ImageNet normalization mean,
(124, 116, 104) in 8-bit RGB. A neutral, dataset-standard color chosen to be information-
free under the same normalization the encoder itself expects, rather than an arbitrary con-
stant.

hue shift Rotates only the region’s hue by 180◦ in HSV space (each color’s exact complemen-
tary hue) while leaving saturation and value – i.e. luminance-driven edges, texture, and
shape – untouched. This is a surgical, color-only perturbation: unlike blur (which leaves
much of the true color intact) or zero fill/white fill (which erases color and struc-
ture together), hue shift isolates color specifically, letting the perturbation-selection
step choose a color-only edit when that is what best matches a concept’s own direction, and
a structure-destroying edit otherwise. Has no analog for single-band (non-RGB) rasters,
since a lone reflectance band has no hue. Therefore, omitted for the FTW/PRUE applica-
tion.

zero fill noise Fills with i.i.d. Gaussian noise (N (0, 20) on the 0-255 scale, clipped to valid
range). A flat, constant fill is unlike any real photographic region. Even a genuinely uni-
form surface has natural sensor and texture noise, so this targets the same confound as
zero fill while avoiding an artificially perfect-flat patch.

noise then blur The same Gaussian noise draw as zero fill noise, subsequently
Gaussian-blurred with the same σ as blur. This combines the erasure completeness of
noise with the smooth, photographically-plausible appearance of a blurred patch. Thus, it is
content-free without either zero fill noise’s visible high-frequency static or blur’s
own tendency to leak the original region’s low-frequency content.

Multispectral (FTW) analog. For the FTW/PRUE application (Section 3), each of the four
Sentinel-2 bands (R, G, B, NIR) is perturbed independently using the same six strategies (all but
hue shift). Because raw Sentinel-2 digital numbers do not share RGB’s fixed 0-255 scale or Im-
ageNet’s fixed mean, the zero fill/ white fill/ mean fill constants and the noise strate-
gies’ standard deviation are each derived from that specific band’s own observed minimum, maxi-
mum, and mean, rather than a fixed constant. Filled values are clipped to the band’s valid integer
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range before the perturbed raster is written back to its original data type, to avoid integer wraparound
(e.g. a negative noise value silently overflowing to a near-maximum value under an unsigned encod-
ing).

D MODALITY SHIFT INTUITION

Figure 5: Modality Shift: image embeddings (blue) and text embeddings (green) occupy two sepa-
rate regions, each offset from the origin by its own center, µimg and µtext respectively, rather than
being centered at zero. For a given concept C, the full image embedding VC,img and text embedding
VC,text (solid arrows from the origin) each decompose into their ellipsoid’s center plus a concept-
specific offset VC (dotted) that is shared between the two modalities. Because µimg ̸= µtext, directly
comparing VC,img and VC,text conflates this modality offset with the concept-specific signal we ac-
tually want, motivating the modality shift correction.

Levi & Gilboa (2025) demonstrates that in the CLIP embedding space, prior to normalization, the
image and text embedding exist in two different ellipsoids that are not centered at the origin, see
Figure 5. Let’s denote the centers of the image and text ellipsoids by µimg and µtext, respectively.
As such, the CLIP embeddings for the text ”an image of a dog” can be modeled as

Vdog,text = µtext + Vdog

Similarly, we can model the embeddings for an actual image of a dog as:

Vdog,img = µimg + Vdog

Let’s say we have an image database of n images: {x1, x2, ..., xn}. We can define their image em-
beddings as {Vx1,img, Vx2,img, ..., Vxn,img}. This can be further simplified to {µimg +Vx1

, µimg +
Vx2

, ..., µimg + Vxn
}.

To find the representative set Rc for the concept dog, we must compute the cosine similarity
(Vdog,text · Vxi,img) between the image embeddings in the dataset and the text embedding for the
phrase ”an image of a dog”. This dot product expands to four terms:

Vdog,text · Vxi,img = (µtext + Vdog) · (µimg + Vxi
)

Vdog,text · Vxi,img = Vdog · Vxi︸ ︷︷ ︸
what we want

+Vdog · µimg + µtext · µimg + µtext · Vxi︸ ︷︷ ︸
contamination

Only the first term, Vdog · Vxi
, reflects whether image xi actually aligns with the dog-specific direc-

tion. The remaining three terms are contamination from the two ellipsoids’ offsets.
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Modality shift correction aims to removes this contamination. We first estimate µtext empirically, as
the average text embedding over a large, diverse set of generic words. We then subtract our estimated
µ̂text from each concept’s own text embedding:

Vdog,text − µ̂text ≈ Vdog

Using this new approximation of Vdog , we compute the similarity as:

Vdog · Vxi,img = Vdog · (µimg + Vxi
)

Vdog · Vxi,img = Vdog · Vxi︸ ︷︷ ︸
what we want

+Vdog · µimg︸ ︷︷ ︸
contamination

Note that the new contamination term Vdog · µimg is actually a constant term independent of the
image xi. Therefore, it acts as a constant offset in the cosine similarity computed across all images
in the image dataset. As such, the relative ranking remains unchanged. This gives us a reliable
representative set Rc.

E COCO-STUFF GROUND TRUTH VIA GROUNDED DETECTION AND
SEGMENTATION

Unlike CelebA, COCO-Stuff images have no pre-existing per-concept segmentation masks we can
reuse to compute ground-truth attribution: knowing that an image contains a ”dog” and a ”bicycle”
does not tell us where each one is. To get a real, causal ground-truth signal for this track, we detect
and segment each Broden concept directly within COCO’s own images, then measure the effect of
physically removing it on a trained classifier’s predictions.

Concept vocabulary. We use the same 143 active Broden concepts as elsewhere in this paper (the
full 170-concept set minus the 27 concepts dropped in Appendix F), so the ground-truth vocabulary
stays consistent across tracks.

Detector threshold calibration. Grounding DINO, our open-vocabulary detector, requires a box
confidence threshold and a text-matching threshold. Rather than choosing these by inspection, we
calibrate them against real ground truth: we take the subset of Broden concepts whose names exactly
match one of COCO’s 80 official class names, sample 1,000 COCO train-set images containing
at least one instance of an overlapping class, and sweep all 16 combinations of box threshold ∈
{0.30, 0.35, 0.40, 0.45} and text threshold ∈ {0.25, 0.30, 0.35, 0.40}. For each combination, we
run Grounding DINO on all 1,000 images and compare its predicted boxes against COCO’s real
human-annotated instance boxes for the same concepts, computing mean IoU, recall at IoU ≥ 0.5,
and precision at IoU ≥ 0.5. The best combination, box threshold = 0.30 and text threshold = 0.30
(mean IoU = 0.6708), is used for all ground-truth generation.

Detection and deduplication. For each COCO train-set image containing at least one of the 20
target classes, we query Grounding DINO once with all 143 concepts batched into a single caption,
returning a bounding box and matched concept name for every detection. Because a single object
instance can trigger multiple overlapping boxes, we apply non-maximum suppression (IoU = 0.5)
separately for each concept, which collapses duplicate detections of the same instance while keeping
genuinely distinct instances of that concept in the image.

Segmentation. Each surviving box is passed to the Segment Anything Model (SAM) as a box
prompt, producing one instance mask per detection. When a concept appears multiple times in an
image, we take the union of moving that concept, meaning we remove every instance of it simulta-
neously.

Masking and scoring. We compute the original image’s class probabilities once per image with
our trained ResNet-18 COCO-Stuff classifier, then compare against a masked variant per concept:
the unioned SAM instance mask filled black. This gives us ∆p and ∆logit (original minus masked)
for all 20 target classes.
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F ARE BRODEN CONCEPTS RELIABLE

The Broden concept bank we use for COCO-Stuff (Section 4.1) is a repackaged, image-crop version
of the original Broden dataset (Fong & Vedaldi, 2018). The concept bank was introduced in (Abid
et al., 2022) but is distributed alongside PCBM’s own codebase (Yuksekgonul et al., 2023).

Due to inconsistent results in our initial experiments, we wanted to run a sanity check on the Broden
dataset. We aimed to identify the Broden concepts that our SigLIP encoder struggled to recognize.
For this purpose, we aimed to classify the positive and negative sets for each concept by projecting
the images on the concept vector v∗

c in SigLIP embedding space. The intuition being, if SigLIP
cannot express the concept, the image representation along the vector v∗

c will not be a good feature
to classify the positive and negative set.

But a manual inspection of the worst-performing concepts revealed a different pattern. Instead of
SigLIP failing to express the concept, we found that the concept annotations were incorrect. Below,
we list the wrongly annotated concepts, along with some example mislabeled positive images for
the concept.

Mislabled concepts: air conditioner, apron, awning, bathroom s, beak, bedroom s, blotchy,
bumper, can, candlestick, cap, clock, dining room s, drinking glass, eye, eyebrow, faucet, figurine,
handle, inside arm, jar, knob, loudspeaker, mouse, mouth, outside arm, and street s.

We exclude these 27 concepts entirely rather than attempting to repair them; the remaining 143
concepts are the ones used throughout Section 4.1.

(a) air conditioner (b) apron

Figure 6: A random sample of images labeled as each concept, shown to illustrate that the labels are
unreliable.

(a) awning (b) bathroom (scene)

Figure 7: A random sample of images labeled as each concept, shown to illustrate that the labels are
unreliable.
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(a) beak (b) bedroom (scene)

Figure 8: A random sample of images labeled as each concept, shown to illustrate that the labels are
unreliable.

(a) blotchy (b) bumper

Figure 9: A random sample of images labeled as each concept, shown to illustrate that the labels are
unreliable.

(a) can (b) candlestick

Figure 10: A random sample of images labeled as each concept, shown to illustrate that the labels
are unreliable.

(a) cap (b) clock

Figure 11: A random sample of images labeled as each concept, shown to illustrate that the labels
are unreliable.
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(a) dining room (scene) (b) drinking glass

Figure 12: A random sample of images labeled as each concept, shown to illustrate that the labels
are unreliable.

(a) eye (b) eyebrow

Figure 13: A random sample of images labeled as each concept, shown to illustrate that the labels
are unreliable.

(a) faucet (b) figurine

Figure 14: A random sample of images labeled as each concept, shown to illustrate that the labels
are unreliable.

(a) handle (b) inside arm

Figure 15: A random sample of images labeled as each concept, shown to illustrate that the labels
are unreliable.
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(a) jar (b) knob

Figure 16: A random sample of images labeled as each concept, shown to illustrate that the labels
are unreliable.

(a) loudspeaker (b) mouse

Figure 17: A random sample of images labeled as each concept, shown to illustrate that the labels
are unreliable.

(a) mouth (b) outside arm

Figure 18: A random sample of images labeled as each concept, shown to illustrate that the labels
are unreliable.

(a) street (scene)

Figure 19: A random sample of images labeled as each concept, shown to illustrate that the labels
are unreliable.
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G SHORTCUT EXPERIMENT

To test whether an attribution method’s output reflects a model’s actual reliance on real semantic
concepts, rather than being an artifact of the attribution mechanism itself, we construct a controlled
shortcut-learning setup similar to the shortcut experiment in Tokas et al. (2025). We inject a syn-
thetic, class-correlated visual cue (a fixed-position solid-color block, one color per class) into a
fraction s ∈ {0%, 10%, 20%, ..., 100%} of each class’s training images, and train a separate classi-
fier bs at each shortcut rate s. As s increases, bs can increasingly solve the task by relying solely on
the injected shortcut rather than on actual image concepts.

We quantify this growing reliance with the accuracy gap ∆(s) = accclean(bs) − accs(bs), the
difference between bs’s accuracy on a clean, cue-free validation set and its accuracy on a validation
set carrying the same injection rate s it was trained on. ∆(s) starts near zero at s=0% (no shortcut
available, so the two accuracies coincide) and grows increasingly negative as s rises, reflecting the
classifier’s growing preference for the shortcut over actual concepts (black dotted line in Figure 20).

For each bs, we compute every method’s attribution score for the same fixed bank of 26 concepts
for CelebA and 103 concepts for COCO-Stuff, and average their absolute magnitudes into a single
per-rate summary, |Attr|(s) (min-max normalized across rates in Figure 20 for visual comparability
only. The correlations in Table 11 are computed on the raw, unnormalized values, which Pearson
correlation is invariant to, regardless. Table 11 reports the Pearson correlation between |Attr|(s)
and bs’s own clean accuracy across the 4 shortcut rates: a method that correctly detects declining
reliance on real concepts should show a strong positive correlation (attribution magnitude falls as
clean accuracy falls).

(a) CelebA (b) COCO-Stuff

Figure 20: The accuracy gap ∆(s) is shown in the black dotted line (left axis, real scale). Average ab-
solute concept attributions for each method are shown on the right-hand axis, min-max-normalized
for visual comparability.

Table 11: Pearson correlation between the accuracy gap ∆(s) and mean absolute concept attributions
across the 11 shortcut rates (s ∈ {0%, 10%, . . . , 100%}).

Metric COCO-Stuff CelebA
TCAV -0.42 0.27

PCBM (Resnet-18) -0.28 -0.84
PCBM (CLIP-RN50) -0.62 0.71

PCBM (SigLIP) -0.63 0.66
Hide and Seek (ours) 0.82 0.85

Results: Hide and Seek (HnS) shows a strong, statistically significant positive correlation on
both datasets (CelebA: r=0.85, p<0.001; COCO-Stuff: r=0.82, p<0.01), correctly detecting the
model’s growing reliance on the injected shortcut as a substitute for real concepts in both settings.
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TCAV, by contrast, shows no significant relationship on either dataset (r=0.27, p=0.42 on CelebA;
r=− 0.42, p=0.20 on COCO-Stuff) and even flips the sign between them.

For PCBM, the CAV-fitted, whole-image ResNet-18 variant shows a strong negative correlation on
CelebA (r= − 0.84, p<0.01) and a weaker, non-significant negative correlation on COCO-Stuff
(r= − 0.28, p=0.40): its mean attribution magnitude spikes at s=100% on CelebA, where the
classifier’s own clean-set accuracy has collapsed and PCBM’s surrogate, produces arbitrarily large
weights rather than decline. The two VLM PCBM variants disagree with themselves across datasets:
CLIP-RN50 is positive on CelebA (r=0.71, p=0.01) but negative on COCO-Stuff (r= − 0.62,
p=0.04); SigLIP shows the same reversal (r=0.66, p=0.03 on CelebA vs. r= − 0.63, p=0.04
on COCO-Stuff), despite identical construction on a different backbone. Taken together, none of
PCBM’s three variants reliably tracks a model’s actual reliance on real concepts across datasets,
unlike HnS, which is the only method in this comparison to show a consistent, significant, correctly-
signed correlation on both.

H DATASET ABLATION

A question users might ask is: Does the retrieval pool need to be drawn from the same dataset, or
can we extend it with other datasets? To test this, we re-run HnS’s global attribution using two out-
of-distribution face datasets, LFW and UTKFace, as the retrieval pool in place of CelebA, keeping
the ground truth, the classifier, and every other component of the pipeline unchanged.

Table 12 reports the resulting agreement with ground truth, averaged across the Attractive and Male
tasks.

Table 12: Concept attribution agreement with the official-train classifier’s masking ground truth,
averaged across the Attractive and Male tasks (previously used ground truth).

Method Attractive Male Average
TCAV 0.478 0.160 0.319

PCBM (ResNet-18) 0.131 0.228 0.180
PCBM (CLIP-RN50) 0.267 0.032 0.149

PCBM (SigLIP) 0.320 0.096 0.208
Hide and Seek (UTKFace) 0.501 0.426 0.463

Hide and Seek (LFW) 0.641 0.502 0.571
Hide and Seek (CelebA) 0.702 0.528 0.615

(a) UTKFace (b) CelebA

Figure 21: Example images from UTKFace (left) and CelebA (right). UTKFace’s crops are tight to
the face, leaving little to no visible neck or hairline, so concepts like Bald, Necklace, and Receding
Hairline are frequently absent from the frame entirely. CelebA’s native crops are looser, consistently
including hair, neck, and shoulders, so these same concepts remain visible.

HnS’s agreement with the ground truth declines when retrieving from an out-of-distribution pool:
the average correlation drops from 0.615 on CelebA to 0.571 on LFW and 0.463 on UTKFace.
Even so, both out-of-distribution variants remain clearly ahead of every baseline; specifically, HnS
(UTKFace) still comfortably outperforms TCAV, the strongest baseline (0.463 vs. 0.319). HnS’s
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own retrieval pool matters for its absolute performance, but its advantage over existing methods is
not an artifact of sharing a dataset with the ground truth.

One thing worth noting is that for UTK Face, the images are closely cropped to the face. The
crops are so close in fact that concepts like Bald, Necklace, Wearing Hat, etc., are often not present
in the images themselves. As such, when attributing to such concepts, UTK-Face is at a natural
disadvantage. Below are some example images from UTK-Face.

I LOCAL ATTRIBUTION ACROSS CONCEPTS

For a representative sample of concepts, we rank images by |score| and show the three highest-
ranked (Top-3 Present) alongside the three lowest-ranked (Top-3 Absent), for both HnS and TCAV,
following the format introduced in Section 4.2. We show 10 concepts for CelebA’s Male task, and
10 (task class, concept) pairs for COCO-Stuff.

(a) Smiling (b) Blond Hair

Figure 22: Top-3 (highest |score|) and bottom-3 (lowest |score|) Male-task images for HnS and
TCAV, for each concept shown.

(a) Bald (b) Bangs

Figure 23: Top-3 (highest |score|) and bottom-3 (lowest |score|) Male-task images for HnS and
TCAV, for each concept shown.

(a) Brown Hair (b) Receding Hairline

Figure 24: Top-3 (highest |score|) and bottom-3 (lowest |score|) Male-task images for HnS and
TCAV, for each concept shown.
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(a) Pointy Nose (b) Wearing Lipstick

Figure 25: Top-3 (highest |score|) and bottom-3 (lowest |score|) Male-task images for HnS and
TCAV, for each concept shown.

(a) Bushy Eyebrows (b) Straight Hair

Figure 26: Top-3 (highest |score|) and bottom-3 (lowest |score|) Male-task images for HnS and
TCAV, for each concept shown.

(a) apple / basket (b) skateboard / dog

Figure 27: Top-3 (highest |score|) and bottom-3 (lowest |score|) images for HnS and TCAV, for each
(task class, concept) pair shown.

(a) apple / board (b) apple / flowerpot

Figure 28: Top-3 (highest |score|) and bottom-3 (lowest |score|) images for HnS and TCAV, for each
(task class, concept) pair shown.
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(a) car / bicycle (b) handbag / bicycle

Figure 29: Top-3 (highest |score|) and bottom-3 (lowest |score|) images for HnS and TCAV, for each
(task class, concept) pair shown.

(a) handbag / dog (b) keyboard / book

Figure 30: Top-3 (highest |score|) and bottom-3 (lowest |score|) images for HnS and TCAV, for each
(task class, concept) pair shown.

(a) skis / blue (b) tennis racket / field

Figure 31: Top-3 (highest |score|) and bottom-3 (lowest |score|) images for HnS and TCAV, for each
(task class, concept) pair shown.
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J CAPTIONING EXPERIMENT DETAILS

J.1 GENDER WORD SET

To score a caption’s gender lean without any masking or intervention, we sum each caption model’s
token probabilities over a fixed set of masculine- and feminine-coded words (Section 5.1). We reuse
the gender word lists from (Hirota et al., 2022) rather than defining a new list.

The masculine word list is {man, men, male, father, gentleman, boy, uncle, husband, actor, prince,
waiter, he, his, him}, and the corresponding feminine word list is {woman, women, female, mother,
lady, girl, aunt, wife, actress, princess, waitress, she, her, hers}.

J.2 BIAS BREAKDOWN

The pooled correlation results in Section 5.1 establish that our attribution scores relate to indepen-
dent bias measures on average, across all 10 caption models and 79 concepts. To make this more
concrete, we look at individual concepts: for each concept, we check whether models agree on its
attribution sign (masculine- or feminine-leaning), then identify the masculine-leaning and feminine-
leaning concepts with the strongest cross-model consensus.

Figure 32 shows the per-model attribution for these two concepts, tie (top consensus masculine-
leaning) and cake (top consensus feminine-leaning). The consensus is strong but not universal: 9
of 10 models agree tie is masculine-leaning, with BakLLaVA the lone exception, and its attribution
there is close to zero rather than reversed. For cake, 7 of 10 models agree on the feminine-leaning
direction, while the 3 disagreeing models (LLaVA, BakLLaVA, GPT-4o) all attribute a positive
(masculine-leaning) value instead. This pattern, most models agreeing on a concept’s gender lean
with a small minority disagreeing, rather than the vote being evenly split, is what we would expect
if the attribution scores are picking up a real, shared bias across models.

Figure 32: Per-model attribution for the top consensus masculine-leaning concept (tie, left) and top
consensus feminine-leaning concept (cake, right). Bar color shows sign (blue = masculine-leaning,
pink = feminine-leaning). 9/10 models agree on tie’s masculine direction (BakLLaVA is the lone,
near-zero exception); 7/10 models agree on cake’s feminine direction, with the 3 disagreeing models
(LLaVA, BakLLaVA, GPT-4o) all showing a positive value instead.

K FTW COUNTRY LEVEL

The field segmentation experiment (Section 5.2) uses the whole FTW dataset as the retrieval pool.
This can hide real variation between sub-populations: a concept the model relies on heavily in one
country may matter little in another. To check this, we break the same attribution down by country
rather than pooling it.

To ensure diversity in the image database, we select countries with at least 2,000 observations.
For each country with at least 2,000 matched dual-window image pairs (Austria, Corsica, Croatia,
Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Latvia, Lithuania, Netherlands, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, and
Sweden), we rerun the Concept Mask using the images of a single country as the retrieval pool.

Figure 33 shows the resulting country-by-concept attribution grid. A consistent pattern holds across
nearly every country: agricultural concepts (Arable land, Permanent crops, Complex cultivation)

30



Published as a conference paper at ICLR 2027

support the field prediction, while built and forested concepts (Urban fabric, Industrial or commer-
cial units, Mixed forest) suppress it. This consistency across 14 countries is itself evidence that
Concept Mask’s attributions reflect a real property of the model rather than an artifact specific to
one country’s data.

Figure 33: Hide and Seek’s land-cover concept attributions for the FTW field-segmentation model,
across the 14 countries with sufficient retrieved locations. Each cell is the mean drop in the model’s
predicted field score when that concept’s most-associated region is masked (normalized by 255),
colored on a diverging scale: red indicates the concept supports a “field” prediction (e.g., Arable
land), blue indicates it suppresses one (e.g., Urban fabric). Concepts are ordered left to right by their
mean effect across countries; countries are ordered top to bottom by mean |effect|. The agriculture-
supports/urban-suppresses gradient holds consistently across most countries.
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