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Abstract

Ensuring transparency in Al decision-making requires interpretable explanations, particularly at the instance level. Counterfactual
explanations are a powerful tool for this purpose, but existing techniques frequently depend on synthetic examples, introducing
biases from unrealistic assumptions, flawed models, or skewed data. Many methods also assume full dataset availability, an im-
practical constraint in real-time environments where data flows continuously. In contrast, streaming explanations offer adaptive,
real-time insights without requiring persistent storage of the entire dataset. This work introduces a scalable, model-free approach to
selecting diverse and relevant counterfactual examples directly from observed data. Our algorithm operates efficiently in streaming
settings, maintaining O(log k) update complexity per item while ensuring high-quality counterfactual selection. Empirical evalua-
tions on both real-world and synthetic datasets demonstrate superior performance over baseline methods, with robust behavior even
under adversarial conditions.

1. Introduction (e.g., finance, marketing) and avoiding model-specific limita-
tions [3]. Unlike prior works providing a single counterfac-
tual [[7]], our method offers multiple alternatives, such as gaining
skills, enhancing a portfolio, or adding referees in job applica-
tions. It is also free from model bias common in ML models [8]].
To handle streaming data and deliver real-time feedback, we use
a one-pass streaming algorithm.

In this paper, we propose a unified framework to select a
subset of counterfactual examples for a query input, maximiz-

ing utility. Our method scales to any data stream size, requiring
only a single pass without storing original items. [Table T|com-

Explainable Al (XAI) is crucial for modern ML [1]], driven
by legal mandates like GDPR [2]] and ethical guidelines. Lack
of explainability limits ML adoption in high-stakes areas, where
biased models can lead to unfair outcomes such as credit denials
or job rejections [3]]. Counterfactual explanations address this
by showing changes needed to reverse outcomes, offering ac-
tionable feedback [4], aligning with GDPR [2], and enabling
users to explore “what-if”” scenarios, while helping developers
debug and monitor models effectively.

Motivating example. illustrates a skill classification in
an automated job application screening program [5]. A can-
didate was classified by a machine learning model into one of
four expertise levels: beginner, intermediate, advanced, and ex-
pert. The applicant was classified as a beginner and rejected
because an expert was needed. Typically, the company might
provide an explanation like “due to poor work experience”, but

1 such explanations do not guide the applicant on how to improve
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their chances of future acceptance.

Limitations of existing works. (1) Existing methods for coun-

terfactual explanations often focus on binary outcomes (accept/reject)

and unrealistic goals, like requiring a PhD, which are imprac-
tical for beginners [4]. Focusing on intermediate levels offers
more actionable guidance. (2) Most approaches prioritise ex-
amples similar to the query, but diverse counterfactuals, such as
bootcamps that improve skills in six months, are more benefi-
cial. (3) Many generate synthetic examples [6]], which, while
sound, can be unrealistic (e.g., an 18-year-old with a PhD). (4)
Static, offline methods are unsuitable for streaming data, as they
lack the speed and flexibility to generate real-time explanations,
such as identifying trends from newly submitted applications.

Contributions. To address these issues, we adopt a model-free
approach to generate counterfactuals without requiring access
to the original model, ensuring generalizability across domains
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pares our approach to state-of-the-art methods, evaluating key
features: model access (model-free), example type (real or syn-
thetic), on-the-fly computation (streaming), inclusion of multi-
ple examples (multiplicity), and diversity of examples (diver-
sity).
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Figure 1: Counterfactual selection

In summary, the contributions of this research include:

e A first system to compute real counterfactual explana-
tions in stream.

e A mitigation of bias when selecting counterfactuals by
incorporating multiple concepts of diversity: constraint-
based, content-based, class-based, and sampling-based.

o A subset selection problem that balances cardinality, sim-
ilarity, and diversity for counterfactuals.

e A generic streaming algorithm for counterfactual subset
selection that processes the entire data stream in a single
pass, achieving a 1/5.585 quality guarantee with O(log k)
complexity per item.



e Experiments demonstrating our performance across mul-
tiple datasets and settings, showing that our approach com-
putes explanations on the fly regardless of data size.

Related work. Recent interest in explanation methods spans
interpretable models, rule-based, feature-based, and example-
based explanations [1]]. Interpretable models (e.g., regressions,
decision trees) allow inspection but require ML knowledge and
may lack accuracy [9]. Feature-based methods (e.g., LIME,
SHAP, LRP) rank feature importance but overlook explanation
size, feature dependence, and multi-class predictions [[6]. Tradi-
tional methods focus on what happened, identifying contribut-
ing factors, but fail to provide actionable guidance on what to
do next for outcome improvement, e.g., “poor experience” as a
job rejection reason (13,14} 115} 16, 17, [18 [19].

Multiple explanation methods [20] include global model
explanations and instance-level predictions [20]. These can
be model-specific (intrinsic) or model-agnostic (free). Model-
specific methods are efficient and accurate but lack flexibility
and generalizability [20], while model-agnostic methods are
versatile but may sacrifice performance [20, [7]. Our work ad-
vances explanations independent of model evaluations [21} 22|
23,241 25) 126, 27]).

Counterfactual explanations [2, 28| 29] describe how dif-
ferent circumstances could lead to alternative outcomes, offer-
ing actionable guidance, such as suggesting a rejected student
improve their GRE score or gain research experience [30, 4}
1141311 32]]. While some methods provide multiple counterfac-
tuals [4} [11]], many rely on synthetic examples, which can be
unrealistic and less actionable [30, 33]. Humans prefer realis-
tic counterfactuals [29]], and methods leveraging feature sim-
ilarity offer some improvements [34, 35| 36], but they often
fall short in feasibility and scalability. Our work addresses
these gaps by selecting real counterfactuals, ensuring practical,
achievable explanations [37]]. In contrast, many existing ap-
proaches generate synthetic counterfactuals, including adver-
sarial examples [38], perturbed data points [39]], or synthetic
case-based examples [40, 41], highlighting the need for meth-
ods grounded in real data [42} 43| 144] 45| 146,47, 48| 49].

2. Model and Problem Formulation

Consider a dataset D of n items, where each item has a
single label I = 1,2,...,L, and D; denotes the set of items
with label /. The groups D;, ..., D are disjoint, forming D =
Dy U...UDy. The goal is to maximize a non-negative submod-
ular function f : 22 x D — Ry for a querying item g € D.
For simplicity, f(S) is used instead of f(S, g) since ¢ is fixed.
Here, f(.) represents a utility function over counterfactual ex-
planations, as detailed in[§2.2]

2.1. Counterfactual Diversity

Offering a diverse set of counterfactuals provides oppor-
tunities to showcase data items different from the query, en-
abling users to explore varied explanations and reducing pre-
sentation bias [50L |51} 22, [52]]. The goal is to ensure every
item has an equal chance of selection, regardless of attributes

or class [53l 154} 155]. We propose the following diversity con-
structs.

Constraint-based diversity. Bias can be mitigated with di-
versity constraints [56]. Following prior works [S7], we de-
fine a selection S C D as constraint-based diverse if it satisfies
a; < |S N Dyl < By, where a;, B; € Zsp. These bounds are often
proportional to |Dy|/n, ensuring balance with respect to label
distribution. This definition generalizes bias countermeasures
like the 80%-rule and proportional representation [S7]].

Content-based diversity. This type of diversity aims to elimi-
nate explanations containing many pairs of similar examples.
Given a set of data items S C D and a similarity measure
sim(.,.), an explanation based on content diversity is defined
as — ZeES Ze’ES sim(e, e,)'

Sampling-based diversity. This diversity type addresses sam-
pling bias using a determinantal point process to minimise pair-
wise similarity. It is represented by the determinant of a dis-
tance kernel matrix, det(Ks ), where K; ; = m
1 — sim(e;, e;). To ensure well-defined determinants, small ran-
dom perturbations are added to the diagonal elements during
computation.

Clustering-based diversity. This diversity metric leverages the
clustering nature of items. The local coverage of a data item
e over a label [ is defined as (1/2)!"¢9 where sim(l, e) is
the maximum similarity between any item e’ of label / and e,
and 1/2 is a decay factor. Based on local coverage, the global
coverage of an item e is: cov(e) = Yz (1/2)!75me),
The diversity of a set S of items is defined as a weighted
sum of coverages:
Z sim(e, q)cov(e) (D)
ecS
The factor sim(e, q) avoids selecting items of low relevance but
high diversity.

2.2. Counterfactual Utility

With these constructs of diversity, an utility measure for an
optimal explanation can now be specified. We propose four
measures:

A1
Content-based utility: f1(S) = sim(e, q)———= sim(e, e")
y: fi ; Digp Z;e
2

The parameter 0 < A; < 1 balances similarity and diversity,
with a larger A, emphasizing diversity. The first term is similar
to the proximity in DiCE [9], while the second term is inspired
by [[13]. This utility favors items that are similar to the query
but also different from each other.

A
Sampling-based utility: /> (S) = Z sim(e, q) — —Zdet(KS)

N
(3)
The parameter 0 < A, < 1 balances similarity and diversity. Kg
is a pair-wise matrix of the distance metric for items in S, where
Ki; = ﬁ() and dist(e;, e;) = 1—sim(e;, ;). This approach
is inspired by DPP [58]], which have been used in diversified

ecS

and dist(e;, ej) =



sampling.

Clustering-based util: f3(S) = Z sim(e, q)+£
ecS |S| eeS
“)
where 0 < A3 < 1 is a parameter to balance the similarity and

diversity in an explanation. A larger A3 implies the more em-
phasis on diversity.

Hybrid utility: £(S) = £i(S) + /(S) + £5(S) (5)

2.3. Problem Statement

For each label [, lower and upper bounds (e, 3;) define the
number of labeled items [ required, ensuring constraint-based
diversity. With a global cardinality constraint k € Zs, the so-
lution space Sis: S = {S € D : |S| < k,ay < IS N D) <
B, ¥l =1,...,L}. In[Fig. 1] diversity constraints promote exam-
ples with varied features, while the cardinality constraint allows

for examples across job levels, catering to user preferences.

Diversified submodular maximisation. Maximizing f under
cardinality and diversity constraints involves selecting S € D
with § € S to maximize f(S). Let S* denote the set that maxi-
mizes f. We assume a feasible solution exists (S # 0), ensuring
Zlel a; < k. Here, f(.) represents a utility function, not model
calls as in prior works [9, 4].

3. One-pass Explanation Algorithm

This section presents our algorithm for counterfactual sub-
set selection in streaming settings, including proof of its ap-
proximation guarantee, with the algorithm parsing the data only
once. We start with foundational concepts.

3.1. Foundation concepts

Marginal gain. Given two sets S, S’ C D, the marginal gain of
S with respect to S’ is defined as: f(S|S’) = f(SUS") - f(S’),
which quantifies the change in value when adding S to S’. The
function f is submodular if for any subset S € D and any item
ee D\ S, wehave: f({e}|S) < f({e}). This means the marginal
gain of any item is less than its value. For brevity, f({e}) is
written as f(e), f({e}|S) as f(elS), S \ {e} as S \ e, and S U {e}
asS Ue.

Curvature. A lower-bound for the marginal gain is derived by
following a curvature of a function f: cv(f) = min{c : VS C
D,¥e € D\ S,(1 —¢)f(e) < f(elS)}, where ¢ € (0,1]. When
¢ =0, f is no longer submodular; rather, it is modular.
Matroids. A family of sets # C 27 is called a matroid if it
satisfies: (1) F # 0; (2) Downward-closedness: if F1 C F, and
F, € F. then F| € F; (3) Augmentation: if Fi,F, € ¥ with
|F1| < |F»|, then there exists e € F; such that F'; U {e} € F.

Extensibility. A set S C D is called extensible if it can be a
subset of some feasible solution S’. For S to be extensible, it
must satisfy the upper bounds |S| < k and |S N D;| < g for
all I = 1..L. This is necessary because S’ is already feasible.
However, S might violate the lower bounds (a; < |S N Dy| for
all /), requiring the addition of at least a;—|S N Dy| items of each

sim(e, q)cov,

label /, which could violate the global cardinality constraint k.
Therefore, the necessary and sufficient conditions for a set S C
( to be extensible are: (E1) S ND; < B, foralll = 1..L and (E2)
Sk max(IS N Dy, ) < k.

3.2. Relaxed version

Removing the lower-bound constraints |S N Dy| > a@; from
S transforms it into a matroid, reducing the problem to sub-
modular maximization under a matroid constraint. The goal is
to select S C D with § € F to maximize f(S), where ¥ is a
matroid, requiring a membership function to check S € ¥ [39].
We propose a generic greedy streaming algorithm (Alg. ), in-
spired by Chakrabarti et al. [S9] and Huang et al. [60], as a
warm-up for our complete version. Each item e is processed
once, computing the marginal gain and checking feasi-
bility under constraints |S| < k and |S N D;| < B for all
[ = 1..L. If infeasible, the algorithm swaps e with a candidate
¢’ based on minimal marginal gain and the threshold A,
ensuring e’s gain is at least 1 + A times ¢’’s gain (Line ). The
threshold A governs quality guarantees.

Quality analysis. In terms of solution quality, [Alg. T| achieves
an approximation ratio of p = 2(1 + 1)?/1— /(1 + 2> > 1,
with a minimum value of 7.75 at 4 = 1. This means f(S) >
1/7.75f(OPT) > 1/pf(OPT), where OPT is the optimal so-
lution. This is because [Alg. |is a special case of the problem
SOTA for maximum submodular independence set (MSIS), and
a solution for MSIS can be transformed into a solution for ma-
troid submodular maximization in constant time [59]. Although
these utility functions are well-designed, the approximation ra-
tio can still be further improved.

Algorithm 1 Matroid Submodular Maximisation

Input: D, f, ¥
Output: A feasible solution S € ¥

:S=0

2: for every arriving item e do

30 w(e) = f(elS)

4. if S Ue € F then

5: S=8SUe

6: else

7: A={e'eS:SUe\e €F} € =argmin,, w(e)
8: if w(e) > (1 + DYw(e’) then
9: S=8SUe\¢
10: end if
11:  endif
12: end for

13: return S

To select the best A for a small &, check if 5.585/(1—-cv(f)) >
7.75. If true, set A to 0.717; otherwise, setitto 1.

Complexity analysis. The complexity of involves runtime,
utility calls, matroid queries, and space. [Alg. Tjmakes two util-
ity calls per item to compute f(e|S). Runtime is dominated by
matroid queries, candidate set construction, and minimum se-
lection, implemented in O(k) time and matroid queries, where
k is the rank of matroid ¥ (|S| < k). Query runtimes depend



on the specific matroid. Space complexity is O(k), as discarded
item weights need not be stored.

3.3. The complete algorithm

Intuition. This section outlines the intuition behind our al-
gorithm and introduces the complete algorithm line by line.
For practical use, must function in a black-box manner,
though its solution may violate lower-bound constraints. To ad-
dress this, “backup” items can be gathered in parallel to[Alg. 1]
As the function is monotone submodular, adding these items
preserves the approximation guarantee but may violate the car-
dinality constraint |S| < k. Not every set satisfying upper-bound
constraints is extensible to a feasible solution, but we show that
extendable subsets of D form a matroid, enabling efficient so-
lution.

Putting it all together. [Alg. 2|presents a complex algorithm for
diversified submodular maximization. It uses[Alg. 1] a stream-
ing algorithm for submodular maximization under a matroid
constraint, as a black box on the extensibility matroid $ to con-
struct an extensible set S| that approximately maximizes f. In
parallel, it collects a preserve set P; of size |P;| = «; for every
label I. Finally, the solution S is augmented into a feasible
solution S by adding items from P; to S to satisfy any lower
bound constraints where |S| N Dy| < a;.

Algorithm 2 One-pass explanation algorithm
Input: D, f, S

Output: A feasible solution § € S

1: =0, P,=0,¥l=1.L;

2: for every arriving item e of label / do
3 process e With D, f, §)

4 if |P;| < a; then

5: P=P/Ue
6
7
8
9

end if
: end for
. § = solution of [Alg. 1|(D, £, §)
: § =S augmented with items in sets P;
10: return S

Constraint checking. To run[Alg. T|efficiently on the extensi-
bility matroid S, we need to check if adding a single item e to
an extensible set S maintains extensibility in O(1) time. This is
done by maintaining the counts ¢; = [S N D;| for each label / in
S, and the sum C = 21L=1 max(c;, @;). By definition, S is exten-
sible if ¢; < B; for each [ and C < k. Initially, these variables
are set as: (i) ¢, = O forall [ = 1..L, (ii) C = Y&, ;. When
a potential extension e with label / is considered, the algorithm
checks extensibility if ¢; < a; Va; < ¢; < i A C < k. When S
is augmented with e: (i) ¢; is incremented by 1, (ii) If ¢; > a;, C
is incremented by 1.

Quality guarantee. [Alg. 2|returns a feasible solution belonging
to S with the same approximation ratio as[Alg. 1] First, the fea-
sibility of S is ensured because S is extensible, satisfying the
lower-bound constraints without violating the cardinality con-
straint k. Second, since [Alg. T]is a 1/p-approximation algo-
rithm, it returns a solution S| with a value f(S) that is at least

1/p times that of the best extensible set. Moreover, S C § by
definition, and adding items to S ; does not decrease f(.) since
f is monotone. Thus, the optimal solution in S has a value for
f(.) greater than or equal to that of the optimal solution in S.
Therefore, [Alg. 2] maintains the same approximation ratio as
Runtime and memory. We can further optimize our algorithm
to be extremely efficient, using only O(log k) time per item. The
space complexity remains O(k) as [Alg. 2] uses extra memory
for |U; Pil = X2y a; < k. The algorithm still makes two utility
calls per item via[Alg. 1] Extending the idea in ?? to ¥ being
an extensibility matroid, we maintain a data structure for the
query, i.e., ¢; =[S N Dyl and C = Z,L:I max(c;, @;). To find the
minimal w(e’) among ¢’ € A, which are items ¢’ € S such that
S Ue\ e € F, we check whether a label I’ is good. The logic
is: (i) If ¢; = B;, then only [ is good. (ii) If C < k or ¢; < ay, then
every color is good. (iii) Otherwise, good labels are / and those
" with ¢y > ayp. To quickly find the minimum-weight item with
a good label in S, we maintain several priority queues: (i) W,
containing S sorted by w. (ii) W), for each label /, containing
items in § N D, sorted by w. (iii) W’, containing labels with
¢y > ap, sorted by mingesnp, w(e’). This data structure can be
maintained in O(logk) time per item while implementing the
above logic.

4. Empirical Evaluation

Real datasets. We evaluated our method using three represen-
tative datasets:

e Income [61]]: This dataset contains 45,222 records from
the Census database with 14 attributes, including age,
race, gender, education, income, occupation, and mari-
tal status. Race was selected as the label, ensuring its
distribution in S matched the dataset [57]]. We set a; =
L0.9%k Jand B, = [l.l%k], varying k.

o Customer [62]: This dataset includes phone call records
from a bank’s marketing campaign, with features such as
client age, gender, account balance, call date, and dura-
tion. Age was chosen as the sensitive feature, dividing
records into six groups: [0,29] (5273), [30,39] (18,089),
[40,49] (11,655), [50,59] (8410), [60,69] (1230), and [70+]
(554). Diversity constraints ensured each group formed
10-20% of the subset [57]].

o Lending Credit [|63)]:This dataset includes five years of
loan data from LendingClub, a peer-to-peer lending plat-
form. After preprocessing [9]], we retained 7 features:
employment years, annual income, open credit accounts,
credit history, home ownership, purpose, and state. The
sensitive feature was the loan grade assigned by Lending-
Club, with diversity constraints ensuring a similar grade
distribution.

Synthetic data. We used Synthea [64], a synthetic data gen-
erator, to create realistic clinical data for over one million syn-
thetic residents of Massachusetts. This population reflects Mas-
sachusetts’ demographics, disease burdens, vaccinations, and



social determinants. Disease modules served as sensitive labels,
with diversity constraints ensuring similar disease distributions.

Evaluation metrics. Given their inherent subjectivity, coun-
terfactual examples are challenging to evaluate. While not in-
tended to replace behavioral experiments, we formulated three
metrics:

o Transport cost: This distance-based cost measure indexes
the usefulness of counterfactual examples. Users pre-
fer counterfactual examples similar to the query example,
minimizing the effort required to achieve a desired class
outcome in another feature.

cost = |;_| Z deon(e, qQ + dear(e, 7)) (6)
ecS
where d..,(e, q) is the 11-distance across continuous fea-
tures between e and gq. d.u(e,q) is the 11-distance be-
tween e and g across their categorical features.

e No. constraint violation: This metric counts the num-
ber of diversity constraint violations during streaming,
reflecting the plausibility of outcomes. Smaller values
indicate reduced bias. As our work addresses presenta-
tion bias rather than algorithmic bias [8], fairness metrics
like equalized odds and statistical parity are not applica-
ble, as they target entire datasets rather than individual
explanations [8]].

e Runtime: measures the total running time of the explana-
tion process.

Baselines. The following baselines were proposed:

e Offline: This baseline processes the entire data stream
with multiple passes, solving the subset selection prob-
lem. In each pass, it selects the item e with maximal
marginal gain f(elS) such that S U e remains extensi-
ble [57]. The algorithm achieves a 1/2-approximation
with a runtime of O(|Dl|k) and O(|D|k) oracle calls.

e kNN: This non-streaming baseline processes the entire
data stream using nearest-neighbor search [41]. Given
disjoint groups Dy, ..., Dy with the same label @), the
algorithm rotates between groups, selecting the most sim-
ilar item and removing it for the next rotation, skipping
groups if label cardinality constraints are violated. The
kNN time complexity is O(k|D|), reducible to O(k log | D)
using structures like R-Tree, though tree construction re-
quires O(|D|log |D)).

e Random: This baseline is designed to maintain a random
feasible solution. The process is similar to[Alg. 2] but the
swapping mechanism is performed randomly instead of
using the greedy threshold 4, i.e., every arriving time e’
has a 0.5 chance of being swapped with a random item in
S.

e Relaxed: This is the relaxed version of our algorithm,
which removes the lower-bound constraints.

e NoConstraint: This is the state-of-the-art streaming sub-
modular maximisation algorithm without any diversity
constraints [[65]].

State-of-the-art methods for counterfactual explanation [30, |4,
11] focus on generating synthetic examples, while our method
provides real examples [32}34}166}167]], making these approaches

orthogonal to ours [68] 31]. Our work emphasizes efficient
computation with a quality approximation guarantee. Including
these methods [169, 41}, 140} 138l 39] would be unfair and poten-
tially misleading.

Environment. All experiments were on an Intel i7 system
(3.4GHz, 12GB RAM). The results are averaged over 10 runs
(variances reported if appropriate).

4.1. End-to-end Comparisons

Transport cost. We compared our approach to baselines for

generating user-friendly counterfactual examples using real datasets.

[Fig. 2| presents the results, with the X-axis showing the explana-
tion size (k) and the Y-axis the transport cost as 11-distance. Our
method outperformed streaming baselines (Random, Relaxed,
NoConstraint) and the non-streaming baseline (kNN), matching
the offline algorithm in some cases. For example, in the Cus-
tomer dataset (k = 10), our approach reduced transport costs by
up to 33.18%, meaning users exerted only two-thirds the effort
to follow recommendations.
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(a) Income dataset. (b) Customer dataset. (c) Credit dataset.
Figure 2: Effectiveness for real-world data.

Constraint violations. We evaluated the plausibility of coun-
terfactual explanations by comparing constraint violations across
real datasets. shows results, with the X-axis indicating
the number of counterfactual examples (k) and the Y-axis the
number of constraint violations. Our approach, like the offline
algorithm, had no violations (not shown for brevity). The Re-
laxed version had some violations but far fewer than baselines
such as Random, kNN, and NoConstraint, which reached viola-
tion levels proportional to dataset size due to ignoring diversity
constraints.
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(a) Income dataset. (b) Customer dataset. (c) Credit dataset.
Figure 3: Constraint Violations in explanations.

Explanation size (k)

Runtime. We evaluated the total runtime of our approach against
baselines. Non-streaming methods, such as offline and kNN,
had significantly longer runtimes and are excluded for clarity.
and [Ac| present results, with the X-axis showing
the explanation size (k) and the Y-axis the runtime. We varied
k up to 25 due to cognitive load limits. While our approach



was slower than other baselines, maintaining additional struc-
tures and constraints, its runtime remained under 1 second, suit-
able for streaming. The framework computes explanations in
O(log k) per item (amortized), yielding O(nlog k) for data size
|ID| = n. In using Massachusetts synthetic data (sizes
1IM-5M, k = 1000), our method demonstrated the most efficient
amortized time, O(log k) per new item, regardless of data size.

Amortized time (ms)
—o

Total time (ms) Total time (ms) 10

1000 Total time (ms)
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1000
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(b) Customer. (c) Credit. (d) Massachusetts.
Figure 4: Runtime on different datasets.

(a) Income.

4.2. Ablation Study

We evaluated our design choices by comparing variations
of our approach: (i) w/o sketch — no caching of utility values or
constraint checks; (ii) w/o lower-bound — ignores lower-bound
constraints a;; (iii) w/o upper-bound — uses only a k-uniform
matroid instead of the extensibility matroid; (iv) greedy thresh-
old - fixes the threshold A. summarizes the results.
Without sketches, runtime increased due to frequent utility eval-
uations and checks. Relaxing constraints improved utility and
transport cost but increased violations. Fixing A reduced ex-
ample quality. Notably, 4 = 1 matches the SOTA stream-
ing algorithm for submodular maximization under fairness con-
straints [57].

Table 2: Importance of each model component.

full model A-Utility ~ A-Transport Cost ~ A-Constraint violations ~ A-Running time

w/o sketch +0% +0% +0% +893.25%
w/o lower-bound ~ +5.81% -2.75% +21.76% -12.41%
w/o upper-bound  +4.69% -1.58% +33.54% -18.96%
1=05 -5.07% +12.78% +0% +0%
A=1(57)H -5.91% +11.32% +0% +0%
=2 -9.72% +19.64% +0% +0%

4.3. Robustness Analysis

Sliding windows. We evaluated the effect of streaming progress
on utility by comparing our approach with its “batch” version
using sliding windows of size |b|, where b = {ey, ..., ep} is fed
to the algorithm. The algorithm selects a subset S’ of S U b
(size k) with the highest f(S’), retaining only S’ per iteration.
shows results, with the X-axis as the percentage of data
processed and the Y-axis as utility change. Ultility increases
with data stream progress, confirming the algorithm’s sound-
ness. Larger windows (|b| = 5,10) initially increase utility
faster (up to 40-60%) as subsets are retained, but the original
approach (|b| = 1) eventually outperforms due to lower regret
from discarding key items as similarity distributions emerge.

Concept drifts. We evaluated the robustness of streaming al-
gorithms to concept drift using synthetic data with varied label
distributions: (i) normal — future label distributions similar to
the past, and (ii) skewed — future label distributions significantly

Explanation Utility (f) Explanation Utility (f) Explanation Utility (f)
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(a) Income dataset. (b) Customer dataset. (c) Credit dataset.
Figure 5: Effects of streaming data on explanation.

N
& < . & o
& & & 3 N «

Table 3: Explanation utility in LA A T
adverse conditions.

s
wery [ 35| Bachetors | Admcirk | stegor | Smaie | ke |0 | <sor ]

5 [37] collese [ Gocmamagerar | prate | waried | ook | 30| sk

£ % [0 [ achoons [ 0

[stwgor | vamiea [ ason | a0 | ssoc |

& ° [0 [osocvor | arapar | o | warmed | wonder | 0| ok ]

Figure 6: Examples of counterfactuals.

different. Similarly, item feature distributions were normal or
skewed. shows the utility difference between baselines
and our algorithm. The relaxed version performed the same
as the complete algorithm and is omitted for brevity. Our al-
gorithm remained robust under adversarial conditions, with a
maximum degradation of 5.14%, compared to up to 62.64%
for baselines in the worst case (skewed feature and class distri-
butions). This robustness stems from maintaining diversity in
label constraints and item features.

Case Study. illustrates the querying input and coun-
terfactuals (k = 3) returned by our approach on the Income
dataset. The results show a diverse yet relevant set of counter-
factual examples. While our work focuses on efficiently com-
puting these explanations, evaluating their usefulness requires
user studies, which is beyond the scope of this paper.

5. Conclusion

We explored counterfactual explanations without relying on
predictive models, minimizing bias and ensuring broader appli-
cability. By prioritizing both label diversity and feature vari-
ability, our approach offers users more actionable pathways to
influence outcomes. We formulated the problem as a subset
selection task, balancing similarity and diversity while main-
taining computational efficiency. To achieve this, we devel-
oped a scalable streaming algorithm capable of handling large,
continuously arriving datasets without storing the full data his-
tory. Empirical results on real and synthetic datasets indicate
our method reduces user effort by up to 33%, enhances utility
by 57.5%, and improves data stream efficiency by a factor of
25. Future work can extend the framework to multi-label and
fairness-aware counterfactual selection, ensuring broader ap-
plicability while mitigating biases in decision-making [70, 53|
714172, [73] [74]. Enhancing adversarial robustness and energy-
efficient processing would make the approach more reliable in
real-time, resource-constrained environments such as edge de-
vices [[75,[764 77,7879 180% [81]]. Additionally, exploring human-
in-the-loop feedback, graph-based selection, and distributed pro-
cessing could improve interpretability, scalability, and adapt-
ability across diverse domains like healthcare, finance, and crim-
inal justice [82 (83} 84} 85) 86 187, 88].
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