
ar
X

iv
:2

30
6.

07
17

1v
1 

 [
cs

.L
G

] 
 1

2 
Ju

n 
20

23

Shapley Value on Probabilistic Classifiers

Xiang Li∗

Zhejiang University

lixiangzx@zju.edu.cn

Haocheng Xia∗

Zhejiang University

xiahc@zju.edu.cn

Jinfei Liu†

Zhejiang University

jinfeiliu@zju.edu.cn

Abstract

Data valuation has become an increasingly significant discipline

in data science due to the economic value of data. In the context of

machine learning (ML), data valuation methods aim to equitably

measure the contribution of each data point to the utility of an

ML model. One prevalent method is Shapley value, which helps

identify data points that are beneficial or detrimental to an ML

model. However, traditional Shapley-based data valuation meth-

ods may not effectively distinguish between beneficial and detri-

mental training data points for probabilistic classifiers. In this pa-

per, we propose Probabilistic Shapley (P-Shapley) value by con-

structing a probability-wise utility function that leverages the pre-

dicted class probabilities of probabilistic classifiers rather than bi-

narized prediction results in the traditional Shapley value. We also

offer several activation functions for confidence calibration to ef-

fectively quantify the marginal contribution of each data point to

the probabilistic classifiers. Extensive experiments on four real-

world datasets demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposed P-

Shapley value in evaluating the importance of data for building a

high-usability and trustworthy ML model.

1 INTRODUCTION

Since data creates a steady stream of wealth, the economic value

of data attracts great attention from both industry and academia.

Data-driven applications, and more specifically machine learning

(ML), promote data valuation to become an increasingly signifi-

cant discipline in data science. In the context of ML, data valua-

tion aims to equitably measure the contribution of each data point

to the utility (i.e., performance) of an ML model. To approach the

goal, many data valuationmethods are developed, including Leave-

One-Out score [1], Shapley value [2], reinforcement learning-based

value [14], etc. Among these, Shapley value has become the most

prevalent method by virtue of its unique four properties for eq-

uitable payoff allocation: balance, symmetry, zero element, and ad-

ditivity [9, 12]. Recent research [2, 6, 11] indicates that Shapley

value and its variations are effective in identifying both beneficial

and detrimental data for an ML model with the demonstration of

various tasks such as data selection and label noise detection.

Motivation. Shapley-based data valuation methods depend on a

utility function that assesses the value of a coalition of data points

by evaluating the performance of the ML model trained on the

coalition. Previous work [2, 4, 6, 11] has commonly defined the util-

ity function as the prediction accuracy on a validation setV . How-

ever, this approach may not effectively distinguish between bene-

ficial and detrimental training data points for probabilistic classi-

fiers. Consider the following scenario: given two probabilistic clas-

sifiers �1 and �2 for binary classification where the classification

∗Equal contribution.
†Corresponding author.

threshold is 50% and a validation setV containing two data points

labeled as either 0 or 1. We observe that �1 provides predictive

confidence scores (i.e., predicted class probabilities) of {90%, 30%}

for the correct class labels, while�2 provides scores of {60%, 30%}.

Although�1 demonstrates greater predictive confidence, a signifi-

cant indicator of the model’s trustworthiness and reliability, in pre-

dicting the correct class label than�2, both classifiers have an iden-

tical prediction accuracy of 50%with no discernible difference. It is

therefore tempting to ask: how to effectively differentiate the utility

of various probabilistic classifiers? Moreover, although prediction

accuracy provides a homogeneous smallest unit of improvement

(i.e., 1/|V|), the change in confidence resulting from the addition

of new data points is generally heterogeneous. For instance, an in-

crease in predictive confidence score from 60% to 70% is distinct

from an increase from 90% to 100%. In most cases, the latter is re-

garded as more valuable and challenging to achieve. It is therefore

raising another question: how to accurately quantify the marginal

contribution of various data?

Contribution. In this paper, we propose Probabilistic Shapley (P-

Shapley) value by constructing a probability-wise utility function

that effectively differentiates and quantifies the contribution of each

data point to the probabilistic classifiers.

For the first question, we leverage the predicted class probabil-

ities rather than binarized prediction results as inputs for the util-

ity function. Using the predicted class probabilities (i.e., predictive

confidence scores) of probabilistic classifiers can effectively uti-

lize the model’s confidence in its predictions. For the second ques-

tion, we propose a novel solution by combining the utility func-

tion based on the predicted class probabilities with confidence cal-

ibration. Specifically, we incorporate different activation functions

which tune the marginal improvements in predicted class proba-

bilities to reflect their varying contribution to the ML models. We

briefly summarize our contributions as follows.

• We identify the problem of Shapley value on probabilistic clas-

sifiers and propose Probabilistic Shapley (P-Shapley) value by

constructing a probability-wise utility function.

• To effectively quantify the marginal contribution of each data

point to probabilistic classifiers, we offer several activation func-

tions for confidence calibration.

• Extensive experiments on four real-world datasets demonstrate

the effectiveness of our proposed P-Shapley value in evaluating

the importance of data for building a high-usability and trust-

worthy ML model.

2 PROBABILISTIC SHAPLEY VALUE

In this section, we propose Probabilistic Shapley (P-Shapley) value.

In Section 2.1, we briefly overview the concept of Shapley value.

Section 2.2 presents the detail of P-Shapley value, including the
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definition of the probability-wise utility function, selection of ac-

tivation functions, and P-Shapley value computation based on the

truncated Monte Carlo approximation [3].

2.1 Preliminaries

Consider a set of data pointsN = {1, . . . , =}. A coalition S is a sub-

set ofN that cooperates to complete anML task, for instance, train-

ing anMLmodel. A utility functionU(S) (S ⊆ N) is the utility of

a coalitionS for an ML task, which is typically the prediction accu-

racy of the model trained on S. The marginal contribution of data

point 8 with respect to a coalition S (8 ∉ S) isU(S∪ {8}) −U(S).

Shapley value measures the expectation of marginal contribu-

tion by data point 8 in all possible coalitions over N . That is,

SV8 =
1

=

∑

S⊆N\{8 }

(
= − 1

|S|

)−1
(U(S ∪ {8}) − U(S)) . (1)

2.2 P-Shapley Value

Most prior work [3–6] utilizes the prediction accuracy on a vali-

dation set as the utility function. We propose the first probability-

wise utility function that allows us to better measure the perfor-

mance and value of probabilistic classifiers.

Utility functionwith confidence calibration. Supposewe have

a set of training data points N = {1, . . . , =}. Given a binary classi-

fication task where data points are labeled as either 0 or 1, for any

data point 8 = (x8 , ~8) (~8 ∈ {0, 1}), we need to quantify the contri-

bution of data point 8 to the probabilistic classifier for the binary

classification task. Let V be the validation set. For a given data

coalition S (S ⊆ N), the probability-wise utility function U? (·)

is defined as follows.

U? (S) =
1

|V|

∑

9∈V

(
~ 9? 9 + (1 − ~ 9 )(1 − ? 9 )

)
I(~ 9 = ~̂ 9 ), (2)

where I(·) is the indicator function that returns 1 for true condi-

tion and 0 otherwise, ~ 9 is the ground-truth label of data point 9

from the validation set, ~̂ 9 is the label of data point 9 predicted by

the probabilistic classifier trained on S, and ? 9 is the predictive

confidence score that data point 9 belongs to class 1. In contrast,

the utility function U(·) in traditional Shapley value is typically

defined asU(S) = 1
|V |

∑
9∈V I(~ 9 = ~̂ 9 ).

We essentially perform a transformation on the probabilistic

classifier’s utility from the prediction accuracy to the average of

predictive confidence scores for correctly predicted data points in

the validation set. Moreover, the increase in the utility is not lin-

early correlated with the predictive confidence score in most cases.

As mentioned in Section 1, the increase in predictive confidence

score from 90% to 100% is more challenging than the increase from

60% to 70% generally, although both represent a 10% increase in

predictive confidence score. Therefore, we incorporate activation

functions into the predictive confidence score to better capture the

non-linear relationship between predictive confidence score and

utility.

U? (S) =
1

|V|

∑

9∈V

��
(
~ 9? 9 + (1 − ~ 9 )(1 − ? 9 )

)
I(~ 9 = ~̂ 9 ), (3)

Table 1:Mathematical Expressions forActivation Functions.

Activation Function Mathematical Expression

ReLU ~ =




0, if G < 0

G, if G ≥ 0

Square ~ = G2

Mish ~ = G tanh(ln(1 + exp(G))

Swish* ~ = G (1 + exp(−VG))−1

* V defaults to 1.
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Figure 1: Graphical Expressions for Activation Functions.

where �� (·) is the activation function. Based on the probability-
wise utility function, we can measure the expectation of marginal
contribution by data point 8 in all possible coalitions over N as
P-Shapley value.

PSV8 =
1

=

∑

S⊆N\{8 }

(
= − 1

|S|

)−1 (
U? (S ∪ {8}) − U? (S)

)
. (4)

ActivationFunction Selection.As the predictive confidence score
approaches its maximum value (i.e., 100%), achieving further im-
provements becomes increasingly challenging. Therefore, we aim
to capture this feature and precisely calibrate the marginal contri-
bution of marginal confidence improvement. We adopt activation
functions with positive second derivatives to enhance the signifi-
cance of confidence improvement for a high predictive confidence
score, as shown in Figure 1.

The most straightforward activation function with a positive
second derivative is G2, which we refer to as Square. While Square
possesses a monotonically increasing first derivative compared to
the traditional ReLU in the range of [0, 1], it causes an overly rapid
value growth when the predictive confidence score is high due
to its constant second derivative of 2. Therefore, we further con-
sider popular activation functions employed in deep learning like
Mish [7] and Swish [10] as shown in Table 1. To be more specific,
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the first derivative of Mish is

"8Bℎ′ (G) = lX−2 exp(G), (5)

where l = 4(G + 1) + 4 exp(2G) + exp(3G) + (4G + 6) exp(G) and
X = 2 exp(G) + exp(2G) + 2. And the first derivative of Swish is

(F8Bℎ′(G) = V(F8Bℎ(G) + (1 − V(F8Bℎ(G))(1 + exp(−VG))−1, (6)

where V is a trainable parameter that defaults to 1. Both the deriva-
tives of Swish andMish saturate beyond a threshold, differing from
linear square activation derivatives. The non-linear saturating form
of these activation functions’ derivatives allows for a smoother
value increment proportional to the predictive confidence scores,
yielding more accurate calibration results for the utility function.

P-Shapley valuewith truncatedMonte Carlo approximation.

Similar to Shapley value, calculating the exact P-Shapley value re-
quires exponential time complexity. Therefore, we adopt an ap-
proximate truncated Monte Carlo algorithm [3] to tackle the com-
putational challenge of estimating P-Shapley value. The pseudocode
is shown in Algorithm 1. Specifically, we randomly sample< per-
mutations of the training set (Lines 2-3). For each permutation, we
scan the data points progressively and evaluate the utility of the
coalition consisting of the scanned data points (Lines 6-10). We
then accumulate each data point’s marginal contribution (Lines
11-12). To reduce the computational cost, we adopt a truncated
threshold n such that the gap between the utility of the coalition
consisting of the scanned data points and the utility of the entire
training set falls below n (Lines 7-8). Finally, we return the average
marginal contribution from all < permutations as an approxima-
tion of P-Shapley value (Lines 13-14).

Algorithm 1: Truncated Monte Carlo for P-Shapley value.

input :Training set N = {1, . . . , =},
number of total permutations<,
truncated threshold n.

output :P-Shapley value of training data points
PSV1, . . . ,PSV= .

1 PSV8 ← 0 (1 ≤ 8 ≤ =);

2 for C =1 to< do

3 cC ← random permutation of the training set N ;

4 U? (∅) = 0;

5 CalculateU? (c
C ) using Equation 3;

6 for j = 1 to = do

// Denote the first j data points in cC as cC [: 9]

7 if U? (c
C [: 9]) − U? (c

C ) < n then

8 U? (c
C [: 9]) = U? (c

C [: 9 − 1]);

9 else

10 CalculateU? (c
C [: 9]) using Equation 3;

11 for 8 = 1 to = do

12 PSV8+ = U? (c
C [: 9]) − U? (c

C [: 9 − 1]);

13 for 8 = 1 to = do

14 PSV8/=<;

15 return PSV1, . . . PSV= ;

3 EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we present the empirical evaluation of the proposed
algorithms on diverse classification datasets and compare their per-
formance against existing accuracy-based data valuation methods.
In Section 3.1, we provide details of the experimental setup includ-
ing the datasets and compared methods. In Section 3.2, we pro-
pose detailed metrics for measuring predictive confidence score in
the data removal experiment. In Section 3.3, we present and an-
alyze several experimental results to validate the effectiveness of
P-Shapley value.

3.1 Datasets and Experimental Setup

We conduct high-value data removal experiments to evaluate the
effectiveness of our proposed data valuation methods. In these ex-
periments, we iteratively remove data points from the dataset in
descending order of their assessed value. Training data points with
higher valuation should contributemore to themodel performance,
so we measure the performance of each data valuation method
with the performance drop following the removal of high-value
data points.

Compared Methods.We augment the proposed P-Shapley value
with four different activation functions including ReLU, Square,
Mish, and Swish as detailed in Table 1. We compare them with
the following baseline algorithms: Leave-One-Out [1], truncated
Monte Carlo approximated Shapley (TMC-Shapley) [3], and Beta
Shapley (U = 1, V = 16) [6].We truncate in the same iteration when
estimating P-Shapley value, TMC-Shapley value, and Beta-Shapley
value with the truncated Monte Carlo algorithm.

Datasets and models. We employ four real-world datasets from
OpenML [13] that are commonly used to benchmark classification
methods and implement a logistic regression classifier. We follow
the standard methodology used in previous work [5, 6, 11] to ex-
tract features from image datasets including Fashion-MNIST and
CIFAR-10. Specifically, we utilize the pre-trained ResNet-18 model
available in PyTorch [8] to extract image representations. We then
perform principal component analysis on the extracted represen-
tations and select the top 32 principal components as features.

3.2 Evaluation Metrics

Weighted Accuracy Drop (WAD). To quantify the overall ac-
curacy drop and its rate for various data valuation methods, we
adopt the weighted accuracy drop (WAD) [11] as a metric. Given
a training set N in descending order by data value and removing
data points progressively startingwith the highest value data point,
WAD is calculated by aggregating the prediction accuracy decrease
in each round, with weight inversely proportional to the number
of rounds.

,�� =

=∑

9=1

(
1

9

9∑

8=1

(
���N[8−1:] −���N[8 :]

))

, (7)

where N[8 :] represents the slice of N starting from the 8Cℎ data
point, indicating that the first 8 − 1 data points have been removed.
���N [8 :] represents the corresponding prediction accuracy of the
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Table 2:WeightedAccuracy Drop,WeightedBrier Score Drop, andWeightedCross EntropyDrop forHigh-valueDataRemoval.

Diabetes Wind Fashion-MNIST CIFAR-10

WAD↑ WBD↑ WCD↑ WAD↑ WBD↑ WCD↑ WAD↑ WBD↑ WCD↑ WAD↑ WBD↑ WCD↑

Leave-One-Out 0.154 0.103 0.571 0.180 0.175 2.283 0.271 0.181 0.606 0.109 0.100 0.595
Beta-Shapley 0.265 0.187 1.521 0.274 0.225 5.029 0.261 0.188 0.814 0.105 0.072 0.291
TMC-Shapley 0.414 0.319 2.327 0.407 0.340 3.896 0.380 0.289 1.260 0.143 0.110 0.499
P-Shapley (ReLU) 0.497 0.380 3.398 0.427 0.353 5.028 0.425 0.333 1.530 0.169 0.134 0.621
P-Shapley (Square) 0.501 0.395 3.809 0.471 0.390 5.148 0.495 0.387 1.776 0.260 0.206 1.029
P-Shapley (Swish) 0.500 0.396 3.839 0.442 0.397 5.159 0.448 0.399 1.834 0.199 0.213 1.068

P-Shapley (Mish) 0.499 0.386 3.451 0.479 0.366 5.122 0.511 0.350 1.608 0.270 0.155 0.741

probabilistic classifier trained on the remaining data. For boundary
cases, we define N[0:] as the entire training set.

Weighted Brier Score Drop (WBD). In order to assess the im-
pact on predictive confidence scores more accurately, we propose
the incorporation of predicted class probabilities with weighted
performance drops. Brier score is a measure of the accuracy of pre-
dicted class probabilities made by a probabilistic classifier. As in
Equation 8, it is calculated as the mean squared difference between
the predicted class probabilities ?8 and ~8 .

�( =
1

=

=∑

8=1

(~8 (?8 − ~8) + (1 − ~8)?8 )
2 . (8)

By combining the Brier score and WAD metrics, we introduce the
probability-level Weighted Brier Score Drop (WBD) measure. This
metric offers a probability-wise approach to evaluating model per-
formance that considers both the effect of data point removal on
model performance and its predictive confidence scores.

,�� = −

=∑

9=1

(
1

9

9∑

8=1

(
�(N[8−1:] − �(N[8 :]

))

. (9)

Weighted Cross Entropy Drop (WCD). Similarly, we introduce
cross-entropy (CE) to calculate the cumulative change in themodel’s
predictive confidence scores.

�� = −

=∑

8=1

(~8 log?8 + (1 − ~8 ) log (1 − ?8)) ,

,�� = −

=∑

9=1

(
1

9

9∑

8=1

(
��N[8−1:] −��N[8 :]

))

.

(10)

3.3 Performance on Data Removal Tasks

Figure 2 depicts a decrease in prediction accuracy as the highest
value data point is sequentially removed. The proposed P-Shapley
value approach, utilizing all four activation functions, exhibits a
faster decrease in accuracy as data points are removed. This in-
dicates that P-Shapley value captures the importance of the data
more precisely, allowing for more efficient data reduction. More-
over, P-Shapley valuewith Square, Mish, and Swish activation func-
tions shows a faster reduction rate compared to ReLU, highlighting
the efficacy of these non-linear activation functions.
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Leave-One-Out
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Figure 2: Results for High-value Data Removal.

Table 2 displays the reduction rates of all compared methods us-
ing the WAD, WBD, and WCD metrics, as defined in Section 3.2.
P-Shapley value utilizing all four activation functions consistently
outperforms the baselines across all datasets. Notably, P-Shapley
value with Swish activation function achieves the highest WBD
and WCD scores across all datasets. One possible reason is that
the Swish activation’s soft clipping nature helps produce a utility
function that varies smoothly with the changes in predictive con-
fidence score, resulting in well-calibrated data valuation.
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