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Abstract

Machine learning (ML) has seen significant growth in both popular-
ity and importance. The high prediction accuracy of ML models is
often achieved through complex black-box architectures that are dif-
ficult to interpret. This interpretability problem has been hindering
the use of ML in fields like medicine, ecology and insurance, where an
understanding of the model‘s inner workings is paramount to ensure
user acceptance and fairness. The need for interpretable ML mod-
els has boosted research in the field of interpretable machine learning
(IML). Here we propose a novel approach for the functional decom-
position of black-box predictions, which is considered a core concept
of IML. The idea of our method is to replace the prediction function
by a surrogate model consisting of simpler subfunctions. Similar to
additive regression models, these functions provide insights into the
direction and strength of the main feature contributions and their in-
teractions. Our method is based on a novel concept termed “stacked
orthogonality“, which ensures that the main effects capture as much
functional behavior as possible and do not contain information ex-
plained by higher-order interactions. Unlike earlier functional IML
approaches, it is neither affected by extrapolation nor by hidden fea-
ture interactions. To compute the subfunctions, we propose an al-
gorithm based on neural additive modeling and an efficient post-hoc
orthogonalization procedure.

Keywords: Functional decomposition | Interpretable machine learning |
Neural additive model | Orthogonality
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1 Introduction

Machine learning (ML) has increased greatly in both popularity and signif-
icance, driven by an increase in methods, computing power and data avail-
ability [33]. On July 5, 2024, a search on Web of Science for publications
including the term “machine learning” yielded more than 350,000 results,
corresponding to an average annual increase by more than 20% since 2006.
ML models are often characterized by their high generalizability, making
them particularly successful when used for supervised learning tasks like
classification and risk prediction. In recent years, ML models based on deep
artificial neural networks (ANNs) have led to groundbreaking results in the
development of high-performing prediction models.

The high prediction accuracy of modern ML models is usually achieved
by optimizing complex “black-box” architectures with thousands of parame-
ters. As a consequence, they often result in predictions that are difficult, if
not impossible, to interpret. This interpretability problem has been hinder-
ing the use of ML in fields like medicine, ecology and insurance, where an
understanding of the model and its inner workings is paramount to ensure
user acceptance and fairness. In a recent environmental study, for example,
we explored the use of ML to derive predictions of stream biological condi-
tion in the Chesapeake Bay watershed of the mid-Atlantic coast of North
America [26]. Clearly, if these predictions are intended to inform future
management policies (projecting, e.g., changes in land use, climate and wa-
tershed characteristics), they are required to be interpretable in terms of
relevant features as well as the directions and strengths of the feature effects.

Interpretable machine learning

In recent years, the need for interpretable ML models has boosted research
in the field of interpretable machine learning (IML, [28, 29]). In this field,
interpretability is commonly defined as “the degree to which a human can
understand the cause of a decision” [27]. A related concept considered sep-
arately in some works is explainability, which describes “the internal logic
and mechanics that are inside a machine learning system” [24]. Since the
methodology presented in this work applies to both concepts, we will not
distinguish between the two.

The focus of this paper is on IML for supervised learning tasks, which in-
volve a set of features X = {X1, . . . , Xd} to derive predictions of a qualitative
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or quantitative outcome variable Y . Denoting the model (i.e., the prediction
function) by F (X) ∈ R, interpretability can generally be achieved in two
ways: The first approach is to impose an interpretable structure on F during
the learning process (“model-based interpretability”, [29]). A well known
example of this approach is the least absolute shrinkage and selection oper-
ator [39], which, in its basic form, assumes F to be linear in the features.
Consequently, each feature effect is interpretable in terms of a real-valued
coefficient. The second approach, which is particularly applicable to black-
box models, aims to achieve interpretability by post-processing an already
learned prediction model (“post hoc interpretability”, [29]). Here we will
consider model-agnostic post-processing methods, which can be applied to a
broad range of prediction functions regardless of the ML method applied to
the training data [28]. Popular examples of model-agnostic methods include
partial dependence plots (PDP) and accumulated local effects (ALE) plots.
The underlying principle of these methods is to measure the variability of the
prediction function F with respect to changes in subsets of the features X
(an approach that is closely linked to the concept of sensitivity analysis in
numerical and nonlinear regression modeling [11, 23]).

While PDP and ALE plots have become established methods in IML, they
are not without limitations. For example, PDP have been criticized for ig-
noring the correlations between the feature of interest and the other features,
relying on data points with a very low probability of being observed. This
“extrapolation” issue may result in misleading effect estimates when the fea-
tures are correlated [28]. Similarly, PDP may hide possible interaction effects
of the features, a problem that can be alleviated by individual conditional
expectation (ICE) plots in some cases [28, 40]. While ALE plots avoid ex-
trapolation of the data [4], Grömping [13] observed that these plots do not
generally identify the linear shapes of the main effects in a linear prediction
model. As a consequence, the feature effects depicted by ALE plots may
show systematic deviations from the respective effects in the model formula
(for which an explanation is sought). The method proposed in this paper is
not affected by these issues: It avoids hiding feature interactions by explic-
itly including these terms in the estimation procedure and is solely based on
the multivariate feature distribution to avoid extrapolation. Furthermore, it
does not alter the shapes of the main effects in a linear model.
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Functional decomposition

The basic idea of our method is to achieve interpretability by decomposing
the prediction function F (depending on all features X) into a set of simpler
(“more interpretable”) functions depending on subsets of the features only.
More specifically, let Υ = {1, . . . , d} the set of feature indices and P(Υ) the
power set (i.e., the set of all subsets) of Υ. Then F can be decomposed into
a sum of functions

F (X) = µ +
∑

θ∈P(Υ):|θ|=1

fθ(Xθ) +
∑

θ∈P(Υ):|θ|=2

fθ(Xθ)

+ . . . +
∑

θ∈P(Υ):|θ|=d

fθ(Xθ) , (1)

where µ ∈ R is an intercept term and, for any θ ∈ P(Υ)\∅, Xθ denotes the
subset of features with indices θ. For example, if d = 3 and θ = {1, 3}, then
Xθ is given by {X1, X3}. Accordingly, the intercept term can be defined as
µ = f∅. Note that the last sum in Eq. 1 consists of only one summand.

In IML, the main focus is usually on the subset of functions fθ with |θ| = 1
(“main effects”, first sum in Eq. 1) and |θ| = 2 (“two-way interactions”,
second sum in Eq. 1). For main effects, fθ depends on only one feature Xj,
j ∈ Υ, allowing for a simple graphical analysis that plots the values of fθ(Xj)
against the values of Xj. Two-way interactions, on the other hand, can be
visualized using heatmaps or contour plots. Both main effects and two-
way interactions allow for simple graphical interpretations of the respective
feature effects, whereas the functions fθ with |θ| > 2 (termed “multivariate
feature interactions”) constitute the less interpretable parts of F .

This paper presents a novel approach to specify and compute the func-
tions fθ, given a fixed (possibly black-box) prediction function F . The pro-
posed method also allows the measurement of the “degree of interpretability”
by quantifying the importance of the main and two-way interaction effects
in Eq. 1. We emphasize that our methodology is designed to decompose the
prediction function F but not to learn it from a set of data. Accordingly, we
assume that F is not subject to sampling variability but has been derived
previously by the application of some ML method. Our method is based
on regularity conditions that are similar to those described by Hooker [15];
however, we consider a different type of functional decomposition and also
employ a different computational methodology.
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2 Methods

Conditions on the features and the prediction function

It is clear from Eq. 1 that the functions fθ are not uniquely defined. For
example, let d = 2, µ = 0 and F (X1, X2) = X1 + X1 · X2. Then the
sets of functions {f1(X1) = X1, f2(X2) = 0, f12(X1, X2) = X1 · X2} and
{f1(X1) = 0.5 ·X1, f2(X2) = 0, f12(X1, X2) = 0.5 ·X1+X1 ·X2} both satisfy
Eq. 1. As a consequence, further assumptions are needed to derive a unique
representation of Eq. 1.

Our first set of assumptions is on the features X = {X1, . . . , Xd}. In line
with Hooker [15], we consider the features as real-valued random variables,
assuming that X1, . . . , Xd are defined on a joint probability space with prob-
ability function PX . We further assume that each Xj, j ∈ Υ, has bounded
support. Note that these are rather weak assumptions in practice, allowingX
to include both continuous and categorical features (the latter encoded by
sets of dummy variables).

Regarding the functions in Eq. 1, we assume that each fθ, and also F , is
square integrable with respect to PX . Again, this is a rather weak assump-
tion, as square integrable functions emerge from many popular ML methods.
They include, for instance, the piecewise prediction functions obtained from
random forests and tree boosting, and also many ANN predictors after trans-
formation by a sigmoid activation function. Following Hooker [15], we define
the variance of fθ, θ ∈ P(Υ)\∅, by σ2

θ =
∫
f 2
θ (Xθ)dPX , the variance of F by

σ2
F =

∫
(F (X) − µ)2dPX , and the covariance of fθ and fθ′ , θ, θ

′ ∈ P(Υ)\∅,
by σθθ′ =

∫
fθ(Xθ)fθ′(Xθ′)dPX . Without loss of generality, we assume that

each fθ, θ ∈ P(Υ)\∅, is centered around zero, i.e.
∫
fθ(Xθ)dPX = 0 ([15],

p. 714). Finally, we assume that the functions fθ, θ ∈ P(Υ)\∅, are linearly
independent. This assumption means that each fθ forms a closed subspace
of the Hilbert space of square integrable functions. In practice, it implies
that each fθ carries unique information about F and that all functions fθ are
non-zero.

Generalized functional ANOVA

Next we define a set of requirements to describe the relations between the
functions fθ. Our main requirement is that the summands in Eq. 1 are well
separated, meaning that higher-order effects (i.e. functions with large |θ|) do
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not contain any components of lower-order effects with small |θ| (see below
for a mathematical treatment). In particular, we require that predictive
information explained by a main effect is not contained in the higher-order
effects that include the corresponding feature (purity criterion, Molnar [28],
Section 8.4). A related requirement is optimality, meaning that lower-order
functions should capture as much functional behavior as possible [15].

To implement the above requirements, Hooker [15] proposed a decompo-
sition termed generalized functional ANOVA. With this approach, the func-
tions in Eq. 1 are required to be hierarchically orthogonal, satisfying the
constraints

∀θ ∈ P(Υ)\∅ ∀θ′ ⊆ θ : σθθ′ =

∫
fθ(Xθ)fθ′(Xθ′)dPX =0 . (2)

Hierarchical orthogonality implies that for any given θ′, the effect fθ′(Xθ′) is
orthogonal to all higher-order effects fθ(Xθ) with Xθ ⊇ Xθ′ [15, 38]. It thus
provides an implementation of the purity criterion, ensuring that higher-order
effects are uncorrelated with lower-order effects. Furthermore, the constraints
in Eq. 2 provide an implementation of optimality because, according to Eq. 2,
all lower-order effects fθ′ are orthogonal projections of the combined effects
fθ̃ := fθ′ + fθ onto the respective lower-order subspaces. It follows from
the Hilbert projection theorem [25] that the lower-order effects fθ′ capture as
much of the variance of fθ̃ (i.e. as much functional behavior of fθ̃) as possible.

In his original work on generalized functional ANOVA, Hooker [15] spec-
ified conditions for the uniqueness of the functions fθ

1. Based on the same
decomposition, Chastaing et al. [7] studied further assumptions on the fea-
ture distribution PX . The authors also introduced a coefficient to measure
the importance of individual feature combinations. For each θ ∈ P(Υ)\∅,
this coefficient is defined as Sθ = (σ2

θ +
∑

θ′ ̸=θ σθθ′)/σ
2
F (generalized Sobol

sensitivity index, Chastaing et al. [7], p. 2427).

Computational challenges

In recent years, functional decomposition has been acknowledged as a key
concept in making ML models explainable [28]. In practice, however, the
application of functional decomposition methods remains challenging. This

1Note that Hooker considered a more general definition of the integral in Eq. 2, allowing
for weight functions other than the probability density function of X.
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is mainly due to the computational and numerical issues associated with
the estimation of the feature effects fθ. In fact, despite the availability of
algorithms to achieve hierarchical orthogonality [7, 15, 22], state-of-the-art
methods still involve systems of equations that are, even for a moderate fea-
ture count, “complex and computationally intensive” [28]. In the following,
we will introduce stacked orthogonality, an alternative approach to implement
purity and optimality. Based on the conditions of stacked orthogonality, we
will present an algorithm to estimate the functions fθ in a computationally
efficient manner.

Functional decomposition with stacked orthogonality

Analogous to generalized functional ANOVA, our method is based on the
functional decomposition in Eq. 1. However, instead of the hierarchical or-
thogonality constraints in Eq. 2, we require the functions fθ to meet the
stacked orthogonality constraints

∀k ∈ Υ :

∫ ( ∑
θ∈P(Υ):

|θ|=k

fθ(Xθ)
)( ∑

θ′∈P(Υ):

|θ′|<k

fθ′(Xθ′)
)
dPX = 0 , (3)

where k ∈ Υ denotes the effect level2. Unlike hierarchical orthogonality,
which requires the effect of each individual feature combination θ to be uncor-
related with higher-order effects, the conditions in Eq. 3 provide a level-wise
implementation of the purity criterion: For each level k, the sum of all level-k
effects is required to be uncorrelated with the sum of all lower-level effects
(including the intercept with |θ′| = 0) – hence the term “stacked orthog-
onality”. In addition to implementing purity, the constraints in Eq. 3 also
provide a level-wise implementation of optimality. This is because, according
to Eq. 3, the sum of the “lower-order” effects (with levels < k) is an orthogo-
nal projection of the sum of the “current-order” effects (with levels ≤ k) onto
the lower-order subspace. It follows from the Hilbert projection theorem that
the sum of lower-order effects captures as much of the variance of the sum
of the current-order effects (i.e. as much functional behavior at the current
level) as possible. Note that assuming linear independence of the functions
in Eq. 1 guarantees the closedness of the lower-order subspaces, and also a
unique representation of the effects fθ, |θ| = k, at each level k ∈ Υ.

2In the following, we will use the terms “order” and “level” interchangeably.
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A convenient feature of stacked orthogonality is that the variance of F can
be decomposed in a level-wise fashion, giving rise to the calculation of level-
wise coefficients of explained variation. More specifically, for each k ∈ Υ, we
define the fraction of σ2

F explained by the k-th level as

Ik =

∫ (∑
θ′∈P(Υ):|θ′|=k fθ′(Xθ′)

)2

dPX

σ2
F

. (4)

Consequently, by calculating I1 (fraction of σ2
F explained by the main effects)

and I2 (fraction of σ2
F explained by the two-way interaction effects), it is

possible to quantify the degree of interpretability of the prediction model F .
We emphasize that the definition in Eq. 4 is different from the generalized
Sobol sensitivity indices in [7], as the latter refer to contributions of individual
feature combinations θ, θ ∈ P(Υ), whereas Ik, k ∈ Υ, measure the level-wise
contributions of all features.

Estimation by neural additive models and post-hoc or-
thogonalization

As stated above, the application of functional decomposition methods strongly
depends on the availability of a user-friendly algorithm to compute the func-
tions fθ. We propose the following three-step procedure to arrive at the de-
composition in Eq. 1 satisfying the stacked orthogonality constraints in Eq. 3:

In the first step, we generate n data points S = {Fi, Xi1, . . . , Xid}i=1,...,n,
where Xij, j ∈ Υ, and Fi = F ({Xi1, . . . , Xid}) denote the j-th feature value
and the value of the prediction function, respectively, of the i-th data point.
For instance, the data could be sampled from an available set of training data
that were used previously for the learning of F . In this case, the probability
measure PX is given by the distribution of the feature values in the training
data. Alternatively, one could use a grid of feature values to generate S
(corresponding to uniformly distributed features) or some other reference
distribution for which an explanation is sought.

In the second step, we use the data generated in Step 1 to obtain initial
estimates f 0

θ of the functions fθ, θ ∈ P(Υ)\∅. This is done by fitting a neural
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additive model (NAM, [1]) of the form

Fi =
∑

θ∈P(Υ):|θ|=1

f 0
θ (Xiθ) +

∑
θ∈P(Υ):|θ|=2

f 0
θ (Xiθ)

+ . . . +
∑

θ∈P(Υ):|θ|=d

f 0
θ (Xiθ) , i = 1, . . . , n , (5)

where Xiθ are the values of Xθ corresponding to the i-th data point. Model
fitting is performed using a backpropagation procedure, with each function f 0

θ

represented by an ANN depending on the respective feature subset Xθ (see
Figure 1 for an illustration). As demonstrated by Agarwal et al. [1], NAMs
allow for modeling a wide range of functional shapes, exploiting the prop-
erty of ANNs to approximate general classes of functions arbitrarily well
[5, 10, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 31, 35]. Compared to Agarwal et al. [1], our only
additional requirement (needed for Step 3 below) is that all ANNs in Eq. 5
are linear in their output layers. More specifically, we require each vector
f0θ = (f 0

θ (X1θ), . . . , f
0
θ (Xnθ))

⊤ ∈ Rn, θ ∈ P(Υ)\∅, to be of the form

f0θ = Uθw
0
θ , (6)

where Uθ ∈ Rn×bθ and bθ ∈ N are the outputs and the number of units,
respectively, of the penultimate layer, and w0

θ ∈ Rbθ is a vector of weights.
Note that Eq. 5 does not contain an intercept term. Accordingly, the ini-
tial estimate of µ is given by µ0 = f 0

∅ = 0, and we define b∅ = 1, U∅ =
(1, . . . , 1)⊤ ∈ Rn×1, and w0

∅ = 0. Updates of the initial intercept vector
f0∅ = U∅w

0
∅ ∈ Rn will be computed during the post-hoc orthogonalization

procedure described below. For details on the specification of the ANNs in
Eq. 5, we refer to Appendix A.

We emphasize that we do not use NAMs for supervised learning, i.e. to
derive the relationship between an outcome variable Y and a set of features
X1, . . . , Xd. Instead, we consider the predicted values Fi as the outcome of
the NAM. Given Xi, these values are deterministic, and hence the right-
hand side of Eq. 5 does not include a residual error term. Put differently,
the right-hand side of Eq. 5 defines a “surrogate model” for the prediction
model F . Importantly, since we want to arrive at an exact decomposition
of the form Eq. 1, we do not aim to avoid overfitting the data. Instead,
we run the backpropagation procedure until it achieves an (almost) perfect
correlation between the left-hand side and the right-hand side of Eq. 5. This
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𝒘𝒘𝟏𝟏𝟏𝟏
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𝒘𝒘𝟐𝟐
𝟎𝟎

𝒇𝒇𝟏𝟏𝟎𝟎(𝑿𝑿𝟏𝟏) = 𝑼𝑼𝟏𝟏
𝑻𝑻𝒘𝒘𝟏𝟏

𝟎𝟎

𝑿𝑿𝟏𝟏

Figure 1: Illustration of the neural additive model in Eq. 5. In the example
considered here, there are two features X1 and X2. Accordingly, the set of
functions f 0

θ , θ ∈ P(Υ)\∅, is given by the two main effects f 0
1 (X1), f

0
2 (X2)

and the two-way interaction f 0
12(X1, X2). Each function is represented by a

fully connected artificial neural network (ANN). The units in the penultimate
layers of the ANNs are denoted by U1 ∈ Rb1 , U2 ∈ Rb2 and U12 ∈ Rb12 , where
b1, b2 and b12 are the widths of the layers. The outputs of the ANNs are
given by the dot products U⊤

1 w
0
1, U

⊤
2 w

0
2 and U⊤

12w
0
12, where w

0
1, w

0
2 and w0

12

are vectors of weights. The prediction function F (X1, X2) is given by the
sum of the three dot products (hence the term neural additive model). The
parameters of the ANNs are estimated jointly by backpropagation. Details
on model fitting and the specification of the ANN architectures are given in
Appendix A.
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is possible due to the approximation properties of ANNs (see the section on
experiments with synthetic data). We further note that model fitting can be
done very conveniently using established ANN implementations in Python
and R.

In the third step, we apply a post-hoc orthogonalization procedure to the
initial estimates f 0

θ . This is necessary to ensure that the final estimates
satisfy the stacked orthogonality conditions in Eq. 33. The post-hoc or-
thogonalization procedure considered here is an extension of the method by
Rügamer [32]; it proceeds in an iterative manner, starting at the highest in-
teraction level and descending down to the main effects. We describe the first
two iterations of the procedure in a non-technical way. A formal definition
of the algorithm is given in Appendix B.

In the first iteration of the post-hoc orthogonalization procedure, the
idea is to achieve orthogonality between the d-way interaction effect and the
sum of all lower-order effects (|θ| < d). To this end, the vector of d-way
interactions (given by f0Υ) is projected onto the column space spanned by the
“lower-order” matrices Uθ, |θ| < d (including U∅, which is a vector of ones).
Next, f0Υ is replaced by the vector orthogonal to this space, giving the new
vector of d-way interactions f1Υ. Note that f1Υ has zero mean, as the lower-
order column space contains a column of ones, and as f1Υ is orthogonal to this
space. The lower-order functions are updated by adding the projected values
of f0Υ to the initial lower-order functions, giving new functions f1θ , |θ| < d
(including a new intercept f1∅ ).

In the second iteration, the idea is to achieve orthogonality between the
sum of the effects of order d− 1 and the sum of all effects with |θ| < d− 1.
Analogous to the first iteration, the effects of order d−1 are summed up and
projected onto the column space spanned by the matrices Uθ, |θ| < d − 1
(again including U∅). Next, each f1θ with |θ| = d − 1 is replaced by its
respective vector orthogonal to this column space, giving new estimates f2θ
of the effects of order d− 1. The functions with θ < d− 1 are updated in the
same way as in the first iteration, resulting in new estimates f2θ , |θ| < d− 1,
whereas the “higher-order” vector f1Υ is left unchanged (f1Υ ≡ f2Υ).

It is clear that iterating the above procedure (i.e., establishing orthogo-
nality between the sums of the current-order and the lower-order effects while
leaving higher-order effects unchanged) ensures stacked orthogonality of the

3Note that the NAM architecture in Figure 1 does not guarantee stacked orthogonality
of the functions f0

θ .
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final estimates fd−1
θ . As a result, one obtains the desired decomposition of

the prediction function F . We emphasize that post-hoc orthogonalization
does not require re-fitting the NAM in Eq. 5 but can be performed rather
efficiently by multiplying a set of matrices and vectors. In case of a high(er)-
dimensional feature set, the number of summands in Eq. 5 can easily be
reduced to a subset of “relevant” effects, see Remark 2 below. Our method
is implemented in Python and R.

Remark 1: NAM fitting is based on ANN layers with prespecified numbers
of hidden units. We note that these numbers may not always be sufficient
to closely approximate the true underlying functions, especially when the
latter are highly non-linear. To address this issue and to “further improve
accuracy and reduce the high-variance that can result from encouraging the
model to learn highly non-linear functions”, Agarwal et al. [1] proposed to
compute the final function estimates by an average of multiple NAM fits
(“ensemble approach”). In line with this strategy, we stabilize our function
estimates by fitting an ensemble of NAMs with different weight initializations
and by applying the post-hoc orthogonalization procedure to each member of
the ensemble. Afterwards the orthogonalized estimates are averaged, giving
vectors of the form f̄d−1

θ =
∑R

r=1 f
d−1,r
θ /R, where R is the size of the ensemble

and fd−1,r
θ refers to the post-hoc-orthogonalized estimate of the r-th ensemble

member. Note that this procedure does not substantially increase the run
time of the algorithm, as NAM fitting with different weight initializations
can be parallelized. We further note that the averaged estimates are no
longer guaranteed to satisfy the stacked orthogonality constraints in Eq. 3.
To overcome this problem, we add a final post-hoc orthogonalization step to
our algorithm, replacing the outputs Uθ by the averaged vectors f̄d−1

θ and
applying the above procedure to the averaged estimates.

Remark 2: In settings with a large number of features, the number of
interaction terms in Eq. 5 is very high (

∑d
l=2

(
d
l

)
, growing exponentially in d).

In these cases, one is often interested in the interpretation of only a small
subset of effects. The stacked orthogonality approach can easily be adapted
to these settings; all one has to do is to redefine the NAM in Step 2. To this
end, let Θ ⊂ P(Υ)\∅ represent the effects of interest, and let P(Υ)\(Θ ∪ ∅)
be the corresponding set of “non-interesting” effects. Then P(Υ)\(Θ ∪ ∅)
can be removed from the lower-order sums in Eq. 5 and absorbed into the
last summand f 0

Υ. Post-hoc orthogonalization can be applied to the resulting
NAM fit as before.

12



Remark 3: The coefficient Ik can be computed by replacing the variance
terms in Eq. 4 with their respective sample variances obtained from the post-
hoc-orthogonalized ensemble average.

3 Experiments with synthetic data

We investigated whether our method is able to extract the subfunctions fθ
from a synthetic additive prediction function. To this end, we constructed
predictions defined by

Fi = f1(Xi1) + f3(Xi3) + f3(Xi3)

+ f12(Xi1, Xi2) + f13(Xi1, Xi3) + f23(Xi2, Xi3)

+ f1,...,10(Xi1, . . . , Xi10) , (7)

where X1, . . . , X10 followed a multivariate uniform distribution on [−3, 3]10.
In our experiments, we considered three scenarios with different sets of func-
tional forms for the main and two-way interaction effects (for details, see
Appendix C). In order to define the true decomposition that our method
should recover, we orthogonalized these functions in a large data set of size
n = 100, 000. Using the obtained orthogonal functions, we generated 10
independent samples {Fi, Xi1, . . . , Xi10}i=1,...,n of size n ∈ {2000, 5000} to
which we applied our method. The feature values were generated by sam-
pling data points {Zi1, . . . , Zi10}i=1,...,n from a multivariate normal distribu-
tion with zero mean, unit variance and equicorrelation 0.5, and by applying
the univariate standard normal cumulative distribution function Φ(·) to give
Xij = 6 · (Φ(Zij) − 0.5), j = 1, . . . , 10. We used the ANN architecture
described in Appendix A, setting the number of ensemble members to 10.

Figure 2 presents the estimated main effects obtained in the three scenar-
ios with n = 2000. Despite some variation, which is likely due to differences
in the empirical distribution functions of the features, and some tendency
to oversmooth the effects in highly nonlinear regions (which could be ad-
dressed by increasing the complexity of the NAM architecture), our method
performed well in approximating the true main effects. Similar results were
obtained for the two-way interaction terms and in the scenarios with n = 5000
(Appendix D).

The average values of the summary measures I1 and I2 were 0.511, 0.924,
0.983 and 0.412, 0.073, 0.017, respectively, in the scenarios with n = 2000,
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and 0.502, 0.921, 0.980 and 0.475, 0.077, 0.019, respectively, in the scenarios
with n = 5000.
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Figure 2: Experiments with synthetic data. The blue lines visualize the
main effects f1(X1), f2(X2), f3(X3), as obtained by applying the proposed
three-step algorithm to samples of size n = 2000 each. The black lines corre-
spond to the true post-hoc-orthogonalized main effects defined in Appendix C
(A1-A3: scenario 1, B1-B3: scenario 2, C1-C3: scenario 3).
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4 Discussion

In recent years, techniques to improve the interpretability of black-box mod-
els have become a key component of machine learning methodology. As part
of this methodology, functional decomposition is considered a “core concept
of machine learning interpretability” [28].

In this paper we proposed a novel concept for the decomposition of black-
box prediction functions into explainable feature effects. In line with earlier
approaches by Hooker [15], the idea of our method is to replace the original
prediction function by a surrogate model consisting of simpler “more inter-
pretable” subfunctions. The latter allow for a graphical representation of the
main feature contributions and their interactions, providing insights into the
direction and strength of the effects.

Our concept of stacked orthogonality is designed to achieve purity of the
subfunctions; it implies that predictive information explained by the main
effects is not contained in the higher-order effects. At the same time, stacked
orthogonality implies that lower-order functions (offering a high degree of
interpretability) capture as much functional behavior as possible. Another
contribution of this work is development of a user-friendly algorithm to esti-
mate the subfunctions from data. It is based on the fitting of a neural additive
model (NAM), which allows the approximation of feature effects using ANN
architectures, and an efficient post-hoc orthogonalization method to achieve
stacked orthogonality. The proposed algorithm was able to approximate the
true underlying subfunctions in our numerical experiments.

Despite the aforementioned advantages, our method is not without limita-
tions. First, NAM fitting (and thus estimation of the subfunctions) is limited
to rather low-dimensional feature sets. In particular, it cannot be done with
arbitrarily large numbers of interaction terms. It should be emphasized,
however, that our method allows users to specify subsets of “effects of inter-
est” and to shift all “uninteresting” effects to the highest-order interaction
level. This strategy preserves the practicability of the proposed method even
when the overall number of higher-order interactions is prohibitively large.
A second limitation is that our concept of stacked orthogonality is not pri-
marily designed for quantifying the overall contributions of single features.
Instead, our summary measures Ik quantify the contributions of the effect
levels (e.g., all main effects or all interaction effects considered together), or
more generally, the contributions of the aforementioned “effects of interest”
to the overall black-box prediction. On the other hand, our method does
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not preclude users from calculating generalized Sobol sensitivity indices (as
defined by Chastaing et al. [7]) to summarize the overall contributions of
single features.

Finally, we emphasize that our method is designed to explain the inner
workings of a black-box model. It can not be used to evaluate the features’
ability to predict the outcome variable Y . This is a general aspect of post-
hoc functional decomposition [7, 15, 28] and can be deduced from the basic
equation in Eq. 1. In fact, since the left-hand side of Eq. 1 is entirely depen-
dent on the prediction function F but not on Y , the decomposition in Eq. 1,
and thus also the NAM in Eq. 5, do not incorporate any information on how
well Y can be predicted by F and its subfunctions fθ. Put differently, the
subfunctions obtained from our method will only have a useful interpreta-
tion if the underlying black-box model is useful in predicting the outcome of
interest.
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Appendix

A Details on NAM fitting

As stated above, each function f0
θ in Eq. 5 is represented by a separate ANN. This

representation is generally not restricted to a specific network architecture but
can be adapted to the learning task(s) as needed. For our numerical experiments,
we used fully connected ANNs with five hidden layers each. The numbers of
units were 256, 128, 64, 32, and 8, starting with the first hidden layer. Rectified
linear unit activation functions were used in the first four hidden layers; a linear
activation function was used in the last hidden layer with bθ = 8. Twenty percent
dropout was applied to the second, third and fourth hidden layers. The NAM
was fitted using backpropagation with the mean squared error loss and the Adam
optimizer [21]. The backpropagation procedure was run until convergence. No
regularization techniques were used except dropout.
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B Details on post-hoc orthogonalization

In Step 3 of our method, we apply the following algorithm to process the initial
intercept estimate µ0 = f0

∅ = 0 and the NAM estimates f0
θ , θ ∈ P(Υ)\∅:

Input: Vectors of initial estimates f0θ = Uθw
0
θ ∈ Rn, θ ∈ P(Υ).

For m = 1 to d− 1:

1.1 Define the actual interaction order by d−m+ 1.

1.2 Define the actual set of effects by A = {θ ∈ P(Υ) : |θ| = d − m + 1}. Let
fm−1
A = {fm−1

θ }θ∈A be the set of function estimates of order d−m+ 1.

1.3 Define the set of lower-order effects by L = {θ ∈ P(Υ) : |θ| < d −m + 1}.
Let fm−1

L = {fm−1
θ }θ∈L be the set of function estimates of order lower than

d−m+ 1.

1.4 Define the set of higher-order effects by H = {θ ∈ P(Υ) : |θ| > d−m+ 1}.
Let fm−1

H = {fm−1
θ }θ∈H be the set of function estimates of order higher than

d−m+ 1.

1.5 Define the matrix U = [Uθ]θ∈L by concatenating the output matrices Uθ,
θ ∈ L (including the single-column matrix U∅ = (1, . . . , 1)⊤ for the in-
tercept). By definition, U is of dimension n × B, where B =

∑
θ∈L bθ. We

assume that the architectures of the ANN terms in Eq. 5 have been specified
such that n ≥ B.

2.1 Compute the matrix P = U(U⊤U)−1U⊤ (assuming U is of full rank).
By definition, multiplication of a vector x ∈ Rn with P is equivalent to
projecting x onto the column space spanned by U. In case U is not of full
rank, we adapt the algorithm as described below.

2.2 Compute the sum of the actual function estimates by zm−1
A =

∑
θ∈A fm−1

θ .

3.1 Update the actual effects fm
A by projecting zm−1

A onto the column space of U
and by setting fm

A equal to the vectors that are orthogonal to this projection.
This gives fm

A = {(I−P)fm−1
θ }θ∈A, where I is the identity matrix of size n.

3.2 Update the lower-order effects fm
L by adding the projections of zm−1

A to fm−1
L .

This gives fm
L = {fm−1

θ + Uθ[(U
⊤U)−1U⊤zm−1

A ]θ}θ∈L, where the vector
[(U⊤U)−1U⊤zm−1

A ]θ contains those elements of (U⊤U)−1U⊤zm−1
A match-

ing the positions of the columns of Uθ in U.
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3.3 The higher-order effects are not updated, i.e. fm
H = fm−1

H = {fm−1
θ }θ∈H.

The updates in Step 3.2 imply that each fmθ can be written in the form Uθβ
m
θ ,

where βm
θ is a vector of coefficients of length bθ. Consequently, one obtains(∑

θ∈L
fmθ

)⊤ ∑
θ∈A

fmθ

=
(∑

θ∈L
Uθβ

m−1
θ +U(U⊤U)−1U⊤zm−1

A

)⊤
(I−P) zm−1

A

=
(
[βm−1

θ ]θ∈L
)⊤

U⊤(I−P) zm−1
A + zm−1,⊤

A P (I−P) zm−1
A

= 0 , (8)

where [βm−1
θ ]θ∈L denotes the concatenation of the coefficient vectors βm−1

θ (i.e.,
a vector of length B). According to Eq. 8, the sum of the lower-order effects
is orthogonal to the sum of actual effects, and the final result of the algorithm
satisfies the stacked orthogonality constraints in Eq. 3.

In the final step, we center the vectors fd−1
θ , θ ∈ P(Υ)\∅, by subtracting their

respective means. This ensures that all functions are centered around zero, as as-
sumed in the Subsection “Conditions on the features and the prediction function”.
Note that the centering does not affect the above orthogonality proof, as the actual
effects fmθ , θ ∈ A, are left unchanged in later iterations (implying fmθ = fd−1

θ for
these effects), and as the sum of the mean-centered actual effects is equal to the
sum of the uncentered actual effects

∑
θ∈A fmθ in the first line of Eq. 8. The latter

result is due to the fact that the sum
∑

θ∈A fmθ has zero mean, being orthogonal to
U∅ = (1, . . . , 1)⊤. By the same argument, the centering does not affect the value
of the intercept term.

In case U is not of full rank, we project zm−1
A onto a full-rank subspace of the

column space of U. More specifically, we consider the pivoted QR decomposition

U = Q̃ R̃ P̃⊤ , (9)

where Q̃ ∈ Rn×n is a unitary matrix, R̃ ∈ Rn×B is an upper triangular matrix with
diagonal elements r11, . . . , rBB, and P̃ ∈ RB×B is a permutation matrix arranging
the columns ofU such that |r11| ≥ . . . ≥ |rBB|. Denoting the rank (i.e., the number
of non-zero singular values) of U by rU, we define Ũ ∈ Rn×rU by those columns
of U corresponding to first rU diagonal elements of R̃. The positions of these
columns are indicated by the entries of the permutation matrix P̃. Accordingly,
we define the matrices Ũθ, θ ∈ L, by those columns of Uθ contained in Ũ, and
we perform Steps 2 and 3 of the above algorithm with U and Uθ replaced by Ũθ

and Ũθ, respectively.
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C Experiments with synthetic data – definition of the
main effects and the two-way interactions

As stated in the main text, we considered three sets of functional forms for the
effects f1, f2, f3, f12, f13, f23. These were defined as follows:

Scenario 1

• f1(X1) = cos(2 ·X1)

• f2(X2) = tanh(0.5 ·X2)

• f3(X3) = dnorm(X3 − 1.5) + dnorm(X3 + 1.5)

• f12(X1, X2) = sin(1.5 · (X2
1 −X2

2 ) + dnorm(0.5 ·X1 ·X2)

• f13(X1, X3) = cos(X1 +X3) + sin(X1 ·X3)

• f23(X2, X3) = 0.5 · sin((X2 − 1)2 + (X3 + 1)2)

Scenario 2

• f1(X1) = −3 · cos(3 ·X1 − 2) ·X1

• f2(X2) = pWeibull,3,1(X2) · I(X2 ≥ 0) + pWeibull,0.5,1(−X2) · I(X2 < 0)

• f3(X3) = X2
3

• f12(X1, X2) = sin(0.75 ·X1 ·X2) + 0.25 ·
√

X2
1 +X2

2 + 0.25 · cos((X1 − π) ·
(X2 + π))

• f13(X1, X3) = sin(X2
1 +X2

3 )

• f23(X2, X3) = sin(X2 +X3)

Scenario 3

• f1(X1) = cos(2 ·X1)

• f2(X2) = tanh(X2)

• f3(X3) = −X3
3

• f12(X1, X2) = − cos(1.5 ·X1 − 0.75 ·X2)

• f13(X1, X3) = cos((X1 − π) · (X3 + π))
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• f23(X2, X3) = 4·(dnorm(X2)/dnorm(0)−0.5)·(pnorm(X3)−0.5)+sin(X2+X3)

The ten-way interaction f1,...,10 (X1, . . . , X10) was the same in all scenarios. It was
defined by f1,...,10(X1, . . . , X10) = 2 · ((

∏10
j=1 |Xj |/1000)1/8 − 0.5).

Notes:

(i) pWeibull,α,σ refers to the c.d.f. of the Weibull distribution with shape pa-
rameter α and scale parameter σ. It is defined by pWeibull,α,σ(x) = (α/σ) ·
(x/σ)α−1 · exp (−(x/σ)α).

(ii) pnorm and dnorm refer to the c.d.f. and the p.d.f. of the standard normal
distribution, respectively.
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D Experiments with synthetic data – additional results
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Figure 3: Experiments with synthetic data. The blue lines visualize the main
effects f1(X1), f2(X2), f3(X3), as obtained by applying the proposed three-
step algorithm to samples of size n = 5000. The black lines correspond to
the true post-hoc-orthogonalized main effects defined in Appendix C (A1-A3:
scenario 1, B1-B3: scenario 2, C1-C3: scenario 3).
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Figure 4: Experiments with synthetic data. The left column presents the av-
erage two-way interaction effects f12(X12), f13(X13), f23(X23), as obtained by
applying the proposed three-step algorithm to samples of size n = 2000. The
right columns contain the true post-hoc-orthogonalized two-way interactions
defined in Appendix C.

26



−2

0

2

−2 0 2
X1

X
2

A1

−2

−1

0

1

2
Prediction

−2

0

2

−2 0 2
X1

X
2

A2

Scenario 1

−2

0

2

−2 0 2
X1

X
3

B1

Scenario 2

−2

0

2

−2 0 2
X1

X
3

B2

Scenario 3

−2

0

2

−2 0 2
X2

X
3

C1

−2

0

2

−2 0 2
X2

X
3

C2

−2

0

2

−2 0 2
X1

X
2

D1

−2

0

2

−2 0 2
X1

X
2

D2

−2

0

2

−2 0 2
X1

X
3

E1

−2

0

2

−2 0 2
X1

X
3

E2

−2

0

2

−2 0 2
X2

X
3

F1

−2

0

2

−2 0 2
X2

X
3

F2

−2

0

2

−2 0 2
X1

X
2

G1

−2

0

2

−2 0 2
X1

X
2

G2

−2

0

2

−2 0 2
X1

X
3

H1

−2

0

2

−2 0 2
X1

X
3

H2

−2

0

2

−2 0 2
X2

X
3

I1

−2

0

2

−2 0 2
X2

X
3

I2

−1.0

−0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

Prediction

−2

−1

0

1

2

Prediction

−0.8

−0.4

0.0

0.4

Prediction

−1

0

1

2

Prediction

−1

0

1

Prediction

−1

0

1

Prediction

−1

0

1

Prediction

−1

0

1

Prediction

Figure 5: Experiments with synthetic data. The left column presents the av-
erage two-way interaction effects f12(X12), f13(X13), f23(X23), as obtained by
applying the proposed three-step algorithm to samples of size n = 5000. The
right columns contain the true post-hoc-orthogonalized two-way interactions
defined in Appendix C.
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