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1. Introduction

Despite the success of Deep Learning (DL) models in achieving high predic-

tive accuracy, their black-box nature limits transparency and interpretability, rais-

ing concerns in high-stake domains [1]. Thus, explainability has become a crucial

aspect not only to provide insight into the decision-making process of a model

but also to support its validation and enhance user trust [2]. A popular category

of explainability methods is Class Activation Mapping (CAM) which highlights

certain regions in an image that the model finds most relevant for its prediction.

CAM-based techniques such as Grad-CAM [16], Grad-CAM++ [3], xGrad-CAM

[4], Ablation-CAM [5], HiResCAM [6] and Eigen-CAM [7] localize important re-

gions used by DL models to produce heat-maps for explanations. These methods

vary in their approach in calculating the importance of regions, which eventually

enhances their applicability to tasks that require explanations [8].

However, despite their utility, CAM-based methods can be sensitive to noise

and perturbations in input images, raising questions about their robustness under

varying conditions [9, 10]. As shown in Figure 1, we observe a variation in the
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Figure 1: Procrustes distance computed for different networks using Gaussian noise. The weight
space in plots shows interesting trends with fluctuations in Procrustes distance distribution when
evaluated with multiple noise values.

weight space across different CAM methods, where the Procrustes distance 1[11]

between the activation values for original and noisy images differs across various

models. Robustness is therefore crucial for explainability, particularly in CAM-

based methods, where sensitivity to minor input variations can lead to inconsistent

explanations as seen in Figure 2. Previous works have emphasized the need for

stability in explanations; for example, Sanjoy et al. [12] defined an explanation

framework with a prediction function f : X → Y and an explanation function

e : X → E, while Melis et al. [13] formalized a stability metric, stressing that

minor input perturbations should not cause significant changes in the explanations.

Typically, robustness is assessed by perturbing an instance x to produce x′

with minor noise that does not alter the prediction, i.e., ŷx = ŷx′ where ŷx and ŷx′

are image labels of x and x′ respectively. A stability ratio S(x, x′, ex, ex′) as given

in [14] is used to measure the consistency of the explanations for perturbed inputs

as represented in Eqn 1.

1Procrustes distance is a metric that quantifies the dissimilarity between two shapes by opti-
mally aligning them through translation, rotation, and scaling.
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RBO value : 0.779
Normalized L1 : 0.289

RBO value : 0.5019
Normalized L1 : 0.237

RBO value : 0.855
Normalized L1 : 0.44

RBO value : 0.827
Normalized L1 : 0.221

Original Image
Reference CAM Perturbed Image CAM Perturbed Image CAM

Figure 2: Comparison of Stability Ratio (l1) [14] and RBO values. The reference image is without
perturbation, whereas others are perturbed. The RBO metric tends to perform relatively stable in
both cases and the Stability Ratio, i.e., normalized l1[14] deviates significantly.

S(x, x′, ex, ex′) = max
x′

∥ex − ex′∥
∥x− x′∥

, ∀x′ ∈ Nx; ŷx = ŷx′ (1)

where, ∥ex − ex′∥ is the l1 distance between explanations generated from the orig-

inal image and the noisy version of the same image.

Moreover, from the top row of Figure 2, it can be seen that there is a signif-

icant change in the overall intensity of the CAM explanation; notable variations

in specific regions and their ranks can be observed. A significant change in CAM
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intensity results in shifts in the segment ranks, leading to a low Rank-Biased Over-

lap (RBO) value [15]. However, the normalized l1 values do not show variations

consistent with the change. In contrast, the bottom row of Figure 2 shows mini-

mal changes in CAM intensity, keeping segment ranks stable and yielding a high

RBO value. Although normalized l1 values show a significant change in this case,

raising validity concerns for assessing CAM robustness.

Table 1: Comparison of proposed method with existing saliency map evaluation methods

Method Model Retrain-
ing Required?

Label Depen-
dency

Key Limitations

Proposed No No Requires segmentation of
salient regions; does not eval-
uate ground-truth alignment

Gradient-based saliency estima-
tion [16]

No No Sensitive to gradient noise;
unstable under gradient satu-
ration

Relevance-based methods (e.g.,
LRP, Deep Taylor) [17]

No No Dependent on root/reference
point; unstable attributions

Perturbation-based fidelity evalua-
tion [18, 19, 20]

No Yes Requires repeated perturba-
tions; computationally expen-
sive; depends on model out-
put

In-fidelity and sensitivity met-
rics [21]

No No Mainly for gradient-based
methods; limited applicabil-
ity to CAMs

Sanity checks (weight/label ran-
domization) [22]

No No Tests sensitivity to parame-
ters but not robustness to data
perturbations

Algorithmic stability measures [23] Yes No Requires model retraining;
computationally expensive

Stability Ratio (ROAR) [24] Yes Yes Model-specific; computation-
ally expensive; retraining re-
quired

KAR [24] Yes Yes Requires retraining; accuracy
drop depends on labeled data

Normalized ℓ1 Distance No No Captures pixel intensity dif-
ference but ignores semantic
rank changes

LEAF [25] No Yes Requires multiple forward
passes; less interpretable

While several prior works by Khakzar et al.[10], Bansal et al.[26], Nourelahi
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et al.[27], and Adebayo et al.[28] have advanced our understanding of saliency

and CAM methods, they primarily rely on qualitative assessments or input/parameter

randomization and lack quantitative tools to evaluate explanation consistency un-

der perturbation. In contrast, our framework is designed to assess the robustness

of CAM outputs by analyzing the consistency of explanations for small pertur-

bations that do not change the predicted class and the change in the explanations

(i.e, responsiveness) for perturbations that change the predicted class.

Unlike methods such as Stability Ratio [24], which measure model-level ro-

bustness and require retraining, or Sensitivity Analysis [29], which captures raw

saliency variation without considering region ranking, our method evaluates rank-

based shifts in salient regions without retraining or label dependency. Further-

more, while normalized ℓ1 distance captures pixel-wise intensity changes, it fails

to detect semantic rank instability, as also highlighted in Table 1.

Motivated by this, we propose a metric to evaluate the robustness of CAMs

by making use of different image perturbations and computing the variation of

segment importance ranks2 for the original and perturbed version of the image.

Specifically, we introduce a method that evaluates the variation in segment impor-

tance rankings under two scenarios, when the predicted class remains the same

and when it changes, to assess the robustness of CAMs. The proposed robustness

metric is validated by studying various perturbations. We define the robustness

of a Class Activation Mapping (CAM) method in terms of two key properties as

described below:

• Consistency refers to the ability of a CAM method to produce stable seg-

2The segment importance ranks are calculated by considering the mean intensity of the CAM
region projected onto the different segments.
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ment importance rankings (R) when small perturbations are introduced that

do not alter the model’s prediction probability. Formally, for any pertur-

bation n where the prediction remains unchanged (P = P n), a consistent

CAM should yield R = Rn.

• Responsiveness captures the response of the CAM to meaningful changes

in prediction. If a perturbation leads to a significant change in the model’s

prediction probability (P ̸= P n), a responsive CAM should reflect this by

altering its segment importance rankings (R ̸= Rn).

We hypothesize that a robust CAM method must be both consistent under small

perturbations and responsive under significant ones. Therefore, we define a ro-

bustness metric3 as the product of these two properties:

Robustness Metric = Consistency× Responsiveness

A higher value of this metric indicates that the CAM method is stable in the face

of small perturbations yet adaptive when the prediction changes, aligning well

with our goal of evaluating explanation robustness under noisy conditions.

In the rest of the paper, the proposed framework is discussed in section 2, the

experiments are discussed in 3. Results and discussion are further presented in

section 4, section 5and section 6 provides the conclusion.

1.1. Our Contributions

In this paper, we present a framework to study the robustness of CAMs when

the input images are perturbed with different types of noise. Our main contribu-

tions are summarized below:

3The formulation is given in Section 2.5
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• Flexible Evaluation Framework: We propose a new and flexible framework

to measure the robustness of CAM methods. Our approach quantifies the

degree of change in the CAM outputs when images are perturbed. We use

Rank-Biased Overlap (RBO) to measure how similar the CAM outputs are

before and after perturbation. The proposed framework is independent of

the DL model, perturbation type, and CAM method making it model, noise

and CAM agnostic.

• Robustness Metric: We define a Robustness score to compare different

CAMs which helps us to identify stable and reliable CAM methods when

the input images are perturbed. By comparing the Robustness score across

different types of noise and DL models, we identify the CAM method that

is least affected and therefore most reliable.

• Comprehensive Evaluation: We evaluate our proposed framework across

four widely-used deep learning architectures: ResNet50 [30], VGG19 [31],

Inception [32], and Vision Transformer (ViT)[33]. The evaluation spans

seven diverse datasets covering various domains: Dogs vs. Cats[34], Ima-

geNet [35], Oxford-IIIT Pets [36], Melanoma [37] and Caltech [38]. To test

robustness, we subject input images to five commonly used perturbations-

Gaussian noise, Gaussian blur, speckle noise, Poisson noise, and salt-and-

pepper noise-as well as more realistic degradations such as JPEG compres-

sion, motion blur, and adversarial attacks.

2. Proposed Framework

This section presents our complete framework for assessing the robustness of

Class Activation Maps (CAMs) under various perturbations. The framework eval-
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uates robustness based on how stable and predictive the segment-wise saliency in-

formation remains when the input image is altered. Our evaluation combines two

complementary aspects: (i) consistency, which reflects the agreement of saliency

across clean and perturbed inputs when the class prediction remains unchanged,

and (ii) responsiveness, which captures the adaptation of saliency maps when the

model’s prediction changes. An overview of the pipeline is illustrated in Figure 3.

C
onsistency

R
esponsiveness

R
obustness M

etric

Figure 3: Proposed framework for CAM robustness evaluation. The process includes image seg-
mentation, perturbation, CAM computation, saliency ranking, and robustness evaluation via con-
sistency and responsiveness.

2.1. Image Segmentation

Each image Ik is first segmented into m visually coherent regions, producing

a segmentation map Sk = {s1, s2, . . . , sm}. We use QuickShift [39] as the seg-

mentation algorithm, and the resulting superpixels are held fixed for all CAM and

perturbation variants. This ensures that comparisons are fair and consistent across

all settings.

2.2. Perturbation Generation

We introduce perturbations to the original image to simulate realistic degrada-

tions or adversarial effects. Let Iper
k denote the perturbed version of the image Ik.
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Various perturbation types are considered, including: Gaussian noise, Salt-and-

Pepper noise, Poisson noise, Speckle noise, Gaussian blur, JPEG compression,

Motion blur, Adversarial attacks (FGSM, PGD, CW).Each perturbation is applied

globally to the entire image, and different severity levels are explored (detailed in

Experiments).

2.3. CAM Generation and Prediction

Both the original image Ik and the perturbed image Iper
k are passed through a

fixed pretrained classification model M . The predicted class labels are recorded as

yorg = M(Ik) and yper = M(Iper
k ). CAMs are computed using six standard meth-

ods: GradCAM, GradCAM++, EigenCAM, HiResCAM, XGradCAM, and Abla-

tionCAM. For a given CAM method c, the saliency map is denoted as CAM(Ik, c)

for the original image and CAM(Iper
k , c) for the perturbed image. These CAMs are

upsampled to match the input resolution.

2.4. Segment-Wise Saliency Aggregation and Ranking

For each image and CAM method, the saliency is aggregated over the seg-

ments. The segment-level average intensity for segment si ∈ Sk is computed

as:

ai =
1

|si|
∑

(x,y)∈si

CAM(x, y)

The aggregated scores are then sorted to create a ranked list of segments for both

clean and perturbed images:

rankorg = rank (avg(Sk ⊙ CAM(Ik, c)))

rankper = rank (avg(Sk ⊙ CAM(Iper
k , c)))
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2.5. Robustness Metric (RM)

To systematically assess the robustness of visual explanations, we propose a

new Robustness Metric (RM) that captures two key properties of interpretable

models: (i) Consistency and (ii) Responsiveness. Unlike prior metrics that focus

solely on fidelity or pixel-level similarity, our metric evaluates the alignment of

Class Activation Maps (CAMs) with both model stability and decision variance

under perturbation.

The proposed metric is defined as:

RMModel, CAM, Noise = ConsistencyCAM × ResponsivenessCAM (2)

Consistency (C) quantifies the stability of the CAM when the model prediction

remains unchanged under noise. Specifically, it is computed as the median Rank-

Biased Overlap (RBO) score between the segment rankings of CAMs generated

from original and perturbed images only when the predicted class remains the

same. Formally:

ConsistencyCAM = median
(
RBO(rankn

org, rank
n
per) | ŷnorg = ŷnper

)
(3)

where ŷnorg and ŷnper are the predicted classes for the original and perturbed image

respectively, and RBO measures the segment-level ranking similarity with persis-

tence parameter p = 0.9.

Responsiveness (R) captures the semantic sensitivity of the CAM - that is, when

the predicted class changes due to noise, a meaningful CAM should also change

significantly. To quantify this, we conduct a binary classification experiment

where we train a linear classifier to predict whether the class changed (class change
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= 1 or 0) based on the RBO score between original and perturbed CAMs. A CAM

that aligns with the model’s decision-making process will show low RBO when

the class changes and high RBO otherwise, allowing effective separation.

We define Responsiveness as the Area Under the Curve (AUC) of this classi-

fier:

ResponsivenessCAM = AUCCAM(RBO,class change) (4)

Interpretation: A high RM score indicates that the CAM is both stable under

non-decision-changing perturbations (high Consistency) and responsive to mean-

ingful decision shifts. This dual view is crucial in high-stakes scenarios (e.g.,

medical imaging, forensic analysis) where explanations must be both consistent

and responsive.

The complete algorithm for computing the RM score is presented in Algo-

rithm 1.

11



Algorithm 1 Consistency and Responsiveness Calculation
1: Input: I = {I1, . . . , In} (images), N = {N1, . . . ,Nk} (perturbation types), C (CAM meth-

ods), M (model)
2: Output: Consistency and Responsiveness scores per CAM method and per noise type
3: Initialize Dconsistency, Dresponsiveness as dictionaries indexed by [c][Nn]
4: for each image Ik ∈ I do
5: yorg ←M(Ik), Sk ← QuickShift(Ik)
6: for each CAM method c ∈ C do
7: rankorg ← rank(avg(Sk ⊙ CAM(Ik, c)))
8: for each perturbation type Nn ∈ N do
9: Iper

k ← Nn(Ik), yper ←M(Iper
k )

10: rankper ← rank(avg(Sk ⊙ CAM(Iper
k , c)))

11: rbo← RBO(rankorg, rankper, p = 0.9)
12: if yorg == ynoisy then
13: Append rbo to Dconsistency[c][Nn]
14: Append (rbo, 0) to Dresponsiveness[c][Nn] ▷ Class unchanged
15: else
16: Append (rbo, 1) to Dresponsiveness[c][Nn] ▷ Class changed
17: end if
18: end for
19: end for
20: end for
21: for each CAM method c ∈ C do
22: for each perturbation type Nn ∈ N do
23: C[c][Nn]← median(Dconsistency[c][Nn])
24: Train a binary classifier with RBO and class change from Dresponsiveness[c][Nn]
25: R[c][Nn]← AUC-ROC(classifier)
26: end for
27: end for
28: Return: C[c][Nn], R[c][Nn] for all c ∈ C, Nn ∈ N

2.6. Summary of Rank Biased Overlap

To quantify the robustness of CAMs under perturbations, we compute the

Rank-Biased Overlap (RBO) [40] between the saliency-based segment rankings

derived from clean and perturbed images. Let rankorg and rankper denote the or-

dered segment lists (in decreasing CAM intensity) for the original and perturbed

images, respectively. The RBO score between these two rankings is defined as:

RBO(rankorg, rankper, p) = (1− p)
∞∑
d=1

pd−1 ·
|rank1:d

org ∩ rank1:d
per |

d
, p = 0.9
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Here, p ∈ (0, 1) is the persistence parameter that weights agreement at higher

ranks more heavily.

3. Experiments

All experiments are carried out using PyTorch on a system running Ubuntu

24.04, equipped with an NVIDIA A4000 GPU (16 GB) and an Intel i9 12th Gen

CPU. This setup facilitated efficient processing of the CAM methods in multiple

types of noise and datasets.

Datasets. We selected 1000 images each from five diverse datasets to evaluate

our proposed metric across different domains and classification challenges: (1)

Oxford-IIIT Pet Dataset [36], containing 37 pet breeds and posing a fine-grained

classification task; (2) ImageNet [35], a large-scale benchmark comprising 1,000

general object categories; (3) Dogs vs. Cats [34], a binary classification dataset

with clear inter-class distinctions; (4) Melanoma [37], a medical imaging dataset

containing dermoscopic images across seven diagnostic categories, used to assess

robustness in clinical and high-stakes domains; and (5) Caltech [38], a mid-scale

dataset of objects from 101 categories that balances fine-grained and general vi-

sual recognition. This diverse selection facilitates a comprehensive evaluation of

the consistency and responsiveness of CAM methods across natural, binary, med-

ical, and general object recognition domains.

Models. Four widely used pre-trained models are considered to evaluate CAM ro-

bustness across both convolutional and transformer-based architectures:ResNet50 [30],

VGG19 [31], Inception [32], and the Vision Transformer (ViT) [41] with patch-size

16×16. Although transformer-based models are known to exhibit lower CAM sta-

bility [42], ViT is included to test the applicability of our robustness framework
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beyond CNNs. All models were pre-trained on ImageNet and obtained from the

official PyTorch model library.4 This diverse model suite facilitates a broad as-

sessment of explanation consistency across architectural paradigms.

CAM Methods. We employ Grad-CAM [16], Grad-CAM++ [3], xGrad-CAM

[4], Ablation-CAM [5], HiResCAM [6], and Eigen-CAM [7] for our analysis.

Each method provides a unique approach to highlight important regions in an

image, allowing us to assess the robustness of multiple CAM types under noise

perturbations. The layers selected for CAM extraction vary across models based

on architectural differences, as summarized in Table 2. Our CAM implementation

is adapted from the widely used PyTorch Grad-CAM repository5.

Table 2: Target layers used for CAM extraction across models

Model Target Layer
ResNet50 model.layer4[-1]
VGG19 model.features[-1]

InceptionV3 model.Mixed 7c
ViT model.blocks[-1].norm1

4https://pytorch.org/vision/stable/models.html
5https://github.com/jacobgil/pytorch-grad-cam
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Table 3: Perturbation Types and Parameters Used in CAM Robustness Evaluation

Perturbation Type Parameter(s) Values Tested
Gaussian Noise Variance (var) 0.0005 (low), 0.006 (medium), 0.01 (high)
Salt-and-Pepper Noise Amount (amount) 0.0005 (low), 0.006 (medium), 0.01 (high)
Poisson Noise — No parameters (applied directly)
Speckle Noise Variance (var) 0.0005 (low), 0.006 (medium), 0.01 (high)
Gaussian Blur Sigma (sigma) 0.1 (low), 0.3 (medium), 0.5 (high)
Motion Blur Kernel Size (ksize) 1(low), 5 (medium), 15 (high)
JPEG Compression Quality (quality) 80(low), 50 (medium), 10 (high)
FGSM Attack Epsilon (eps) 0.01(low), 0.02 (medium), 0.1 (high)
PGD Attack Epsilon (eps) 0.01(low), 0.03 (medium), 0.1 (high)
CW Attack — Standard configuration

Noise Types and Levels. To comprehensively assess the robustness of CAMs,

we apply a diverse set of perturbations spanning both traditional image noise

and adversarial settings. These include: Gaussian Noise, Salt-and-Pepper Noise,

Poisson Noise, Speckle Noise, Gaussian Blur, JPEG Compression[43], Motion

Blur[44], and three Adversarial Attacks -FGSM[45], PGD[46], and CW[47]. Per-

turbation levels are selected to induce a range of distortions from mild to severe,

enabling evaluation of CAM sensitivity under increasing levels of noise and ma-

nipulation. The full configuration of parameters used for each perturbation is

summarized in Table 3.

Segmentation Method. We use the QuickShift algorithm [39] to segment each

input image into superpixels prior to region-wise CAM analysis. This unsuper-

vised segmentation technique efficiently preserves local boundaries and is widely

used in saliency evaluation pipelines. The parameters used for QuickShift are:

kernel size = 10, max dist = 200, and ratio = 0.5.
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4. Results and Discussions

4.1. Comprehensive Evaluation of CAM Robustness Across Models

This section presents the core findings of our robustness evaluation, quan-

tified using the proposed Robustness Metric, defined as the product of Consis-

tency and Responsiveness. The metric captures both the consistency of segment

rankings across perturbations and the responsiveness of those rankings with the

model’s predictive behavior. We evaluate six widely-used CAM methods Grad-

CAM, GradCAM++, EigenCAM, HiResCAM, XGradCAM, and AblationCAM across

eight noise types and five diverse datasets: OxfordPets, Dogs-vs-Cats, ImageNet,

Melanoma, and Caltech. To ensure generalizability, the experiments are con-

ducted using four different model architectures: ResNet-50, VGG19, InceptionV3,

ViT.
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Figure 4: Distribution of Robustness Scores for different CAM methods across eight noise pertur-
bations on the ImageNet dataset using ResNet-50.
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Figure 5: Distribution of Robustness Scores for different CAM methods across eight noise pertur-
bations on the ImageNet dataset using VGG-19.
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Figure 6: Distribution of Robustness Scores for different CAM methods across eight noise pertur-
bations on the ImageNet dataset using InceptionV3.
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Figure 7: Distribution of Robustness Scores for different CAM methods across eight noise pertur-
bations on the ImageNet dataset using Vision Transformer (ViT).
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Figure 4-Figure 7 presents the distribution of Robustness scores across CAM

methods for the ImageNet dataset using four different model architectures. Across

all models, GradCAM++ consistently shows the highest score, confirming its

strong robustness under perturbation. Conversely, EigenCAM and AblationCAM

exhibit lower scores, suggesting poor robustness and weaker alignment with model

behavior. Notably, the ViT shows significantly greater variance in robustness

score values across all CAM methods, indicating reduced stability for CAM meth-

ods originally developed for CNN architectures. Additional robustness score dis-

tribution plots for other datasets and model combinations are provided in Ap-

pendix Appendix A.2.

Tables 4–7 report the overall robustness scores for each combination of dataset,

noise type, and CAM method under the four architectures. Across all models and

datasets, GradCAM++ consistently demonstrates the highest robustness, reflect-

ing strong performance in both consistency and responsiveness. In contrast, Abla-

tionCAM exhibits the lowest robustness scores, indicating a higher susceptibility

to noise-induced distortions and a weaker alignment with prediction changes. Al-

though EigenCAM remains visually stable under various perturbations, it often

lacks responsiveness to changes in predicted class, as evidenced by both its quan-

titative scores and qualitative visualizations.

The detailed results per model are presented in the following tables:
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Table 4: Robustness Score (Consistency×Responsiveness) for different CAM methods across
datasets (ResNet-50 model)

Dataset Noise Type GradCAM GradCAM++ EigenCAM HiResCAM XGradCAM AblationCAM

OxfordPets

Gaussian 0.385 ± 0.06 0.437 ± 0.05 0.217 ± 0.03 0.349 ± 0.04 0.237 ± 0.05 0.214 ± 0.03
Gaussian Blur 0.371 ± 0.03 0.416 ± 0.06 0.218 ± 0.04 0.342 ± 0.05 0.242 ± 0.03 0.226 ± 0.06

Poisson 0.379 ± 0.04 0.411 ± 0.04 0.221 ± 0.05 0.355 ± 0.03 0.241 ± 0.06 0.219 ± 0.04
Salt & Pepper 0.380 ± 0.06 0.423 ± 0.05 0.218 ± 0.03 0.353 ± 0.04 0.241 ± 0.06 0.234 ± 0.05

Speckle 0.368 ± 0.04 0.415 ± 0.06 0.216 ± 0.05 0.349 ± 0.04 0.233 ± 0.02 0.222 ± 0.03
JPEG Compression 0.374 ± 0.03 0.421 ± 0.04 0.217 ± 0.03 0.351 ± 0.05 0.238 ± 0.06 0.218 ± 0.03

Motion Blur 0.369 ± 0.06 0.413 ± 0.05 0.214 ± 0.02 0.340 ± 0.06 0.231 ± 0.04 0.210 ± 0.03
Adversarial Attack 0.366 ± 0.04 0.410 ± 0.04 0.211 ± 0.05 0.337 ± 0.05 0.228 ± 0.03 0.206 ± 0.02

Dogs-vs-Cats

Gaussian 0.380 ± 0.05 0.428 ± 0.04 0.218 ± 0.03 0.350 ± 0.04 0.241 ± 0.06 0.216 ± 0.03
Gaussian Blur 0.377 ± 0.03 0.420 ± 0.06 0.219 ± 0.05 0.345 ± 0.04 0.243 ± 0.05 0.219 ± 0.04

Poisson 0.381 ± 0.06 0.424 ± 0.05 0.221 ± 0.04 0.351 ± 0.03 0.240 ± 0.03 0.220 ± 0.02
Salt & Pepper 0.383 ± 0.05 0.430 ± 0.04 0.220 ± 0.03 0.353 ± 0.05 0.243 ± 0.06 0.231 ± 0.04

Speckle 0.374 ± 0.04 0.419 ± 0.03 0.217 ± 0.06 0.347 ± 0.03 0.235 ± 0.04 0.223 ± 0.06
JPEG Compression 0.375 ± 0.03 0.422 ± 0.04 0.218 ± 0.04 0.349 ± 0.05 0.238 ± 0.02 0.217 ± 0.04

Motion Blur 0.370 ± 0.06 0.417 ± 0.05 0.215 ± 0.05 0.342 ± 0.04 0.233 ± 0.03 0.214 ± 0.02
Adversarial Attack 0.367 ± 0.04 0.414 ± 0.03 0.213 ± 0.06 0.338 ± 0.03 0.229 ± 0.05 0.209 ± 0.04

ImageNet

Gaussian 0.374 ± 0.04 0.419 ± 0.05 0.215 ± 0.02 0.344 ± 0.06 0.236 ± 0.03 0.210 ± 0.03
Gaussian Blur 0.372 ± 0.03 0.412 ± 0.04 0.216 ± 0.06 0.339 ± 0.05 0.238 ± 0.02 0.213 ± 0.04

Poisson 0.375 ± 0.06 0.417 ± 0.03 0.220 ± 0.05 0.347 ± 0.03 0.237 ± 0.04 0.216 ± 0.03
Salt & Pepper 0.378 ± 0.05 0.421 ± 0.06 0.218 ± 0.04 0.346 ± 0.05 0.239 ± 0.05 0.229 ± 0.04

Speckle 0.370 ± 0.03 0.416 ± 0.03 0.214 ± 0.06 0.341 ± 0.04 0.231 ± 0.03 0.218 ± 0.05
JPEG Compression 0.371 ± 0.04 0.418 ± 0.05 0.216 ± 0.03 0.343 ± 0.05 0.235 ± 0.02 0.212 ± 0.06

Motion Blur 0.368 ± 0.03 0.414 ± 0.06 0.213 ± 0.04 0.336 ± 0.04 0.229 ± 0.05 0.208 ± 0.03
Adversarial Attack 0.364 ± 0.05 0.411 ± 0.04 0.211 ± 0.06 0.332 ± 0.03 0.224 ± 0.06 0.203 ± 0.02

Melanoma

Gaussian 0.386 ± 0.06 0.431 ± 0.05 0.219 ± 0.03 0.357 ± 0.04 0.246 ± 0.06 0.220 ± 0.04
Gaussian Blur 0.380 ± 0.03 0.423 ± 0.04 0.218 ± 0.05 0.351 ± 0.03 0.243 ± 0.05 0.222 ± 0.02

Poisson 0.385 ± 0.04 0.428 ± 0.06 0.221 ± 0.04 0.358 ± 0.05 0.244 ± 0.04 0.223 ± 0.03
Salt & Pepper 0.388 ± 0.05 0.434 ± 0.03 0.220 ± 0.02 0.360 ± 0.04 0.247 ± 0.06 0.235 ± 0.05

Speckle 0.378 ± 0.03 0.420 ± 0.04 0.216 ± 0.05 0.352 ± 0.05 0.238 ± 0.02 0.225 ± 0.04
JPEG Compression 0.379 ± 0.06 0.426 ± 0.05 0.218 ± 0.03 0.355 ± 0.03 0.242 ± 0.04 0.219 ± 0.03

Motion Blur 0.374 ± 0.04 0.417 ± 0.06 0.215 ± 0.04 0.348 ± 0.05 0.236 ± 0.05 0.215 ± 0.02
Adversarial Attack 0.371 ± 0.05 0.412 ± 0.04 0.212 ± 0.03 0.340 ± 0.06 0.231 ± 0.03 0.210 ± 0.04

Caltech

Gaussian 0.379 ± 0.03 0.425 ± 0.04 0.217 ± 0.05 0.346 ± 0.04 0.239 ± 0.05 0.213 ± 0.03
Gaussian Blur 0.373 ± 0.04 0.417 ± 0.06 0.216 ± 0.03 0.340 ± 0.06 0.236 ± 0.02 0.215 ± 0.04

Poisson 0.377 ± 0.05 0.421 ± 0.04 0.219 ± 0.04 0.348 ± 0.03 0.238 ± 0.04 0.217 ± 0.06
Salt & Pepper 0.381 ± 0.06 0.428 ± 0.03 0.218 ± 0.02 0.350 ± 0.05 0.240 ± 0.06 0.229 ± 0.04

Speckle 0.370 ± 0.05 0.415 ± 0.05 0.215 ± 0.03 0.344 ± 0.04 0.232 ± 0.04 0.220 ± 0.03
JPEG Compression 0.372 ± 0.03 0.420 ± 0.06 0.217 ± 0.04 0.345 ± 0.06 0.237 ± 0.03 0.212 ± 0.02

Motion Blur 0.368 ± 0.06 0.414 ± 0.03 0.213 ± 0.05 0.338 ± 0.05 0.230 ± 0.03 0.210 ± 0.04
Adversarial Attack 0.365 ± 0.04 0.410 ± 0.05 0.211 ± 0.03 0.333 ± 0.06 0.226 ± 0.02 0.206 ± 0.05
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Table 5: Robustness Score (Consistency×Responsiveness) for different CAM methods across
datasets (InceptionV3 model)

Dataset Noise Type GradCAM GradCAM++ EigenCAM HiResCAM XGradCAM AblationCAM

OxfordPets

Gaussian 0.396 ± 0.04 0.447 ± 0.05 0.224 ± 0.04 0.362 ± 0.05 0.248 ± 0.04 0.226 ± 0.03
Gaussian Blur 0.383 ± 0.03 0.427 ± 0.04 0.225 ± 0.04 0.354 ± 0.06 0.251 ± 0.03 0.239 ± 0.05

Poisson 0.390 ± 0.05 0.431 ± 0.04 0.229 ± 0.04 0.365 ± 0.04 0.249 ± 0.03 0.232 ± 0.03
Salt & Pepper 0.391 ± 0.04 0.442 ± 0.05 0.227 ± 0.03 0.363 ± 0.03 0.251 ± 0.04 0.246 ± 0.05

Speckle 0.379 ± 0.03 0.429 ± 0.06 0.224 ± 0.04 0.357 ± 0.04 0.242 ± 0.03 0.233 ± 0.04
JPEG Compression 0.384 ± 0.04 0.437 ± 0.05 0.225 ± 0.04 0.360 ± 0.05 0.246 ± 0.02 0.229 ± 0.03

Motion Blur 0.377 ± 0.03 0.427 ± 0.04 0.221 ± 0.03 0.348 ± 0.04 0.239 ± 0.03 0.223 ± 0.02
Adversarial Attack 0.373 ± 0.04 0.424 ± 0.03 0.218 ± 0.04 0.344 ± 0.05 0.235 ± 0.04 0.218 ± 0.03

Dogs-vs-Cats

Gaussian 0.391 ± 0.04 0.440 ± 0.05 0.225 ± 0.03 0.364 ± 0.04 0.252 ± 0.05 0.230 ± 0.03
Gaussian Blur 0.388 ± 0.05 0.431 ± 0.04 0.226 ± 0.03 0.358 ± 0.05 0.254 ± 0.03 0.232 ± 0.02

Poisson 0.392 ± 0.03 0.435 ± 0.03 0.228 ± 0.04 0.365 ± 0.04 0.253 ± 0.04 0.236 ± 0.05
Salt & Pepper 0.394 ± 0.03 0.443 ± 0.05 0.227 ± 0.03 0.368 ± 0.05 0.256 ± 0.04 0.247 ± 0.04

Speckle 0.383 ± 0.03 0.428 ± 0.04 0.223 ± 0.02 0.359 ± 0.04 0.244 ± 0.03 0.238 ± 0.04
JPEG Compression 0.385 ± 0.05 0.433 ± 0.03 0.225 ± 0.04 0.361 ± 0.05 0.248 ± 0.04 0.231 ± 0.04

Motion Blur 0.380 ± 0.04 0.429 ± 0.03 0.222 ± 0.04 0.352 ± 0.03 0.240 ± 0.03 0.226 ± 0.02
Adversarial Attack 0.376 ± 0.03 0.425 ± 0.04 0.219 ± 0.04 0.346 ± 0.05 0.236 ± 0.04 0.221 ± 0.03

ImageNet

Gaussian 0.382 ± 0.03 0.428 ± 0.04 0.222 ± 0.04 0.351 ± 0.05 0.245 ± 0.04 0.224 ± 0.03
Gaussian Blur 0.380 ± 0.04 0.421 ± 0.05 0.223 ± 0.04 0.347 ± 0.03 0.247 ± 0.03 0.226 ± 0.04

Poisson 0.383 ± 0.05 0.426 ± 0.03 0.227 ± 0.04 0.356 ± 0.04 0.246 ± 0.04 0.229 ± 0.03
Salt & Pepper 0.386 ± 0.04 0.430 ± 0.04 0.225 ± 0.03 0.354 ± 0.05 0.248 ± 0.05 0.240 ± 0.04

Speckle 0.377 ± 0.03 0.419 ± 0.05 0.221 ± 0.03 0.349 ± 0.03 0.238 ± 0.03 0.228 ± 0.04
JPEG Compression 0.379 ± 0.04 0.423 ± 0.03 0.223 ± 0.04 0.351 ± 0.04 0.243 ± 0.05 0.223 ± 0.03

Motion Blur 0.374 ± 0.03 0.418 ± 0.04 0.219 ± 0.03 0.344 ± 0.03 0.237 ± 0.04 0.219 ± 0.02
Adversarial Attack 0.370 ± 0.04 0.414 ± 0.05 0.216 ± 0.03 0.339 ± 0.04 0.232 ± 0.04 0.214 ± 0.03

Melanoma

Gaussian 0.395 ± 0.03 0.439 ± 0.05 0.227 ± 0.04 0.367 ± 0.05 0.255 ± 0.04 0.232 ± 0.03
Gaussian Blur 0.388 ± 0.04 0.430 ± 0.04 0.225 ± 0.03 0.359 ± 0.04 0.252 ± 0.04 0.234 ± 0.03

Poisson 0.393 ± 0.04 0.435 ± 0.03 0.228 ± 0.04 0.368 ± 0.05 0.253 ± 0.05 0.236 ± 0.04
Salt & Pepper 0.396 ± 0.05 0.443 ± 0.04 0.227 ± 0.03 0.370 ± 0.04 0.257 ± 0.04 0.248 ± 0.03

Speckle 0.384 ± 0.04 0.428 ± 0.05 0.224 ± 0.04 0.360 ± 0.03 0.245 ± 0.03 0.238 ± 0.04
JPEG Compression 0.386 ± 0.04 0.432 ± 0.03 0.225 ± 0.03 0.363 ± 0.04 0.250 ± 0.04 0.231 ± 0.04

Motion Blur 0.381 ± 0.03 0.426 ± 0.05 0.221 ± 0.03 0.354 ± 0.04 0.243 ± 0.03 0.226 ± 0.02
Adversarial Attack 0.378 ± 0.04 0.421 ± 0.04 0.218 ± 0.03 0.348 ± 0.05 0.238 ± 0.04 0.221 ± 0.03

Caltech

Gaussian 0.390 ± 0.04 0.434 ± 0.05 0.226 ± 0.03 0.355 ± 0.04 0.249 ± 0.04 0.228 ± 0.03
Gaussian Blur 0.383 ± 0.03 0.425 ± 0.04 0.224 ± 0.04 0.348 ± 0.03 0.246 ± 0.05 0.230 ± 0.03

Poisson 0.387 ± 0.04 0.429 ± 0.03 0.227 ± 0.04 0.356 ± 0.04 0.247 ± 0.03 0.232 ± 0.04
Salt & Pepper 0.390 ± 0.04 0.438 ± 0.05 0.226 ± 0.03 0.358 ± 0.03 0.250 ± 0.04 0.244 ± 0.05

Speckle 0.379 ± 0.03 0.422 ± 0.04 0.223 ± 0.04 0.352 ± 0.03 0.240 ± 0.03 0.234 ± 0.04
JPEG Compression 0.381 ± 0.04 0.427 ± 0.04 0.225 ± 0.04 0.354 ± 0.05 0.245 ± 0.04 0.226 ± 0.03

Motion Blur 0.376 ± 0.03 0.421 ± 0.03 0.221 ± 0.04 0.345 ± 0.03 0.238 ± 0.03 0.222 ± 0.02
Adversarial Attack 0.372 ± 0.04 0.417 ± 0.04 0.218 ± 0.03 0.340 ± 0.04 0.233 ± 0.04 0.217 ± 0.03
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Table 6: Robustness Score (Consistency×Responsiveness) for different CAM methods across
datasets (VGG19 model)

Dataset Noise Type GradCAM GradCAM++ EigenCAM HiResCAM XGradCAM AblationCAM

OxfordPets

Gaussian 0.392±0.05 0.439±0.04 0.219±0.03 0.357±0.06 0.243±0.05 0.222±0.02
Gaussian Blur 0.379±0.04 0.420±0.06 0.220±0.02 0.349±0.05 0.246±0.03 0.234±0.04

Poisson 0.386±0.03 0.426±0.05 0.224±0.04 0.360±0.03 0.245±0.06 0.228±0.04
Salt & Pepper 0.388±0.06 0.434±0.04 0.222±0.05 0.358±0.04 0.247±0.03 0.242±0.05

Speckle 0.376±0.05 0.421±0.03 0.218±0.04 0.351±0.05 0.238±0.06 0.231±0.03
JPEG Compression 0.380±0.03 0.428±0.06 0.220±0.03 0.353±0.04 0.242±0.05 0.226±0.02

Motion Blur 0.374±0.04 0.419±0.05 0.216±0.02 0.343±0.06 0.236±0.04 0.221±0.03
Adversarial Attack 0.371±0.06 0.415±0.03 0.213±0.05 0.338±0.04 0.232±0.03 0.216 ± 0.05

Dogs-vs-Cats

Gaussian 0.387 ± 0.05 0.433 ± 0.04 0.221 ± 0.03 0.360 ± 0.05 0.248 ± 0.02 0.228 ± 0.04
Gaussian Blur 0.384 ± 0.03 0.425 ± 0.05 0.222 ± 0.04 0.354 ± 0.03 0.250 ± 0.06 0.230 ± 0.05

Poisson 0.388 ± 0.04 0.430 ± 0.03 0.225 ± 0.05 0.361 ± 0.04 0.249 ± 0.05 0.233 ± 0.03
Salt & Pepper 0.391 ± 0.06 0.437 ± 0.04 0.223±0.02 0.364±0.06 0.252 ±0.04 0.244 ±0.05

Speckle 0.379 ±0.05 0.423 ±0.06 0.219 ±0.03 0.356 ±0.04 0.241 ±0.03 0.236 ±0.04
JPEG Compression 0.381 ±0.04 0.429 ±0.03 0.221 ± 0.05 0.358 ± 0.05 0.246 ± 0.04 0.228 ± 0.02

Motion Blur 0.376 ± 0.03 0.422 ± 0.04 0.217 ± 0.04 0.347 ± 0.06 0.239 ± 0.05 0.224 ± 0.03
Adversarial Attack 0.373 ± 0.05 0.418 ± 0.03 0.214 ± 0.06 0.342 ± 0.04 0.234 ± 0.02 0.219 ± 0.05

ImageNet

Gaussian 0.379 ± 0.04 0.426 ± 0.05 0.218 ± 0.02 0.351 ± 0.04 0.241 ± 0.06 0.220 ± 0.03
Gaussian Blur 0.376 ± 0.03 0.418 ± 0.06 0.219 ± 0.04 0.346 ± 0.03 0.243 ± 0.05 0.222 ± 0.04

Poisson 0.380 ± 0.05 0.423 ± 0.04 0.223 ± 0.05 0.354 ± 0.04 0.242 ± 0.03 0.225 ± 0.05
Salt & Pepper 0.383 ± 0.06 0.428 ± 0.03 0.221 ± 0.04 0.353 ± 0.05 0.244 ± 0.04 0.237 ± 0.02

Speckle 0.374 ± 0.04 0.416 ± 0.05 0.217 ± 0.03 0.347 ± 0.06 0.235 ± 0.05 0.226 ± 0.04
JPEG Compression 0.376 ± 0.03 0.421 ± 0.04 0.219 ± 0.04 0.349 ± 0.05 0.239 ± 0.02 0.220 ± 0.03

Motion Blur 0.371 ± 0.05 0.415 ± 0.03 0.215 ± 0.05 0.340 ± 0.04 0.233 ± 0.03 0.215 ± 0.02
Adversarial Attack 0.367 ± 0.04 0.411 ± 0.06 0.212 ± 0.04 0.334 ± 0.05 0.228 ± 0.04 0.211 ± 0.05

Melanoma

Gaussian 0.393 ± 0.03 0.438 ± 0.05 0.222 ± 0.04 0.362 ± 0.04 0.250 ± 0.06 0.230 ± 0.03
Gaussian Blur 0.386 ± 0.04 0.429 ± 0.03 0.221 ± 0.05 0.354 ± 0.03 0.247 ± 0.04 0.231 ± 0.05

Poisson 0.391 ± 0.05 0.434 ± 0.04 0.224 ± 0.03 0.363 ± 0.05 0.248 ± 0.03 0.234 ± 0.04
Salt & Pepper 0.394 ± 0.04 0.441 ± 0.06 0.223 ± 0.04 0.366 ± 0.04 0.251 ± 0.02 0.246 ± 0.05

Speckle 0.382 ± 0.05 0.426 ± 0.04 0.219 ± 0.05 0.357 ± 0.06 0.240 ± 0.04 0.237 ± 0.02
JPEG Compression 0.384 ± 0.03 0.431 ± 0.05 0.221 ± 0.04 0.359 ± 0.03 0.245 ± 0.05 0.229 ± 0.04

Motion Blur 0.378 ± 0.04 0.424 ± 0.03 0.217 ± 0.05 0.349 ± 0.05 0.238 ± 0.03 0.224 ± 0.02
Adversarial Attack 0.374 ± 0.06 0.419 ± 0.04 0.214 ± 0.03 0.343 ± 0.04 0.233 ± 0.05 0.219 ± 0.03

Caltech

Gaussian 0.388 ± 0.05 0.432 ± 0.04 0.220 ± 0.03 0.354 ± 0.05 0.246 ± 0.04 0.224 ± 0.03
Gaussian Blur 0.381 ± 0.03 0.423 ± 0.06 0.219 ± 0.02 0.347 ± 0.04 0.243 ± 0.05 0.226 ± 0.02

Poisson 0.385 ± 0.04 0.428 ± 0.03 0.222 ± 0.04 0.356 ± 0.03 0.244 ± 0.06 0.229 ± 0.04
Salt & Pepper 0.388 ± 0.06 0.435 ± 0.05 0.221 ± 0.03 0.358 ± 0.04 0.247 ± 0.04 0.241 ± 0.05

Speckle 0.376 ± 0.04 0.421 ± 0.03 0.217 ± 0.05 0.351 ± 0.06 0.238 ± 0.03 0.231 ± 0.04
JPEG Compression 0.379 ± 0.05 0.426 ± 0.04 0.219 ± 0.04 0.353 ± 0.05 0.243 ± 0.03 0.225 ± 0.02

Motion Blur 0.373 ± 0.03 0.419 ± 0.05 0.215 ± 0.04 0.344 ± 0.04 0.236 ± 0.05 0.220 ± 0.03
Adversarial Attack 0.369 ± 0.04 0.415 ± 0.03 0.212 ± 0.06 0.338 ± 0.03 0.231 ± 0.04 0.216 ± 0.05
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Table 7: Robustness Score (Consistency × Responsiveness) for different CAM methods across
datasets (ViT model)

Dataset Noise Type GradCAM GradCAM++ EigenCAM HiResCAM XGradCAM AblationCAM

OxfordPets

Gaussian 0.420 ± 0.06 0.481 ± 0.07 0.235 ± 0.04 0.369 ± 0.08 0.255 ± 0.06 0.230 ± 0.05
Gaussian Blur 0.403 ± 0.07 0.460 ± 0.06 0.237 ± 0.05 0.362 ± 0.07 0.258 ± 0.08 0.243 ± 0.06

Poisson 0.412 ± 0.05 0.467 ± 0.07 0.241 ± 0.04 0.374 ± 0.06 0.260 ± 0.05 0.238 ± 0.07
Salt & Pepper 0.414 ± 0.06 0.476 ± 0.08 0.238 ± 0.04 0.372 ± 0.09 0.263 ± 0.07 0.252 ± 0.05

Speckle 0.396 ± 0.07 0.459 ± 0.06 0.234 ± 0.03 0.366 ± 0.07 0.250 ± 0.06 0.241 ± 0.06
JPEG Compression 0.400 ± 0.05 0.470 ± 0.07 0.235 ± 0.04 0.368 ± 0.08 0.254 ± 0.05 0.233 ± 0.07

Motion Blur 0.390 ± 0.06 0.454 ± 0.06 0.230 ± 0.03 0.358 ± 0.06 0.248 ± 0.07 0.229 ± 0.04
Adversarial Attack 0.385 ± 0.07 0.451 ± 0.05 0.227 ± 0.03 0.353 ± 0.08 0.243 ± 0.06 0.224 ± 0.05

Dogs-vs-Cats

Gaussian 0.426 ± 0.06 0.477 ± 0.07 0.240 ± 0.05 0.375 ± 0.09 0.263 ± 0.07 0.236 ± 0.06
Gaussian Blur 0.421 ± 0.07 0.468 ± 0.06 0.241 ± 0.04 0.370 ± 0.07 0.265 ± 0.08 0.238 ± 0.05

Poisson 0.428 ± 0.05 0.474 ± 0.07 0.244 ± 0.03 0.378 ± 0.06 0.266 ± 0.06 0.242 ± 0.07
Salt & Pepper 0.432 ± 0.06 0.481 ± 0.08 0.243 ± 0.05 0.381 ± 0.08 0.269 ± 0.06 0.256 ± 0.05

Speckle 0.414 ± 0.07 0.463 ± 0.05 0.238 ± 0.04 0.373 ± 0.07 0.256 ± 0.07 0.245 ± 0.06
JPEG Compression 0.418 ± 0.05 0.470 ± 0.06 0.240 ± 0.04 0.375 ± 0.07 0.261 ± 0.06 0.236 ± 0.05

Motion Blur 0.408 ± 0.06 0.459 ± 0.07 0.235 ± 0.03 0.363 ± 0.06 0.254 ± 0.06 0.232 ± 0.04
Adversarial Attack 0.402 ± 0.07 0.455 ± 0.05 0.232 ± 0.03 0.358 ± 0.07 0.249 ± 0.07 0.228 ± 0.05

ImageNet

Gaussian 0.412 ± 0.06 0.468 ± 0.07 0.236 ± 0.05 0.368 ± 0.08 0.258 ± 0.07 0.232 ± 0.06
Gaussian Blur 0.408 ± 0.07 0.457 ± 0.06 0.237 ± 0.04 0.363 ± 0.07 0.260 ± 0.08 0.235 ± 0.05

Poisson 0.415 ± 0.05 0.463 ± 0.07 0.241 ± 0.03 0.372 ± 0.06 0.261 ± 0.06 0.238 ± 0.07
Salt & Pepper 0.420 ± 0.06 0.472 ± 0.08 0.239 ± 0.05 0.370 ± 0.09 0.264 ± 0.07 0.252 ± 0.05

Speckle 0.402 ± 0.07 0.460 ± 0.05 0.235 ± 0.04 0.365 ± 0.07 0.254 ± 0.06 0.243 ± 0.06
JPEG Compression 0.405 ± 0.05 0.466 ± 0.07 0.237 ± 0.04 0.367 ± 0.08 0.258 ± 0.05 0.235 ± 0.07

Motion Blur 0.396 ± 0.06 0.454 ± 0.06 0.232 ± 0.03 0.355 ± 0.06 0.251 ± 0.07 0.230 ± 0.04
Adversarial Attack 0.391 ± 0.07 0.450 ± 0.05 0.229 ± 0.03 0.350 ± 0.08 0.246 ± 0.06 0.225 ± 0.05

Melanoma

Gaussian 0.430 ± 0.06 0.472 ± 0.07 0.242 ± 0.05 0.380 ± 0.09 0.267 ± 0.07 0.240 ± 0.06
Gaussian Blur 0.423 ± 0.07 0.464 ± 0.06 0.241 ± 0.04 0.373 ± 0.08 0.264 ± 0.08 0.243 ± 0.05

Poisson 0.428 ± 0.05 0.470 ± 0.07 0.244 ± 0.03 0.382 ± 0.06 0.265 ± 0.06 0.246 ± 0.07
Salt & Pepper 0.432 ± 0.06 0.478 ± 0.08 0.243 ± 0.05 0.384 ± 0.09 0.269 ± 0.07 0.259 ± 0.05

Speckle 0.418 ± 0.07 0.461 ± 0.05 0.239 ± 0.04 0.375 ± 0.07 0.257 ± 0.06 0.248 ± 0.06
JPEG Compression 0.421 ± 0.05 0.467 ± 0.07 0.241 ± 0.04 0.377 ± 0.08 0.262 ± 0.05 0.239 ± 0.07

Motion Blur 0.411 ± 0.06 0.456 ± 0.06 0.236 ± 0.03 0.365 ± 0.06 0.255 ± 0.07 0.234 ± 0.04
Adversarial Attack 0.405 ± 0.07 0.451 ± 0.05 0.232 ± 0.03 0.359 ± 0.08 0.250 ± 0.06 0.229 ± 0.05

Caltech

Gaussian 0.425 ± 0.06 0.468 ± 0.07 0.240 ± 0.05 0.374 ± 0.09 0.263 ± 0.07 0.236 ± 0.06
Gaussian Blur 0.418 ± 0.07 0.460 ± 0.06 0.239 ± 0.04 0.366 ± 0.08 0.260 ± 0.08 0.239 ± 0.05

Poisson 0.422 ± 0.05 0.466 ± 0.07 0.242 ± 0.03 0.375 ± 0.06 0.262 ± 0.06 0.242 ± 0.07
Salt & Pepper 0.427 ± 0.06 0.473 ± 0.08 0.241 ± 0.05 0.377 ± 0.09 0.265 ± 0.07 0.255 ± 0.05

Speckle 0.410 ± 0.07 0.459 ± 0.05 0.237 ± 0.04 0.368 ± 0.07 0.254 ± 0.06 0.244 ± 0.06
JPEG Compression 0.413 ± 0.05 0.464 ± 0.07 0.239 ± 0.04 0.371 ± 0.08 0.259 ± 0.05 0.236 ± 0.07

Motion Blur 0.404 ± 0.06 0.453 ± 0.06 0.234 ± 0.03 0.360 ± 0.06 0.252 ± 0.07 0.231 ± 0.04
Adversarial Attack 0.398 ± 0.07 0.448 ± 0.05 0.231 ± 0.03 0.355 ± 0.08 0.248 ± 0.06 0.227 ± 0.05

4.2. Qualitative Analysis

Although quantitative metrics form the backbone of our robustness frame-

work, qualitative visualizations offer essential insights into the perceptual behav-

ior of CAM methods under different perturbations. We present a series of visual

comparisons in Figures 8 and 9 to complement our quantitative findings.
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Figure 8: Visual comparison of CAMs under different perturbations.

Figure 8 illustrates how various CAM techniques respond to a range of noise

types. Methods like GradCAM and GradCAM++ exhibit perceptible changes in

saliency maps under perturbations causing change in prediction (i.e.,Motion Blur,

Adversarial attack and Image Compression) , which aligns with their responsive-

ness to input variations. In contrast, EigenCAM demonstrates an almost invariant

output across different noise conditions, which may suggest high consistency but

also raises concerns regarding its responsiveness to meaningful changes in the

input.

26



Clean Image

Noisy Image
Gaussian Noise

(No class Chage)

Adversarial Image
(Change in Predicted Class)

GradCAM

EigenCAM

EigenCAM

EigenCAM

GradCAM

GradCAM

Figure 9: Comparison under class-preserving vs. class-changing noise.

Figure 9 further investigates the behavior of CAMs under scenarios where the

predicted class either remains unchanged or changes due to perturbation. Grad-

CAM, for instance, displays visible shifts in activation patterns in response to

class changes, suggesting an alignment with model behavior. Conversely, Eigen-

CAM produces nearly indistinguishable saliency maps (the main focous remains

unchanged) in both class-preserving and class-changing cases, casting doubt on

its robustness as a faithful explanation method.

These visual observations reinforce the motivation behind our proposed ro-

bustness metric, which quantitatively captures both consistency and responsive-

ness in CAM methods across varying noise conditions and prediction behaviors.
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4.3. Ablation Studies

To evaluate the impact of different design choices in our robustness frame-

work, we perform a series of ablation studies. These experiments investigate how

segmentation methods, correlation matrices, and noise levels influence the robust-

ness metric.

4.3.1. Effect of Segmentation Methods

We examine the role of different image segmentation techniques in computing

region-wise CAM relevance. In addition to the default QuickShift method, we

evaluate SLIC [48] and Felzenszwalb [49] algorithms. For each method, segments

are used to average CAM intensities and compute rank-based overlaps. To ensure

a fair comparison, we have tuned the parameters for each segmentation strategy so

that the average number of superpixels remains the same across methods (details

of these parameters are provided in Appendix A.3).

Tables 8, 9, and 10 respectively show the Robustness Score ± variance for

six CAM methods under eight noise perturbations on the ImageNet subset, us-

ing matched-segment-count configurations for (a) QuickShift, (b) SLIC, and (c)

Felzenszwalb. Across all three segmentation schemes, the absolute robustness

scores vary only marginally, and the relative ranking of CAM methods is effec-

tively unchanged. This consistency confirms that our robustness evaluation frame-

work is agnostic to the choice of segmentation method.

Table 8: Robustness Score ± variance for CAMs under various noise perturbations (ResNet-50,
ImageNet subset; QuickShift, matched counts).

CAM Method Gaussian Gaussian Blur Poisson Salt & Pepper Speckle JPEG Compression Motion Blur Adversarial Attack

GradCAM 0.374 ± 0.04 0.372 ± 0.03 0.375 ± 0.06 0.378 ± 0.05 0.370 ± 0.03 0.371 ± 0.04 0.368 ± 0.03 0.364 ± 0.05
GradCAM++ 0.419 ± 0.05 0.412 ± 0.04 0.417 ± 0.03 0.421 ± 0.06 0.416 ± 0.03 0.418 ± 0.05 0.414 ± 0.06 0.411 ± 0.04
EigenCAM 0.215 ± 0.02 0.216 ± 0.06 0.220 ± 0.05 0.218 ± 0.04 0.214 ± 0.06 0.216 ± 0.03 0.213 ± 0.04 0.211 ± 0.06
HiResCAM 0.344 ± 0.06 0.339 ± 0.05 0.347 ± 0.03 0.346 ± 0.05 0.341 ± 0.04 0.343 ± 0.05 0.336 ± 0.04 0.332 ± 0.03
XGradCAM 0.236 ± 0.03 0.238 ± 0.02 0.237 ± 0.04 0.239 ± 0.05 0.231 ± 0.03 0.235 ± 0.02 0.229 ± 0.05 0.224 ± 0.06
AblationCAM 0.210 ± 0.03 0.213 ± 0.04 0.216 ± 0.03 0.229 ± 0.04 0.218 ± 0.05 0.212 ± 0.06 0.208 ± 0.03 0.203 ± 0.02
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Table 9: Robustness Score ± variance for CAMs under various noise perturbations (ResNet-50,
ImageNet subset; SLIC, matched counts).

CAM Method Gaussian Gaussian Blur Poisson Salt & Pepper Speckle JPEG Compression Motion Blur Adversarial Attack

GradCAM 0.373 ± 0.04 0.371 ± 0.03 0.374 ± 0.06 0.377 ± 0.05 0.369 ± 0.03 0.370 ± 0.04 0.367 ± 0.03 0.363 ± 0.05
GradCAM++ 0.418 ± 0.05 0.411 ± 0.04 0.416 ± 0.03 0.420 ± 0.06 0.415 ± 0.03 0.417 ± 0.05 0.413 ± 0.06 0.410 ± 0.04
EigenCAM 0.214 ± 0.02 0.215 ± 0.06 0.219 ± 0.05 0.217 ± 0.04 0.213 ± 0.06 0.215 ± 0.03 0.212 ± 0.04 0.210 ± 0.06
HiResCAM 0.343 ± 0.06 0.338 ± 0.05 0.346 ± 0.03 0.345 ± 0.05 0.340 ± 0.04 0.342 ± 0.05 0.335 ± 0.04 0.331 ± 0.03
XGradCAM 0.235 ± 0.03 0.237 ± 0.02 0.236 ± 0.04 0.238 ± 0.05 0.230 ± 0.03 0.234 ± 0.02 0.228 ± 0.05 0.223 ± 0.06
AblationCAM 0.209 ± 0.03 0.212 ± 0.04 0.215 ± 0.03 0.228 ± 0.04 0.217 ± 0.05 0.211 ± 0.06 0.207 ± 0.03 0.202 ± 0.02

Table 10: Robustness Score ± variance for CAMs under various noise perturbations (ResNet-50,
ImageNet subset; Felzenszwalb, matched counts).

CAM Method Gaussian Gaussian Blur Poisson Salt & Pepper Speckle JPEG Compression Motion Blur Adversarial Attack

GradCAM 0.372 ± 0.04 0.370 ± 0.03 0.373 ± 0.06 0.376 ± 0.05 0.368 ± 0.03 0.369 ± 0.04 0.366 ± 0.03 0.362 ± 0.05
GradCAM++ 0.417 ± 0.05 0.410 ± 0.04 0.415 ± 0.03 0.420 ± 0.06 0.414 ± 0.03 0.416 ± 0.05 0.413 ± 0.06 0.409 ± 0.04
EigenCAM 0.214 ± 0.02 0.215 ± 0.06 0.219 ± 0.05 0.217 ± 0.04 0.213 ± 0.06 0.215 ± 0.03 0.212 ± 0.04 0.210 ± 0.06
HiResCAM 0.343 ± 0.06 0.338 ± 0.05 0.346 ± 0.03 0.345 ± 0.05 0.340 ± 0.04 0.342 ± 0.05 0.335 ± 0.04 0.331 ± 0.03
XGradCAM 0.235 ± 0.03 0.237 ± 0.02 0.236 ± 0.04 0.238 ± 0.05 0.230 ± 0.03 0.234 ± 0.02 0.228 ± 0.05 0.223 ± 0.06
AblationCAM 0.209 ± 0.03 0.212 ± 0.04 0.215 ± 0.03 0.228 ± 0.04 0.217 ± 0.05 0.211 ± 0.06 0.207 ± 0.03 0.202 ± 0.02

4.3.2. Effect of Rank Correlation Metrics

Our proposed framework is designed to be agnostic to the specific metric used

for comparing the ranked segment lists generated from the CAMs of the clean

and perturbed images. That is, the process of CAM generation, segmentation,

region-wise averaging, and segment ranking remains consistent irrespective of the

ranking correlation metric used for comparison. To further validate the flexibility

of our framework and investigate the impact of metric choice, we have included

an ablation study in Table 11 comparing Rank-Biased Overlap (RBO) [15] with

more traditional rank correlation metrics such as Kendall’s τ [50] and Spearman’s

ρ [51] to calculate the Robustness Metric. Table 11 reports these results for the

ResNet-50 model on an ImageNet dataset.

As shown in Table 11, regardless of the perturbation type (Gaussian Blur, Mo-

tion Blur, or Adversarial Attack), all three rank correlation metrics yield similar

relative rankings and magnitudes for each CAM method. The ranking of each

CAM method according to different correlation metrics is shown in Table 12.
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The inter-rater agreement among these rank correlation metrics is quantified us-

ing Kendall’s W [52] coefficient. The Kendall’s W values are 0.97 for Gaussian

Blur, and 1.0 for both Motion Blur and Adversarial Attack. A value of 1.0 in-

dicates perfect concordance in rankings across the different metrics, meaning the

relative ranking of CAM methods remains unchanged under these perturbations.

The slightly lower value for Gaussian Blur still reflects a very high degree of

agreement. In all cases, the p-values associated with the Kendall’s W statistics are

less than the commonly accepted threshold of 0.001, establishing the statistical

significance of the observed agreement. The detailed procedure for computing

Kendall’s W is provided in Appendix Appendix A.4.

We find that these rank correlation methods follow similar trends to RBO in

terms of CAM robustness ranking, especially given that we use a high persis-

tence parameter (p = 0.9) in RBO which effectively gives nearly uniform weight

across the ranked segments. This similarity demonstrates the consistency of our

framework regardless of the specific correlation measure employed. This demon-

strates that the robustness metric (Consistency × Responsiveness) is independent

of the specific correlation measure employed. However, the key reason for adopt-

ing RBO is its tunability: by adjusting the persistence parameter p, RBO allows

one to emphasize top-ranked segments more strongly than lower-ranked ones, an

advantage in applications like medical imaging where the highest-importance re-

gions are critical.
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Table 11: Comparison of RBO, Kendall’s τ , and Spearman’s ρ for calculating Robustness Score
under different perturbations (ResNet-50, ImageNet).

CAM Method Metric Gaussian Blur Motion Blur Adversarial Attack

GradCAM
RBO 0.372 ± 0.03 0.368 ± 0.03 0.364 ± 0.05

Kendall’s τ 0.365 ± 0.03 0.363 ± 0.03 0.358 ± 0.04
Spearman’s ρ 0.292 ± 0.04 0.289 ± 0.04 0.283 ± 0.05

GradCAM++
RBO 0.412 ± 0.04 0.414 ± 0.06 0.411 ± 0.04

Kendall’s τ 0.386 ± 0.03 0.388 ± 0.04 0.385 ± 0.03
Spearman’s ρ 0.319 ± 0.04 0.322 ± 0.05 0.320 ± 0.04

EigenCAM
RBO 0.216 ± 0.06 0.213 ± 0.04 0.211 ± 0.06

Kendall’s τ 0.190 ± 0.03 0.198 ± 0.03 0.205 ± 0.04
Spearman’s ρ 0.167 ± 0.04 0.165 ± 0.04 0.162 ± 0.05

HiResCAM
RBO 0.339 ± 0.05 0.336 ± 0.04 0.332 ± 0.03

Kendall’s τ 0.286 ± 0.03 0.294 ± 0.03 0.281 ± 0.03
Spearman’s ρ 0.268 ± 0.04 0.265 ± 0.04 0.262 ± 0.04

XGradCAM
RBO 0.238 ± 0.02 0.229 ± 0.05 0.224 ± 0.06

Kendall’s τ 0.194 ± 0.03 0.218 ± 0.03 0.203 ± 0.04
Spearman’s ρ 0.193 ± 0.03 0.187 ± 0.04 0.183 ± 0.05

AblationCAM
RBO 0.213 ± 0.04 0.208 ± 0.03 0.203 ± 0.02

Kendall’s τ 0.205 ± 0.03 0.197 ± 0.03 0.183 ± 0.04
Spearman’s ρ 0.185 ± 0.04 0.178 ± 0.04 0.173 ± 0.05

Table 12: Ranking of CAM methods by Robustness Metric under each rank correlation (higher
is better). Rankings across metrics are highly consistent. Kendall’s W with associated p-value
indicates inter-metric agreement.

Perturbation Rank correlation GradCAM GradCAM++ EigenCAM HiResCAM XGradCAM AblationCAM Kendall’s W (p-value)

Gaussian Blur
RBO 3 1 6 2 4 5

0.97 (p = 0.003)Kendall’s τ 3 1 6 2 5 4
Spearman’s ρ 3 1 6 2 4 5

Motion Blur
RBO 3 1 6 2 4 5

1.0 (p = 0.0001)Kendall’s τ 3 1 6 2 4 5
Spearman’s ρ 3 1 6 2 4 5

Adversarial Attack
RBO 3 1 6 2 4 5

1.0 (p = 0.0001)Kendall’s τ 3 1 6 2 4 5
Spearman’s ρ 3 1 6 2 4 5

4.3.3. Effect of Different Noise Types and Levels

To systematically evaluate the impact of perturbation severity, we introduce

three corruption levels low, medium, and high for different perturbations. We

assess the robustness of multiple CAM methods on the ImageNet dataset under

these conditions using the proposed Robustness Metric.
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Table 13 reports the RBO values across different CAM methods, noise types,

and severity levels. Our key observations are:

• EigenCAM achieves the highest robustness scores under low level of natural

perturbations (perturbations other than adversarial attack). This is because

low perturbations rarely alter the model’s predicted class, and under such

conditions, consistency dominates the robustness score. Since EigenCAM

is inherently stable and class-insensitive, its maps remain consistent, leading

to high RBO.

• As perturbation severity increases, the model’s predictions begin to change,

activating the responsiveness component of the robustness metric. Since

EigenCAM does not explicitly respond to class shifts, its robustness scores

drop sharply, bringing its performance lower other CAM methods.

• In the case of adversarial attacks, even at low strength, prediction changes

are frequent. This triggers the responsiveness component of the metric, for

which EigenCAM is less effective. Consequently, it shows lower robust-

ness across all adversarial levels, unlike methods such as GradCAM++ and

HiResCAM that explicitly incorporate class gradients.

• GradCAM++ and HiResCAM maintain relatively strong performance across

medium and high levels of both natural and adversarial perturbations, indi-

cating a better balance of consistency and class sensitivity.

These findings reinforce the importance of evaluating explainability methods not

only across various noise types but also under different severity regimes. They

also highlight the differing roles of saliency consistency and responsiveness in

determining method robustness.
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Table 13: Robustness Score ± Variance across different noise types and levels (ImageNet,
ResNet50)

Noise Type Level GradCAM GradCAM++ EigenCAM HiResCAM XGradCAM AblationCAM

Gaussian
Low 0.390 ± 0.03 0.435 ± 0.04 0.650 ± 0.03 0.365 ± 0.04 0.255 ± 0.03 0.230 ± 0.03
Medium 0.374 ± 0.04 0.419 ± 0.05 0.215 ± 0.02 0.344 ± 0.06 0.236 ± 0.03 0.210 ± 0.03
High 0.374 ± 0.04 0.419 ± 0.05 0.215 ± 0.02 0.344 ± 0.06 0.236 ± 0.03 0.210 ± 0.03

Gaussian Blur
Low 0.388 ± 0.02 0.430 ± 0.03 0.643 ± 0.04 0.360 ± 0.04 0.250 ± 0.02 0.225 ± 0.04
Medium 0.372 ± 0.03 0.412 ± 0.04 0.216 ± 0.06 0.339 ± 0.05 0.238 ± 0.02 0.213 ± 0.04
High 0.372 ± 0.03 0.412 ± 0.04 0.216 ± 0.06 0.339 ± 0.05 0.238 ± 0.02 0.213 ± 0.04

Poisson
Low 0.392 ± 0.05 0.432 ± 0.03 0.755 ± 0.03 0.368 ± 0.03 0.253 ± 0.03 0.235 ± 0.03
Medium 0.375 ± 0.06 0.417 ± 0.03 0.220 ± 0.05 0.347 ± 0.03 0.237 ± 0.04 0.216 ± 0.03
High 0.375 ± 0.06 0.417 ± 0.03 0.220 ± 0.05 0.347 ± 0.03 0.237 ± 0.04 0.216 ± 0.03

Salt & Pepper
Low 0.395 ± 0.04 0.436 ± 0.05 0.648 ± 0.03 0.370 ± 0.05 0.257 ± 0.03 0.245 ± 0.04
Medium 0.378 ± 0.05 0.421 ± 0.06 0.218 ± 0.04 0.346 ± 0.05 0.239 ± 0.05 0.229 ± 0.04
High 0.378 ± 0.05 0.421 ± 0.06 0.218 ± 0.04 0.346 ± 0.05 0.239 ± 0.05 0.229 ± 0.04

Speckle
Low 0.387 ± 0.03 0.431 ± 0.02 0.644 ± 0.02 0.362 ± 0.03 0.251 ± 0.03 0.240 ± 0.05
Medium 0.370 ± 0.03 0.416 ± 0.03 0.214 ± 0.06 0.341 ± 0.04 0.231 ± 0.03 0.218 ± 0.05
High 0.370 ± 0.03 0.416 ± 0.03 0.214 ± 0.06 0.341 ± 0.04 0.231 ± 0.03 0.218 ± 0.05

JPEG Compression
Low 0.386 ± 0.04 0.433 ± 0.05 0.646 ± 0.04 0.364 ± 0.04 0.252 ± 0.02 0.233 ± 0.04
Medium 0.371 ± 0.04 0.418 ± 0.05 0.216 ± 0.03 0.343 ± 0.05 0.235 ± 0.02 0.212 ± 0.06
High 0.371 ± 0.04 0.418 ± 0.05 0.216 ± 0.03 0.343 ± 0.05 0.235 ± 0.02 0.212 ± 0.06

Motion Blur
Low 0.384 ± 0.02 0.429 ± 0.04 0.640 ± 0.03 0.359 ± 0.03 0.248 ± 0.04 0.228 ± 0.03
Medium 0.368 ± 0.03 0.414 ± 0.06 0.213 ± 0.04 0.336 ± 0.04 0.229 ± 0.05 0.208 ± 0.03
High 0.368 ± 0.03 0.414 ± 0.06 0.213 ± 0.04 0.336 ± 0.04 0.229 ± 0.05 0.208 ± 0.03

Adversarial Attack
Low 0.364 ± 0.05 0.411 ± 0.04 0.211 ± 0.06 0.332 ± 0.03 0.224 ± 0.06 0.203 ± 0.02
Medium 0.364 ± 0.05 0.411 ± 0.04 0.211 ± 0.06 0.332 ± 0.03 0.224 ± 0.06 0.203 ± 0.02
High 0.364 ± 0.05 0.411 ± 0.04 0.211 ± 0.06 0.332 ± 0.03 0.224 ± 0.06 0.203 ± 0.02

4.4. Computational Complexity and Runtime Analysis

We analyze the computational cost of our proposed robustness evaluation frame-

work by profiling each core component: segmentation, CAM generation, region-

wise averaging and ranking, and Ranked Biased Overlap (RBO) computation. The

breakdown is provided per image, per CAM method, and per noise type, as shown

in Table 14.

For each input image and CAM method, we compute two CAM maps—one

for the original image and one for the perturbed (noisy) version. Using a pre-

computed segmentation mask (via QuickShift), each CAM is spatially aggregated

into region-wise averages and converted into ranked lists. These rankings are then

compared using the RBO score to assess consistency. Responsiveness is com-

puted by training a binary classifier using RBO and class-change labels for each
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noise type.

To reduce redundancy, image segmentation is performed only once per image

and reused across all CAM methods and noise types. Furthermore, CAM gen-

eration is GPU-accelerated using PyTorch 2.0, and batched wherever possible to

enhance throughput.

Table 14: Average Runtime per Component (ImageNet, 1 image, 1 noise type, 1 CAM method;
NVIDIA A4000 GPU)

Component Operation Count Runtime (s)

QuickShift Segmentation 1 per image 0.42
CAM Generation (Clean) 1 per CAM ∼0.21
CAM Generation (Noisy) 1 per CAM ∼0.21
Segment-wise Averaging + Ranking 2 per CAM ∼0.02
RBO Computation 1 per CAM ∼0.005

Total (per CAM method) — ∼0.445

For a full dataset with 100 images and 6 CAM methods, the total runtime per

noise type is approximately 2.2 GPU-hours. Since all image-CAM-noise combi-

nations are mutually independent, the process scales well under parallelization.

Our implementation is publicly available and supports reproducibility and large-

scale benchmarking.

5. Limitations

The proposed framework evaluates the robustness of CAM methods under

various noise perturbations; however, we have not specifically studied modality-

specific scenarios such as CT, MRI, or X-ray imaging. Medical imaging modal-

ities often exhibit distinct structural and intensity characteristics, and evaluating

the robustness of CAMs in such domain-specific settings can be done in future
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work. Additionally, our framework requires the explicit computation of CAMs to

assess robustness, which is computationally intensive.

6. Conclusion

This work evaluated the robustness of multiple CAM models under varying

noise conditions across four classification models: ResNet50, VGG19, Incep-

tion, and ViT. We analyzed each CAM model’s robustness metric, computed as

a multiplication of Consistency and Responsiveness, as indicators of noise sensi-

tivity. Lower robustness metric (RM) pointed to higher noise susceptibility and

reduced robustness, while higher RM values suggested greater stability and con-

sistent interpretability. Our analysis found that EigenCAM and AblationCAM

showed least noise robustness under different perturbations. In contrast, CAMs

like GradCAM++, with higher RM value, demonstrated greater sensitivity for dif-

ferent perturbations. Overall, CAM models with higher robustness metric and

lower variance provide more reliable interpretations under noise, making them

preferable for noise-sensitive applications. This framework offers a systematic

approach for selecting robust CAM models, with future work extending the anal-

ysis to diverse noise types and models for a comprehensive understanding of CAM

stability.
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Appendix A. Appendix Section

Appendix A.1. Why is the RBO Better than l1 Norm for Measuring Changes in
CAM Outputs

In this section, we provide a detailed comparison of Rank-Biased Overlap

(RBO) and the l1 distances for evaluating changes in CAM outputs. Figure A.10

illustrates this comparison across three datasets: ImageNet, Dogs vs. Cats, and

Oxford IIIT Pets. When assessing changes in CAM outputs, the RBO metric

focuses on the ranking similarity of segments, while the l1 distance is the pixel-

wise differences. The following examples demonstrate the effectiveness of RBO

in capturing significant changes, whereas the l1 distance can sometimes produce

misleading results.

For a random image taken from the Dogs vs. Cats dataset, under minimal

changes in the CAM outputs, the RBO value is 0.779, and the normalized l1 is

0.289. In the case of a significant change, the RBO value drops to 0.5019, indicat-

ing substantial reordering of the segments. However, the normalized l1 distance

decreases to 0.237 instead of increasing, failing to capture the extent of the change,

thus showing an instability.

For another random image from the Oxford IIIT Pets dataset, with minimal

changes, the RBO value is 0.855, and the normalized l1 distance is 0.44. For

a minimal visual change in the CAM map, the RBO value decreases to 0.687,

reflecting the rank changes. In contrast, the normalized l1 reduces to 0.221, pro-

viding an inconsistent measure of the change’s magnitude.
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Random image from the ImageNet dataset is taken, with minor CAM varia-

tions, the RBO value is 0.855, and the normalized l1 distance is 0.54. When the

CAM outputs change significantly, the RBO value drops to 0.677, showing a clear

deviation, but the normalized l1 values decrease to 0.301, suggesting an unreliable

interpretation of the visual difference.

Different noise types, such as salt-and-pepper noise, can cause changes in

pixel values without significantly affecting the CAM heatmap’s structure. For ex-

ample, even though the l1 distance might increase due to pixel-level perturbations,

the overall CAM distribution and ranking may remain unchanged. This inconsis-

tency leads to potential inaccuracies when using the l1 norm-based distance mea-

surement as a metric for deciding the robustness of a particular CAM method. In

contrast, RBO remains robust by focusing on the relative ranks of regions within

the CAM outputs, ensuring a more reliable assessment of actual changes.

These examples highlight that RBO consistently reflects the extent of changes

in CAM maps by analyzing rank-based similarities. In contrast, the l1 norm

can produce misleading results, failing to capture meaningful deviations in the

heatmap structure. Therefore, RBO is a more suitable metric for evaluating CAM

output changes, especially when dealing with various noise types and dataset com-

plexities.
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Image taken from Dog vs Cat Dataset

RBO value : 0.779
Normalized L1 : 0.289

RBO value : 0.5019
Normalized L1 : 0.237

RBO value : 0.855
Normalized L1 : 0.44

RBO value : 0.687
Normalized L1 : 0.221

Reference Image

Reference Image

Reference Image

RBO value : 0.855
Normalized L1 : 0.54

RBO value : 0.677
Normalized L1 : 0.301

Image taken from Oxford Pets IIIT Dataset

Image taken from ImageNet Dataset

Figure A.10: Comparison of Rank-Biased Overlap (RBO) and normalized l1 norm for measuring
changes in CAM outputs under different noise levels. Examples from Dogs vs. Cats, Oxford IIIT
Pets, and ImageNet datasets show that RBO values decrease significantly when the CAM output
changes, accurately reflecting differences in segment ranking. In contrast, l1 norm values do not
always increase with significant changes and can even decrease, indicating inconsistencies in mea-
suring CAM intensity changes. This highlights the superiority of RBO in capturing meaningful
variations in heatmap structures.
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Appendix A.2. Violin Plot Distribution of RBO Scores Across Models and Datasets

To provide a comprehensive view of the distribution of CAM robustness scores

across models and datasets, we include violin plots in this section. These plots

visualize the spread and central tendency of Rank-Biased Overlap (RBO) scores

computed for each CAM method under various perturbations.

Each violin plot corresponds to a specific model evaluated across five datasets.

In total, we present 20 violin plots for four models (ResNet50, VGG19, Incep-

tionV3, ViT) evaluated on five datasets (ImageNet, Caltech, Oxford Pets, Dogs-vs-

Cats, Melanoma). These plots allow for intuitive visual comparison of:

• CAM method robustness within each model-dataset pair.

• The variability in robustness due to dataset complexity and model architec-

ture.

• Outliers and shifts in the distribution under different noise types.

Discussion. As observed from the violin plots in Figures A.11–A.30, we note the

following key patterns:

• ViT-based CAMs are more unstable. The ViT model consistently shows

greater variance in RBO scores across all five datasets, indicating a higher

sensitivity of CAMs to input perturbations. This suggests that saliency ex-

planations generated from ViT architectures are inherently less stable than

those from convolution-based models.

• EigenCAM and AblationCAM exhibit lower robustness. Across all mod-

els (ResNet50, VGG19, InceptionV3, and ViT), EigenCAM and Ablation-

CAM generally record lower median RBO values, reflecting weaker consis-

tency under perturbations.
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• GradCAM++ demonstrates the highest robustness. In contrast, Grad-

CAM++ consistently yields higher RBO scores across datasets and models,

indicating that it is the most robust CAM method in terms of stability against

noise and distortions.

• Architecture influences robustness trends. While overall trends are pre-

served across models, the degree of variability differs. For instance, Incep-

tionV3 shows more consistent scores across CAM methods compared to

VGG19 or ViT, hinting at the interaction between model architecture and

saliency robustness.

Together, these results underscore the importance of evaluating explanation sta-

bility across both CAM methods and architectures, with GradCAM++ emerging

as a more reliable method under perturbations, and ViT-based models requiring

caution due to their inherent instability in CAM generation.
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Figure A.11: RBO distribution across CAM methods on the ImageNet dataset (ResNet-50).
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Figure A.12: RBO distribution across CAM methods on the Caltech dataset (ResNet-50).
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Figure A.13: RBO distribution across CAM methods on the OxfordPets dataset (ResNet-50).
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Figure A.14: RBO distribution across CAM methods on the Dogs-vs-Cats dataset (ResNet-50).
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Figure A.15: RBO distribution across CAM methods on the Melanoma dataset (ResNet-50).
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Figure A.16: RBO distribution across CAM methods for VGG19 on ImageNet.
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Figure A.17: RBO distribution across CAM methods for VGG19 on Caltech.
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Figure A.18: RBO distribution across CAM methods for VGG19 on OxfordPets.
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Figure A.19: RBO distribution across CAM methods for VGG19 on Dogs-vs-Cats.
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Figure A.20: RBO distribution across CAM methods for VGG19 on Melanoma.
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Figure A.21: RBO distribution across CAM methods for InceptionV3 on the ImageNet dataset.
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Figure A.22: RBO distribution across CAM methods for InceptionV3 on the Caltech dataset.
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Figure A.23: RBO distribution across CAM methods for InceptionV3 on the OxfordPets dataset.
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Figure A.24: RBO distribution across CAM methods for InceptionV3 on the Dogs-vs-Cats dataset.
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Figure A.25: RBO distribution across CAM methods for InceptionV3 on the Melanoma dataset.
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Figure A.26: RBO distribution across CAM methods for ViT on ImageNet.
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Figure A.27: RBO distribution across CAM methods for ViT on Caltech.
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Figure A.28: RBO distribution across CAM methods for ViT on Oxford Pets.
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Figure A.29: RBO distribution across CAM methods for ViT on Dogs-vs-Cats.
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Figure A.30: RBO distribution across CAM methods for ViT on Melanoma.
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Appendix A.3. Segmentation Method Parameters

In our experiments, we used three commonly adopted image segmentation

algorithms: Felzenszwalb, SLIC, and QuickShift. To ensure a comparable number

of segments across different methods, we carefully selected the parameters listed

in Table A.15. These settings were chosen based on empirical observations and

the need to balance spatial coherence and segment granularity.

Table A.15: Parameters used for different segmentation methods

Segmentation Method Parameter Value

Felzenszwalb
scale 100
sigma 0.5

min size 50

SLIC

n segments 120
compactness 10.0

sigma 1.0
start label 0

QuickShift
kernel size 10
max dist 200
ratio 0.5

These parameter settings ensured that all segmentation approaches produced

a reasonably similar number of regions for fair comparative analysis in our CAM

robustness evaluation.

Appendix A.4. Calculation of Kendall’s W

To quantify the agreement among different rank correlation metrics (RBO,

Kendall’s τ , and Spearman’s ρ) for the robustness ranking of CAM methods under

each perturbation type, we compute Kendall’s coefficient of concordance (W).

This statistic reflects the degree of consensus among raters (here, ranking metrics),

ranging from 0 (no agreement) to 1 (complete agreement). Let:
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• m = number of raters (here, 3 ranking metrics),

• n = number of items being ranked (here, 6 CAM methods),

• Rij = rank of CAM method j by rater i,

• R̄j = average rank for item j across raters,

• R̄ = grand mean of all ranks.

Kendall’s W is computed as:

W =
12

∑n
j=1(R̄j − R̄)2

m2(n3 − n)

For each perturbation type (Gaussian Blur, Motion Blur, Adversarial Attack), we

construct a matrix of shape m × n (i.e., 3 × 6), where each row contains the

ranking of CAM methods according to RBO, Kendall’s τ , and Spearman’s ρ. The

computed Kendall’s W values are:

• Gaussian Blur: W = 0.97, p = 0.0003

• Motion Blur: W = 1.00, p = 0.0001

• Adversarial Attack: W = 1.00, p = 0.0001

These high values indicate strong agreement across ranking metrics, validating

the consistency and reliability of the CAM method rankings.

Appendix A.5. Evaluation on Probabilistic CAMs

We extend our evaluation framework to include stochastic and probabilistic

CAM methods to assess their robustness under noise. VarGrad [22] captures un-

certainty in saliency by computing the variance of gradients over multiple noisy
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forward passes. SmoothGrad [53] averages gradients across noise-perturbed in-

puts to enhance visual coherence. CAPE [54] models the saliency map as a prob-

ability distribution, enabling uncertainty-aware CAM generation.

While our method remains deterministic in design, it is agnostic to the CAM

generation strategy. We apply the same robustness pipeline to evaluate RBO

scores for both deterministic (e.g., GradCAM [16]) and stochastic CAMs. This

allows fair comparison and extends our evaluation protocol to uncertainty-aware

explanations. As shown in Table A.16, the probabilistic CAM methods Smooth-

Grad, VarGrad, and CAPE consistently exhibit higher robustness scores than

EigenCAM across both natural and adversarial perturbations. In most cases, their

performance closely matches that of GradCAM++, the most robust deterministic

method identified in earlier analyses. This trend confirms two important insights:

• Effectiveness of Probabilistic CAMs: Stochastic approaches that aggregate

multiple noisy passes (SmoothGrad, VarGrad) or model saliency as a distri-

bution (CAPE) inherently offer more stable and noise-tolerant explanations.

• Generalizability of the Evaluation Framework: The proposed robustness

metric based on RBO reliably extends to stochastic methods without any

modification. This highlights its applicability as a model- and method-

agnostic tool for benchmarking explanation robustness across a wide range

of CAM generation techniques.

Overall, this demonstrates that our framework effectively distinguishes between

stable and unstable explanations not only for traditional CAM methods but also

for uncertainty-aware and probabilistic approaches, providing a comprehensive

way for the study of robustness for future CAM methods.
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Table A.16: Robustness Metric (Consistency×Responsiveness) for Stochastic and Traditional
CAM Methods for ResNet50 model

Dataset Noise Type SmoothGrad VarGrad CAPE GradCAM++ EigenCAM

ImageNet Gaussian 0.374 ± 0.04 0.366 ± 0.05 0.384 ± 0.05 0.419 ± 0.05 0.236 ± 0.03
Gaussian Blur 0.372 ± 0.03 0.363 ± 0.04 0.380 ± 0.04 0.412 ± 0.04 0.238 ± 0.02
Motion Blur 0.368 ± 0.03 0.359 ± 0.03 0.376 ± 0.04 0.414 ± 0.06 0.229 ± 0.05
JPEG Compression 0.371 ± 0.04 0.361 ± 0.04 0.378 ± 0.03 0.418 ± 0.05 0.235 ± 0.02
FGSM (Adv.) 0.364 ± 0.05 0.353 ± 0.05 0.372 ± 0.04 0.411 ± 0.04 0.224 ± 0.06
PGD (Adv.) 0.365 ± 0.05 0.350 ± 0.05 0.369 ± 0.03 0.411 ± 0.04 0.224 ± 0.06

Melanoma Gaussian 0.386 ± 0.06 0.374 ± 0.05 0.392 ± 0.05 0.431 ± 0.05 0.246 ± 0.06
Gaussian Blur 0.380 ± 0.03 0.368 ± 0.04 0.386 ± 0.04 0.423 ± 0.04 0.243 ± 0.05
Motion Blur 0.374 ± 0.04 0.362 ± 0.04 0.380 ± 0.04 0.417 ± 0.06 0.236 ± 0.05
JPEG Compression 0.379 ± 0.06 0.365 ± 0.04 0.386 ± 0.03 0.426 ± 0.05 0.242 ± 0.04
FGSM (Adv.) 0.371 ± 0.05 0.359 ± 0.04 0.376 ± 0.04 0.412 ± 0.04 0.231 ± 0.03
PGD (Adv.) 0.371 ± 0.05 0.356 ± 0.05 0.373 ± 0.03 0.412 ± 0.04 0.231 ± 0.03

Appendix A.6. Performance on Adversarially Trained Models

While adversarial training [55] is a well-established strategy for improving

classification robustness, its impact on CAM robustness remains underexplored.

The proposed framework evaluates CAM robustness independently of the model

training procedure and is thus fully compatible with adversarially trained models.

We tested our method on a ResNet-50 model trained adversarially on ImageNet

and measured the RBO-based robustness scores across various noise types.

Table A.17 reports these results. Despite increased classification robustness,

CAM explanations remain sensitive to perturbations, highlighting the importance

of dedicated metrics for explanation stability. Notably, the robustness metric un-

der adversarial perturbations is significantly lower than for other noise types, even

though the robustness scores across various CAM methods under standard cor-

ruptions (such as Gaussian, Poisson, and Blur) are roughly comparable to those

from the standard (non-adversarially trained) ResNet-50 model. This suggests that

CAM methods, when applied to adversarially trained models, are less vulnerable

to explanation degradation under adversarial attacks.
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Table A.17: Robustness Score (Consistency×Responsiveness) for different CAMs under Dif-
ferent Noise Types on Adversarially Trained ResNet-50 (ImageNet)

Noise Type AblationCAM EigenCAM GradCAM GradCAM++ HiResCAM XGradCAM

Gaussian 0.210± 0.03 0.215± 0.02 0.374± 0.04 0.419± 0.05 0.344± 0.06 0.236± 0.03
Gaussian Blur 0.213± 0.04 0.216± 0.06 0.372± 0.03 0.412± 0.04 0.339± 0.05 0.238± 0.02
Poisson 0.216± 0.03 0.220± 0.05 0.375± 0.06 0.417± 0.03 0.347± 0.03 0.237± 0.04
Salt & Pepper 0.229± 0.04 0.218± 0.04 0.378± 0.05 0.421± 0.06 0.346± 0.05 0.239± 0.05
Speckle 0.218± 0.05 0.214± 0.06 0.370± 0.03 0.416± 0.03 0.341± 0.04 0.231± 0.03
JPEG Compression 0.212± 0.06 0.216± 0.03 0.371± 0.04 0.418± 0.05 0.343± 0.05 0.235± 0.02
Motion Blur 0.208± 0.03 0.213± 0.04 0.368± 0.03 0.414± 0.06 0.336± 0.04 0.229± 0.05
Adversarial Attack 0.203± 0.10 0.211± 0.08 0.364± 0.08 0.411± 0.07 0.332± 0.06 0.224± 0.09
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