
Poster Print Size:
This poster template is 24” high by 48” 
wide . It can be used to print any poster 
with a 1:2 aspect ratio including 30x60, 
36x72, 42x84, and 48x96. 

Placeholders:
The various elements included in this 
poster are ones we often see in 
medical, research, and scientific 
posters. Feel free to edit, move,  add, 
and delete items, or change the layout 
to suit your needs. Always check with 
your conference organizer for specific 
requirements.

Image Quality:
You can place digital photos or logo art 
in your poster file by selecting the 
Insert, Picture command, or by using 
standard copy & paste. For best results, 
all graphic elements should be at least 
150-200 pixels per inch in their final 
printed size. For instance, a 1600 x 
1200 pixel photo will usually look fine 
up to 8“-10” wide on your printed 
poster.

To preview the print quality of images, 
select a magnification of 100% when 
previewing your poster. This will give 
you a good idea of what it will look like 
in print. If you are laying out a large 
poster and using half-scale dimensions, 
be sure to preview your graphics at 
200% to see them at their final printed 
size.

Please note that graphics from websites 
(such as the logo on your hospital's or 
university's home page) will only be 
72dpi and not suitable for printing.
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Change Color Theme:
This template is designed to use the 
built-in color themes in the newer 
versions of PowerPoint.

To change the color theme, select the 
Design tab, then select the Colors
drop-down list.

The default color theme for this 
template is “Office”, so you can always 
return to that after trying some of the 
alternatives.

Printing Your Poster:
Once your poster file is ready, visit 
www.genigraphics.com to order a 
high-quality, affordable poster print. 
Every order receives a free design 
review and we can deliver as fast as 
next business day within the US and 
Canada. 

Genigraphics® has been producing 
output from PowerPoint® longer than 
anyone in the industry; dating back to 
when we helped Microsoft® design the 
PowerPoint® software. 

US and Canada:  1-800-790-4001
Email: info@genigraphics.com
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PROBLEM STATEMENT

1) Predictions change, but benchmarks don't filter –

stability is measured even when the model's output has 

already flipped, making scores meaningless.

Fig.1 - from Ghorbani et al., AAAI 2019 [1] - Top row: original images with 

saliency maps. Bottom row: perturbed versions, same label, but 

attribution maps shift dramatically to irrelevant regions.

2) One number can't capture how an explanation 

failed

3) Only additive noise is tested – geometric, 

photometric, and compression perturbations ,the ones 

that actually occur in deployment are never evaluated.

Feature Attribution Stability Suite: How Stable Are Post-Hoc Attributions?

Kamalasankari Subramaniakuppusamy1; Jugal Gajjar1

1The George Washington University, Washington D.C

Motivation

PIPELINE

① Perturbations

a) Geometric: 15° rotation and 20px translation

b) Photometric: brightness ×1.5, Gaussian noise 

σ=0.15

Compression: JPEG quality 40

② Prediction-Invariance Filter: Keep only 

pairs(input, perturbed image pairs) where top-1 

prediction is preserved. Report retention rate as a 

diagnostic.

③ Attribute (on retained pairs only)

4 XAI methods: Integrated Gradients, SHAP, 

Grad-CAM, LIME

evaluated each on 4 models

ResNet-50, DenseNet-121, ConvNeXt-Tiny, ViT-

B/16

④ Measure

SSIM: spatial coherence

Spearman ρ: feature importance ordering

Jaccard@100: top salient region overlap

FASS = (SSIM + Spearman + Jaccard) / 3

Methods and Materials

LIMITATIONS: 

① Stability ≠ faithfulness: stable but 

incorrect attributions score highly; joint 

evaluation needed

② Fixed perturbation magnitudes:

magnitude sweeps may reveal non-linear 

stability degradation

FUTURE WORK: 

Extend to SmoothGrad, LRP, and 

confidence-based filtering beyond 

argmax-only retention.

① Grad-CAM is the most stable

across all datasets and 
architectures

②Method choice dominates 
architecture choice: attribution 

method matters more than 

backbone

③ Geometric perturbations are 

more destabilizing than 

photometric or compression

④Without filtering, up to 99% 
of pairs involve changed 

predictions: retention as low as 

0.1% under translation

⑤ ImageNet retains most pairs 

(63.3%): CIFAR-10 lowest 
(11.5%) due to upsampling 

mismatch

① First to enforce prediction 
invariance: stability scored only on 
prediction-preserving pairs; retention 
rate reported as diagnostic

② Three-axis decomposition: SSIM · 
Spearman · Jaccard reveal how
explanations fail, not just that they fail.

③ Beyond additive noise: geometric,
photometric & compression 
perturbations evaluated for the first 
time.

What’s NOVEL about FASS?
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What do the results say?

Limitations and Future Work

Images ~ 70,000

Explanation 

Computations
6.4 million

Evaluation 

Conditions

(3 datasets ×

4 arch. ×

4 methods ×

5 perturb.)

Datasets

ImageNet-1K  

MS-COCO  

CIFAR-10

Resources 

Utilized

NVIDIA A100 

40GB

PyTorch + 

Captum
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