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Abstract—Data valuation has garnered increasing attention
in recent years, given the critical role of high-quality data in
various applications, particularly in machine learning tasks.
There are diverse technical avenues to quantify the value of
data within a corpus. While Shapley value-based methods are
among the most widely used techniques in the literature due
to their solid theoretical foundation, the accurate calculation of
Shapley values is often intractable, leading to the proposal of
numerous approximated calculation methods. Despite significant
progress, nearly all existing methods overlook the utilization
of distribution information of values within a data corpus. In
this paper, we demonstrate that both global and local statistical
information of value distributions hold significant potential for
data valuation within the context of machine learning. Firstly,
we explore the characteristics of both global and local value
distributions across several simulated and real data corpora.
Useful observations and clues are obtained. Secondly, we propose
a new data valuation method that estimates Shapley values by
incorporating the explored distribution characteristics into an
existing method, AME. Thirdly, we present a new path to address
the dynamic data valuation problem by formulating an opti-
mization problem that integrates information of both global and
local value distributions. Extensive experiments are conducted
on Shapley value estimation, value-based data removal/adding,
mislabeled data detection, and incremental/decremental data
valuation. The results showcase the effectiveness and efficiency of
our proposed methodologies, affirming the significant potential
of global and local value distributions in data valuation.

Index Terms—Data valuation, Shapley value, Value distribu-
tion, Dynamic valuation, Optimization.

I. INTRODUCTION

DATA valuation aims to quantify the value of a datum in a
dataset for business, scientific discovery, and applications

such as classifier training [1]–[3]. It is a new yet hot research
topic in data-centric research communities and industrial areas,
as a dataset with a large proportion of highly valuable data
quite benefits real use. It is also a basis for data pricing in data
economics [4]. Therefore, the construction of an effective data
valuation method is of great importance for data-centric appli-
cations and transactions. Existing data valuation methods can
be divided into four folds [5]: marginal contribution-based [6],
[7], gradient-based [8], [9], importance weight-based [10],
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and out-of-bag estimation-based [11] methods. Among the
four technical approaches, the marginal contribution-based
technique stands out as the most popular and consistently
delivers strong performance. It utilizes the average utility
change when a certain datum is removed from a set with a
given cardinality to characterize the datum’s value.

An important index, namely, Shapley value which is a key
concept in cooperative game [12], [13], is usually used to
calculate the marginal contribution for data valuation. Due
to its solid theoretical basis, Shapley value is among the
primary choices in data valuation [6], [14]–[16]. However,
the accurate calculation of the Shapley value for a given data
corpus is nearly intractable as the computational complexity
is about O(2N ) for N samples. Therefore, researchers have
made efforts toward the approximate yet efficient valuation
methodology. For example, Jia et al. [17] investigated the
scenario when data are used for training a KNN classifier and
proposed a novel efficient method, KNN Shapley, exactly in
O(N logN) time.

A recent study assumes a sparse assumption for the values
of data to reduce the computational load of an approximate
method, namely, average marginal estimation (AME) [7]. The
theoretical analysis indicates that the estimated AME scores
are asymptotically converged to the true Shapley values. Al-
though promising results are obtained, we argue that the poten-
tial of value distribution in data valuation is overwhelmingly
ignored in almost all previous studies. The sparse assumption
utilized in AME actually presumes that the data values in a
dataset conform to the Laplace distribution (detailed in Sec-
tion II-B). However, our findings indicate that this assumption
may not always be justified. The value distribution in this
study consists of two parts: local distribution which captures
the relationship between a datum and its neighborhood, and
global value distribution for all involved data. Through our
experimental exploration, we have verified that compared with
the Laplace distribution, the distribution of data values in a
dataset is closer to a Gaussian distribution. Furthermore, we
have observed that the values of close samples (samples in
the same neighborhood) are tightly correlated. Specifically, the
similarities in values between neighboring data points within
the same category are substantial, whereas the similarities
in values between neighboring data points from different
categories are minimal.

Another inspiration for this study is dynamic data valuation,
which requires quantifying the data values when a group of
new data is added or a batch of original data is deleted. To
the best of our knowledge, there is only one study referring
to dynamic data valuation, which is conducted by Zhang et
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al. [18]. This pioneering study transforms the conventional
calculation for Shapley value into an incremental paradigm.
When adding a new datum, about half of the computational
cost can be saved. Illuminated by our observations mentioned
above, the value of a single datum can be inferred based on its
neighborhood. This intuitive observation inspires us to explore
an alternative way to deal with dynamic data valuation.

This study attempts to explore the global and local distri-
bution characteristics of the values for a dataset and investi-
gate how to apply them to both conventional and dynamic
data valuation. Firstly, both synthetic and real datasets are
leveraged to make statistical analyses for the characteristics of
both global and local value distributions. Useful observations
and clues are obtained on the basis of the statistical results
and the discussion of previous methods. Secondly, two new
methods for data valuation are proposed. Specifically, the first
method applies the distribution characteristics to one classical
Shapley value-based data valuation method, namely, AME [7].
Theoretically, many existing methods can replace AME in our
method. The second approach constructs a new optimization
problem integrating distribution characteristics for dynamic
data valuation. Corresponding algorithms are proposed to
solve the optimization problem. Thirdly, extensive experiments
are performed on various benchmark datasets to assess the
effectiveness of our methodologies across diverse tasks.

Experimental results on Shapley value estimation show
that compared to AME, our estimated data values are closer
to the true Shapley values. Experimental results on value-
based point adding and removing tasks verify the ability of
our approach to identify influential and poisoned samples.
Moreover, our approach achieves competitive performance on
mislabeled data detection tasks compared with other Shapley
value-based valuation methods. Furthermore, our proposed
dynamic data valuation approaches consistently achieve state-
of-the-art performance, as well as substantially enhancing
calculation efficiency.

Overall, our main contributions can be summarized as
follows:

• The characteristics of global and local distributions of
data values on a data corpus are explored and applied to
data valuation. To our knowledge, this is the first work
that focuses on the investigation of value distribution
information in data valuation.

• A new data valuation method is proposed by integrating
global and local distribution information into regularizers,
which can easily be combined with many existing data
valuation methods.

• Two new dynamic data valuation methods are proposed
to solve the incremental and decremental valuations,
respectively. These methods construct a mathematical
optimization problem based on the value distribution
information. Corresponding algorithms are designed to
solve the optimization problem.

• Extensive experiments are performed on various bench-
mark datasets to validate the effectiveness of the proposed
methodologies, which support the great potential of in-
formation from value distribution in data valuation.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Data Valuation

High-quality data are valuable for many real-world applica-
tions [19], [20]. Nevertheless, real-world data usually exhibit
heterogeneity and noise [21], [22]. Therefore, the accurate
quantification of the value of each datum in a dataset is of
great importance for the involved applications and the data
transactions in the data market. As introduced in Section I,
existing data valuation methods can be divided into the fol-
lowing four folds:

• Marginal contribution-based methods: This kind of
methods calculates the differences of the utility with
or without the datum to be quantified. The larger the
utility difference is, the more valuable the datum is.
Representative methods include leave-one-out (LOO) [5],
Data Banzhaf [23], and a series of Sharpley value-based
methods such as Data Shapley [16], Beta Shapley [6],
and AME [7].

• Gradient-based methods: This kind of methods calcu-
lates the change of the utility value when the weight of the
datum to be quantified is increased. Two representative
methods are Influence function [24] and LAVA [9].

• Importance weight-based methods: This kind of meth-
ods learns an important weight for a datum to be quan-
tified during training and takes the weight as the value.
Naturally, importance weight-based methods are partic-
ularly proposed for machine learning applications. One
representative method is DVRL [10], which utilizes the
reinforcement learning technique to learn sample weights.

• Out-of-bag estimation-based methods: This kind of
methods is also designed particularly for machine learn-
ing tasks. The representative method, Data-OOB [11],
calculates the contribution of each data point using out-
of-bag accuracy when a bagging model (e.g., random
forest) is employed.

Additionally, Jiang et al. [5] developed a standardized
benchmarking system for data valuation. They summarized
four downstream machine learning tasks for evaluating the
values estimated by different data valuation methods. Their
results suggest that no single algorithm performs uniformly
best across all tasks. Zhang et al. [18] proposed an efficient up-
dating method when dynamically adding/deleting data points.
Three concrete algorithms are proposed in their study and the
entire computation cost is reduced to some extent compared
with other previous Shapley value-based methods. Neverthe-
less, existing algorithms are still constrained by suboptimal
efficiency and performance.

B. Distribution-Aided Learning

In machine learning, a large number of learning methods
investigate the utilization of distribution information in model
training [25]. There are two representative learning methods,
namely, LASSO [26] and ridge regression, which considers
the prior distribution of model parameters in regression. Take
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LASSO as an example, it learns the model by solving the
following problem:

min
ω

∑
x

||y − ωTx||22 + λ||ω||1, (1)

where ω is the model parameter, x is a sample, y is the target,
and λ is a hyperparameter that controls the strength of the
regularization. LASSO can be inferred from a statistical view.
Assuming that the prior distribution ω conforms to a Laplace
distribution as follows:

ω ∼ 1

2σ
e
−
||ω||1
σ , (2)

where σ is a parameter. When the maximum a posteriori
estimation is applied, we obtain

ω∗ = argmax
ω

ln[
∏
x

1√
2πσ1

e

−||y − ωTx||22
2σ2

1 · 1

σ2
e
−
||ω||1
σ2 ]

∼ argmin
ω
||y − ωTx||22 +

2σ2
1

σ2
||ω||1,

(3)
where the coefficient 2σ2

1/σ2 can be reduced to a single
hyperparameter λ. The loss in Eq. (3) is exactly the loss
in LASSO. If the distribution in Eq. (2) is replaced by
the Gaussian distribution, then ridge regression can also be
obtained. Additionally, in multi-task learning, the distribution
of the model parameters is also utilized to connect the multiple
tasks. A widely used regularizer [27] is

∑
t ||ωt− ω̄||22, where

ωt is the model parameter of the tth task and ω̄ is the mean
of the model parameters. This underlying assumption for this
regularizer is that ωt conforms to a Gaussian distribution with
the mean ω̄.

Local distribution information is also prevailing in many
machine learning tasks. Most local distribution information
refers to the high similarity between samples that are close
to each other. For example, samples in the neighborhood
usually share the same labels in statistics. Therefore, a well-
known yet effective classifier, namely, KNN [28], is developed.
Zhu et al. [29] designed a new linear discriminative analysis
method to seek the projected directions which makes sure
that the within-neighborhood scatter is as small as possible
and the between-neighborhood scatter is as large as possible.
Furthermore, Zhong et al. [30] revealed that a DNN trained
on the supervised data generates representations in which
a generic query sample and its neighbors usually share the
same label. So far, local distribution information has not been
applied in the data valuation field.

III. EMPIRICAL EXPLORATION

In this section, we conduct analytical experiments on both
simulated and real datasets to investigate the properties of
global and local distributions of data values, and the value
variations when new data are added or existing data are
removed. The common notations in this paper are summarized
in Table I.

First, we introduce our three employed datasets:

TABLE I: Summary of notations.

Notation Description
x a datum
y a categorical label
N the size of a training set
β the vector of the values in a dataset
U the vector of utilities

Si,j the similarity between the values of samples xi and xj

Nk(xi) the index set of data in the k-neighborhood of xi

rNk
(xi) the neighborhood variation of xi

I the unit matrix
D the training dataset
D′ the added or deleted dataset
Rn the n-dimensional Euclid space
I(·) the indicator function

N (·, ·) a Gaussian distribution

• Random: This simulated dataset is randomly sampled
from the following data distribution:

y
u.a.r∼ {−1,+1}, θ = [+1,+1]T ∈ R2,

x ∼
{
N

(
θ, σ2

+I
)
, if y = +1

N
(
−θ, σ2

−I
)
, if y = −1 ,

(4)

where N (·, ·) is a Gaussian distribution, with the mean θ.
I refers to the identity matrix. A K-factor difference is
set between two classes’ variances, that is σ+ :σ−=K :1
and K=2. Moreover, σ−=1. There are 5,000 sampled
data in the training set and the test set for both categories
+1 and -1 respectively.

• electricity: This dataset is real-world tabular corpus [31].
It consists of 38,474 training samples in two classes. Each
sample is represented by six-dimensional features.

• CIFAR10-embeddings: This dataset is real-world image
corpus [32]. Its training data consists of 50,000 samples
in ten classes. Each image is represented by 2,048-
dimensional deep features.

A. Analysis for Global and Local Value Distributions

This section analyzes the global and local value distributions
of samples. The Shapely value of training data is considered
the true value. We utilize the AME method [7] to estimate
the Shapely values as its estimated scores can asymptotically
converge to the true Shapley values when the number of sam-
pled subsets becomes large. In our experiments, the number
of sampled subsets for each dataset is set as the number of all
samples. In this setting, the sparsity assumption is not required
and thus the Mean Square Error (MSE)-based estimation in
AME can be used rather than its LASSO-based approximation.
Two statistical analyses are performed for the estimated values
on the three datasets. The first is about the distribution of the
values of all involved samples in each dataset; the second is
about the difference1 between the values of a sample and its
closest neighbor.

In the first statistical analysis, we depict the distributions
of values on two datasets, including CIFAR10-embeddings
and Random. The results are illustrated in Fig. 1. Although
these distributions in Fig. 1 look like Gaussian or Laplace

1In this study, the relative difference between two values a and b is defined
as |a−b|

max{|a|,|b|} .
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Conforming to Gaussian distribution:
Statistic: 0.9840073585510254
P-value: 0.7282352447509766
Not conforming to Laplace distribution:
Statistic: 0.5448110421629659

Conforming to Gaussian distribution:
Statistic: 0.9802409410476685
P-value: 0.5621699690818787
Not conforming to Laplace distribution:
Statistic: 0.5467018500852336
P-value: 1.5124973187260856e-14

Conforming to Gaussian distribution:
Statistic: 0.9840073585510254
P-value: 0.7282352447509766
Not conforming to Laplace distribution:
Statistic: 0.5448110421629659
P-value: 1.928711082071318e-14

(a) CIFAR10-embeddings (b) Random

Fig. 1: Histograms of data values after min-max normalization
for two datasets, including CIFAR10-embeddings (a) and
Random (b) datasets.

distributions, the hypothesis tests we performed gave different
conclusions. We take the predicted probability of each sample
in the test set as the query, and then we perform the KStest
hypothesis testing method [33]. The results of the hypothesis
testing method KStest, as illustrated below the graph, show
that the value distribution of these two datasets conforms to
the Gaussian distribution but does not conform to the Laplace
distribution. These findings indicate that compared to the
Laplace distribution, the value distribution is more in line with
the Gaussian distribution. AME claimed that the distribution of
values is a Laplace distribution, but the results of our statistical
analysis do not support it. This means that the distribution of
data values has yet to be explored in detail.

In the second statistical analysis, two types of differences
are considered. The first type concerns the relative difference
between a datum and its neighbors in the same category; the
second type concerns the relative difference between the values
of a single sample and its neighbors from a different category.
Fig. 2(a) depicts the relative difference between a datum and
its neighbors with the same label for both two classes +1
and -1 respectively. With the neighborhood range ϵ increasing,
the relative difference also becomes larger, that is, the value
of a single sample is close to the value of its neighboring
samples from the same category, and the closer the distance,
the closer their values are. Moreover, Fig. 2(b) illustrates the
relative difference between the value of a single sample and
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Fig. 2: (a): The average relative difference between the value
of a sample and the values of its neighbors from the same
category. (b): The average relative difference between the
value of a sample and the values of its neighbors with different
class labels. ϵ is the range of the neighborhood.
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Fig. 3: Normalized value variation after adding (a) and remov-
ing data points (b) on electricity and Random datasets.

the values of its neighbors with different class labels. As the
neighborhood size ϵ becomes larger, the relative difference
becomes smaller. This finding reveals that the sample values
are not close to the values of its neighboring samples from
different categories, and the closer the distance, the greater
the relative value difference.

B. Analysis for Value Variations

Two additional statistical analyses are conducted to inves-
tigate variations in values resulting from the addition of new
data and the removal of existing data, respectively. In the first
analysis, 90% of the samples from the original dataset are set
aside, and the AME model is applied to this reserved dataset to
compute the data values. The remaining 10% of the samples
are then added to the reserved dataset and new values for
all data points are calculated. The value distributions of the
90% samples before and after data addition are depicted in
Fig. 3(a). In the second analysis, 10% of the entire dataset is
removed to construct a new dataset. The value distributions
of the remaining 90% samples before and after data removal
are illustrated in Fig. 3(b). The results reveal that the values
of the original samples exhibit variations after the addition or
removal of some training points. However, these variations are
relatively small. For instance, the ranges of changes in mean
and variance of the values for the original samples of these
two datasets are less than 0.05 and 0.01, respectively.

C. Pattern Summary

After conducting the aforementioned empirical analyses, the
following observations and conclusions are summarized:

• The real distribution of data values across the entire
dataset is found to be closer to a Gaussian distribution
rather than a Laplace distribution. Consequently, for this
study, the Gaussian distribution is utilized as the prior for
data values.

• The similarities in values between adjacent samples in
the same category are significant, whereas those between
adjacent samples from different classes are minimal.
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• When new data are added and existing data are removed
from the original data, the values of the original samples
undergo changes, albeit relatively small in magnitude.

In the subsequent section, these three summarized conclusions
serve as the guiding principles for designing our new data
valuation methodology.

IV. METHODOLOGY

Our approach utilizes the AME method as a case study
to demonstrate the application of both global and local dis-
tribution information in data valuation. Thus, we begin by
providing a brief overview of the AME method. Additionally,
in Section IV-D, we discuss how the information pertaining to
global and local value distributions can be incorporated into
other data valuation methods.

A. Revisiting AME

AME is a representative marginal contribution-based
method. It samples a number of training subsets from the
original training dataset. The performance (e.g., classification
accuracy) of the model trained on each training subset B is
taken as the utility. If M training subsets are constructed, then
M models will be trained, resulting in M utility scores. For
each model, we can obtain an N -dimensional feature vector.
The ith dimension for the mth model is denoted as Xm,i,
which is defined as follows: Xm,i =

1√
vp

if xi is participate
the training for the mth model and Xm,i = − 1√

v(1−p)

otherwise, where v = Ep[
1

p(1−p) ] and p is the sampling rate
of each training point.

AME infers the Shapley value of each datum according to
the following LASSO regression:

β̃ = arg min
β∈RN

(||U −Xβ||22 + λ||β||1), (5)

where β̃ ∈ RN is the optimal linear fit on the (X,U) dataset,
which contains the values of all training samples. U ∈ RM

refers to the utility vector obtained on M trained models.
Specifically, Um denotes the utility of the mth model. λ is
a hyperparameter that controls the strength of regularization.
Obviously, Eq. (5) explicitly adopts the Laplace distribution
prior (i.e., sparse assumption) for values of samples in the
dataset. The advantage of this prior lies in that the number of
sampled subsets M can be much smaller than N . Note that
the time cost of the training of a single model is non-trivial
in many tasks. Therefore, when the value of N is large for a
given dataset, a small choice of M can reduce the total time
cost dramatically.

B. Novel Data Valuation Approach

The optimization problem employed by AME can be for-
mulated into the following form:

β̃ = arg min
β∈RN

(||U −Xβ||22 + λRg(β)), (6)

where Rg represents a regularizer based on the global sta-
tistical prior for data values. According to our empirical
analysis, the value distribution is more likely to conform

Algorithm 1: GLOC

Input: Training data D = {(xi, yi)}Ni=1, number of
sampled subsets M , Probabilities
P = Uniform{p1, p2, · · · , pm},
hyperparameters λ1, λ2, and others.

Output: Values of all training data β.
1 Initialize X ← zeros(M,N); U ← zeros(M);
2 for m← 1 to M do
3 Bm ← {}, p ∼ P;
4 for i← 1 to N do
5 r ∼ Bernoulli(p);
6 if r = 1 then
7 Bm ← Bm + {(xi, yi)};
8 end
9 Xm,i ← r

p −
1−r
1−p ;

10 end
11 end
12 Calculate the similarity S for samples in D;
13 for m← 1 to M do
14 Calculate Um using the model trained on the mth

training subset Bm;
15 end
16 β̃ ← arg min

β∈RN
(||U −Xβ||22 + λ1Rg(β) + λ2Rl(β));

to the Gaussian distribution than the Laplacian distribution.
Therefore, ridge regression rather than the LASSO regression
should be utilized, which is formulated as

β̃ = arg min
β∈RN

(||U −Xβ||22 + λ||β||2). (7)

Meanwhile, based on our empirical analysis of local statisti-
cal characteristics, which indicates that the similarities in val-
ues between adjacent data points within the same category are
significant, while those between adjacent samples in different
classes are minimal, we can design the following regularizer
for data value calculation:

Rl =
∑
i

∑
j∈Nk(xi)

Si,j(βi − βj)
2, (8)

where Si,j signifies the similarity between the values of
samples xi and xj . It should be established based on the
similarity between the features of the two samples and their
labels. Notably, the definition of Si,j should make Rl conform
to our empirical observations. Specifically, for samples in the
same category, the smaller the distance between two samples,
the smaller the difference between the values of these two
samples should be. For samples from different categories,
the smaller the distance between two samples, the larger the
difference between the values of these two samples should
be. Consequently, the following similarity metric Si,j can be
defined, which is calculated exclusively for node pairs within
the neighborhood:

Si,j = cosi,j ×[2I(yi = yj)− 1]. (9)

The cosine similarity between samples xi and xj is computed
as cosi,j =

xi·xj

|xi||xj | , where xi and xj are the features for the
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Algorithm 2: IncGLOC
Input: Original data values βcur for training points in

D; datasets D and D′; neighborhood size k,
hyperparameters ϵ0 and λ, and others.

Output: Values β of all training data in D̂ = D ∪D′.
1 Initialize data values βi for xi ∈ D′ using Eq. (15);
2 Calculate the original neighborhood N ori

k (xi) for
xi ∈ D;

3 Calculate the new neighborhood Nk(xi) after
incorporating D′ for xi ∈ D;

4 Calculate the similarity S for samples in D̂;
5 rNk

(xi)← |Nk(xi)−Nori
k (xi)|

k for xi ∈ D;

6 ϵi ← |D̂|
|D| (1 + rNk

(xi))ϵ0 for xi ∈ D;

7 ϵ = 1
|D|

∑|D|
i=1 ϵi;

8 β̃ ← arg min
βi:xi∈D̂

∑
i

∑
j∈Nk(xi)

Si,j(βi − βj)
2 +

arg min
βi:xi∈D

λ
∑

i
ϵi
ϵ̄ (β

cur
i − βi)

2.

two samples. Moreover, I(·) is a indicator function. If yi = yj ,
then Si,j = cosi,j ; if yi ̸= yj , then Si,j = − cosi,j . The
definitions for both cases adhere to the requirements derived
from the empirical observations.

Combining Eqs. (7) and (8), the new optimization problem
for data valuation can be defined as follows:

β̃ = arg min
β∈RN

(||U −Xβ||22 + λ1Rg(β) + λ2Rl(β)),

(10)
where Rg and Rl are defined as follows:

Rg = ||β||2,

Rl =
∑
i

∑
j∈Nk(xi)

Si,j(βi − βj)
2. (11)

λ1 and λ2 are two hyperparameters which control the strengths
of the global and local regularizers, respectively.

The global and local characteristics-based data valuation
method is called GLOC for briefly. The algorithmic for our
proposed GLOC is shown in Algorithm 1.

C. Novel Dynamic Data Valuation Approach

This subsection describes the proposed incremental data val-
uation method for the scenarios when new data are added and
the proposed decremental valuation method for the scenarios
when existing data are removed from the original dataset.

1) Incremental Data Valuation: Assuming that the existing
training dataset D contains N samples and the set to be
added is represented by D′ containing N ′ samples. The new
dataset after adding is denoted by D̂ = D ∪ D′. Let βcur be
the current values of data in D. Different from the updating
method proposed by Zhang et al. [18] which still relies on
the standard approach for the calculation of Shapley value,
this study attempts to explore an alternative path that does not
involve any calculation steps for Shapley values, consequently
enhancing calculation efficiency. In other words, can we infer
the values of all data in D̂ based only on the dataset D̂ and
the original data values βcur?

Algorithm 3: DecGLOC
Input: Original data values βcur for training points in

D; datasets D and D′; neighborhood size k,
hyperparameters ϵ0 and λ, and others.

Output: Values β of all training data in D̂ = D −D′.
1 Calculate the original neighborhood N ori

k (xi) for
xi ∈ D̂;

2 Calculate the new neighborhood Nk(xi) after deleting
D′ for xi ∈ D̂;

3 Calculate the similarity S for samples in D̂;
4 rNk

(xi)← |Nk(xi)−Nori
k (xi)|

k for xi ∈ D̂ ;
5 ϵi ← |D|

|D̂|
(1 + rNk

(xi))ϵ0 for xi ∈ D̂;

6 ϵ = 1

|D̂|

∑|D̂|
i=1 ϵi;

7 β̃ ← arg min
βi:xi∈D̂

∑
i

∑
j∈Nk(xi)

Si,j(βi − βj)
2 +

arg min
βi:xi∈D̂

λ
∑

i
ϵi
ϵ̄ (β

cur
i − βi)

2.

As empirically analyzed in Section III, the added data
will change the values of all data in the original dataset D.
According to the empirical findings, the following inspirations
can be obtained:

• The values of samples in D will change after D′ is added
to D. Nevertheless, the differences in data values before
and after new data is added should be in a small range.

• The values of all data in D̂ should also conform to
the neighborhood rule that adjacent data from the same
category have close values, whereas adjacent data from
heterogeneous categories have distinct values.

Based on the two observations mentioned above, we construct
the following optimization problem to calculate the values of
samples in D̂2:

min
βi:xi∈D̂

∑
i

∑
j∈Nk(xi)

Si,j(βi − βj)
2,

s.t., |βcur
i − βi| ≤ ϵi,∀xi ∈ D,

(12)

where βcur
i is the initial value of sample xi for xi ∈ D; ϵi is

the bound of the permitted difference for the value variation of
xi. The value of ϵi is dependent on the variation degree of the
dataset |D̂|/|D|, and the data themselves. Generally, the larger
the dataset variation, the larger the value of ϵi; similarly, the
larger the neighborhood variation of a data point, the larger the
value of ϵi. According to these two inspirations, we propose
a heuristic definition for ϵi:

ϵi =
|D̂|
|D|

(1 + rNk
(xi))ϵ0, (13)

where rNk
(xi) represents the variation ratio for the k-nearest

neighborhood of xi. If all the its k-nearest neighbors are
changed, then rNk

(xi) = 1; if all the its k-nearest neighbors
remain unchanged, then rNk

(xi) = 0. ϵ0 is a constant that
remains consistent across all training samples.

2Given that incorporating the global term ||β||2 would require introducing
additional hyperparameters, and our validation indicates that its effect on
performance in dynamic data valuation is negligible, we have excluded it
from consideration in this optimization objective.
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To solve Eq. (12), we transform it into the following
unconstrained optimization problem:

min
βi:xi∈D̂

∑
i

∑
j∈Nk(xi)

Si,j(βi−βj)
2+ min

βi:xi∈D
λ
∑
i

ϵi
ϵ̄
(βcur

i −βi)
2,

(14)
where λ is the hyperparameter. Eq. (14) can be solved with
a similar solving technique to ridge regression. To accelerate
the optimization, the values of data in D′ can be initialized
with the following manner:

βi =

∑
xj∈D&j∈Nk(xi)

Si,jβ
cur
j∑

xj∈D&j∈Nk(xi)
Si,j

. (15)

This initialization is actually a weighted average of the original
values of samples in the neighborhood of sample xi based on
their similarities.

The method for calculating data values after adding a set of
samples is referred to as IncGLOC for brevity. The algorithmic
steps of IncGLOC are outlined in Algorithm 2.

2) Decremental Data Valuation: In this scenario, a subset
D′ containing N ′ samples is removed from the existing dataset
D which contains N training samples. The new dataset after
deleting is denoted by D̂ = D − D′. Let βcur be the current
values of samples in dataset D. A similar problem is: can we
infer the values of data in D̂ based only on the dataset D̂ and
the original data values βcur?

Similar to the constructed optimization problem for in-
cremental data valuation, we can construct the following
optimization problem for decremental data valuation:

min
βi:xi∈D̂

∑
i

∑
j∈Nk(xi)

Si,j(βi − βj)
2,

s.t., |βcur
i − βi| ≤ ϵi,∀xi ∈ D̂.

(16)

Following the definition for incremental data valuation, the
permitted variation scope ϵi can be calculated as follows:

ϵi =
|D|
|D̂|

(1 + rNk
(xi))ϵ0. (17)

To solve Eq. (16), it is transformed into the following uncon-
strained optimization form:

min
βi:xi∈D̂

∑
i

∑
j∈Nk(xi)

Si,j(βi−βj)
2+ min

βi:xi∈D̂
λ
∑
i

ϵi
ϵ̄
(βcur

i −βi)
2,

(18)
where λ is the hyperparameter. The method proposed above
for calculating data values after removing a set of samples is

referred to as DecGLOC for brevity. The algorithmic steps of
DecGLOC are outlined in Algorithm 3.

3) Comparison with the Existing Method: To our knowl-
edge, there is only one study investigating dynamic data valu-
ation [18]. In contrast to this method requiring the calculation
of utilities on different training subsets, our approach directly
computes the updated data values using the original and new
datasets, as well as the original data values. Specifically, we
infer the updated data values based on information regarding
local value distribution and the clues of value variation. As our
dynamic data valuation approach does not require additional
Shapley value estimations, it proves to be quite efficient.

D. Adaptation to Other Valuation Methods

This study proposes a new path for data valuation that incor-
porates both global and local distribution information of data
values, based on the AME method. In fact, our proposed two
regularizers can easily be integrated with other data valuation
methods. Specifically, the proposed two regularization terms
can be directly utilized to optimize the sample values, either in
conjunction with the use of the original data valuation method
or after it. The first scenario, accompanying the original data
valuation method, has been clearly demonstrated in this paper
using the AME method as an example. The second approach
involves directly utilizing the two regularizers we propose as
the optimization objectives to refine the obtained data values.
This manner can improve the effectiveness of other data
valuation methods in cases where their hyperparameters are
incorrectly chosen or when there is insufficient data available.

V. EXPERIMENTS

This section verifies the effectiveness of our proposed
methodologies, which can be divided into three main parts.
Firstly, the performance of GLOC is evaluated in Shapley
value estimation. Second, two downstream valuation tasks
are conducted, including value-based point addition and re-
moval, as well as mislabeled data detection, to validate the
performance of GLOC in recognizing valuable and poisoned
samples. Third, the performance of IncGLOC and DecGLOC
is evaluated in Shapley value estimation under incremental and
decremental data valuations3, respectively.

3Notably, the incremental and decremental data valuations differ from the
downstream tasks of value-based point adding and removing. The former
scenario pertains to changes in data during valuation, while the latter scenario
concerns changes in data after valuation.

TABLE II: Summary of twelve classification datasets utilized in our experiments.
Name Sample size Input dimension Number of classes Source Minor class proportion
law-school-admission-bianry 20800 6 2 OpenML-43890 0.321
electricity 38474 6 2 OpenML-44080 0.5
fried 40768 10 2 OpenML-901 0.498
2dplanes 40768 10 2 OpenML-727 0.499
default-of-credit-card-clients 30000 23 2 OpenML-42477 0.221
pol 15000 48 2 OpenML-722 0.336
MiniBooNE 72998 50 2 OpenML-43974 0.5
jannis 57580 54 2 OpenML-43977 0.5
nomao 34465 89 2 OpenML-1486 0.285
covertype 581012 54 7 Scikit-learn 0.004
bbc-embeddings 2225 768 5 [34] 0.17
CIFAR10-embeddings 50000 2048 10 [32] 0.1
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TABLE III: Results of Shapley value estimation. We report the ratios between the MSEs of AME and GLOC and simplify it
to the smallest integer ratio. The MSEs of GLOC are consistently smaller than AME across various datasets.

Dataset electricity MiniBooNE CIFAR10 bbc fried 2dplanes pol covertype nomao law creditcard jannis
Ratio 50:1 8:1 96:1 6:1 82:1 105:1 7:1 113:1 44:1 18:1 54:1 206:1

TABLE IV: Results of ablation studies for Shapley value
estimation. Bold numbers denote the best performance.

Dataset electricity MiniBooNE CIFAR10 bbc
GLOC 0.86e-6 1.12e-6 1.43e-5 1.75e-6
−Rg 1.42e-5 1.27e-6 2.92e-4 6.50e-6
−Rl 0.96e-5 1.13e-6 2.44e-4 5.82e-6

A. Datasets and Baselines

Following previous research [5], [11], we conduct exper-
iments using twelve classification datasets that encompass
tabular, text, and image types. Their information is summa-
rized in Table II, which includes their sample size, input
dimension, number of classes, source, and proportion of minor
classes. We apply a standard normalization procedure to each
dataset, ensuring that every feature has a zero mean and a
standard deviation of one. Following this preprocessing step,
we partition the data into three subsets: a training dataset, a
validation dataset, and a test dataset. We assess the data values
within the training dataset and utilize the validation dataset to
evaluate the utility function.

A number of advanced data valuation methods are compared
with our proposed methodologies. The approaches compared
with GLOC for Shapley value estimation, value-based point
adding and removing, and mislabeled data detection tasks
include the following:

• AME [7]: AME quantifies the expected marginal effect
of incorporating a sample into various training subsets.
When subsets are sampled from the uniform distribution,
it equates to the Shapley value.

• LOO [5]: LOO, belonging to the marginal contribution-
based category, measures the utility change when one data
point of interest is removed from the entire dataset.

• Influence function [8]: Influence function is approx-
imated by the difference between two average model
performances: one containing a data point of interest in
the training procedure and the other not.

• DVRL [10]: DVRL belongs to the importance weight-
based category, involving the utilization of reinforcement
learning algorithms to compute data values.

• Data Shapley [16]: Data Shapley belongs to the marginal
contribution-based category, which takes a simple average
of all the marginal contributions.

• KNN Shapley [17]: KNN Shapley is also founded on
the Shapley value but distinguishes itself through the
utilization of a utility tailored to k-nearest neighbors.

• Volume-based Shapley [35]: The idea of the Volume-
based Shapley is to use the same Shapley value function
as Data Shapley, but it is characterized by using the
volume of input data for a utility function.

• Beta Shapley [6]: Beta Shapley has a form of a weighted
mean of the marginal contributions, which generalizes
Data Shapley by relaxing the efficiency axiom in the
Shapley value.

• Data Banzhaf [23]: Data Banzhaf, also belonging to the
marginal contribution-based category, is founded on the
Banzhaf value.

• LAVA [9]: LAVA is proposed to measure how fast the
optimal transport cost between a training dataset and a

Fig. 4: Accuracy variation across different ratios of removed data. We remove data points whose value is large first. The
accuracy of GLOC is the lowest, affirming its capability to identify influential data points.

Fig. 5: Accuracy variation across different ratios of added data. We add data points whose value is small first. When only
adding samples with small values, GLOC performs the worst, underscoring its capability to identify poisoned samples.
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TABLE V: F1-scores for mislabeled data detection. The average and standard error based on fifty independent experiments are
reported. The best and second-best results are bolded and underlined, respectively. GLOC achieves competitive performance
among the Shapley value-based valuation approaches.

Two cluster Three cluster
Dataset pol jannis law covertype nomao pol jannis law covertype nomao
AME 0.09 ± 0.009 0.09 ± 0.012 0.10 ± 0.009 0.12 ± 0.011 0.08 ± 0.009 0.05 ± 0.007 0.03 ± 0.013 0.08 ± 0.010 0.07 ± 0.007 0.08 ± 0.014
KNN Shapley 0.28 ± 0.007 0.25 ± 0.013 0.45 ± 0.014 0.51 ± 0.021 0.47 ± 0.013 0.24 ± 0.010 0.19 ± 0.021 0.32 ± 0.009 0.38 ± 0.013 0.40 ± 0.022
Data Shapley 0.50 ± 0.011 0.23 ± 0.011 0.94 ± 0.009 0.41 ± 0.003 0.65 ± 0.010 0.41 ± 0.012 0.18 ± 0.011 0.69 ± 0.008 0.39 ± 0.009 0.48 ± 0.011
Beta Shapley 0.46 ± 0.010 0.24 ± 0.006 0.94 ± 0.008 0.41 ± 0.007 0.66 ± 0.010 0.41 ± 0.009 0.20 ± 0.009 0.72 ± 0.022 0.38 ± 0.009 0.54 ± 0.012
GLOC 0.47 ± 0.008 0.28 ± 0.006 0.79 ± 0.009 0.53 ± 0.011 0.62 ± 0.006 0.44 ± 0.012 0.26 ± 0.007 0.77 ± 0.010 0.48 ± 0.012 0.59 ± 0.011

validation dataset changes when a training data point of
interest is more weighted.

• Data-OOB [11]: Data-OOB is a distinctive data valuation
algorithm, which uses the out-of-bag estimate to describe
the quality of data.

Additionally, following the only study investigating dy-
namic data valuation by Zhang et al. [18], the methods com-
pared with IncGLOC for incremental data valuation include
Monte Carlo (MC), Base which adopts original Shapley value
and assigns the average Shapley value of all data points to
the added data point, Truncated Monte Carlo (TMC), a pivot-
based algorithm with different sampled permutations (Pivot-
d), Delta, KNN, and KNN+. Moreover, the methods compared
with DecGLOC for decremental data valuation include MC,
TMC, YN-NN, Delta, a variant of KNN, and a variant of
KNN+. The detailed algorithms for all these compared meth-
ods can be found in [18].

B. Experiments on Shapley Value Estimation

This section validates the capability of GLOC in estimating
Shapley values. As the proposed GLOC method is adapted
from AME, this subsection only compares GLOC with AME.
For GLOC, the hyperparameters are set as follows. The
value of λ1 is elected using the RidgeCV function from
the sklearn library. Moreover, λ2 is set to 1 × 10−3. For
natural language and image datasets, the pretrained Distil-
BERT [36] and ResNet50 [37] models are employed to extract
an embedding. The distribution for sampling data is set as
P = [0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8]. As for the base prediction model,
we use a logistic regression model. The sample sizes for
the training and validation datasets are set to 1,000 and 100,
respectively. The size of the test dataset is fixed at 3,000 for
all datasets, except for the text datasets, where it is set to
500. Besides, the neighborhood size is set to five. For AME,
the hyperparameters used in [7] are followed. Specifically, the
value of the regularization parameter is selected using the
LassoCV function from the sklearn library. The number of

sampled subsets is set to 500. We adopt the average of the
MSE to verify the effectiveness of the proposed algorithms.
The ground-truth Shapley values are calculated using AME
via a large number of the sampled subsets M . The reason
lies in that according to the theoretical base of AME, when
M → +∞, the values achieved by AME converge to the true
Shapley values. In our experiments, M is set as the training
size of each involved dataset. Subsequently, given benchmark
Shapley value (SV ) and the data values β computed by other
compared approaches, the MSE for the calculated data values
compared to the benchmark Shapley value is MSE(SV,β) =
1

|D|
∑|D|

i=1(SVi − βi)
2.

We first computed the ratio of the MSEs between the
AME and GLOC estimates of the Shapley value, which are
reported in Table III. The results demonstrate that the MSEs
of GLOC are consistently smaller than those of AME across
various datasets. These findings reveal that compared with
AME, the GLOC values are more approximated to the Shapley
value. Therefore, utilizing the GLOC values to assess the
contribution of training samples is more accurate and effective.
Subsequently, ablation studies are performed to assess the
usefulness of our proposed global Rg and local Rl regular-
izers. Specifically, these two terms are respectively removed
from GLOC. Based on the results presented in Table IV,
GLOC with both global and local regularizers exhibits superior
performance. Alternatively, the data values estimated using
the entire GLOC are the closest to the ground-truth Shapley
values. These findings indicate the effectiveness of both global
and local information of value distributions in data valuation.

C. Experiments on Point Adding and Removing

Data values can aid in identifying influential and poisoned
samples. To evaluate this quantitatively, we perform the point
addition and removal experiments conducted in [11], [16] and
follow their experimental settings. The point removal exper-
iment is performed with the following steps. For each data
valuation algorithm, we remove data points from the entire

Fig. 6: F1-scores across varying noise ratios on four datasets with values clustered into three clusters. The detection performance
of GLOC consistently surpasses other compared baselines across various noise degrees and datasets.
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TABLE VI: MSEs of adding a data point. The data values
estimated by IncGLOC are the closest to the Shapley values,
as indicated by the smallest MSEs.

Dataset electricity MiniBooNE CIFAR10 fried
MC 6.78e-4 0.93e-4 2.45e-4 2.57e-5
Base 6.45e-5 3.21e-5 5.76e-5 2.34e-4
TMC 8.75e-4 1.25e-4 4.89e-4 1.23e-5
Pivot-d 5.47e-6 5.32e-5 1.21e-5 3.67e-5
Delta 7.76e-6 4.78e-6 8.91e-6 4.88e-6
KNN 3.88e-5 5.67e-6 2.45e-5 5.34e-5
KNN+ 3.45e-5 4.56e-5 5.24e-5 6.45e-6
IncGLOC 1.73e-6 1.99e-6 3.29e-6 2.17e-6

TABLE VII: MSEs of adding two data points.
Dataset electricity MiniBooNE CIFAR10 fried
MC 8.34e-4 4.56e-4 3.51e-5 0.87e-4
Base 5.87e-5 4.49e-5 2.79e-4 2.45e-5
TMC 4.92e-5 5.48e-4 3.24e-4 1.21e-4
Pivot-d 5.64e-6 7.62e-6 7.98e-6 2.24e-5
Delta 9.67e-7 3.24e-5 6.77e-6 3.87e-5
KNN 8.98e-6 1.29e-5 1.89e-5 4.21e-5
KNN+ 4.67e-6 4.65e-6 4.78e-5 9.56e-6
IncGLOC 2.36e-7 2.67e-6 3.52e-6 2.04e-6

training dataset in descending order of the data values. Each
time the datum is removed, we fit a logistic regression model
with the remaining dataset and evaluate its test accuracy on the
holdout dataset. As we remove the data points in descending
order, in the ideal case we remove the most helpful data points
first, and thus model accuracy is expected to decrease. For the
point addition experiment, we perform a similar procedure but
add data points in ascending order. Similar to the point removal
experiment, the model accuracy is expected to be low as we
add detrimental data points first. Throughout the experiments,
we used a perturbed dataset with 20% label noise. The sample
size of the holdout test dataset is set to 3,000. Following
previous studies [5], [11], the compared methods in this
section include LOO [5], Influence function [8], DVRL [10],
KNN Shapley [17], Data Shapley [16], Beta Shapley [6], Data
Banzhaf [23], Data-OOB [11], LAVA [9], and AME [7]. The
hyperparameter settings for GLOC follow those detailed in
Section V-B.

Fig. 4 illustrates the test accuracy curves for the point
removal experiment. GLOC generally demonstrates the worst
performance compared to others, indicating its effectiveness
in identifying high-quality samples. For the electricity and
MiniBooNE datasets, DVRL also performs well. However, its
performance is poor on the other two datasets. Fig. 5 displays
test accuracy curves for the point addition experiment. When
only samples with low quality are added, the performance
of GLOC is poor, indicating its ability to identify poisoned
samples. With the addition of high-quality data, the model’s
performance improves accordingly, ultimately surpassing that
of other methods. All these findings validate the effectiveness
and accuracy of GLOC in data valuation.

D. Experiments on Mislabeled Data Detection

Since mislabeled samples often negatively affect the model
performance [38], it is desirable to assign low values to
them. Studies have verified that AME behaves poorly on the

TABLE VIII: Results of sensitivity tests for the value of λ
under incremental data valuation.

λ electricity MiniBooNE CIFAR10 fried
1 0.54 0.63 11.24 19073532.85
10 9.83e-5 1.79e-4 3.93e-4 2.10e-4
50 1.72e-5 3.79e-5 1.60e-5 4.27e-5
100 1.00e-4 4.58e-5 4.39e-6 1.02e-5
500 1.73e-6 1.99e-6 5.31e-6 3.61e-6
1000 2.54e-6 1.06e-6 3.29e-6 2.17e-6

mislabeled data detection task. In this section, we compare
the detection capabilities of several Shapley-based valuation
methods on five classification tasks. We randomly choose
pnoise% of the entire data points and change its label to
one of the other labels. Here, the four different levels of
noise proportion pnoise ∈ {5, 10, 15, 20} are considered. We
apply the K-means algorithm to data values and divide data
points into two and three clusters. We regard data points in
a cluster with a lower mean as the prediction for mislabeled
samples. Then, the F1-score is evaluated by comparing the
prediction with its actual annotations. Other hyperparameter
settings follow those in the last subsection.

Table V displays the F1-scores of various data valuation
approaches with two and three clusters on five classifica-
tion datasets with 10% noise. Despite being adapted from
AME, which performs poorly on mislabeled detection, GLOC
achieves competitive performance on mislabeled data de-
tection. Moreover, it consistently outperforms other Shapley
value-based valuation approaches when the values are divided
into three clusters. However, when data values are clustered
into two clusters, GLOC performs less effectively compared
to some other valuation methods. These findings indicate that
these methods are likely to assign intermediate values to noisy
samples. Fig. 6 illustrates the F1-scores of noise detection
on another four datasets across various noise ratios. The
results clearly demonstrate that our proposed GLOC approach
consistently outperforms other methods across various noise
ratios and datasets.

(a) Adding a data point (b) Adding multiple data points (c) Deleting a data point (d) Deleting multiple data points

(a) Same category (a) Different category
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Fig. 7: Results of sensitivity tests for the value of ϵ0 under
incremental data valuation.
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TABLE IX: MSEs of deleting a data point. The data values
estimated by DecGLOC are the closest to the Shapley values,
as indicated by the smallest MSEs.

Dataset electricity MiniBooNE CIFAR10 fried
MC 5.56e-3 4.98e-5 4.89e-5 1.21e-5
TMC 4.43e-3 5.25e-4 5.77e-4 3.42e-4
YN-NN 3.45e-4 6.74e-5 8.93e-6 0.97e-5
Delta 3.89e-4 3.58e-5 2.78e-5 1.29e-5
KNN 7.65e-4 6.93e-6 6.79e-6 4.32e-5
KNN+ 2.48e-4 5.67e-6 3.74e-5 4.56e-5
DecGLOC 0.95e-4 2.00e-6 2.55e-6 2.27e-6

TABLE X: MSEs of deleting two data points.
Dataset electricity MiniBooNE CIFAR10 fried
MC 1.67e-3 2.78e-4 4.38e-4 3.22e-4
TMC 6.73e-3 3.21e-4 8.91e-5 2.67e-5
YNN-NNN 5.25e-4 6.77e-5 4.78e-6 2.13e-5
Delta 4.36e-4 5.43e-5 6.44e-6 4.55e-5
KNN 5.03e-4 7.85e-6 5.62e-5 8.97e-6
KNN+ 2.56e-4 3.98e-6 3.45e-5 3.99e-5
DecGLOC 1.34e-4 2.86e-6 2.59e-6 2.01e-6

E. Experiments on Incremental Data Valuation

This section examines the performance of IncGLOC when
new samples are added to the original data. As with Sec-
tion V-B, we adopt the average MSE to verify the effectiveness
of the proposed algorithm. As there is only one study on
dynamic data valuation [18], the methods included in our
comparison are the same as those evaluated in that study.
Specifically, the compared methods include MC, Base, TMC,
Pivot-d, Delta, KNN, and KNN+. All the algorithms for
compared methods can be seen in [18]. To determine the
appropriate values for hyperparameters λ and ϵ0, we partition
D into the original and augmented components and then
conduct incremental valuation by comparing MSEs across
various settings of these hyperparameters. Subsequently, λ
and ϵ0 are determined to be 500 and 0.1, respectively. These
settings have been validated as suitable across various datasets.

Tables VI and VII represent the comparison results of
adding one and two points, respectively. From the results,
our proposed IncGLOC consistently achieves the lowest MSEs
across various datasets, indicating its effectiveness in Shapley
value estimation under incremental valuation. Specifically, the
data values estimated by IncGLOC are the most similar to the
benchmark Shapley values. Moreover, MC and TMC perform
the worst. While Delta, KNN, and KNN+ show improved
performance compared to baselines such as MC and Base,
they are unable to surpass our approach. This is attributed to
our incorporation of global and local statistical information

TABLE XI: Results of sensitivity tests for the value of λ under
decremental data valuation.

λ electricity MiniBooNE CIFAR10 fried
1 0.52 0.62 11.26 0.85
10 3.00e-2 1.75e-4 4.23e-4 2.22e-4
50 5.62e-4 3.81e-5 7.31e-5 2.56e-5
100 2.80e-4 1.95e-5 1.68e-5 2.15e-5
500 1.22e-4 2.00e-6 2.55e-6 4.34e-6
1000 0.95e-4 3.76e-6 2.38e-6 2.27e-6

in data valuation. Additionally, to evaluate the computational
efficiency of IncGLOC, we compare the computational time
of different methods, as shown in Figs. 8(a) and (b). Due to
the fact that methods such as Base, KNN, and KNN+, solely
derive the updated data values from current values, their time
consumption is low. However, Shapley value-based approaches
like MC and TMC need substantial time for incremental data
valuation, even only adding one data point. Nevertheless, our
approach significantly enhances calculation efficiency, which
typically requires just several minutes to compute the updated
values for all data points.

Sensitivity tests for the hyperparameters in IncGLOC, in-
cluding λ and ϵ0, are also conducted. From Table VIII,
IncGLOC achieves satisfactory performance when λ is greater
than or equal to 500. Additionally, as illustrated in Fig. 7, the
performance of IncGLOC is stable when ϵ0 lies in the range
of [0.1, 0.5]. Therefore, the hyperparameters can be set within
these stable ranges.

F. Experiments on Decremental Data Valuation

This section assesses the performance of DecGLOC in
data valuation when some data points are removed from
the original dataset. The experimental settings are consistent
with those in the preceding subsection. Following previous
research [18], the compared methods include MC and TMC,
YN-NN (YNN-NNN for deleting multiple data points), Delta,
a variant of KNN, and a variant of KNN+. The algorithms
of all compared methods can be found in [18]. Tables IX
and X present the comparison results of deleting one and
two points, respectively. DecGLOC achieves the lowest MSEs,
indicating the effectiveness of DecGLOC in decremental data
valuation. Besides, MC and TMC perform the worst. Although
KNN and KNN+ are the strongest baselines, their performance
is inferior to ours. Additionally, we compare the calculation
time of different methods, as shown in Figs. 8(c) and (d).
Our proposed DecGLOC approach only consumes hundreds
of seconds, which is the most efficient. However, the Shapley
value-based approaches including MC, TMC, and Delta need

(a) Adding a data point (b) Adding multiple data points (c) Deleting a data point (d) Deleting multiple data points

(a) Same category (a) Different category
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Fig. 8: Comparison of time consumption between IncGLOC and DecGLOC and other compared baselines when adding or
deleting one and multiple data points. DecGLOC and IncGLOC consistently exhibit the highest computational efficiency.
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substantial time for decremental data valuation, even only
deleting one training point.

Sensitivity tests for the hyperparameters in DecGLOC,
including λ and ϵ0 are conducted. From Table XI, the perfor-
mance of DecGLOC is favorable when λ equals to and greater
than 500. Furthermore, unlike IncGLOC, our sensitivity tests
reveal that DecGLOC performs consistently stable when ϵ0
is selected from [0.01, 1]. Hence, its value can be randomly
selected from this extensive range. Additionally, we compute
the p-value [39], [40] of the differences between the MSEs
of our algorithms and other approaches for all experiments.
All p-values are smaller than 0.05, confirming the statistical
significance of the difference.

VI. CONCLUSION

This study proposes to integrate global and local statistical
information of data values into data valuation, a perspective
often overlooked by previous methods. By investigating the
characteristics of value distributions, we introduce a new
data valuation approach based on AME by incorporating
these distribution characteristics. Additionally, we propose
two dynamic data valuation algorithms for incremental and
decremental data valuation, respectively, which compute data
values solely based on the original and updated datasets, along
with the original data values. Importantly, they do not require
additional Shapley value estimation steps, thereby ensuring
efficiency. Extensive experiments across various tasks, includ-
ing Shapley value estimation, point addition and removal,
mislabeled data detection, and incremental and decremental
data valuation, validate the effectiveness and efficiency of our
proposed methodologies.
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