Supplementary Material



Supplementary Figure 3: We take the average of all the visual attention heat maps across all
test images for the clinician (left) and non-clinician groups (right). We observed that most of
the visual interests align with eyes, nose, and mouth areas. To account for normal human
behavior when viewing an image, conditioned on the group expertise (clinician or non-
clinician), we subtracted these common average areas from each individual heat map used for
our analyses. This helps account for typical human behavior when viewing faces but does not
cause us to ignore these areas of common facial attention.
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Supplementary Figure 4: loU metric compares the visual attention of successful clinicians
and model saliency maps over all the 10 test diseases at the same filtering threshold (e.g.
low and then high thresholds for both saliency maps and Tobii heat maps).
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Successful clinicians vs nonclinicians
loU threshold low
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Successful clinicians vs nonclinicians
loU threshold high

Image loU [95% CI]
Unaff1 —— 0.45[0.33, 0.57]
Unaff2 —— 0.39[0.25, 0.52]
Unaff3 —— 0.47 [0.34, 0.60]
Unaff4 — 0.48 [0.33, 0.64]
Unaff5 —a— 0.52[0.39, 0.65]
Unaffé —— 0.49[0.35, 0.63]
RE Model - 0.47 [0.42, 0.52]

i T I I I
0 02 04 06 08

Observed Outcome

Image loU [95% CI]
Unaff1 —a— 0.38[0.24, 0.53]
Unaff2 —a— 0.26 [0.13, 0.40]
Unaff3 —a— 0.32[0.17, 0.46]
Unaff4 —_— 0.39[0.22, 0.55]
Unaff5 — 0.41[0.26, 0.56]
Unaffé —_— 0.35[0.18, 0.51]
RE Model - 0.35[0.29, 0.41]

i T I I I
0 02 04 06 08

Observed Outcome

Supplementary Figure 6: loU metric comparing the heat maps of successful clinicians versus non-clinicians
conditioned on whether the test images are of affected or unaffected individuals.
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aia Y ibe i e P _ LonZa abe atleio loU threshold low
x‘ : ;‘ ] % : ot
Participant loU [95% CI]
PTPN11 - 0.22[0.02, 0.42
RAD21 Po— 0.28 [0.11, 0.46
SMAD1 Po—a— 0.30[0.12,0.48
s k o o . & ia 3o BRD4 | —=— 0.310.11, 0.50
-, : % - : e T - S ! ¢ b BAF60a Do 0.310.12,0.49
| : X 3 s ' RIT1 . 0.35[0.17, 0.53
GTF2I : — 0.36 [0.16, 0.55
LIMKA1 : —— 0.38 [0.19, 0.57
G17 : —a— 0.39 [0.20, 0.57
WHSCA1 i —— 0.40[0.22, 0.57
Gy T gkaes
o —~ & s ve ’ . S .o ; — . 21, 0.
- » 5 b o ¥g 4 f . G10 . ——~ 1 042[021.063
< : ' - B ‘ f G19 ; —— 0.45 [0.28, 0.62
G8 i —.—— 0.4510.27,0.63
CREBBP —a— 0.53[0.35,0.70
G29 i —— 0.54 [0.37,0.70
G27 : —a— 0.54 10.37, 0.71
TCOF1 : —a—— 0.55(0.37,0.73
n o ~ ' ke - - - o - 9o - EY ) LY -y o~ - G11 —a— 055 037, 073
é s > o s PDGFRa —a— 0550.38,0.72
# ¢ s EP300 : —m— 058[041,0.74
RE Model - 0.43 [0.38, 0.47]
i T T T |
.y @ .o L =t I 0 02 04 06 08
B . 4 Observed Outcome

(a) (b) (c)

Supplementary Figure 7: For each of the 22 clinicians, we average heat maps over all 10 affected (a) and 6 unaffected (b) images. Each
participant displays unique behavior. For example, in (a) the first participant (row 1 column 1) and sixth participant (row 2 column 1) showed
unequal interest at the nose area. (c) We applied a low filtering threshold to remove spurious signals from the visual heat maps, and then
estimated the differences in the visual attention between affected and unaffected images conditioned on the same participant. Across all
participants, the average loU score is far from zero, indicating that on average clinicians inspect similar facial features when classifying
affected vs unaffected images.
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Supplementary Figure 8: For each of the 22 non-clinicians, we average heat maps over all 10 affected (a) and 6 unaffected (b) images. Each
participant displays unique behavior; however, visually this uniqueness is less detectable compared to Supplementary Figure 6. We applied
a low filtering threshold to remove spurious signals from the visual heat maps, and then estimated the differences in the visual attention
between affected and unaffected images conditioned on the same participant. The average loU score is far from zero, indicating that on
average non-clinicians inspect similar facial features when classifying affected vs unaffected images.
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