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ABSTRACT

Machine learning systems are increasingly being used in critical decision making such as healthcare,
finance, and criminal justice. Concerns around their fairness have resulted in several bias mitigation
techniques that emphasize the need for high-quality data to ensure fairer decisions. However, the
role of earlier stages of machine learning pipelines in mitigating model bias has not been explored
well. In this paper, we focus on the task of acquiring additional labeled data points for training
the downstream machine learning model to rapidly improve its fairness. Since not all data points
in a data pool are equally beneficial to the task of fairness, we generate an ordering in which data
points should be acquired. We present DATASIFT, a data acquisition framework based on the idea
of data valuation that relies on partitioning and multi-armed bandits to determine the most valuable
data points to acquire. Over several iterations, DATASIFT selects a partition and randomly samples
a batch of data points from the selected partition, evaluates the benefit of acquiring the batch on
model fairness, and updates the utility of partitions depending on the benefit. To further improve
the effectiveness and efficiency of evaluating batches, we leverage influence functions that estimate
the effect of acquiring a batch without retraining the model. We empirically evaluate DATASIFT on
several real-world and synthetic datasets and show that the fairness of a machine learning model can
be significantly improved even while acquiring a few data points.

Keywords Data Acquisition · Algorithmic Fairness · Multi-Armed Bandits · Data Valuation

1 Introduction

With the increasingly widespread use of machine learning (ML) in consequential decision-making domains, such as
criminal justice, healthcare, and housing, there is an ever-growing need to ensure that ML-based systems do not have
adverse implications on society. Designed carefully, these systems can potentially eliminate the unwanted aspects of
human decision-making (e.g., biased decisions). However, irresponsible uses of artificial intelligence (AI) can lead to
and reinforce systemic biases, discrimination and other abuses often reflected in the underlying training data [2, 10, 29].
A number of fairness metrics have been introduced over the past decade to quantify the discrimination exhibited by the
ML-based systems [56, 40]. Simultaneously, the need to debias these systems has given rise to several bias mitigation
techniques (see [14, 40] for recent surveys on fairness and bias in machine learning).

The focus on data-centric AI has spotlighted the importance of data quality in improving machine learning perfor-
mance [61, 47, 60, 62]. In a recent survey, data science practitioners have reported feeling the most control over their
data during earlier stages in the data science pipeline such as data collection and curation [31]. Several recent works
have particularly recognized the significance of acquiring additional data, termed as data acquisition, for improving
machine learning models [37, 38, 15]. In the field of machine learning fairness too, recent research has highlighted
the importance of different stages of data science pipelines in combating fairness violations [9, 8]. However, most of
the existing works on data acquisition to enhance machine learning models focus on traditional performance metrics
(e.g., model accuracy, loss) [15, 37] or model confidence [38]. None of these works is directly applicable to the equally
important metric of model fairness.

ar
X

iv
:2

41
2.

03
00

9v
1 

 [
cs

.L
G

] 
 4

 D
ec

 2
02

4



Data Acquisition For Improving Fairness Using Reinforcement Learning

0 20 40 60 80 100
Data points acquired

0.35

0.30

0.25

0.20

0.15

0.10

Di
sp

ar
ity

 in
 p

re
di

ct
io

ns

Balanced, equal
Balanced, random
Imbalanced, equal
Imbalanced, random

Figure 1: Example showing that acquiring the same number of data points across demographic groups does no better
than acquiring data points randomly. Legend indicates if training data has balanced/imbalanced initial representation
and if acquired data is balanced/random.

The following example illustrates the need for acquiring useful additional data to mitigate unfairness in model decisions.

Example 1. (Hiring: Machine learning pipeline). Consider a hiring firm that uses an in-house automated recruitment
algorithm to screen the resumes of its job applicants. While the algorithm exhibited high accuracy when tested for
screening its past job applicants, it was observed to consistently reject the resumes of female applicants even when their
qualifications were equivalent to those of the male applicants. In particular, the observed disparity in the demographic
parity metric [40] was 35%. Faced with an algorithm that generates biased decisions, data scientist Maria considers
training the algorithm on additional data in an attempt to ensure equity in screening. However, Maria has a limited
budget of acquiring only 20% additional data points and must select the best data points that lead to an algorithm with
less biased decisions. On closer inspection of the training data used to develop the algorithm, Maria found that the
data had unequal representation of applicants from different genders and an even unbalanced gender representation of
applicants offered a job. Maria wonders if a balanced representation in the training data will solve the problem.

Maria considers acquiring a batch of 20% additional data points that have equal representation across the different
genders. In the first case, she starts with the original biased model and progressively acquires 20% additional data points
such that the acquired data points have equal representation across genders. The resultant model has a lower disparity
of 22%. In the second case, she builds the algorithm from scratch with equal representation for the different genders
resulting in a lower initial disparity of 27%. Acquiring 20% additional data points preserving representation across
genders lowers the disparity to 15%. The solid blue and red lines in Figure 1 show the result of acquiring additional
data using this strategy. Note that in both the cases, the models perform no better than when data points are acquired in
a random fashion (indicated by the dashed blue and red lines in Figure 1).

Existing literature in fair machine learning considers disparate representation rates of different demographic groups
in the training data at the root of fairness violations [3, 51, 50, 42]. However, as described in Example 1, an equal
representation of the privileged and protected groups does not always improve model fairness. The question we address
in this paper is: what additional data points must be acquired so as to improve the fairness of a model learned on the
training data updated with the acquired data?

Ideally, we would be interested in acquiring a subset of data points that improves model fairness by the most. This
task of determining the subset that maximizes the fairness of the learned model can be framed as the subset selection
problem which is generally NP-hard [20]. To address this issue, we instead focus on determining the best subset that has
up to B data points (where B is a user-defined budget). Note that not every arbitrary subset having at most B data points
enhances model fairness since each data point has a different impact on fairness. It, therefore, demands selectively
acquiring the best subset of up to B data points that guarantee an improvement in fairness. The naïve brute-force
approach involves considering each of the

(
N
k

)
subsets for acquisition one subset at a time (where k ∈ [1, B], N = |D|

is the size of the datapool and typically B ≪ N ). This approach guarantees finding the best subset but is prohibitively
expensive because of the large number of subsets and the time taken to retrain the model resulting in a complexity of
O(NB × Tr) where Tr denotes the computational cost of evaluating each subset by retraining the model after the
subset is acquired.

An alternative solution constructs the subset by sequentially adding up to B best data points rather than finding the best
subset. The naïve approach requires evaluating all data points individually in the data pool and selecting the top-B
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Figure 2: Overview of DATASIFT for data acquisition to improve model fairness. The blue-shaded part highlights
DATASIFT with multi-armed bandit (MAB) framework while the red-shaded part incorporates data valuation with the
MAB framework.

most valuable data points with an O(N × Tr) complexity. Note that data are often evaluated in batches rather than one
data point at a time for efficiency purposes. While cheaper than the brute-force method, this approach is still expensive
because we might be unnecessarily evaluating certain data points or batches that do not improve fairness at all.

We propose DATASIFT, a framework based on multi-armed bandits (MAB) [57] (a specific case of reinforcement
learning [54]), that efficiently evaluates the utility of data points based on their impact on model fairness upon acquisition.
DATASIFT reduces the search space by splitting the data pool into smaller partitions and decides the order of acquiring
data points by balancing whether to choose a new partition to select data from (exploration) and selecting data points
from the chosen partition (exploitation). Note that the partitioning can be automatic (e.g., clustering) or leverage domain
expertise to partition the data according to some criterion, e.g., partitioning over states, partitioning over timeframes,
etc. AutoData [15] proposed an MAB-based technique to selectively acquire data from heterogeneous data sources to
enhance the accuracy of a model learned on the underlying training data. However, AutoData is not directly applicable
to the context of fairness and also requires model retraining to evaluate each batch of data points, rendering it inefficient
for large datasets and complex models.

To address these limitations, DATASIFT proposes an approach based on upper confidence bound (UCB) [4] built on a
reward score that incorporates both fairness and accuracy of the learned model to acquire a random batch of data points
from the selected partition. To further improve the effectiveness of the batch acquired from the chosen partition, rather
than randomly selecting data points to include in a batch, we adopt the idea of data valuation to rank data points within
the partition in the order of their impact on model fairness. The B data points that improve fairness by the most are then
selected for the batch acquisition. To speed up this process, we leverage influence functions [17, 34] to estimate the
effect of including a data point in a batch instead of retraining a model to measure the actual effect of the data point on
model fairness.

Our main contributions can be summarized as follows:

• We formalize the problem of data acquisition for improving the fairness of an ML model in classification tasks.
(Section 2)

• We present DATASIFT, a system that casts the task of data acquisition for model fairness as a multi-armed bandit
(MAB) problem and solves it using the upper confidence bound (UCB) algorithm based on a reward score that
addresses both model fairness and accuracy. (Section 3.1)

• To carefully construct a batch for acquisition, DATASIFT incorporates the concept of data valuation and leverages
influence functions to estimate the importance of data points toward model fairness, which in turn speeds up our
MAB-based approach. (Section 3.3)

• We conduct extensive experiments on six real-world datasets to demonstrate the effectiveness of DATASIFT in rapidly
improving model fairness and present trade-offs between effectiveness and efficiency of the proposed methods.
(Section 4)
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2 Preliminaries

This section formally defines the terminology and problems we addressed in this paper.

Classification. We consider a binary supervised learning task defined on data domain Γ = {X ,Y}, where X denotes the
feature space over p features and Y = {0, 1} denotes the binary label space. Suppose there is a conditional distribution
p(y | x) defined over Γ, where x ∈ X , y ∈ Y . Given training dataset Dtrain = {di}ni=1 = {xi, yi}ni=1 ∈ Γ, the
learning task is to train a classifier M that represents a distribution g that captures the target distribution p as closely as
possible. M learns a function f : X → Ŷ that associates each data point x with a prediction ŷ = f(x) ∈ {0, 1}, and is
evaluated on Dtest ∈ Γ. Learning algorithm f trains on Dtrain to learn the optimal parameters θ∗ ∈ Rp that minimize
the empirical loss L(Dtrain, θ) =

1
n

∑n
i=1 L(di, θ).

Algorithmic group fairness. Given a binary classifier M : X → Ŷ and a protected attribute S ∈ X (such as gender,
race, age, etc.), we interpret Ŷ = 1 as a favorable (positive) prediction and Ŷ = 0 as an unfavorable (negative)
prediction. We assume the domain of S, Dom(S) = {0, 1} where S = 1 indicates a privileged and S = 0 indicates
a protected group (e.g., Males and non-males, respectively). Algorithmic group fairness mandates that individuals
belonging to different groups must be treated similarly. The notion of similarity in treatment is captured by different
associative notions of fairness such as demographic parity, predictive parity, and equalized odds [56, 40, 16]. We
consider statistical parity (also known as demographic parity), which is a widely used group fairness metric. Model M
satisfies statistical parity if both the protected and the privileged groups have the same probability of being predicted
the positive outcome i.e., P (Ŷ = 1|S = 0) = P (Ŷ = 1|S = 1). We denote the chosen fairness metric by F and
quantify fairness in the predictions over Dtest by a model trained on D by FD. In the case of demographic parity,
FD = P (Ŷ = 1|S = 0)− P (Ŷ = 1|S = 1) quantifies the difference in the probabilities of protected and privileged
groups having a positive outcome. If FD < 0, the model is biased against the protected group while FD > 0 indicates
the model is biased against the privileged group. A higher value of |FD| indicates lower fairness (greater disparity) in
the model’s predictions.

Data Pool. We define a data pool, denoted as D, as the collection of all accessible data points that satisfy the specified
target schema. The data in a data pool can originate from either multiple heterogeneous sources or from a single
homogeneous source. In this work, we focus on the latter scenario, where the data is collected from a single source and
is, therefore, homogeneous. The data acquisition process from D can be either free of cost or may involve monetary
expenses depending on the nature and source of the data. However, this acquisition cost is beyond the scope of our
approach. Instead, we adopt a simplifying assumption that all data points within D have a uniform acquisition cost.
Given this definition of the data pool, we assume the existence of at least B data samples in D.

Problem Definition. Given a model trained on Dtrain, fairness metric F , data pool D, and acquisition budget B, we
address the problem of determining additional data points Dacq ⊂ D that must be acquired such that |Dacq| ≤ B
and the model learned on Dtrain ∪Dacq is substantially fairer than the original model learned on Dtrain alone (i.e.,
|FDtrain∪Dacq

| < |FDtrain
|).

3 Data Acquisition Framework

In this section, we propose two methods for identifying the data points that need to be acquired to enhance the fairness
of the learned model. The first method, DATASIFT, introduced in Section 3.2, frames the data acquisition task as a
multi-armed bandit (MAB) problem. While requiring less pre-computation, this approach has a gradual improvement
in model fairness. To address this limitation, we introduce another approach, DATASIFT-Inf, in Section 3.3, which
combines the MAB framework with data valuation to accelerate fairness enhancement. Figure 2 illustrates our proposed
data acquisition framework.

3.1 Multi-Armed Bandit (MAB) framework

The Multi-Armed Bandit (MAB) [57] maps a framework for sequential decision-making under uncertainty. This
problem can be framed by the metaphor of a gambler (or ‘Agent’) choosing which of several slot machines (or ‘Arms’) to
play in each attempt to maximize the total prize over a series of trials. Considering that gamblers have some knowledge
about each slot machine from initial trials, they are faced with the question of which machine to select next. The
multi-armed bandit framework is ideal for solving this dilemma. MAB can formally be defined as: at each attempt t,
the agent selects an arm i from a set of K available arms and receives a reward rt from a distribution associated with
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that arm, which is generally unknown to the agent. MAB aims to determine which arm to pull next to maximize the
cumulative reward R after T rounds, guided by the principle of balancing exploration and exploitation.

Exploration involves choosing unexplored options to gather new information about their potential rewards. By exploring,
the agent reduces uncertainty about less-known arms, potentially uncovering actions that provide higher rewards than
initially expected. On the other hand, exploitation involves selecting the action that currently offers the highest reward
based on the agent’s existing knowledge. While exploitation maximizes short-term gains by considering known
information, it may lead to suboptimal long-term outcomes if the agent overlooks better options that have not been
sufficiently explored. At the same time, excessive exploration may waste resources on testing suboptimal actions, thus
missing opportunities for immediate reward maximization.

Thus, the agent must balance between exploring and exploiting to maximize cumulative rewards eventually. To find a
trade-off between exploration and exploitation, making optimal short-term decisions based on available information
is crucial to solving this dilemma. This trade-off is central to various algorithms, such as Thompson sampling [1],
ϵ-greedy[35] and Upper Confidence Bound (UCB) [5] designed to maximize the agent’s long-term performance. Due
to its deterministic nature and computational flexibility, we adopt the UCB algorithm for our problem. Similar to
other base algorithms for MAB, the UCB algorithm does not always yield exact optimal results, but its performance is
near-optimal [11].

Next, we will map the problem of data acquisition for improving model fairness to the MAB framework and discuss our
approach.

3.2 Mapping data acquisition for fairness to MAB

To cast the data acquisition problem to the MAB framework, we first split the data pool into several disjoint partitions,
i.e., D =

⋃g
i=1 Ci where g is the number of partitions. These partitions could be obtained by clustering D using existing

clustering algorithms such as multivariate Gaussian Mixture Model (GMM) [26], k-means [32], and DBSCAN [24] or
partitioning the data pool based on some criterion or by considering the data pool as a collection of data sources. Each
partition Ci is then treated as an arm in the MAB framework. In the k-th iteration, the algorithm selects a partition Ck,
and samples a random batch from Ck for evaluation. Subsequently, the batch is merged with the current training dataset,
and the fairness of the resultant model trained on the updated training dataset is reported. The change in the model
fairness before and after acquiring the batch determines whether the batch should be retained or discarded and whether
the selected partition is rewarded or penalized. The reward/penalty score is utilized to select the subsequent partition to
acquire mode data points. Blue shaded part in Figure 2 illustrates the data acquisition task framed as a multi-armed
bandit problem.

Reward/Penalty score. The algorithm scores the chosen partition according to the change in model fairness after
merging the batch with existing training data. The reward for partition Ci at iteration k is defined as rki . If fairness
improves, the partition is rewarded, otherwise penalized. However, in addition to allocating reward/penalty scores to the
chosen partition, the full feedback [53] MAB algorithm also assigns a portion of scores to other partition that could
have been selected. This approach efficiently accelerates the process by reducing the number of evaluations. Several
studies on MAB-based data acquisition for improving model performance [15, 58] consider the distance between
partitions when assigning rewards or penalties to other partition. The intuition behind this scoring is based on the
assumption that partitions that are closer to the selected partition have a higher likelihood of getting selected and,
hence, should be rewarded similarly. This assumption holds for performance metrics such as accuracy and confidence
because closer partition centroids indicate that the partition shares similar characteristics. However, this setting might
not hold for model fairness because partitions that are close might have extremely different compositions over sensitive
attributes and, therefore, might impact fairness differently. In other words, the base rate difference of the partition plays
a significant role in fairness. Recall that the base rate difference for dataset D is defined as:

∆BRD = P (Y = 1 | S = 0)− P (Y = 1 | S = 1)

In the context of fairness, the selection of a partition indicates an improvement in model fairness as a result of inherent
lower base rate difference among the different demographic groups in the partition. Consequently, other partitions with
similar base rates should be rewarded higher than those with worse base rates. In fact, we show that incorporating
intra-partition base rate differences among the different demographic groups is much more effective in the proper
distribution of the reward among partitions, resulting in significantly improved fairness (see Section 4.4 for more
details).

Focusing solely on the base rate difference, however, can degrade the overall accuracy of the learned model. We,
therefore, propose a novel reward score that caters to both fairness and accuracy by combining the distance between the
partition and their intra-partition base rate differences to split the reward scores among the different partitions. When
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partition Ci is evaluated, the reward score for each partition Cj is computed as follows:

rj =
∆F

(1 + |∆BRCj |)× (1 + dist(Ci, Cj))
(1)

where ∆F = FDk−1
train∪bi

− FDk−1
train

denotes the change in model fairness after adding batch bi to training data up

to k − 1 iterations denoted by Dk−1
train. An improvement in fairness (∆F > 0) incurs a reward, while a decline in

fairness (∆F < 0) incurs a penalty. Additionally, ∆BRCj
indicates the intra-partition base rate difference in Cj and

dist(Ci, Cj) is the normalized Euclidean distance between the two partitions computed over the partition centroids.

Aggregated reward/penalty score. The multi-armed bandit approach aggregates the prior reward and penalty
information up to k iterations to make an informed decision in the next iteration. Let Rk

i represent the aggregate score
of partition Ci from iteration 1 to k, defined as:

Rk
i = 1

nk
i

∑k
j=1 r

j
i

where rji represents the reward score of Ci at the j-th iteration, and nk
i denotes the number of times Ci is selected and

rewarded a positive score up to the k-th iteration.

Upper Confidence Bound (UCB). The UCB algorithm is designed to adaptively adjust the trade-off between exploration
and exploitation over time [5], which is achieved by incorporating a measure of uncertainty or confidence in the estimated
rewards of each arm. This measure is used to guide the decision-making process, allowing the algorithm to explore
arms with potentially high but uncertain rewards while also exploiting arms with known high rewards. Due to its
deterministic nature, it has been widely used in the field of MAB, Reinforcement Learning, and Recommendation
Systems [13, 44, 4, 27]. We determine the UCB score for partition i in the k-th iteration as:

Uk
i = Rk

i + α

√√√√2 ln

(
nk

nk
i + 1

)
(2)

where α is a pre-defined parameter that maintains the balance between exploration and exploitation and nk =
∑g

i=1 n
k
i

for the total number of partition g. The first term in Equation 2 represents exploitation while the second term pertains to
exploration. A partition with a higher reward will have a higher exploitation score whereas one selected less frequently
will have a higher exploration score.

Early stopping criterion. The algorithm aims to acquire up to B data points in order to maximize the improvement in
the model fairness. However, in certain cases, the model becomes almost fair (i.e., close to zero parity difference) after
acquiring a fraction of the budget. In such scenarios, acquiring more data points unnecessarily increases computation
and may degrade the model’s fairness. To address such cases, we introduce a fairness threshold, τ , as an early stopping
criterion. When the model fairness is within the threshold, the acquisition process is halted, and the data points acquired
so far are returned. Additionally, the maximum number of evaluations is pre-defined by the user to avoid cases where
the model does not converge within a reasonable number of iterations.

Algorithm 1 outlines the pseudocode of the UCB-based data acquisition process to improve model fairness. It starts by
initializing the algorithm in lines 1 to 7. The algorithm continues until the model achieves the expected level of fairness
or exhausts the budget. During each iteration, it selects the partition with the highest UCB value, samples a batch
of size K randomly from the partition, and evaluates it by re-training the model (lines 10-12). The batch is retained
only if it improves fairness compared to all prior results (lines 13-18). The algorithm then updates the reward/penalty
score for each partition and the aggregated score and UCB score (lines 19-21). Finally, the updated training data is
returned in line 22. The above process has a computational complexity of O(I × (|C|+ Tr + t)) where I denotes the
total number of required evaluations (iterations), |C| is the maximum partition size, Tr is the retraining complexity for
each batch, and t refers to the complexity of score calculation. The maximum number of evaluations, I , is bounded by
I = A+R ≤ N

K , where A and R represent the number of accepted and rejected batches, respectively, N is the size of
the data pool, and K is the batch size. Moreover, A ≤ B

K where B is the total budget.

MAB plays a crucial role in determining the partition with the highest potential reward that should be chosen next. Once
the partition is chosen, the next step is to sample a batch. While the selected partition offers the highest reward overall,
there is no guarantee that any subset or batch from that partition will improve the model’s fairness. In Algorithm 1, we
employed random sampling (line 10) to consider a batch for acquisition. This causes MAB to function similarly to
random data acquisition for larger batch sizes. Although our experiments in Section 4 showed that MAB with random
sampling outperforms the baseline, it falls short of providing a near-optimal batch, which significantly impacts the
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Algorithm 1: DATASIFT (Data acquisition to MAB framework)
Input: Partitions C = {Ci, . . . , Cg},Dtrain,Dtest, model M, fairness threshold τ , batch size K, budget B
Output: Data points to acquire, Dacq

1 for each partition Ci ∈ C do
2 Compute ∆BR,F0;
3 Set Ri

0 = 0, ni
0 = 0, U i

0 = 0;
4 Set Fbest = F0;
5 Set D0

train = Dtrain;
6 Set Dacq = [];
7 k = 0;
8 while |Fbest| ≥ τ and B > 0 do
9 k = k + 1;

10 Ci = argmaxj U
k
j // select partition with largest UCB value

11 Sample a batch bi from Ci randomly, |bi| = K;
12 Compute ∆F = FDk−1

train∪bi
−FDk−1

train
;

13 if |∆F| > 0 and |FDk−1
train∪bi

| ≤ |Fbest| then
14 Dacq = Dacq ∪ bi;
15 Dk

train = Dk−1
train ∪ bi;

16 Ci = Ci \ bi;
17 Update Fbest = FDk

train
;

18 Update B = |B| −K;
19 for each Cj ∈ C do
20 rj =

∆F
(1+|∆BRCj

|)×(1+dist(Ci,Cj))
;

21 Update Rk
j , nk

j and Uk
j ;

22 return Dacq

overall performance of the process. In the following section, we propose a batch sampling approach based on the
concept of data valuation for effective batch selection in Algorithm 1.

3.3 Valuation-based Data Acquisition

To carefully construct a batch to acquire from a chosen partition, we leverage the idea of data valuation, which has been
successfully used in explainable AI [28, 34] to quantify the contribution of training data points toward the performance
of the learned model. Due to their effectiveness in accurately estimating the contribution of data points and faster online
computation time, we use first-order influence functions [34, 17] to approximate the importance of training data points
toward model fairness. Based on the computations, we construct the batch to include from the chosen partition.

3.3.1 Influence functions

Recall from Section 2 that θ∗ is the set of optimal parameters that minimize the empirical risk, i.e.,

θ∗ = argmin
θ∈Θ

L(θ) = argmin
θ∈Θ

1

n

n∑
i=1

L (di, θ) (3)

To incorporate influence functions, we assume that the empirical risk function L(θ) is twice-differentiable and strictly
convex. Under these conditions, we can guarantee the Hessian matrix Hθ exists and is positive definite, and therefore,
its inverse H−1

θ also exists. These assumptions are applicable to a wide range of classification algorithms such as
logistic regression, support vector machines, and feed-forward neural networks.

Let ∇θL(θ) and Hθ = ∇2
θL(θ) = 1

n

∑n
i=1 ∇2

θL (di, θ) be the gradient and the Hessian of the loss function, respectively.
The influence of up-weighting a data point d ∈ Dtrain by ϵ on the model parameters is computed as:

Iθ(d) =
dθ∗ϵ
dϵ

∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

= −∇2
θL (θ∗)

−1 ∇θL (d, θ∗) = −H−1
θ ∇θL (d, θ∗) (4)
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Algorithm 2: DATASIFT-Inf
Input: Partitions C = {C1, . . . , Cg},Dtrain, model M
Output: Sorted partitions

1 Inf = get_influence(Dtrain,M) ;
2 Merge Inf with Dtrain as outcome;
3 Train Regressor R to predict influence;
4 for each partition Ci in C do
5 ∀x ∈ Ci predict influence R(x);
6 Sorted_Ci = Sort Ci in decreasing order of R(x)

7 Sorted_C = {Sorted_C1, . . . , Sorted_Cg} ;
8 Invoke DATASIFT with Sorted_C instead of C;

To add data point d to training data, we up-weight it by ϵ = 1
n . Therefore, the influence of d on model parameters can

be linearly approximated by computing dθ∗ϵ ≈ 1
nIθ(d).

Using the chain rule of differentiation, we can estimate the effect of up-weighting data point d on any function f(θ) as:

If (d) =
df (θ∗ϵ )

dϵ

∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

=
df (θ∗ϵ )

dθ

d (θ∗ϵ )

dϵ

∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

= ∇θf (θ∗)
⊤ Iθ(d) (5)

When f = F , we obtain the first-order influence of a single training data point d on model fairness by approximating
dF∗

ϵ ≈ 1
nIF (d).

3.3.2 Batch construction

Given a data point d ∈ Dtrain, the influence function approximation in Equation 5 estimates the effect of up-weighting
d on model fairness. To evaluate data points in the data pool D, we first estimate the first-order influence approximations
for data points in the training data and train a regression model R with training data points and their corresponding
influences. Using the regression model R, we predict the influence of data points from different partitions in the data
pool and sort them in decreasing order of influence. At each iteration, a batch of size K is then constructed by selecting
the top-K data points with the highest influence on fairness as predicted by R.

Note that a batch b ⊆ D constructed in the above manner does not account for the inherent correlations between data
points in b. As such, the estimated influence of the batch computed by adding the first-order influences of individual
data points might not be accurate i.e., FD∪b is not necessarily equal to FD + |b|

n

∑
d∈b IF (d). Therefore, the selected

batch is not guaranteed to be optimal. The problem of identifying the optimal batch within a selected partition can be
viewed as a subset selection problem which is know to be NP-hard [20]. Using the heuristic of influence function
approximation to construct a batch, however, has proven to be effective (see Section 4.3).

3.3.3 MAB Data Acquisition with Valuation

We now put together the MAB framework for data acquisition with data valuation where instead of randomly selecting
a batch in Algorithm 1, each iteration now selects a batch constructed as in Section 3.3.2 comprising of data points
from the selected partition with the highest influence on fairness. Algorithm 2 outlines this approach that incorporates
data valuation with the MAB framework.

The computational complexity of Algorithm 2 can be approximated as:
O
(
Tr(R) + |C| log |C|

)
+O(I × (|K|+ Tr + t))

The first term above represents the complexity of obtaining the sorted partition, where Tr(R) represents the complexity
of training a ridge regression model. The latter part corresponds to the complexity of the MAB with the modified batch
selection procedure. If we consider sorting partition as a pre-computation, the complexity of the MAB in Algorithm 1
differs from the modified MAB in Algorithm 2 only in the batch selection process, but the latter is more effective and
converges faster.

Note that the use of influence functions to compute the valuation of data points limits the applicability of the approach
to parametric models with convex and twice-differentiable loss functions. Model-agnostic data valuation techniques
such as Data Shapley [28] can also be used instead of influence functions for effective batch construction. In contrast,
the MAB-based approach described in Section 3.2 is model agnostic but does not integrate the data valuation with
acquisition; in Section 4.3, we show the importance of data valuation in effective data acquisition for improving model
fairness.
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Table 1: Summary of datasets.

Dataset Adult Income Credit ACSPublicHealth ACSMobility ACSEmployment ACSIncome

Size 45, 222 150, 000 138, 554 80, 329 378, 817 250, 847

No. of features 8 10 19 22 16 11

Minority Group (U) Female Age < 35 Female Afr.-Am. Afr.-Am. Female

Population of U (%) 33 12.8 55.9 5.2 4.8 47.2

Positive Labels in U (%) 11 11 35 73 39 34

Predictive Task income> $50K? serious delay in 2 years? has public insurance coverage? moved address last year? employed? income> $50K?

4 Experimental Evaluation

This section presents experiments that evaluate the effectiveness of DATASIFT. We seek to answer the following
research questions: RQ1: How effective is DATASIFT compared to existing methods in determining what additional
data points should be acquired to improve the fairness of machine learning models? How does the performance of
DATASIFT change with varying machine learning models RQ2: What is the benefit of incorporating data valuation in
DATASIFT? RQ3: How effective is DATASIFT with respect to the different hyperparameters and design choices? RQ4:
How efficient are our different solutions with respect to varying dataset sizes?

4.1 Experimental Setup

4.1.1 Datasets.

We consider several real-world datasets popular in the fair machine learning literature. Adult [23] dataset used to predict
whether an individual’s annual income exceeds $50, 000 by analyzing a range of demographic and socio-economic
factors, including several sensitive attributes, such as age, sex, and race. Credit [18] dataset used to forecast the
likelihood of delaying credit payments using financial and demographic history. American Community Survey (ACS)-
based datasets [22] that provide a suite of datasets (including ACSIncome, ACSPublicHealth, ACSMobility, and
ACSEmployment) for predicting different outcomes such as income level, public health status, mobility information,
and employment status. The ACS datasets are highly skewed toward California (CA) state. Unless otherwise specified,
our analysis primarily focuses on evaluating CA data for the year 2018. Please refer to Table 1 for a summary of the
datasets.

4.1.2 Competing methods

We compared our proposed approach with several algorithms suited for data acquisition:

Random. This naïve baseline method randomly selects a batch from the data pool in each iteration.

Entropy. This method selects the B data points with the highest entropy [52]. Entropy of data point di is calculated as:
H(di) = −

(
pi log2(pi) + (1− pi) log2(1− pi)

)
where pi is the probability that di is predicted by the model to have

a positive outcome.

Inf. This method computes the influence of data points in the training data using Equation 5 and learns a regression
model to estimate the influence of points in the data pool on model fairness. Each iteration selects the top-B data points
with the highest influence.

AutoData [15]. This method uses the MAB framework for data acquisition to improve model accuracy. For comparison,
we transform the constraint of this algorithm from accuracy to fairness.

DATASIFT. This method represents our MAB-based model agnostic solution described in Algorithm 1.

DATASIFT-Inf. This method represents our solution described in Algorithm 2 that integrates the multi-armed bandit
approach with data valuation (influence functions).

4.1.3 Settings

We divided the entire dataset into three parts: Dtrain (Training), Dtest (Test), and D (Data pool) in the ratio of
1 : 4 : 15. While test and data pool were split randomly, the training dataset was sampled to obtain an initial biased
model. We partition the data pool using Gaussian Mixture Model (GMM) [26] and find the optimal number of partitions
using the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) [43]. The model was trained over Dtrain and evaluated on Dtest.
The acquisition budget B was set at 20% of the data pool. Unless otherwise mentioned, batch size K was set at 10%
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Figure 3: Comparing DATASIFT with baselines (AutoData, Random, and Entropy) to highlight the effectiveness in
achieving fairness. DATASIFT consistently outperforms the other methods in improving fairness for most of the datasets.
The black dotted line indicates ultimate fairness if the entire data pool is acquired (i.e., FDtrain∪D).

of the budget, and the target fairness threshold τ was set at 0.01. The trade-off parameter between exploration and
exploitation (α in Equation 2) was set to 0.1. We considered five ML algorithms: logistic regression, a support vector
machine, a feed-forward neural network with one layer and ten nodes, a decision tree, and a random forest classifier.
We evaluated DATASIFT on all of the algorithms and evaluated DATASIFT-Inf on only the first three models. We used
the PyTorch [45] or sklearn [46] implementation of these algorithms. To measure fairness in model decisions, we use
the demographic parity metric [40, 56].

Source code. The experiments were conducted on a system with a Core i7 processor, 36 GB of RAM, and a 1TB SSD
running macOS. The source code for DATASIFT is available at this link: DATASIFT.

4.2 Effectiveness of DATASIFT

In this set of experiments, we answer RQ1 by comparing the performance of DATASIFT with the competing methods
Random, Entropy, and AutoData. Unless otherwise specified, we use the Logistic Regression model for all datasets
and methods. While the baselines Random and Entropy do not account for factors related to fairness and acquire data
without leveraging any prior information, AutoData fails to capture fairness even after its constraint it updated to check
for fairness due to its distance-centric reward calculation. In contrast, DATASIFT leverages available information to
make informed decisions on partition selection and its reward design effectively preserves accuracy while enhancing
fairness. As a result, as shown in Figure 3, DATASIFT demonstrates superior performance across almost all datasets,
with the exception of the ACSEmployment and ACSMobility datasets (Figures 3b and 3e respectively) where its
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Figure 4: Generalizability of DATASIFT to black-box ML algorithms (ACSIncome dataset, Black dotted line:
FDtrain∪D)
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performance is almost identical to others. Notably, the ACSEmployment dataset is divided into four large, evenly
distributed partitions. A similar pattern is observed in the Mobility dataset where two partitions were smaller than the
batch size and were therefore excluded from the evaluation while the other two were also almost evenly distributed.
In these scenarios, the partitions serve as prototypes representative of the entire data pool. As a result, DATASIFT’s
performance closely resembles random acquisition, as the batch is collected as a random sample from these large and
evenly-distributed partitions making it challenging to discern the utility of each partition. This issue can be addressed
by ensuring that the partitions are created unevenly so as to differentiate between the utilities of different partitions.

Across all datasets, DATASIFT consistently outperforms throughout the evaluation process, requiring less budget to
achieve fairness compared to other algorithms. In addition, by acquiring only a fraction of the data pool, DATASIFT
ensures fairness levels comparable to, or even better than, those attained when the entire data pool (black dotted line
in Figure 3) is acquired. However, the results indicate that the improvement rate diminishes after acquiring a certain
amount of data points. This behavior is attributed to the gradual increase in information about protected groups within
the model leading to a point where acquiring new information becomes less beneficial in improving fairness.

Note that DATASIFT is model agnostic and hence, can be applied to both parametric and non-parametric models.
We demonstrate the generalizability of DATASIFT across different types of models in Figure 4. We observe that
across classifiers, DATASIFT consistently outperforms all the other methods that especially exhibit inconsistent results
for non-parametric models (fluctuating throughout the process). In such cases, DATASIFT was consistent due to its
MAB-based algorithmic design. To illustrate this point, consider the tree-based models (Figures 4c and 4d) where the
performance started diminishing when DATASIFT acquired around 50% of budget: the MAB framework immediately
adjusted the partition selection and acquired new informative data points from a new partition, resulting in a jump in
fairness.

4.3 Importance of data valuation (DATASIFT-Inf)

In this set of experiments, we answer RQ2 by outlining the importance of data valuation in our MAB-based solution.
A key limitation of DATASIFT lies in the fact that it randomly samples batches from the selected partition. Due to
the algorithmic design, the selected partition is expected to offer a highest potential reward. However, not all data
points within that partition are beneficial to model fairness — some may even degrade fairness. As a result, iterative
random batch selection throughout the process causes DATASIFT to function as a random acquisition method. Figure 3
demonstrates that in some cases, DATASIFT marginally outperforms random acquisition. To address this issue, we
incorporate data valuation using first-order influence functions within the MAB framework (as described in Alorithm 2)
and denoted by DATASIFT-Inf. Unless otherwise mentioned, we report results on the logistic regression model across
all datasets. DATASIFT-Inf addresses the limitations of DATASIFT by optimizing the selection process, resulting in
constructing near-optimal batches that improve both the effectiveness and efficiency of model training. We compare
DATASIFT-Inf with DATASIFT and the Inf baseline in Figure 5.

As seen, DATASIFT-Inf outperforms DATASIFT significantly in all datasets exploiting no more than 50% of the allocated
budget to achieve a fair model compared to the other approaches. It halts the evaluation process early upon reaching
the specified fairness threshold indicating that DATASIFT-Inf requires comparatively less computation, which can be
attributed to the algorithm’s deliberate selection of batches. An interesting observation can be noted in Figure 5f for the
Credit dataset where DATASIFT-Inf and DATASIFT exhibit identical performance. In this dataset, the protected group
possesses a base rate twice that of the privileged group. Consequently, even a randomly constructed batch contains a
higher base rate representation of the protected group, leading to similar fairness performance between DATASIFT-Inf
and DATASIFT.

In contrast, Inf solely relies on influence estimation: selecting the most influential batches tends to introduce bias in the
other direction. For instance, in datasets ACSIncome and ACSPublicHealth (Figures 5c and 5d respectively), the model
initially exhibited a bias favoring the privileged group. However, as Inf continues to select the most influential batches,
the model becomes increasingly biased toward the same group. This behavior is because the most influential data points
tend to provide more information from the protected group. Therefore, continuously exploiting the same information
leads to a more biased model in the alternate direction. In contrast, DATASIFT-Inf adjusts its decision in each iteration:
in the same datasets, when it begins to demonstrate bias toward the privileged group, DATASIFT-Inf promptly gathers
more information for the privileged group and leads the model toward zero bias.

In the comparatively larger ACSEmployment dataset (Figure 5b), the performance of Inf declines because upon
acquiring the most influential point, the model’s actual improvement diminishes due to the inter-dependency among the
batches (as discussed in Section 3.3.2), implying that the influence of a batch may not always equal the cumulative
influence of its individual data points. Adding consecutive batches of top-K data points from the same partition,
therefore, does not bring any new information to the model. Conversely, when the performance of DATASIFT-Inf
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Figure 5: Comparing DATASIFT-Inf, our MAB-approach based on data valuation, with DATASIFT and Inf to highlight
the importance of data valuation in acquiring data that rapidly improve model fairness. DATASIFT-Inf exhibits the most
improvement in fairness with the least amount of additional data acquired. The black dotted line indicates FDtrain∪D.

declines compared to Inf in the initial two iterations, it transitions to a new partition that holds additional information,
resulting in improved model performance in this scenario as well.

Note that the use of influence functions limits the applicability of DATASIFT-Inf to parametric models with convex and
twice-differentiable loss function. Figure 6 demonstrates that DATASIFT-Inf exhibits stable performance on two more
such parametric models. Interestingly, the neural network model (Figure 6b), trained on the same dataset exhibited bias
toward the privileged group. In this scenario, both DATASIFT-Inf and DATASIFT make careful decisions, achieving a
fair model while Inf completely fails, exacerbating unfairness in the model. These results indicate that our proposed
solutions are robust in ensuring fairness from any direction, regardless of specific demographic groups, showcasing
their versatility in addressing bias in various models.

Effect on model accuracy. Generally, when the algorithm acquires data to improve model fairness, it prioritizes
diversifying training data i.e., data is acquired from various partitions representing different population subgroups. This
strategy prevents the model from being biased toward over-represented groups and ignoring or under-representing
marginalized groups. However, since the entire dataset and test data are dominated by the privileged group, focusing
solely on model fairness can potentially degrade the model’s accuracy. To combat potential degradation in accuracy, we
chose a reward score that combines both base rate difference and inter-partition distance. That helps us to preserve
accuracy while improving fairness. As shown in Table 2, using DATASIFT and DATASIFT-Inf, model accuracy either
improves or remains stable for most datasets. However, we observe a slight drop in accuracy for the ACSIncome and
ACSMobility datasets. Although this decline is considerable with regard to fairness improvement, it can be addressed
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Figure 6: Evaluation of data valuation across parametric models (ACSIncome dataset, Black dotted line: FDtrain∪D).

12



Data Acquisition For Improving Fairness Using Reinforcement Learning

Dataset Classifier Methods
Initial Random Entropy AutoData MAB INF MAB_INF

AdultIncome Logistic Regression 0.73 0.79 0.78 0.73 0.76 0.75 0.77
SVM 0.72 0.79 0.78 0.73 0.76 0.76 0.77
Neural Network 0.75 0.81 0.79 0.79 0.76 0.73 0.77

ACSIncome Logistic Regression 0.77 0.78 0.78 0.77 0.74 0.56 0.75
SVM 0.77 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.74 0.59 0.77
Neural Network 0.77 0.79 0.79 0.75 0.75 0.54 0.74

Employment Logistic Regression 0.69 0.75 0.75 0.73 0.76 0.72 0.73
SVM 0.69 0.74 0.75 0.76 0.76 0.65 0.73
Neural Network 0.80 0.78 0.80 0.79 0.80 0.72 0.78

PublicHealth Logistic Regression 0.65 0.69 0.68 0.68 0.68 0.47 0.68
SVM 0.63 0.68 0.68 0.69 0.69 0.49 0.55
Neural Network 0.69 0.70 0.71 0.67 0.65 0.48 0.68

Mobility Logistic Regression 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.39 0.70
SVM 0.77 0.76 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.75 0.76
Neural Network 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.69 0.74

Credit Logistic Regression 0.73 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.72 0.91
SVM 0.73 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.88 0.84
Neural Network 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

Table 2: Observed accuracy of a model trained after acquiring data as determined by a given method.

5% 10% 15%
Batch Size: as % of Total Budget

0.125

0.100

0.075

0.050

0.025

0.000

Fa
irn

es
s M

et
ric

DataSift
DataSift-Inf

(a) Effect of batch size

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
% of Total Budget

0.200

0.175

0.150

0.125

0.100

Fa
irn

es
s M

et
ric

=0
=0.001
=0.01
=0.1
=1

(b) Effect of α

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
% of Total Budget

0.20

0.15

0.10

0.05

0.00

0.05

Fa
irn

es
s M

et
ric

DS-Inf, Clusters
DS-Inf, States
DS, Clusters
DS, States

(c) Clustering Vs. Partitioning

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
% of Total Budget

0.200

0.175

0.150

0.125

0.100

0.075

Fa
irn

es
s M

et
ric

DataSift, Combined
DataSift, Base rate
AutoData

(d) Reward Score selection

Figure 7: Effect of Hyper-parameters and design choices (ACSIncome dataset, DS: DATASIFT).

by increasing the budget size and allowing more data to be acquired. Note that the other methods, while preserving
accuracy, do not ensure model fairness. Originally tailored to improve model accuracy, AutoData shows similar
accuracy as the other methods because of the updated constraint that checks for improvement in fairness rather than
accuracy. We also observe some extreme scenarios for Inf, which greedily exploits the most influential data points and
fails to preserve fairness and accuracy in the process.

4.4 Ablation analysis

This section answers RQ3, which studies the sensitivity of our solutions to the hyper-parameters and other design
choices. We have two hyperparameters — batch size and exploration-exploitation trade-off parameter α — and two
design choices — constructing the reward score and data pool partitioning criterion. In the following, we study the
effect of these choices on our solutions.

Effect of batch size. In our variants of DATASIFT, batch size is translated as a percentage of the allocated budget, B.
In Figure 7a, we report the fairness metric of the final model (y-axis) when the batch size varies as a fraction of the
total budget (x-axis) for a logistic regression model trained on the ACSIncome dataset. We observe that DATASIFT-Inf
remains nearly stable across the different batch sizes, whereas DATASIFT faces a slight fluctuation. The result suggests
neither the smallest nor largest batch sizes yield the highest fairness. Considering both methods, the best selection falls
between 6% to 12%. However, this range may vary with different combinations of models and datasets.

Effect of α. In Figure 7b, we study the effect of changing α which represents the trade-off between exploration and
exploitation used in the Upper-Confidence Bound as shown in Equation 2. When α = 0, the model focuses less on
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exploration, whereas α = 1 emphasizes the exploration of new partitions. We observe that performance declines
for extreme values of α while a moderate value e.g., α = 0.1 demonstrates better performance maintaining stability
throughout the data acquisition process.

Effect of clustering vs. partitioning. DATASIFT requires partitioning the space into smaller groups, which can be per-
formed automatically, such as through clustering, by leveraging domain expertise. In Figure 7c, we compare partitioning
the ACSIncome into an optimal number of clusters using the Gaussian Mixture Model (GMM) or partitioning based on
states (we consider the four largest states as four partitions). We observe consistent results for DATASIFT-Inf in both
cases, indicating robustness to the partitioning process. However, as the state’s size exceeds the cluster’s, DATASIFT’s
performance slightly declines due to the difficulty of randomly sampling a beneficial batch from a larger partition.

Effect of choice of reward score. Our data acquisition solutions rely on the multi-armed bandit framework, requiring
the design of a reward score that approximates reward distribution to partitions. AutoData designed a distance-centric
reward score aimed at improving model accuracy. To address model fairness, we incorporate base rate differences
among sensitive groups in DATASIFT and DATASIFT-Inf. We observe that combining both the base rate difference and
distance metrics carefully improves fairness while also preserving accuracy. In Figure 7d, we find that AutoData fails
to provide stability in fairness improvement but reward scores based solely on the base rate, or a combination of both,
perform equally well in improving fairness.

4.5 Scalability Analysis

This section answers RQ4 that evaluates the different methods with respect to variations in dataset and data pool sizes.
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Figure 8: Scalability on synthetic dataset.
Using the AdultIncome dataset, we synthetically generate additional data points to control the dataset size, which ranges
from the original size up to 106 data points. Throughout this study, we maintain a fixed budget and corresponding
batch size. Figure 8a demonstrates the effectiveness of the logistic regression model across different data pool sizes.
The y-axis represents the ultimate fairness achieved by the model under various scenarios. The results indicate that as
the size of the data pool increases, DATASIFT-Inf demonstrates consistent performance, whereas the performance of
DATASIFT declines slightly. Unlike DATASIFT, DATASIFT-Inf is not dependent on the data pool distribution; instead
regardless of the data pool size, it identifies and selects the best data points that ensure fairness. In contrast, DATASIFT
relies on random batch selection, which is shaped by the distribution of the data pool, thereby affecting its performance.

Efficiency analysis. As evident from Figure 9, DATASIFT requires additional computation due to the extra calculation
needed to adjust the decision on partition selection. Additionally, DATASIFT may evaluate more than B

K batches, as it
has the flexibility to retain or discard batches based on their utility. Consequently, DATASIFT demands comparatively
more computation than other methods. On the other hand, DATASIFT-Inf carefully selects batches that provide a
significant improvement in fairness, leading to an early termination of the evaluation process. As a result, DATASIFT-Inf
requires significantly less computation compared to DATASIFT. In some cases, such as the ACSPublicHealth dataset
in Figure 9, DATASIFT-Inf requires more computation due to oscillations in the fairness metric value, necessitating
additional evaluations until |F| < τ . As a result, DATASIFT-Inf reaches the maximum iterations for this dataset, while
other datasets converge with fewer evaluations. This issue arises from using a fixed threshold across all datasets, which
can be controlled by adjusting the threshold based on domain expertise. However, the other baseline methods require
less time across different datasets, as no extra calculation and evaluation is needed.

Furthermore, Figure 8b illustrates the efficiency of DATASIFT and DATASIFT-Inf across varying data pool sizes. The
batch construction complexity of DATASIFT-Inf is independent of the data pool, leading to a nearly constant time
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Figure 9: Efficiency on real-world datasets.

requirement across all cases. In contrast, the batch selection complexity for DATASIFT is influenced by partition size,
leading to a slight upward trend in efficiency, which is nearly negligible.

5 Related Work

The study in this paper is related to the following four research areas: algorithmic fairness, data acquisition, reinforce-
ment learning, and data valuation. While these areas were studied extensively, our approach of integrating data valuation
with a multi-armed bandit framework to acquire high-quality data for ensuring fairer algorithmic systems is novel.

Algorithmic fairness. With the increasing prevalence of machine learning in critical domains, such as criminal justice,
healthcare, and finance, instances of fairness violations in algorithmic systems abound [10, 19, 33, 29]. A number of
bias mitigation techniques have been introduced [40, 14] that can be categorized into pre-processing, in-processing, and
post-processing techniques. Due to their effectiveness and ease of implementation, pre-processing techniques have been
the preferred choice for data science practitioners to offset any modeling issues [31]. Our work deals with modification
of input data and, therefore, is the most related to pre-processing bias mitigation techniques.

Data acquisition for model fairness. Data integration [59, 49, 55] has been a decades-old research area in data
management that emphasizes the importance of high-quality data in data-driven decision making. However, the
importance of data quality for ensuring improved performance of ML decisions has only recently been studied [37, 38,
58, 15, 55, 3] The current work spotlights data acquisition – the process of acquiring high-quality data for downstream
analyses – as a potential pre-processing method to improve model fairness. Our work is the most related to AutoData [15]
that adopts a multi-armed bandit approach to determine which data points should be acquired from a data pool curated
from the wild. AutoData, however, is not directly applicable to the context of fairness and the data points acquired in
each iteration are sub-optimal. In contrast, DATASIFT is tailored to model fairness and uses data valuation to acquire
data points beneficial to fairness.

Reinforcement learning in data management. Recent years have seen a proliferation of tools that integrate reinforce-
ment learning [54] with classical data management problems [12, 15, 6, 41, 30, 25, 36, 63]. Reinforcement learning
approaches, such as multi-armed bandits, Q-learning and proximal policy optimization, have been hugely successful in
these areas due to their trial-and-error approach achieving near-optimal results in fewer training steps Similar to our
work, AutoData [15] uses MAB in the context of data acquisition to improve model accuracy but with a reward score
that is not applicable to model fairness.

Data valuation. Emerging as a powerful tool to explain the workings of black-box machine learning models [34, 28],
data valuation [34, 28] has recently been applied to several data management problems [7, 39, 21, 48]. Two primary
data valuation techniques, data Shapley [28] and influence functions [34], offer complementary benefits and trade-offs.
Compared to influence functions, data Shapley values are model agnostic but are computationally expensive. Incurring
a comparatively expensive one-time offline computation, influence functions offer fast online impact estimation. To the
best of our knowledge, this study is the first work to explore influence functions for the problem of data acquisition.

6 Conclusions and Future Work

We present a novel approach for solving the problem of data acquisition to improve machine learning model fairness by
determining the order in which data points must be acquired from a data pool. We introduce DATASIFT, a principled
framework that integrates reinforcement learning with data valuation to determine the most valuable data points to
acquire. We demonstrate experimentally that data valuation is crucial in effective discovery of useful data points and
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that DATASIFT is both effective and efficient in identifying data points valuable for model fairness. In the future,
we plan to explore several interesting directions. We plan to expand our data valuation module to efficiently cater
to non-parametric ML algorithms. Since the MAB-based framework is limited by the choice of identified partitions,
we plan to explore alternate reinforcement learning approaches (e.g., Q-learning) and other exploration-exploitation
trade-off algorithms (e.g., Thompson sampling). Other directions include incorporating the cost of acquisition in our
reward scores and extending this framework to the task of effective source discovery.
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