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Abstract

A dataset has been classified by some unknown classifierwtdypes of
points. What were the most important factors in determirting classification
outcome? In this work, we employ an axiomatic approach ireotd uniquely
characterize an influence measure: a function that, given af lassified points,
outputs a value for each feature corresponding to its infleén determining the
classification outcome. We show that our influence measuestan an intuitive
form when the unknown classifier is linear. Finally, we emymarr influence mea-
sure in order to analyze the effects of user profiling on Gelsgbnline display
advertising.

1 Introduction

A recent white house report [Podestal., 2014] highlights some of the major risks in
the ubiquitous use of big data technologies. According ¢éoréiport, one of the major
issues with large scale data collection and analysis israngliack of transparency. For
example, a credit reporting company collects consumeirfaatathird parties, and uses
machine learning analysis to estimate individuals’ creddre. On the one hand, this
method is “impartial”: an emotionless algorithm cannot beused of being malicious
(discriminatory behavior is not hard-coded). Howevess ihardly transparent; indeed,
it is difficult to tease out the determinants of one’s crediirg: it depends on the
user’s financial activities, age, address, the behaviomoilaz users and many other
factors. This is a major issue: big-data analysis does riehéhto discriminate, but
inadvertent discrimination does occur: treating useffefitly based on unfair criteria
(e.g. online retailers offering different discounts or gedased on place of residence
or past purchases).

In summary, big data analysis leaves users vulnerable. Tiay be discrimi-
nated against, and no one (including the algorithm’s depegiel) may even know why;
what's worse, traditional methods for preserving user gnoty (e.g. by “opting out”
of data collection) offer little protection; big data tedfes allow companies to infer
individuals’ data based on similar users [Barocas and Nizsem, 2014]. Since it is
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often difficult to “pop the hood” and understand the inner kinogs of classification
algorithms, maintaining transparency in classificatioa imajor challenge. In more
concrete terms, transparency can be interpreted as uadeéirsgy what influences the
decisions of a black-box classifier. This is where our wonkes in.

Suppose that we are given a dataBedf users; here, every usarc B can be
thought of as a vector of features (es).= (age, gender, IP address)), where the
i-th coordinate ofa corresponds to the state of tiwh feature. Eacta has a value
v(a) (say, the credit score af). We are interested in the following questiagiven a
datasetB of various feature vectors and their values, how influentias each feature
in determining these values?

In more detail, given a seW = {1,...,n} of features, a dataseé® of feature
profiles, where every profila has a value:(a), we would like to compute a measure
¢;(N, B, v) that corresponds to featui's importance in determining the labels of the
points inB. We see this work as an important first step towards a coneretieodology
for transparency analysis of big-data algorithms.

Our Contribution:  We take an axiomatic approach — which draws heavily on co-
operative game theory — to define an influence measure. Thi¢ oheur approach
lies in its independence of the underlying structure of tassification function; all we
need is to collect data on its behavior.

We show that our influence measure is the unique measuréy/sagisome natural
properties (Section 2). As a case study, we show that wheimth values are given
by a linear classifier, our influence measure has an intujf@@metric interpretation
(Section 3). Finally, we show that our axioms can be extemuedder to obtain other
influence measures (Section 4). For example, our axioms eamséd to obtain a
measure oftate influenceas well as influence measures where a prior distribution on
the data is assumed, or a measure that uses pseudo-distaweei user profiles to
measure influence.

We complement our theoretical results with an implemeaoatif our approach,
which serves as a proof of concept (Section 5). Using ourdkaonk, we identify ads
where certain user features have a significant influence @thghthe ad is shown to
users. Our experiments show that our influence measuresdetadesirable manner.

In particular, a Spanish language ad — clearly biased tosv&mhnish speakers —
demonstrated the highest influence of any feature amongall a

1.1 Related Work

Axiomatic characterizations have played an important iolthe design of provably
fair revenue divisions [Shapley, 1953; Young, 1985; Bafzih865; Lehrer, 1988].
Indeed, one can think of the setting we describe as a gernatialh of cooperative
games, where agents can have more than one state — in coopgeahes, agents are
either present or absent from a coalition. Some papers éxieoperative games to
settings where agents have more than one state, and defirenicdl measures for such
settings [Chalkiadakist al., 2010; Zicket al,, 2014]; however, our setting is far more
general.



Our definition of influence measures the ability of a feataraffect the classifi-
cation outcome if changed (e.g. how often does a change iegeause a change in
the display frequency of an ad); this idea is used in the @mabf cause [Halpern and
Pearl, 2005; Tian and Pearl, 2000], and responsibility &her and Halpern, 2004];
our influence measure can be seen as an application of these tiol a classification
setting.

Influence measures are somewhat relatefd@adure selectiofiBlum and Langley,
1997]. Feature selection is the problem of finding the seeafures that are most rel-
evant to the classification task, in order to improve thegrenfince of a classifier on
the data; that is, it is the problem of finding a subset of fiestusuch that if we train
a classifier using just those features, the error rate ismibeid. Some of the work on
feature selection employs feature ranking methods; sorae ese the Shapley value
as a method for selecting the most important features [Cehah, 2005]. Our work
differs from feature selection both in its objectives arschitethodology. Our measures
can be used in order to rank features, but we are not inter@steaining classifiers;
rather, we wish to decide which features influence the dmtisf an unknown classi-
fier. That said, one can certainly employ our methodologyrdeoto rank features in
feature selection tasks.

When the classifier is linear, our influence measures take mparticularly intu-
itive interpretation as the aggregate volume between twaeiplanes [Marichal and
Mossinghoff, 2006].

Recent years have seen tremendous progress on methodsatecerfhirness in
classification [Dworlet al,, 2012; Kamishimat al,, 2011], user privacy [Balebaket
al., 2012; Pedresclt al, 2008; Wills and Tatar, 2012] and the prevention of discrim-
ination [Kamiran and Calders, 2009; Calders and VerwerQ2Qlionget al, 2011].
Our work can potentially inform all of these research trsuatclassifier can be deemed
fair if the influence of certain features is low; for exampgieh gender influence may
indicate discrimination against a certain gender. In teshpgivacy, if a hidden feature
(i.e. one that is not part of the input to the classifier) hahlmnfluence, this indicates
a possible breach of user privacy.

2 Axiomatic Characterization

We begin by briefly presenting our model. Given a seteafturesN = {1,...,n},
let A; be the set of possiblealues or statesthat feature can take; for example, the
i-th feature could be gender, in which ca$e= {male female other}. We are given
partial outputs of a function over a dataset containing featurelpeofirhat is, we are
givenasubseB of A = [,y 4;, and a valuatiom(a) for everya € B. By given, we
mean that we do not know the actual structure dbut we know what values it takes
over the dataseB. Formally, our input is a tupl¢ = (N, B,v), wherev : A — Q
is a function assigning a value ofa) to each data poird € B. We refer tog as the
dataset Whenv(a) € {0,1} for all a € B, v is abinary classifier WhenB = A
and|4;| = 2 for all i € N, the dataset corresponds to a standard TU cooperative
game [Chalkiadakist al., 2011] (and is a simple gameifa) € {0,1}).

We are interested in answering the following questibow influential is feature



i? Our desired output is a measusgG) that will be associated with each feature
The measure;(G) should be a good metric of the importance @fi determining the
values ofv overB.

Our goal in this section is to show that there exists a unigéleénce measure
that satisfies certain natural axioms. We begin by desg@ithia axioms, starting with
symmetry.

Given a datasef = (N, B,v) and a bijective mapping from N to itself, we
definecG = (oN,oB, ov) in the natural way:c N has all of the features relabeled
according tos (i.e. the index ofi is nowo (i)); oB is {ca | a € B}, andov(ca) =
v(a) for all ca € o B. Given a bijective mapping : A; — A; over the states of some
featurei € N, we definerG = (N, 7B, Tv) in a similar manner.

Definition 2.1. An influence measure satisfies thdeature symmetrproperty if it

is invariant under relabelings of features: given a datgset (N, B,v) and some
bijectiono : N — N, ¢;(G) = ¢o@;)(cG) forall i € N. Ainfluence measure
satisfies thestate symmetrgroperty if it is invariant under relabelings of states:egia
datasef; = (N, B,v), somei € N, and some bijection : A, — A;, $;(G) = ¢,(7G)
forall j € N. Note that it is possible that=£ j. A measure satisfying both state and
feature symmetry is said to satisfy thgmmetnaxiom (Sym).

Feature symmetry is a natural extension of the symmetrynaxiefined for coop-
erative games (see e.g. [Banzhaf, 1965; Lehrer, 1988; 8&)d®53]). However, state
symmetry does not make much sense in classic cooperativesydmvould translate
to saying that for any set of playefsC N and any;j € N, the value ofi is the same
if we treatS asS \ {j}, andS \ {5} asS. While in the context of cooperative games
this is rather uninformative, we make non-trivial use ohitwhat follows.

We next describe a sufficient condition for a feature to havanfluence: a feature
should not have any influence if it does not affect the outcomamy way. Formally, a
featurei € N is adummyif v(a) = v(a_;,b) foralla € B, and allb € A, such that
(a,i, b) € B.

Definition 2.2. An influence measuré satisfies thedlummyproperty if ¢;(G) = 0
whenever is a dummy in the datasét

The dummy property is a standard extension of the dummy pippsed in value
characterizations in cooperative games. However, whelindeaith real datasets, it
may very well be that there is no vectare B such thata_;,b) € B; this issue is
discussed further in Section 6.

Cooperative game theory employs a notion of value additimithe characteriza-
tion of both the Shapley and Banzhaf values. Given two d&tégse= (N, B, v1),Gs =
(N, B,v2), we defineG = (N, A,v) = Gi + G» with v(a) = vi(a) + ve(a) for all
a€B.

Definition 2.3. An influence measure satisfies additivity (AD) if;(G1 + G2) =
$i(G1) + ¢:(G2) for any two dataset§; = (N, B,v1),G2 = (N, B, va).

The additivity axiom is commonly used in the axiomatic asayof revenue di-
vision in cooperative games (see [Lehrer, 1988; Shapley39however, it fails to



capture a satisfactory notion of influence in our more gdrsatting. We now show

that any measure that satisfies additivity, in addition eospmmetry and dummy prop-
erties, must evaluate to zero for all features. To show tésfirst define the following

simple class of datasets.

Definition 2.4. LetU, = (N, A, u,) be the dataset defined by the classifigr where
ua(a’) = 1if a’ = a, and is 0 otherwise. The dataggt is referred to as theingleton
datasebvera.

It is an easy exercise to show that additivity implies thatdoy scalarx € Q,
#:(aG) = a¢;(G), where the dataset§ has the value of every point scaled by a factor
of a.

Proposition 2.5. Any influence measure that satisfies the (Sym), (D) and (ADjrex
evaluates to zero for all features.

Proof. First, we show that for ang,a’ € A and anyb € A;, it must be the case that
¢i(Ua_; p)) = ¢i(U , p)). This is true because we can define a bijective mapping
fromUa_, ») OUE 1) foreveryj € N\{i}, we swap; anda’;. By state symmetry,
¢i(Ua_, b)) = ¢iUar 1))

Next, if ¢ is additive, then for any datasgt= (N, B, v), $i(G) = > _,c g v(a)$i(Ua).
That is, the influence of a feature must be the sum of its infleewer singleton
datasets, scaled hya).

Now, suppose for contradiction that there exists somesiogldataset; (a € B)
for which some featuré € N does not have an influence of zero. That is, we assume
thate; (Us) # 0. We define a datasét = (N, A, v) in the following manner: for all
a € Asuchthath_, = a_;, we setv(a) = 1, andv(a) = 0if a_; # a_;. Inthe
resulting dataset;(a) is solely determined by the values of feature®ilg{}; in other
wordsv(a) = v(a_;,b) forall b € A;, hence featuréis a dummy. According to the
dummy axiom, we must have that(G) = 0; however,

0=0¢:G)= Z ¢i(Ua) = Z diUa_, )

a:w(a)=1 beA;

=3 billha) = |Aili (Ua) > 0,

beEA,;

where the first equality follows from the decompositiondofnto singleton datasets,
and the third equality holds by Symmetry. This is a contriaiic O

As Proposition 2.5 shows, the additivity, symmetry and dynmroperties do not
lead to a meaningful description of influence. A reader fenilith the axiomatic
characterization of the Shapley value [Shapley, 1953] fivitll this result rather dis-
appointing: the classic characterizations of the Shaphely Banzhaf values assume
additivity (that said, The axiomatization by Young [198%8Jes not assume additivity).

We now show that there is an influence measure uniquely deffiyned alternative
axiom, which echoes the union intersection property deedrby Lehrer [1988]. In
what follows, we assume that all datasets are classified yaaybclassifier. We write



W (B) to be the set of all profiles i such thav(a) = 1, andL(B) to be the set of all
profiles inB that have a value of 0. We refert% (B) as thewinning profilesn B, and
to L(B) as thelosing profilesin B. We can thus writey; (W (B), L(B)), rather than
#:(G). Given two disjoint set8V, L. C A, we can define the dataset@s= (W, L), and
the influence of as¢; (W, L), without explicitly writing N, B andv. As we have seen,
no measure can satisfy the additivity axiom (as well as syimnamd dummy axioms)
without being trivial. We now propose an alternative inflbermeasure, captured by
the following axiom:

Definition 2.6. An influence measureg satisfies thalisjoint union (DU)property if for
anyQ c A, and any diSjOinRa R c A \ Qa ¢i(Q7 R) + (bl(Qv R/) = (bl(Qv RU R/),
andg;(R,Q) + ¢:(R',Q) = ¢i(RUR', Q).

An influence measurg satisfying the (DU) axiom is additive with respect to in-
dependent observation$ the same typeSuppose that we are given the outputs of a
binary classifier on two dataset§; = (W, L;) andGs = (W, Ls). The (DU) axiom
states that the ability of a feature to affect the outcomejoiis independent of its
ability to affect the outcome ig», if the winning states are the same in both datasets.

Replacing additivity with the disjoint union property yiisla unique influence mea-
sure, with a rather simple form.

W= 3 lainb) - o) (1)

acBbcA;:(a_;,b)eB

x measures the number of times that a change in the stadteanfses a change in the
classification outcome. If we normalizeand divide by| B|, the resulting measure has
the following intuitive interpretation: pick a vectar € B uniformly at random, and
count the number of points iA; for which (a_;, b) € B andi changes the value af
We note that when all features have two statesand A, x coincides with the (raw)
Banzhaf power index [Banzhaf, 1965].

We now show thay is a unique measure satisfying (D), (Sym) and (DU). We begin
by presenting the following lemma, which characterizesigriice measures satisfying
(D), (Sym) and (DU) when dataset contains only a single featu

Lemma 2.7. Let ¢ be an influence measure that satisfies state symmetry, adid 4et
{i}, Ai,v1) and Go = ({i}, A;,v2) be two datasets with a single featureif the
number of winning states undér andg, is identical, thenp;(G1) = ¢.(G2).

Proof Sketch.We simply construct a bijective mapping from the winningiestaof
underg; and its winning states if;. By state symmetry; (G1) = ¢;(G2). O

Lemma 2.7 implies that for single feature games, the value fefature only de-
pends on the number of winning states, rather than theitiigien

We are now ready to show the main theorem for this sectias:the unique influ-
ence measure satisfying the three axioms above, up to aatfattor.

Theorem 2.8. An influence measuggsatisfies (D), (Sym) and (DU) if and only if there
exists a constan® such that for every datasét= (N, B, v)

¢i(G) = C - xi(9).



Proof. It is an easy exercise to verify thatsatisfies the three axioms, so we focus on
the “only if” direction.

We present our proof assuming that we are given thelset data; the proof goes
through even if we assume that we are presented with soneaays C A. Let us
write W = W (A) andL = L(A). Givensomea_; € A_;,we writeL, ,={ac L |
a_; = ﬁ_i}, andWaﬂ,, = {5. ew | a_; =a_;¢.

Using the disjoint union property, we can decompogéV, L) as follows:

sW.L)= > > 6i(Wa,,La ). (2)

a_;€A_;a_;€A_;

Now, if a_; # a_;, then feature is a dummy given the dataset provided. Indeed,
state profiles are either W, _, orin L5_,; thatis, ifv(a_;,b) = 0, then(a_;,b) is
unobserved, and if(a_;,b) = 1, then(a_;, b) is unobserved. We conclude that

S(W.L)= > 6:(Wa ,,La ). (3)

a_;€A_;

Let us now consides;(Wa,_,, La_,). Since¢ satisfies state symmetry, Lemma 2.7
implies that¢; can only possibly depend an_;, [W,_,| and|L._,|. Next, for any
a_; anda’; such that|La ,| = [La | and|Wa ;| = [Wa |, so by Lemma 2.7
¢i(Wa_;, La_;) = ¢i(War_, Lar ). In other wordsp; only depends ofWa_,|, | La_,],
and not on the identity of ;.

Thus, one can seg; for a single feature as a function of two parametersind
[ in N, wherew is the number of winning states ahds the number of losing states.
According to the dummy property, we know that(w, 0) = ¢;(0,1) = 0; moreover,
the disjoint union property tells us that(x,l) + ¢;(y,1) = ¢:(z + y,1), and that
bi(w, ) + ¢i(w, y) = ¢i(w, x + ). We now show thab; (w, 1) = ¢;(1, 1)wl.

Our proof is by induction ow + {. Forw + [ = 2 the claim is clear. Now, assume
without loss of generality that > 1 and! > 1; then we can writev = z + y for
z,y € Nsuchthatl < z,y < w. By our previous observation,

¢i(wa l) = ¢i(x7 l) + ¢i(ya l)
g (1, 1)@l + (1, Dyl = ¢y (1, 1wl

Now, ¢;(1, 1) is the influence of featurewhen there is exactly one losing state profile,
and one winning state profile. We wrifg(1,1) = ¢;.

Let us WriteWi(a_i) = {b e A; | v(a_i, b) = 1} andLi(a_i) = A, \ Wi(a_i).
Thus,|Wa_,| = |[Wi(a—;)|,and|La_,| = |L;(a—;)|. Putting it all together, we get that

$i(G)=ci Y [Wilay)|-|Li(ay)] (4)
a_;€EA_;

We just need to show that the measure given in (4) eqgualgoduloc;). Indeed, (4)
equalsy . c 4. y(a)—o [Wila—i)|, whichinturnequald_, . 1. ,a)=0 2pea, [v(a—i,b)—

v(a)|. Similarly, (4) equals
Z Z lv(a_;, b) —v(a)l.

acA:w(a)=1 bEA;



Thus, .
> Witasi)| - [Lita)| = 3 DN (i b) —v(a);

a_;€A_; acAbecA;

in particular, for every datasé€t = (N, A,v) and every; € N, there is some con-
stantC; such thate;(G) = Cix;(G). To conclude the proof, we must show that
C; = C;foralli,j € N. Letoc : N — N be the bijection that swapsand j;
theng;(G) = ¢o(;)(0G). By feature symmetry(’;x;(G) = ¢i(G) = ¢o(i)(0G) =
9j(0G) = Cjx;(0G) = Cjxi(G), thusC; = C;. [

3 Case Study: Influence for Linear Classifiers

To further ground our results, we now present their appbeato the class of linear
classifiers. For this class of functions, our influence mesasakes on an intuitive
interpretation.

A linear classifieris defined by a hyperplane R™; all points that are on one side
of the hyperplane are colored blue (in our setting, haveeva)yand all points on the
other side are colored red (have a value of 0). Formally, we@ate a weighty; € R
with every one of the features iN (we assume that; # 0 for all i € N); a point
x € R"isblueifx -w > ¢, whereq € R is a given parameter. The classification
functionv : R™ — {0, 1} is given by

v(x) =

{1 ifx-w>gq (5)

0 otherwise.

Fixing the value ofr; to someb € R, let us consider the séV;(b) = {x_; €
R ! | v(x_;,b) = 1}; we observe that if < v’ andw; > 0, thenW;(b) C W;(b') (if
w; < 0thenW;(v') C W;(b)). Given two value$, b’ € R, we denote by

D;(b,0) = {x_; € R"! | w(x_;,b) # v(x_s,b)}.

By our previous observation, i < ¥’ thenD; (b,b’) = W;(b') \ W;(b), and ifb > b’
thenD;(b,b") = W;(b) \ W, (V).

Suppose that rather than taking pointsRif, we only take points iff0, 1]”; then
we can defineD; (b,V’)| = Vol(D;(b,b')), where

Vol(D;(b, b)) = / [v(x—i,b") — v(x_i, b)|Ox_;.
x_;€[0,1]n~1

In other words, in order to measure the total influence ofirggtthe state of fea-
ture ¢ to b, we must take the total volume db;(b,v’) for all & € [0, 1], which
equalsfbl,:0 Vol(D;(b,b'))0b. Thus, the total influence of setting the statei @b b
is x€[0,1] |v(x_;,b) — v(x)|0x. The total influence of would then be naturally the
total influence of its states, i.e.

1
/ / |v(x_;,b) — v(x)|0x0b. (6)
b=0 Jx€[0,1]"



The formula in Equation (6) is denoted ky(w;¢). Equation (1) is a discretized
version of Equation (6); the results of Section 2 can be addrto the continuous
setting, with only minimal changes to the proofs.

We now show that the measure given in (6) agrees with the wgiglsome natural
manner. This intuition is captured in Theorem 3.1 (proof tbexl).

Theorem 3.1. Letwv be a linear classifier defined by andg; thenx;(G) > x;(G) if
and only if|w;| > |wy|.

Given Theorem 3.1, one would expect the following to holdopsase that we are
given two weight vectorsy, w' € R™ such thatw; = wj forall j # 4, butw; < w;.
Let v be the linear classifier defined sy andq andv’ be the linear classifier defined
by w’ andq. Is it the case that featureis more influential under’ than unden?
In other words, does influence monotonicity hold when weease the weight of an
individual feature? The answer to this is negative.

Example 3.2. Let us consider a single feature game wh¥re- {1}, 4; = [0, 1], and
v(z) = 1if wz > ¢, andv(x) = 0 if wz < ¢ for a givenw > ¢. The fraction of times
that1 is pivotal is

| Pivy| = /b:o /z_o I(v(b)=1 A v(x)=0)0xdb;

simplifying, this expression is equal {@ — £) <. We can show that; = 2|Piv1| ,
we have thaj; is maximized whery = 2w; in particular,y; iS monotone increasing
wheng < w < 2¢, and it is monotone decreasing whern> 24.

Example 3.2 highlights the following phenomenon: fixing titker features to be
a_;, the influence of is maximized whenL,_,| = |[W,_,|. This can be interpreted
probabilistically: we sample a random feature fréimand assume that for any fixed
a_; € A_;,Prlv(a_;,b)=1]= % The better a featureagrees with our assumption,
the morei is rewarded. More generally, an influence measure sati$fessgreement
with prior assumptior(APA) axiom if for any vector(p,...,p,) € [0,1]™, and any
fixeda_, € A_;,é's influence increases &¥r[v(a_;,b) = 1] — p;| decreases. A vari-
ant of the symmetry axiom (that reflects changes in prolissifvhen labels change),
along with the dummy and disjoint union axioms can give us &hted influence
measure as described in Section 4.2, that also satisfieAFAg axiom.

4 Extensions of the Feature Influence Measure

Section 2 presents an axiomatic characterization of feanfluence, where the value
of each feature vector is either zero or 1. We now present géasible extensions of
the measure, and the variations on the axioms that theyreequi

4.1 State Influence

Section 2 provided an answer to questions of the followirrgifowhat is the impact
of gender on classification outcomes? The answer providpdewious sections was



that influence was a function of the feature’s ability to apaoutcomes by changing
its state.

It is also useful to ask a related question: what is the impétiie gender feature
being set to “female” on classification outcomes? In othedsprather than measuring
feature influence, we are measuring the influence of fedtbeéng in a certairstate
The results described in Section 2 can be easily extenddusesétting. Moreover,
the impossibility result described in Proposition 2.5 noger holds when we measure
state — rather than feature — influence: we can replace th@rtisinion property
with additivity to obtain an alternative classification ¢dt influence.

4.2 Weighted Influence

Suppose that in addition to the datagktwe are given a weight function : B — R.
w(a) can be thought of as the number of occurrences of the vecioithe dataset,
the probability thatr appears, or some intrinsic importance measure. olote that
in Section 2 we implicitly assume that all points occur at Haene frequency (are
equally likely) and are equally important. A simple extemspf the disjoint union
and symmetry axioms to a weighted variant shows that the welghted influence
measure that satisfies these axioms is

B =Y Y w@lla,b) —o(a)l.

acBbeA;:(a_;,b)eB

4.3 General Distance Measures

Suppose that instead of a classifiet A — {0,1} we are given a pseudo-distance
measure: that is, a functieh: A x A — R that satisfied(a,a’) = d(a’,a), d(a,a) =

0 and the triangle inequality. Note that it is possible tti@t,a’) = 0 buta # a’. An
axiomatic analysis in such general settings is possiblerdnuires more assumptions
on the behavior of the influence measure. Such an axiomaiioaph leads us to show
that the influence measure

X?(B) = Z Z d((a-i,0),a)

acBbeA;:(a_;,b)eB

is uniquely defined via some natural axioms. The additioraras are a simple ex-
tension of the disjoint union property, and a minimal regoient stating that when
B = {a, (a_;,b)}, then the influence of a featuredgl((a_;,b), a) for some constant
« independent of. The extension to pseudo-distances proves to be pariigulseful
when we conduct empirical analysis of Google’s display ad$esn, and the effects
user metrics have on display ads.

5 Implementation

We implement our influence measure to study Google’s dispthsertising system.
Users can set demographics (like gender or age) on the GéagRettings page

1googl e. cont set ti ngs/ ads
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these are used by the Google ad serving algorithm to detenwvtiich ads to serve. We
apply our influence measure to study how demographic sstinflyence the targeted
ads served by Google. We use the AdFisher tool Deittal. [2014] for automating
browser activity and collect ads.

We pick the set of featuresN = {gender, age, languape Feature states are
{male, female}for gender{18—24,35—44, 55—64} for age, and English Spanish
for language; this gives us x 3 x 2 = 12 possible user profiles. Using AdFisher,
we launch twelve fresh browser instances, and assign eah camdom user profile.
For each browser instance, the corresponding settingspated on the Ad Settings
page, and Google ads on the BBC news fdalge. com news are collected. For each
browser, the news page is reload@dimes with5 second intervals.

To eliminate ads differing due to random chance, we collést@aver100 itera-
tions, each comprising df2 browser instances, thereby obtaining datalf2t0 sim-
ulated users. In order to minimize confounding factors sashocation and system
specifications, all browser instances were run from the sstat@nary Ubuntu ma-
chine. Thel200 browsers received a total 8,451 ads (63 unique); in order to
reduce the amount of noise, we focus only on ads that weréagtesgh more than 100
times, leaving a total 065 unique ads. Each user profidethus has a frequency
vector of all adsv’(a) € N°°, where thek!" coordinate is the number of times ad
k appeared for a user profie We normalizev’(a) for each ad by the total num-
ber of times that ad appeared. Thus we obtain the final vadatews by computing

vk(a) = SE R Va,Vk € {1,...,55}.

Since user profile values are vectors, we use the generahdesinfluence measure
described in Section 4.3. The pseudo-distance we use is€sisnilarity: cosd(x,y) =
1- m this has been used Cosine similarity has been used by Tizobtal.
[2014] and Guhaet al. [2010] to measure similarity between display ads. The influ-
ence measure for gender, age, and language@i2¢, 0.120, and0.141 respectively;
in other words, no specific feature has a strong influencead®displayed.

We next turn to measuring feature effects on specific adsndren adk, we define
the value of a feature vector to be the number of times thatwas displayed for users
with that feature vector, and ugeto measure influence.

We compare the influence measures for each attribute adktss ads and identify
the top ads that demonstrate high influence. The ad for whinjjdage had the highest
influence (.167) was a Spanish language ad, which was served only to browesrs
set ‘Spanish’ as their language on the Ad Settings page. @ongpwith statistics like
mean and maximum over measures across all features givaiia I, we can see that
this influence was indeed high.

To conclude, using a general distance measure between e vactors, we iden-
tify that language has the highest influence on ads. By usintpee fine-grained
distance function, we can single out one ad which demomwestdaigh influence for
language. While in this case the bias is acceptable, theriexget suggests that our
framework is effective in pinpointing biased or discrimiory ads.

11



Statistic  Gender Age Language
Max 0.07 0.0663 0.167
Min 0.00683  0.00551 0.00723
Mean 0.0324 0.0318 0.0330
Median  0.0299  0.0310 0.0291
StdDev 0.0161 0.0144 0.024

Table 1: Statistics over influence measures across features

6 Conclusions and Future Work

In this work, we analyze influence measures for classifioatésks. Our influence
measure is uniquely defined by a set of natural axioms, arabifyextended to other
settings. The main advantage of our approach is the minimalledge we have of
the classification algorithm. We show the applicability oir aneasure by analyzing
the effects of user features on Google’s display ads, debpiting no knowledge of
Google’s classification algorithm (which, we suspect, iggjcomplex).

Dataset classification is a useful application of our meshdwbwever, our work
applies to extensions of TU cooperative games where agawésrhore than two states
(e.g. OCF games [Chalkiadalgsal, 2010]).

The measure is trivially hard to compute exactly, since it generalizee taw
Banzhaf power index, for which this task is known to be hartidikiadakiset al.,
2011]. That said, both the Shapley and Banzhaf values capdyeximated via random
sampling [Bachraclket al, 2010]. It is straightforward to show that random sampling
provides good approximations fgras well, assuming a binary classifier.

Our results can be extended in several ways. The megdartae number of times
a change in a feature’s state causes a change in the outcanvevet, a partial dataset
of observations may not contain any pair of vectara’ € B, such that’ = (a_;, ).

In Section 5, we control the dataset, so we ensure that allfearofiles appear. How-

ever, other datasets would not be as well-behaved. Extgradininfluence measure
to accommodate non-immediate influence is an importanttstegrds implementing

our results to other classification domains. Indeed, thé step of our work is ana-

lyzing large-scale datasets, in order to better underdtaniieas behind our influence
measure.

Finally, our experimental results, while encouraging, iltestrative rather than
informative: they tell us that Google’s display ads alduritis clever enough to assign
Spanish ads to Spanish speakers. Our experimental resultseeate the number of
displayed adsthis is not necessarily indicative of users’ clickthrougkes. Since our
users are virtual entities, we are not able to measure thektlrough rates; a broader
experiment, where user profiles correspond to actual humldjecs, would provide
better insights into the effects user profiling has on digpldvertising.
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Appendix:
Influence in Classification

A Proof of Theorem 3.1

We definePiv,;(b) = {x € [0,1]" | v(x) = 1,v(x_;,b) = 0}, to be the set of alpiv-

otal vectors (w.r.t.b), andA-Piv;(b) = {x € [0,1]" | v(x) = 0,v(x—;,b) = 1} to be

the set of allanti-pivotal vectors We write Piv; = {(x,b) € [0,1]"** | x € Piv;(b)}
andA-Piv; = {(x,b) € [0,1]" | x € A-Piv;(b) }. We note that/ol(Piv;) = Vol(A-Piv;).
Given a pointx, b) € Piv;, we know that(x) = 0 butv(x_;,b) = 1. Therefore, the
point((x—;, b), x;) is in A-Piv;. We conclude that

1
i = / | Piv; (b)] + |A-Pivs(b)|9b
b=0
1

= / 1 Vol(Piv;(b))db + / Vol(A-Piv; (b))9b
b=0

b=0
=Vol(Piv;) + Vol(A-Piv;) = 2 Vol(Piv;)

We begin by stating a few technical lemmas. Our objective éstablish some volume-
preserving transformations between vectors for whids pivotal, and vectors for
whichi is pivotal.

Thus, to show thay; > x,; wheneverw; > w; > 0, it suffices to show that
Vol(Piv;) > Vol(Piv;).

Lemma A.1. Suppose thaw; > w; > 0;if x € Piv;(b) \ Piv;(b) thenz; > x;.

Proof. First, note that ifv(x_;,b) = 1 butv(x) = 0, thenz; < b. Now, suppose that
z; < xj; we show thafx_;,b) - w < (x_;,b) - w. Indeed,
(x—j,b) - w <(x_;,b) - W <=
T Wi + bwj <zjw; + bw; <—
TiW; — arjwj §b(wz — wj)
Thus, we just need to show thatw; — z;w; < b(w; — w;). Sincex; < x;, x;w; —
zjw; < xj(w; —w;), and sincew; > wjy, this is at mosb(w; — w;), as required.

This means that ift; < z; thenx € Piv;(b), which concludes the first part of the
proof. O

Let f;; : R® — R" be the transformation

fii(X)pr=<z; fk=i
z;,  otherwise.

Lemma A.2. If x € Piv;(b) \ Piv;(b) thenf,;(x) ¢ Piv;(b) U A-Piv;(b).
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Proof. First, note thatb — z;)(w; — w;) > 0; this is becausé > z; andw; > w;.
This implies thatr;w; + bw; < bw; + xzjw;. Now, sincev(x_;,b) = 0, we know
thatbw; + zjw; < q—>, ij TWE; thereforew - (fi;(x)—;,b) = Zk#,j Trwy +
zjw; + bw; < g, andv(fi;(x)—;,b) = 0. This implies thatf;; (x) ¢ Piv;(b).

Now, (z; — z;)(w; — wj) > 0 sincex; > x; by Lemma A.1. Thereforeg;w; +
Tiwj < Tw; + Tjw; < q— Y, Trwy, Which implies thatw - f;;(x) < ¢, hence
v(fi;(x)) = 0. In particular,f;; (x) ¢ A-Piv;(b). O
Lemma A.3. Supposev; > w; > 0 and thatx € Piv;(b) \ Piv;(b); if fi;(x) ¢
Pl’l)l(b) thenz; > b > Tj .

Proof. Suppose that > z; > ;. We note thatb — z;)(w; — w;) > 0, which implies
thatbw; + z,w; > zw; + bw; > q — Zk;ém- zpwy. Hencew - (fi;(x)—:,b) > ¢,
which implies thatf;;(x) € Piv;(b). Thus, If f;;(x) ¢ Piv,;(b), it must be the case

Given somex € [0, 1] and somé < [0, 1], we defingy;; : [0, 1]" %[0, 1] — [0,1]"
as follows:

gij(x, b)k = b if & :j
z otherwise.
Lemma A.4. If x € Piv;(b) \ Piv;(b) and f;;j(x) ¢ Piv;(b), theng,;;(x,b) €
Proof. First, we observe thdy;; (x,b)_;, z;) = (x—;,b), and tha{g;; (x,b)_;, z;) =
fij(x). As observed in Lemma A.2, if; > z; thenv(f;;(x)) = 0. Therefore,
9ij(x,b) ¢ Piv;(x;). Moreover, sincex € Piv;(b), v(gi;(x,b)) = 1, s0g;;(x,b) €
Piv;(z;). Onthe other handp — x; ) (w; — w;) > 0, S0z jw; + bw; < bw; + xw; <
4= D pzi; TkWk, SOGij (X, ) - w < ¢. This means thay;; (x, b) € A-Piv;(z;). O

Given a setS C R™ and a functionf : R™ — R™, we definef(S) = {f(s) |
s € S}. We can extend;; andg;; defined above to functions frol"*! to R"+!
as follows. Given a poinfx,b) € R"™!, we defineF;;(x,b) = (fi;(x),b), and
Gi;(x,b) = (g45(x,b), z;). We note that bottF;; andG;; merely swap coordinates in
their inputs, thus they preserve distances:

d(Gij (X, b)? Gij (}’7 C)) = d((x7 b)’ (Ya C))

for any metricd. Isoperimetric transformations are known to preservemeluif I :
R™ — R™ is an isoperimetry, theol(S) = Vol(1(S)) foranyS C R™.

Theorem A.5. If w; > w; > 0thenVol(Piv;) < Vol(Piv;).

Proof. We partitionPiv; as follows. We denote
Aij = Pi?)j N Piv;,
Bij = {(X,b) € PZ"Uj \ Piv; | (fw(x),b) € Pivi}, and
Cij = {(x,b) € Pivy \ Piv; | (fij(x),b) & Pivi}.
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Clearly, A;;, B;; andC;; partition Piv ;.

According to Lemma A.2F;;(B;;) C Piv; \ Piv,;. Now, let us observe’;;. Ac-
cording to Lemma A.4G;;(C;;) C Piv; \ Piv;. It remains to show thak;;(B;;) N
Gi;j(Ci;) = 0. Suppose that there are sorfyeb) € B;j,(z,c¢) € C;; such that
(fi;(x),b) = (9:5(z, ¢), z;). Thismeans thdtz, ¢) = ((x—,, b), ;). To prove a contra-
diction, it suffices to show that ifx, b) € B;; then we have that(x_;,b), z;) ¢ C;;.
In order to be inC;;, it must be the case thgt;(x_;,b) ¢ Piv;(z;); we show that
fij(x—i,b) € Piv;(x;). First, let us writef;;(x_;,b) = y. We note thaty, = z
for all k& # 4,4, thaty; = b, and thaty; = x;. Sinceb > x;, it must be the
case thatb — z;)(w; — w;) > 0, hencebw; + z;w; > x;w; + bw;. Therefore,
w-y < w- (x_;,b). Now, since(x,b) € Piv; \ Piv;, it must be the case that
v(x_;,b) = 0,i.e. thatw - (x_;,b) < ¢. This means thai(y) = 0. We now show that
v(y—i,z;) = 1. Sincey; = z; andy; = b, (y—;, ;) = (x—;,b). Since(x,b) € Piv;,
v(y—i,z;) = v(x_j,b) = 1. Thereforey € Piv,, and thug(x_;,b),z;) ¢ C,;. We
conclude that indeedl;; (B;;) N G;;(Ci;) = 0.

To conclude,

VOZ(PZ"Uj) :VOZ(A”) + VOZ(B”) + VOZ(CZJ)
< Vol(Piv;)
which concludes the proof. O

Corollary A.6. LetG = (N, [0,1]",v) be a game where is a linear separator given
byw andg. If w; > w; > 0thenx;(G) > x,(G).

Corollary A.6 shows that is monotone in feature weights. a complementary result
shows that increasing a feature’s weight would result imaneiase in influence. Next,
we show that Corollary A.6 holds even when weights are negati

Lemma A.7. LetG = ({1,2},]0,1]% v) be a 2-feature linear separator witl; > 0
andw; < 0. Theny1(G) > x2(9) if and only if|w; | > |ws].

Proof. We begin by assuming that> 0. First, suppose that; < ¢. In that case, for
all (z1,x2) € [0,1]2, we haver;w; + rows < z1w; < w1 < q, SOvV(x1,72) = 0 for
all (z1,x2) € [0,1]%. In particular,y1(G) = x2(G) = 0 and we are done.

We now assume that; > ¢q. We show that the claim holds by direct computation
of x1, x2. We start by computing; (G). By definition,x1(G) equals

/01 (/01 [(v(z1,72) = 1)021 /01 I(v(y1,22) = O)ayl) Oy

which equals

1 1 — ToW 1 — ToW:
/ ( [z S0 [ < w)&yl) ors (M)
0 0 w1 0 w1

Theinternalintegrals in (7) are zero whene%efz= ¢ [0, 1]. We know that!={2=2 >
0 for all zo € [0, 1]; however,% < 1 only whenz, < w_l—;f This inequality is
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non trivial only if 22 < 1. This happens only whep > w; + w. Therefore, we
distinguish between two cases; the first case is whenw; + w», and the second is
wheng < wi + we. In the second case, singe> 0, wy + wo > 0 as well, hence
|wi] > |wsz|. In the first case we have:

wl—4g

xi(9) =/ (1— "_”w?) (q_”wz) O
0 w1 w1

_(wn - 9)*(2¢ JQF w1) (8)

6(—wa)wi

In the second case we have

1
xi(9) =/ (1— q_“wz) ("_‘“2“’2) 0>
0 w1 w1

:6q(w1 +ws) — 6¢% — wa (3w + 2ws) ©)

2
6wy

Now, let us proceed to compujg(G). We have thak-(G) equals

/01 (/01 [(v(z1,72) = 1)0z2 /01 I(v(z1,y2) = O)ayQ) O,

which equals

1 1 1w, — 1 ri1w1 —
[ ([ 10 = 2 =000, [ 10> T Doy ) om - 10)
0 0 —wa2 0 —wa2

Again, the internal integrals in (10) are not zero only#7~ € [0,1]. =24 >0
ifand only if z; > I, and®=1—~4 < 1ifand only if 1 < 42 This inequality is
non-trivial only if -2 < 1, which happens only whep< w; + w». Thus, we again
distinguish between the case whexr w; + we and the case whep< w; + ws. In
the first case, we have

1 — j—
@)=/, (%wg (1_%>am

6wiw

and in the second case;(G) equals

/q_sz (zlwl—q> <1_I1w1—q> 8xgz_w2 (12)
q_ — W2 — W2 6’[1}1
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Let us compare the values when> w; + wo.

x1(G) >x2(9) =
(w1 — q)*(2q +w1) S (w1 — q)%(2q — 2wy — 3ws) —
6(_’[1}2)'[1)% - 6’[1}%’[1}1
2Q+wl 22q—2w1—3w2 —
w1 — W2
(—w2)(2q +w1) >w1(2q — 2wy — 3ws) —
w1 (w1 + wg) Zq(wl + w2) (13)

Thus, (13) holds with equality ifv; = —ws, x1(G) > x2(G) if w1 > —ws (Since
wy > ¢ > 0 by assumption), ang (G) < x2(G) otherwise. For the second case, we
have

x1(9) >x2(9)
6q(wy + we) — 6¢% — wa(3wy + 2ws) S w2
6w% ~ 6w

6q(wy + we) — 6¢% — wa(3wy + 2ws) S

— wo
w1

6q(w1 + wa) — 6¢% — wa (3w + 2wsy) >(—wa)ws
6¢(w1 + wp) — 6¢* — 2wo (w1 + wz) >0
(3¢ — w)(wy + wo) >3¢>

[

(14)

Now, (14) holds with equality ifv; + we = 0, since theny = 0 as well. Finally, if
w1 +we > 0, then it holds with strict inequality sinae; + ws > ¢ and3q — ws > 3q,
and we are done.

Next, let us assume that< 0. We again directly compute; (G) andx2(G). First,
if wy > g, thenxiwy + wows > xowe > wo > g for all (z1,22) € [0,1]?%; hence
x1(9) = x2(9) = 0, and the claim trivially holds. We now assume that < q.
Again, we have that; (G) equals

1 1 1

L ([ 1t < =200 [ 10> =200 Yo, 15)
0 0 w1 0 w1

We need to havé%lw2 € 10,1]. % > 0ifand only if zo > w% Sincews; < g,

this value is always less than 1. Moreovér;22 < 1if and only if z, < 422t

This inequality is not trivial only if-** < 1, which happens whenever> w + ws.

Thus, whery > wy 4+ wa, x1(G) equals

/ w2 q — T2W2 1— q — T2W2 O — w1
9 w1 w1 2 —6’[1}2
w2
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and whery < w; + we, x1(G) equals

/1 (q—ffzwz) (1_ q—fzwz) Oy =
_a w1 w1

wy
(¢ — w2)*(2q — 2ws — 3wy)
bwow?

For x2(G), we employ a similar reasoning. Firgtz(G) equals

1 1 _ 1 _
[ ([ e = 22 =000, [0 > Do) or1 a6)
0 0 —w2 0 —w2

And again, ==~ € [0,1] if and only if z; < 4 *2. Note that sincav, < g,
4522 > 0. This constraint is only meaningful when < w; + w». Thus, when
q > w1 + ws, we have thak2(G) equals

/1 (iﬂlwl —Q> (1 _ nw —Q> Dy =
0 —Ww2 —Ww2

_ 6¢° — 6q(w1 4 wo) + w1 (Bwz + 2w1)

6w3
and equals
(g~ w2)*(2q + w2)
6w3w,
otherwise.

Next, we compare the values we obtained. Whek w; + wy, we have that
wy + ws < 0, and in particularjws| > |w;|. Moreover,

_6(]2 — 6g(wy + ’wz) + w1 (3wg + 2wr) > w1

<~
611)% _—6w2
—6¢%2+6 — 3 2
q° 4 6q(w1 + w) — w1 (3wa 4 2w1) >w, —
—wy
—64° 4 6q(wy + wz) — w1 (2w + 2w) >0 —

(3¢ —wr)(wa + wn) >3¢>

Under our assumptions, this inequality holds, and we are doth the first case. For
the second case,

(¢ — w2)?(2q — 2wy — 3wy) S (q — w2)?(2q + wy)

— —
bwow? - 6wiw;
2wy + 3wy — 2¢q > 2q + w2
w1 —w2
(—w2)(2ws + 3wy — 2q) >wi(—2q — wa) =

(—w2) (w1 + wa) >(—q) (w1 + wa)

Sincews < g, this inequality holds with equality wham, = —ws, itis strict whenever
|wy] > |we|, and the reverse holds whémn, | < |ws|. O
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We are now ready to complete the proof of Theorem 3.1.

Proof of Theorem 3.1We have shown the case whevg > w; > 0 in Theorem A.5.
We have also shown this to be true for two features in LemmaWejust need to show
that Lemma A.7 extends to the case of arbitrary players. Ssgthatw;| > |w;|. Let
us writex; ((N, w; ¢)) to be the influence af under the linear classifier defined fy
andq. We observe that

w(Vowia) = [ (i) wnw)ia = Y s)

—i,—J k#i,j
> [ ol )= Y s)
X—i,—j k#i,j
=x; (N, w;q))
which concludes the proof. O

B Proof that y satisfies (D), (Sym) and (DU)

We show thaty satisfies the three axioms. #4fa_;,b) = v(a) for alla € A and all
b € A;, thenjv(a_;,b) — v(a)| = 0, and in particulary;(G) = 0; hence,x satisfies
the dummy property. Suppose we are given a bijectionA; — A;. We observe that

Xi( |A|ZZ|Ua—u —v(a)|

acAbeEA;

Z DY e, 0i(b) — v(ai, oi(b))]

a_;€EA_;b€A; beA;

Z Z Z |Ut71 aflv _vdi (a*i7b1)|

a_;€EA_;b€A; beA;

|Z > D lve(aib) — v (a)| = xi(0:9)

acAb'€A; beA;

S0y is invariant under permutations of feature states. Sitgjléor any bijectiono :
N — N, xi(9) = Xo@)(0G), thereforex satisfies symmetry.

Given a setB C A and a featuré, let us writeW;_,(B) = {a € B | v(a) =
l,a_; = a_;},andLsz ,(B) = {a € B | v(a) = 0,a_; = a_;}. We ob-
serve thatV, ,(B) N Wa_,(B) = La_,(B) N La_,(B) = (); moreover,L(B) =
Ua_.ca, La ,(B)andW(B) = U, ,ca_, Wa_.(B). Now, given some3 C A, let
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us take somé&”’ C W(A) \ W(B).

Xi(W(B),L(B)=>_ > |v(ab)—v(a)|

acEB beA;:
(a—;,b)eB

=3 Y lab) - o)

aceW(B) beA;:
(a_;,b)eB

Y Y e - va)]

acL(B) beA;:
(a,i,b)eB

Next, we observe that the first summand equals

Z Z ) —v(a_;,b),

acW(B) beA;:
(a—;,b)eB

which equals

>y > v(a) —v(a,b) (17)

a_;EAacW,_ ,(B) bEA;:
(a—;,b)eB

Now,v(a) —v(a_;,b) = lifandonlyifv(a_;,b) = 0; thatis, if (a_;,b) € La_,(B).
Thus, Equation (17) equals

Z Z |Laﬂ‘(B)| = (18)

a_;€EA acWa_,(B)

Y Wa,(B)l|La_,(B)]

a_,€EA

A similar construction witH¥’ shows that

(W, LB) = Y (Wi | |La ,(B)l;

a_;€EA_;

sincelV (B) andWW’ are disjoint,y satisfies the disjoint union property.

C Relation to Classic Values in TU Cooperative Games

Our work generalizes influence measurement in classic Tpewmdive games. We
recall that a cooperative game with transferrable utilifygiven by a set of players
N = {1,...,n}, and a functionv : 2V — R, called thecharacteristic function A
game is defined by the tuple = (IV, v). We say that a gamg is monotonef for all
S CTCN,u(S) <oT).

Classic literature identifies two canonical methods of meag feature influence in
cooperative games, the Shapley value [Shapley, 1953]harigldnzhaf value [Banzhaf,
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1965]. We begin by providing the following definitions. Giva setS C N and a
playeri, we letm;(S) = v(S U {i}) — v(S) denote thenarginal contributionof i to
S. The valuem;(S) simply describes the added benefit of havirjgin the coalition
S. LetII(V) be the set of all bijections fronV to itself (also called the set of permu-
tations ofN); given somer € II(N) We letP;(c) = {j € N | o(j) < o(¢)} be the
set of the predecessorsiaindero. We definem; (o) = v(P;(0) U {i}) — v(P;(0)).

Definition C.1. TheBanzhaf valuef a playeri € N is given by

5i(0) = 57 3 mi(S).

SCN

The Banzhaf value takes on a simple probabilistic integti@n: if we choose a set
S uniformly at random fromV, the Banzhaf value of a player is his expected marginal
contribution to that set.

Rather than uniformly sampling sets, the Shapley valuessdban uniformly sam-
pling permutations.

Definition C.2. TheShapley valuef a playeri € N is given by

pi(G) == > v(Pi(a)U{i}) - v(Pi(0)).

" o€II(N)

Intuitively, one can think of the Shapley value as the resitte following process.
We randomly pick some order of the players; each playervesai payoff that is equal
to his marginal contribution to his predecessors in theinde The Shapley value is
simply the expected payoff a player receives in this scheme.

When we sample sets uniformly at random frévn\ {i}, we are heavily biased
towards selecting sets whose size is approximaig¢B. When measuring influence
according to the Shapley value, we are no longer biased ttsraary set size. One can
think of the Shapley value is measuring a player’'s expectadyimal contribution to
a setS, whereS is chosen according to the following process. First, we gicke
k € {0,...,n — 1} uniformly at random, and then we pick a set of sizeniformly at
random.

We observe that our classification setting is a generatimati§ TU cooperative
games. Think of each player as a feature that can take on twesza (corresponding
to “absent”), and 1 (corresponding to “present”). An imnadiobservation is that
¢ coincides with the Banzhaf value for TU cooperative gameghére some natural
extension of the Shapley value for general classificatisksta

Our work provides a negative answer to this question. We rebsthat Theo-
rem D.1 states that the only value that satisfies the dummyymtry and linearity ax-
ioms is¢. When reduced to the cooperative game setting, we obtaimresxihat were
used to axiomatically characterize both the Shapley and#rehaf values [Lehrer,
1988; Shapley, 1953; Young, 1985].

The dummy axiom (Definition 2.2) reduces to the following:layeri € N is a
dummy ifforallS C N, v(S U{i}) = v(S). Thus, the dummy axiom requires that if
a player is a dummy, then his value should be zero.
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The symmetry axiom (Definition 2.1) reduces to the followigiyen a game&; =
(N,v),andsome, j € N, letus defing’ = (N, v’) as follows: forallS C N\ {3, j},
v'(S) = v(S), andv’'(SU{i,j}) = v(SU{i,j}); howevery (SU{i}) = v(SU{j})
andv’'(S U {j}) = v(S U {i}). A value¢ satisfies symmetry i&;(G) = ¢;(G’).
Symmetry reduces to saying that if we repla¢é’) with v(S \ ¢) for all S such that
i € S, and replace(S) with SU {i}) for all S such that ¢ S, then the total influence
of a player (i.e. his influence when being absent plus hisenfte when present) does
not change.

Additivity as defined in Definition 2.3 is also naturally ajgal to TU cooperative
games and is equivalent to the definition given in other agitierireatments of values
in cooperative games.

Itis well-known that both the Banzhaf and Shapley valueisfyathe dummy, sym-
metry and additivity axioms, and indeed, Proposition 2.pliag to them both: the
Banzhaf value (and Shapley) of a player only measures teetedf player: joining
a coalition, but not the effect of him leaving it. These twdues, however, sum to 0.
Indeed:

Bi1(G) + Bio(G) :2% Z v(SU{i}) —v(9)

SCN
DI CAY IR
SCN
=2in S (S Ui} - u(S)
SCN\{i}
+2in > wu(8)—v(Su{i})
SCN\{i}
-0

Theorem 2.8 characterizgsas the unique value to satisfy the dummy, symmetry and
disjoint union properties.

Going back to the classification setting, it is easy to seeDledinition 2.6 implies
that forC C A and any two set®3, B’ C A\ C, ¢;(B,C) + ¢;(B’,C) = ¢;(BU
B',C) + phi;(BNB',C).

One can directly interpret the DU property in TU cooperatjaenes. Given a game
G = (N, v) and a subsds of 2%V, both the Shapley and Banzhaf values can be defined
to ignore any elements that are not containe#.int is easy to see that Theorem 2.8
implies the uniqueness af for TU cooperative games, and that it equals the Banzhaf
value. Thus, Theorem 2.8 can be seen as an alternative aidatien of the Banzhaf
value, this time from the binary classification perspective

D Axiomatic Approach to State Influence

Section 2 provided an answer to questions of the followimgnfavhat is the impact of
gender on classification. The answer provided in previoos®ses was that influence
was a function of the feature’s ability to change outcomestignging its state.
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Itis also useful to ask a related question: suppose thataiceearch engine user
is profiled as a female. What is the influence of this profiliegidion? In other words,
rather than measuring feature influence, we are measurenintivence of feature
being in a certairstate

For a feature € N and a staté € N, we can ask what is the influence of the state
b, rather than the influence of That is, rather than having a valgg(G) for a feature
i € N, we now study the influence of the state 4,, i.e. areal value, ;(G) for each
1€ Nandb e A,.

While Proposition 2.5 implies that arigatureinfluence measure that satisfies the
dummy, symmetry and additivity axioms must be trivial, thésult does not carry
through to measures of state influence.

Dummy (D): given: € N andb € A;, we say thaty satisifies the dummy property if
whenevew(a_;,b) = v(a)foralla e A, a;, = 0.

Symmetry (Sym): Two stated, b’ € A; are symmetric if for ala € A, v(a_;,b) =
v(a_;,b’). A valuea satisfies symmetry ifv; , = o,y wheneven andb’ are
symmetric.

Linearity (L): Given gamesj; = (N, A,v1) andGs = (N, A, v9), let us writeG =
(N, A,v) wherev = v; + vo. We assume that; andwv, are such that is still
a function with binary values (i.e. if;(a) = 1 thenvy(a) = 0). A valuea is
linear if a; 5 (G) = @i p(G1) + i p(Ga).

Let us define

Gin(G) = ﬁ > v(ai,b) - v(a) (19)

acA

We let¢ denote the valug without the normalizing facto]rjl—‘. We refer tol as theraw

version of¢. In Theorem D.1, we show thatis the unique (up to a constant) value
that satisfies the symmetry, dummy and linearity axioms.

Theorem D.1. If a value ¢ satisfies the (D), (Sym), and (L), then= ¢(, wherec is
an arbitrary constant.

Proof. Let us observe that every game A — {0, 1} can be written as the disjoint
sum of unanimity games; namely= >, 4.,(a)—1 ta- Thus, it suffices to show that
the claim holds for unanimity games.

LetUa = (N, A, ua); we show thaw, ,(U,) equals; , (Ua). First, if b = a; then
GoUa) = |Ai| — 1;if b # a;, then(; ,(Ua) = —1. Now, by symmetry, we have that
Gip(Ua) = @iy (Ua) forall b, b # a;. If we write ¢; ,(Us) = y for all b # a;, and
¢i,a,(Ua) = z, then according to Proposition 2.5,,,,. v + z = 0, which implies
thatx = —y(|A;| — 1). Finally, according to feature symmetry, the valugyafannot
depend orni, and is equal for alj € N. We conclude that for all € N and allb € A,,

bip(G) = Gip(G). O
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As a direct corollary of Theorem A.5, we have that the uniquetp a constant)
state value to satisfy (Sym), (D) and (DU) axioms (see Définit 2.1, 2.2 and 2.6 in
Section 2) is

Xin(G) =Y Ju(a,b) —v(a)l.

acA

E Influence in Weighted Settings

Unlike previous sections, let us assume that there is sorghtfeinctionw : A — R
that assigns a non-negative weight to every state veatocan be thought of as a
prior distribution that governs the likelihood of obsenyia state vectoa € A. Given
B C A, letw(B) denote) |, ; w(a). We also write for a giveh € A;, w(b |a_;) =
Ya.ca,w(@a,b); foragivena_; € A_;, we writew(a_;) = >, 4, w(a_;,b).
Given this definition, let us rethink the disjoint union pesty. Given a set of winning
state vectord¥ C A and a set of losing state vectaks C A, we can think of a
weighted influence measure as a functigrof W, L andw : A — R,..

Fix someC C A. Given two functionsw,w’ : A — R, that agree orC (i.e.
w(a) = w'(a) foralla € C), and someB C A\ C, let us write

w G5 v (a) = w(a) ifaeC

b " \w(a) +w'(a) ifacB.
Definition E.1. We say that an influence measure satisfieighted disjoint union
(WDVU) if for any disjoint B, C C A and any two weight functions,w’ : A — R
that agree o, we have that; (B, C, w) + ¢;(B,C,w’) = ¢;(B,C,w &g w').

Lemma E.2. Weighted disjoint union implies the disjoint union progert

We again writé, , = {(a_;,b) € A | v(a_;,b) =1},andL, , = {(a_;,d) €
Alv(a_;,b) =0}.
Given a weight functionv : A — R and a gam& = (N, A, v), let

XP(Gw) =Y wla) Y wlblas)v(a—i,b) - v(a)l.

acA beA;

Let us extend the symmetry axiom (Definition 2.1) to a weidhtariant. Given a
weight functionw : A — R and a bijectiorr over A; or N, we letcw(a) = w(oa).

Definition E.3. Given a gamé& = (N, A, v) and a weight functionv : A — R, we
say that an influence measufés state-symmetriwith respect tav (Sym-w) if for any
permutatiorv : A; — A;,and allj € N, ¢;(cG, ow) = ¢;(G,w). That s, relabeling
the states and letting them keep their original distrimgidoes not change the value
of any feature. Similarly, we say that an influence meaguiefeature-symmetridf
for any permutationr : N — N, ¢,(;)(0G,0w) = ¢;(G,w). That is, relabeling the
coordinate of a feature does not change its value.
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Theorem E.4. If a probabilistic influence measurg satisfies (D), (Sym) and (DU)
with respect to som®, then

9i(G,D) = CX*(G, D).

Before we proceed, we wish to emphasize two important aspédtheorem E.4.
First, if we setp(a) = ‘—1}1‘ then we obtain Theorem 2.8. In other wordsjs an
influence measure that assumes that all elements in thestlatasequally likely.

Another point of note is the underlying process that the erflte measures entail.
If we assume that the weight function describes a distidloutiver A, one can think of
the influence measure as the following process. We begindkmg a point fromA
at random (uniformly at random in the casexgfand according taw in Theorem E.4);
next,fixingthe states of all other features, we measure the probathility can change
the outcome, by sampling a different state according to iteilbutionw(- | a_;).

Before we prove Theorem E.4, let us prove the following lemma

Lemma E.5.
X(Gw) =2 Y wa )wWa Jw(la )

a_;€A_;
Proof.

XP(G) =) wa) Y wb|ailv(a-i,b) - v(a)

acA beA;

=2 ) w@i) Y, > wlela)wb|ay)
a_;€EA cEA;: beA;:
v(a_;,c)=0v(a_;,b)=1
=2 Y w@,) Y, wlcla)wWa,)

a_;€A cEA;:
v(a_;,c)=0

=2 Z w(@a_;)w(La_, )w(Wa_,)

a_;€A

Lemma E.6. Let f : R? — R be a function that satisfies
(i) f(z,0)=f(0,y) =0.
(i) f(z1,y)+ f(z2,y) = flz1 + 22,9).

(i) f(z,y1) + f(@,52) = f(z, 51 + y2)-

Then there is some constanguch thatf (z,y) = cxy.

Proof. First, we show thaff (rz,y) = rf(z,y) for all r € R. Given anyn € N,

f(nz,y) = nf(z,y) by property (2). Similarly,f(£,y) = % f(z,y). Thus, for
any rational numbeg € Q, we havef(qx,y) = f(z,qy) = qf(x,y). Now, take
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any real number € R. There exists a sequence of rational numiderg>> ; such
thatlim,, oo g, = 7. Thus, f(rz,y) = lim, o f(gnz,y) = limy, oo gn f(2,y) =

rf(z,y) (and similarly f (z, ry) = rf(x, y)).
Let us observe the partial derivatives otz # 0:

a * *) * *

ai( 7y)_ii£%f(:v +67y2 f"y")
g G DIEY)  fat )
T e50 € N x*

and similarlyg—i(:z:*,y*) = % We obtain the following differential equation:
rg-— f = 0. Its only solutionisf (x,y) = g(y)x + h(y). However, sincef (0,y) = 0
for all y, we get that:(y) = 0. Similarly, f(z,y) = k(z)y. Putting it all together, we
getthatf(z,y) = czy.

O

Lemma E.7. If a value ¢ satisfies the (WDU) and (Sym) property, then it agrees
with x? on any gam& = ({i}, A;, v) with any weight functiom : A; — R

Proof. Let us writeW; and L; to be the winning and losing states #y. By state
symmetry we know thap is only a function of(w(b)),cy,, and(w(b)),c... By the
weighted disjoint union property, we know that

¢i((w(b))beW1 beL Z Z ¢i(w

beW,; ceL;

Using the (WDU) property, we know that the following holds &ngle-feature games
with only two states. Giveny, z2,y € R4, the following holds:

bi(x1 + x2,y) =i (x1,y) + di(w2,y)
Gi(y, 1 + x2) =di(y, 1) + ¢i(y, x2)

By Lemma E.7, we know that; (x,y) = cxy = ex¥(z,y). In particular, this implies
that; (G, w) = x¥ (G, w), and we are done. O

Proof of Theorem E.4First, we note thai? satisfies (D), (Syms) and (WDU) (this
is an easy exercise). We writ& to be the winning state vectors ih and L to be
the losing state vectors id. Now, if eitherw(W) = 0 or w(L) = 0, any influence
measure that satisfies (D) assigns a value of zero toallV, and the claim trivially
holds. Thus, we assume thatiV), w(L) > 0.

Next, according to the (DU) property, we can write

S(W,Law)= Y ¢i(Wa_,,La_,,w).

a_,EA_;

The argument is the same as the one used for the decompasiticim Theorem 2.8.
By the above lemmas;(Wa ,, La ,,w) = Cx?(Wa_,, La_,,w). Note that by fea-
ture symmetry, it must be the case that the congfaistindependent of. O
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F Generalized Distance Measures

Suppose that we have a set of feature vectdrs A. In previous sections we had
assumed that there was some function A — {0, 1} that classified a vector as
either having a value of 0 or a value of 1. We then proceededavigle an axiomatic
characterization of influence measures in such settinflselmce was largely based on
the following notion: a featuré € N can influence the vecter € A, if jv(a_;,b) —
v(a)| = 1. Let us now consider a more general setting; instead of defiaiclassifier
over data points, we have some semi-distance measure @veetktors. Recall that a
pseudo-distance measure is a funcidanA x A — R that satisfies all of the distance
axioms, butd(a, b) = 0 does not necessarily imply that= b. Given some pseudo-
distance measurkover A, rather than measuring influence by the meagu(e_;, b)—
v(a)|, we measure influence kif(a_;,b), a).

We observe that ifi(a, b) € {0,1} for alla,b € A, then we revert to the original
setting.

Given a pseudo-distance measurever A and a dataseB C A, let us define
Pa(B) to be the partition ofB into the equivalence classes defineday~ b iff
d(a,b) = 0. In other wordsP,;(B) is the clustering of3 into points that are of equal
distance to each other. Fixing a pseudo-distaheee provide the following extensions
of the axioms defined in Section 2.

We keep the notion of symmetry used in Section 2 (Definitid):2an influence
measure satisfies symmetry if it is invariant under coorimeermutations, both for
individual features (e.g. renaming males to females anel wézsa should not change
the influence of any feature), and between the featuresi@ngming gender and age
should not change feature influence). We do, however, adopt general definitions
of the dummy and disjoint union properties.

Definition F.1 (d-Dummy). We say that an influence measure satisfiesitbeimmy
property ifp;(B) = 0 wheneverl((a_;,b),a) = 0 foralla € B and allb € A; such
that(a,l-, b) € B.

Definition F.2 (Feature Independencellet B C A be a dataset, and I&(a_;) =
{b € B |b_; = a_;}. Aninfluence measure satisfies feature independence (FD) if

¢i(B)= Y ¢i(Blai)).

a_;€EA_;

Definition F.3 (d-Disjoint Union). Let B C A be a dataset, and IBt= {Bs, ..., B,,}
be the equivalence classes Bfaccording to the pseudo-distanée An influence
measureb satisfies thel-disjoint union, if for anyj € {1, ..., m}, any partitionC, C’
of B; satisifies

¢i(B1,...,Bm) = ¢i(B_;,C) + ¢i(B_;,C") — ¢i(B_;).

Finally, the following axiom requires that in very minimadtngs, a feature’s in-
fluence should agree with

Definition F.4 (Agreement with Distance)
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Given a dataseB C A, define

XB=> >  dab)a) (20)

acBbeA;:(a_;,b)eB

Lemma F.5. Let B be a dataset of single-feature points. Thew i§atisfiesd-(D),
d-(DU), (Sym), and (AD), thea(B) = x¢(B)

Proof Sketch.We partitionB into its equivalence classes accordingt$® = {Bi, ..., B }.
In an argument similar to Lemma 2.7, we can show that the sytmgragiom implies
that¢ is a function of|B1|, ..., | B |. Letw; = |B;|; employing thed-disjoint union
property and the dummy property, we obtain that there es@tsern x m matrix D’
such thatp(B) = w! D’w, andD’ is 0 on the diagonal, non-negative, and symmetric
(symmetry here is obtained via state symmetry).

To show thatD’ must identify with the pseudo-distance, we employ the agesd
with distance axiom on inputs o that have only two non-zero coordinates, to obtain
the desired result. O

Theorem F.6. If an influence measurg satisfies thel-dummy -disjoint union, sym-
metry and agreement with distance axioms, then

¢i(B)=a)_ > d((aib)a),
acBbeA;:(a_;,b)eEB
whereq is a constant independent of

Proof Sketch.The proof mostly follows the proof technique of Theorem 2.8t us
write the influence of underd to begd(A).

Using the (FI) property, we decompogginto | A _;| different single-feature datasets.
Next, we apply Lemma F.5 on each of the datasets to show thiatifg holds. O
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