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Executive Summary

This report provides practical guidance to teams designing or developing Al-enabled systems for how to pro-
mote trustworthiness during the data curation phase of development. In this report, the authors first define
data, the data curation phase, and trustworthiness. We then describe a series of steps that the development
team, especially data scientists, can take to build a trustworthy Al-enabled system. We enumerate the se-
quence of core steps and trace parallel paths where alternatives exist. The descriptions of these steps include
strengths, weaknesses, preconditions, outcomes, and relevant open-source software tool implementations. In
total, this report is a synthesis of data curation tools and approaches from relevant academic literature, and
our goal is to equip readers with a diverse yet coherent set of practices for improving Al trustworthiness.

Data curation is the phase in the Al development lifecycle after data have been acquired for development
but before a machine learning model has been trained on that data. Typical actions in the data curation
phase include exploring the data, manipulating it to prepare for training, and dividing (splitting) the data
into portions that can be used to train and validate the model.

These actions involve decisions about the meaning of the data and its fitness as training data for the
Al-enabled system. In this report, we explain how to make these decisions in a way that promotes trust-
worthiness. We contend that developers can contribute to the “trustworthiness” of an Al-enabled system by
building the system to do its task as well as possible. For the data curation phase, when data is the primary
focus, we formalize this notion into an actionable definition of trustworthiness (Section 1.1):

A trustworthy Al-enabled system must be optimized for performance on the true distribution of
inputs it will encounter in a deployed environment.

We organize the actions of the data curation phase to enable trustworthiness into a sequence of steps that
are described and illustrated in Figure 1. Chapters 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 10 are each devoted to one or more
data curation actions.

In the AI development lifecycle (Figure 1), the data curation phase neighbors data collection, metrics se-
lection, model development, and test and evaluation, where dependencies between steps and phases are
indicated with arrows. We identified two major data curation decision points focused on (i) what is known
or assumed about the true distribution and (ii) what actions best reflect the priorities of interpretability
and utility., These decision points are summarized in Figure 1 and explained in Chapter 4. A decision tree
in that chapter (Figure 4.1) guides project managers and data scientists through appropriate data curation
actions based on Decisions 1 and 2.

In order to make informed actions and decisions, data scientists need domain knowledge about the task and
the data. To facilitate the elicitation of domain knowledge, we introduce a set of 12 questions in Chapter 3 to
help guide conversations about domain knowledge, data characteristics, and the desired outcome of the data
curation actions. These pieces of information are necessary for ensuring and assessing the trustworthiness of
the Al-enabled system, and we trace the accumulation of this information across the data curation phase in
Chapter 9 and propose building a system to hold the information and enable an assessment of trustworthiness.

Chapter 11 addresses the topic of pretrained models, including many large language models, that are in-
creasingly a part of Al-enabled systems. Rather than training all machine learning models from scratch,
many development teams combine pretrained general-purpose models with additional modules they train
from task-specific data. The chapter surveys emerging techniques that such developers can use to promote
trustworthiness, especially when a pretrained model is used in the data curation phase for deriving new
features of data points from those originally present in the dataset.
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Which one of the following is known or assumed about the true distribution?

a. The true distribution is assumed to be well-approximated by a parametric distribution,
and estimates for the parameters are available as domain knowledge.

b. The data used for development are known or assumed to be a representative sample
from the true distribution, possibly because it was collected in the deployed
environment.

c. There is a pre-specified subset of the data for development that is known or assumed
to be representative of the true distribution, possibly because it was collected in the
deployed environment.

d. Asin (c), there is a pre-specified subset of the data for development that is
representative of the true distribution, but this subset lacks labels. [only applicable in
supervised learning]

Which data curation action delivers the desired interpretability and utility?

a. Itis most important that each training data point be real and contribute equally to
model training.

b. Some data points can be synthesized from real data points, but all should contribute
equally.

©. Some data points can influence the model more than others, but the discrepancy
should only correct the data’s representativeness of the true distribution, not the
model architecture.

d. Data can be weighted according to distribution shift and model utility considerations,
but all weights should be computed up front so that each training data point’s
contribution can be clearly quantified.

e. Model utility is most important; data weights can be uninterpretable.

Figure 1: Data curation workflow composed of actions in the data curation phase and neighboring phases,
dependencies between actions, and decision points for parallel paths.

In addition to synthesizing relevant literature, we also experimented with open-source data curation tools
for trustworthy AI. Our findings are described in the “practitioner’s perspective” sections at the ends of
Chapters 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, and 11. Our experiments were organized into two use cases with national security
relevance:

e A computer vision model to help triage battlefield casualties, whose training dataset is a task-irrelevant
dataset of drone footage and whose validation dataset is a smaller, task-relevant dataset.

e A natural language processing model to detect the mentions of chemicals in recent academic literature,
whose training dataset is from many years ago and is weighted to better mimic today’s journal articles.

Code used to perform the experiments is provided in the appendices.

Taken altogether, the contents of the report answer the question, “what can be done in the data curation
phase to promote Al trustworthiness?” The data curation phase, however, is one part of a larger Al
development lifecycle, and analogous questions could be asked about other phases in future work, including
metrics selection, model training, and evaluation. We conclude this report with a discussion of those potential

research directions.
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1 Introduction

Data curation is the process of preparing data to derive the parameters of an artificial intelligence (AI)-
enabled system by consuming one dataset and creating another.

Parameters are commonly learned from data through machine learning (ML): an ML model architecture is
selected, and curated data is used to train and validate the ML model. Data curation comprises a significant
phase in the Al product lifecycle, as data scientists often spend less time conducting analyses than preparing
data [112]. We contend that data curation is not just a preparatory step for building an Al-enabled system
but also an opportunity to promote trustworthiness in the eventual system.

1.1 Who this report is for and when to use it

This report is for people building, designing, or envisioning systems enabled by AI, and it focuses on the
data curation phase of the Al product lifecycle.

The data curation phase is an early and requisite phase in the development of any Al-enabled system that
incorporates an ML model. Data curation comes after all data used in developing the Al-enabled system has
been obtained and, if necessary, systematically annotated. Data curation concludes when the Al-enabled
system’s ML model is fully trained. For our purposes, data curation may include preliminary training and
evaluation of initial models because preliminary results may inform further curation decisions.

During curation, data scientists consume data that is available for AT development (which we will simply
refer to as “data”) into training and validation datasets. This step of the AI product lifecycle is crucial
because learning in the ML context refers to the process of “improv[ing]... performance on future tasks after
making observations about the world” or, more formally, “from a collection of input-output pairs,! learn[ing]
a function that predicts the output for new inputs” [134]. In this framing, the dataset on which an ML
model is trained — the observations about the world — are the basis on which future predictions will be made.
Careful curation, therefore, is essential to ensure ML model performance.

The purpose of this report is to describe and catalog techniques for creating training and validation datasets
in a way that can increase the trustworthiness of the Al-enabled system once it is ultimately deployed. We
assume that our reader intends to deploy the system once it is built and intends it to be trustworthy.

While trust is complex and trustworthiness multifaceted, we created and focus on the following actionable
definition:

Actionable Definition of Trustworthiness: A trustworthy Al-enabled system must be optimized for
performance on the true distribution of inputs it will encounter in a deployed environment

This definition does not encompass all aspects of trustworthiness, but we contend that it is a necessary
ingredient for trustworthiness and is actionable during the data curation phase of the AI product lifecycle.

1Though learning can be understood in the context of explicit input-output pairs as in the supervised learning context, this
definition can be conceptually broadened (e.g., given inputs and reinforcement signal).
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1.2 How prioritizing trustworthiness in data curation helps build
trusted systems

The actionable definition of trustworthiness aims to guide data scientists in the data curation phase, when
the Al-enabled system is not yet built, toward design choices that contribute to the likelihood that end users
will trust the eventual system, once built. The process of gaining users’ trust is complex, and many factors
are out of data scientists’ control. Our actionable definition ties data science work into the overall process
of building trustworthiness of the model in the deployed environment. We next examine the connection
between the definition and the Integrated Model of Trust, introduced by Kelton et al. [82]. This model of
trust, which builds on earlier work from Mayer et al. [10], highlights components that are commonly cited
throughout the literature on when and why people trust. The Integrated Model of Trust enumerates four
components of trustworthiness: competence, positive intentions, ethics, and predictability.

In the view of Kelton et al., the trustee is competent if they “possesses the knowledge, expertise, or skill
necessary to fulfill the needs of the trustor.” In the setting of Al the trustee is the Al-enabled system, and the
trustor is the user in the deployed environment. Relative the actionable definition, we consider optimization
to relate closely to trustee competence. The model architecture may not yet have been selected as of the
data curation phase, and the eventual model has not yet been fully trained, so data scientists cannot yet
guarantee that the eventual model will have enough “skill” (i.e., according to some performance metric) to
meet the end user’s need. However, an optimized model should have the best “skill” of any model of the
same architecture.

Kelton et al. define positive intentions as “the trustee’s feelings toward the trustor.” Realistically, data
scientists and model developers have very little influence over the end users’ feelings about Al-enabled
systems. User perception is complex, including model performance, the way results are presented, the overall
design of the system, and the experiences users bring to their interactions. If developers, data scientists, and
end users collaborate during system deployment, it may be possible for end users to establish trust in their
collaboration and transfer that trust to the Al-enabled system. In such contexts, it would be important
for developers and data scientists to communicate how and in what contexts they considered the “deployed
environment” in developing the system to meet user needs.

Third, Kelton et al. list ethics, to which they attribute the qualities of fairness and honesty relating to
trust. While not explicitly part of our definition of trustworthiness, these are both integral to the methods
we catalog in the following sections. We push for an honest portrayal of the model’s likely performance in
the deployed environment by highlighting the need for — and providing methods for (imperfectly) deriving
— a validation dataset that represents the “true distribution of inputs” as much as possible. Our best effort
for honesty, as developers, is to report model performance on such a validation set, as well as held-out
processed and unprocessed testing sets. As for fairness, many of the techniques compiled in this report were
designed to achieve fairness across different model inputs. “Performance” in the actionable definition can be
one of the fairness metrics developed and used in the literature. We hope that fairness to different inputs
is perceived by users as evidence of the model’s fairness and, hence, demonstrates a clear consideration of
ethical development.

For Kelton et al., predictable trustees are those whose behavior conforms to expectations or, synonymously,
reliable trustees. The extent to which the model is predictable depends on the model architecture and
whether there is enough data to train it well. Nevertheless, data curation assists by trying to retain as much
of the data as is likely to be helpful for model training. Where justified, data curation involves synthesizing
new data similar to existing data. By placing emphasis on the “true distribution of inputs,” data scientists
imply that they want the model to perform best on the sorts of inputs that the Al-enabled system is likely
to encounter once deployed.

1.3 What performance metrics capture

The measurement of an Al-enabled system’s performance — what good looks like — is an essential compo-
nent of enabling the system’s trustworthiness. Performance, in the context of the actionable definition of
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trustworthiness, is only meaningful relative to the deployed environment; a model may be performant on
some benchmark data, but is only trustworthy when measured against the true distribution of inputs in the
deployed environment and the larger context in which the system will be used.

Data scientists must gain specific insights about the deployed environment to (a) understand the true dis-
tribution (so that performance can be optimized) and (b) appropriately define performance. To do so, data
scientists need both of the following.

1. Knowledge of the true distribution by way of either approximate distributional parameters or a repre-
sentative sample from the true distribution, which likely originate from the deployed environment

2. Knowledge of the expectations that the deployed system’s users will have about the Al-enabled system,
encapsulated in performance metrics that can be used to judge how well a candidate model meets user
expectations (i.e., model validation)

Choosing the appropriate methods for assessing system performance, or metric selection, is a nuanced and
challenging task that requires knowledge of the task and the deployed environment. For example, one com-
mon user expectation is that an Al-enabled system will perform similarly across the true distribution. That
is, the system will be no more correct on certain kinds of inputs than others. By contrast, one common
performance metric is accuracy over a validation, or held-out, dataset: the proportion of predictions that
match the annotations (i.e., how often was the model correct). Accuracy does not provide information on
how the model’s performance varies across the validation set and, by extension, across the true distribution.
Even if the validation set is carefully chosen or constructed to be representative of the deployed environ-
ment, accuracy fails to convey variation in performance across the distribution. In this scenario, a different
performance metric is needed to capture variable model performance.

When variable performance is a concern, one option is to measure performance on smaller regions in the
space of possible inputs. Measurements on individual regions are combined to form a single performance
metric — for instance, by taking the average across all regions or the worst of all regions’ accuracies. Recently,
many such techniques have been developed in the field of group fairness for ML. As an added benefit, many
of these techniques do not assume that the deployed Al-enabled system can determine which region a given
input is from. We will refer to the regions of the space of possible inputs as values of a selected characteristic.
For each data point, the value of the selected characteristic specifies the region in which the data point is
located. Fairness literature often focuses on applications in which the selected characteristic is a protected
or sensitive attribute of each data point, such as race or gender for data points representing humans. The
techniques are applicable broadly, though, to any selected characteristic across which reliable performance
is key.

While performance metric selection is a critical task for fostering trustworthy Al-enabled systems, it is beyond
the scope of this report. Metric selection is not directly related to the data curation phase (i.e., it is taken as
a given that a system will be evaluated against some defined criteria separate from curation activities). For
data scientists seeking to evaluate Al-enabled systems, many performance metrics are collected, described,
and implemented in scikit-learn [9], and fairness metrics specifically are implemented in AI Fairness 360

[22].2

1.4 Why knowledge of the true distribution of inputs in the de-
ployed environment is needed

The actionable definition of trustworthiness assumes the existence of a true distribution of inputs in the
deployed environment: a conceptual grouping of all inputs the Al-enabled system may encounter, framed in
the language of statistics (i.e., a data point in the deployed environment is drawn from the true distribution).
It is not assumed that the data available for development are a representative sample from the true distribu-
tion, nor is it necessarily the case that the true distribution can be fully known and parameterized. In many
cases, data are repurposed or were originally created by convenience sampling. While sometimes care and

2AI Fairness 360: https://github.com/Trusted-AI/AIF360
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effort can mitigate discrepancies between the development data and true distribution, this is not always the
case. For example, a forecasting model (predicting future events) is necessarily trained on historical data,
and there could be substantive distributional differences between data from the past, the present, and the
future.

We contend that the demonstrable trustworthiness of an Al-enabled system is constrained by the extent to
which the true distribution is known. Most data curation techniques expect this knowledge to be in the form
of a representative sample of data from the true distribution, which we refer to as the validation dataset.
The validation set could have been extracted from the larger pool of data available for development, or it
could have been created independently from the rest of the data by sampling directly from the deployed
environment. Since data curation comes after the data has been obtained, we assume that the contents
of the validation set have been obtained but, possibly, have not been extracted from the data as a whole.
In Section 3.1, we offer guidance for eliciting subject matter expertise that can be used in extracting the
validation set from a larger dataset that is not representative of the true distribution yet contains enough
breadth to encompass common inputs in the deployed environment. Chapter 5 offers techniques for splitting
the representative subset while maintaining diversity in a small validation set, and Chapter 8 describes
semantic types, which can help when using the elicited subject matter expertise to query the data for a
representative subset of the true distribution.

The degree to which trustworthiness (by our actionable definition) can be measured, demonstrated, and
achieved is limited by the extent to which the validation set is representative of the true distribution. There
may be many reasons that knowledge of the true distribution is limited, including for military applications or
information security. The performance of an Al-enabled system, however, can only be assured and optimized
relative to how much is known about the true distribution.

The U.S. Department of Defense has adopted ethical principles for AT [116], including the “reliable” principle,
with which our actionable definition fits well: “the Department’s Al capabilities will have explicit, well-defined
uses, and the safety, security, and effectiveness of such capabilities will be subject to testing and assurance
within those defined uses across their entire life-cycles.” When defining the use of an Al-enabled system,
it is most useful to provide the development team with a quantitative description (either in approximate
distributional parameters or in a sufficiently numerous set of examples) of the true distribution of inputs in
the deployed environment. Without such knowledge of the true distribution, it is not possible to demonstrate
that an Al-enabled system is trustworthy.

In this report, we assume the reader intends for the Al-enabled system being designed or implemented to be
trustworthy and reliable, and one limiting factor in that pursuit is the extent to which the true distribution
is known and, ultimately, represented in validation data. It might be that data scientists are provided with
a validation set that is representative of the true distribution. We describe, in this report, approaches to
construct such a validation set when one is not provided.

1.5 How to navigate this report

This report details the data curation phase, from gathering necessary information about the data to choosing
among several methods that can account for the expected discrepancy between the data available for model
development and the environment into which the Al-enabled system is intended to be deployed.

Part I focuses on understanding the task, the data, and the deployed environment relative to the data curation
phase. Chapter 2 provides a theoretical framing of data and the entities or phenomena represented thereby.
Chapter 3 equips the data scientist with a set of questions and guidance for collecting crucial information
early in the data curation phase. Some of this information may be found in project and data documentation,
and the rest comes through bidirectional communication with subject matter experts (SMEs). Unless the
whole dataset or a pre-specified subset is known to be representative of the true distribution, one piece of
information elicited is a quantitative description of the true distribution.

Building on this understanding, Part II focuses on actions the data scientist can use to consume development
data and create training and validation datasets. One scaffolding to help the data scientist is a decision tree
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(Chapter 4), which provides guidance on when and under what conditions certain techniques can be used.
Chapter 5 catalogs splitting techniques that aim to choose a validation set that is as representative as possible
of what is known about the true distribution. We expect that developers will construct a training set from
the remainder of the data, and the subsequent two chapters provide techniques for curating it. Chapter 6
details options for winnowing or synthesizing data given some criteria (e.g., down-sampling data points that
are too common, up-sampling data points that are not common enough). Chapter 7 describes the process of
assigning numerical value on data points and/or their features transparently (e.g., each data point is assigned
a weight to represent how important that data point is in approximating the true distribution) or opaquely
(e.g., weights on inputs are learned as part of training).

Part III discusses additional topics that span some of the data curation actions and decisions a data scientist
may take in support of trustworthy AI. These include the use and importance of semantic types (Chapter 8)
and the need for relevant information about the data and true distribution to be documented in an informa-
tion system (Chapter 9). Chapter 10 details the challenges and opportunities for detecting and correcting for
data that does not accurately reflect the entities or phenomena it purports to. Finally, Chapter 11 brings the
conversation of data curation actions to the domain of pretrained models and resources, including generative
large language models (LLMs), and details how the discussion of data and the true distribution remains
crucial even when portions of the Al-enabled system are inaccessible to the data scientist.

Most chapters end with a “practitioner’s perspective” section, in which we report on our firsthand experience
using one or more techniques described in the chapter. In contrast to the rest of a chapter, a “practitioner’s
perspective” focuses on a single, open-source tool that we used in a specific way. The purpose of these
sections is to provide data scientists and developers with examples of when and how to use open-source data
curation tools.

Appendix D contains a tutorial describing our use cases for the tools and including the code we used to run
the software-based tools.
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Part 1

Understanding Data and Its Context
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2 Consider data as purposeful simplifications of the
world

In the data curation phase of the Al product lifecycle, data creation and annotation is already complete. A
data scientist is thus assumed to have (a) access to data, (b) an intent to learn parameters for (training) an
ML model, and (c) a desire to ensure the trustworthiness of the system by training the model on a curated
version of the dataset. This section defines what is meant by data in this context, and how that definition
relates to the work of data scientists generally and the data curation phase specifically.

2.1 Enumerate features and labels of data points

ML is the “creation of mechanisms that can look at examples and produce generalizations” [57]. In order to
do this, the real world must be encoded in discrete, machine-interpretable values. When data are prepared
for machine learning contexts, entities or phenomena of interest are represented as sequences of features,
or encoded aspects of the entity or phenomenon. A single data point is typically represented as a vector
of feature values, where human-interpretable representations typically encode one feature per dimension
(e.g., an object’s length, the date of a record). More generally, these feature vectors are represented as real
numbers (d® € R™).

Neural network architectures typically require inputs to be embedded as dense, low-dimensional (length-m)
vectors. In this paradigm, a network learns statistical correlations between inputs and shares parameters be-
tween them, creating a learned representation of each input without value df having any human-interpretable
meaning [56]. The networks that learn these embeddings can be trained on a domain-specific task, a proxy
task, or in an unsupervised manner where there is an expectation that the learned embeddings will be of
general purpose. Word embeddings, for example, are typically produced by unsupervised approaches that
derive from the distributional hypothesis: that words are similar if they appear in similar contexts [62].

Traditionally, labeled data points consist of two parts: the features (d®) and label(s) (d¥ € R).? For example,
an image of a ship may be represented as pixel values (features) and annotated with whether the ship is a
military or civilian watercraft (d¥ € {0,1}). While it is typical for a dataset to have a single label per data
point, some data points have multiple labels such that the annotation is a vector (d¥ € R!, where [ is the
number of possible labels).

Though there can be practical distinctions between features and labels (e.g., dataset creation and dataset
annotation are performed in distinct phases), a label is simply an encoded aspect of a data point that a
model is trained to predict from the other encoded aspects (features) [69]. We therefore conceptually combine
features and labels into a single representation in which data point d € D describes all encoded aspects of
an entity or phenomenon after dataset creation and annotation.

Consider a dataset describing ships, such that each data point contains encoded information about a ship’s
appearance (e.g., pixel values in an image) as well as other aspects (sometimes called metadata) like its age,

1In many classification problems, real-world data points are annotated d¥ € N, where each class is represented by a natural
number (e.g., fishing vessel = 0, passenger ship = 1, military ship = 2, etc.). However, we consider d¥ more broadly to encompass
datasets curated for other purposes, like regression-based problems.
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country of origin, and type. In framing d in this way, data points can be considered without reference to a
specific Al-enabled system. For example, one system might seek to predict ship type (military or civilian)
from pixel values alone. In this case, d* would be the pixels, d¥ would be the ship type, and all other encoded
aspects would be ignored. Another system may predict country of origin from all other data, and a third
system might attempt to cluster similar images without regard to the other encoded aspects. All such cases
could leverage the same d, but the parts of the data point that are chosen to be features or labels vary by
task.

In this paradigm, a data point is a real-valued vector the length of the total features and labels available
after creation and annotation: d € R™*!. This generalized d contains all encoded aspects available to the
Al-enabled system, and can therefore be understood as the entity from the system’s perspective. Features
and labels are both encoded aspects of the real-world entity or phenomenon, and are crucial to the Al-enabled
system’s ability to learn correlations between those aspects.

2.2 Recognize limitations of data

Creating dataset D — describing real-world entities and phenomena as data points — is a human-centered
process in which data are not collected from an environment but are purposefully created. Choices are
made about what to include, what to exclude, and how to reduce the complexities of reality into machine-
interpretable representations [112]. In some contexts, an image may be a useful approximation of an entity.
In others, it may be necessary to encode other aspects of an entity into its representation. There may also be
tasks in which the data collection context itself may be necessary to encode (e.g., the camera that took the
image, the time of day). Simplifying reality into data points — encoding some aspects as features or labels —
inherently excludes other aspects.

D is a manifestation of choices, and d therefore does not necessarily describe an entity or phenomenon
relative to the goals of the Al-enabled system. Instead, d reflects the aspects of the real world that were
chosen during the creation of D along with the choices of how those aspects would be encoded. In the
case of human-interpretable features, these choices include what features were chosen and how they were
represented. In the case of dense vectors, like word embeddings, these choices include the method and
goals of the embedding system (e.g., while word similarity has proven useful in practice, “word similarity is
hard to define and is usually very task-dependent” [56]). Thus, while d is the entity or phenomenon from
the perspective of the Al-enabled system, it isn’t necessarily the case that d is a good or even sufficient
representation for the task. It is merely the data point that was created.

We therefore consider an ideal data point in an ideal dataset (& € D). This ideal vector, d € R™H+P_contains
all possible aspects of the entity or phenomenon of interest, encoded in all possible ways (constrained to real
values), such that p refers to the size of the possible feature space (m << p < oo). While no dataset can
contain such idealized data points, this representation highlights the choices that are made in the construction
of D. A real entity or phenomenon is only partly represented by d* and d¥; the rest of its representation
appears in the idealized dP.

This formalism is particularly helpful relative to trustworthiness and fairness in Al, as issues of relative
importance, mischaracterization, or distribution shift often occur in the ar space. This may be because
relevant aspects are missing (and only appear in d”) or because aspects are encoded in d* as proxy features
or labels where a more direct encoding appears in dP”.

When classifying images as military or civilian ships, a relevant aspect may be the presence of a mounted
gun (d? € {0,1}). In some images, the gun may be visible and thus encoded by proxy in the pixels. In

others, the image may be taken from an angle that obscures the gun and thus does not represent dg’ even by
proxy. ML models trained on such images, then, may yield unexpected classification results relative to an
important but only partially encoded aspect of the entities of interest.

Data curation for Al trustworthiness requires understanding the true distribution of inputs in the deployed
environment. This true distribution, however, is informed by the relationships between d*, d¥, and dP.
The choices made in dataset creation and the potential differences between the environment in which the
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data was created and the deployed environment require not only an awareness of the distribution of features
and labels (e.g., training data is 50/50 military and civilian ship images, but the deployed environment is
70/30) but also an understanding of how the real-world entities or phenomena represented by the deployed
environment’s data differ from those in the training data, and how those differences might influence input
features and labels.

2.2.1 Example data characterization challenges

A4 A A4 A

Figure 2.1: Two-dimensional dataset (|d”| = 2) shown with labels (square, triangle); (a) depicts the available

dataset (D); (b) depicts the ideal dataset (D) in which a relevant but un-encoded aspect is pictured (red,
blue)

Consider a project in which a data scientist has been given a simple labeled dataset, shown in Figure 2.1
(a). Here, the dataset includes two real-valued features (d* are coordinates on the plane) and one binary
categorical label (d¥ € {square, triangle}). Given this dataset, it may be reasonable to consider that new
data points close to (0.5,1.5) should be squares, and those close to (2.5,2.5) should be triangles. Some
models trained on this dataset will learn the statistical relationship between these apparent centroids and
the labels. If the inputs in the deployed environment are similar to those in D, it may be reasonable to
assume that performance in the deployed environment will meet expectations.

As discussed in Section 2.2, dataset D is a purposeful simplification: some aspects of interest were included,
while others were excluded. Consider the idealized dataset D, shown in Figure 2.1 (b), in which each
data point has a color (a new feature to which the data scientist does not have direct access). If the
red/blue distinction (or anything else encoded in dP) is statistically independent of d* and d¥, they are
considered irrelevant to the task. That is, if unrepresented aspects are not correlated with d, these aspects
can be ignored. With enough data, these unrepresented aspects will be uniformly distributed relative to the
represented aspects of d.

It is common, however, for aspects in d? to have an unknown dependency with d (e.g., df is a proxy for

dg) In the Figure 2.1 example, consider a SME or other stakeholder who informs the data scientist that
there are unequal numbers of red and blue points in the deployed environment, and that the model should
perform equally well on red and blue points (equal opportunity; see Section 2.3).

If the color of the data points is independent of other features, there is no need for special data curation
relative to color: a model trained on D will perform equally well on red and blue points, as they can be
considered independent and identically distributed. If, however, the distribution of red and blue points is
correlated with the features or labels — as in Figure 2.1 (b) — data curation may be appropriate.

Since data curation occurs after dataset creation and annotation, there is not an opportunity to add the
red/blue distinction as a new feature. As a result, a system may not be as optimized for performance in
the deployed environment as one with direct access to all relevant aspects. Trustworthiness for Al-enabled
systems, however, is not a binary. Given the additional domain knowledge about data point color, data
curation can still improve the trustworthiness of the system — its performance in the deployed environment —
even without new features.
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In this scenario, the data scientist — following Chapter 3 — might ask the expert about the distribution of red
and blue points in the deployed environment and learn that red points are more likely to have low feature
values. Sample weighting, data splitting, and mischaracterization correction and detection could thus operate
on the expert’s distributional knowledge, conceptually (i.e., in the choice or execution of those techniques) or
directly (e.g., by creating synthetic features). Even in the context where the red/blue distinction exists only
in dP, data curation provides methods for operating on what knowledge can be understood from domain
experts and data to develop more trustworthy Al-enabled systems.

While the example in Figure 2.1 is a simple abstraction, it is representative of a common scenario. Consider
a dataset of satellite images taken in one geographic region (e.g., North America) but the images in the
deployed environment are of another geographic region, or a dataset of technical articles concerning one
domain (e.g., protein-protein interactions) when the deployed environment articles belong to a different
biology domain. In such cases, a data scientist might understand d” and d¥ and might be assured that the
structure and values of inputs in the deployed environment will conform to their understanding (satellite
image pixels or technical article tokens, respectively).

Without accounting for the choices that were involved in the creation of D — without fully understanding the
relevant aspects encoded in dP — the resultant Al-enabled system may not be optimally trustworthy. The
trustworthiness of an Al-enabled system is a function of its performance on the true distribution of inputs
in the deployed environment, and the true distribution can only be understood by accounting for the stated
(d*, d¥) and unstated (d?) aspects of the real-world entities or phenomena being modeled.

2.3 Identify selected characteristics of data points

We consider the trustworthiness of an Al-enabled system according to the definition in Section 1.1, which
is similar to but distinct from related academic literature at the intersection of trust, AI/ML, and fairness.
This literature often references protected or sensitive attributes, typically in relation to systems in which
people are represented as data points (e.g., race, gender), with an aim toward developing Al-enabled systems
that perform without systemic bias toward or against a given group.

While this specific goal may be relevant to some mission sets, we contend that the conceptual framework
of trust relative to bias and fairness is a special case of the concept of trustworthiness as defined in this
report. Rather than focus on legally protected attributes, we conceptually generalize this idea to selected
characteristics: any aspects of the entity or phenomenon of interest that are to be considered of particular
interest (e.g., the color of the data point, whether the ship has a mounted gun) and in need of special
handling (e.g., performance must be equal for red and blue points).

Fairness can therefore be understood in the context of data as defined throughout Section 2: there may be
some aspects of d — in the features directly or by proxy — that are relevant to the performance of the system
on the true distribution in the deployed environment. Given this conceptual generalization, the academic
literature focusing on protected attributes nevertheless offers data curation techniques that can be used for
any mission-relevant selected characteristics.

Drawing from this literature, we consider three types of algorithmic fairness [108]:

e Fqual Opportunity: The proportion of true positives should be independent of selected characteristics,
given the true label.

e FEqualized Odds: The proportion of true positives and false positives should be independent of selected
characteristics, given the true label.

e Demographic Parity: The likelihood of a given label should not vary on selected characteristics.

Consider a dataset where each data point is a ship such that d® contains encoded aspects of the ship and
d¥ reflects the country of origin. Further consider the ship type as the selected characteristic (Ship Type =
{military, civilian}).
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A classifier satisfying Equal Opportunity, the most specific type, would yield the same rate of correct pre-
dictions for military as for civilian ships: P(3*|ShipType®,y’) = P(§?|Ship Type®, y*). That is, given the
true label, the probability of predicting that true label does not change in the presence of the selected
characteristic.

The next most general type is Equalized Odds, where a satisfying classifier would yield an equal rate of
correct and incorrect predictions for military as for civilian ships: P(§|Ship Type®,y) = P(4j|Ship Type’, ).
That is, given the true label, the probability of predicting any label does not change in the presence of the
selected characteristic.

A classifier satisfying the most general type of fairness considered here, Demographic Parity, would yield an
even distribution over labels (e.g., United States of America, People’s Republic of China) given a Ship Type:
P (| Ship Type™) = P(j|Ship Type®). That is, the probability of predicting a given label should be completely
independent of a selected characteristic, regardless of the true label.

A useful generalization of this performance consideration is the cost-sensitive metrics where the costs are
defined for accuracy per selected characteristics value. For example, it is to identify a military vessel when
it is a Chinese ship, etc.

These types of algorithmic fairness are framed relative to outcomes?: the probability of 4 given the selected
characteristic. It is expected that this framing will be typical of real-world mission sets . Rather than a
data scientist selecting characteristics and pursuing algorithmic fairness arbitrarily, it is likely that a SME,
decision-maker, or other stakeholder has defined some selected characteristic and some notion of fairness an
Al-enabled system should satisfy (e.g., equal performance on civilian and military ships).

Data curation techniques that support fair outcomes are a subset of techniques that support trustworthy
Al-enabled systems, because fairness — as defined here — reflects an understanding of and accounting for the
relationships among d”, d¥, and d?. In the example scenario, Ship Type may be encoded directly in d” or
may only be represented in dr (with dependencies on features in d*). Related literature often describes the
latter in the context of latent biases — e.g., ZIP code as a proxy for race — but this framing is simply an
instantiation of the larger concept of stated and unstated aspects in the data.

Data curation that supports fair outcomes is therefore data curation for accurate outcomes. Selected char-
acteristics are aspects of real-world entities or phenomena that have been chosen as properties that should
not impact performance in the deployed environment. A model may learn relationships between Ship Type
and the country of origin, but if a SME has determined that those relationships are inappropriate for the
deployed environment — that ShipType should not influence predictions — then data curation to support
algorithmic fairness is also supporting optimized performance on the true distribution of inputs and, thus,
trustworthy AL

2 As defined here, algorithmic fairness is also framed relative to classification. While this is rhetorically convenient, fairness is
not restricted to classification problems. Demographic parity, for example, may be more generally stated as being satisfied when
the performance of the Al-enabled system — regardless of task or performance metric — does not vary on selected characteristics.

30ne useful manifestation of this consideration in real-world scenarios is the application of cost-sensitive metrics where the
costs are defined for accuracy per selected characteristic value; e.g., military vessel when it is also a US ship
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3 Leverage subject matter expertise to understand
and transform data

In projects with strong data science components, data scientists primarily focus on developing ML models,
analyzing data, finding trends, and managing data [123]. These activities are supported by domain knowledge,
or relevant information about the project’s area of interest, which can include an understanding of the
project goals, the environment in which capabilities will be deployed, the contexts in which analyses will
be interpreted, how data was collected, and what data values mean. Domain knowledge can be contained
in documentation or intuited from the data, but it is typically elicited from SMEs: people with extensive
knowledge and skills in a certain domain [162].

Domain knowledge is critical for data curation, as datasets are inherently incomplete representations of the
world (see Section 2.2). As part of their activities, data scientists typically develop an intuition about the
data and the task and they use it to actively shape the data, building on a combination of their learned data
science experience, the data, the available documentation, and interactions with SMEs [112]. This intuition,
while critical to data curation and derived from domain knowledge, is often informal and satisficing: data
scientists typically learn only what they need to best perform the tasks as they understand them with the
data they have available [67].

Though the development of this intuition is necessary for every project, there is no generally accepted frame-
work for how data scientists incorporate domain knowledge into their projects. As a discipline, data science
is sometimes depicted as interacting with reliable standards and practices, but it is inherently heterogeneous:
each dataset and task is different, and the domain knowledge collection process requires collaboration be-
tween data scientists and SMEs [120]. While data scientists can develop domain knowledge on their own, it
is typically the case that SME collaboration is necessary to ensuring trustworthy Al.

This collaboration can benefit from careful consideration of domain knowledge: what is needed and how
best to collect it. Trustworthy AI, as defined in Section 1.1, particularly benefits from such consideration,
as optimizing performance to the true distribution in the deployed environment requires understanding the
task, its background, and the deployed environment (Section 3.1); the data as a collection of points, including
what values features can take and what labels mean (Section 3.2); and the dataset as a whole, including the
expectations on the true distribution (Section 3.3).

We propose twelve questions to which a data scientist needs to collect answers. They are not intended to be
exhaustive but rather to illustrate the breadth of domain knowledge that is necessary for trustworthy Al.
Some of the answers may be found by reading project and data documentation, and the remainder can be
posed to a SME. Each question is titled for the reader’s and data scientist’s convenience, using terminology
from data science. The questions, meanwhile, are written to be understandable by data scientists and SMEs
alike.

The questions are organized into three sections, which mirror the structure of this chapter. The subsequent

sections in the chapter expound on the purpose of each question and how a data scientist can elicit its answer.

Understand the task in the deployed environment. See Section 3.1. These questions are a variation
on the Heilmeier Catechism [83, 119, 68].
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Task: What is the task?
Current Approach: How is the task currently done? What are current practices and workflows?

Current Limitations: What limitations in the current approach will be addressed by an Al-enabled
system?

Performance Evaluation: How will the approach be evaluated? What metrics are currently in use?

Decide on data transformations. See Section 3.2. These questions were derived, in part, from a close
reading of Chicco et al. [37].

5.

Systematic Noise: What technology was used to measure and record values in the data, and how
might that technology systematically introduce noise? Put another way, are any of the features or
labels imperfect proxies and, if so, how do they systematically differ from the true features and labels?

Missing Values: What does a missing value indicate (e.g., not measured, not recorded, or a negative
result)? Are missing values completely random, or else are some observations more likely to have a
missing value?

Allowable Values: What is the allowable range or set of values for each feature? Does a certain
value in one feature rule out the possibility of the same observation having an otherwise permissible
value in another feature?

Domain-Specific Feature Engineering: Is it possible (i.e., for a trained human analyst or re-
searcher) to determine the label exclusively from the features present in the dataset? If so, what
subsets or combinations of features would be most important to making the determination? If not,
which important features are missing?

Selected Characteristics: Are there dimensions of diversity in the data, either explicitly encoded in
a feature or latent among the aggregate of features, along which reliable performance is key?

Elicit information about the true distribution. See Section 3.3.

10

11.

12.

. Data Coverage: Is each possible input in the deployed environment similar to at least one data point
in the dataset? How frequently is the Al-enabled system, once deployed, expected to encounter an
input substantially different from all the available data?

Covariate Shift: Are certain kinds of inputs more or less common in the deployed environment than
in the data available for development? How does the true distribution of values for each feature differ
from the distribution observed in the data?

Label Shift: Would a feature vector, if observed in the deployed environment, have a different true
label (i.e., “right” answer for the Al-enabled system to predict) than the same feature vector as labeled
in the data? For instance, in the case of a binary label, are borderline cases more likely to be labeled
with a 0 in the data but a 1 in the deployed environment? Are there other such biases in the data that
should not be replicated in the behavior of the Al-enabled system?

3.1 Build common ground to understand the task in the deployed

environment

The trustworthiness of an Al-enabled system requires that performance in the deployed environment meets
expectations, typically those formed by performance in the development environment. Data curation helps
set these expectations by shaping the training and validation data in the development environment, with

the

goal of optimizing performance on the true distribution of inputs in the deployed environment. Doing

so, however, requires understanding the deployed environment, both explicitly (e.g., what will the deployed
data look like?) and implicitly (e.g., what are the processes by which data in the deployed environment
differs from the development environment?). In this context, it may seem that domain knowledge centers on
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the inputs to the AI system, but data is the product of choices about what to include and what to exclude
(see Section 2.2). Data curation to support trustworthy AI, therefore, requires a deeper understanding of
the problem as a whole.

3.1.1 Domain knowledge about the deployed environment

The domain knowledge pertaining to the background and context of a project can be described in part as
the answers to a variation on the Heilmeier Catechism [33, , 68]:

Task: What is the task?
Current Approach: How is the task currently done? What are current practices and workflows?

Current Limitations: What limitations in the current approach will be addressed by an Al-enabled
system?

Performance Evaluation: How will the approach be evaluated? What metrics are currently in use?

While some projects may presuppose a task (e.g., retrieve relevant documents), successfully answering the
first question requires a broader understanding of the task landscape, which may in turn shape the data
scientist’s understanding of the deployed environment or the chosen performance metrics (e.g., What does
“relevant” mean? Do documents need to be ranked by relevance? Is there some top-k for which relevance
is most important?). Successfully answering the second and third questions serves a similar purpose. Even
if the decision to design and implement an Al-enabled system has already been made, understanding the
task prior to such a system or how a new Al-enabled system will fill a gap in existing workflows will help
refine the understanding of the deployed environment and how the system will be understood by its users.
Performance can therefore be understood relative to the problem that an Al-enabled system was attempting
to solve. The fourth question most directly addresses the need to understand performance in the deployed
environment, which in turn helps the data scientist ensure the system is optimized against such metrics.

Consider a system designed to classify documents into one of several categories, which was a task previously
performed by human experts. Without the appropriate domain knowledge, a data scientist may design
a system and evaluate its performance according to accuracy (i.e., the number of documents the system
classified correctly). In this scenario, consider that the system has yielded 30% accuracy on a set of validation
documents. Isolated from domain knowledge, this result may appear to be undesirable.

Domain knowledge about the task in the deployed environment, however, may include relevant details like
the importance of some categories over others,' the accuracy of human experts on the same validation data
(which may be worse than 30%), the rate of agreement between experts classifying the same set of documents,
or the contours of the task in practice (e.g., in the deployed environment, experts may first triage relevant
and irrelevant documents prior to classification activities). While these pieces of domain knowledge may help
with result interpretation or model design (which extend beyond the scope of this report), they also inform
data curation for trustworthy AI. Curating data to support optimization for performance in the deployed
environment requires understanding that environment and what performance means in its context.

3.1.2 Building and maintaining common ground

The questions in Section 3.1.1 can help shape collaborations with SMEs to support understanding the
deployed environment, but they are not sufficient for incorporating domain knowledge into an Al-enabled
system. Data science projects are typically situated in domains outside of computer science or statistics,
such that the data-enabled end capabilities will be understood in a context separate from data science (e.g.,
chemistry, public health, military equipment). Communication gaps between data scientists and SMEs or

1The importance of labels relates to the interpretation of performance in the deployed environment, which is distinct from
the prevalence or meaning of labels in the data, which relate to the properties of individual data samples (Section 3.2).
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other stakeholders are common in such contexts, and shared domain knowledge is therefore critical to project
success [70, 123, 165].

Sharing domain knowledge between data scientists and SMEs, however, is complicated by the quantity and
diversity of collaboration. While more information may yield better results, comprehensive information
sharing is inefficient [104]. Tt is likely not possible or desirable, for example, to transform a data scientist
into a chemistry expert, or a chemist into an expert data scientist. The goal of these collaborations is not to
ensure each member of a project has complete understanding of the problem space, but to provide enough
of a shared language to facilitate work [104].

While the collaboration between data scientists and SMEs can be understood within the framework of a
shared mental model, where translators or brokers help each side understand the other [123], we consider
a common ground or third space between data scientists and SMEs: a hybrid environment that can be
constructed at the boundary between disciplines [104]. In this framework, common ground allows each side
to “compare, negotiate, and integrate goals, perspectives and vocabularies, as well as discuss shared meanings
and protocols” [104].

The creation of common ground is a bidirectional process that allows data scientists to learn about the
project domain, allows SMEs to learn about data science relative to the project, and enables both groups to
understand the terms, goals, and processes of one another. This notion of common ground is intentionally
distinct from the typical unidirectional framing of data science projects, in which data scientists consume
domain knowledge from SMEs [120, , , 70]. Common ground, by contrast, is an environment where
data scientists and SMEs learn from one another: data scientists can better understand the domain relative
to the project (e.g., via the questions outlined in Section 3.1.1), and SMEs can better understand data
science (e.g., how real-world entities are simplified for AI/ML contexts, as described in Chapter 2). As a
result, data scientists can ask more nuanced or accurate questions of SMEs who can in turn provide more
actionable insights to the AT development process.

Through common ground, both sides understand the other and can therefore yield better outcomes for the
project. In projects where common ground has not been established, conflict can arise, as SMEs may not
understand “the hurdles and contributions of data scientists and vice versa” [123]. With common ground,
however, data scientists and SMEs can make more effective data curation decisions.

Once established, common ground must be maintained throughout the project lifecycle [104]. System re-
quirements may change over time, and it is possible that the initial understanding between data scientists
and SMEs becomes out of sync with the needs of the project. Even if the requirements and the evaluation
methods of the system remain consistent over time, however, common ground must still be maintained; as
the data scientists and SMEs learn more and understand one another better, the shared vocabulary and
goals must reflect these changes.

The questions in Section 3.1.1 invite SMEs to describe the background and context for the task in their own
words. The data scientist can then clarify the words’ meaning. Together, the data scientist and SME arrive
at the terminology of their common ground. As the data scientist proceeds to curate the data, each step
aims to improve performance on the task, as performance and the task are defined in the common ground
with the SME.

3.2 Conduct bidirectional communication to choose data trans-
formations

In this section, we describe questions that inform data transformations that the data scientist may take to
begin curating the data (i.e., creating, from the data available, a new dataset that will be used directly
for training and validating the model). Working with domain experts, data scientists must codify what is
known about the data in order to facilitate data curation or model design decisions [83, 88]. Transformations
include applying closed-form mathematical functions to individual features or labels, aggregating multiple
features or labels into new ones, and removing data points [37]. This section describes how to ask questions
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about individual features and labels, including steps the data scientist can take to prepare for initial and
follow-up interactions with the SME.

Systematic Noise: What technology was used to measure and record values in the data, and how might
that technology systematically introduce noise? Put another way, are any of the features or labels imperfect
proxies and, if so, how do they systematically differ from the true features and labels?

Some commonly used technologies, including biomedical measurement devices like electrocardiogram ma-
chines, introduce noise for which there are standard denoising techniques in the literature [95]. Once the
data scientist learns what technology was used in dataset creation, they can research appropriate techniques.

Missing Values: What does a missing value indicate (e.g., not measured, not recorded, or a negative
result)? Are missing values completely random, or else are some observations more likely to have a missing
value?

In preparation for asking a SME about missingness, the data scientist can first quantify and visualize the
patterns of missingness. If a systematic pattern of missingness emerges, then it is unlikely that missingness
is completely random. Also, if missingness is rare and completely random, then it may be ameliorated by
removing (i.e., filtering) the observations or features with missing values.

If the SME and data scientist conclude that observations with missing values must be filled in and used,
the data scientist can propose and experiment with imputation techniques. Simple imputation approaches
include filling the missing values in a feature with a centrality statistic (e.g., mean, mode) and propagating
nearby values for similar observations (e.g., copying a company’s past month’s sales volume to the current
month). Where simple imputation falls short, a model can be trained to predict missing values. Regression
and k-nearest neighbors models are more interpretable, hence easier for a SME to review, but neural networks
can be used, too [37]. After exploring the options and settling on one or more candidate imputation methods,
the data scientist should present the methods to the SME, along with examples of their effects on individual
observations, for the SME to review.

Allowable Values: What is the allowable range or set of values for each feature? Does a certain value in
one feature rule out the possibility of the same observation having an otherwise permissible value in another
feature?

In preparation for asking a SME about allowable values, the data scientist can compute the range or set of
values for each feature across all observations in the original dataset. It may also be helpful to flag possible
outliers for the SME to review. Chicco et al. list several techniques for identifying possible outliers [37].

Domain-Specific Feature Engineering: Is it possible (i.e., for a trained human analyst or researcher) to
determine the label exclusively from the features present in the dataset? If so, what subsets or combinations
of features would be most important to making the determination? If not, which important features are
missing?

If the SME recommends combinations of features, the combinations could be used as domain-specific features.
To supplement, the data scientist can research other feature engineering approaches used on similar data,
such as data of the same datatype or representing the same phenomena or objects in the world.

Selected Characteristics: Are there dimensions of diversity in the data, either explicitly encoded in a
feature or latent among the aggregate of features, along which reliable performance is key?

These could be subpopulations within the data distribution across which users will expect similar perfor-
mance. As an example from computational chemistry, pharmaceutical and industrial chemicals differ, but a
model predicting a chemical’s toxicity needs to perform similarly across both kinds.

Such dimensions may be selected characteristics, which are described in Section 2.3. If a selected char-
acteristic is a feature or can be systematically derived from features (e.g., by combining multiple features
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in a formula), the data scientist can compute group parity metrics for each of the selected characteristics.
Common metrics are described and implemented in the Aequitas tool [136].

If a selected characteristic is latent among the features and cannot be derived systematically, then it may
be necessary to label the data with the selected characteristic, which falls outside the scope of data curation
and this report.

3.3 Gather information about the true distribution

Similar to the Department of Defense principle that its AI capabilities be reliable [116], we argue that an
Al-enabled system can only be trustworthy when deployed into an environment for which its performance
was optimized. To optimize for performance on the true distribution, actionable information on the true
distribution is necessary. In this report, we enumerate three distinct kinds of knowledge about the true
distribution, expressed as the answers to the following multiple-choice question:

Which of the following is known or assumed about the true distribution?

a. The true distribution is assumed to be well approximated by a parametric distribution, and
estimates for the parameters are available as domain knowledge.

b. The data used for development is known or assumed to be a representative sample from the
true distribution, possibly because it was collected in the deployed environment.

c. There is a pre-specified subset of the data for development that is known or assumed to
be representative of the true distribution, possibly because it was collected in the deployed
environment,.

d. As in (c), there is a pre-specified subset of the data for development that is representative
of the true distribution, but this subset lacks labels [only applicable in supervised learning].

Typically, there is only partial knowledge of the true distribution in the deployed environment. In case (a),
for instance, there may only be parametric descriptions of the marginal distributions of some features or
labels, rather than a complete description of the joint distribution of all features and labels. In cases (b),
(c), and (d), the true distribution is described implicitly via a finite-sized set of data points sampled from
the true distribution (i.e., a representative sample). Especially in cases (c) and (d), the size of the set may
hinder precise and accurate knowledge of the true distribution.

The data scientist is not assumed to be an expert on the deployed environment and therefore needs authori-
tative sources attesting that either in case (a) the parameters are sufficiently accurate or in cases (b), (c), or
(d) the sample is actually representative. Authoritative sources include SMEs, decision-makers about the Al
development project, and well-established sources of population-level statistics like the U.S. Census (if the
true distribution is the U.S. population) and CIA World Factbook (if the true distribution is a population
of one or more countries around the world).

The remainder of this section is dedicated to case (a), a common AI development scenario in which the data
is not observations or measurements in the deployed environment and does not accurately represent it. Three
kinds of discrepancies are elicited in the following questions: data from only part of the true distribution,
data whose feature vectors offer a skewed view of the true distribution, and data whose labeling scheme differs
from the truth in the deployed environment. Once distributional knowledge has been obtained, techniques
in Section 5.3 can be used to shrink the size of the validation set to free up more training data while keeping
the validation set representative of the true distribution.

Data Coverage Is each possible input in the deployed environment similar to at least one data point
in the dataset? How frequently is the Al-enabled system, once deployed, expected to encounter an input
substantially different from all the available data?

The purpose of this question is to assess how much of the true distribution can be represented in a validation
set. For example, suppose the deployed environment is the Arctic Ocean and the available data is all from
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tropical seas. Some fraction of the true distribution of inputs may reflect the presence of sea ice even though
none of the data points from the tropics have sea ice present. Only the ice-free parts of the true distribution
can be represented in a validation set, and the performance of the system can only be measured on that
fraction of the true distribution. When the representativeness of the validation set is limited, only limited
trustworthiness can be demonstrated.

3.3.1 Eliciting parameters of a true distribution that contrasts from the data’s
empirical distribution

Covariate Shift: Are certain kinds of inputs more or less common in the deployed environment than in
the data available for development? How does the true distribution of values for each feature differ from the
distribution observed in the data?

This question aims to elicit information about covariate shift, which refers to a discrepancy between the
distribution of feature vectors in the training data and deployed environment. To optimize for performance
on the true distribution, data scientists must compensate for any such discrepancy using, for example, the
resampling and weighting techniques described in Chapters 6 and 7, respectively.

In preparation for asking the SME about the true distribution, the data scientist can fit a probability
distribution to the data and compute statistics. For example, if the empirical distribution of each feature is
approximately unimodal and symmetric, a normal distribution might be a decent fit, and sample mean and
standard deviation are relevant statistics to compute. SciPy [38] implements methods for fitting to many
probability distributions.

It is likely that a SME will only be able to offer information on the true distribution of human-interpretable
features. If a feature has semantic meaning, there may be records or SME intuitions on the relative frequency
of each of its possible values in the deployed environment. It is less likely that such domain knowledge exists
for features with no semantic meaning, unless the same featurization scheme has been used previously on
data from the deployed environment. For example, coordinates of a vector embedding typically have no
semantic meaning and are not human interpretable, so unless the same embedding scheme has been used
widely, it is unlikely that there is information available on the features’ true distribution. If all features lack
semantic meaning, then eliciting information about the true feature distribution may require labeling data
points with human-interpretable features for which information on the true distribution is known. Labeling
is outside of the scope of this report on data curation.

Label Shift: Would a feature vector, if observed in the deployed environment, have a different true label
(i.e., “right” answer for the Al-enabled system to predict) than the same feature vector as labeled in the
data? For instance, in the case of a binary label, are borderline cases more likely to be labeled with a 0 in
the data but a 1 in the deployed environment? Are there other such biases in the data that should not be
replicated in the behavior of the Al-enabled system?

This question probes the discrepancy between the task encoded in the data and the task of the Al-enabled
system. In general, the Al-enabled system can only be optimized for the task that the data encodes. However,
if the tasks differ in a structured way, then mitigation is possible. In the case of binary labels described in
the question, the decision boundary for a classifier can be chosen with the deployed environment, rather than
the training data, in mind. In effect, the model can be made universally more eager or cautious to predict
a label of 1. Section 7.1.3 describes a technique for mitigating other structured kinds of bias in labels.

The data scientist can prepare to ask the SME this question by identifying example data points that are close
to a decision boundary. These could be found manually or by training an initial model on all data points,
then feeding them back into the trained initial model as inputs and computing the distance to a decision
boundary. By presenting these borderline cases and their labels in the dataset to the SME, the data scientist
can help elicit whether the decision boundary in the dataset matches the intended decision boundary of the
Al-enabled system.

Discussing specific samples with a SME to understand features, their labels, and their relationship relative to
the SME’s domain knowledge may focus on edge cases or examples likely to be misclassified as a mechanism
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for understanding the data more broadly [119].

3.3.2 A tool for eliciting distributional parameters

The Sheffield Elicitation Framework (SHELF) is effective for eliciting true distribution parameters from
SMEs [153]. The application asks each SME to estimate the true parameter and also to provide information
on the uncertainty in their estimate. The interface is based on research into eliciting probabilities from
experts [117].

SHELF may be useful when interacting with the SME to answer questions in this section that seek estimates
of uncertain quantities:

e The fraction of the true distribution that is substantially similar to a point in the data
e Each feature’s true distribution, as contrasted with its empirical distribution in the data
e Each label’s true distribution, as contrasted with its empirical distribution in the data

Once distributional knowledge has been obtained, the data scientist can use rejection sampling [121] to
winnow the data down to a subset that matches the elicited estimated parameters of the true distribution.
Thereafter, splitting techniques [129] can be used to shrink the size of the validation set to free up more
training data while keeping the validation set representative of the true distribution.
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4 Choose among statistical tools for data curation

A common theme in curating data for trustworthy Al is to recognize the differences between the data available
for development, viewed in the aggregate, and the true distribution of inputs the Al-enabled system will
encounter once deployed. Statistical tools can help translate between the data’s empirical distribution and
the deployed environment’s true distribution. Such a translation makes it possible to train the Al-enabled
system on the available data while optimizing it for performance on the true distribution. Different tools
have different preconditions (e.g., the covariate shift assumption), as we detail in the following chapters.

Unless the training data is a representative sample of the true distribution, optimizing the Al-enabled system
for performance on the true distribution will usually require resampling or reweighting' the training data
to accommodate distribution shift. Data scientists must decide which strategy to employ, balancing system
requirements of interpretability and model performance. Down-sampling is most interpretable because each
data point contributes equally to the model training. Up-sampling and model-agnostic weighting offer the
next-best interpretability; data points may contribute unequally, but the inequality can be fully explained
as a translation from the original empirical distribution of the data to the deployed environment’s true
distribution. Model-specific weights, whether pre- or dynamically computed, blend information from the
distributional differences with information about the model architecture’s strengths and weaknesses. If
the weights are precomputed, these two components can be analyzed post hoc and possibly somewhat
disentangled. Dynamically computed weights may offer model performance gains over other methods, at the
expense of interpretability.

The choice of statistical tool depends on which kind of distributional knowledge is available and which
resampling or weighting strategy is desirable. The best statistical tool will make efficient use of the knowledge
and data available. While some scenarios require the application of multiple tools in sequence, each statistical
tool applied to the data and distributional knowledge loses some information, so the best approach is likely
to be the one that minimizes the number of tools needed to understand and accommodate distribution shift.

We have organized data curation actions to enable trustworthy AI into a decision tree, shown in Figure 4.1.

Rather than offering a complete prescriptive framework for which data curation actions should be taken, the
decision tree offers guidelines for data scientists considering alternative approaches. Sampling and weighting,
for example, arise from the same conceptual framework (i.e., that some data points should be emphasized
over others), but their mechanism of action is different, as are their trade-offs. Through the decision tree,
data scientists walk through the two primary questions, following the choices at each, to arrive at a suggested
set of tools for their project.

4.1 Make strategic use of knowledge of the true distribution

The first decision point hinges on what is known about the true distribution, expressed as the answer to the
following multiple-choice question (reproduced here from Section 3.3 for easy reference):

1In this context, resampling refers to the process by which data points are selected from an existing sample; i.e., the data is
a sample of the population, but certain data points are resampled to create a dataset more representative of the population’s
true distribution. Similarly, reweighting refers to the process by which the data points are assigned weights that differ from
their (implicit) equal weight.

[Distribution Statement A] Approved for public release and unlimited distribution. Page 26



JOHNS HOPKINS

APPLIED PHYSICS LABORATORY

Figure 4.1: Data curation action decision tree, primarily centered around (1) what is known about the true
distribution and (2) what data curation priorities are most important; actions are color-coded according to
the relevant report chapters: Chapter 5, yellow; Chapter 6, green; and Chapter 7, blue

Which of the following is known or assumed about the true distribution?

a. The true distribution is assumed to be well approximated by a parametric distribution, and
estimates for the parameters are available as domain knowledge.

b. The data used for development is known or assumed to be a representative sample from the
true distribution, possibly because it was collected in the deployed environment.

c. There is a prespecified subset of the data for development that is known or assumed to
be representative of the true distribution, possibly because it was collected in the deployed
environment,.

d. Asin (c), there is a prespecified subset of the data for development that is representative of
the true distribution, but this subset lacks labels [only applicable in supervised learning).

Option (a) considers contexts in which the parameters of the true distribution are known, likely as the result
of domain knowledge elicitation. Development data may or may not originate from the deployed environment,
but the characteristics of data in that environment are understood. In such cases, data points can be selected
(sampled) to conform to the expectations on the true distribution (Section 5.2.1), and (optionally) splitting
strategies can be used to divide sampled data into training and validation sets (Chapter 5). This option
highlights the trade-off between data representativeness and domain knowledge. In (a), data is not required
or expected to be representative of the true distribution of inputs in the deployed environment, but to
create representative training and validation datasets, domain knowledge (parameters describing the true
distribution) must be elicited.

Option (b) considers contexts where the development data is known to be a representative sample of the
true distribution of inputs, possibly but not necessarily because the data was collected from the deployed
environment. These cases closely mirror the typical machine learning paradigm, where distinctions between
development data (training and validation datasets) and evaluation data (the deployed environment) are
assumed to be negligible (e.g., because the data originates from the same place or process). Since the data
considered in (b) is already a representative sample, strategies for splitting can be employed to produce
representative training and validation datasets (Chapter 5). While domain knowledge elicitation is not
required to parameterize the true distribution in (b), domain knowledge and statistical methods can be
applied to the representative data to better understand the true distribution and thus enable splitting
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techniques.

In option (c), like option (a), it is not known whether the data is representative of the true distribution.
Option (c¢), however, describes situations in which there exists a prespecified set of data points that are
representative of the true distribution. In this situation, the unknown data and representative data share
an annotation scheme (e.g., both are labeled), and the unknown data is a larger set than the representative
data. For example, there may be a large set of data points from benchmark datasets or other sources and a
smaller set of representative data points drawn from the deployed environment. If the representative data is
large enough and aligned well to the unknown data, it can be used directly as a validation dataset. In cases
where the representative data is too small (e.g., a few examples from the deployed environment), typically
there are not methods for learning about the true distribution to support data curation. In cases where the
representative data is not well aligned to the unknown data, data specification methods (Chapter 8) can
help support data curation to ensure that the features as they are understood in the unknown data conform
to the expectations of features in the deployed environment.

Like option (c), option (d) posits the existence of two subsets of development data points: one that is
known to be representative of the true distribution and one for which the representativeness is not known.
The representative subset in option (d), however, is assumed to be unlabeled for the supervised task under
consideration. For example, the unknown development data contains images annotated with the kinds of
objects they depict, and the representative images are drawn from the deployed environment but are not
annotated with object labels. In these contexts, the representative data can be used to understand the
true distribution and inform curation actions on the unknown data, but it cannot directly be used as part
of training or validation of a supervised system (since the representative data is unlabeled). Strategies for
selecting a representative validation set include maximal representative subsampling (MRS) (Section 5.2.2),
in which the unknown data is split into a smaller unknown set (discarded data points) and a validation
dataset that is distributionally similar to the (unlabeled) representative data.

All four options lead to the second decision point, although the choice made in decision 1 impacts the options
for decision 2.

4.2 Choose among possible curation actions on the training set

The second decision point focuses on data curation actions, expressed as the answer to the following multiple-
choice question:

Which of the following best reflects the priorities of interpretability and utility?

a. It is most important that each training data point is real and contributes equally to model
training.

b. Some data points can be synthesized from real data points, but all should contribute equally.

c. Some data points can influence the model more than others, but the discrepancy should only
correct the data’s representativeness of the true distribution, not the model architecture.

d. Data can be weighted according to distribution shift and model utility considerations, but
all weights should be computed up front so that each training data point’s contribution can
be clearly quantified.

e. Model utility is most important; data weights can be uninterpretable.

In option (a), the priority is to create training and validation datasets in which each data point is expected
to contribute equally to model training. This is accomplished by winnowing the development data according
to some criteria. If decision (2a) was reached via decision (1a), this winnowing takes the form of a second
round of selection, where data is chosen for inclusion according to some criteria parameterized by what is
known about the true distribution (Section 5.2.1). If decision (2a) was reached via decision (1b) or (1c), data
can be undersampled, where the overall distribution of the development data is representative of the true
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distribution but some data points should appear less frequently than others to ensure equal weight among
selected attributes (Section 6.2.2).

In option (b), the priority on interpretability is relaxed a little to allow for generated data points, which
recapitulate one or more of the original data points and increase the influence of those original data points
(Section 6.2.1).

Option (c) introduces the idea that some data points may have more value than others, and data curation
involves determining and assigning weights to data points indicating the extent to which a given data point
should influence the model. If decision (2c) was reached via decision (1la), the data curation action under
consideration is sample weighting, in which auxiliary information about the true distribution (e.g., feature X
in the deployed environment takes value Y at rate Z) is applied to compensate for the discrepancy between
the development data and the expectations of the true distribution of inputs (Section 7.1.1). If decision (2¢)
was reached via decision (1b) or (1c¢), importance weighting allows a data scientist to introduce weights for
each data point in the model’s loss function to indicate how important the data point is to the training
objective (Section 7.1.2).

Option (d) focuses on weighting the data points prior to training models such that the importance of each data
point can be easily understood. In following this priority, it is assumed that some data points will be more
useful than others in accounting for distribution shift or model utility. The data curation actions supporting
this priority center on data valuation (Section 7.2.1). Data valuation techniques compute or approximate
the impact of data points on model performance against the validation dataset, thus optimizing performance
of the model against the expectations of the true distribution by way of interpretable precomputed weights.

Option (e) gives primacy to model utility: all that matters is optimizing on the true distribution of inputs in
the deployed environment, even if the curation actions are uninterpretable. Data curation actions supporting
this priority include meta-learning (Section 7.3), in which model weights are repeatedly updated during the
course of training to reflect the importance of a data point at a given time step. These meta-learning
approaches can be useful, but it can be difficult to interpret data point utility since data point weights are
dynamic during training.

4.2.1 Role of unlabeled data in curating labeled data

If following decision (1d), the available options for decision (2) are notionally the same as with the other
paths with additional nuance from the combination of labeled data (of unknown representativeness) and
representative but unlabeled data. In this path, the data curation actions associated with decision (1d)
have produced a labeled validation dataset that mirrors the true distribution as it can be understood from
the unlabeled representative data. The data curation actions associated with decision (2), then, focus on
leveraging true distribution knowledge to construct and weight the training dataset.

Option (a) considers the scenario where the remaining unknown data (i.e., after the winnowing from deci-
sion (1d)) is sufficiently large to use techniques like MRS (Section 5.2.2) again to produce a training dataset.
That is, decision (1d) leveraged the representative but unlabeled set of data points to winnow the unknown
data into a representative validation set; decision (2a) then repeats the process using that same representa-
tive set and the discarded points from (1d) to produce a representative training set. This approach should
be taken with care, as — depending on the size of unknown data remaining after decision (1d) — techniques
like MRS may not yield a subset that is sufficiently representative or sufficiently large to train a ML model.

Option (b) is similar to that of the other paths reaching decision (2b): data points of unknown representa-
tiveness can be recapitulated to increase the training dataset size and, thus, increase the influence of those
original data points (Section 6.2.1). Unlike in other decision (2b) contexts, however, there exists true distri-
bution knowledge in the form of unlabeled data points. Leveraging these data points for use in generation
or upsampling remains an open research question.

In option (c), the representative but unlabeled data can be used to describe the true distribution, and
importance weighting (Section 7.1.2) can leverage this information to introduce weights for each data point
in the model’s loss function.
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As with other paths leading to decision (2d), option (d) in this context focuses on data valuation (Sec-
tion 7.2.1), in which data points are weighted prior to model training. The result of decision (1d) is a
representative but unlabeled dataset, a curated, labeled (and notionally representative) dataset, and data
with unknown representativeness (discarded from decision (1d)). decision (2d), then, discards the represen-
tative unlabeled data and seeks to apply data valuation techniques on the unknown data using the previously
curated validation set.

Option (e), like option (d), discards the unlabeled representative data used in decision (1d) and considers
the application of meta-learning techniques (Section 7.3) using the previously curated validation set.

The nuances of leveraging unlabeled data, and of the overall decision-making process, are summarized in the
decision tree. The remaining chapters in Part IT address each of the techniques in turn.

4.3 Practitioner’s perspective on the decision tree

To illustrate how a data scientist might use the decision tree in practice, consider the following computer
vision scenario.

Following the guidance in Chapter 3, knowledge was elicited and recorded about the Al-enabled system to
be designed and implemented, including the task, the availability of data, and the true distribution of inputs
in the deployed environment. In this scenario, we consider the task of object detection to determine whether
a person is in the frame of an image. In the deployed environment, the Al-enabled system would be expected
to identify, from uncrewed aerial vehicle (UAV) footage, people in a battlefield setting in need of medical
help (triage). The available development data has two parts: a large, publicly available labeled dataset of
UAV footage of people in public and a small labeled dataset of UAV images of manikins in a battlefield
setting. The large public dataset is not representative of the true distribution of inputs, since the people in
frame are not injured and are not in a battlefield setting. The manikin dataset is representative of the true
distribution in some ways (manikins appear to be injured in the battlefield setting) but not others (manikins
are only proxies for people).

Since, in this scenario, the manikin dataset is as close to the true distribution of inputs as possible, it could
be considered to be a prespecified subset that is known or assumed to be representative. The manikin dataset
is not large enough to train the model, however, so this case would fall under option (c) for decision 1 in
the decision tree. The manikin dataset would be held out as a validation set that is representative of the
true distribution in the deployed environment, so no data curation technique would need to be performed
for decision point 1 in this case.

For decision 2, it is important that each training point is real as opposed to synthesized, and it is important
that each data point contribute equally to the model. Therefore, option (a) would be chosen: undersampling
will be performed to adjust any imbalances between the training and validation sets.

As a second example, consider a natural language processing scenario.

In this scenario, we consider the task of named entity recognition to identify and tag chemical and disease
entities in text. In the deployed environment, the Al-enabled system would be expected to identify names
of toxic chemicals and diseases in newly published scientific articles in PubMed.? The available development
data consists of a large historical dataset of scientific articles from PubMed, each annotated to identify and
tag chemical and biological entities. However, this dataset may not be representative of the true distribution
since the articles were published over a 100-year span and may not reflect the language and diversity of
articles that are currently published. Therefore, domain knowledge about the true distribution of inputs in
the deployed environment can be elicited by obtaining publication statistics from PubMed about scientific
articles published in the last year.

In this scenario, the data available for development are not known or assumed to be representative of the
true distribution. However, the true distribution can be assumed to be well approximated by a parametric
distribution, and estimates for the parameters of this distribution are available in the publication statistics.

2https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/
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Such parameters could be publication statistics on country of publication, institutional affiliation of author,
and type of funding. Therefore, for this scenario, option (a) would be the best choice for decision 1 in
the decision tree. A validation set of annotated articles that conform to the true distribution would be
selected from the historical dataset of annotated PubMed articles via a method such as representative
sample selection.

In considering decision 2 for this scenario, some data points can influence the model more than others to
further improve the data’s representation of the true distribution. Therefore, option (c¢) would be the best
fit, where a technique such as representative sample weighting could be employed.

The decision-making process outlined for both cases should not be considered comprehensive or prescriptive.
This scenario is intended only to illustrate how one might assess the data availability and knowledge of the
true distribution in a project. The availability of data and knowledge of the true distribution drive the
decisions, as opposed to the specific task dictating the decisions. The nuances of each option are discussed
in the previous sections, and care should be taken to assess which options are best suited to the project at
hand, focusing on the availability of data and knowledge of the true distribution, as opposed to the specific
task.

Implementation of the splitting and resampling techniques for the first scenario are discussed in Sections 5.4
and 6.4, respectively. Assessment of mischaracterization was also applied to the computer vision problem, a
discussion of which can be found in Section 10.5. Finally, the use of pretrained embeddings as a feature in
the context of the first scenario is discussed in Section 11.4.1.

Implementations of representative sample selection and representative sample weighting are discussed in
Sections 5.4.2 and 7.5, respectively. Debiasing pretrained embeddings was also performed for the second
scenario and is discussed in Section 11.4.2.
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5 Split data into training and validation sets

Developing and testing a ML model generally requires three data partitions: training, validation®, and
testing. The goal of the latter two partitions is to sequester data that the model has not seen for testing and
hyperparameter fine-tuning. Both training and validation sets are used in the development of an Al-enabled
system; training data is used for learning parameters and validation data for setting hyperparameters. By
contrast, testing data is intended for assessing the performance of the model after it has been developed. The
roles of developer and tester are often divided among different individuals or organizations, especially for the
development and testing of systems that will be deployed to perform highly consequential tasks. The tester
is responsible for reserving testing data that is representative of the deployed environment. Meanwhile, the
developer is incentivized to curate the data available for development in hopes of developing a model that
performs well on the testing data they cannot see. This chapter describes techniques a developer can use to
split out a validation set from the data available for development. We note that most of these techniques
could also be used by testers to extract a testing set from a larger aggregate of data, though such actions
fall outside of the data curation phase.

5.1 Avoid leakage between training and validation sets

Data leakage can occur when the model is able to learn unrealistic connections between the data in the
training and validation environments that will not be present in the deployed environment. Data leakage
commonly occurs when some of the training data is present in the testing set. If this is the case, the
model can memorize these instances and might perform unrealistically well on them. A stealthier form
of data leakage can occur if metadata that is present in all the splits is fed into the model. In this case,
the model can incorrectly begin to learn from the metadata rather than learn what will be useful in the
deployed environment. For an example of such data leakage, take a sentence-based toxicity classifier. If the
sentences are parsed from the documents of the input corpus and then randomly shuffled before splitting,
sentences from each document could end up in each split. While on its face this randomization might seem
good, the model might start to pick up on interdependencies within the documents, such as the topic being
discussed, rather than what the data scientist intended for it to learn. For example, if the documents are
movie reviews, words such as titles of particularly disliked movies might be labeled as “toxic,” rather than
truly toxic words. To avoid this form of data leakage, the documents as a whole should be partitioned into
different splits and then the sentences should be parsed for processing. While this is just one example of
data leakage, such hidden interdependencies can be present in many datasets and can be detrimental to the
learning and validation of the model. It is imperative that there is no data leakage between splits.

IThe validation set is sometimes referred to as a “development” set in the literature, but we avoid this terminology to
minimize confusion.
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5.2 Anticipate a distributional shift from the data to the deployed
environment

As discussed in Section 1.4, it is crucial to understand the true distribution of the classes and features in the
deployed environment in order to ensure success of the ML model.

It is often the case that the amount of data needed for training and validation is not feasibly collected
in the deployed environment, and thus the users of the model suffer because the data that the model is
trained on does not accurately represent what the model sees in reality. An example is a model used in
a classified environment. It is often very difficult, if not impossible, to collect the data that a model will
use in a highly classified environment for testing, let alone training and validation. Because of this data
scarcity, these models are often trained on unclassified data in the hopes that the unclassified data will
approximate the deployed environment. One way of combating this issue is to make sure that the training
and validation sets reflect this distributional shift [36]. Stanford’s WILDS? contains a series of datasets
that display distributional shift between training and validation sets and can be used to train the models to
withstand such a shift.

In cases where the development data is not known to be representative of the true distribution, selection
methods can use knowledge of the true distribution to create (or sample) representative datasets. In this
paradigm, a (notionally large) set of unknown data points is sampled to create a representative validation set.
The remaining data points may then be sampled again to create a representative training set. Representative
sample selection, which discards some portion of the available data, can be preferable to weighting when a
large dataset size is infeasible (e.g., when more features will need to be collected on existing data points at
some expense or when training is expected to scale undesirably with number of data points). These methods
may also be preferable when interpretability is a priority because the individual contributions of each data
point in the resulting datasets are uniform.

Selecting a representative validation set from the data for development relies on knowledge of the true
distribution, which may come in the form of (a) parameters of the true distribution or (b) a representative
sample that may be inappropriate for use as development data (e.g., too few data points or unlabeled for the
supervised problem of interest). Depending on the kind of true distribution knowledge available, methods
for representative sample selection include optimal representative sample weighting and MRS.

5.2.1 Representative sample selection

Optimal representative sample weighting frames the goal of generating a representative sample as an opti-
mization problem, where, given parameters about the true distribution, weights are found that satisfy two
objectives [19]:

1. Selected characteristics of data points with non-zero weights conform to the true distribution.
2. Entropy of the weights is maximized, guarding against extreme weights.

Conformity in objective (1) is defined over expected values of functions on selected characteristics. To
conduct sample selection as opposed to sample weighting, the number of data points, k, to be included
in the resulting dataset must be specified. Then, the method assigns the representative selection’s data
points equal weight (%), and remaining data points are assigned weight 0. This optimization problem is
combinatorial and non-convex but can be well addressed heuristically with a solver based on alternating
direction method of multipliers (ADMM).

5.2.2 Maximal representative subsampling

Maximum Representative Subsampling (MRS) does not require the identification of selected characteristics,
so it is useful when we do not know or do not want to specify which qualities of the deployed environment
we want reflected in the training set [63]. MRS trains a classifier to differentiate between data of unknown

2https://wilds.stanford.edu/
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representativeness and representative data. This is an example of positive-unlabeled (PU) learning: data
points in the representative data are all positive cases, and observations in the unknown data could share
characteristics with the true distribution (positive) or sufficiently diverge (negative). The predictions from
the initial classifier are used to iteratively downselect the unknown data and retrain the classifier until the
classifier cannot distinguish between the representative data and the winnowed unknown data. One benefit
of the MRS method is that the distance between the winnowed unknown data and the representative data
is decreased in reproducing kernel Hilbert space, which captures nonlinear relationships and interaction
effects across the entire feature set. One example MRS implementation is available in Python in the Weight
Debiasing® project.

5.3 Split the data while preserving its diversity

In real-world data, even if the testing set is assumed to be given, there is usually a reason to split the
data to ensure that the model is properly learning. Whether the validation set is used for fine-tuning or
early stopping, it is crucial that the data is partitioned in a way that is fair and is representative of the
true distribution. Meng et al. demonstrate that choice of splitting method can have a large effect on the
performance of the downstream model [109]. Below are some commonly used splitting methods. None of
these methods correct for the true distribution, and, thus, it is assumed that the larger dataset from which
the splits are being drawn is reflective of the true distribution.

When splitting, it is important to keep in mind the selected characteristics that a SME has identified as
features that should have equal performance (see Section 2.3), as well as proxies for selected characteristics.
For the final model to be fair, the selected characteristics must be represented across all of the splits.

e Simple random sampling (SRS) splits the data via random sampling along a uniform distribution
[129]. Should the features be evenly distributed across the dataset, SRS is a simple and quick way
to partition the data. However, it is unlikely that the data will be evenly distributed across all of its
features. If this is the case, the SRS may distribute the data unequally across the partitions.

e Trial and error tries to overcome the diverse model performance issues using SRS by performing SRS
multiple times. It should be noted that this method is resource intensive [129]. Trial and error can be
a useful approach on small and diverse datasets where training a model using a different SRS split has
a nontrivial effect on the output.

e Systematic sampling is an approach for naturally ordered datasets (e.g., time series). D is first
ordered, then a random starting data point is picked. Each successive k* data point is chosen where
k is calculated based on the size of the dataset. Reitermanova notes that it can often be hard to find a
true ordering for a dataset, and if the dataset is misordered, then systematic sampling is inherently the
same as SRS. SRS could work for time intervals when the time intervals are ordered and the data is
similarly distributed within each time interval. Then data points can be randomly sampled from each
time interval in successive order. This method is called convenience sampling [129]. State-based
data, such as time series data, provides the data scientist with an opportunity to understand why it
is so important to mimic the true distribution. Should £ yield a data point every five minutes, when
in fact a data point in the deployed environment might be fed into a forecasting model every minute,
the model would almost certainly overpredict. Therefore, the choice of k in this splitting method must
reflect the data that the model will see in the deployed environment.

¢ CADEX and DUPLEX (extension of CADEX) are methods that select data points for the
split based on Euclidean distance in the feature space. Starting with the two farthest data points in
the dataset, data points that are the farthest from the previously selected data points are iteratively
selected [70] for the split. These methods aim to capture all of the variance within D in each split.

e Stratified sampling automatically explores the internal structure and distribution of the dataset to
create homogeneous groups of data points that are then sampled from to create even splits. These

3https://github.com/kramerlab/Weight Debiasing/tree/master
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groups are usually created using clustering algorithms, which means that the selection of hyperpa-
rameters for these clustering algorithms can have significant downstream effects on the quality of the
split and therefore the performance of the final model. Once the data points are split into relatively
homogeneous clusters, data points from each cluster can be selected with uniform probability. scikit
learn, a commonly used Python library for data science, has a StratifiedShuffleSplit object (SSS)* that
implements this strategy.

5.4 Practitioner’s perspective on splitting

5.4.1 SSS in scikit-learn

As a practical experiment in splitting data, we tested the Stratified Shuffle Split functionality of the scikit
learn Python package using a dataset with quantitative features. The SSS algorithm combines the stratifi-
cation of Stratified K-Fold splitting and the randomization of Shuffle Split to create stratified randomized
folds. The algorithm is described in more detail in Section 5.3.

The SSS method produced folds where — within each fold — the average of each quantitative feature for the
training set and that of the validation set were the same as that of the original dataset. For example, if the
average for Feature 1 was 0.5 in the original dataset across all data points, the average of Feature 1 for each
training set and for each validation set in each resulting fold was as close to 0.5 as possible.

As a point of comparison, we also used the “train_test_split”® function in scikit kearn on the same dataset,
which randomly splits the data into training and validation sets. This function produced very uneven splits,
such that the average for a feature in the training and validation sets could be as little as half or as great as
double the average of the feature for the original dataset. From this perspective, the SSS algorithm better
preserves feature diversity across all training and validation sets.

SSS can also be used for nonquantitative features, like image embeddings. In this example, the algorithm clus-
ters similar image embeddings into groups and then selects data points such that the diversity of the groups
is preserved across all splits and folds. However, because image embeddings are not human interpretable,
examining the evenness of the fold will require selecting several images from each set and qualitatively as-
sessing whether the diversity of the data was preserved across all sets and folds as compared with the original
dataset. After implementing this technique, our qualitative analysis found the diversity of the data to be
preserved across all sets within all folds when using SSS with image embeddings.

An implementation detail is that the random-state variable must be set to an integer in order to reproduce
results. In addition, the shuffle element of the algorithm does not guarantee that there will not be overlapping
samples between validation sets. If a use case requires mutually exclusive validation sets between the folds,
another algorithm that does not incorporate shuffling should be employed.

In contexts where there is ordered data that does not have evenly distributed samples, SSS may not be the
best splitting approach. Shuffling could result in overfitting and inflating the validation set. Using another
splitting algorithm without shuffling, such as scikit learn’s K-Fold Splitting which does not shuffle the data
by default, may be a better fit for the use case of ordered data.

Additional implementations of algorithms for splitting data into training and validation sets can be found
in scikit learn’s documentation of cross-validation® and visualization of cross-validation.”

The scikit learn package is actively maintained as of December 2024, and instructions on installation and
use can be found on scikit learn’s website.®

4https://scikit-learn.org/stable/modules/generated /sklearn.model selection.StratifiedShuffleSplit.html

Shttps:/ /scikit-learn.org/stable/modules/generated /sklearn.model_selection.train_test_split.html

6https://scikit-learn.org/stable/modules/cross_validation.html

Thttps://scikit-learn.org/stable/auto_examples/model_selection/plot_cv_indices.html#sphx-glr-auto-examples-model-
selection-plot-cv-indices-py

8https://scikit-learn.org/stable/index.html
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5.4.2 Representative sample selection in rsw

The rsw Python package implements the approach to representative sample weighting and selection that is
described in more detail in Section 5.2.1. To use rsw, clone its repository, then install via the setup script.
The package exposes a single method — rsw — to which the user can pass input data, functions on selected
characteristics that should be balanced, corresponding target values for those functions, and a regularizer.
The rsw.BooleanRegularizer (k) regularizer enforces the selection of a uniformly weighted sample of size
k (the task of representative sample selection, as opposed to weighting).

To experiment with representative sample selection, 500 PubMed articles from the BioCreative V Chemical
Disease Relation (CDR)? corpus and 3,500 PubMed articles from the CHEMDNER!® corpus were randomly
selected as a dataset. Publication dates range from 1974 to 2017. For the purpose of this exercise, the
deployed environment is thought to contain articles added to PubMed in 2023. Metadata about this subset
of PubMed can be inferred by comparing the MEDLINE/PubMed Baseline Statistics Reports!! from 2022
and 2023. Selected characteristics are (i) proportion of articles that report on a randomized controlled trial
and (ii) proportion of articles that benefited from grant money from organizations in the United States.

k=800 selects 20% of the training data for validation. After running rsw, the distribution of the selected
characteristics in the subset of training set selected for validation is closer to the deployed environment than
the training set. Results are shown in Table 5.1.

Observed Values of Selected Characteristics
Deployed Original Training Training
Environment Training Set Samples Samples
Selected Not Selected
for Validation | for Validation
% RCT 2 2 2 2
% Receiving U.S. Money 23 16 21 15

Table 5.1: The distribution of selected characteristics (whether the research concerns randomized control
trials (RCT) or received US grant money) in the validation set approached that in the deployed environment.
Values shown for the training set reflect all 4,000 observations. Values shown for the validation set reflect
the 800 observations selected from the training set using rsw.

Moreover, of the training set articles not selected to be in the validation set, 2% are about randomized
controlled trials (RCT) and 15% are by authors who received grant money from organizations in the United
States. Representative sample selection essentially divided the training set into a partition that looks more
like the deployed environment and a partition that looks less like the deployed environment.

When using this software, it is worth keeping in mind that the greater the ratio of training set size to k,
the more candidates there are for every one member of the validation set. When target values for functions
on selected characteristics deviate dramatically from the training set, or when many functions are defined,
results will be better when the algorithm can be choosier.

9https://huggingface.co/datasets/bigbio/bc5cdr
L0https://huggingface.co/datasets/bigbio/chemdner
Mhttps://datadiscovery.nlm.nih.gov/Literature/MEDLINE-PubMed-Baseline-Statistics-Misc-Report /tap4-sm6y /about_data
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6 Resample data to compensate for overt or latent
class imbalance

In the context of data curation, imbalance refers to disproportionate representation between encoded aspects
(labels, selected characteristics, or other features)!. In real-world datasets, there are often multiple forms of
imbalance, but when developing a trustworthy Al-enabled system it is important to consider the sources of
imbalance and mitigate them when doing so will enable performance on the true distribution of inputs.

ML models learn generalizations about the data. When all features are weighted equally, class imbalance is
mainly a concern when the label is imbalanced. When it comes to trustworthiness, depending on the use
case, a data scientist may want to artificially increase the number of data points with uncommon feature or
label values to force the model to learn more accurate representations of the minority classes.

Proper resampling can combat data imbalance. Without resampling in the face of a data imbalance, a small
group may effectively be ignored by the model, since it will play only a small role in the loss function. This
in turn can lead to differing performance across groups and poor performance on minority classes.

Resampling is just one approach to handling data imbalance. Chapter 7 discusses weighting as another
option that can be used with or without resampling. The benefits of these methods are compared briefly in
Section 7.4.

6.1 Decide whether resampling is appropriate

While data sampling clearly has its place in the data valuation pipeline, it is important to understand when
sampling is appropriate or necessary and when it is not. One of the main practical issues stemming from
data sampling is its effect on model calibration. Sampling increases the ratio of minority-class data points
to others in training time. While this can increase the model’s ability to learn a decision boundary, it
tends to also increase the overall likelihood that it predicts a minority class. If the minority class is indeed
infrequently present in the deployed environment, there will be a mismatch. This mismatch between the
perceived likelihood of a class and its actual likelihood is called miscalibration.

Consider the classic example of an imbalanced learning problem: fraud detection. Instances of fraudulent
transactions are thankfully very scarce, say less than 1% of transactions. Sampling may be used to train
a model to learn a good decision boundary between fraudulent and legitimate transactions. However, after
applying sampling, the fraction of fraudulent transactions in the training data may be increased to very high
levels, say 20-30%. In this scenario, it is possible for a classifier to learn that fraud is much more common
than it is. Thus, sampling can, in some scenarios, create a mismatch between the training set’s empirical
distribution and the true distribution, leading to an untrustworthy model.

While changes in model calibration due to data sampling can be problematic, they can also be used to a
data scientist’s advantage in creating more trustworthy models. If, for example, it is known that a class will
be more prominent in the true distribution than it is in the training set’s empirical distribution, sampling

1In machine learning literature, the most typical term is class imbalance, referring to datasets in which some labels are much
more common than others, but we consider imbalance across any encoded aspect.
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could be applied to correct for this and create a more trustworthy model. Such knowledge could be obtained
from SMEs, as described in Section 10. This also overlaps with the correction of data based on knowledge
of the distribution, which is further discussed in Section 10.

Whether or not the goal is to change a model’s calibration, its calibration should be tested and evaluated
if sampling is applied as part of the data valuation process. This testing and evaluation can be facilitated
through proper data splitting, as previously discussed.

6.2 Resample data to compensate for class imbalance

Once it is decided that the dataset needs to be resampled, the goal is to use various resampling methods
to change the relative proportion of classes that a model sees during training, testing, or both. It is up to
the data scientist to decide what that proportion should be, and that decision should be informed by model
performance on the validation dataset as an estimation of performance on the true distribution.

6.2.1 Up-sampling by synthesizing data

Up-sampling involves adding data points to the minority classes to achieve balance within the dataset. Many
up-sampling methods involve some form of data synthesis rather than simply duplicating minority-class data
points.

e Random over-sampling (ROS) randomly selects data points from the minority group to duplicate
[75]. This method is useful if the data is quite sparse and there is not much to consider when it comes
to up-sampling. Generally, however, it is better to synthesize data rather than just repeat existing
data points so that the model can learn generalizations instead of memorizing specifics about the few
examples from the minority class. The following up-sampling or data synthesis methods are built to
account for more complex or higher-dimensional data.

e Synthetic minority over-sampling technique (SMOTE) [31] is a method that synthesizes ex-
amples from the minority class by interpolating between random data points from the minority class
and those data points’ nearest neighbors.

— Borderline-SMOTE applies SMOTE only to the data points near class boundaries.

— Safe-Level-SMOTE does the opposite of what Borderline-SMOTE does: it defines “safe” regions
to avoid sampling from noisy regions or outliers.

e Model-based synthesis (MBS) uses regression models to synthesize data. These models help
capture feature relationships and diversity in the synthesis process [96].

e ADASYN adaptively generates “minority data points according to their distributions: more synthetic
data is generated for minority class data points that are harder to learn compared to those minority
data points that are easier to learn” [65].

e Gazzah and Amara [52] create synthetic points using an ensemble of interpolation methods. They use
four different curve-fitting methods to fill the minority feature subspace and generate diverse minority
data points.

e Tiwald et al. [145] use a generative deep neural network (GNN) with an extra fairness loss to create
synthetic data. They find that models trained on this synthetic data maintained accuracy on par
with models that were not trained on debiased data but performed nearly equally along selected
characteristics, whereas the biased data had a lower performance on minority selected characteristics.
The outcome of this method proved successful, although the black-box approach of using a DNN
loses accountability. Using this approach over statistical sampling methods might lead to difficulty in
describing how and why the “debiased” data no longer contains bias.
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6.2.2 Down-sampling data
Down-sampling involves removing data points from the majority class to achieve balance.

e Random under-sampling (RUS) randomly discards data points from the majority group [75]. As
with ROS, RUS is best used when the features are evenly distributed across the dataset; otherwise,
more complex methods account for noisier data.

e Near-miss [75] uses k-nearest neighbors to select majority-class data points to remove based on their
distance to the minority-class data points. The goal of near-miss is to remove borderline data points.

e One-sided selection removes noisy or near-duplicate data points from the majority class using various
noise detection algorithms [90].

e Wilson’s editing is a form of noise detection and removal in the majority class [154]. For more on
mischaracterized data cleaning, see Section 10.

6.3 Resample data iteratively during training

Another approach to handling imbalanced data involves exposing the model to “harder” data later in the
training process. This approach, “curriculum learning,” follows the logic of human learning — curricula begin
with easier concepts and slowly progress to the hardest concepts. Similarly, the data is partitioned and the
model is trained in phases such that the model first learns generalizations on the “easy” (majority-class)
data and is later fine-tuned for the task at hand with the smaller samples of relevant “hard” data [150].

This method can be applied to balanced data. Take the example of classifying military versus civilian ships.
Although this dataset might be balanced (50% military and 50% civilian), some images might be taken from
a distance, while others have only the ship in them. The photos taken from a distance might be considered
“harder” for the model to learn than the photos taken from closer locations. Curriculum learning proposes
first training the model on the close photos so that the model might begin to learn which features indicate
the presence of a military ship, and then adding the harder photos during a final training to increase the
robustness of the model and account for the true distribution, which might include photos taken from a
distance. The same concept applies to imbalanced data. If military ships are a minority class, it might be
beneficial for the image model to first train on all of the other pictures so it can learn the features of a ship
and the environment and then later fine-tune to the classification task at hand.

Curriculum learning can be applied to any model once the data has been partitioned into increasingly
more “difficult” classes. Curriculum learning has been found to result in more general models with better
discriminatory capabilities [151]. Curriculum learning avoids over-sampling, which could lead to overfitting
given the magnitude of the class imbalance.

Class imbalance is a common problem within the field of ML. If resampling is feasible, it can be a simple
solution to this issue. However, resampling can lead to overfitting or throwing away useful data. Therefore,
other methods, such as model recalibration or curriculum learning, might be better suited for the dataset.
Another approach to handling data imbalance is discussed in Chapter 7.

6.4 Practitioner’s perspective on down-sampling with imbalanced-
learn

We experimented with under-sampling using the Python imbalanced-learn? package, which is actively main-
tained as of December 2024. The most common and applicable of the under-sampling algorithms is RUS.?
Given a binary unbalanced class and using the default parameters, RUS randomly removes data points from
the majority class until the two classes are balanced. The same can be done for multiclass problems, in
which case each class is balanced separately.

2https://imbalanced-learn.org/stable/index.html
3https://imbalanced-learn.org/stable/references/generated/imblearn.under_sampling. Random UnderSampler.html
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Several sampling strategies can be used with RUS. By default, all classes but the minority class will be
resampled to balance the dataset, and all classes will be balanced equally; since data points are removed,
the overall size of the dataset will decrease. Users can specify the sampling strategy to be “majority”
(resampling only the majority class), “not minority” (default), “not majority” (resampling all class but the
majority class), or “all” (resampling all classes). A target ratio can also be provided for binary classification
(as opposed to the default 0.5, which balances 50/50). The same can be done for multiclass problems, but
a dictionary of data point target counts for each class must be provided.

In addition to class label imbalance, under-sampling can also be used to adjust an imbalance of a selected
characteristic (defined in Section 2.3). For example, consider an object detection task where a selected
characteristic is whether an image is zoomed in on the object to be detected or not. The concept of ”zoomed”
could be quantified for each image by identifying the percentage the object bounding box occupies in the
entire image (given that the images are all the same size or scaled to the same size). Labels for zoomed versus
non-zoomed would then be obtained by setting a threshold for the percentage that qualifies as zoomed.

For this example, the user would want the model to perform equally well on both zoomed and non-zoomed
images. However, the ratio of zoomed images to non-zoomed images may be different in the deployed
environment than in the training data. To ensure that the model performs equally well on the selected
characteristic, the training data can be under-sampled such that the ratio of zoomed to non-zoomed images
in the training data is the same as in the validation set that has been selected as representative of the
deployed environment. The same process used to balance class labels with RUS can be applied to a selected
characteristic. Zoomed versus non-zoomed would be used as the label, and the ratio passed to the sampling
strategy parameter would be the ratio of zoomed to non-zoomed images in the validation set.

While we only tested the RUS algorithm, imbalanced-learn implements several other under-sampling algo-
rithms, which fall into two categories: generation and selection. The generation technique Cluster Centroids*
is still considered an under-sampling method despite using synthesized data in the final selection. Rather
than using a subset of the original data, cluster centroids applies a k-means method, thereby generating
centroids that are used to synthesize a new set of data.

All other imbalanced-learn under-sampling algorithms fall into the selection category. One such example
is the near-miss® technique, which incorporates heuristic rules through the nearest-neighbors algorithm.
Several near-miss versions are implemented in imbalanced-learn, with varying levels of susceptibility to
noise. imbalanced-learn also implements several cleaning under-sampling methods that aim to identify and
remove noise (related to concepts in Chapter 10).

More information on all of these concepts can be found in the imbalanced-learn user guide section on under-
sampling.5

The imbalanced-learn package also provides methods for over-sampling, including naive ROS, SMOTE,
ADASYN, and SMOTE variants. While we did not test the over-sampling functionality of the package,
readers can find more information on the implementation of these algorithms, along with best practices for
choosing an algorithm, in the imbalanced-learn user guide section on over-sampling.”

4https://imbalanced-learn.org/stables/references/generated/imblearn.under_sampling.ClusterCentroids.html
Shttps://imbalanced-learn.org/stable/references/generated /imblearn.under_sampling.NearMiss.html
Shttps://imbalanced-learn.org/stable/under_sampling.html
"https://imbalanced-learn.org/stable/over_sampling.html
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7 Weight training data based on representativeness,
uniqueness, and utility

Suppose, as previously, that there is a (hopefully large) set of data available for training a model that will
be part of an Al-enabled system, as well as a (likely smaller) dataset that is approximately a representative
sample from the true distribution of inputs the model will encounter in the deployed environment. The
training data can be seen as a sample from some distribution, too. The challenge of trustworthiness is to
train a model that performs optimally in the deployed environment even though it was trained on data from
the training distribution, which is generally different from the true distribution.

One way to address this challenge is to apply weights to each training data point to capture the relative
influence each training data point should have during the training process. Intuitively, some regions of the
true distribution might be poorly represented or might exhibit important but nuanced differences between
data points, and up-weighting the training data points from these regions can draw attention to those regions
in the training process, hopefully yielding a model that performs optimally across the true distribution. This
section introduces several ways that this intuitive idea has been formalized and implemented, highlighting
the trade-offs between them.

Note that weighting training data can serve two goals. The first, more traditional, goal is to assist the model’s
performance on the true distribution when there is no difference between the development data and true
distributions. This is especially important in the case of imbalanced learning, where models trained without
resampling or weighting the data yield poor results on the minority class. In the case of classification, data
weigthing emphasizes the importance of the boundary surrounding the minority class. See Anand et al. [14]
for one example of this in practice. The second potential goal of data weighting is to assist the model’s
performance on the true distribution when the development data distribution differs from it in some way.

Among the many metrics that might be selected to measure performance, average accuracy across the true
distribution is one option. It is estimated by computing the empirical accuracy on the (likely smaller) dataset
that is approximately representative of the true distribution. Most data weighting techniques assume the
performance metric is average accuracy or another metric estimated by computing an average of some value
across a dataset. This assumption limits the direct applicability of many weighting techniques to projects
in which the performance metric is not an average.

7.1 Weight data points agnostically to the model architecture

Model-agnostic weights aim to compensate for distribution shift (sometimes called dataset shift), in which
the data available for training a ML model is composed of samples from a different distribution than the
true distribution the Al-enabled system (encompassing the trained model) will encounter in the deployed
environment.

Conceptually, there are two types of methods by which model-agnostic weights can be found. If auxiliary
information about the true distribution (and, critically, the feature value probabilities therein) is available,
statistical methods can be applied to compensate for the discrepancy between the true distribution and the
empirical distribution. Methods that do not directly leverage this kind of auxiliary information tend to learn
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an initial (or throwaway) model! to determine weights; information derived from initial models must be
interpreted as information about the empirical, rather than the true distribution.

7.1.1 Weighting data points to conform to true distribution expectations

In scenarios with human-interpretable features (e.g., the time of day an image was taken), domain knowledge
can be elicited from experts (Section 3.3) to better understand how the empirical distribution in the data
differs from that of the true distribution with respect to certain feature values (e.g., night images make up
20% of the data, but in the deployed environment, images are expected to be 50/50 night/day). With this
information, model-agnostic weights can be found to compensate for the discrepancy between the data and
the deployed environment by weighting samples in accordance with the prevalence of their feature values in
the true distribution (e.g., a night image might be weighted at % = 2.5, and a day image at % = 0.625).
While this is trivial for single features, there are statistical techniques for finding data point weights given
expectations on true distribution (or population-level) feature values.

One technique is iterative proportional fitting, also known as matrix scaling or raking, in which the sample
weights on specified features are adjusted to have marginal totals equal to the corresponding population-level
feature totals [39, 40, ]. Fundamentally, raking seeks to weight data based on partial auxiliary information
about the true distribution [12].

Consider the following scenario:

e In the deployed environment, (a) images are equally as likely to be taken during the day as during
the night (i.e., 50% night images), and (b) images are twice as likely to contain military ships than
commercial ships (i.e., 66% military images).

e In the development data, (a) images are four times as likely to have been taken during the day (i.e.,
20% night images), and (b) images are equally likely to contain military ships as commercial ships (i.e.,
50% military images).

In this scenario, the raking procedure fits weights to the data such that the weighted sum of the night images
is approximately 50% of the weighted total (i.e., night images have larger weights than day images, since they
appear less frequently in the data than in the deployed environment) and the weighted sum of the military
ship images is approximately 66% of the weighted total (i.e., military ship images have larger weights than
commercial ship images). Since the procedure focuses on feature totals,? these weight adjustments can be
at cross purposes: samples showing commercial ships at night will require both smaller weights (to correct
for the military ship total) and larger weights (to correct for the night total).

The raking procedure addresses this tension by iteratively adjusting weights for each specified feature in turn,
following the analogy of smoothing soil with a rake alternately in perpendicular directions [20]. In the two-
feature scenario, raking would weight samples by multiplying each by the ratio of the deployed environment
total to the weighted sample total for that feature such that the adjusted total would agree with the deployed
environment total (e.g., the weighted sum of the night images would be 50% of the total). As this may have
altered the total for the other feature, raking next weights samples by multiplying each by the appropriate
ratio such that the adjusted total agrees with the deployed environment (e.g., the weighted sum of military
ship images would be 66% of the total). This process continues until (a) a maximum number of iterations is
reached or (b) the marginal totals reach a specified tolerance (i.e., close enough to the deployed environment
totals) [20].

While raking can be applied to any data for which there are known true distribution totals (e.g., feature X
should take value Y at rate Z in the deployed environment), there are practical considerations to its use.

1Typically, the architecture of an initial weight-learning model does not match the model to be trained for use in the
Al-enabled system, and the weights themselves impose no requirements on that downstream model architecture.

2The raking procedure can support any number of feature groupings given that the joint probability in the deployed envi-
ronment is known and that there are sufficient data points containing all features in the group. This section focuses on single
features for clarity (since feature groups could be conceptually understood as single features) and because the probability of
single features in the deployed environment (e.g., the likelihood of night images, the likelihood of military ship images) is usually
more readily available than joint distributions (e.g., the probability of images of military ships at night).
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In the statistical literature, raking is often performed on data points with relatively few categorical features
with relatively few possible options (e.g., discretized gender, binned age), which helps the process converge
after a small number of iterations [20, ]. While the more general matrix scaling formulation supports
real-valued features [131, |, it may be impractical to elicit this kind of information about the deployed
environment without binning or similar approaches to approximate the true distribution of features. There
are also specific scenarios in which raking may be problematic, including (a) when an attribute is encoded
as part or by proxy in more than one specified feature (e.g., the time an image was taken — day/night — and
the time an image was taken — binned by hour), (b) when there are a large number of specified features, and
(c¢) when specified features depend on one another (e.g., the time an image was taken — day/night — and the
median pixel brightness value) [25].

Representative sample weighting is closely related to iterative proportional fitting but frames the problem
as entropy maximization. Section 5.2.1 reviews the rsw Python package for representative sample selection.
To implement the package for representative sample weighting, the same steps are taken, but a non-Boolean
regularizer should be chosen.

Methods for leveraging auxiliary information about the true distribution can help correct for discrepancies
between development data and the deployed environment, but such approaches should be taken with care to
ensure that the direct outcome of the process — weights for samples — remains useful for the overall goal of
the process: that the resulting Al-enabled system is optimized for performance in the deployed environment.

7.1.2 Importance weights for covariate shift

Covariate shift is a form of distribution shift in which the distribution of features shifts but the conditional
distribution of labels given the features, which we can think of as a labeling scheme, does not. In other
words, if a training data point and an input from the true distribution had identical features, then they
would have identically distributed labels. Intuitively, the scheme used to label the training data is the same
scheme that should be used to judge inputs that the model encounters in the deployed environment.>

A foundational method for addressing covariate shift is importance-weighted empirical risk minimization
(IW-ERM), which introduces importance weights for each data point into the loss function used to train
the model. An importance weight, in the original formulation, is the ratio of the probability densities for
a data point in the training and true distributions. If the feature space were discrete, the importance
weight of a data point with features  would be the probability of the model encountering input = in the
deployed environment, divided by the prevalence of x in the training data. For continuous feature spaces,
the probabilities are replaced by (finite-sample estimates of) the probability densities. These weights are
agnostic to the model because they are chosen on the basis of the training and true distributions. The theory
of IW-ERM is described in chapter 6 of Quinonero-Candela et al. [127], and more numerically stable variants
are mentioned in Kimura and Hino [35].

IW-ERM and its variants can be used for any ML model that is trained through empirical risk minimization.
However, both empirical evidence [26] and theory [157] suggest that IW-ERM does not have much effect on
deep learning models once they have been trained for a long duration. These results were shown using a loss
function with exponential tails; using a polynomial-tailed loss function may recover the utility of importance
weighting for deep learning models [1419].

7.1.3 Weights to overcome biased labeling

Covariate shift is not the only way to theorize the difference between the available training data and the true
distribution in the deployed environment; systematic bias in training data points’ labels is another way to
frame the discrepancy. In contrast to covariate shift, biased labeling assumes that the scheme for labeling
training data differs from the scheme for correctly labeling data in the true distribution. Under covariate

3Covariate shift has been studied widely, but it is only one of several types of distribution shift for which mathematical
techniques have been introduced. See Chapter 1 in Quifionero-Candela et al. [127] for a more comprehensive list. A recent
survey, released as a preprint in March 2024, catalogs the importance-weighting techniques currently available for addressing
each of these kinds of distribution shift [35].
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shift, two inputs with identical features, one in the training data and the other in the deployed environment,
would be equally likely to bear each label; under the paradigm of biased labeling, they would not.

The training data labels are assumed to be biased insofar as they violate functional constraints that encode
notions of group fairness, such as equal opportunity. Jiang and Nachum’s approach [74] learns a parametric
characterization of the bias in training data labels and uses it to develop a weighting function for the
training data points. Under certain conditions, training on the weighted data points and their biased labels
is equivalent to having trained on the unweighted data points with unbiased labels, were they to have been
available.

7.2 Compute weights specified to the model architecture

If the model’s architecture has been determined, the weights of training data points can be chosen to reflect
individual data points’ utility. Training data points receive a higher weight if their inclusion in the training
set improves, or is thought to improve, the trained model’s performance on the validation set. Data valuation
techniques aim to learn such weights from preliminary model performance. Then, once weights have been
computed, the model is trained from scratch with weighted data.

Many data valuation methods, including leave-one-out and cooperative game-theory-based approaches, train
models with the same architecture on various subsets of the data and evaluate each of these preliminary
models’ performance on the validation set [141]. Weights derived in this way quantify the utility of each data
point to a model’s performance on the validation set and, by extension, the true distribution. If training
many models is infeasible or impractical, uncertainty quantification can be used to produce weights instead.
Uncertainty quantification does not depend on the validation set, so these weights are not as directly related
to trustworthiness as defined in this report. We include one uncertainty-based method in our discussion
because it incorporates concern for a dimension of the true distribution.

7.2.1 Weights based on initial model performance on the validation set

The most direct way to quantify the relative utility of different data points to the trustworthiness of the
trained model is to vary the training data of an initial model and observe how its performance on the
validation set varies in response. Leave-one-out approaches are straightforward ways to compute weights,
but they can be brittle to seemingly irrelevant changes in the dataset overall. Instead, many modern
approaches draw on Shapley values, originally proposed in cooperative game theory [141].

A leave-one-out approach computes the weights of data points by training an initial model with all the data
points and then training initial models omitting each data point in turn. All initial models are evaluated by
their performance on the validation set, which is an estimate for their performance on the true distribution.
A data point is up-weighted if model performance degrades significantly when it (alone) is omitted from
the training set. Performance might degrade because the data point represents an underrepresented (in the
data) part of the true distribution or because inclusion of the data point ameliorates a weakness in the
model’s architecture for the task at hand. Either way, up-weighting valuable data points can help optimize
the eventual model’s performance on the true distribution, improving its trustworthiness.

Leave-one-out approaches have some weaknesses, though, as illustrated by the case of duplicate data. If one
data point is an exact duplicate of another data point in the set, then omitting it (alone) from the training set
likely results in little or no performance drop-off. Whatever the model was going to learn from the features
and labels of the data point, it already learned from the original copy. In this case, the duplicate data point
might be severely down-weighted when training the model. A leave-one-out approach would come to the
same conclusion about the original data point; leaving it out does not degrade performance much because
the copy is still present. While the de-duplication of data might not degrade performance much, severely
down-weighting both copies of the data point is a mistake. Just because a data point is duplicated does not
mean all copies of it are useless.

Data Shapley values [55] more holistically capture the value each data point offers. A Shapley value measures
the drop in performance that results when a given data point is omitted from any training subset selected

[Distribution Statement A] Approved for public release and unlimited distribution. Page 44



JOHNS HOPKINS

APPLIED PHYSICS LABORATORY

from the overall pool of data. For instance, in the case of duplicate data, the data Shapley considers the
marginal contribution of a copy to both a set of training data containing the original (likely a small or
negligible contribution) and a set of training data without it (possibly a much larger contribution). By
considering a data point’s contribution in the context of various training subsets, the Shapley value avoids
a pitfall of leave-one-out approaches.

The original data Shapley [55] value was defined in reference to the overall training dataset, but it was
reformulated and generalized into distributional Shapley [54]. The distributional Shapley value views the
dataset as a sample from some distribution, which we assume to be different from the true distribution, and
it captures the marginal contribution of a data point in the context of the whole distribution.

For large datasets and complex model architectures, leave-one-out approaches are computationally infeasible
because they require training as many initial models as there are data points. Shapley values are worse
yet because they require training exponentially many (in the number of data points) initial models. For
Shapley values, researchers have developed approximation techniques that require training fewer models
[141]. Because distributions often have infinite possible data points, distributional Shapley values are almost
always approximated, and approximating them can be more efficient than data Shapley values [54].

7.2.2 Uncertainty quantification in an initial model

There are methods for quantifying uncertainty in many models; a taxonomy is provided by Canal et al. [23].
Uncertainty weights can be computed by training an initial model on the whole unweighted training dataset,
then feeding each training data point to the initial model and quantifying the model’s uncertainty on each
point. Intuitively, the initial model may have high uncertainty on its own training data in regions of the
training distribution that exhibit patterns the model is not well suited to learn. This scheme, however, does
not necessarily optimize performance on the true distribution of inputs, and so may require preliminary steps
to align the training dataset to the true distribution of inputs. However, Pombal et al. [124] introduce a
weighting technique that uses uncertainty quantification to both improve model performance on the training
data and achieve fair performance across a sensitive attribute.

Pombal et al. suggest training one initial model to predict the labels and another initial model to predict
sensitive attribute, then measuring the Shannon entropy for each model on each training data point. The
entropy values are averaged together (arithmetically or geometrically) to form a weight value. Training data
points receive a higher weight if the initial label-predicting model has more uncertainty and also if the initial
protected attribute-predicting model has more uncertainty [124]. The rationale is that a higher weight will
sensitize the ultimate model to training data points where the model is likely to struggle and also where the
protected attribute is less salient. It is unclear from the paper whether the performance attained is due to
the strength of the approach or to the means of evaluation. The evaluation scheme seems to reward scattered
results rather than high average performance. However, this approach is appealing for its simplicity because
it tries to weight the training data while balancing the considerations of model utility and fairness.

7.3 Weight data dynamically during training

Until now, the weighting techniques discussed have resulted in a static list of weights, with a single weight
per data point. A static list of weights is useful because it is easy to interpret the weighting scheme’s impact
on a training procedure given your model and classifier. However, another approach to data weighting is to
learn weights dynamically at train time. Under this paradigm, an algorithm is used to determine the relative
weights of each data point based on the current state of a model. As the model changes through training, so
too will the data weights, making them dynamic. The core intuition behind this approach is that a model’s
bias toward features of the training distribution can change over time and a weighting scheme should be
able to adapt to those changes. Consider a multiclass classification problem with two minority classes. It is
conceivable that initially the two minority classes will be up-weighted to compensate for their size. However,
during training with these weights, the model may begin to prioritize one of the minority classes because
of the ease of classification. In this case, it would be beneficial for the weights to be updated such that the
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more difficult minority class can be even further emphasized. The following methods are designed to handle
such a scenario.

Dynamic data weighting methods fall broadly into two categories: those that derive weights to optimize the
original performance metric and those that introduce a new performance metric to fit weights to. While the
former is a simpler approach, the latter enables a data scientist to bake multiple notions of performance into
the model.

We will describe these methods in the following subsections, but before doing so, it should be noted that
there are drawbacks to the dynamic data weighting approach. Most notably, dynamic data weighting is less
interpretable because it is not straightforward to determine the relative contribution of each training data
point to the model trained. While static weights of data points can be directly compared, dynamic data
weighting approaches produce an entire time series of weights for each data point, which are more difficult
to compare.

7.3.1 Weighting based on original performance metric

One view of dynamic weighting is as a means to better meet the initial performance metric. Under this view,
there is a single notion of performance, quantified through a single performance metric. See Section 1.3 for
further discussion on the choice of a performance metric.

Methods in this category add a data weighting module within the module, which assigns weights to training
points as they are seen. The weights are then used in conjunction with the performance metric. One
such approach is data valuation using reinforcement learning [163]. This approaches defines a reinforcement
learning sub-model, which learns to weight data points as the overall prediction model is trained. This is
done by feeding these weights to a multinomial sampler, and then feeding the sampled data points to the
prediction model. As the whole model is trained, the reinforcement learning component learns to highly
weight (and thereby sample) the most effective data points for optimizing the performance metric. Another
way of viewing this process is that the model assigns weights to the data points and then stochastically
binarizes them. Thus, this approach falls at the intersection of dynamic data weighting and data sampling.

7.3.2 Weighting based on additional performance metrics

More powerful dynamic data weighting methods introduce a secondary performance metric that is jointly op-
timized with the primary performance metric. The introduction of this additional performance metric allows
the practitioner to train models that meet necessary standards for multiple notions of performance. Addi-
tional objectives may include class-based performance, performance on a “clean dataset” (in our language, a
validation dataset that is representative of the true distribution), or alternative definitions of performance.
The intuition for using these approaches is that given the current state of a model, some data points may
be more important to the training objective, and the magnitude of that importance can be derived from a
second performance metric.

For example, adaptive sensitive reweighting is a classification method in this family of approaches that uses
average performance over the classes as a secondary performance metric [89]. During training steps, the per-
class performance metrics are calculated, and those metrics directly inform the weights of the data points in
the following training step. That is, if the model is performing poorly on a class, data points from that class
will be weighted as more important in subsequent training steps. Thus, this secondary objective encourages
equal performance across classes, while the primary objective encourages strong performance overall. This
example also highlights the need for dynamic weighting. We can imagine that a model performs poorly on
one class of data in the early training steps. As that class is emphasized through weighting, it is possible that
the model then begins to perform worse on another class. By dynamically weighting the data, the weights
can adapt to improve the model throughout the whole training procedure.

Chai and Wang [29] take a similar approach, which optimizes for some more recent fairness-based metrics.
Other efforts like FORML and DVRL have explored more complex weighting procedures, effectively adding
a data weighting sub-model [158, ]
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In a similar effort, Roy et al. proposed “multi-fair boosting post Pareto,” which actually optimizes three
performance metrics to balance the three-way trade-off among accurate, class-balanced, and fair results [132].
Specifically, these objectives are accuracy, average class-based accuracy, and discrimination on protected
attributes. The data is dynamically weighted in support of this optimization through the boosting algorithm.

Ren et al. [130] provide an alternative approach when considering deep learning models. Instead of using
heuristics to optimize models on the true distribution, they suggest optimizing on a small set of data pulled
from the true distribution itself. Their assumption is that the practitioner can obtain a small, clean dataset
that is representative of the true distribution. Then, the secondary performance metric is performance on
this validation dataset. Specifically, data points are weighted according to their gradient’s alignment with
that of the performance metric evaluated on the validation dataset. Thus, data points that can nudge the
model toward better performance in the deployed environment become more important during training. In
a sense, the underlying approach of altering the update procedure to make the model more robust is similar
to that taken in model-agnostic meta-learning, which has the slightly different goal of learning a model that
can quickly be trained for a new task [417].

7.4 Choose between resampling and weighting

In many ways, data resampling and data weighting are alternative approaches to solving the same problem:
certain data points may be more or less important, and some types of data points may be over- or underrep-
resented. Some techniques explicitly link the two approaches, by learning weights that inform data sampling
[163]. The weighting procedure may be as complex as a reinforcement learning algorithm or as simple as
a uniform class-based sampling. A simple example is as follows: Under a two-class scenario, a weighting
algorithm may determine that class one should be weighted 0.75 and class two should be weighted 0.25. This
method might also assume a binomial distribution. Then, on further training, class one would be sampled
with probability p = 0.75, and class two sampled with probability p = 0.25, increasing the number of class
one examples that the model will see. This approach is an alternative use of data weights and is contrasted
with using the weights to augment the model optimization procedure directly.

Since sampling and weighting can be viewed as alternative approaches, some studies have attempted head-
to-head comparisons of their effectiveness for imbalanced learning. An et al. [13] focused on weak classifiers
but found that sampling outperforms data weighting. Seiffert et al. [139] also compared the approaches
within the context of boosting algorithm implementations (so weighting or sampling as part of the ensemble
construction, not as a single pretraining step), and that resampling also outperforms weighting in this context.

However, it is less clear that sampling is even necessary if more powerful models are available. Elor and
Averbuch-Elor [45] posit that the advantages of resampling, and specifically SMOTE, may be smaller than
those of just using a more expressive classifier like XGBoost [34]. They test this hypothesis by comparing
the results of class balancing and decision boundary optimization over a grid of imbalanced datasets, models,
and their hyperparameters. They find that there is no need to balance data through resampling when using
a strong classifier and optimizing the decision boundary for performance. However, they confirmed that
balancing data provides benefits when only weak classifiers are available. They further compared random
rebalancing to SMOTE and SMOTE variants and found that SMOTE-based approaches were no better on
average than random, unfair oversampling techniques.

Overall, it seems that the class of models available for the task at hand will be a major factor in deciding
which data valuation techniques to apply. If only weak classifiers are available, which may be the case
for regulatory, resource, or interpretability reasons, these data valuation techniques may be more useful.
However, if stronger classifiers are available, quantitative evaluations should be done to confirm that these
data valuation techniques are actually needed for the problem at hand.

7.5 Practitioner’s perspective on weighting with rsw

Representative sample weighting is closely related to iterative proportional fitting but frames the problem as
entropy maximization. Section 5.4.2 reviews the rsw Python package for representative sample selection on
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a corpus of PubMed documents. To implement the package for representative sample weighting, the same
steps are taken, but a non-Boolean regularizer should be chosen.

In that PubMed example, 800 samples were selected from the 4,000 training set articles to serve as the
validation set. The validation set was chosen to match the proportion of randomized controlled trials and
the proportion of articles benefiting from U.S. grant money in the deployed environment (articles added to
PubMed in 2023). The remaining 3,200 articles in the training set — while collectively less similar to the
deployed environment than the 4,000 original training articles — can now be weighted using rsw to balance
on the chosen selected characteristics.

Observed Values of Selected Characteristics
Deployed Training Weighted Training
Environment Samples Samples
Not Selected Not Selected
for Validation for Validation
% RCT 2 2 2
% Receiving U.S. Money 23 15 16

Table 7.1: After weighting the 3,200 training articles that remained after removing the validation set, the
distribution of selected characteristics (whether the research concerns randomized control trials (RCT) or
received US grant money) is slightly closer to that of the deployed environment. The target percentage of
randomized controlled trials is maintained, and the percentage receiving U.S. grant money is elevated.

Table 7.1 illustrates both the utility of rsw and the challenge of the problem. The remaining 3,200 articles are
more similar to the deployed environment when weighted. However, the percentage of articles that benefited
from U.S. grant money is much more favorable in the 800 articles chosen for validation (and omitted from
representative sample weighting). When using representative sample selection to choose a validation set, the
observations that best approximate the deployed environment according to the selected characteristics are
chosen. It will naturally be the case that the observations not selected for validation are, collectively, less
similar to the deployed environment. Representative sample weighting can compensate to an extent.

[Distribution Statement A] Approved for public release and unlimited distribution. Page 48



JOHNS HOPKINS

APPLIED PHYSICS LABORATORY

Part 111

Further Topics

[Distribution Statement A] Approved for public release and unlimited distribution. Page 49



JOHNS HOPKINS

APPLIED PHYSICS LABORATORY

8 Describe and validate data with semantic types

In many real-world scenarios, the data available for development is not well aligned to the true distribution
of inputs. This may occur in scenarios where development data encodes aspects differently from how SMEs
understand or communicate them (e.g., columns have different names or describe different phenomena from
how SMEs describe the deployed environment) or the development data contains multiple constituents (e.g.,
decision 1c¢ and 1d in Section 4.1, the union of several benchmark datasets). To apply the techniques and
strategies described in this report, from splitting and selection to detecting mischaracterization, it is essential
that the data scientist understand what each encoded aspect means, how those encoded aspects relate to
the true distribution, and how to unify potentially disparate sources of information.

8.1 Recognize semantic types

Encoded aspects can often be understood as instantiating semantic types, which describe the kinds of entities
represented in the data. Semantic types may be (human-interpretable) feature identifiers (e.g., column
headers), or — in the context of the semantic web — correspond to classes in an ontology. For example, a
feature might correspond to the semantic type “Date” and may be expressed by a standardized datatype
like ISO 8601 [73]. Lists of semantic types and their association with a corresponding set of datatypes and
constraint rules are frequently used for validation, where a datatype consists of (a) a set of distinct values,
called its “value space,” (b) a set of lexical representations, called its “lexical space,” and (c) a set of facets
that characterize properties of the value space, individual values, or lexical items.

Example semantic types are shown with corresponding datatypes in Table 8.1.

Many common commercial software packages use regular expression and dictionary lookups to automate
the detection of semantic types, leveraging lexical matches to link data to a set of semantic types with
corresponding datatypes. Such dictionaries may recognize that terms such as “temporal region,” “duration,”
and “time period” are all associated with the semantic type “Time Span,” and that Time Span may be
implemented in a number of different formats conforming to the datatypes “date” or “dateTime.” Chevallier
et al. [35] identify a number of examples of commercial products using this approach. Some of these products
may recoghize a semantic type based solely on lexical matches to column headers, while others may detect
semantic type by evaluating the datatype and format of the associated data. Google’s Looker Studio, for
instance, allows for automatic semantic type detection based on detection of associated datatype property
values [3].

In addition to commercial tools, many open-source tools leverage type registries for this purpose for either
form of validation [21]. Yan and He [159] report development of a system that allows users to provide a
set of positive examples for a target datatype and a search word, and their system automatically identifies
relevant code and synthesizes type-detection functions using execution traces.

Generative Al is also greatly impacting the discovery of semantic types in a data workflow. Korini and Bizer
[37] report that ChatGPT is able to competitively align columns in relational tables to semantic types with
no or minimal task-specific demonstrations. Li et al. [94] report that fine-tuning LLMs, such as GPT-3.5
and ChatGPT, on tasks related to tabular-formed data improved the models’ performance on held-out tasks
such as data transformation and data cleaning.
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Sample Semantic Types

Semantic Types Datatype Constraint Example

Email Address String Must contain “@Q” and a | jane.doe@domain.com
domain name

URL String Must follow URL format, | https://www.sample.gov

to include scheme, do-
main, and path

Phone Number String Must follow a valid phone | +0-800-666-6666
number format, relative to
country

Date of Birth Date Must be a date on or be- | 06/01/2024
fore today

Temperature Float or integer May include units such as | -273.15 to 56.7 F

Celsius or Fahrenheit in
valid ranges

Social Security String Integers in the form xxx- | 123-45-6789
Number XX-XXXX
Zip Code String Must follow a valid postal | 55555
code format
ISBN String Must follow the ISBN-10 | 978-1-83-802958-6
or ISBN-13 formats
IP Address String Must follow the format for | 128.254.12.4
IPv4 or IPv6 addresses
Geographic Coordi- || Pair of floats Must represent valid lati- | 37.2431° N, 115.7930° W
nates tude and longitude values
Pixel Coordinates Pair of integers Values must be positive in | 1024, 768
valid ranges
Person Name String May include first, middle, | Jane Doe
and last name
File Path String Must follow syntax form | C:/username/
relative an operating sys-
tem
Person Age Integer Usually a number between | 42
0 and 122

Table 8.1: Sample semantic types shown with typical datatypes and constraints.

Common methods of identifying the semantic type for data elements include identification of lexical matches
between the schema name and the corresponding semantic type, identification of data values corresponding
to datatypes associated with a semantic type, manual assertion, tailored ML approaches, or some combi-
nation. In all cases, a review phase involving a SME is required because misalignment can easily lead to
misinterpretation. In particular, none of the automation approaches listed here can account for decisions
that may have occurred in collecting data. For instance, if “adult” is a semantic type in both datasets, one
should ask if the criterion used for asserting that a person is an adult was the same in both cases (e.g., was
the legal age of 18 used, or were survey respondents asked if they were adults?).

In the context of computer vision, discrepancies in how a feature is conceptualized in the development data as
compared to the deployed environment can be particularly impactful on model performance. Discrepancies
can occur because those acquiring the data had different ways of conceiving of what appears to be a common
semantic type; for instance, “military vehicle” may have meant “owned by the military” in one dataset and
“designed to serve a military function” in another dataset.
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8.2 Leverage semantic types for data cleaning and more

Identifying features in both the training and validation datasets with their corresponding semantic type
enables many distinct capabilities:

1. Data mining — Semantic types are used to determine the most relevant patterns to extract from data.

2. Data cleaning — Semantic types are used alongside rules to facilitate tasks such as data validation (e.g.,
ensuring data accords with expected datatypes and flagging violations for review) and transformation
(e.g., converting data formats to known datatypes associated with a known semantic type).

3. Data interoperability — Semantic types are used to ensure that data schemas expected by software
systems can be adequately supported by the semantic types, for instance, through conformance to a
REST application programming interface (API) standard.

4. Data enrichment — Semantic types are used to ensure that the data schemas one wishes to integrate are
appropriately matched, such that portions of datasets (e.g., individual columns in two tabular sets of
data) may be merged. This technique can also be used in the context of SME review, where matched
semantic types can be paired with a definition for verification by a SME.

Using Internationalized Resource Identifiers (IRIs) is also helpful in documenting mappings. Where natural
language can be ambiguous, IRIs can provide an exact identifier for an entity represented in data. Such
entities may be kinds of things (e.g., ship), instances of such kinds (e.g., the Titanic), or relations that hold
between instances (e.g., X captain_of Y). The IRI standard builds on the Uniform Resource Identifier (URI)
standard by expanding its list of permissible characters.

One way to understand a workflow using IRIs is to compare them with using a traditional dictionary, where
the text is indexed according to natural language words in alphabetical order. Each entry in a dictionary
describes a single word and provides multiple definitions for this word based on different senses of the word.
Since different senses can be referred to by different words, a thesaurus can also be used to see synonyms for
words that may refer to one or more of the same meanings as the term in the dictionary. The practice of
using IRIs accords with assigning an IRI to each definition in the dictionary and not to each word. Multiple
words may then be associated with each IRI to facilitate querying a set of IRIs and selecting the one that
accords with an end user’s intended meaning.

For instance, a system may associate a moderate degree of confidence that “birth” in a column header refers
to the event of a person’s birth, and this confidence may be raised when a string appears to be one of
a recognized set of data formats in the corresponding values under the column. On this basis, a system
designed to automate semantic type assertions for datasets may assign a candidate class IRI to the column
header and normalize the appearance of dates in the values beneath it while also asserting that each value
is an xsd:dateTime.

8.3 Verify semantically typed data with queries

Once semantic types have been established and data has been cleaned and validated, the features and
distributions may be reliably compared across datasets. This comparison may be desirable between training
and validation datasets, between development data and the deployed environment, or when merging multiple
development datasets (Chapter 4).

Executing these tasks can be supported by multiple frameworks. TensorFlow includes an evaluator compo-
nent, which allows a model to be validated against a serving model to determine whether it is good enough
relative to baseline.! However, there can be advantages in working with semantic web standards outside a
tool-specific framework, and if semantic types are already represented with IRIs, then it may be useful to
represent data in the Resource Description Framework (RDF).

RDF is a widely used W3C knowledge representation language that allows data to be represented as a graph.
Tabular data is often transformed to create RDF, and this can happen in a number of different ways. In

Ihttps://www.tensorflow.org/tfx/guide/evaluator
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addition, Python libraries like RDFlib [3] and a W3C standard mapping language, R2RML, may be used
to transform data.? RDF is the basic language of the semantic web and is enabled using semantic web
techniques for tasks such as data enrichment. In this case, definitions, labels, source information, and other
kinds of terminological support can be automatically associated with the IRIs in a data schema, as they may
be easily queried for in standard sources such as Wikidata, DBpedia, schema.org, or other well-known or
authoritative knowledge graphs and ontologies. RDF can also be saved in many different syntaxes, including
JSON-LD.

Consider a dataset with 19 military vehicles and 20 civilian vehicles. Representing these facts in RDF involves
creating IRIs for each vehicle, asserting that they each associated as types of the classes military vehicle and
civilian vehicle, respectively (where these classes are also represented by IRIs). Once this transformation has
taken place, this can be confirmed with a SPARQL query, shown in Figure 8.1.

PREFIX rdf: <http://www.w3.0rg/1999/02/22-rdf-syntax-ns#>
SELECT (COUNT (DISTINCT ?milvehicles) as ?
NumberOfMilitaryVehicles)

(COUNT (DISTINCT ?civvehicles) as ?NumberOfCivilianVehicles)
WHERE

?milvehicles rdf:type <https://military-vehicle> .
?civvehicles rdf:type <https://civilian-vehicle> .

Figure 8.1: Example SPARQL query for the total count of military vehicles and the total count of civilian
vehicles.

The query in Figure 8.1 computes the total count of all distinct instances of civilian vehicles and military
vehicles. This query returns that there are 19 military vehicles and 20 civilian vehicles, confirming that our
data was correctly represented in the RDF transformation of our dataset. A validation query such as this
should be run prior to performing analyses to ensure that the transformation of data into RDF was executed
reliably and that the results faithfully reflect the original data source.

PREFIX owl: <http://www.w3.0rg/2002/07/owl#>
PREFIX rdf: <http://www.w3.0rg/1999/02/22-rdf-syntax-ns#>
PREFIX xsd: <http://www.w3.org/2001/XMLSchema#>
SELECT (sum(xsd:double(?milnumber) / xsd:double(?total)) as
?mildistribution)
WHERE {
SELECT DISTINCT ?milnumber ?civnumber (sum(xsd:double(?
milnumber) + xsd:double(?civnumber)) as ?total)
WHERE{
{
SELECT DISTINCT (COUNT (DISTINCT ?milvehicles) AS ?
milnumber) (COUNT (DISTINCT ?civvehicles) AS ?civnumber)
WHERE{
?milvehicles rdf:type <https://military-vehicle> .
?civvehicles rdf:type <https://civilian-vehicle> .
3
}GROUP BY ?milnumber ?civnumber}
GROUP BY ?milnumber ?civnumber ?totau

Figure 8.2: Example SPARQL query for the percentage of military vehicles.

Figure 8.2 depicts a query that returns the distribution of military vehicles over the total number of vehicles,
with the result: 0.48717948717948717""xsd:double.

?https://wuw.w3.org/TR/r2rml/
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Once this process is repeated for the features in the validation dataset, these distributions may be queried
and compared to assess the expected reliability of our model.

8.4 Capture data provenance alongside semantic types

Data provenance refers to the record of the history of a dataset, including elements such as its date and
method of creation, source information, and author. We have noted that different ways of conceptualizing a
feature may influence model performance in the deployed environment. However, differences can also occur
based on where the data itself is acquired. For instance, two datasets may contain data conforming to the
semantic type “truck,” but if the data for the validation set data was acquired from a different country than
the data in the training dataset, then trucks may look quite different based on the distribution of the makes
and models specific to a geographic market.

Data provenance standardization is often seen as low-hanging fruit for many research groups looking for
ways to make nonsymbolic Al, if not explainable, at least traceable [99]. Within industry, the rush to
adopt provenance standards has also been driven by interest in generative artificial intelligence and concerns
regarding both the risks of generative Al as well as the potential overreach of government regulation [7].

For this reason, there has been a proliferation of overlapping and competing initiatives to establish provenance
standards, including data cards and metadata tagging standards. Prominent provenance initiatives include
the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) Data Provenance for AI project, which audits over a
thousand Al datasets [6], and the Data & Trust Alliance data provenance standards, which represent a
broad set of partnerships with industry to provide a series of provenance standards for datasets [2]. The
Coalition for Content Provenance and Authenticity (C2PA) is another high-profile initiative that seeks to
support both provenance and content credentials to combat the threat of disinformation due to the rise of
synthetic media [1].

In this section, we have surveyed how semantic typing can aid in a number of data curation tasks that
facilitate the automatic confirmation that our models are trustworthy. For those already executing these
tasks using IRIs and RDF, these approaches may also be extended to serve a further benefit: recording the
provenance of the dataset. This is true regardless of the provenance standard adopted within a workflow.?

Within the semantic web, representing data provenance has a long history. The Provenance Ontology
(PROV-0) is only one prominent example of a W3C standard ontology created specifically to track the
provenance of datasets and other informational entities [7]. Another is the Data Catalog Vocabulary (DCAT),
which facilitates the representation of data objects, such as datasets, for curation within a data catalog to
aid in their discoverability [17]. Having identified the semantic types within a dataset for tasks such as data
cleaning, validation, and enrichment, the labels for these semantic types can now serve as keywords in a
DCAT-conformant representation to aid in the discoverability of the dataset by others.

3This applies broadly to data dictionaries as well. As an example, see Open Science Framework (OSF) data dictionary
guidance: https://help.osf.io/article/217-how-to-make-a-data-dictionary#:~:text=A%20data’%20dictionary’20is
20critical, in’20your’%20spreadsheet’,20really’%20mean. Creating a data dictionary should be a part of the data curation
process and not a separately created article.

[Distribution Statement A] Approved for public release and unlimited distribution. Page 54


https://help.osf.io/article/217-how-to-make-a-data-dictionary#:~:text=A%20data%20dictionary%20is%20critical,in%20your%20spreadsheet%20really%20mean.
https://help.osf.io/article/217-how-to-make-a-data-dictionary#:~:text=A%20data%20dictionary%20is%20critical,in%20your%20spreadsheet%20really%20mean.

JOHNS HOPKINS

APPLIED PHYSICS LABORATORY

9 Record important information in an accompanying
information system

Following the actionable definition of trustworthiness, the primary goal of data curation is to train and
select models as part of an Al-enabled system. In practice, however, the development of trustworthy AI-
enabled systems benefits from thorough documentation regarding data, models, and their contributions to
the overall system. This parallel process can facilitate trustworthiness by recording decision criteria and
rationale (helping stakeholders to trust the process) as well as domain knowledge (ensuring future curation
decisions benefit from previously elicited SME insights).

Important information may include metadata (e.g., creation date, column headers for tabular data, file
names) and model performance (typically first recorded in logs). Some important information may be
compiled in data, model, or system cards: artifacts that aim to make the information about the dataset,
trained models, or Al-enabled systems available to downstream or end users. However, there is no consensus
on what information should and can feasibly be expected as part of a data, model, or system card.

Part of the confusion around what to include in a data card, for instance, arises from the ambiguity about
what information a dataset creator can be expected to know, especially regarding downstream uses of a
dataset. A data scientist creating a dataset in isolation can only speculate about the ways a subsequent data
scientist might curate the dataset, the models a developer might train with the dataset, and the Al-enabled
systems that might incorporate the dataset or a derivative thereof. Many data card templates call for dataset
creators to advise data card readers about appropriate and inappropriate uses of the dataset. We contend
that it is unreasonable to expect a data card creator to foresee all possible uses of a dataset and unrealistic
for subsequent users of a dataset to be restricted to using it only in ways the creator foresaw.

To complement data, model, and system cards, which aim to document components individually, we envision
an information system' that unites details about the data, the data’s curation, the model, the model’s
performance, and the task and deployed environment. All are ingredients in assessing the trustworthiness
(using our actionable definition) of a model in an Al-enabled system. The information system would be
populated with relevant information during the data curation phase and into model training. The information
would consist of questions for data scientists and model developers to answer as they elicit domain knowledge,
transform and split data, and train and select models.

Figure 9.1 is a schematic of the envisioned information system.

9.1 Gather information cumulatively

In Figure 9.1, questions about an Al-enabled system under development are arranged from left to right in
an approximate chronological order of being answered. The questions are cumulative, and arrows indicate
a dependency structure between the questions: a change in the answer to an upstream question can trigger

1Here, an “information system” refers to a computer program that enables users to input, store, and retrieve text and
numbers. The term “information system” abstracts the functions of such a program away from its implementation, which
could be, for example, a relational database or a graph database equipped with a query engine. In other contexts, the term
“information system” can refer to a computer network; our usage is different.

ot
T
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Figure 9.1: Questions to answer in an information system accompanying an Al-enabled system under de-
velopment. Arrows trace dependencies; each arrow points from an upstream question to one whose answer
is best understood in the context of the upstream question. Two key Al development milestones are noted:
splitting data for development into training and validation sets and training a model.

changes to the answers of downstream ones. For example, consider several of the questions in the upper left
corner: only after encoded aspects are enumerated can certain aspects be designated as features or labels
for the given task, and after that, data scientists, likely in collaboration with SMEs, can devise a scheme
for transforming the features to be more predictive of the labels. Answering the questions from left to right
ensures that upstream questions will be answered before ones that depend on them.

Another indicator of chronology in Figure 9.1 is the inclusion of two milestones: splitting data and training
a model. In the data curation phase, data is typically split into disjoint training and validation sets. The
training set is used to fit the parameters of a model, while the validation set is used to set hyperparameters
of the fitting process, such as the number of iterations. The second milestone is training the model. This
typically occurs after data curation has concluded, though there can be some temporal overlap, as in the
case of dynamic data reweighting (see Section 7.3). The milestone is included in Figure 9.1 because training
is prerequisite to answering the rightmost question in the figure: how trustworthy is the Al-enabled system?
This question is the cumulation of all the other questions. Here, trustworthiness is defined according to our
actionable definition, which is stated in Section 1.1.

9.2 Populate relevant parts of the information system

Figure 9.1 calls out decisions 1 and 2 (Chapter 4) in rhombi, allowing for multiple paths through the question
flow. Each decision is among several options, and depending on the development team’s choices, different
questions are relevant to answer. The decision points and their respective options are detailed in Chapter 4.
For example, in decision 2, options (a) and (b) correspond to down- and up-sampling, respectively, while
options (c¢) through (e) correspond to different kinds of weighting. Only the questions relevant to the
development team’s choice need to be answered.
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9.3 Incorporate and supplement information from data cards

Complementary to data cards, this information system incorporates some information that data scientists
may find in data cards.

The following questions concern only the process of encoding information about a given set of real entities
or phenomena in data. It is likely that this information could be found in a data card.

e What are the encoded aspects of each data point?
e What values are allowed for each encoded aspect?

All other questions in Figure 9.1 directly or indirectly depend on questions about the task or deployed
environment, neither of which the dataset and data card creator can be expected to know. A thorough data
card may contain information about the suitability of the dataset for certain tasks and deployed environments,
but it is impossible for it to be comprehensive. New tasks may emerge after the data card was created, and
the data card creator may be unaware of some tasks and deployed environments. For example, a dataset
could be published publicly with its data card and subsequently used for a national security application,
where information about the deployed environment or task is sensitive and therefore would not be mentioned
in the data card.

However, it is possible that the task is similar enough to one that the dataset creator envisioned, and in
this case, more information can be harvested from the data card. Some of the following questions may be
answered in a data card, though the answers should be carefully reviewed to see whether they make sense
for the current project’s use of the dataset.

e Which encoded aspects are features and labels?

e What ideal features and labels are the encoded aspects proxies for?

e How are features or labels transformed to act as better proxies?

e How are features transformed to derive ones that are more predictive of the labels?

Other questions, especially those along the bottom row of Figure 9.1, are likely to have answers unique to the
project at hand. Distribution shift, coverage, and representativeness entail relationships between the data
and the deployed environment. Unless the data have previously been used to train a model for this same
environment, it is likely that data scientists will need to construct de novo answers to the bottom row of
questions from domain knowledge they elicit and from their direct experience with the data. These answers
are key to assessing trustworthiness of the Al-enabled system under development because they address
how well the conditions under which the model is quantitatively validated match those of the deployed
environment.
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10 Identify and correct mischaracterized data

Any dataset is the result of a human-centered creative process in which real-world entities or phenomena are
simplified into machine-readable representations (Chapter 2). The goodness of this process is reflected in how
well that data represents, or characterizes, the real world. Drawing on the classic definition of outliers [64],
we consider mischaracterized data to be any data points that deviate sufficiently from the rest of the data
that they could have been drawn from a different distribution. The term “mischaracterization” is intended
to subsume similar terms and reflect an agnosticism toward the causes of mischaracterization. That is, given
the definition in Section 2.1, data points may be considered mischaracterized because of errors, anomalies,
or outliers in their features, labels, and/or aspects not encoded in either.

Conceptually, mischaracterized data should be considered to be data points that are “not right,” but this
can mean different things in different contexts. Mischaracterized encoded aspects (features or labels) may
(a) differ from the overwhelming majority of other aspect values and/or (b) fall outside the allowable range
of values. A mischaracterized data point may be (c) highly improbable in the true distribution of inputs
in the deployed environment and/or (d) erroneously encode aspects of the real-world entity or phenomenon
it represents. Of these, (b), (c), and (d) can only be understood, identified, and resolved through careful
elicitation and consideration of domain knowledge (e.g., knowing the allowable range of values, understanding
the real-world entities). Identifying the micharacterized data typified by (a), however, requires considering
all data points that deviate from the expectations of the true distribution in the deployed environment
inclusive of varied types of deviation possible in encoded aspects.

This encoded aspect mischaracterization is possible in any dataset creation or annotation process, whether
due to task difficulty, human bias, lack of expertise, or other factors. Building on the taxonomy of noise
from [48], we consider four types of mischaracterization:

1. Random mischaracterization: Refers to features or labels that are in error! but have no statistical
relationship between the true features or true labels.

2. Feature mischaracterization: Refers to features that are in error and have some statistical rela-
tionship with the true features (e.g., feature A is typically in units X but is often incorrectly entered
in units Y).

3. Label mischaracterization: Refers to labels that are in error and have some statistical relationship
with the true labels (e.g., label R is challenging to distinguish from label S, so data points with label
R have a higher likelihood of being mislabeled).

4. Feature-label mischaracterization: Refers to data points that are in error (features, labels, or
both) such that the error is not random relative to the data point’s characteristics (e.g., the values of
features A and B make label S more likely to be in error).

Random mischaracterization reflects the category of errors without systemic cause (e.g., an annotator acci-
dentally pressed the wrong key) or possibility for detection via standard statistical methods. While this type

1By “in error,” we refer to an erroneous translation from the real entity or phenomenon of interest to the encoded data
point.
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of mischaracterization is always possible, it is not typically possible to identify or correct in an automated
way.

Most literature on mischaracterization detection or correction considers feature mischaracterization (i.e.,
outlier or anomaly detection) or label mischaracterization (i.e., mislabel detection), where features or labels
are assumed to be fixed and the other is assumed to be a candidate for error [114, ]. Feature-label
mischaracterization considers interrelated feature-label error and thus can only be understood by viewing
the data point as a whole. In all such cases, mischaracterization can be said to be a deviation from the true
distribution in the deployed environment. Methods for detecting and correcting these deviations are attempts
to align development data with the true distribution to improve performance in the deployed environment.

This section details the intersection of mischaracterization with fairness and trust in AI (Section 10.1), detec-
tion of mischaracterized data (Section 10.2), correction or removal of mischaracterized data (Section 10.3),
and challenges to consider when addressing mischaracterization (Section 10.4).

10.1 Consider selected characteristics when addressing data mis-
characterization

Handling mischaracterization through the lens of fairness aims to ensure that the development data is
corrected for data points that contain values of selected characteristics that weight the dataset away from
the true distribution. Properly correcting mischaracterized data often means that the data scientist must
pay specific attention to relevant selected characteristics rather than treating each encoded aspect equally.

Blum and Stangl [23] frame the problem:

Rather than argue whether or not these demographic constraints encode intrinsically desirable
properties of a classifier, we instead consider their ability to help a learning algorithm to recover
from biased training data and to produce a more accurate classifier. [...] [fairness| constraints
might actually help prevent the optimizer from being led astray, with a higher quality solution
when accuracy is measured on the true distribution.

Blum and Stang]l argue that including fairness metrics in mischaracterization detection and correction enables
the data scientist to create a more accurate dataset. While fairness has the goal of making sure that members
of minority selected characteristics are not overlooked by the model, taking fairness into consideration in
ML leads to better results along the true distribution.

Verma et al. [147] find that when they preprocess their dataset to rank and remove the data points that
contribute to biased decision-making, their model is not only more fair, according to the metric of individual
discrimination, but also more accurate than other comparable models.

10.2 Detect mischaracterized data

Following a taxonomy of mislabel detection [156], this report considers three categories of mischaracterization
detection approaches:

1. Expert review includes activities where a human reviews the data directly, including ad hoc inspection
and interactive analysis.

2. Statistical detection includes methods to try to find all data points that deviate statistically from
the expected distributions of features and labels (e.g., kernel methods for anomaly detection).

3. Model impact analysis refers to understanding how individual data points influence model outputs.
These approaches seek to identify mischaracterization not from the perspective of the data itself but
from the data’s influence on the model.

Exhaustive expert review can be effective but prohibitively time-consuming and expensive [48]. Visually
identifying outliers in low-dimensional space using methods like uniform manifold approximation and pro-
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jection (UMAP) [107] can help simplify this process for SMEs and data scientists by depicting data points
in (or away from) major clusters in feature or label space. Tools like OoDAnalyzer [33] can also help data
scientists visualize and understand which features are learned by models and how they affect model output.

Statistical detection utilizes different algorithms to identify data points that significantly deviate from the
expected value along a certain axis. Different outlier detection algorithms are appropriate for different types
of outliers. Below is a nonexhaustive list of outlier detection algorithms.

e Deep Support Vector Data Description (SVDD) [133]: Learns a network that minimizes the
volume of the hypersphere that encloses the data; normative points are in the center of the hypersphere,
outliers are by definition not enclosed in the hypersphere; the intuition is that the network has learned
a representation of the data that captures the most salient aspects of the data’s true distribution.

e Deep Fair SVDD [168]: Extends original Deep SVDD with a notion of group fairness; an adversarial
network is learned to de-correlate selected characteristics and learned representations.

e Local Outlier Factor (LOF): Calculates the local density around a data point X. First the maximum
distance between X and its n nearest neighbors X,, is found. This distance is then used to calculate
the Local Reachability Density, which is then used to calculate the LOF of the data point [118].

Model impact analysis often uses data valuation techniques to identify specific data points, or even features or
labels, that seem to erode model performance. Section 7.1 describes data valuation techniques as means for
computing weights, but some of the same techniques can be used to detect mischaracterized data [98]. Unlike
other data curation techniques for detecting and mitigating mischaracterized data, model impact analysis
has results that change depending on the choice of model architecture. This raises questions about whether
the techniques are actually detecting data points that have been erroneously recorded, and it requires data
scientists to know the model architecture during data curation.

10.3 Correct and prune data points

In contexts where the deployed environment is expected to be noisy (i.e., contain outlier data points), ML
models can be optimized with robustness toward outliers in mind. Certain ML model classes, such as
ensemble methods and decision trees, are designed to be robust to noise [48]. Additionally, methods can
model label noise directly as part of the training paradigm, simultaneously learning models that predict,
from a data point’s features, its label and its likelihood of being in error [48].

If the data in the deployed environment is expected to be generally noise-free, however, then outlier detection
methods should be used and the outliers should be handled accordingly. Once outlier data points are detected,
they can either be corrected or pruned from the dataset. To train the model on the most accurate data
possible, relabel or remove data through heuristics or learned models before model-fitting [48].

10.3.1 Outlier correction or pruning

Many mischaracterization detection and correction algorithms go hand in hand: these are algorithms built
to detect and correct data points simultaneously. The label correction methods explained in this section are
framed with respect to a supervised binary classification problem but can be modified to fit a multiclass
classification problem. These data cleaning methods appear to be particularly actionable. However, these
methods make a few key assumptions:

1. There is enough correctly labeled data to represent the true distribution of labels in the dataset such
that a ML system will be able to discover the appropriate labels through creative subsampling methods.
Specifically, it is assumed that part of the dataset already reflects the true distribution.

2. All features are initially weighted the same; therefore, selected characteristics are not treated differently
from the rest of the features.

3. These methods generally assume that there exists some set of outliers O that can be detected in the
dataset.

[Distribution Statement A] Approved for public release and unlimited distribution. Page 60



JOHNS HOPKINS

APPLIED PHYSICS LABORATORY

Any and all of these assumptions are not necessarily true for most real-world data. Nicholson et al. [114]
compare three label correction methods, all of which involve training multiple classifiers on the training set
in order to “smooth” the outliers of the data:

e Polishing labels [114] is a label correction method based on Teng’s work [101]. Although Nicholson
et al.’s version does not account for mischaracterized features, Teng’s original work does, and thus is
more relevant to the fairness discussion. Nicholson et al.’s version trains 10 classifiers with a single
classification algorithm on 10-fold split of the data. Each of the classifiers then predicts the label for
each observation, and the classifiers vote to select the final label.

Teng’s work uses a similar method, but it trains classifiers for every feature one at a time, using the
other features and the label column as the training features. It uses these classifiers to identify “weak”
attributes. Then, a 10-fold cross validated classifier is trained on the training set. For the observations
this classifier misclassifies, the values of the weak attributes that were nominated in the initial phase
are iteratively tweaked to see if these tweaks will improve the classification rate of the classifier. If no
attribute manipulation will fix the classification, then the label for the observation is deemed incorrect
and will be corrected here. This method effectively smooths both the label space and the feature

spaces.
e Self-training correction [I1141] uses a noise-filtering algorithm to split the data into “clean” and
“noisy” sets. A classifier is trained on only the clean set, and the noisy observations are run through

this classifier. The noisy observations are then ranked by the likelihood that they are misclassified,
and the top n observations’ labels are flipped.

e Cluster-based correction [114] repeatedly clusters the data based on features alone and then assigns
each data point a label that was common within the data point’s clusters. This method works well
if the label space is noisy but the feature space is not, as the clustering results are unsupervised and
therefore label-agnostic.

The cluster-based correction method performed the best in Nicholson et al.’s survey of these label correction
methods. While their survey focused on noisy label space rather than noisy label and feature spaces, any of
these methods could be applied to any given feature.

Another popular data correction method is called confident learning (CL), which is the backbone architecture
of a popular data-cleaning library called Cleanlab? [115]. CL counts the labels that are likely mischaracterized
using a “confident joint.” It then prunes the noisiest data and ranks the confidence of the remaining training
data [126]. Note that CL does not attempt any form of label correction; therefore, it is assumed that there
is enough development data to withstand pruning.

10.3.2 Fair correction and pruning

The examples discussed in Section 10.3.1 correct mischaracterized data and features regardless of the exis-
tence of a selected characteristic. However, it may be the case that the correction of data must account for
whether or not the value being changed is part of a selected characteristic. As discussed in Section 10.1,
smoothing the data too much might be detrimental to the overall fairness of the dataset, even if it makes it
more amenable to the downstream model.

P and Abraham [118] created a fair version of the LOF outlier detection algorithm, an unsupervised method
that quantifies the “local object density” of each data point, comparing it to the other data points in its
neighborhood. Their LOF method aims to align the distribution of data points with selected characteristics
in the outlier set with the distribution in the development data. This is referred to as representational
parity or disparate impact avoidance. Fair-LOF aims to ensure that individual minority features are not
discriminated against. Outlier detection in this framing is challenging in part because selected characteristics
may be encoded as proxy variables (e.g., last name may indicate ethnicity) or may not be directly encoded
at all.

2https://github.com/cleanlab/cleanlab
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Unlike previous fair anomaly detection methods, counterfactual fairness defines fairness as a function on the
causal effect that the selected characteristic has on model outcomes. Counterfactually fair anomaly detection
(CFAD) aims to create an anomaly detection algorithm that is fair as well as “counterfactually fair.” Han
et al. [01] define a counterfactually fair anomaly detection algorithm as one that yields the same anomaly
score for a data point even if the value of its selected characteristics changed.

When the selected characteristic is only partially labeled, it is beneficial to impute the dataset with pseudo-
labels for the missing selected characteristic values before passing the data to a fair classifier. Jung et
al.’s confidence-based group label assignment (CGL)3 [77] proposes training a classifier for the selected
characteristic on the data points that are labeled and using it to assign pseudo-labels for high-confidence
unlabeled values (based on a fine-tuned threshold). For the low-confidence values, labels are randomly
selected. The authors show that using CGL outperforms dropping unlabeled data, random pseudo-label
assignment, and relying solely on a classifier for pseudo-labels [77].

CL as a noise detection and pruning algorithm does not cover all real-world scenarios because it assumes
“categoricity,” or features fitting perfectly into categories. For example, if time of day is a selected charac-
teristic in an image classification problem, the binary labels of “night” and “day” are not appropriate for
images of “twilight” in either the training set (mislabeled cases) or the deployed environment (insufficient
coverage). Because the domain of this label set does not encompass the true distribution of values, CL will
not work. In general, categorical values can develop and change over time. This means that the deployed
environment might have more categories for a certain feature than exist in the training set because of up-
dating labeling schemata. One might need to detect both mislabeled data points and incomplete feature
sets in the training set. Either of these can affect accuracy measurements. Quaresmini et al. [126] propose
evaluating the dataset for completeness over time to the data evaluation process.

10.4 Exercise caution when identifying and correcting mischarac-
terized data points

The attributes of the dataset must be considered when weighing which mischaracterization detection and
correction methods are appropriate. If the dataset has few observations, it may not be large enough to be
able to withstand pruning or correcting data points.

Alternately, if the dataset is too large, a method that requires training classifiers could be too resource-
intensive. Even if computational load is not a concern, there might not be enough representative data points
for every relevant class. Correction methods will not smooth correctly along dimensions with sparse data,
resulting in decreased accuracy [59]. For observations that are members of minority classes, extra care must
be taken. Correction methods must not simply drop or change the value of all minority variables to the
majority value.

Finally, it is important to make sure that the architecture used in the mischaracterization detection and
correction steps is different from the architecture used in the final model. If the curation architecture is also
used for the overall model architecture, then unexpected behavior can be encoded. Matching architectures
might result in the curation step removing data points that the model architecture struggles to learn, when
our goal is to remove data points that are uncharacteristic of the true distribution. Data points that are
common in the true distribution but difficult for a model to perform well on must be retained during curation
for later exposure to the model.

10.5 Practitioner’s perspective on detecting mischaracterized data
with Cleanlab

We assessed mischaracterized data by using the Python package Cleanlab, which implements CL. As men-
tioned previously, the CL method identifies labels that are likely mischaracterized and then prunes the

3https://github.com/naver-ai/cgl_fairness
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noisiest data and ranks the confidence of the remaining data. The algorithm is discussed in more detail in
Section 10.3.1.

We used Cleanlab in an object detection scenario using the large, publicly available dataset VisDrone. While
the VisDrone dataset was curated specifically for object detection, the dataset is large and the method by
which the labeling was performed is unknown. Mischaracterized labels could exist in the dataset, but
manually examining each image is far too time-consuming. Cleanlab can be used to identify and correct
mischaracterized labels of people in the dataset, thereby increasing trustworthiness in our model.

The CL method in Cleanlab requires an out-of-sample prediction for every data point being assessed for
mischaracterization. An out-of-sample prediction is defined as a prediction for a data point on which the
model was not trained. If you want to assess mischaracterization only in the validation set, then you can
use the model trained on the training data to generate out-of-sample predictions for the validation set and
subsequently use these predictions with the Cleanlab package.

However, if you want to assess mischaracterization in the entirety of your data, both the training and the
validation sets, there are two options for obtaining out-of-sample predictions:

1. Use cross-validation for training such that for each data point, there is a model trained where that data
point is only included in the validation set, and thus its predictions for that model are out-of-sample.

2. Use a pretrained model that was not trained using any of your data.

Option 1 would avoid the use of a pretrained model, yielding better transparency in the model training.
However, training one model, let alone training multiple models, using cross-validation can be computation-
ally expensive. For our object detection scenario, training just one of the cross-validation models would take
over two days. The computational expense led us to consider using a pretrained object detection model for
obtaining out-of-sample predictions.

Option 2 uses a pretrained model to obtain out-of-sample predictions. In our case, we found that the
pretrained object detection ResNet model was not trained on the VisDrone dataset and could therefore
produce out-of-sample predictions for our training data.

Even when using a pretrained model, conducting inference using an object detection model is still compu-
tationally expensive. We opted to produce out-of-sample predictions only for a small subset of our training
data to illustrate the exercise of assessing mischaracterized data. Ideally, this process would be performed on
all training and validation data, but the computational cost would need to be weighed against the potential
benefits of identifying mischaracterized data.

A final consideration is that Cleanlab removes those data points that are found to be mischaracterized.
Either the labels would need to be manually fixed for these removed data points or the training set would
need to be large enough to withstand this pruning. In our scenario, the VisDrone dataset is large enough
to withstand pruning, so Cleanlab can be used to identify and remove mischaracterized data points in the
training set.

Cleanlab provides a demonstration® of assessing mischaracterization for object detection, along with two
tutorials:

e Producing out-of-sample predictions for a validation set only®
e Producing out-of-sample predictions for both the training and validation sets®

Note that Cleanlab uses the term “test” set to refer to our concept of a “validation” set. Also note that
the tutorials involve training a Detectron2” model. We found the Detectron2 framework rather difficult to
install, and we found training with the framework to be very computationally expensive. These issues also
contributed to our decision to use a pretrained model to obtain out-of-sample predictions.

4https://docs.cleanlab.ai/stable/tutorials/object_detection.html
Shttps://github.com/cleanlab/examples/blob/master/object_detection/detectron2_training.ipynb
6https://github.com/cleanlab/examples/blob/master/object_detection/detectron2_training-kfold.ipynb
"https://github.com/facebookresearch/detectron2
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The Cleanlab package® is actively maintained as of December 2024, and instructions on installation and use
can be found in the relevant documentation.”

8https://github.com/cleanlab/cleanlab
9https://docs.cleanlab.ai/stable/index.html
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11 Curate data for Al-enabled systems that involve
pretrained models

In many Al-enabled systems, capabilities leverage or extend existing AI/ML tools. In some cases the data
used to train the original models is available (e.g., a project requires updating or refining a model that
was trained by the same team), but usually training data is unavailable, as in the case of many pretrained
embeddings or commercial generative language models. Data curation to support Al trustworthiness can be
applied not only to new Al-enabled systems but also to contexts where some relevant data is inaccessible to
the data scientist for curation.

11.1 Learned embeddings are features

When considering the data curation paradigm represented in this report, particularly relative to the knowl-
edge elicitation described in Section 3.2, it is possible to misconstrue data curation as applying only to
contexts in which the data and their aspects are interpretable to data scientists and SMEs. For example,
if the data is represented as a table — each row a data point, each column a feature — domain knowledge
can be elicited about the range of allowable values in a column or what a particular column means. Data
curation for trustworthy AI, however, is not limited to this framing and should be understood inclusive of
all contexts in which ML models are trained for use in a deployed environment, regardless of how the data
is represented.

While data representations can be restricted to human interpretability (e.g., a date, a temperature, the
frequency of a word), data prepared for ML contexts is typically embedded as dense vectors (Section 2.1).
These dense vectors are often learned parameters that generalize across inputs, such that similar inputs
yield similar vectors [57]. From the perspective of the model, these representations are features (inputs
over which model parameters will be learned) even though they are not explicitly interpretable by humans.
These opaque representations are used as inputs largely for their flexibility, and in the context of neural
networks they can enable effective learning of task-relevant parameters, since — if the network was provided
with human-interpretable features — the first layer(s) of the network would be devoted to learning a dense
representation as a consequence of the network architecture [57].

As defined in Section 1.1, data curation is concerned with the creation of training and validation datasets
from available data. That is, the development-environment inputs to an Al-enabled system are curated
with the goal of manipulating that system (i.e., the parameters of a model) to enable trustworthiness in
its performance in the deployed environment . In this broad framing, knowledge elicitation (Section 3.2),
reweighting data points (Section 7.1), and other curation activities can be seen as trying to understand and
curate data at a degree of abstraction inclusive of, but not limited to, the mechanism by which the data is
encoded.

Consider the example Al pipeline shown in Figure 11.1. In this setting, real-world entities (e.g., a ship)
are encoded with human-interpretable features (e.g., whether there is a fishing net, the length in feet),
which are then passed to a network that learns a dense representation as part of the process of yielding
a prediction (e.g., that a given ship is a military rather than civilian watercraft). Data curation in this
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Figure 11.1: Example AI pipeline. A real-world entity (a) is encoded with human-interpretable attributes
into a feature vector (b); input vectors are passed to a neural network (c), which learns a dense representation
of the input (d) and yields a prediction (e).

setting involves selecting/transforming data points (b) in support of training the task-specific model (c).
As discussed in Section 3, these curation activities can benefit from knowledge elicitation about the input
entities (a), the process by which those entities are encoded as features (b), and the expectations of the final
model’s predictions (e).

Other AT pipelines, such as those shown in Figure 11.2, conceptually vary on their input modality. Real-
world entities may be represented as images (top) or natural language descriptions (bottom), which are then
encoded by some process to produce dense input vectors. This process may be transparent to the data
scientist (e.g., naively vectorizing fixed-sized images by pixel values) or opaque (e.g., a pretrained language
model), but the result is a dense vector without human-interpretable features. These vectors are then
used to train the task-specific model. These pretrained models are often utilized in practice, as the large
amounts of training data available to the companies that deploy such models lead to rich and generalizable

representati()ns.
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Figure 11.2: Example Al pipelines. A real-world entity (a) is represented as an image (top) or text (bottom)
(b); some process (c; e.g., pretrained model) embeds the representation as a dense vector (d); input vectors
are passed to a neural network (e), which yields a prediction (f).

In practice, data curation for the kind of Al-enabled system shown in Figure 11.1 may differ from the kinds
of systems shown in Figure 11.2. For example, while SMEs can provide insight into single features in the
former, they cannot in the latter and may not have insight into the process by which input data modalities
(e.g., images) are transformed into dense vectors. These differences, however, are few when compared to
the breadth of data curation activities that remain consistent across these and other kinds of Al-enabled
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systems.

Al-enabled systems seek to make inferences (e and f, respectively) about real-world entities (a) using ML
models (¢ and e, respectively). Data curation is concerned with the data used for training those models
and the relationship among the real-world entities, the available data, and the expected behavior of the
system. The activities described in this report are thus applicable even in contexts where the inputs are not
interpretable by humans or where the process by which one kind of data modality (e.g., text) is transformed
into another (e.g., word embeddings) by an opaque process (e.g., a pretrained model).

MilitaryShip
‘ ‘ 0.79. 0.73 ... 0.16. 0.3 ‘ ‘ 0160
(e)

® () (h)

(a) (b) (c) (d)

Figure 11.3: Example AT pipeline. A real-world entity (a) is represented as text (b; e.g., natural language
description); a pretrained generative model (c; LLM) generates task-dependant text output (d); some process
(e; e.g., pretrained model) embeds the text as a dense vector (f); input vectors are passed to a neural network
(g), which yields a prediction (h).

This perspective even applies to Al-enabled systems with generative components like LLMs, such as that
pictured in Figure 11.3. In such systems, real-world entities may be represented as text over which an LLM
makes inferences and outputs new text, and this new text is then embedded and passed to a task-specific
network. While an LLM is an opaque component in the overall pipeline, data curation proceeds in the same
way as it does in Figure 11.2 (bottom): knowledge about the task and data must be elicited, data points can
be weighted and sampled, etc. However, ensuring trustworthiness while using generative components leads
to more complexity in data curation, as the training data for the models are often inaccessible to the user.
This can lead to an incompatibility between the knowledge stored in the pretrained model used to generate
the features and the knowledge learned from the data at hand. The rest of this chapter delves further into
these complexities.

By taking a sufficiently broad perspective, data curation activities to enable trustworthy AI can be applied
to a wide variety of systems, even when there are opaque components or representations without explicit
human-interpretable features.

11.2 Apply trustworthy data curation to pretrained embedding
models

Embedded text or images are often used as features for ML models (Section 11.1). In practice, these
embeddings often originate from a pretrained model for which the data scientist typically does not have
access to the training data. If the pretrained model is unable to perform sufficiently on the true distribution
of inputs in the deployed environment, downstream Al-enabled systems (including other models) using these
embeddings may not be trustworthy according to the actionable definition (Section 1.1) in this report. To
support curation actions in this environment, the difference between the true and expected behavior of these
embeddings must be quantified, and where possible, bias must be corrected.

11.2.1 Measure bias in pretrained embeddings

We consider biased embeddings as those that lead to unequal performance along the dimension of a given
selected characteristic where performance is expected to remain equal (Section 2.3). For example, it may be
a requirement that object detection performance for ships should remain the same for images that do and do
not include coastline. In that case, the image embeddings might need to be neutralized along this dimension
to ensure similar performance between data points. To remove any bias from embeddings, it is crucial to be
able to measure their performance along a predefined dimension of interest.
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All measurement and correction techniques depend on model architecture and its dynamism. Visual media
is constantly changing and requires a trained model to generate embeddings at runtime. In contrast, there
is a limited number of words in a vocabulary; therefore, text embedding models are often described as either
static or contextual [167]. Static word embeddings such as Word2Vec or GloVe [122, ] do not change
given the surrounding context of the word in question. These embeddings inherently remain the same
in all contexts, which means that each individual embedding can be transformed to ensure trustworthiness.
Contextual word embeddings, such as those retrieved from transformer models (e.g., BERT [411]), are trained
on a wide variety of natural language tasks and return different representations depending on the context
provided. These embeddings can therefore distinguish between homonyms as well as differences between
word usage depending on the domain being discussed. While this significantly improves expressivity in word
embeddings, the debiasing quantification or correction methods become more complicated, because it is not
as simple as performing the correction method on v word embeddings, where v is the size of the vocabulary.
Image bias measurements would be similar to contextual word embedding measurements, as there is no static
set of image embeddings representing all images.

Measuring bias can be difficult depending on the modality and the selected characteristic for which equal
performance matters, but it can be measured by the effect a set of embeddings has on a downstream
ML task. While there is no all-purpose solution for this, training a lightweight model on a simple task
and measuring cross-class performance can help reveal how embeddings will perform on the larger system.
Bias in embeddings has been defined to be mathematically detectable via geometric distance, clustering,
or downstream tasks [137]. Some methods compare embeddings across different groups within a selected
characteristic to “target words,” which represent positive and negative bias (e.g., comparing gendered words
to “pleasant” and “unpleasant”), and the geometric distance between the group’s embeddings and the target
words is used to calculate bias [24, 27]. An “unbiased” embedding would have similar distances between the
target words for each class and the attribute descriptors. A biased embedding might have one class situated
closer in the embedding space to an attribute than another.

These distance-based detection and debiasing methods are popular but may not be completely thorough
[58]. Goenen and Goldberg [58] instead suggest using clustering or classification tasks rather than distance
measurements for evaluating bias in embeddings. For the clustering method, the goal is to make sure that
concepts that are supposed to be neutral cannot be clustered (consider again the case of images of military
and civilian ships with and without shoreline). Finally, there has been a recent push to measure bias based
on downstream task performance. For example, consider evaluating whether the coastline interferes with
the performance of an object detection model using image embeddings [137].

In cases where selected characteristics are legally defined demographics (e.g., race, gender), open-source
datasets and packages, such as WinoBIAS [170] or MDGENDER [12], aim to measure bias in word embed-
dings. WEAT [27]' and SEAT [106] are static distance-based measurement packages for bias within word
embeddings. SEAT is a sentence-based package using a contextual model to create the embeddings but
treats sentences as static embeddings. A sentence embedding can be a more useful measurement than using
a single word, since words carry a different meaning depending on the words surrounding them. Generally,
however, bias measurement requires task-specific data and models.

11.2.2 Correct for bias in embedding models

The seminal word embedding debiasing paper by Bolukbasi et al. [24] projects word embeddings into a
space orthogonal to the dimension in which the debiasing is going to occur. This space is found using
definition words describing the axis of bias. The use case for this paper was to remove gender bias from
nongendered words. However, this same concept can be applied to any selected characteristic for which
one would want equal performance. Manzini et al. [102] extend this method to nonbinary definitions of
bias; they use a method called soft debiasing to calculate “a projection of the embedding matrix that
preserves the inner product between biased and debiased embeddings while minimizing the projection onto
the bias subspace of embeddings that should be neutral”. This method is more complex than the method of
Bolukbasi et al., and it allows for multiclass debiasing. All of these methods work by identifying the selected

IWEAT: https://wefe.readthedocs.io/en/latest/api/generated/wefe.metrics.WEAT.html
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characteristic subspace of the embedding model and then removing the bias component from the vector
representation. While debiasing often needs to be implemented on a case-by-case basis, Word Embedding
Fairness Evaluation (WEFE) [18] implements a debiasing package for single-class and multiclass debiasing,
which applies the debiasing method of Bolukbasi et al. DeblE [49] is a rest API for measuring and debiasing
static word embeddings.

These methods apply only to situations where a fixed number of embeddings is used, which is most common
when using static embeddings.

Contextual models are made up of many layers and parameters. Biases can be attributable to any one or
combination of these parameters or layers. Therefore, simple projection methods (such as that of Bolukbasi
et al. and similar) cannot be used [78] unless the embeddings belong to a fixed set and can thus be prede-
termined. Adversarial representation learning (ARL) is an approach used for debiasing embeddings across
modalities [135, ]. The core idea behind ARL is to optimize three separate networks: a network that
encodes the input data while “intentionally and permanently eliminating the information corresponding to
a sensitive attribute,” a network whose goal is to identify the target attribute from the embeddings, and an
adversarial network whose goal is to identify the sensitive attribute [135]. The goal of this approach is to
maximize the target attribute predictor’s ability to achieve the task at hand while minimizing the sensitive
attribute predictor’s performance [166]. Although this is a promising debiasing method, biases have been
shown to persist in the resultant vectors [167].

Alternatively, many newer approaches focus on fine-tuning large foundation models to eliminate bias in the
dimension of a selected characteristic. By fine-tuning a model that is already successful at a general task,
one can continue to take advantage of the information the model learned from a vast amount of training
data while minimizing the effect of biased, unstructured data [78]. An expanded discussion on fine-tuning
foundation models can be found in Section 11.3.5.1. However, as was the case with adversarial debiasing,
it is unlikely that all bias will be eliminated from the final fine-tuned product, and fine-tuning can lead to
catastrophic forgetting, where the model’s performance on previous tasks is significantly harmed. Other
approaches aim to return to the simplicity of the Bolukbasi et al. approach. Rakshit et al. compare soft
debiasing to a similar method that uses a neural network to learn the transformation rather than only a
projection matrix (more on transformation and projection methods can be found in Section 11.3.5.3). In
theory, any of these could be post-processes after embeddings are retrieved from the foundation model [128].

11.3 Apply trustworthiness techniques to improve the quality of
the output of generative Al

In Section 11.1, we argue that the embeddings from large pretrained models can be used as features in
downstream models. These features are inherently not human interpretable. With the recent boom in the
development of generative foundation models, some of which fall into the category of LLMs (e.g., GPT), the
output of such generative models is often used in downstream ML tasks [5]. All of these models, regardless of
size and modality, are probabilistic models — meaning that they learn and abstract information solely from
their training data. In many cases, LLMs work by predicting the next most likely word-piece conditioned
on the information that came before it (the prompt and whatever output has been generated so far by the
model). Although these models are classically considered “black boxed,” by understanding how these models
are trained, a data scientist can begin to consider trustworthiness modifications that can be applied to their
LLM-enhanced system. The following section primarily focuses on text models; however, many of these
methods can be applied to a general foundation model, a similarly pretrained and large model that exists in
a variety of modalities.

11.3.1 The challenge of ensuring trustworthiness in closed-source models

The output of large generative models models may be human interpretable, but — because of cost and other
factors — many companies consider the internal aspects of the models (like embeddings, pre-processing steps,
and internal weights) proprietary [5]. Because a model’s internal workings are often be inaccessible to the
user, they cannot be used to remove bias.
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Data scientists can be using LLMs accessible via API endpoint, or may be restricted in their available com-
putational resources such that they cannot edit the embedding space of the LLM. In this case, the embedding
transformations discussed in Sections 11.2 and 11.3.5.1 might not be applicable. Ensuring fairness from this
output is a harder task, as the embeddings themselves (and therefore the downstream output) cannot be
directly transformed along a predefined dimension of fairness. Additional trustworthiness concerns in gen-
erative models stem from their nondeterministic nature, the opaqueness of their decision-making processes,
and the scale of their training data (i.e., a model may be too large to realistically vet for nontrustworthy
sources).

Despite these drawbacks, it is possible to encourage trustworthy output from these models. Some models
provide the user the ability to constrain the model to output only certain tokens; however, this requires a
grammar definition from the data scientist [53]. These constraints usually work by taking the logits from
a model’s prediction, passing them through the grammar to cancel out any tokens that are invalid, and
then selecting the best option from the remaining available tokens. Constrained grammar implementations
are relatively new innovations and are quickly being integrated into many proprietary models and model-
hosting platforms.? Data scientists can use other methods to encourage trustworthy output from these
models. Measurements exist to quantify the trustworthiness of the models before usage, and methods
such as prompt engineering and retrieval-augmented generation (RAG) can help prevent inappropriate or
ungrounded outputs, or hallucinations. Finally, if the data scientist has the ability to train these models or
access their embedding spaces, it is possible to shift the model’s output to encompass the domain of the true
distribution.

It is not curently possible to completely ensure trustworthiness in large pretrained models because of the
lack of documentation and structure in vast training corpora and the general applicability of these models.
Evaluating and ensuring widespread trustworthiness in LLMs across all their potential use cases is a “game
of fairness whack-a-mole [that] seems indefinitely intractable” [15]. Even if a data scientist were able to
reliably encourage some LLM output to be trustworthy, care is required to ensure any subsequent model
trained on that data is also trustworthy. While this report aims to outline potential approaches to evaluate
and enable the trustworthiness of large pretrained models, it is important for data scientists to remember
that the use of generative Al comes with inherent risks that may limit the possible trustworthiness of the
Al-enabled system being designed.

11.3.2 Generative model selection and trustworthiness measurements

Data scientists often have many pretrained models to choose from for a given task. While many factors
(e.g., resource requirements, task, proprietary restrictions, cost) influence this choice, a data scientist should
initially determine the model output’s performance in a relevant downstream task given selected character-
istics. In the context of trustworthiness, the goal of this experimentation is to determine which candidate
pretrained model will have the most trustworthy (i.e., optimized for the true distribution of inputs) output.

LLMs often refer to causal language models (CLMs) with many parameters that are trained on a large
amount of data. Causal language modeling is the task of predicting the next token given previous context.
These models are often referred to as autoregressive, meaning they use their past output as future input
for the next step in the series. LLMs can sometimes refer to large masked language models (MLMs) (e.g.,
BERT), which are trained on the task of predicting words that are masked (hidden to the model at prediction
time). Among the different model training procedures, one procedure might be a better fit for a given task.
Tasks such as named entity recognition, part of speech tagging, or semantic similarity might benefit more
from the MLM training procedure because of the available forward context, whereas tasks that involve text
generation would be more suited to the CLM training procedure. Thus, data scientists should consider
training procedures before selecting a models for their task.

One flexible way to assess candidate models is to devise a simple classification task using the classes and
selected characteristic of interest. For example, if the input to the downstream model is a generated descrip-
tion of the image of a ship, the data scientist may want to generate image descriptions and classify them

2Hugging Face incorporated a grammar parameter for the relevant text generation models that it supports: https://hugg
ingface.co/docs/text-generation-inference/en/guidance#grammar-and-constraints-
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into civilian or military vessels (e.g., using debiased word embedding models). Those class predictions could
be taken into account while balanced performance across a selected characteristic (e.g., images that do and
do not contain the coastline) is ensured.

LLMs are often trained on large collections of potentially disparate datasets. These models’ performance
can therefore vary greatly depending on the task. A data scientist may want a model that is robust and
trustworthy at summarization, for example, even if the mathematical reasoning capabilities are far worse
than alternative candidate models. Chang et al. [30] provide a list of relevant benchmarks and datasets
for multiple tasks. For online models that experience retraining over time, an open area of research is to
continuously track which model is the best in light of these updates [155]. While there is no single source
comparing all closed- and open-source LLMs for all tasks, there are incomplete open-source leaderboards
for a wide variety of tasks [111, 97, 36]3, and they can help a data scientist select models with which to
experiment.

While this report is typically concerned with bias as it relates to the more general concept of mischarac-
terization (Chapter 10), the more traditional framing of bias in model outputs can be one useful criterion
for selecting between pretrained models. However, the field of bias measurement and detection incldudes
many different bias and meta metrics. Bias metrics are usually formulated from a base metric and mea-
sure the amount of bias that each group experiences in a given model. Meta metrics measure the amount
of bias in a model as a whole [L00]. Unfortunately, there is no best one-size-fits-all base or meta metric
for evaluating bias in large pretrained models. Furthermore, as these metrics build on each other as the
scope is widened (model performance versus group parity versus model fairness), differences in base metrics
can become compounded and can have large downstream effects on meta metrics. Hutiri et al. [72] even
demonstrate that choice of metrics can lead to differing if not opposite conclusions about a given model.
This research compares different group bias metrics (group-to-min difference, group-to-average ratio, and
group-to-average log ratio) as well as two meta metrics — fairness discrepancy rate (FDR) and normalized
reliability bias (NRB) — that are based on these bias metrics. They find that ratio-based bias metrics lead
to the most reliable meta measures when base metrics are small or have different orders of magnitude. In
general, to select the best model for the task at hand, the recommendation is to use and understand multiple
metrics when quantifying bias of different generative models.

11.3.3 Prompt engineering for trustworthy generation

Prompt engineering is the process of iteratively testing different generative model inputs, or prompts, to
determine the most effective input for a given task. Generative models can be very sensitive to changes in
their prompts — small changes can yield significantly different outputs [32, | — so prompt engineering can
help data scientists select among candidate models and can guide outputs toward performance on the true
distribution of inputs. Prompt engineering can involve changing wording or punctuation, adding examples,
or incorporating contextual information. It is a cost-effective and relatively low effort modification to any
generation pipeline and is therefore favored by many users to improve their model’s output for their task.

Prompt engineering is often described as the “ability of GenAls to learn skills and tasks by providing
them with exemplars and or relevant instructions within the prompt, without the need for weight up-
dates/retraining” [138]. While it is true that editing the prompt might improve the quality of the out-
put, prompt engineering by nature does not involve changing the weights of a model, nor does it add any
“guardrail” to prevent hallucinatory output. Rather, prompt engineering should be seen as “nudging” the
model in the direction of the desired output rather than enforcing that the output will be of a certain form
or level of accuracy.

A common form of prompt engineering follows the paradigm of in-context learning (ICL), where a model
receives an enhanced prompt that usually contains examples analogous to the desired output [13]. The
autoregressive model uses its own output as input and can therefore pull information from the prompt rather
than from the training data (as encoded in pretrained weights). Methodology such as chain of thought (CoT)

3Massive Text Embedding Benchmark Leaderboard: https://huggingface.co/spaces/mteb/leaderboard
EvalPlus Leaderboard (for code generation): https://evalplus.github.io/leaderboard.html
Chatbot Arena LLM Leaderboard: https://lmarena.ai/?leaderboard
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prompt engineering — encouraging the model to produce step-by-step explanations for its output — has been
shown to significantly improve the quality of the output of logical reasoning tasks for the same reason. Since
a generative model uses its own output as input, this long-form “logical” explanation can help drive the
model toward a more consistent output [169].

Dwivedi et al. [44] experimented with both debiased prompts with and without in-context examples, and
they found that while they were able to debias output by around 40%, too much of this “sanitized” output
can lead to incoherence. The task of prompt engineering can be quite fickle, as models can be responsive
to concepts such as word choice and example order [171]. Additionally, it has been found that language
models do not respond to prompts in the same way as humans do. This makes prompt engineering more of
a trial-and-error task than a task that encourages the language models to act in a more human-like manner
[152]. Note also that prompt engineering will be limited by the context window of the model. As models
increase in size, so do context windows, but there is always a limit to the amount of data that one can fit
into any prompt. Therefore, the choice, amount, ordering, and format of examples included in the prompt
are all important design decisions in prompt engineering [138].

11.3.4 Trustworthy retrieval augmented generation

RAG is used to achieve consistency in generative model output, mitigating against issues such as hallucina-
tions or the limitations of training data (e.g., a model is used on a new domain). RAG involves searching in a
database for relevant media (e.g., text, images, audio) to provide to the model with context. This enables to
model to respond to a query (in a prompt) with more relevant information than may be latent in its weights
after training [51]. The goal of a RAG system is to encourage the model toward desirable outputs (e.g.,
optimizing for performance on the true distribution of inputs), which may improve the the trustworthiness of
the Al-enabled system as a whole. However, the added complexity may inadvertently present opportunities
for unintended bias.

RAG is centered on the concept of information retrieval (IR): the task of identifying and ranking relevant
pieces of information, given some query or topic of interest. In some cases, the exact order of the ranking is
important to the downstream ML task (note that models are sensitive to example ordering in the prompt.
as discussed in Section 11.3.3), and in others, IR simply involves returning the top k£ documents regardless of
order. In RAG pipelines, k relevant documents are retrieved such that (i) documents are incorporated into
k individual prompts and model outputs are combined or (ii) documents are concatenated into one large
prompt. Order is especially impactful in this latter case, particularly when the length of the model’s context
window may require input truncation.

Embedding spaces can contain bias (Section 11.2), and if an IR system leverages biased embeddings, that
bias may propagate into the ranked results. Much like the general approaches described earlier, the first
step in creating a trustworthy RAG pipeline is to evaluate the bias inherent in the rankings based on
selected characteristics. While IR systems often incorporate embeddings (and, thus, the methods described
in Section 11.2 are directly applicable), sometimes the algorithms are more naive. In the case where there
are no embeddings, the goal of IR evaluation is to look at candidates that have similar features but belong
to different classes along the selected characteristic. Fair IR would lead those data points to have similar
rankings, otherwise called individual fairness [91]. Additionally, a fair IR system would also ensure that
within a selected characteristic, members of certain groups do not have significantly lower rankings as a
whole in comparison to members of other groups.

Because of a wealth of data or other processing limitations, it is common that the top k items returned by
any IR algorithm do not represent all of the valid options for a given query. Unfair and untrustworthy IR
would yield a ranking such that with a given k, a disproportionate amount of high-scoring members of a
sensitive class fall above or below the threshold k. Therefore, one goal of trustworthy IR is to provide equal
exposure to high-scoring members of groups within a selected attribute [142]. Zehlike et al. [4] outline three
fair ranking criteria that algorithms should adhere to selecting a permutation 7 such that 7 exhibits:

1. Ranked group fairness: 7 should fairly represent the protected group.
2. Selection utility: 7 should contain the most qualified candidates.
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3. Ordering utility: 7 should be ordered by decreasing qualifications.

Some fair ranking methods attempt to create trustworthy lists by incorporating fairness constraints in the
ranking algorithms or reranking after prediction [50, , 414 Other methods learn fair representations of
each item being ranked, which means that these same representations can be used for other tasks, such as
clustering [91]

Many of these methods are created with discrete, human-interpretable features in mind. Since ranking
text documents for RAG involves transforming the documents into embeddings, text document IR can
be less interpretable than IR on simpler data. Zhou et al. [172] define trustworthiness in RAG systems
across six dimensions: factuality, transparency, robustness, fairness, privacy, and accountability. These six
pillars of RAG trustworthiness maximize the reliability and traceability of any data that is generated by
a large model and therefore lead to a more trustworthy downstream model. All of these dimensions aim
to encourage the generated output to adhere to the true distribution — one that performs equally across a
selected characteristic and is traceable and interpretable to the source information. Though there is not a
well-known RAG system that actively uses fair IR, Kim and Diaz [34] experimented with a stochastic retrieval
method (over a deterministic ranker) and found that it consistently improves retrieval performance given a
selected characteristic. RAG is a new and open area of natural language processing research, and as RAG
systems become more complex, they have rapidly improved across all six of Zhou et al.’s trustworthiness
dimensions.

11.3.5 Adapt foundation models for out-of-distribution tasks

Although many state-of-the-art foundation models are closed-source, some powerful models remain open-
source and available for fine-tuning or adaptation. Unless the deployed environment is the open web, it is
likely that the task for which an Al-enabled system is being designed will contains out-of-distribution (OOD)
inputs relative to the foundation model’s training data. The topic of adapting foundation models to OOD
tasks is a developing area of research, but two common techniques are fine-tuning and alignment.

11.3.5.1 Fine-tuning and pretraining foundation models

If there is sufficient representative data from the deployed environment (e.g., option (b) in decision 1 from
Section 4.1), foundation models can be adapted to generated data that is more representative of the deployed
environment. This adaptation can be in two forms: pretraining and fine-tuning.

Pretraining is the initial self-supervised step in model training where weights are learned from a large corpus
and labels are generated from the data (e.g., as in CLMs or MLMSs) [103]. Adapting a model via pretraining
is a computationally expensive process that involves adding task-relevant data to the initial training corpus
and training from the combined corpora. There are cases where the model’s task has remained the same
but the data scientist wishes to expand the domain of the input in some dimension. For example, consider
a model trained on English that is pretrained to operate over inputs in Spanish as well.

Fine-tuning is the process by which a foundation model that is trained on one task adapts a subset of the
model’s layers toward a new, relevant, task [148]. Foundation models are by nature generalized, and it has
been found that model adaptation will enhance performance on individual tasks [60]. Fine-tuning is thus a
practical step that data scientists often use to improve output performance.

One common issue with fine-tuning is called catastrophic forgetting, a process in which the model learns
the new task but its performance on previous tasks degrades significantly [31]. Becuase of this limitation,
fine-tuning is not always an improvement over the base model, and care must be taken to ensure performance
as the model is adapted to the new task.

As the size of models has increased, the need for computationally efficient fine-tuning methods has increased
correspondingly. One popular set of efficient fine-tuning methods is parameter-efficient fine-tuning (PEFT)
[71], which selects parameters for fine-tuning. Low-ranked adaptation (LoRA), for example, is a common

4https://github.com/fair-search/
https://github.com/plahoti-lgtm/iFair
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PEFT method for reparameterization. Many fine-tuning methods have implementations for publicly available
models.?

11.3.5.2 Fine-tuning with pseudo-labels

Fine-tuning methods often require labeled data from the deployed environment, but data is not readily
available in many settings. It is important to emphasize that without representative data, a model — even
a large foundation model — cannot be considered “trustworthy” according to the actionable definition. It
is possible, however, to create pseudo-labels that attempt to mimic the deployed environment as much
as possible. In environments where labeled data is scarce, data scientists can leverage semi-supervised
learning methods to generate data to train their models [161]. Pseudo-labeling techniques often involve
using pretrained models or models trained on a small amount of labeled data to obtain appropriate labels for
the unlabeled training data. Many pseudo-labeling methods learn labels using a model’s confidence metrics
— this means that any biases within the model will be propagated downstream into the pseudo-labels. This
process is referred to as confirmation bias, specifically: “confirmation bias is overfitting to incorrect pseudo-
labels predicted by the network” [16]. There are many regularization techniques to correct for confirmation
bias, including requiring a minimum number of true labels per batch, “mixup augmentation” (weighted
random combination of previous samples), or other data synthesis methods described in Section 6.2.

11.3.5.3 Domain generalization, projection, and alignment

There may be cases in which a data scientist wants to shift the distribution of a foundation model (e.g.
image embeddings to text, embeddings in one language to another). If the data scientist has a reasonable
amount of data from the deployed environment but still not enough to train or even successfully fine-tune a
large model, the data scientist could consider training a projection layer in order to shift the distribution of
the input data.

A typical solution to the domain shift problem is to use importance weighting to “weight the samples in the
source domain based on the ratio of target and source domain densities” [46]. More on importance weighting
can be found in Section 7.1.2 [46]. One “shallow” way of aligning two distributions is minimizing the
distances between them. To do this, the data scientist would need access to data from both distributions. The
most-used distance measures in the domain adaptation are maximum mean discrepancy [160], Wasserstein
metric [140], correlation alignment [143, 144], KL divergence [113], and contrastive domain discrepancy [79].
Another way to utilize these distance metrics is to train a neural network as a layer on top of the foundation
model and using distribution distance measures as the loss function. A common method of using OOD input
within a foundation model is to train a projection layer using the expected outputs [92, 80]. For example,
to feed audio input into a text-based foundation model without a speech-to-text step, one can create audio
“token embeddings such that the LLM’s response to a spoken prompt matches its response to a text prompt
with the same semantic content” [30]. The networks needed to create a foundation model-interpretable
prompt take far less data to train than a foundation model would need to fine-tune; however, this method
does not affect the output distribution of the foundation model.

Pretrained models are powerful tools that can be useful to a data scientist when curating data. However,
using such a tool requires knowledge of how exactly that tool is going to transform the data at hand. Any
pretrained model trained on data that is not sampled from the deployed environment is inherently not
trustworthy as defined by this report. Minimally, such models should be tested to quantify the difference
between the output distribution and the true distribution. Ensuring trustworthy output from such models
is a growing field of research, and there are many adaptations that a data scientist can employ to shift the
output of the model to match the true distribution of the deployed environment as much as possible.

SPEFT (https://huggingface.co/docs/peft/en/index) and LoRA (https://huggingface.co/docs/peft/main/en/conceptual_guides/lora)

[Distribution Statement A] Approved for public release and unlimited distribution. Page 74


https://huggingface.co/docs/peft/en/index
https://huggingface.co/docs/peft/main/en/conceptual_guides/lora

JOHNS HOPKINS

APPLIED PHYSICS LABORATORY

11.4 Practitioner’s perspective on using pretrained models

11.4.1 Low-dimensional image representations from pretrained ResNet

The use of pretrained embeddings in Al-enabled systems is an important concept to consider when taking
data curation actions to enable trustworthy AI. Consider an object detection scenario where a data point
consists of an image and metadata about the image. A technique like splitting (Chapter 5) could divide the
data based on image metadata, balancing the average size of object bounding boxes between splits. However,
two images can look very different but have the same metadata. If we want to include information about the
actual image itself (i.e., the colored pixels that make up the image’s visual representation) in splitting, we can
utilize a pretrained embedding space to obtain numerical embeddings for every image. These embeddings
can then be used as features for splitting, to preserve diversity of the images between data splits. This can be
thought of as taking advantage of the semantic space of embeddings; in this way, splits can occur on (fuzzy,
machine-interpretable) concepts like patch-of-redish-pizels-around-here or edges-in-a-certain-configuration.

To demonstrate this concept, we obtained image embeddings for an object detection dataset using ResNet
[66]. ResNet is an image classification model, but the vector of final hidden state values before classification
output can be used as an image embedding. To use these embeddings with splitting techniques (which
typically require lower dimensionality), we reduce the length-2048 vectors from ResNet to length 20 using
principal component analysis. Splitting was then performed using these vectors as features to ensure that
the diversity of the original dataset was preserved among the splits. While there is no quantitative method
for verifying diversity preservation, the splits resulting from the use of pretrained embeddings as features
can be qualitatively compared to the splits resulting from using only the metadata as features. Qualitative
assessment can show the preservation of diversity between splits.

Using pretrained embeddings as features, however, comes with assumptions and risks. The human inter-
pretability of the splits decreases as embeddings are used, and the process assumes the semantic space of
the embeddings has meaning that will be useful in data curation, which may or may not be true depending
on how the model was trained. While these assumptions and risks are important to acknowledge, they do
not preclude the use of pretrained embeddings as features, and the benefits of using pretrained embeddings
as a feature should be weighed against the downsides.

Chapter 11 provides an in-depth overview of the data curation process when using pretrained models.

11.4.2 Debiasing Word2Vec embeddings with WEFE

Pretrained embeddings can encode latent biases from their training data (Section 11.2.1), and mitigating
these biases can be an important part of data curation to support trustworthy Al. To demonstrate debiasing
in practice, we use the WEFE toolkit [18] to identify and mitigate dialectal bias (American vs. British
spellings) in domain-specific word embeddings.

Data. Rather than using existing, general-purpose word embeddings, we train a Word2Vec model [110] on
the BioCreative V Chemical Disease Relation corpus (bcbedr) [93]. It is expected that these embeddings
capture domain-specific language while minimizing the introduction of unexpected external biases (e.g., as
may occur with text from the open web). The bchedr dataset splits were combined prior to debiasing
activities to ensure consistency across subsets.

Bias detection and mitigation. The WEAT metric was used to measure dialectal bias in the embed-
dings by comparing attribute sets (e.g., “color” versus “colour”) and target sets (e.g., “chemistry” versus
“biology”). When measured, the model yielded a WEAT score of 0.357, indicating associations along the
dialectal axis. To mitigate this bias, WEFE’s HardDebias function geometrically adjusts the embedding
space. This function requires definitional pairs (e.g., “color”, “colour”) to define the bias axis, and equalizer
pairs (e.g., “chemistry”, “biology”) to ensure that unrelated concepts are not affected by the procedure.
After debiasing with this function, the WEAT score was 0.117, indicating a meaningful reduction in bias
along the dialectal axis.

~
ot
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Additional considerations. While WEFE is a powerful tool, it assumes that biases in embeddings can
be geometrically defined and mitigated. This assumption may not hold in all scenarios, and care should be
taken to determine whether a tool like WEFE accomplishes the goal of reducing embedding bias. In cases
where WEFE is appropriate, practitioners should consider several key items.

Selecting definitional and equalizer pairs. The quality of debiasing depends heavily on the accuracy and
representativeness of these pairs. Poorly chosen pairs may fail to capture the intended bias or introduce
unintended distortions. It is therefore important to understand the dataset’s context and the type of bias
being addressed. Where possible, it can be helpful to collaborate with SMEs to define meaningful pairs.

Interpreting WEAT results. While WEAT provides a quantifiable metric, interpreting its scores requires
understanding the relationships between attribute and target sets. It can be helpful to use absolute WEAT
scores for comparison (e.g., biased versus debiased) and focus on the direction and magnitude of changes to
assess the effectiveness of debiasing.

Debiasing the entire dataset. Recombining subsets for debiasing ensures consistency. After debiasing,
however, the data should be re-split into training and validation sets.

Focusing on domain-specific data. Training embeddings specific to the dataset ensures better alignment
with the task and reduces the risk of introducing external biases from general-purpose models.

Tteratively testing. Definitional and equalizer pairs should be tested iteratively. Subtle adjustments can
significantly impact the effectiveness of debiasing.

Evaluating beyond WEAT.  While WEAT is a robust tool for measuring bias, consider testing embeddings
in downstream tasks to validate their practical fairness and performance.

The WEFE toolkit demonstrates the balance between precision and complexity in data curation. For prac-
titioners, it offers a structured framework for addressing bias in embedding spaces, but success relies on
careful planning, understanding of the dataset, and iterative refinement. By leveraging tools like WEFE,
practitioners can create embeddings that are not only fairer but also better suited for real-world applications.
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12 Conclusion

This report aims to support stakeholders pursuing Al trustworthiness by offering thoughtful and practical
guidance specific to the data curation phase of the AI development lifecycle. We contend that data curation
is an underutilized opportunity to promote trustworthiness, where trustworthiness entails optimizing an ML
model for performance on the true distribution of inputs in the deployed environment.

Though this report includes necessary conceptual frameworks synthesized from academic literature (e.g.,
what is meant by data or trustworthiness), the majority of the report collects, collates, organizes, compares,
and offers practical guidance on data curation tools and techniques. These range from decades-old statistical
approaches to present-day generative Al research. We highlighted individual capabilities in sprawling, well-
known open-source toolkits and uncovered obscure but elegant one-off tools that solve key challenges. We
pieced together a puzzle of techniques that address myriad data curation scenarios, especially in the national
security domain where directly relevant datasets are scarce and reusing data is a matter of necessity.

In one particular area where a gap made it impossible to stitch together a coherent process, we created
a new tool: twelve essential questions to elicit domain knowledge. These questions elicit why the Al-
enabled system is being built (i.e., the task with which AT is to assist), how the data scientist can make
nuanced decisions about data transformations, and the where the Al-enabled system will be deployed (i.e.,
discrepancies between the available dataset and the true distribution).

There are more data curation techniques than could fit in this report, and new ones, especially for use with
pretrained models, are proposed every day. To complement the blossoming of new techniques, it is important
that existing approaches mature into well-known, dependable, and smoothly integrable tools. This report
highlights disparate tools that, in some cases, are difficult to find and to use together. We recommend
prioritizing these tools for integration because they form a coherent workflow, with well-defined alternatives
for distinct project circumstances. This report constructs such a workflow.

We see value in taking a similar lens to other phases or subphases of the AT lifecycle, such as synthetic data
generation, metrics selection, model training, and evaluation.

Synthetic data generation. When an insufficient volume or diversity of data can be collected, developers
generate data synthetically. We addressed a few of these techniques in Section 6.2, but there are many more.
Of particular interest are simulators or data generation templates that, while inspired by real observations,
are entirely fabricated. Autonomous robots, for instance, often have models trained on data generated in
physical simulations; the “reality gap” refers to the wide and problematic chasm between simulations and the
physical world. As stated in our actionable definition of trustworthiness, a trustworthy Al-enabled system
ultimately must be optimized to perform in the deployed environment, not a simulated or synthetic one. As a
future direction, researchers could determine how and in what contexts synthetic data generation techniques
succeed in approximating the real-world deployed environment.

Metrics selection. Machine learning models are trained by optimizing a loss function, which determines
the notion of “good performance” the training algorithm is pursuing. We refer to the loss function (and
validation metrics) in our actionable definition with the general term “performance.” A common loss function
is the average accuracy on the training dataset; a “good” model is one that gets as many correct answers
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on the training set as possible. However, many circumstances can (i) complicate the notion of a “correct
answer” or (ii) prioritize correct answers on a diversity of training data points rather than simply a large
number of them. This report partially addresses the latter issue by curating training and validation sets
that approximately represent the true distribution. The former issue, however, is not addressed in this
report. For example, a “correct answer” for a document summarization system is difficult to define; different
summaries of the same document can use different language but be equally useful and coherent. In this and
other cases, we want a loss function to measure how “incorrect” the model’s answer is so that we can train
the model to output better answers. Future work could catalog loss functions, their strengths, weaknesses,
and appropriate contexts.

Model training. Models are typically trained using iterative optimization algorithms, like gradient de-
scent, to adjust the parameters in a way that reduces the loss function’s penalty for “incorrect answers.”
The methods of performing the optimization originate from a blend of theoretical mathematics and experi-
mental computer science. Sometimes, theoreticians come up with promising algorithms that are difficult to
implement in practice due to numerical instability or other issues, and sometimes empiricists develop tactics
that provide measurable benefits across a variety of problems but lack theory to explain why they work or
what specific kinds of problems they help with. For the purposes of trustworthy AI, it would be best to
have both theory and practice justifying a choice of training algorithm. A future work could explore training
algorithms and adaptations that are well-justified for use on wide classes of models.

Evaluation. After using a loss function for training and a validation metric for model selection, developers
turn the trained model over for testing and evaluation. Comprehensive testing may produce many measure-
ments; evaluators are responsible for synthesizing together the measurements into a recommendation for
whether to acquire and deploy the model or to send the model back to developers for further refinement.
Future research could determine which measurements are important in which contexts, and can explore how
evaluators can reconcile evaluation metrics into a clear picture of a model’s trustworthiness.

Each phase of the Al lifecycle can contribute to the trustworthiness of the Al-enabled system. The focus
of this report is the data curation phase: an oft-overlooked phase which we found to be a rich opportunity
for promoting trustworthiness. We anticipate a similar wealth of opportunities elsewhere in the Al lifecycle,
and contend that practical guidance for these phases is necessary.

As AT continues to be developed and deployed in government and industry, it is important for researchers to
continue creating and synthesizing tools and techniques to support trustworthy Al, developers to integrate
trustworthy AI principles into practice, and all stakeholders to consider trustworthiness as a necessary part
of any Al-enabled system.
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Appendix A Glossary

Adversarial Representation Learning (ARL) - an approach used for debiasing embeddings across
modalities. Adversarial learning is characterized by using an “adversarial” or “malicious” model to attempt
to “trick” the model being trained in order to encourage the model to learn more robust representations.

Al-enabled system - a system with an Al component.

AT product lifecycle - the multi-phase process of creating an Al-enabled system. Data curation occupies
a phase in the Al product lifecycle after available data have been identified, gathered, and annotated but
before a model that will eventually be part of the Al-enabled system has been fully trained.

Application Programming Interface (API) - interface between pieces of software.

Artificial Intelligence (AI) - “Al refers to the ability of machines to perform tasks that normally require
human intelligence — for example, recognizing patterns, learning from experience, drawing conclusions, mak-
ing predictions, or taking action — whether digitally or as the smart software behind autonomous physical
systems.” [11]

Autoregressive models - statistical models that use past data to predict future data. In NLP, autoregres-
sive models predict the next word (or word piece) given the preceding text, and then that token is added to
the input for the next pass through the model. An example of an autoregressive model is GPT.

Biased embedding - vector-based representation of an entity that leads to unequal performance along the
dimension of a given selected characteristic where performance is expected to remain equal.

Bias meta metric - a metric to measure the amount of bias exhibited in the model across selected charac-
teristics and tasks.

Bias metric - a metric that measures the degree to which a model exhibits equal performance along a
certain selected characteristic for a predetermined task.

Bidirectional Encoder Representations from Transformers (BERT) - A language model which
learns representations for text using a neural network architecture (a transformer) and an MLM training
scheme.

Catastrophic forgetting - the phenomenon of a neural network performing significantly worse on tasks
that it was previously successful at after being fine-tuned to a different task.

Categoricity - features which fit perfectly into categories. This can be unrealistic in practice, as when
a model uses color to distinguish civilian from military ships, but more colors are seen in the deployment
environment than in training (insufficient coverage), or colors in the training set are mistakenly recorded as
either “blue” or “yellow” and nothing else (mislabeled cases).

Causal Language Modeling (CLM) - a training procedure in which some the model must produce the
next word token in a sequence of tokens.

Chain of Thought (CoT) prompt engineering - a prompt engineering procedure that encourages an
LLM to output intermediate reasoning steps when performing logical reasoning tasks.
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Cluster-based correction - a method to correct mischaracterized labels, by which data points are itera-
tively clustered based on features, and each data point is assigned the most common label of its clusters.

Computer Vision (CV) - A branch of artificial intelligence primarily focused on automatically processing,
analyzing, and drawing inferences from visual data modalities (i.e., images and video).

Confident Learning - data points with likely mischaracterized labels are identified according to a “confident
joint” and dropped from the data set.

Confirmation bias - the phenomenon of models that are training using pseudo-labels to overfit to incorrect
pseudo-labels.

Constrained grammar - a definition of allowable output tokens that can be passed to some LLMs to limit
the possible output of the model. Constrained grammars do not prevent hallucinations but rather force the
model to respond in an expected way that can allow a used to more easily perform post processing validation
on the output.

Contextual embeddings - word embeddings that return different representations depending on the context
provided. An example of contextual embeddings are BERT embeddings.

Counterfactually Fair Anomaly Detection (CFAD) - an anomaly detection method that makes the
same prediction even if a data point’s selected characteristic changes.

Counterfactual fairness - fairness is dependent on the effect of the selected characteristics on model
outcomes.

Convenience sampling - subsetting technique whereby data points are selected according to ease of access,
which may introduce bias.

Data available for Al-enabled system development (abbr. “data”) - the aggregate of data that
developers have access to while they are developing an Al-enabled system prior to deployment.

Data cleaning - process by which data is reformatted from raw or original presentation, often to correct
errors, remove noise or standardize in accordance with semantic types.

Data curation for an Al-enabled system (abbr. data curation) - the act of consuming available data
and creating one or more datasets from which model parameters will be derived.

Data enrichment - combining data from multiple sources for purpose of verification.

Data interoperability - alignment between systems (e.g., via API) with respect to expected semantic
types.

Data leakage - the same data points landing in multiple splits. When a model is validated on the same
data it is trained on, evaluation scores will be inflated and unlikely to reflect real world performance.

Data mining - process by which patterns are found in data.
Data point - a unit in the data that represents one entity or phenomenon.
Data provenance - how a data set originated, potentially including source and how it was generated.

Datatype - a set of distinct values, characterized by properties of those values, and by operations on those
values.

Deep Fair SVDD - an extension of Deep SVDD that decorrelates the learned representation of data points
in hyperspace from selected characteristics.

Deep Support Vector Data Description (Deep SVDD) - learned hypersphere around the data, such
that data points lying outside the hypersphere may be mischaracterized.

Deep Learning (DL) - a branch of artificial intelligence focused on using neural networks for ML tasks
(e.g., classification, regression).
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Deep Neural Networks (DNN) - a type of neural network in which there are many layers between the
input and output representations. In many modern contexts, the distinction between a deep neural network
and other neural network architectures is not meaningful.

Demographic parity - the likelihood of a given label should not vary on selected characteristics.
Deployed model - a trained model that is incorporated into the Al-enabled system that is deployed.
Domain knowledge - relevant information about a project’s area of interest.

Down-sampling - the process of creating a new pool of data from existing data, whereby data points
in selected group(s) (typically the majority class) in the existing data are reduced in number. As with up-
sampling, down-sampling—or under-sampling—is usually performed to balance representation across groups.

Entity - the real-world phenomenon that a data point represents.

Embedding - a numerical representation of an entity such that it can later be passed into a downstream ML
model. Embeddings are often (but not always) learned such that similar entities exist close to one another
in the vector space.

Equalized odds - the proportion of true positives and false positives should be independent of selected
characteristics, given the true label.

Equal opportunity - the proportion of true positives should be independent of selected characteristics,
given the true label. Suppose we are distinguishing between images containing military and civilian ships,
and the selected characteristic is the image zoom. Among images that contain civilian ships, the classifier
should not perform better when the ship is closer to the viewfinder.

Feature - an aspect of entities or phenomena (that the data points represent) that is encoded in part of the
feature vector.

Feature-label mischaracterization - errant features or labels that are correlated with the true underlying
features and labels.

Feature Mischaracterization - errant features that are correlated with the true underlying feature.

Feature vector - the machine-interpretable input to an ML model, which applies its parameters to the
values of the coordinates of the vectors, computing a prediction of the label or any other model output.

Finetuning - the process of adapting a pretrained model to a new task.

Generative Pre-trained Transformer (GPT) - A type of large language model that is trained on large
text corpora and is intended to generate plausible text as output. GPT is typically used in reference to
models produced by OpenAlI (e.g., ChatGPT, GPT-4o).

Hallucination - an incorrect response from a language model. Hallucinations are often characterized by
salient sounding output that contains factual inaccuracies.

Hard debiasing - an embedding debiasing method that fully removes bias along the dimension of the
selected characteristic. This method runs the risk of losing some of the semantic meaning in the embedding.
Compare to soft debiasing.

Human-interpretable feature - A feature with explicit semantic meaning; knowledge about these features
can be elicited from subject matter experts.

Importance weighting - see sample weighting.

In-Context Learning (ICL) - the ability of autoregressive models to use data within the input when
generating output to extract information that was not present during training. ICL is a concept often used
in prompt engineering, to provide relevant information to a given question in the prompt rather than relying
on the training process to encode the answer to the question in the LLM.

Individual fairness metric - a fairness metric that assumes that similar individuals should be treated
similarly by a model.
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Information Retrieval (IR) - The task of identifying (given some search criteria, like a query) and
retrieving relevant information from an information system. IR may sometimes be used synonymously with
document retrieval, in which relevant documents are found from a given query (i.e., search).

Internationalized Resource Identifier (IRI) - Internet standard to capture a unique sequence of char-
acters meant to identify an abstract or physical resource. For example, IRIs can serve as unique identifiers
to distinguish between specific instances of an object type, references in media to those instances, and the
class to which an object belongs.

Label Mischaracterization - errant labels that are correlated with the true underlying label.

Labels on data available for Al-enabled system development (abbr. “labels”) - data field(s)
recording the intended output of the Al-enabled system for the associated input. Labels may not be available
for all data points. If no labels are available, then the model is generally limited to performing clustering
(i.e. grouping inputs by their similarities).

Language Model (LM) - A probabilistic model of natural language, generally trained to predict the
likelihood of a word occurring given context.

Large Language Model (LLM) - A type of language model (statistical representation of how words in a
given language co-occur) trained on very large text corpora and typically used to generate new text.

Local Outlier Factor - a method to identify mischaracterized data points based on a data point’s distance
from its nearest neighbors.

Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA) - a PEFT method that involves freezing pretrained model weights and
injecting trainable weights into each transformer layer of an LLM.

Machine Learning (ML) - a collection of algorithms for learning parameters of a computational model
from data.

Masked Language Modeling (MLM) - A training procedure in which some portion of the inputs to a
language model are hidden, or masked, and the model must reproduce the masked portions.

Maximal representative subsampling (MRS) - similar to down-sampling, a method that uses PU
(positive unlabeled) learning to reduce existing data to a subset that is indistinguishable from a target data
set.

Meta-learning - a form of modeling that, concurrent with model-training, iteratively re-fits sample weights
on the data points.

Miscalibration - difference along some consequential axis between two data sets, as when training set has
higher proportion of a selected class than validation set.

Mischaracterized data - data points sufficiently unlike the bulk of the data such that they appear to be
drawn from a different distribution.

Model architecture - the logic by which the parameters are applied to a model input to compute the
model’s output. Selecting a model architecture is not a part of data curation, but it can happen before,
during, or after data curation. Some data curation techniques assume that a model architecture has been
selected, and some only apply to certain model architectures.

Model impact analysis - detection of mischaracterized data points by assessing a data point’s influence
on model outputs

Natural Language Processing (NLP) - A branch of artificial intelligence primarily focused on automat-
ically processing, analyzing, and drawing inferences from textual data modalities (i.e., language).

Optimal representative sample weighting - a form of sample weighting that finds values for data points
such that weighting the data set by these values results in a close match to pre-defined target values, typically
determined by those in a target population. See representative sample selection.
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Out of distribution (OOD) - In machine learning context, OOD data refers to inputs that were not well
represented in the training data. That is, if the training data represents a distribution of features and their
relative frequencies and co-occurrences, new data that is very unlikely (or completely unrepresented) in this
distribution would be referred to as OOD.

Out-of-sample prediction - the model’s estimate for a data point that the model was not trained on.
Over-sampling - see up-sampling.

Parameter Efficient Fine Tuning (PEFT) - methodology for adapting LLMs with relatively low resource
costs.

Polishing Labels - a method to correct mischaracterized labels, by which data is split into ten sets, a
classifier is trained on each set, and labels are flipped to the consensus vote of the classifiers’ predictions.

Pretraining - the process of training a model on a large amount of data in order to learn general features
from the dataset.

Prompt engineering - the process of iteratively changing the input to an LLM in order to achieve more
consistent or accurate results.

Pseudo-labels - data labels obtained from a model rather than a human being used for tasks for which
there are few or no ground truth labels.

Random Mischaracterization - errant features or labels, where neither the incorrect values nor the fact
of their occurrence are correlated with the true underlying values.

Random over-sampling - a type of up-sampling where data points in selected group(s) (typically the
minority class) in the existing data are chosen with uniform likelihood and with replacement, and the rest
automatically chosen without replacement.

Representative sample selection - similar to down-sampling, a process that reduces existing data to a
subset with attributes (e.g., class representation, feature means) that closely match target values, typically
determined by those in a target population. This is a special case of optimal representative sample weighting
where weights are restricted to 0 or 1/k, for k the size of the subset.

Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Space (RKHS) - given a real-valued domain, an implied set of functions
that can define linear, non-linear and even higher-dimensional similarities between data points on the domain.

Resource Description Framework (RDF) - a widely used World Wide Web Consortium (W3C) knowl-
edge representation language that allows data to be represented as a graph.

Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) - A technique for augmenting LLM text-generation outputs
by (1) retrieving relevant text for a given query and (2) incorporating retrieved text to the input for a
generative LLM. RAG is intended to augment LLM generation with more relevant information, ideally
enabling the model to produce more coherent or relevant outputs.

Sample weighting - assigning values to data points—typically between 0 and 1, such that all values over
all data points sum to 1—that balance the data in some way (e.g., between minority and majority classes,
or to align with target data set), for the purpose of more accurate downstream estimator or modeling.

Selected characteristic - a data field recording a distinction among data points across which similar
performance is normatively expected by users. Selected characteristics are used widely in the field of group
fairness for ML, which refers to them as protected or sensitive attributes. We adopt the name “selected
characteristic” to highlight that this characteristic need not be sensitive or associated with legal protections
for the methods from the fairness literature to apply. Group fairness metrics and techniques can be used on
any selected characteristic. We do not assume that a selected characteristic is a feature, meaning it may not
be part of an input to the deployed Al-enabled system. However, group fairness methods often require at
least some of the data to be annotated with the values of the selected characteristic.

Simple Random Sampling (SRS) - select subset(s) or split data, selecting data points with uniform
probability.
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Self-training correction - a method to correct mischaracterized labels, by which a noise-filtering algorithm
divides the data into a noisy set and a clean set, a classifier is trained on the clean set and used to score the
noisy set, and labels of the data points in the noisy set that are likely to be misclassified are flipped.

Semantic types - descriptors for some entities represented in data, such as date.

Soft debiasing - an embedding debiasing method that only partially removes bias along the dimension of
the selected characteristic. This allows some of the characteristic to remain in the representation to maintain
the semantic meaning. Compare to hard debiasing.

Splitting - dividing data into distinct sets (e.g., training and validation).

Static embedding - word embeddings which map each word type to a single vector. Static embeddings
do not change depending on the context around them. Examples of static embeddings are Word2Vec and
GLoVE.

Stratified sampling - select subset(s) or split data uniformly over subgroups (i.e., strata).
Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) - People with extensive knowledge and skills in a certain domain.

Synthetic minority over-sampling technique (SMOTE) - up-sampling technique that fabricates data
points by interpolating between nearest neighbors in the minority class.

Systematic sampling - for data with a natural ordering, select subset(s) by choosing a random starting
point and choosing every kth data point from the ordered dataset.

Training dataset - a set of curated data that is used to run the learning algorithm associated with the
model architecture, thereby training a candidate model. We assume the training dataset is chosen for its
size and may not be representative of the true distribution.

Trial and Error - iterative simple random sampling, so that incidental imbalance in one run is corrected
over multiple runs.

True distribution of inputs to the deployed Al-enabled system (abbr. true distribution) -
probability distribution over the set of possible inputs to the Al-enabled system once it is deployed. In
general, this distribution is assumed to be over infinitely many possible inputs. The inputs that the system
actually encounters in the future, once deployed, are assumed to be a uniformly random sample from the
true distribution. The true distribution is contrasted with the distribution of the available data.

Trustworthiness of an Al-enabled system - the extent to which the system has been optimized for
performance on the true distribution.

Unbiased embedding - vector-based representation of an entity that leads to equal performance along
the dimension of a given selected characteristic where performance is expected to remain equal. See biased
embedding.

Under-sampling - see down-sampling.

Uniform Resource Identifier (URI) - Analogous to semantic type, but more specific or localized to one’s
data, a URI describes a type of entity in data.

Up-sampling - the process of creating a new pool of data from existing data for the purpose of boosting
representation of selected group(s) (typically the minority class). As with down-sampling, up-sampling—
or over-sampling—is usually performed to balance representation across groups, and can be conducted via
random over-sampling or synthesizing new data points (see synthetic minority over-sampling technique).

Validation dataset - a set of curated data that is used to select from trained candidate models. We
assume the validation dataset is chosen to most closely approximate a representative sample from the true
distribution.

Word Embedding Fairness Evaluation (WEFE) - an open source Python library used to measure and
mitigate bias in static word embeddings.
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Appendix B List of open-source data curation tools

Throughout this report, we refer to many open-source tools that implement data curation approaches. These
are explained and contextualized throughout the report. We list the tool names and URLs in Table B.1 for
quick access, and we refer to the associated sections of the report to describe what each tool does and when
it is appropriate to use. We also exemplified the use of several of the tools in

Appendices C and D;

such tools are indicated with an asterisk, and the relevant appendix is referenced. When multiple tools are
provided in the same repository or package, we group them together in Table B.1.

Tool Name

Report Reference

URL

* scikit-learn
Al Fairness 360
Aequitas
SciPy
SHELF
WILDS
Weight Debiasing
rsw
imbalanced learn
OpenDataVal
Google Looker Studio
Tensorflow Evaluator
OoD Analyzer

* CleanLab
CGL Fairness
* WEFE
DeblE

1.3,5.3,54.1, C
1.3
3.2
3.3.1
3.3.2
5.2
5.2
5.2.1,54.2,7.1.1,75,D
6.2, 6.4, C
7.2.1,7.3
8.1
8.3
10.2
10.3.1, 10.5, C
10.3.2
11.2.1,11.2.2, 11.4.2, D
11.2.2

https://scikit-learn.org/stable/
https://github.com/Trusted-AI/AIF360
https://github.com/dssg/aequitas
https://scipy.org/
https://shelf.sites.sheffield.ac.uk/
https://wilds.stanford.edu/
https://github.com/kramerlab/WeightDebiasing
https://github.com/cvxgrp/rsw
https://imbalanced-learn.org/stable/
https://github.com/opendataval/opendataval
https://lookerstudio.google.com/overview
https://www.tensorflow.org/tfx/guide/evaluator
https://github.com/thu-vis/OoDAnalyzer
https://cleanlab.ai/
https://github.com/naver-ai/cgl_fairness
https://github.com/dccuchile/wefe
https://github.com/anlausch/DEBIE

Table B.1: Open-Source Data Curation Tools
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Appendix C Data curation tutorial for a computer
vision use case

The Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) Triage Challenge Phase 1 manikin video data
was collected in collaboration with the Army Telemedicine and Advanced Technology Research Center

(TATRC).
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Computer Vision Data Curation Tutorial

Purpose

The following tutorial provides a practical guide to a selection of the data curation techniques described in the Center for Calibrated Trust, Measurement, and
Evaluation (CaTE) report Data Curation for Trustworthy Al. While some examples of these techniques exist, they are scattered across documentation of various
open source tools and are often implemented using previously cleaned toy datasets. To provide a practical implementation of how these techinques can be applied

in tandem to real-world, messy data, we have created this walkthrough illustrating the data curation phase of a computer vision problem. Ultimately, the aim of
using these techniques is to improve the trustworthiness of the Al-enabled system under development. As defined in the report, trustworthiness is defined as
follows:

A trustworthy Al-enabled system must be optimized for performance on the true distribution of inputs it will encounter in a deployed environment.

For an in-depth discussion of the definition of trustworthiness, see Section 1.1 of the report.

Computer Vision Problem

The current popularity of computer vision problems suggests that a data scientist will be likely to encounter such a problem during their career. As such, we have
chosen a computer vision problem for our walkthrough of a real-world dataset. We will begin by laying out the structure of the problem and the initial steps that
should be taken for any new project.

Domain Knowledge Elicitation and Data Availablilty
As part of the domain knowledge elicitation, the following questions (among others described in Chapter 3 of the report) must be answered:
e What is the task to accomplish?
e What data is available?
e What is the deployed environment?
e What is known about the true distribution of inputs to the deployed environment?

For this scenario, we consider the task of object detection to determine if a person is in the frame of an image. In the deployed environment, the Al-enabled system
would be expected to identify people in a battlefield setting in need of medical help (triage) from unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV) footage.

The available development data has two parts: the VisDrone dataset, a large, publicly-available labeled dataset of UAV footage of people in public spaces (only
the images with people present will be used), and the DARPA Triage Challenge dataset, a small labeled dataset of UAV images of two different injured manikins in
a battlefield setting. Given the knowledge that the Al-enabled system will be deployed in a battlefield environment to triage injuries, the large VisDrone dataset is
not representative of the true distribution of inputs, since the people in the frames are not injured and are not in a battlefield setting. Meanwhile, the manikin
dataset is representative of the true distribution in some ways (the manikins appear to be injured in the battlefield setting), but not in others (the manikins are only
proxies for people). However, as data collected in the deployed environment is not available, the manikin dataset is as close of a representation of the true
distribution of inputs as is possible. Therefore, the manikin dataset can be considered a pre-specified subset of data which is known or assumed to be
representative of the true distribution, but one that is not diverse enough to train a model by itself. To move forward with determining which data should be used for
training versus validation and which data curation techniques are appropriate for this scenario, we can consult the decision tree described in Chapter 4 of the
report.

Utilizing the Decision Tree

The decision tree defined in Chapter 4 of the report consists of two decision points which guide a data scientist toward appropriate data curation actions for their
scenario. The possible actions are described in Chapters 5, 6, and 7 of the report, in the sections indicated by the grey tags on the decision tree. In our current
computer vision scenario, the questions can be answered as follows:

Question 1: Which of the following is known or assumed about the true distribution?

Option (c): There is a pre-specified dataset of the data for development that is known or assumed to be representative of the true distribution,
possibly because it was collected in the deployed environment.

It is not known if the VisDrone dataset is representative of the true distribution. If only the VisDrone dataset was available, option (a) would be selected and it
would be necessary to elicit parameters of the true distribution, as described in Section 3.3. However, knowing that the manikin dataset is available for
development and is assumed to be representative of the true distribution leads to the selection of option (c). Option (b) would be the case for this scenario if the
manikin dataset was diverse enough for training, in which case the VisDrone dataset would not be necessary. Since both the VisDrone dataset and the manikin
dataset are labeled, option (d) is not considered.

Given the selection of option (c) for decision 1, the VisDrone dataset will be used as the training dataset and the manikin dataset will be used as the validation
dataset. No data curation technique is necessary for the first decision point. However, for the sake of showcasing a data curation technique in this tutorial, splitting
will be performed on the VisDrone dataset as if a validation set is to be selected from within that dataset.

Question 2: Which of the following best reflects the priorities of interpretability and utility?
Option (a): It is most important that each training data point is real and contributes equally to model training.

In considering the options for question 2, it is most important that each training data point is real as opposed to synthesized, leading to greater interpretability. In
addition, each data point should contribute equally to the model to capture the diversity of the data.
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Having selected option (c) for decision 1, selecting option (a) for decision 2 indicates that under-sampling should be performed. Some data points will be removed
in the under-sampling process to ensure equal weight among selected characteristics, which are defined below for this scenario.

Ultimately, this scenario employs a large task-irrelevant dataset for training, and a small (in terms of diversity and data coverage) task-relevant dataset for
validation. The VisDrone dataset consists of images labeled for use in training object detection models, but it is not a dataset of images of casualties in a mass
casualty event. The validation set, on the other hand, consists of images of casualties, but it is not diverse enough for training an object detection model, as
explained in the description of the manikin dataset below.

Determining Selected Characteristics

A selected characteristics is defined in the report as:
A data field recording a distinction among data points across which similar performance is normatively expected by users

For our computer vision scenario, we consider whether an image is zoomed in on a person or not. We want our model to perform equally as well at identifying a
person in frame when the person is far away and when the person is up close. Considering the model is to be used in battlefield triage, we want the model to
successfully detect a person in the frame whether the UAV is flying so close to a person that only their face is in frame, or whether the UAV is flying so far that the
person is relatively small in the frame. Therefore, we can treat the amount of zoom as a selected characteristic.

We will perform under-sampling to ensure the proportion of zoomed-in images in the training set (from VisDrone) matches the proportion of zoomed-in images in
the validation set (from the DARPA Triage Challenge) because the latter is assumed to be representative of the true distribution. The section on under-sampling will
quantitatively define "zoomed-in" images.

Additional Data Curation Techniques

There are several data curation techniques described in the report that are not represented in the decision tree as their application varies based on scenario. One
such technique is assessing data mischaracterization, which, in our computer vision scenario, takes the form of seeking out mislabeled people in our dataset. A
mislabeled person could be either another object mislabled as a person, or a person who is not labeled at all.

Another important data curation concept, which is not quite a technique but important to note nonetheless, is the use of pretrained embeddings as features of the
data. In our scenario, we can split based on image metadata, but if we want to include information about the actual image itself (i.e. the colored pixels that make up
the image's visual representation) in splitting, we can utilize a pretrained embedding space to obtain numerical embeddings for every image. These embeddings
can then be used as features for splitting, to preserve diversity of the images between data splits. However, using pretrained embeddings as features does not
come without assumptions and risks. The human interpretability of the splits decreases as embeddings are used, and you are assuming an inherent meaning
behind the embeddings without knowing the entire process behind the training of that embedding space. While these assumptions and risks are important to
acknowledge, they do not preclude the use of pretrained embeddings as features. Chapter 11 of the report provides an in-depth overview of the data curation
process when pretrained models are involved.

Project Setup
The following tutorial was developed and tested using Python 3.11.8.

Before beginning, ensure that you have the following packages with the specified versions installed in your working environment. It is recommended to use a virtual
environment to keep the requirements for this project contained.

appnope==0.1.4
argon2-cffi==23.1.0
argon2-cffi-bindings==21.2.0
asttokens==2.4.1
certifi==2024.7.4

cffi==1.16.0
charset-normalizer==3.3.2
cleanlab==2.6.6

click==8.1.7

comm==0.2.2
contourpy==1.2.1
cycler==0.12.1
debugpy==1.8.5 decorator==5.1.1
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executing==2.0.1
filelock==3.15.4
fonttools==4.53.1
fsspec==2024.6.1
geomloss==0.2.6
huggingface-hub==0.24.0
idna==3.7
imbalanced-learn==0.12.3
imblearn==0.0
ipykernel==6.29.5
ipython==8.18.1
jedi==0.19.1
Jinja2==3.1.4
joblib==1.4.2
jupyter_client==8.6.2
jupyter_core==5.7.2
keopscore==2.1.2
kiwisolver==1.4.5
MarkupSafe==2.1.5
matplotlib==3.9.4
matplotlib-inline==0.1.7
minio==7.2.7
mpmath==1.3.0
multimethod==1.12
mypy-extensions==1.0.0
nest-asyncio==1.6.0
networkx==3.2.1
numpy==1.25.2
opencv-python==4.10.0.84
opendataval==1.3.0
packaging==24.1
pandas==1.5.3
pandera==0.15.2
parso==0.8.4
pexpect==4.9.0
pillow==10.4.0
platformdirs==4.2.2
prompt_toolkit==3.0.47
psutil==6.0.0
psycopg2==2.9.9
ptyprocess==0.7.0
pure_eval==0.2.3
py-cpuinfo==9.0.0
pybind11==2.13.1
pycparser==2.22
pycryptodome==3.20.0
pydantic==1.10.17

pykeops==2.1.2
pyparsing==3.1.2

python-dateutil==2.9.0.post0
pytz==2024.1
PyYAML==6.0.1
pyzmg==26.1.0
regex==2024.5.15
requests==2.32.3
resreg==0.2
safetensors==0.4.3
scikit-learn==1.5.1
scipy==1.13.1
seaborn==0.13.2
six==1.16.0
skorch==1.0.0
stack-data==0.6.3
sympy==1.13.1
tabulate==0.9.0
termcolor==2.4.0
threadpoolctl==3.5.0
tokenizers==0.19.1
torch==2.1.2
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torcheval==0.0.7
torchvision==0.16.2
tornado==6.4.1
tqdm==4.64.1
traitlets==5.14.3
transformers==4.42.4
typeguard==4.3.0
typer==0.9.4
typing-inspect==0.9.0
typing_extensions==4.12.2
ultralytics==8.2.63
ultralytics-thop==2.0.0
urllib3==2.2.2
wewidth==0.2.13
wrapt==1.16.0

Imports

# imports for datasets

import pandas as pd

import os

import cv2

import matplotlib.pyplot as plt

# imports for splitting

import numpy as np

from sklearn.model_selection import StratifiedShuffleSplit
from sklearn.model_selection import train_test_split

from torchvision.io import read_image
import torch

from sklearn.decomposition import PCA
from tqdm import tqdm

from transformers import AutoImageProcessor, ResNetModel
# imports for undersampling
from imblearn.under_sampling import RandomUnderSampler

# imports for mischaracterization
import pickle

from PIL import Image
from transformers import DetrImageProcessor, DetrForObjectDetection

import torchvision.transforms as T

from cleanlab.object_detection.filter import find_label_issues
from cleanlab.object_detection.rank import (
get_label_quality_scores,
issues_from_scores,
)
from cleanlab.object_detection.summary import visualize

Datasets
The following function will be used throughout the notebook to visualize example images and their bounding boxes.

# method for visualizing dataset images

def plot_example_image(image_path, annotation_path, display_category_score=False):
# load image, convert to RGB for better color visualization
image = cv2.imread(image_path)
image = cv2.cvtColor(image, cv2.COLOR_BGR2RGB)

# parse corresponding DET annotation file

with open(annotation_path, "r") as file:
lines = file.readlines()

for line in lines:
# extract individual values from line
bbox_left, bbox_top, bbox_width, bbox_height, score, object_category, truncation, occlusion = map(float, line.split(','))

# convert bounding box coordinates and dimensions to integers
bbox_left, bbox_top, bbox_width, bbox_height = map(int, (bbox_left, bbox_top, bbox_width, bbox_height))

# draw the bounding box on the image (color: red, thickness: 1)
cv2.rectangle(image, (bbox_left, bbox_top), (bbox_left + bbox_width, bbox_top + bbox_height), (255, @, 0), 1)

# option to display category label and score
if display_category_score:
label = f"Category: {int(object_category)}, Score: {score:.2f}"
cv2.putText(image, label, (bbox_left, bbox_top - 10), cv2.FONT_HERSHEY_SIMPLEX, 0.8, (255, @, @), 2)
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# display image
plt.figure(figsize=(10, 10))
plt.imshow(image)
plt.axis("off")

plt.show()

VisDrone

Our project utilizes the a modified version of the VisDrone 2019-DET-train dataset, but the current version of the VisDrone dataset can be downloaded from
their GitHub. Our modifications to the VisDrone dataset include only using those images with people labeled in the frame (i.e. excluding images that only had cars
labeled) and generating a set of zoomed images by duplicating a subset of the images and zooming in on at least one of the people in the frame. These zoomed-in

images will be used as part of the training dataset to ensure that zoomed-in images are captured in model training (the manikin dataset contains zoomed-in

images natively). A single original VisDrone image could have multiple zoomed-in derivatives in our modified dataset. For each bounding box in the original dataset

with an area larger than 2000 pixels, an additional zoomed-in image of the person was added. In the new image, the bounding box occupies ~2.5-30% of the area,

which was randomized.

In total, there are 13607 images in our modified VisDrone dataset (6471 original VisDrone images, of which 1265 were used for zooming, and 7136 new images that

were generated from zooming).

The metadata fields for several data points and their corresponding labeled images are shown below.

# relative path, used throughout notebook

path_to_visdrone = '../VisDrone_modified_updated/"'

# read in visdrone data

df_visdrone = pd.read_csv(f'{path_to_visdrone}image_metadata.txt', sep='\t')

df_visdrone.head()

ID percent_occupied_by_largest_bbox

0 0000002_00005_d_0000014_000
1 0000002_00448_d_0000015_000
2 0000003_00231_d_0000016_000
3 0000007_04999_d_0000036_000
a

0000007_05499_d_0000037_000

The metadata features are defined as follows:

e ID :image file name without extension

0.000702
0.000885
0.000313
0.000000

0.000000

width height is_original_image_used_for_zooming

960 540
960 540
960 540
1360 765
1360 765

e percent_occupied_by_largest_bbox : percent of image area occupied by the largest bounding box

e width :image width
e height :image height

0

o © o o

is_zoomed_image crop_x_left

o © o o o

e is_original_image_used_for_zooming : 1if image was in the original dataset and contains a bbox larger than 2000 pixels (used for creation of a

zoomed-in image), 0 otherwise

e 1is_zoomed_image : 1if image was generated (cropped from an image in the original dataset), 0 if image was in the original dataset

e crop_x_left :if the image was cropped from another image in the original dataset, this is x-coordinate of the top-left corner of the crop (-1if if image was

in the original dataset)

e crop_y_top :y-coordinate of the top-left corner of the crop (-1 if if image was in the original dataset)

# number of visdrone images
len(df_visdrone)

13607

# number of images created by zooming, 1 corresponds to a zoomed-in image

df_visdrone['is_zoomed_image'].value_counts()

1 7136
0 6471
Name: is_zoomed_image, dtype: int64

# number of original visdrone images used for the zooming process, 1 correspond to an image that was used to create a zoomed image

df_visdrone['is_original_image_used_for_zooming'].value_counts()

0 12342
1 1265

Name: is_original_image_used_for_zooming, dtype: int64

Let's visualize an image from the VisDrone dataset with its bounding boxes.

First, we need to extract the annotations from the corresponding annotation text file. Each line in the annotation file corresponds to a bounding box in the image.

The data of each bounding box is in DET format:

(<bbox_left>,<bbox_top>,<bbox_width>,<bbox_height>,<score>,<object_category>,<truncation>,<occlusion>)

# example id for visualization
example_image_id = df_visdrone['ID'].iloc[0]

# create list of annotations for example image
annotation_list = []
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# read in corresponding annotation file
with open(f'{path_to_visdrone}/annotations/{example_image_id}.txt', 'r') as f:
for line in f:
data = line.split(',")

data = [int(x.replace('\'', '')) for x in datal
# values are in DET format
data = {

'image_id': example_image_id,
'bbox_left': datal0],
'bbox_top': datal[1],
'bbox_width': datal2],
'bbox_height': datal3],
‘score': datal4],
'‘object_category': datal5],
‘truncation': datal6],
‘occlusion': datal7]

+

annotation_list.append(data)

f.close()

# create dataframe for example image only
df_example = pd.DataFrame(annotation_list)
df_example.head()

image_id bbox_left bbox_top bbox_width bbox_height score object_category truncation occlusion

0 0000002_00005_d_0000014_000 46 391 14 26 1 0 0 0
1 0000002_00005_d_0000014_000 415 207 5 9 1 0 0 0
2 0000002_00005_d_0000014_000 428 197 8 13 1 0 0 1
3 0000002_00005_d_0000014_000 234 391 8 17 1 0 0 2
4 0000002_00005_d_0000014_000 879 256 12 19 1 0 0 0

Now we can visualize the image with the bounding boxes. Each red bounding box corresponds to a labeled person in the image.

# define paths
image_path = f"{path_to_visdrone}/images/{example_image_id}.jpg"
annotation_path = f"{path_to_visdrone}/annotations/{example_image_id}.txt"

plot_example_image(image_path, annotation_path)

Now let's visualize an example of a zoomed-in image and its originating image.

# example of original image that was used for zooming and one of its corresponding zoomed-in images
example_original_image_id = '0000036_03591_d_0000048_000"
example_zoomed_image_id = '0000036_03591_d_0000048_001"

plot_example_image(f"{path_to_visdrone}/images/{example_original_image_id}.jpg", f"{path_to_visdrone}/annotations/{example_original_image
plot_example_image(f"{path_to_visdrone}/images/{example_zoomed_image_id}.jpg", f"{path_to_visdrone}/annotations/{example_zoomed_image_id}
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Here you can see the original image at the top. There is at least one bounding box in that image that is greater than 2000 pixels, so the image was used to create
zoomed-in images. The bottom image is one of the zoomed-in images, where cropping was performed to only include the bottom middle section of the original

image.

Manikin

The images for the manikin dataset were taken from UAV footage provided by the DARPA Triage Challenge. In total, there are 5505 images in our manikin dataset.
The level of zoom on the manikin varies throughout the images. While the number of manikin images is of the same order of magnitude as the number of VisDrone
images, there is not enough diversity in the manikin dataset to train an object detection model. The manikin images are the individual frames from drone video clips
featuring two manikins in the same lighting and background. In other words, the total number of people (manikins, in fact) pictured in total in the DARPA Triage
Challenge dataset is two. The VisDrone dataset comprises a more diverse set of images and so is better suited for training an object detection model.

The metadata fields for several manikin data points and their corresponding labeled images are shown below.

# relative path, used throughout notebook
path_to_manikin = '../manikin_frames/"'

# read in manikin data
df_manikin = pd.read_csv(f'{path_to_manikin}image_metadata.txt', sep='\t')
df_manikin.head()

ID percent_occupied_by_largest_bbox image_text
0 DO02_A1_S1_0000 0.002623 Thu Sep 21 09:17:03 2023|REC|MODE: OBS|AGL: 46...
1 DO02_A1_S1_0001 0.002623 Thu Sep 21 09:17:03 2023|REC|MODE: OBS|AGL: 46...
2 DO02_A1_S1_0002 0.002840 Thu Sep 21 09:17:03 2023|REC|MODE: OBS|AGL: 46...
3 DO02_A1_S1_0003 0.002840 Thu Sep 21 09:17:03 2023|REC|MODE: OBS|AGL: 46...
4 DO02_A1_S1_0004 0.002840 Thu Sep 21 09:17:03 2023|REC|MODE: OBS|AGL: 46...

The metadata features are defined as follows:
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e ID :image file name without extension
e percent_occupied_by_largest_bbox : percent of image area occupied by the largest bounding box
e 1image_text : text found on the image such as time stamp and information about the drone data collection

# number of manikin images
len(df_manikin)

5055
The object classes for the manikin dataset are split by the manikin identities. There are five classes in total:

e casualty_1:classO
e casualty_2:class1
e casualty_3:class2
e casualty_6:class3
e other:class4

Each casualty is a specific manikin on the battlefield. The other category corresponds to manikins under a tent on the battlefield.

Let's visualize an image from the manikin dataset with its bounding boxes.

First, we need to extract the annotations from the corresponding annotation text file. As with the VisDrone dataset, each line in the annotation file corresponds to a
bounding box in the image.

Again, the data of each bounding box is in DET format:

(<bbox_left>,<bbox_top>,<bbox_width>,<bbox_height>,<score>,<object_category>,<truncation>,<occlusion>)

# example id for visualization
manikin_example_image_id = df_manikin['ID'].iloc[0]

# create list of annotations for example image
manikin_annotation_list = []

# read in corresponding annotation file
with open(f'{path_to_manikin}/annotations/{manikin_example_image_id}.txt', 'r') as f:
for line in f:
data = line.split(',")

data = [int(x.replace('\'', '')) for x in datal
# values are in DET format
data = {

‘image_id': manikin_example_image_id,
'bbox_left': datale],
'bbox_top': datal[1],
'bbox_width': datal2],
'bbox_height': datal3],
‘score': datal4],
‘object_category': datal5],
‘truncation': datal6],
‘occlusion': datal7]
+
manikin_annotation_list.append(data)
f.close()

# create dataframe for example image only
df_manikin_example = pd.DataFrame(manikin_annotation_list)
df_manikin_example.head()

image_id bbox_left bbox_top bbox_width bbox_height score object_category truncation occlusion

0 DO02_A1_S1_0000 1187 416 80 68 1 3 0 0
1 DO02_A1_S1_0000 1132 204 80 52 1 1 0 0
2 DO02_A1_S1_0000 852 176 84 32 1 2 0 0
3 DO02_A1_S1_0000 1604 424 60 84 1 4 0 0

Now we can visualize the image with the bounding boxes. Each red bounding box corresponds to a labeled manikin the image. The category label corresponds to
the object class (listed above), and the score label corresponds to the confidence of the bounding box prediction.

# define paths
manikin_image_path = f"{path_to_manikin}/images/{manikin_example_image_id}.png"
manikin_annotation_path = f"{path_to_manikin}/annotations/{manikin_example_image_id}.txt"

plot_example_image(manikin_image_path, manikin_annotation_path, True)
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Here is another example from the manikin dataset. This example is closer to the manikin in view.

[72]: # another example image
manikin_example_image_id_2 = df_manikin['ID'].iloc[890]

# define paths
manikin_image_path_2 = f"{path_to_manikin}/images/{manikin_example_image_id_2}.png"
manikin_annotation_path_2 = f'{path_to_manikin}/annotations/{manikin_example_image_id_2}.txt"

plot_example_image(manikin_image_path_2, manikin_annotation_path_2, True)

Thu Sep 21 09:20:01 : ; - 4 MODE: 0BS

AGL: 62[ft15D: 219[ft]

Splitting

Following the decision tree (as discussed under Utilizing the Decision Tree) the manikin dataset and VisDrone datasets would be used as the validation and training
datasets, respectfully. With this being the case, no data curation technique would need to be performed for splitting the available development data into training
and validation sets. However, for the sake of illustrating data curation techniques, we will split the VisDrone dataset as if separating out a validation set from the
VisDrone data is needed. It should be noted that if the manikin dataset was large and diverse enough for training, we would be able to simply split the manikin
dataset into a training and validation set as opposed to using the VisDrone dataset for training (since the manikin dataset is representative of the true distribution),
in which case it would be appropriate to apply this approach to the manikin dataset.

Our splitting implementation will be using the Stratified Shuffle Split function of Sci-Kit Learn.

The stratified shuffle split (SSS) algorithm combines stratification of Stratified K Fold splitting and the randomization of Shuffle Split to create stratified randomized
folds. SSS will work to balance the diversity of metadata across all features in all train/validation folds. These folds are produced such that - within each fold - the
average of each quantitative feature for the training set and that of the validation set were the same as that of the original dataset. For example, if the average for
Feature 1 was 0.5 in the original dataset across all data points, the average of Feature 1 for each training set and for each validation set in each resulting fold would
be was close to 0.5 as possible after splitting using SSS.

As a point of comparison, we will also split using the train_test_split function of Sci-Kit Learn which is often the default splitting method. For this method,
test refers to the validation set to be set apart from the training data. You will be able to see how uneven the data splits are as compared to the distribution of
the original dataset. The SSS method preserves far more diversity of the original dataset when splitting as compared to the typical train_test_split method.
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Stratified Shuffle Split Using Metadata

First we will split via the stratified shuffle split (SSS) algorithm using the image metadata as input. Metadata features such as average maximum bounding box size
and percentage of zoomed-in images will be balanced across all splits in all folds. We start by dropping the ID value and treating the selected characteristic
is_zoomed_image as the label to guide balancing.

# image metadata
X = np.array(df_visdrone.drop(columns=["'ID', 'is_zoomed_image']))

# using selected characteristic to guide balancing
y = np.array(df_visdrone['is_zoomed_image'])

Here we set the number of train/validation splits to 5, but this can be adjusted based on your project needs. The validation size is set to 20% of the data, and the
random state is set to enable reproduction.

# set parameters of SSS algorithm
sss = StratifiedShuffleSplit(n_splits=5, test_size=0.2, random_state=42)

Now we can visualize the resulting splits to see the balance of metadata across all splits in all folds.

# create list to hold split data
split_data_list = []
# split the data
for i, (train_index, validation_index) in enumerate(sss.split(X, y)):
data = {
‘fold': i,
'train_index': train_index,
‘validation_index': validation_index,
'train_length': len(train_index),
'validation_length': len(validation_index),
'train_zoomed': len(
df_visdrone.iloc[train_index] [df_visdrone['is_zoomed_image'].iloc[train_index]==1]
),
‘validation_zoomed': len(
df_visdrone.iloc[validation_index] [df_visdrone['is_zoomed_image'].iloc[validation_index]==1]
))
'percent_orig_zoomed_images': len(
df_visdrone[df_visdrone['is_zoomed_image']==1]
)/len(df_visdrone),
'percent_train_zoomed_images': len(
df_visdrone.iloc[train_index] [df_visdrone['is_zoomed_image'].iloc[train_index]==1]
)/len(train_index),
'percent_validation_zoomed_images': len(
df_visdrone.iloc[validation_index] [df_visdrone['is_zoomed_image'].iloc[validation_index]==1]
)/len(validation_index),
‘avg_max_bbox_size_orig': df_visdronel
'percent_occupied_by_largest_bbox"'
].mean(),
'avg_max_bbox_size_train': df_visdronel
'percent_occupied_by_largest_bbox"'
].iloc[train_index].mean(),
‘avg_max_bbox_size_validation': df_visdronel
'percent_occupied_by_largest_bbox'
].iloc[validation_index].mean(),
‘avg_width_orig': df_visdrone['width'].mean(),
‘avg_width_train': df_visdrone['width'].iloc[train_index].mean(),
‘avg_width_validation': df_visdrone['width'].iloc[validation_index].mean(),
‘avg_height_orig': df_visdrone['height'].mean(),
‘avg_height_train': df_visdrone['height'].iloc[train_index].mean(),
‘avg_height_validation': df_visdrone['height'].iloc[validation_index].mean(),
'percent_orig_images_used_for_zooming': len(
df_visdrone[df_visdrone['is_original_image_used_for_zooming']==1]
)/1len(df_visdrone),
‘percent_train_images_used_for_zooming': len(
df_visdrone.iloc[train_index] [
df_visdrone['is_original_image_used_for_zooming'].iloc[train_index]==
1
)/len(train_index),
'percent_validation_images_used_for_zooming': len(
df_visdrone.iloc[validation_index] [
df_visdrone['is_original_image_used_for_zooming'].iloc[validation_index]==
1
)/len(validation_index)
+
split_data_list.append(data)
# create dataframe of split data, each row is a fold
df_split_data = pd.DataFrame(split_data_list)

# examine split data metadata values
df_split_data.head()
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Out[173.. fold train_index validation_index train_length validation_length train_ | lidation_: d percent_orig_zoomed_images percent_train_zoome
[8819,
7416, 9701,  [13505, 13350,
4434, 8683, 1755,
0 0 8487, 1819, 11157, 10564, 10885 2722 5708 1428 0.524436
4656, 10765...
343...
[1454, 727,
2653, [12849, 12170,
7945, 1125, 9052,
1 1 10234, 7840, 2577, 10885 2722 5708 1428 0.524436
10226, 10172, ...
3810, 22...
(12786, 110402, 2341,
948 6726, 5590, 10296
2 2 13093, ! ! 10885 2722 5708 1428 0.524436
5242, 13036,
8119, 7004, 12974
3341, 10... ""
10653,
1583, 1784, [7225, 2250,
8214, 7199, 12558,
3 3 11052, 4960, 8662, 10885 2722 5708 1428 0.524436
3752, 8892, 70...
13103, ...
[7779,
4497, [908, 12786,
4500, 282, 3364, 444,
4 4 3370, 7200, 5099, 4221 10885 2722 5708 1428 0.524436
2578, 9015, 1115...
2323...

In [188.. # function for displaying metric values across all datasets in all folds
def display_fold_data(df_, metrics, title, ylabel):

# prepare data

folds = df_['fold']

x = np.arange(len(folds))
width = 0.25

# plot

fig, ax = plt.subplots(figsize=(8, 4))

dataset_labels = ['Original Dataset', 'Train Split', 'Validation Split']

for i, (metric, label) in enumerate(zip(metrics, dataset_labels)):
ax.bar(x + i % width, df_[metric], width, label=label)

# format plot

ax.set_title(title, fontsize=12, fontweight='bold")

ax.set_xticks(x + width, labels=folds)

ax.set_xlabel('Folds', fontsize=8, fontweight='bold")

ax.set_ylabel(ylabel, fontsize=8, fontweight='bold')

ax.legend(title='Dataset', fontsize=8, bbox_to_anchor=(1.05, 1), loc='upper left')
plt.tight_layout()

plt.show()

In [191.. # display percent of created zoomed images
display_fold_data(df_=df_split_data,
metrics=['percent_orig_zoomed_images', 'percent_train_zoomed_images', 'percent_validation_zoomed_images'],
title='Percent of Created Zoomed Images Across Folds',
ylabel='Percent of Created Zoomed Images'

Percent of Created Zoomed Images Across Folds

Dataset
0.5 W Criginal Dataset
mm Train Split
b mmm Validation Spiit
£ o4
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&
R 03
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="
S
5 02
H
2
.01
00
0 1 2 3 4

Folds

In [192.. # display average maximum bounding box size
display_fold_data(df_=df_split_data,
metrics=['avg_max_bbox_size_orig', 'avg_max_bbox_size_train', 'avg_max_bbox_size_validation'],
title='Average Maximum Bounding Box Size Across Folds',
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ylabel="Average Maximum Bounding Box Size'
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In [193.. # display average image width
display_fold_data(df_=df_split_data,
metrics=['avg_width_orig', 'avg_width_train', 'avg_width_validation'],
title='Average Image Width Across Folds',
ylabel='Average Image Width'

Average Image Width Across Folds
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In [194.. # display average image height
display_fold_data(df_=df_split_data,
metrics=['avg_height_orig', 'avg_height_train', 'avg_height_validation'],
title='Average Image Height Across Folds',
ylabel='Average Image Height'

Average Image Height Across Folds
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In [195.. # display percent of images used for zooming
display_fold_data(df_=df_split_data,
metrics=['percent_orig_images_used_for_zooming', 'percent_train_images_used_for_zooming', 'percent_validation_images_us
title='Percent of Images Used for Zooming Across Folds',
ylabel='Percent of Images Used for Zooming'
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Percent of Images Used for Zooming Across Folds
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After splitting the data using SSS, you can see that the metadata features are balanced according to the original dataset distribution across all train/validation splits
in each fold. For example, the average maximum bounding box size over the entire dataset was 0.080709. In fold 1, the average maximum bounding box size over
the training split was 0.080686 and over the validation set was 0.080799. Similar average maximum bounding box sizes can be found in all folds.

The other metadata features - average width, average height, percent zoomed images, and percent images used for zooming - are similarly balanced across all
splits in all folds, as seen in the figures above.

Sci-Kit Learn train_test_split for Comparison

Let's implement the typical train_test_split to see how well the diversity of data is preserved from the original dataset to the resulting train/validation split
when using a more basic method.

In [196.. # perform train_test_split using image metadata and selected characteristic as y data
X_train, X_validation, y_train, y_validation = train_test_split(
df_visdrone.drop(columns=['ID', 'is_zoomed_image']),
df_visdrone['is_zoomed_image'l],
test_size=0.2, # same test size as with SSS
random_state=42, # set random state for reproducibility
shuffle=False, stratify=None # opt for no shuffling and no stratification for full comparison

In [197.. # calculate values for train_test_split
train_test_split_metadata = {

‘fold': 'train_test_split',

‘train_index': list(X_train.index),

'validation_index': list(X_validation.index),

'train_length': len(X_train),

‘validation_length': len(X_validation),

‘train_zoomed': len(y_train[y_train == 1]),

‘validation_zoomed': len(y_validation[y_validation == 1]),

'percent_orig_zoomed_images': len(df_visdrone[df_visdrone['is_zoomed_image']l==1])/len(df_visdrone),

'percent_train_zoomed_images': len(y_train[y_train==1])/len(y_train),

'percent_validation_zoomed_images': len(y_validation[y_validation==1])/len(y_validation),

‘avg_max_bbox_size_orig': df_visdrone['percent_occupied_by_largest_bbox'].mean(),

‘avg_max_bbox_size_train': X_train['percent_occupied_by_largest_bbox'].mean(),

'avg_max_bbox_size_validation': X_validation['percent_occupied_by_largest_bbox'].mean(),

‘avg_width_orig': df_visdrone['width'].mean(),

‘avg_width_train': X_train['width'].mean(),

‘avg_width_validation': X_validation['width'].mean(),

‘avg_height_orig': df_visdrone['height'].mean(),

‘avg_height_train': X_train['height'].mean(),

‘avg_height_validation': X_validation['height'].mean(),

'percent_orig_images_used_for_zooming': len(
df_visdrone[df_visdrone['is_original_image_used_for_zooming']==1]
)/len(df_visdrone),

‘percent_train_images_used_for_zooming': len(
X_train[X_train['is_original_image_used_for_zooming']==1]

)/1len(X_train),

'percent_validation_images_used_for_zooming': len(
X_validation[X_validation['is_original_image_used_for_zooming']==1]
)/len(X_validation)

¥

We will concatenate the SSS split data with the train_test_split data to visualize the metadata values across all folds and the train_test_split.

In [198.. # concatenate dataframes
df_with_train_test_split = pd.concat([df_split_data, pd.DataFrame([train_test_split_metadatal)]l, ignore_index=True)

In [199.. # examine new dataframe
df_with_train_test_split.head(6)
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Out[199.. fold train_index validation_index train_length validation_length train_zoomed validation_zoomed percent_orig_zoomed_images percent_tre
[8819,
7416, 9701,  [13505, 13350,
4434, 8683, 1755,
0 0 8487, 1819, 11157, 10564, 10885 2722 5708 1428 0.524436
4656, 10765...
343...
[1454, 727,
2653, [12849, 12170,
7945, 1125, 9052,
1 1 10234, 7840, 2577, 10885 2722 5708 1428 0.524436
10226, 10172, ...
3810, 22..
(12786, 110402, 2341,
948 5726, 6590, 10296
2 2 13093, ' ! 10885 2722 5708 1428 0.524436
5242, 13036,
8119, 7004, 12674
3341, 10...
[10653,
1583, 1784, [7225, 2250,
8214, 7199, 12558,
3 8 11052, 4960, 8662, 10885 2722 5708 1428 0.524436
3752, 8892, 70...
13103, ...
[7779,
4497, [908, 12786,
4500, 282, 3364, 444,
4 4 3370, 7200, 5099, 4221, 10885 2722 5708 1428 0.5624436
2578, 9015, 1115...
2323
[0,1, 2,3, [10885, 10886,
. . 4,586,738, 10887, 10888,
5 train_test_split 9,10, 11,12, 10889, 10890, 10885 2722 4713 2423 0.524436

13,... 108...

In [200.. # display percent of created zoomed images
display_fold_data(df_=df_with_train_test_split,
metrics=['percent_orig_zoomed_images', 'percent_train_zoomed_images', 'percent_validation_zoomed_images'],
title='Percent of Created Zoomed Images Across SSS Folds and train_test_split',
ylabel='Percent of Created Zoomed Images'

Percent of Created Zoomed Images Across SSS Folds and train_test_split
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In [201.. # display average maximum bounding box size
display_fold_data(df_=df_with_train_test_split,
metrics=['avg_max_bbox_size_orig', 'avg_max_bbox_size_train', 'avg_max_bbox_size_validation'l],
title='Average Maximum Bounding Box Size Across SSS Folds and train_test_split',
ylabel="Average Maximum Bounding Box Size'
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Average Maximum Bounding Box Size Across SSS Folds and train_test_split
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In [202.. # display average image width
display_fold_data(df_=df_with_train_test_split,
metrics=['avg_width_orig', 'avg_width_train', 'avg_width_validation'],
title='Average Image Width Across SSS Folds and train_test_split',
ylabel="Average Image Width'

Average Image Width Across SSS Folds and train_test_split
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In [203.. # display average image height
display_fold_data(df_=df_with_train_test_split,
metrics=['avg_height_orig', 'avg_height_train', 'avg_height_validation'],
title='Average Image Height Across SSS Folds and train_test_split',
ylabel="'Average Image Height'

Average Image Height Across SSS Folds and train_test_split
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In [204.. # display percent of images used for zooming
display_fold_data(df_=df_with_train_test_split,
metrics=["'percent_orig_images_used_for_zooming', 'percent_train_images_used_for_zooming', 'percent_validation_images_us
title='Percent of Images Used for Zooming Across SSS Folds and train_test_split',
ylabel='Percent of Images Used for Zooming'
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Percent of Images Used for Zooming Across SSS Folds and train_test_split
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Looking at the train_test_split results, the metadata values are clearly imbalanced across the train/validation split, leading the training and validation sets to
represent different distributions. For example, the average maximum bounding box size for the training split is 0.065912 and for the validation split is 0.139879.
These averages are clearly imbalanced between the sets, and neither is close to the original average (0.080709) over the entire dataset. The same can be seen for
the other metadata features as shown in the figures above.

Using SSS better captures the diversity of data from the original dataset in each train/validation split. Whether SSS or another algorithm is used for splitting can
vary based on the available data and the task at hand. Regardless, this comparison shows the value in considering alternative, more robust algorithms than
train_test_split for preserving diversity when splitting your data.

Stratified Shuffle Split Using Image Embeddings

If we want to include information about the actual image itself in splitting, we can utilize a pretrained embedding space to obtain numerical embeddings for every
image. While using pretrained embeddings does decrease the human interpretability of these splits while also making the assumption that there is inherent
meaning in these pretrained embeddings, capturing information about the image itself could be important for preserving diversity of the original dataset in each
train/validation split. Two images can look very different but have the same metadata. Using a pretrained embedding as a feature allows the diversity within the
images to be maintained and balanced. We decided for this scenario that the benefits of using pretrained embeddings for splitting outweigh the downsides.

To obtain an embedding for each image, we will use Microsoft's ResNet model. The last hidden states of the model classification will be used as the
embedding for each image. However, this embedding is still quite large, so Principal Component Analysis will be used to further reduce the dimension of
the image embedding.

# load model
image_processor = AutoImageProcessor.from_pretrained("microsoft/resnet-50")
resnet_model = ResNetModel.from_pretrained("microsoft/resnet-50")

# returns resnet embedding for given image

def get_resnet_embedding(image_processor, resnet_model, image):
# process image
inputs = image_processor(image, return_tensors="pt")

# generate output
with torch.no_grad():
outputs = resnet_model(**inputs)

# last hidden states used as embedding
last_hidden_states = outputs.last_hidden_state
return last_hidden_states[0]

# read in images and generate resnet embeddings

visdrone_image_dict = {}

for file in tqdm(os.listdir(f'{path_to_visdrone}images"')):
image = read_image(f'{path_to_visdrone}images/{file}")
resnet_embedding = get_resnet_embedding(image_processor, resnet_model, image)
visdrone_image_dict[file] = resnet_embedding

# save embeddings as tensors for easy reload

torch.save(visdrone_image_dict, 'visdrone_image_tensors.pt')

100% | NN | 13607/13607 [06:47<00:00, 33.38it/s]

# load in saved embedding tensors
loaded_tensors = torch.load('visdrone_image_tensors.pt')

# visualize embedding tensor
print(loaded_tensors['9999962_00000_d_0000126_000.jpg'])

# shape of tensor
print(loaded_tensors['9999962_00000_d_0000126_000.jpg'].shape)
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tensor([[[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000],
[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000],
[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000],
[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.3671, 0.0000, 0.0000],
[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000],
[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000]],
[[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000],
[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000],
[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.9196, 0.4047],
[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000],
[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000],
[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000]],
[[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000],
[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0068, 0.0000, 0.0000],
[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.6670, 0.0000, 0.0000],
[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000],
[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000],
[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000]],
[[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000],
[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000],
[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000],
[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000],
[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.1851, 0.0000],
[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000]],
[[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0555, 0.0000, 0.07171,
[0.3681, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000],
[0.0306, 0.0000, 0.3818, ..., 0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000],
[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000],
[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.0097, 0.4699],
[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, , 0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000]],
[[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000],
[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000],
[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000],
e,

[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000],
[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000],
[0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000, ..., 0.0000, 0.0000, 0.0000]111)

torch.Size([2048, 7, 71)
As you can see, the embedding has a dimension of 2048, which is quite large and sparse. Therefore, Principal Component Analysis (PCA) will be used to reduce

the dimension of each tensor to 20. The PCA model will be trained on the entire VisDrone embeddings.

# define PCA model
pca = PCA(n_components=20)

# structure VisDrone embeddings for PCA
visdrone_np_array = np.array([tensor.flatten().numpy() for tensor in loaded_tensors.values()])

# fit PCA model to VisDrone embeddings
pca.fit(visdrone_np_array)

v PCA

PCA(n_components=20)

We can examine the model by looking at the explained variance ratio, which is the percentage of variance explained by each of the PCA dimensions.

# visualize the explained variance ratio of the trained PCA model
plt.plot(pca.explained_variance_ratio_)
plt.show()
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# view singular values of the PCA model
pca.singular_values_

array([2150.7808 , 1253.139 , 1080.4585 , 1055.1996 , 992.98285,
943.61444, 886.2409 , 805.2884 , 785.2097 , 778.60547,
724.6264 , 676.82166, 674.0673 , 641.3155 , 626.28174,
607.117 , 584.1035 , 572.34576, 559.36786, 553.8983 1],

dtype=float32)

# sum the explained variance ratio
sum(pca.explained_variance_ratio_)

0.1272834218107164

The sum of the explained variance ratio values shows that roughly 12.7% of the variance is explained by the first 20 dimensions of the PCA model. All remaining
components explain the remaining 87.3% of variance. This actually indicates that the ResNet model captures diversity in images well since the majority of variance
is captured outside of the top 20 dimensions.

While we could increase the number of dimensions to capture more variance in each image, the trade off of a higher dimension is too great. SSS works best with
lower dimensions, so we will use the 20 dimensions specified for our image embeddings.

# transform all visdrone image embeddings to 20 dimensions based on PCA model
visdrone_pca_values = pca.transform(visdrone_np_array)

# sanity check
len(pca.transform(visdrone_np_array))

13607

# sanity check of embedding dimension
len(pca.transform(visdrone_np_array) [0])

20

# create dictionary of image id to PCA embedding
visdrone_pca_values_dict = dict(zip(loaded_tensors.keys(), visdrone_pca_values))

# sanity check of id value and embedding dimension
len(visdrone_pca_values_dict['0000263_00601_d_0000176_000.jpg'])

20

# create dataframe for use with SSS where each feature is a PCA component
df_visdrone_pca_values = pd.DataFrame.from_dict(visdrone_pca_values_dict,
columns=['pca_0', 'pca_l', 'pca_2',
'pca_3', 'pca_4', 'pca_5', 'pca_6', 'pca_7',
'pca_8', 'pca_9', 'pca_10', 'pca_11', 'pca_12',
'pca_13', 'pca_14', 'pca_15', 'pca_16', 'pca_17',
‘pca_18', 'pca_19'l,
orient='index")

# set index to ID
df_visdrone_pca_values = df_visdrone_pca_values.reset_index(names='ID")

df_visdrone_pca_values['ID'] = df_visdrone_pca_values['ID'].apply(lambda x: x.replace('.jpg', ''))

# combine original visdrone dataset with PCA components
df_visdrone_metadata_pca_combined = pd.merge(df_visdrone, df_visdrone_pca_values, how='left', on="ID")

df_visdrone_metadata_pca_combined.head()
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ID percent_occupied_by_largest_bbox width height is_original_image_used_for_zooming is_zoomed_image crop_x_left

0 0000002_00005_d_0000014_000 0.000702 960 540 0 0 -1
1 0000002_00448_d_0000015_000 0.000885 960 540 0 0 =
2 0000003_00231_d_0000016_000 0.000313 960 540 0 0 -1
3 0000007_04999_d_0000036_000 0.000000 1360 765 0 0 =
4 0000007_05499_d_0000037_000 0.000000 1360 765 0 0 -1

Now that we have the PCA components and metadata combined for each image, we can perform SSS including the image embeddings as features.

# metadata and PCA components for SSS
X_embeddings = np.array(df_visdrone_metadata_pca_combined.drop(columns=["'ID', 'is_zoomed_image']))

# selected characteristic as y data
y_embeddings = np.array(df_visdrone_metadata_pca_combined['is_zoomed_image'])

# create SSS model
sss = StratifiedShuffleSplit(n_splits=5, test_size=0.2, random_state=42)

The metadata values will again be balanced as they were in the metadata-only SSS split. The difference this time is that the image embeddings are also included as

features. The SSS algorithm will aim to balance the image embeddings over each split in each fold to preserve diversity of the images.

We could pull a subset of images from each split in each fold to qualitatively assess whether diversity was preserved from the original dataset. However, it would be
difficult to identify whether this is the case from only a subset of images, and looking through the data for each split would be far too time consuming for the
return.

As a method of quantifying the spread of diversity, we can look at the average across each split for each PCA component.

# create list to hold split data
embedding_split_data_list = []
# split the data
for i, (train_index_embeddings, validation_index_embeddings) in enumerate(sss.split(X_embeddings, y_embeddings)):
data = {
‘fold': i,
'train_index': train_index_embeddings,
‘validation_index': validation_index_embeddings,
‘train_length': len(train_index_embeddings),
'validation_length': len(validation_index_embeddings),

for i in range(Q, 20):
pca_num = f'pca_{i}'
datalf'avg_{pca_num}_orig'] = df_visdrone_metadata_pca_combined[pca_num].mean()
datal[f'avg_{pca_num}_train'] = df_visdrone_metadata_pca_combined[pca_num].iloc[train_index_embeddings].mean()
datal[f'avg_{pca_num}_validation'] = df_visdrone_metadata_pca_combined[pca_num].iloc[validation_index_embeddings].mean()
embedding_split_data_list.append(data)
# create dataframe of split data, each row is a fold
df_embedding_split_data = pd.DataFrame(embedding_split_data_list)

df_embedding_split_data.head()

fold train_index validation_index train_length validation_length avg_pca_0_orig avg_pca_O_train avg_pca_0_validation avg_pca_1_orig avg_pca_1_1

18819,
7416, 9701,  [13505, 13350,
4434, 8683, 1755, _ _ ) ]
0 0 ggee  1merioses 10885 2722 0.000004 0.038647 0154566 0.00005 0.03¢
4656, 10765...
343..
[1454, 727,
2653, [12849, 12170,
7945, 1125, 9052, _ _ ) |
1 Togaa. T 10885 2722 0.000004 0.036753 0146953 0.00005 0.01
10226, 10172, ...
3810, 22...
(12786, 110402, 2341,
948,5726, 45590, 10296
2 2 13093, : ' 10885 2722 -0.000004 0.044959 -0.179806 -0.00005 -0.02¢
5242, 13036,
8119, 7004, o
3341, 10...
[10653,
1583, 1784, [7225, 2250,
8214, 7199, 12558,
3 e 505, 2000, 10885 2722 -0.000004 0.039467 -0.157842 -0.00005 0.00
3752, 8892, 70...
13103, ..
7778,
2497, [908, 12786,
4500, 282, 3364, 444,
4 S0 va00 cob0, s 10885 2722 -0.000004 0.002388 -0.009567 -0.00005 -0.04C
2578, 9015, 1115...
2323...

for i in range(Q, 20):
# display percent of created zoomed images
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display_fold_data(df_=df_embedding_split_data,
metrics=[f'avg_pca_{i}_orig', f'avg_pca_{i}_train', f'avg_pca_{i}_validation'],
title=f'Average of PCA Component {i} Across Folds',
ylabel=f'Average of PCA Component {i}'
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As you can see, the average does vary across splits, but only minorly. Overall, the PCA component values are relatively balanced across all splits in all folds. This
balance likely indicates that diversity of the image embedding (which is representative of the image itself) is preserved across splits.

Under-sampling

Our under-sampling implementation will be performed with the Imbalanced Learn package, particularly with the commonly used and often applicable Random
Under-Sampling algorithm. Given a binary imbalanced class and using the default parameters, random under-sampling randomly removes data points from the
majority class until the two classes are balanced. The same can be done for multi-class problems, in which case each class is balanced separately.

There are several sampling strategies that can be used with Random Under-Sampling. By default, all classes but the minority class will be resampled to balance the
dataset, and all classes will be balanced equally (nothing that since data points are removed, the overall size of the dataset will decrease). You can specify other
sampling stratgies based on your desired outcome. Such other stratgies include:

e majority (resampling only the majority class)

e not minority (default, resampling all but the minority class)
e not majority (resampling all but the majority class)

e all (resampling all classes)

A target ratio can also be provided for binary classification (as opposed to the default 0.5, which balances 50/50). The same can be done for multi-class problems,
but a dictionary of data point target counts for each class must be provided.

In addition to class label imbalance, under-sampling can also be used to adjust an imbalance of a selected characteristic, which in our case is whether an image is
zoomed-in on a person or not (see Determining Selected Characteristics). Here we quantify the concept of "zoomed" by identifying the percentage the largest
object bounding box occupies in the entire image (given that the images are all the same size or scaled to the same size). We can then bin the percentages into
either a binary zoomed/non-zoomed label based on a threshold, or we can bin into several labels based on varying degrees of zoom.

In our scenario, we want our model to perform equally well on both zoomed and non-zoomed images. However, the ratio of zoomed images to non-zoomed images
may be different in the deployed environment than in the VisDrone training data. To ensure the model performs equally well on this selected characteristic, the
training data can be under-sampled such that the ratio of zoomed images to non-zoomed images in the training data is the same ratio as in the manikin dataset,
which is representative of the deployed environment. The same process as for balancing class labels with Random Under-Sampling can be applied to our selected
characteristic. Zoomed versus non-zoomed would be used as the labels, and the ratio passed to the sampling strategy parameter would be the ratio of zoomed to
non-zoomed images in the manikin dataset.

Binary Example

First we will implement a binary example of under-sampling. As we are using the level of zoom as a selected characteristic, we can bin images into low zoom vs
high zoom based on the percent occupied by the largest bounding box. We can determine the cutoff for low zoom vs high zoom by looking at the validation dataset
(the manikin dataset).

# dataframes for binary resampling
df_visdrone_binary_resampling = df_visdrone.copy()
df_manikin_binary_resampling = df_manikin.copy()

We will determine the bin edges such that the manikin datset images are evenly split between the two bins, based on percent occupied by the largest bounding
box.

# set bin labels (high zoom is greater percent occupied by largest bbox)
bin_labels = ['Low Zoom', 'High Zoom']

# find bin edges based equally distributing manikin dataset

df_manikin_binary_resampling['custom_bins'], bin_edges = pd.qcut(
df_manikin_binary_resampling['percent_occupied_by_largest_bbox'],
q=2, labels=bin_labels, retbins=True

)

print(bin_edges)

[0. 0.01388889 0.36321759]
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# examine distribution
df_manikin_binary_resampling['custom_bins'].value_counts()

Low Zoom 2550
High Zoom 2505
Name: custom_bins, dtype: int64

# plot the bins with manikin dataset
bin_counts_manikin = df_manikin_binary_resampling['custom_bins'].value_counts().sort_index()

plt.figure(figsize=(6, 4))

bin_counts_manikin.plot(kind="bar', color='lightgreen', edgecolor='black"')
plt.title('Manikin Dataset')

plt.xlabel('Bins')

plt.ylabel('Frequency')

plt.xticks(rotation=0)

plt.tight_layout()

plt.show()

Manikin Dataset

2500 A

2000 A

1500 +

Frequency

1000 +

500 -

T T
Low Zoom High Zoom
Bins

Now we will use the bin edges to bin the visdrone dataset based on the percent occupied by the largest bounding box. The maximum of the second bin will be set
to 1 (as opposed to 0.36321759 for the manikin dataset) to include all data points (the largest value for the manikin dataset was 0.36321759, hence the maximum
range value).

# set bin labels (high zoom is greater percent occupied by largest bbox)
bin_labels = ['Low Zoom', 'High Zoom']

# set bin edges based on equally distributing the manikin dataset
# change maximum range value to 1.0

bin_edges = np.delete(bin_edges, -1)

bin_edges = np.append(bin_edges, 1.0)

print(bin_edges)

# set bins, include lowest set to True to ensure all data points are captured

df_visdrone_binary_resampling['custom_bins'] = pd.cut(
df_visdrone_binary_resampling['percent_occupied_by_largest_bbox'],
bins=bin_edges, labels=bin_labels, include_lowest=True

)

[0. 0.01388889 1. ]

# examine distribution
df_visdrone_binary_resampling['custom_bins"'].value_counts()

High Zoom 7131
Low Zoom 6476
Name: custom_bins, dtype: int64

# plot the bins with visdrone dataset
bin_counts_visdrone = df_visdrone_binary_resampling['custom_bins'].value_counts().sort_index()

plt.figure(figsize=(6, 4))

bin_counts_visdrone.plot(kind='bar', color='lightgreen', edgecolor='black')
plt.title('VisDrone Dataset')

plt.xlabel('Bins")

plt.ylabel('Frequency')

plt.xticks(rotation=0)

plt.tight_layout()

plt.show()
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The distribution of low zoom to high zoom is different for the visdrone dataset than that of the manikin dataset. Since the validation dataset is balanced between
these bins, the training dataset should also be balanced between these bins. Therefore, under-sampling will be performed to resample the majority class to
balance the minority class equally. Under-sampling will be performed using ImbalancedLearn's RandomUnderSampler .

Based on the bin counts for the visdrone dataset shown above, the High Zoom bin is the majority class. Therefore, the High Zoom bin will be under-sampled to
balance the selected characteristic.

[150.. # set X and y data
X = df_visdrone_binary_resampling.drop(columns=['custom_bins', 'ID'])
y = df_visdrone_binary_resampling.custom_bins

# resample all classes but the minority
sampling_strategy = 'not minority'

# define random under sampler instance
rus = RandomUnderSampler(sampling_strategy=sampling_strategy)

# resample
X_res, y_res = rus.fit_resample(X, y)

# display resampled bins

autopct = "%2f"

ax = y_res.value_counts().plot.pie(autopct=autopct)
_ = ax.set_title("Under-sampling")

Under-sampling

Low Zoom

custom_bins

High Zoom

[151.. y_res.value_counts()

[151 Low Zoom 6476
High Zoom 6476
Name: custom_bins, dtype: int64

As you can see, the bin labels are now balanced for the visdrone dataset, as they were for the manikin dataset. The training dataset is now closer to the true
distribution, which is represented by the manikin dataset for our example.

Also note that the majority class, High Zoom , was pruned during the under-sampling process. Our dataset is large enough to withstand this pruning. However, if
your majority class cannot withstand pruning, then other methods of resampling should be considered, such as up-sampling.
Multiclass Example

We will now consider a multiclass example of under-sampling. The same binning process and under-sampling process can be used with multiple classes. However,
if the same sampling strategy of not minority is used, then all of the non-minority classes will be under-sampled to balance the minority class. If the minority

[Distribution Statement A] Approved for public release and unlimited distribution. Page 128



@ JOHNS HOPKINS
A

PPLIED PHYSICS LABORATORY

class is quite small, then a large pruning will take place for each of the other classes. Care should be taken to determine if your dataset can withstand this level of
pruning.

In this case, we will be determining three bins based on the manikin dataset of Low Zoom , Medium Zoom, and High Zoom .

# dataframes for multiclass resampling
df_visdrone_multiclass_resampling = df_visdrone.copy()
df_manikin_multiclass_resampling = df_manikin.copy()

# set bin labels (high zoom is greater percent occupied by largest bbox)
bin_labels_multiclass = ['Low Zoom', 'Medium Zoom', 'High Zoom']

# find bin edges based equally distributing manikin dataset
df_manikin_multiclass_resampling['custom_bins'], bin_edges_multiclass = pd.qcut(
df_manikin_multiclass_resampling['percent_occupied_by_largest_bbox'],
g=3, labels=bin_labels, retbins=True
)

print(bin_edges_multiclass)

[0. 0.00645062 0.0603858 0.36321759]

# examine distribution
df_manikin_multiclass_resampling['custom_bins'].value_counts()

Low Zoom 1691
Medium Zoom 1687
High Zoom 1677

Name: custom_bins, dtype: int64

# plot the bins with manikin dataset
bin_counts_manikin_multiclass = df_manikin_multiclass_resampling['custom_bins'].value_counts().sort_index()

plt.figure(figsize=(6, 4))

bin_counts_manikin_multiclass.plot(kind='bar"', color='lightblue', edgecolor='black"')
plt.title('Manikin Dataset')

plt.xlabel('Bins"')

plt.ylabel('Frequency")

plt.xticks(rotation=0)

plt.tight_layout()

plt.show()

Manikin Dataset
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# set bin labels (high zoom is greater percent occupied by largest bbox)
bin_labels_multiclass = ['Low Zoom', 'Medium Zoom', 'High Zoom']

# set bin edges based on equally distributing the manikin dataset
# change maximum range value to 1.0

bin_edges_multiclass = np.delete(bin_edges_multiclass, -1)
bin_edges_multiclass = np.append(bin_edges_multiclass, 1.0)

print(bin_edges_multiclass)

# set bins, include lowest set to True to ensure all data points are captured
df_visdrone_multiclass_resampling['custom_bins'] = pd.cut(
df_visdrone_multiclass_resampling['percent_occupied_by_largest_bbox'],
bins=bin_edges_multiclass, labels=bin_labels_multiclass, include_lowest=True
)

[0. 0.00645062 0.0603858 1.

# examine distribution
df_visdrone_multiclass_resampling['custom_bins'].value_counts()

High Zoom 6694
Low Zoom 6412
Medium Zoom 501

Name: custom_bins, dtype: int64
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[176.. # plot the bins with visdrone dataset
bin_counts_visdrone_multiclass = df_visdrone_multiclass_resampling['custom_bins'].value_counts().sort_index()

plt.figure(figsize=(6, 4))

bin_counts_visdrone_multiclass.plot(kind='bar', color='lightblue', edgecolor='black"')
plt.title('VisDrone Dataset')

plt.xlabel('Bins"')

plt.ylabel('Frequency')

plt.xticks(rotation=0)

plt.tight_layout()

plt.show()

VisDrone Dataset

7000

6000
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4000

Frequency
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a T T T
Low Zoom Medium Zoom High Zoom
Bins

As you can see, these bins are far more imbalanced than the binary binning for the visdrone dataset. If we want to under-sample the visdrone dataset to look more
like the manikin dataset, then we will need to under-sample both the Low Zoom and High Zoom bins such that all three bins are balanced. This process will
involve a great deal of pruning, which may be too great for our dataset.

[172.. # set X and y data
X_multi = df_visdrone_multiclass_resampling.drop(columns=["'custom_bins', 'ID'])
y_multi = df_visdrone_multiclass_resampling.custom_bins

# resample all classes but the minority
sampling_strategy = 'not minority'

# define random under sampler instance
rus_multi = RandomUnderSampler(sampling_strategy=sampling_strategy)

# resample
X_res_multi, y_res_multi = rus_multi.fit_resample(X_multi, y_multi)

# display resampled bins

autopct = "%2f"

ax = y_res_multi.value_counts().plot.pie(autopct=autopct)
_ = ax.set_title("Under-sampling")

Under-sampling

Low Zoom

Medium Zoom

customi_bins
.

High Zoom

[173.. y_res_multi.value_counts()

Outl[173. Low Zoom 501

Medium Zoom 501

High Zoom 501

Name: custom_bins, dtype: int64

The random under sampling does balance all three bins, but the Low Zoom and High Zoom bins are reduced to only 501 data points each, when they originally
had over 6000 data points each. The severe pruning does greatly limit the dataset. In this case, other methods such as upsampling of the minority class might be
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considered to preserve the training dataset diversity while still resampling the data to look more like the true distribution.

For information on additional under-sampling and upsampling techniques, see Section 6.4 of the report.

Mischaracterization

Our assessment of mischaracterized data will be performed using the CleanLab package, which implements a data correction method called Confident Learning
(CL). The CL method identifies labels that are likely mischaracterized, then prunes the noisiest data and ranks the confidence of the remaining data.

While our training data, the VisDrone dataset, has been curated specifically for object detection, the dataset is large and the method by which the labeling was
performed is unknown. Mischaracterized labels could exist in the dataset, but manually examining each image is far too time consuming. We can utilize CleanLab to
identify mischaracterized labels of people in the VisDrone dataset, thereby increasing trustworthiness in our model.

The Confident Learning method in CleanLab requires an out-of-sample prediction for every data point being assessed for mischaracterization. An out-of-sample
prediction is defined as a prediction for a data point on which the model was not trained. If you only want to assess mischaracterization in the validation set, then
you can use the model trained on the training data to generate out-of-sample predictions for the validation set, and subsequently use these predictions with the
CleanLab package.

However, if you want to assess mischaracterization in the entirety of your data, both the training and the validation sets, there are two options for obtaining out-of-
sample predictions:

1. Use cross-validation for training such that for each data point, there is a model trained where that data point is only included in the validation set, and thus its

predictions for that model are out-of-sample
2. Use a pretrained model that was not trained using any of your data

Option 1 would avoid the use of a pretrained model, yielding better transparency in the model training. However, training one model, let alone multiple using cross-
validation, is incredibly computationally expensive for object detection. Initially, we tried to perform cross-validation and produce out-of-sample predictions for
every VisDrone data point, but training even one of the cross-validation models would have taken over 2 days. The computational expense led us to consider using
a pretrained object detection model for out-of-sample predictions.

Option 2 uses a pretrained model to obtain out-of-sample predictions. In our case, we found that the ResNet model was not trained on the VisDrone dataset, and

could therefore produce out-of-sample predictions for our training data.

Even with using a pretrained model, inferencing using an object detection model is still computationally expensive. We opted to only produce out-of-sample
predictions for a small subset of our training data to illustrate the exercise of assessing mischaracterized data. Ideally, this process would be performed on all
training and validation data, but the computational cost would need to be weighed with the potential benefits of identifying mischaracterized data.

A final consideration is that CleanLab removes those data points which are found to be mischaracterized. Either the labels would need to be manually fixed for
these removed data points, or the training set needs to be large enough to withstand pruning. In our scenario, the VisDrone dataset is large enough to withstand
pruning, so CleanLab can be used to identify and remove mischaracterized data points in the training set.

CleanLab does provide a tutorial on assessing mischaracterization for object detection, along with a tutorial for obtaining out-of-sample predictions for a
validation set and a c for obtaining out-of-sample predictions for all training and validation data points. Note that CleanLab uses the term "test" set to refer to our
concept of a "validation" set. Also note that the tutorials involve training a Detectron2 model. We found the Detectron2 framework rather difficult to install, and we
found training with the framework to be very computationally expensive. These issues also contributed to our decision to move forward with using a pre-trained
model for obtaining out-of-sample predictions.

Out-Of-Sample Predictions

For an implementation of mischaracterization, we followed CleanLab's object detection tutorial with our VisDrone data. In order to begin this tutorial however, we
needed out-of-sample predictions for our VisDrone images. As previously stated, we initially attempted to obtain out-of-sample predictions using the Detectron2
framework (following CleanLab's tutorial). However, the Detectron2 model was severely computationally expensive and difficult to install, so we opted for using a
pre-trained model to obtain out-of-sample predictions.

# path to images
images_path = "../VisDrone_modified_updated/images/"

# create text file with all image filenames in a specified order for recreation of data subsets
with open(f'image_filename_list.txt', 'w') as f:
for image_label in os.listdir(images_path):
f.write(image_label + '\n"')
f.close()

# read in image filenames
with open(f'image_filename_list.txt', 'r') as f:
data = f.read()
image_filename_list = data.split('\n"')
f.close()

# number of images
len(image_filename_list)

13608

As our dataset is quite large and producing predictions from even a pre-trained model is still computationally expensive, we will use a subset of our data for

illustrative purposes.
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# select subset of filenames
subset_of_image_filenames = image_filename_list[0:200]

# open and copy images to an array

subset_of_images = []

for image_filename in subset_of_image_filenames:
image = Image.open(f'{images_path}/{image_filename}')
image_copy = image.copy()
subset_of_images.append(image_copy)
image.close()

Warning: If you attempt to run the following cell more than once in a single notebook session, the kernel may crash. At this point, the images will be processed
for the pre-trained model and outputs will be generated, which requires a large amount of memory. It is recommended to run all cells through to the blue alert
box to ensure predictions are saved before attempting to run the following cell again.

# load in image processor and pre-trained model: Facebook's detr-resnet-50
processor = DetrImageProcessor.from_pretrained("facebook/detr-resnet-50", revision="no_timm")
model = DetrForObjectDetection.from_pretrained("facebook/detr-resnet-50", revision="no_timm")

# format inputs
print('Creating inputs')
inputs = processor(images=subset_of_images, return_tensors="pt")

# generate outputs
print('Generating outputs"')
outputs = model(x*xinputs)

/Users/lewiseml/Documents/CaTE/data-curation-for-ai-assurance/.venv/lib/python3.11/site-packages/torch/_utils.py:831: UserWarning: TypedSt
orage is deprecated. It will be removed in the future and UntypedStorage will be the only storage class. This should only matter to you if
you are using storages directly. To access UntypedStorage directly, use tensor.untyped_storage() instead of tensor.storage()

return self.fget.__get_ (instance, owner)()
Creating inputs
Generating outputs

# sanity check on number of predictions
print(len(outputs.logits))

200

Now we will save off the predictions and given labels in the correct format for use with CleanLab.

# convert outputs
print('Creating target sizes')
target_sizes = torch.tensor([x.size[::-1] for x in subset_of_images])

# keep only predictions greater than 0.9
print('Processing results')
results = processor.post_process_object_detection(outputs, target_sizes=target_sizes, threshold=0.9)

# sanity check on number of predictions
print(len(results))

Creating target sizes
Processing results
200

# format predictions for CleanLab and map to image id
predictions_mapped = {}
for i in range(len(results)):
file_name = subset_of_image_filenames[i]
person_predictions = []
# extract score, label, and bbox
for score, label, box in zip(results[i]['scores'], results[i]l['labels'], results[i]['boxes']):
# only select predictions with class of 'person'
if model.config.id2label[label.item()] == 'person':
data = np.array([round(i, 2) for i in box.tolist()])
data = np.append(data, round(score.item(), 3))
person_predictions.append(np.array(data))
# handling no person predictions to avoid CleanLab error
if len(person_predictions) ==
person_predictions = np.empty((0, 5))
# map predictions to image id
predictions_mapped[file_name] = np.array([person_predictions])

# save predictions
with open('visdrone_modified_predictions.pkl', 'wb') as f:
pickle.dump(predictions_mapped, f)

# format given labels for CleanLab

labels = []
for image_label in subset_of_image_filenames:
file_name = image_label.replace('.jpg', '.txt')
# read in annotation files
with open(f'{path_to_visdrone}/annotations/{file_name}', 'r') as f:
bboxes = []

bbox_labels = []
# parse bounding box data and bounding box labels
for line in f:

data = line.split(',")

data = [int(x.replace('\'', '')) for x in datal
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bboxes.append(np.array([datal[0], datall], datal@]+datal[2], datalll+datal31]1))
bbox_labels.append(np.array(datal[5]))
# handling no labels for an image to avoid CleanLab error
if len(bboxes) == 0:
bboxes = np.empty((1, 4))
bbox_labels = np.empty(0)
# create bbox dictionary
bbox_dict = {
'bboxes': np.array(bboxes),
‘labels': np.array(bbox_labels),
'bboxes_ingore': [1,
‘masks': [I,
'seg_map': image_label
¥
# add dictionary to labels list
labels.append(bbox_dict)

# save given labels
with open('visdrone_modified_labels.pkl', 'wb') as f:
pickle.dump(labels, f)

# read in saved predictions and saved given labels

IMAGE_PATH = '../VisDrone_modified/images/' # path to raw image files downloaded above
predictions_mapped = pickle.load(open('visdrone_modified_predictions.pkl', "rb"))
labels = pickle.load(open('visdrone_modified_labels.pkl', "rb"))

# sample visualization of given bboxes vs detr-resnet-50 predicted bboxes

image_to_visualize = 11 # change this to view other images

image_name = labels[image_to_visualize] ['seg_map']

prediction_values = predictions_mapped[image_name]

image_path = IMAGE_PATH + labels[image_to_visualize] ['seg_map']

# visualization function from CleanLab

visualize(image_path, label=labels[image_to_visualize], prediction=prediction_values, overlay=False)

Legend
B given label
B predicted label

As you can see in this initial example, the detr-resnet-50 predicted labels closely match the given labels in the VisDrone dataset. A few of the predicted bounding
boxes are tighter around the object than the given labels. In addition, the pre-trained model identified a person in the bottom left corner that was not labeled by the
VisDrone given labels. This error will likely be identified by CleanLab's find_label_issues .

Using CleanLab to Identify Label Issues
Let's look at the CleanLab identified label issues. The types of issues can include:

¢ Missing bounding boxes
e Incorrect class labels (likely not an issue for our dataset since all given labels are of the same class)
e |Imperfectly drawn bounding boxes

# ensure the predictions are in the same order as the given
predictions_ordered = []
for i in range(@, len(labels)):
file_name = labels[il ['seg_map']
predictions_ordered.append(predictions_mapped[file_name])

The find_label_issues function can either return the indices of label issues, ordered by severity or a boolean mask for the list of labels where True
indicates a label issue. The return value is determined by the return_indices_ranked_by_score parameter. True returns a list of indices, False returns a
boolean mask.

# find label issues using CleanLab, return indices of label issues ordered by severity
label_issue_idx = find_label_issues(labels, predictions_ordered, return_indices_ranked_by_score=True)

# show indices of most severe label issues
num_examples_to_show = 5 # view this many images flagged with the most severe label issues
label_issue_idx[:num_examples_to_show]
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python(25131) MallocStackLogging: can't turn off malloc stack logging because it was not enabled.
python(25132) MallocStackLogging: can't turn off malloc stack logging because it was not enabled.
python(25133) MallocStackLogging: can't turn off malloc stack logging because it was not enabled.
python(25134) MallocStackLogging: can't turn off malloc stack logging because it was not enabled.
python(25135) MallocStackLogging: can't turn off malloc stack logging because it was not enabled.
python(25136) MallocStackLogging: can't turn off malloc stack logging because it was not enabled.
python(25137) MallocStackLogging: can't turn off malloc stack logging because it was not enabled.
python(25138) MallocStackLogging: can't turn off malloc stack logging because it was not enabled.
python(25139) MallocStackLogging: can't turn off malloc stack logging because it was not enabled.

python(25153) MallocStackLogging: can't turn off malloc stack logging because it was not enabled.
Pruning @ predictions out of 106 using threshold==0.0. These predictions are no longer considered as potential candidates for identifying
label issues as their similarity with the given labels is no longer considered.

array([ 10, 19, 162, 15, 81)

# examine boolean mask
label_issue_mask = find_label_issues(labels, predictions_ordered, return_indices_ranked_by_score=False)
num_of_issues = 0
for val in label_issue_mask:
if val:
num_of_issues += 1
print(num_of_issues)

python(25568) MallocStackLogging: can't turn off malloc stack logging because it was not enabled.
python(25581) MallocStackLogging: can't turn off malloc stack logging because it was not enabled.
python(25594) MallocStackLogging: can't turn off malloc stack logging because it was not enabled.
python(25595) MallocStackLogging: can't turn off malloc stack logging because it was not enabled.
python(25596) MallocStackLogging: can't turn off malloc stack logging because it was not enabled.
python(25597) MallocStackLogging: can't turn off malloc stack logging because it was not enabled.
python(25598) MallocStackLogging: can't turn off malloc stack logging because it was not enabled.
python(25601) MallocStackLogging: can't turn off malloc stack logging because it was not enabled.
python(25602) MallocStackLogging: can't turn off malloc stack logging because it was not enabled.
python(25603) MallocStackLogging: can't turn off malloc stack logging because it was not enabled.
14

We can also obtain a label quality score from CleanLab for each label.

# calculate label quality scores
scores = get_label_quality_scores(labels, predictions_ordered)

Pruning @ predictions out of 106 using threshold==0.0. These predictions are no longer considered as potential candidates for identifying
label issues as their similarity with the given labels is no longer considered.

# identify issues based on scores, with a threshold of 0.5
issue_idx = issues_from_scores(scores, threshold=0.5) # lower threshold will return fewer (but more confident) label issues
issue_idx[:num_examples_to_show], scores[issue_idx] [:num_examples_to_show]

(array([ 10, 19, 162, 15, 8]),
array([4.64158883e-34, 1.80725889e-06, 9.93048260e-06, 2.51513322e-04,
1.91326658e-031))

len(issue_idx)
26

We can see here that more issues are identified using the scoring value (26 as opposed to 14 with the boolean mask). We can also see that the same top 5 most
severe label issues are the same as using the find_label_issues function. The issues_from_scores function also returned the label quality score for each
of these images. A smaller score indicates a more severe label issue.

Let's visualize the top 10 most severe label issues based on their label quality scores.

num_score_based_issues_to_show = 10

image_display_number = 1
for image, score in zip(issue_idx[:num_score_based_issues_to_show], scores[issue_idx] [:num_score_based_issues_to_show]):
image_name = labels[image] ['seg_map']
prediction_values = predictions_mapped[image_name]
image_path = IMAGE_PATH + labels[image] ['seg_map']
class_names = {"0": "person"}
# count number of images being displayed
print(f'Example Image {image_display_number}"')
# showing image ID, label quality score, and if this data point is a CleanLab identified label issue
print(image_path, '| idx', image , '| label quality score:', score, '| is issue: True')
# visualization function from CleanlLab
visualize(image_path, label=labels[image], prediction=prediction_values, class_names=class_names, overlay=False)
image_display_number+=1

Example Image 1
../VisDrone_modified/images/9999985_00000_d_0000059_000.jpg | idx 10 | label quality score: 4.641588833612762e-34 | is issue: True
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Example Image 2
../VisDrone_modified/images/9999998_00209_d_0000166_000.jpg | idx 19 | label quality score:

1.8072588926438768e-06 | is issue: True
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Example Image 3

../VisDrone_modified/images/9999994_00000_d_0000009_000.jpg | idx 162 | label quality score: 9.9304826048191e-06 | is issue: True
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Example Image 4
../VisDrone_modified/images/9999999_00129_d_0000049_004.jpg | idx 15 | label quality score: 0.0002515133223390791 | is issue: True
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Example Image 5
../VisDrone_modified/images/0000288_03601_d_0000802_000.jpg | idx 8 | label quality score: 0.001913266578022003 | is issue: True
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Example Image 6
../VisDrone_modified/images/9999999_00247_d_0000106_023.jpg | idx 168 | label quality score: 0.003453482349703509 | is issue: True
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Example Image 7
../VisDrone_modified/images/9999999_00412_d_0000181_042.jpg | idx 47 | label quality score: 0.01991748954194255 | is issue: True
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Example Image 8
../VisDrone_modified/images/9999999_00281_d_0000123_015.jpg | idx 179 | label quality score: 0.033214414070904266 | is issue: True
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Example Image 9
../VisDrone_modified/images/9999999_00297_d_0000131_024.jpg | idx 172 | label quality score: 0.048652885419716775 | is issue: True
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Example Image 10
../VisDrone_modified/images/9999999_00364_d_0000158_010.jpg | idx 72 | label quality score: 0.06937637211606348 | is issue: True
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Example Images 4, 6, 9, and 10 show examples where CleanLab completely successfully identified mischaracterization.

* Example Image 4 shows an imperfectly drawn bounding box in the given labels.

= The predicted label shows a tighter, more accurate bounding box around the person in the image than in the given labesl. Here CleanLab identified an
imperfectly drawn bounding box issue.
* Example Images 6, 9, and 10 all show CleanLab identifying overlooked objects.

= The predicted labels for each image correctly identify a person that was not identified by the given labels. These predicted labels should be added to the
given labels to identify all of the people in the image.
* Example Image 9 shows CleanLab identifying either a wrong class label or an imperfect bounding box.

= The given labels are missing a label for the person in the bottom center of the image, and the given labels mistakenly include a person bounding box on
the umbrella.

= The given label issue could either be an instance of a mislabeled object (labeling the umbrella as a person) or an imperfectly drawn bounding box (the
bounding box for the person drawn on the umbrella instead). In either case, CleanLab correctly identifies the bounding box on the person in the bottom
center of the image and correctly does not include a bounding box on the umbrella. The predicted labels should therefore be used as the correct labels for

this image.

The Example Images 1, 2, and 3 highlight the fact that a pre-trained model was used to obtain the out-of-sample predictions and show instances where CleanLab
was not as successful.

« Example Image 1 lacks any predicted labels, but some of the given labels were in fact incorrect.

= The given labels include a person on a motorcycle on the road, and a person standing between two cars. These labels are correct, and were likely absent
in the predicted labels since we were using a pre-trained model which is not specific to person object detection.

= However, the given labels do include several bounding boxes which do not appear to contain a person on closer inspection. In particular, the box by the
backhoe does not contain a person. Therefore, CleanLab did successful identify at least one misplaced bounding box for this image.

* Example Image 2 contains mislabeled prediction labels.

The predicted labels include bounding boxes around non-human objects, such as a trash can by the car, a clothing rack by the store, and a bicycle by the
store. The predicted labels also miss a second person crossing the street. All of these labels are correct in the given labels.
These discrepencies are again likely due to the use of a pre-trained model. Given sufficient training time and resources, a cross validation model trained

on our training data would likely make better predictions.
Also note that neither the given labels nor the predicted labels identified the person driving the small truck in the middle of the road.

e Example Image 3 is missing correct person labels.

= The predicted labels are missing the second person on a bike in the parking lot along with the people standing outside cars at the gas station. The
predicted labels also mislabeled a rock as a person in the grassy area.
= However, the given labels included a label far in the parking lot in the distance that does not include a person. The predicted labels did not include this

label, so mischaracterization was still identified from this process for this image.
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In all, CleanLab successfully identified overlooked objects, mislabeled objects, and imperfectly drawn bounding boxes for our subset of the VisDrone dataset. This
same process can be performed for all images in both the training and validation datasets, starting with the most severe issues if time is short. The given labels can
then be adjusted based on identified mischaracterization to improve the trustworthiness of the model.

[Distribution Statement A] Approved for public release and unlimited distribution. Page 138



JOHNS HOPKINS

APPLIED PHYSICS LABORATORY

Appendix D Data curation tutorial for a natural
language processing use case
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Building Trustworthy Al Through Data Curation

Natural Language Processing (NLP) Tutorial

Data curation is an important step in the development of any Al-enabled system, particularly when the system is intended to be trustworthy. This tutorial is focused
on curation activities for text data, demonstrating different aspects of correcting distributional issues in the context of natural language processing (NLP). The

tutorial has two parts:
1. Debiasing Word Embeddings

Embeddings—a translation from a vector of words or tokens to a numerical domain that a machine can read—are a common way to prepare language for a machine
learning model. However, bias that is present in the raw text can persist in the embedding space. To combat this, we make use of the Word Embedding Fairness
Evalation (WEFE) Framework.

1. Representative Sample Selection and Weighting

It is sometimes appropriate to operate on the metadata. In other words, rather than examine the embedding space, we can look at document features such as tags,
publication date, authorship and so on. Representative Sample Weighting (RSW) allows for two things: (i) subsampling training data to create a validation set that
mirrors the deployed environment along selected characteristics, and (ii) weighting the remaining training data to mirror the deployed environment along selected
characteristics.

Set-Up
Before we begin, let's import the packages we will need and the datasets we will be using.
Additional Notes on Package Set-Up:

e This tutorial was developed using Python 3.12.4.
e Touse gensim.downloader , ensure you are running SciPy version 1.12 or earlier for compatibility.
e Touse rsw, follow installation instructions on GitHub.

import os
import pandas as pd
import numpy as np

# Part I: Debiasing Word Embeddings

from gensim.models import Word2Vec

import gensim.downloader as api

from gensim.utils import simple_preprocess

from wefe.datasets import load_weat, fetch_debiaswe
from wefe.metrics import WEAT

from wefe.query import Query

from wefe.word_embedding_model import WordEmbeddingModel
from wefe.debias.hard_debias import HardDebias

# Part II: Representative Sample Selection and Weighting
import rsw

Working with Datasets
Over the course of this notebook, we will work with two datasets:

1. BC5CDR: The BioCreative V Chemical Disease Relation (BC5CDR) corpus consists of 1,500 PubMed articles, including 4,409 annotated chemicals, 5,818
diseases, and 3,116 chemical-disease interactions (Li, et al. 2016).

2. ChemDNER: The Chemical Compound and Drug Name Recognition corpus is a collection of 10,000 PubMed abstracts, containing a total of 84,355 chemical
entity mentions.

We retrieve the data from HuggingFace: BC5CDR and ChemDNER. Once downloaded, please place the data in the data/ directory (at the same level as this
notebook).

Part I. Debiasing Word Embeddings

Why Debiasing Datasets is Essential

From Chapter 1.1 of the accompanying report, a trustworthy Al-enabled system must be optimized for performance on the true distribution of inputs it will
encounter in a deployed environment. Bias in datasets is a significant challenge in developing trustworthy Al systems. It can lead to models that unfairly favor
certain groups, produce inaccurate predictions, or perpetuate existing inequities. For Al systems to be reliable and fair, it's critical to identify and address biases
early in the pipeline—starting with the datasets themselves.

Al models are only as unbiased as the data they are trained on. Hidden biases, such as dialectal variations or domain-specific inconsistencies, can introduce errors
that degrade performance and limit the model's applicability. Addressing these issues at the data curation stage is not only a best practice but also a necessary

step toward creating trustworthy and high-performing Al systems.
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How Debiasing Supports Trustworthy Al

Debiasing during data curation ensures that the training data is representative, equitable, and free from patterns that could negatively impact Al behavior. This
practice enhances:

e Fairness: Ensuring that Al systems perform equitably across all user groups and contexts.
e Accuracy: Reducing errors caused by biased data patterns, leading to more reliable predictions.
e Transparency: Increasing trust by aligning Al behavior with ethical principles and user expectations.

In this tutorial, we will demonstrate how to debias a chemical database using dialect bias as a case study. Named entity recognition (NER) in the deployed
environment—which includes American and British articles—will be improved when dialect-specific bias is scrubbed from the embeddings in the training set. This
hands-on example illustrates the broader principles of identifying and mitigating bias in datasets to create more trustworthy Al solutions.

Part I: Debiasing Word Embeddings will operate on the BC5CDR corpus. In the code block below, you'll notice the recombination of a previously split dataset. This
step is intentional!

Why Debias the Entire Dataset?

The dataset we're working with was originally divided into training, testing, and development subsets. For the purpose of debiasing, we've recombined these
subsets into a single dataset. Here's why this approach is important:

1. Consistency Across Subsets: Bias in one subset (e.g., training) could influence results in testing or development. By debiasing the entire dataset, we
minimize bias across the entire pipeline.

2. Future Flexibility: After debiasing, the dataset can be re-split into training, testing, and development subsets, ensuring all splits benefit from the bias
mitigation.

3. Better Representation: Debiasing the full dataset ensures the embeddings represent the data fairly, regardless of how it's divided later.

This approach ensures trustworthy and reliable models across all phases of development.

1.Load in Data

data_dir = "data/"

bc5cdr_dev = pd.read_csv(os.path.join(data_dir, "bc5cdr_dataset_by_annotation_relation_development_set.csv"))
bc5cdr_test = pd.read_csv(os.path.join(data_dir, "bc5cdr_dataset_by_annotation_relation_test_set.csv"))
bc5cdr_train = pd.read_csv(os.path.join(data_dir, "bc5cdr_dataset_by_annotation_relation_training_set.csv"))

# concatenate DataFrames vertically
bc5cdr = pd.concat([bc5cdr_dev, bc5cdr_test, bc5cdr_train], ignore_index = True)

2. Creating Word Vector Embeddings from a Dataset with Word2Vec
Why Train Our Own Embeddings?

In this tutorial, we will train our own embeddings to address the unique challenges posed by the specialized language in the chemical datasets. Pre-trained
embeddings, typically derived from large, general-purpose text corpora, often fail to capture the domain-specific terminology and context required for tasks in

fields like chemistry.

By creating a corpus directly from the chemical dataset and training embeddings on it, we ensure the model learns the specific linguistic patterns and nuances
unique to this domain. This tailored approach improves the model's ability to process the specialized language and enhances the effectiveness of tasks like
debiasing.

In specialized domains like chemistry, training embeddings on the dataset itself is essential for developing meaningful and trustworthy Al applications, ensuring
that the foundations of the model align with the data’s characteristics.

In this section, you will turn the raw data into a NLP dataset and train a model on the dataset you create. This process will provide you with practical experience in
preparing domain-specific data and building custom embeddings tailored to specialized datasets.

Corpus Tokenization

A corpus is simply a collection of text or language data, like a digital library filled with words, sentences, and conversations, while tokenization is the process of
splitting the corpus into smaller units, such as sentences and words. In this tutorial, our corpus is the dataset we imported earlier, and the tokens will be individual

sentences.

The tokenized corpus serves as the foundation for teaching computers how humans communicate, making it essential for NLP tasks. In this tutorial, we will create
and tokenize our own corpus, plus train our own embeddings.

Next, we'll work with a custom Python class called MyCorpus to stream the corpus for our task. This class is designed to be simple and efficient, especially for
working with large text datasets. This class is defined below.

# the MyCorpus class will stream the text dataset, perform preprocessing on the data, and return a tokenized dataset
class MyCorpus:
"""An iterator that yields sentences (lists of str) from the dataset."""

def __init__ (self, text_data):

Initialize with a pandas Series containing the text data.

self.text_data = text_data
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def preprocess_text(self, text):
Preprocess a single text into tokenized sentences.
- breaks text into tokens (smaller pieces like words)
— removes special characters, punctuation, and makes all words lowercase.

# Split into sentences and preprocess each
sentences = text.split('.') # Basic sentence split
tokenized_sentences = [
simple_preprocess(sentence) for sentence in sentences if sentence.strip()
1

return tokenized_sentences

def __iter__(self):

Iterate through the dataset, yielding preprocessed sentences.

for doc in self.text_data.dropna():
for sentence in self.preprocess_text(doc):
yield sentence

Now, let's use the class to prepare the text data in the dataset.
The code below performs three tasks to showcase how to efficiently clean and transform raw text into a corpus:

1. Selects Text Data: It extracts the text column from a dataset (BC5CDR), which contains raw text data.
2. Initializes the Corpus: It creates an instance of MyCorpus to preprocess and iterate through the text.
3. Previews a Sentence: The code iterates through the preprocessed corpus and prints the first tokenized sentence as a preview.

# select the 'text' column for text data
bc5cdr_text_data = bc5cdr['text']

# initialize the corpus iterator
corpus = MyCorpus(bc5cdr_text_data)

# preview one token from the corpus
# recall, the MyCorpus class breaks the corpus into sentences. so, one token = one sentence
for token in corpus:

print(token)

break # print only the first token

['tricuspid', 'valve', 'regurgitation', 'and', 'lithium', 'carbonate', 'toxicity', 'in', 'newborn', ‘'infant'l]
Great! You have successfully created a tokenized corpus, which is a foundational step in many NLP tasks. By tokenizing the corpus, we've broken down the raw

text into smaller, manageable units (tokens). This prepares us for the next step: training a model to understand the relationships and patterns between these
words.

Training a Word2Vec Model on the Corpus

Now that we have created a corpus, we will use it to train a Word2Vec model.

Training a Word2Vec model involves creating word embeddings—vectorized representations of each word in the corpus. These vectors capture the semantic
meaning and contextual relationships between words, allowing the model to understand how words relate to one another. These embeddings will be used
downstream to assess and mitigate bias in the model.

Fortunately, a powerful algorithm already exists to handle this task: Word2Vec.

In this subsection, we'll demonstrate how to train a Word2Vec model using our tokenized corpus and configure its key parameters. By completing this step, you'll

gain hands-on experience in training word embeddings, a foundational skill for building customized NLP models and addressing bias in Al systems.

The code to perform this task is shown below, followed by an explanation of the parameters.

# train the Word2Vec model

model = Word2Vec(sentences=corpus, # the sentences for this model will be streamed using the MyCorpus function
vector_size=100, # the embedding vector for each word in the vocabulary is 100. So, this is
# a 100 dimension vocabulary
min_count=5, # words need to appear at least times to be part of the model
workers=4) # enables 4 worker threads during training to decrease training time

Key Parameters:

When training the model, we set several parameters to customize its behavior:

.

sentences: This is the input data, provided as tokenized sentences. We use the MyCorpus class from earlier to stream preprocessed text efficiently.

vector_size: This determines the size of the embedding space. Larger values create more detailed word representations but require more memory. Here, we
use 100 dimensions.

min_count: Filters out less frequent words to reduce noise. Only words appearing at least 5 times are included in the vocabulary.

workers: Specifies the number of threads for parallel processing, speeding up the training process. We set this to 4.

By tuning these parameters, we can adapt the model to the dataset size, computational resources, and the task at hand. After completing the tutorial, come back
to this step to see how the various parameters impact the final results!

Now, let's preview a vector for a word in our vocabulary. Let's use the word 'serum.’

# preview word embeddings, print a vector value
test_vec = model.wv['serum'] # get the vector for the word 'serum'
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test_vec # preview the embedding vector

N

-1.7155459 , 0.16440512, -0.8158037 ,
-0.1115112 , 0.90174896, 3.956022 ,
.563165 , -3.6169825 , -0.84064925,
-2.1082516 , -1.9038166 , -1.7073246 , 3.8781583 , -3.12464 ,

0.11234532, -1.1695529 , -0.41929355, -0.5563364 , .8426056 ,
-0.34905893, 1.831244 , -2.8112159 , -0.49283004, -3.6135159

array([-1.6767215 , 2640593
-3.4041393 , -2.2227812
2.2553535 , -1.8654162

-
N

-1.5267144 , 1.1880991 , -1.3622504 , 0.8020515 , -3.1770132 ,
-0.68297696, -3.5730097 , -3.052885 , 4.445343 , -0.85528 ’
2.8535013 , 4.89538 , —4.249401 , -3.1694944 , -1.2777615
1.219491 , 1.0762093 , 1.5641463 , -2.9096603 , 2.9371238 ,
-3.2874198 , 2.2689497 , 2.4363418 , -3.601712 , 5.4951677 ,
-3.5007064 , -1.4384735 , -3.0399754 , 3.3377345 , 1.4893364 ,
-0.506675 , -3.6406965 , -5.7969027 , 1.4386466 , -1.0259223 ,
3.063135 , 1.2479773 , 0.9946628 , -5.1166754 , -2.5035672 ,
0.74878275, ©.857244 , 0.8417711 , -3.1207085 , 1.0301484 ,
-3.9992225 , 1.1946511 , 1.4009764 , -0.31659415, 1.1118972 ,
1.7014294 , -2.7614696 , -2.7008994 , 2.354415 , -0.0438198 ,
-5.5987663 , -0.9967859 , 2.6911578 , 1.0993662 , 2.449977 ,
-0.8904536 , -2.2266493 , -2.0914953 , 0.34671348, 1.4938738 ,
-3.5718293 , -1.1251502 , 4.7424903 , 1.952814 , 1.2648851 ],

dtype=float32)

You can see that the word 'serum' is represented by a vector of length 100, as specified in our model creation call.
Feel free to replace the word 'serum' with other words in the vocabulary to examine their vectors. A handful of others are listed below:

¢ infant

e protein

e behavior
e frequency

Saving the Model or Loading the Saved Model

Now that we've successfully trained the model and verified its ability to embed our values accurately, it's time to preserve your hard work. Saving the trained model
ensures you can reuse it later without needing to retrain it from scratch. This saves time and makes your embeddings readily available for future tasks or analyses.

Saving Your Model

We will save the model as tutorial_word2vec_model of type .model using the model.save function. This ensures the model is stored in a reusable
format for future use. The code snippet below demonstrates how to save your trained model.

# save the model for future use
model.save("tutorial_word2vec_model.model")

Why Save the Model?
Saving the trained model allows you to reuse it later. Instead of retraining the model every time, you can simply load it and start using the embeddings.
Loading Your Saved Model

If we were to stop here and return to the tutorial later, we can load the model we trained using the code below and pick up where we left off.

model = Word2Vec.load("tutorial_word2vec_model.model")

3. Evaluating Bias in Word Embeddings Using the Word Embedding Fairness Evaluation (WEFE)
Toolkit

By now, you've built a corpus, trained a Word2Vec model to create word embeddings, and saved the model for future use. You may have even walked away and
loaded the saved model when you returned.

Now, it's time to assess the trained model for bias using the Word Embedding Fairness Evaluation (WEFE) framework and toolkit. WEFE is a tool designed to
evaluate potential biases or associations present in word embeddings. It's a powerful way to understand how concepts and words are represented in the
embedding space. Chapter 11 in the accompanying report gives more information about WEFE and other debiasing approaches.

In this section, you'll:

1. Adapt your Word2Vec model for WEFE analysis.
2. Define attribute and target sets for bias evaluation.
3. Create queries to test for specific relationships or biases in the embeddings.

These steps will provide you with the foundational skills needed to evaluate and mitigate biases in any word embedding model, making your Al projects more
equitable and robust.

Let's get started!

Prepare the Word2Vec Model for WEFE Analysis

To begin, we'll adapt the trained Word2Vec model to work with the WEFE framework. This step ensures that our word embeddings are in the correct format for
analysis, allowing us to systematically explore the relationships and associations they capture.

Below, you'll configure the model for WEFE, making it ready for bias evaluation. Let's dive into the code:
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model_vec = model.wv # note in order to use the vector, you must save it with the .wv, word vector format.
# WEFE accepts instances of keyed vectors

WEFEmodel = WordEmbeddingModel(model_vec, "bc5cdr train dim=100")

What This Code Does

1. Extract Word Vectors:
e The model.wv syntax is used to extract word vectors from the trained Word2Vec model in a format required by WEFE.
e This step ensures that WEFE can access the word embeddings for further analysis.

2. Create a WEFE-Compatible Model:
e The word vectors are wrapped using WEFE's WordEmbeddingModel class, which allows seamless interaction between WEFE and the embeddings.
e The model is named "bc5cdr train dim=100" to describe its source and configuration.

What's Next

The prepared WEFEmodel will serve as the foundation for defining associations and evaluating biases in the embeddings using WEFE's tools. In the next step,
we'll create a query that leverages the Word Embedding Association Test (WEAT) to assess dialect bias in the trained embeddings we created.

Create Attribute and Target Sets

To evaluate and address potential bias in word embeddings, we rely on two essential components: attribute sets and target sets. These sets work together to
help us systematically analyze the relationships and associations captured in the embeddings. Note that the lengths of the respective sets must be equal

Attribute Set

An attribute set contains words linked to a specific characteristic that you suspect may be overrepresented or unevenly emphasized in the embeddings. For
example:

* To examine dialect bias, you could create an attribute set with pairs of words that differ by dialect, such as "color" and "colour" (American vs. British English
spellings).
e This set highlights the particular characteristic (in this case, dialect) that we aim to investigate in the embedding space.

Target Set

The target set represents the words we want to analyze for potential bias. These words are typically neutral and unrelated to the characteristic in the attribute set,
but their embeddings may still reflect subtle associations influenced by the attribute set.

*Why Does This Matter?*

By comparing attribute and target sets, we can uncover and measure biases within word embeddings. Imagine the attribute sets as lenses that focus on specific
traits, like dialect or spelling, while the target sets act as test subjects, helping us see how those traits influence unrelated words. This comparison reveals patterns
in the embeddings that may indicate bias.

Below, we'll create the attribute and target sets we'll use for this tutorial. These will form the foundation for the query we create in the next step.

# attribute sets

# define American and British English words

american_words = ['analog', 'anesthetic', 'behavior', 'center', 'chloride', 'edema', 'labeling', 'tumor']
british_words = ['analogue', 'anaesthetic', 'behaviour', 'centre', 'chloride', 'oedema', 'labelling', 'tumour']

attribute_set_names = ['American', 'British’
# target sets
# list of neutral chemical terms

chemistry_terms = ['oxidation', 'reduction', 'concentration', 'electrolyte', 'hydrogen', 'oxygen', 'carbon', 'nitrogen']
biology_terms = ['acetaldehyde', 'glucose', 'protein', 'enzyme', 'temperature', 'pressure', ‘'volume', 'frequency']

Creating a Query

Now that we've converted our Word2Vec model into a WEFE-compatible format and set up our attribute and target sets, it's time to connect the dots by creating a
query.

What is a Query?
A query is like a question you're asking the embeddings. It serves as the foundation for the analysis by specifying what relationships we are testing for.

A query combines the attribute and target sets we defined earlier, along with labels, to see how the embeddings reflect relationships between them. Think of it as
setting the stage for WEFE's analysis, where we explore how concepts—like dialects—are represented in the model.

How are queries defined
A query requires three inputs:

1. Attribute Sets: These are groups of words we want to associate with our target concepts. In this case, we use the lists american_words and
british_words .

2. Target Sets: These are concepts we want to measure associations for. Here, we use the lists chemistry_terms and biology_terms .

3. Labels: These are descriptive names for the attribute and target sets, which help to interpret the results.

The following code demonstrates how to define the query using our data and applicable labels:
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query = Query(
[american_words, british_words],
[chemistry_terms, biology_terms],

[*American Words', 'British Words'],
['Chemistry', 'Biology'l
)

Note, since we plan to perform a WEAT analysis, we are required to have two target sets and two attribute sets. The Query class has additional considerations, as
listed below.

Format Requirements for the Query Class

To perform a WEAT analysis, the Query class in WEFE requires two target sets and two attribute sets. It's essential to follow the specific format rules outlined
below to ensure the analysis works correctly.

Key Format Rules

1. Attribute Sets:

e These must be provided as two separate lists of words.

e Example: american_words and british_words should each be a list, such as:
american_words = ["color", "neighbor", "organize"]
british_words = ["colour", '"neighbour", "organise"]

2. Target Sets:

e These must also be provided as two separate lists of words.

e Example: chemistry_terms and biology_terms should each be lists, such as:
chemistry_terms = ["molecule", "reaction", "compound"]
biology_terms = ["organism", "cell", "gene"]

3. Labels:

* Descriptive labels for the attribute and target sets must be provided as two separate lists of strings.
e Example:

['American Words', 'British Words']

['Chemistry', 'Biology'l

Important Notes:

e Allinputs to the Query class must be lists, even if they contain only one word.
e Ensure that each list is non-empty to avoid errors during analysis.

Following these format requirements ensures that the WEFE Query class can properly interpret the input data.

Optional: Exploring the Query Object

Once a Query object is created, you can inspect its components to better understand its structure and verify its contents. Here's what each of the following lines
of code does:

Query: Display the Full Query Object

¢ Prints the entire Query object, showing all the details, including attribute sets, target sets, their labels, and the words they contain.
e This is useful for quickly reviewing the overall structure of the query.

query

<Query: American Words and British Words wrt Chemistry and Biology

- Target sets: [['analog', 'anesthetic', 'behavior', 'center', 'chloride', 'edema', 'labeling', 'tumor'], ['analogue', 'anaesthetic', 'b
ehaviour', 'centre', 'chloride', 'oedema', 'labelling', 'tumour']]

- Attribute sets:[['oxidation', 'reduction', 'concentration', 'electrolyte', 'hydrogen', 'oxygen', 'carbon', 'nitrogen'], ['acetaldehyd
e', 'glucose', 'protein', 'enzyme', 'temperature', 'pressure', 'volume', 'frequency'll>

Access the Query Name
e Returns the name of the query. WEFE will generate a default name based on the sets provided.
query.query_name
'American Words and British Words wrt Chemistry and Biology'
Access the Attribute Sets

e Displays the attribute sets used in the query.

query.attribute_sets
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[['oxidation',
'reduction’,
'concentration',
‘electrolyte’,
‘hydrogen',
‘oxygen',
‘carbon',
'nitrogen'],
‘acetaldehyde',
‘glucose’,
'protein’,
‘enzyme',
'temperature',
'pressure’,
'volume',
'frequency']]

It's important to explore your data at all phases of the data curation phase to ensure continued accuracy in your analysis efforts. These built-in functions help you
to do that.

Word Embedding Association Test (WEAT) - Metric for Bias

Great work! So far, we've accomplished several foundational tasks:

1. Adapted our trained Word2Vec model into a format compatible with WEFE.
2. Defined attribute and target sets to investigate potential biases in the embeddings.
3. Created a query to test the associations between these sets.

Now, it's time to apply the Word Embedding Association Test (WEAT), a tool for measuring the strength of associations in word embeddings. In this step, we'll
calculate the WEAT score for our defined query, interpret the results, and assess what they reveal about bias in the embeddings.

This subsection will guide you through:

e Understanding how the WEAT metric works and what the scores represent.
e Running the WEAT analysis using the prepared query and model.
e |Interpreting the results to uncover meaningful insights into the associations in the dataset.

Let's dive in!

Understanding the WEAT Score

The Word Embedding Association Test (WEAT) is used to measure the strength of association between two sets of target words and two sets of attribute words
based on word embeddings. In this case:

o Attribute Sets:
1. American words (e.g., "color", "neighbor")
2. British words (e.g., "colour", "neighbour")
e Target Sets:
1. Chemistry-related words (e.g., "molecule", "reaction")
2. Biology-related words (e.g., "organism", "cell")

The WEAT score reflects the relative association between these sets and the order of the sets matters to the analysis and results. Since the sets are ordered as
shown above, the WEAT score can be interpreted as follows:

¢ *Positive WEAT Score*:

A positive score means the first attribute set is strongly associated with the first target set, and the second attribute set is strongly associated with the second
target set. In our case, this would indicate:

¢ Chemistry-related words are more strongly associated with American words.
* Biology-related words are more strongly associated with British words.
* *Negative WEAT Score*:

A negative score suggests a strong association between the first attribute set and the second target set, as well as between the second attribute set and the first
target set. For our example, this means:

e Chemistry-related words are more strongly associated with British words.
e Biology-related words are more strongly associated with American words.
e *Near-Zero WEAT Score*:

A score close to zero suggests:

e Little to no difference in how chemistry and biology words are associated with American and British words in the embeddings.

Assessing the dataset with the WEAT metric

Now that we understand the score and how to interpret them, let us calculate the score for our defined attribute and target sets.

In this subsection, we will instantiate the WEAT metric, then run it with the query and word embedding model we created earlier.
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# instantiate a WEAT metric
weat = WEAT()

# run the created query on the created WEFEmodel
result = weat.run_query(query, WEFEmodel)

Interpreting the WEAT Results

Let's view the results of the WEAT analysis, which examines the association between American and British words with chemistry and biology terms.

Print the results to the screen using the code below.

result

{'query_name': 'American Words and British Words wrt Chemistry and Biology',
‘result': -0.37633413216099143,
‘'weat': -0.37633413216099143,
‘effect_size': -0.9289449823344528,
‘p_value': nan}

The results returns 3 values, the WEAT score, effect size, and p-value. Let's dive into these results and what they mean for our analysis.

Key Results and Interpretation

1. WEAT Score ( weat: -0.3567)

e The negative WEAT score indicates that:
= Chemistry words are more strongly associated with British words.
= Biology words are more strongly associated with American words.
e The magnitude of -0.32 shows the directional bias, though the strength is moderate.
2. Effect Size ( effect_size: -0.8653)

* The effect size quantifies the strength of this association relative to the overall word embeddings.
¢ An effect size of -0.87 is considered large, meaning that the observed bias is substantial and likely meaningful.
e This reinforces the direction of the bias suggested by the WEAT score.

3. P-Value ( p_value: nan)

e The p-value is typically used to assess the statistical significance of the observed association. In other words, The p-value is a number that helps us
decide if the pattern or relationship we see in our data is real or just happened by chance. A smaller p-value (usually less than 0.05) means it's less likely
that the results are random, so we can feel more confident that the association we observed is meaningful.

e In this case, the value is nan (not a number), which may indicate:

= |nsufficient data to compute significance.
e Without a valid p-value, we cannot confirm the statistical reliability of the result, but this does not negate the relationship observed in the embeddings.

Summary

These results suggest a notable bias in the word embeddings:

¢ Chemistry-related words are more associated with British spelling, while biology-related words are more associated with American spelling.
* The large effect size underscores that this is a meaningful association in the embeddings.

However, the absence of a p-value means we cannot definitively conclude the statistical significance of this bias. For this demonstration of the toolset, this is ok.
However, to address this in applications where the p-value is needed:

e Ensure the dataset used is large enough to compute statistical significance.

Debiasing Word Embeddings with WEFE's Hard Debias Function

Now that we've identified bias in the embeddings, it's time to address it. We'll use the HardDebias function from WEFE to systematically reduce the bias. This
approach uses geometric operations on the embedding space to adjust how certain concepts are represented.

Understand Definitional and Equalizer Pairs

To use HardDebias , we need to define two important sets of word pairs: definitional pairs and equalizer pairs. These pairs are critical to the debiasing process,
helping to both define the bias and preserve neutrality in unrelated concepts.

What Are Definitional Pairs?

Definitional pairs are words that define the bias axis—the specific distinction we are addressing in the embeddings. For our example, this axis is the difference
between American and British spellings. These pairs come directly from our attribute sets and provide the foundation for debiasing.

Example: Definitional Pairs

definitional_pairs = [
("color", "colour"),
("organize", "organise"),
("tumor", "tumour")

1

Here, each pair highlights a dialectal variation, forming the axis along which bias is measured and reduced.
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What Are Equalizer Pairs?

Equalizer pairs ensure that unrelated or neutral words are not influenced by the bias axis. These pairs are often drawn from the target sets or other neutral words in
the embeddings. Their role is to remain equidistant from the bias axis, preserving their neutrality.

*Example: Equalizer Pairs*

equalizer_pairs = [
("chemistry", "biology"),
("science", "research")

1

These pairs represent neutral concepts that should not reflect any dialectal bias after debiasing.

*Why These Pairs Are Important*

Definitional pairs identify and define the axis of bias, guiding the HardDebias function in adjusting the embeddings.
Equalizer pairs ensure that neutral concepts remain unbiased and balanced, preserving the overall fairness of the embeddings.

The pairs for our example are listed below.

# note: WEFE requires these to be in lists
definitional_pairs = [

['analog', 'analogue'l,

['anesthetic', 'anaesthetic'],

['behavior', 'behaviour'l,

['center', 'centre'l,

['chloride', 'chloride'],

['edema', 'oedema'],

['labeling', 'labelling'l,

["tumor', *'tumour’

1

equalize_pairs = [
['oxidation', 'enzyme'l,
['reduction', 'protein'],
['concentration', 'glucose'l,
['electrolyte', ‘'acetaldehyde'l],
['hydrogen', ‘'oxygen'],
['carbon', 'nitrogen'],
['temperature', 'pressure'l,
['volume', 'frequency']

Perform Hard Debias
With definitional and equalizer pairs defined, we're ready to apply the HardDebias function and adjust the embeddings.
To do this, we need to:

1. Instantiate a HardDebias object.
2. Fit the instantiated object to our dataset.
3. Finally, adjust (debias) the embeddings.

Instantiating the HardDebias Object
To instantiate the object, we use the HardDebias() function and provide two parameters:

1. verbose=False : This tells it to process without printing much to the console. Feel free to change it to True to see more output during the process!
2. criterion_name : This gives an identifying name to the bias we are tracking. In our case, the bias is "dialect."

Fitting the Object to the Dataset
After creating the HardDebias object, we need to fit it to our dataset. We do this using the hd.fit() function. This function requires:

1. The model to adjust: The WEFE model we fit.
2. The bias to look for: Provided by the definitional pairs.
3. The words that should stay neutral: Provided by the equalizer pairs.

Debiasing the Dataset

The final step is to debias the WEFEmodel and save the debiased embeddings to a new variable. We use the hd.transform() function for this step. Here's a
breakdown of the key parameters:

1. ignore=None: This tells the function to apply the debiasing process to all words in the model.
2. copy=True: Ensures that a copy of the original model is created, leaving the original model unchanged.

Now, let’s implement this in code and examine the results in the next step!

### applying HardDebias
# create a HardDebias object
hd = HardDebias(verbose=False, criterion_name="dialect")

# fit the HardDebias object to the dataset
hd.fit(WEFEmodel, definitional_pairs=definitional_pairs, equalize_pairs=equalize_pairs,)
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# debias the WEFEmodel
dialect_debiased_model = hd.transform(WEFEmodel, ignore=None, copy=True)

Copy argument is True. Transform will attempt to create a copy of the original model. This may fail due to lack of memory.
Model copy created successfully.
100% || 13181/13181 [00:00<00:00, 126707.45it/s]

Comparing the Debiased Model with the Original Model

Great job! We've successfully debiased our word embedding model using the HardDebias function. Now, it's time to assess how effective the debiasing process
was by comparing the debiased model to the original (biased) model.

What Are We Doing in This Step?
To evaluate the impact of debiasing, we'll:

1. Load the WEAT word sets to provide a consistent framework for measuring bias.

* |'m sure you're wondering why we are loading these presets given that we have used custom word sets throughout the tutorial. Well, even though we are
using a custom word set, loading these defaults ensures compatibility with the WEAT framework. Feel free to preview the wordset and create one of your
own to see how your results change!

2. Use WEAT to calculate the bias score for both the biased and debiased models.
3. Compare the results to see how much the bias has been reduced.

By the end of this step, we'll have clear, measurable evidence of the effectiveness of the HardDebias process.

Let's dive into the code to calculate and compare the WEAT scores for the biased and debiased models:

# load WEAT wordset
weat_wordset = load_weat()

# initialize WEAT object
weat = WEAT()

# save previous result
biased_result = result

# calculate the WEAT score using the existing query, but on the debiased model
debiased_result = weat.run_query(query, dialect_debiased_model)

After running WEAT on both the biased and debiased models, here are the absolute WEAT scores:

### view your results
print(query, "\n", "-" % 70, "\n")

print("Debiased vs Biased (absolute values)")
print(
round(abs(debiased_result["weat"]), 3),
nen,
round(abs(biased_result["weat"]), 3),)

<Query: American Words and British Words wrt Chemistry and Biology

- Target sets: [['analog', 'anesthetic', 'behavior', 'center', 'chloride', 'edema', 'labeling', 'tumor'], ['analogue', 'anaesthetic', 'beh
aviour', 'centre', 'chloride', 'oedema', 'labelling', 'tumour']]

- Attribute sets:[['oxidation', 'reduction', 'concentration', 'electrolyte', 'hydrogen', 'oxygen', 'carbon', 'nitrogen'l, ['acetaldehyde',
‘glucose', 'protein', 'enzyme', 'temperature', 'pressure', 'volume', 'frequency'l]l>

Debiased vs Biased (absolute values)
0.311 < 0.376

Results
* Biased Model: The original model had a WEAT score of 0.357 , indicating a measurable bias in how the attribute and target sets were associated.
* Debiased Model: After applying the HardDebias function, the WEAT score decreased to 0.117 , showing a significant reduction in bias.

Key Insights

1. Bias Reduction: The lower WEAT score demonstrates that the HardDebias method effectively reduced the association between American and British spellings
with the chemistry and biology terms.

2. Fairer Representations: The debiased model is more neutral, ensuring that unrelated concepts (e.g., "chemistry" and "biology") are less influenced by
dialectal bias in the embeddings.

Congratulations on Completing Part I!

You have:

1. Combined and preprocessed datasets to create a robust corpus.

2. Trained a Word2Vec model to learn word embeddings.

3. Evaluated bias using the WEAT metric.

4. Mitigated bias in the embeddings with the HardDebias method.

5. Verified the effectiveness of debiasing through WEAT score comparisons.

Part Il. Representative Sample Selection and Weighting
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The ChemDNER dataset consists of 10,000 PubMed abstracts that are representative of all major subfields in chemistry. BC5CDR consists of 1,500 PubMed
articles selected to study chemical-disease interactions. For this tutorial, we sampled 3,500 and 500 documents from each dataset, respectively, and consider the
pooled total of 4,000 documents to be our training set. In doing so, we also gathered metadata about each document. We retrieve the data from HuggingFace:
BC5CDR and ChemDNER.

Consider an Al-enabled system for which the deployed environment reflects articles that were added to PubMed in 2023. While we don't know when the training
set documents were added to PubMed, we do know that the publication dates range from 1974 to 2017, and are thus not likely to be well-aligned with the deployed
environment! Consider also that there is one selected characteristic we are specifically concerned about: the proportion of documents that received grant money
from a funding source in the United States.

We have two aims:

1. Select a portion of the development data to serve as the validation set
2. Weight the remaining data points in the training set according to similarity to the deployed environment.

Representative sampling weighting (RSW) is a solution to both aims. RSW formulates the weighting task as an optimization problem in which observations are
weighted such that the expected value of a function on a selected characteristic closely matches some value. In our case, this function is whether or not a PubMed
article received grant money from a funding source in the United States, and the value-to-match is the proportion of articles added to PubMed in 2023 that
received United States-based funding (a static number).

The second aim is a straightforward application of RSW: apply RSW, get weights. The first aim is a special case of RSW that constrains weights to either 0 (exclude
from the validation set) or 1/k, where k is size of the validation set.

Refer to Chapters 5 and 7 in the accompanying report for further discussion of representative sample selection and weighting, respectively, as well as other
splitting and weighting approaches.

1.Load in Data

Earlier in this notebook, we debiased word embeddings in the BC5CDR dataset. To conduct RSW, we can operate on the the metadata: no text or embeddings
required! As before, we'll assume the cleaned metadata files are downloaded to data/ , a folder level with this notebook.

# load in metadata

# ChemDNER
chemdner = pd.read_csv(os.path.join(data_dir, "chemdner_training_set_metadata.csv"), index_col=0)
chemdner|['source'] = 'chemdner’

print('chemdner size: ' + str(chemdner.shapel0]))

# BC5CDR
bc5cdr = pd.read_csv(os.path.join(data_dir, "bc5cdr_training_set_metadata.csv"), index_col=0)
bc5cdr['source'] = 'bc5cdr!

print('bc5cdr size: ' + str(bc5cdr.shapel0]))

# concatenate the data sources
training_metadata = pd.concat([chemdner, bc5cdr], ignore_index=True)

chemdner size: 3500
bc5cdr size: 500

To keep things fun, let's specify one more selected characteristic: the proportion of articles that detail a randomized controlled trial.

For each selected characteristic, create a 1/0 column in the training set that flags whether the corresponding observation possesses the trait.

*H

each row in the training data represents 1 unique pubmed item

HH

selected characteristics are embedding in the following columns:
"publication_type_tags": semi-colon separated tags giving all applicable publication types
"grant_countries": list of all applicable grant countries

H B

create single flags for:

whether or not "Randomized Controlled Trial" appears in publication_type_tag, and

whether or not "United States" appears in grant_countries

raining_metadatal'publication_type_tag_Randomized_Controlled_Trial'] = [
1 if 'Randomized Controlled Trial' in x else @ for x in training_metadatal'publication_type_tags']
1

training_metadatal'grant_countries_United_States'] = [

1 if 'United States' in x else @ for x in training_metadatal'grant_countries']

1

+ o H

Target values are needed for both selected characteristics in the deployed environment. These are available on the NIH website. The MEDLINE/PubMed Baseline
Statistics Report gives summary statistics on the articles in PubMed as of every year-end from 2018 through 2023. To understand the distribution of articles added
to PubMed in 2023, look at the difference between all PubMed articles as of year-end 2023 and all PubMed articles as of year-end 2022.

HH

get statistics for deployed environment

https://datadiscovery.nlm.nih.gov/Literature/MEDLINE-PubMed-Baseline-Statistics-Misc-Report/tap4-sméy/about_data
MEDLINE_PUBMED_MISC_ENTIRE_BASELINE_2018-2023.x1sx
there is a sheet for each of 2023, 2022, R
each sheet represents the distribution of variables IN THAT YEAR
to get the distribution of variables for articles *addedx in 2023,
subtract 2022 values from 2023 values

H OB HEHHRH

HH

balance on:
(i) proportion of articles tagged as RCT

H*
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# (ii) proportion of articles receiving grant money from US

# let's assume count of titles = total number of publications

# values for as of end of 2023, copy/pasted from spreadsheet (could automate this)
tot_titles_E023 = 34930283

tot_RCT_E023 = 581938 + 4473 # Randomized Controlled Trial + Randomized Controlled Trial
tot_USA_E023 = 8804319 + 108 + 2 + 1 # United States + United States of America + USA + U.S.A.

# values for as of end of 2022, copy/pasted from spreadsheet
tot_titles_E022 = 33379535

tot_RCT_E022 = 552138 + 2275

tot_USA_E022 = 8444238 + 69 + 2 + 1

# calculate DEPLOYED ENVIRONMENT values

# notice we're calculating values among publications *addedx in 2023
tot_titles_2023 = tot_titles_E023 - tot_titles_E022

prop_RCT_2023 = (tot_RCT_E023 - tot_RCT_E022) * 1.0 / tot_titles_2023
prop_USA_2023 = (tot_USA_E023 - tot_USA_E022) * 1.0 / tot_titles_2023

# distribution of selected characteristics in training set

print('\ntraining: ')

print('prop. RCTs: ' + str(round(training_metadatal'publication_type_tag_Randomized_Controlled_Trial'].mean(), 2)
print('prop. with grant monies from US: '

)

)
+ str(round(training_metadatal['grant_countries_United_States'].mean(), 2)))

# distribution of selected characteristics in deployed environment

print('\ndeployed environment: ')

print('prop. RCTs among publications added in 2023: ' + str(round(prop_RCT_2023, 2)))

print('prop. with grant monies from US among publications added in 2023: ' + str(round(prop_USA_2023, 2)))

training:
prop. RCTs: 0.02
prop. with grant monies from US: 0.16

deployed environment:
prop. RCTs among publications added in 2023: 0.02
prop. with grant monies from US among publications added in 2023: 0.23

2. Select Validation Set

As discussed, RSW for selection, rather than weighting, imposes a constraint that weights be either 0 or 1/k, where k is the number of observations gathered for
the validation set. So, the weights are weights in a literal sense, but in a practical sense, they demarcate the validation set from the training set. The rsw package
makes this easy with the introduction of a Boolean regularizer.

# AIM ONE

# select validation set using optimal representative sample weighting, where weights are restricted to
# 0 or 1/k, and only k data points may receive weight = 1/k
# (in other words, representative sample *xselectionx)

# define functions on rows
# the expectation of these functions is what will be matched (as closely as possible) to the deployed environment values
funs = [
lambda x: x.publication_type_tag_Randomized_Controlled_Trial == 1 if not np.isnan(
x.publication_type_tag_Randomized_Controlled_Trial
) else np.nan,
lambda x: x.grant_countries_United_States == 1 if not np.isnan(x.grant_countries_United_States) else np.nan

1

# define losses
losses = [rsw.LeastSquaresLoss(prop_RCT_2023),
rsw.LeastSquaresLoss(prop_USA_2023)]

# we want to sample, not weight
k = int(np.floor(training_metadata.shape[@]x0.2)) # set aside 20% of data for validation
regularizer = rsw.BooleanRegularizer(k)

# find sample

# w: final sample weights

# out: final expected values of functions

# sol: dictionary of final ADMM variables (can ignore)

w, out, sol = rsw.rsw(training_metadata, funs, losses, regularizer, 1., verbose=False)
training_metadata["weight"] = w

# recall that for representative sample xselectionk the weights are either @ or 1/k
# to save out the validation set, subset to observations that received a weight of 1/k
validation_metadata = training_metadata.loc[training_metadatal["weight"] > 0, :]
validation_metadata = validation_metadata.drop("weight", axis=1) # weight isn't interesting because it's uniform over the validation set
if not os.path.exists('output'):
os.makedirs('output")
validation_metadata.to_csv('output/validation_set.csv', index=None)

# view results
print(out) # proportions of RCTs and publications receiving grant monies from USA, respectively, in validation set

# recall distribution of selected characteristics in deployed environment

print('\ndeployed environment: ')

print('prop. RCTs among publications added in 2023: ' + str(round(prop_RCT_2023, 2)))

print('prop. with grant monies from US among publications added in 2023: ' + str(round(prop_USA_2023, 2)))
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[array([0.02]), array([0.20875])]

deployed environment:
prop. RCTs among publications added in 2023: 0.02
prop. with grant monies from US among publications added in 2023: 0.23

Running RSW to select 20% of the training set for validation creates a validation set of 800 observations.

2% of the documents in the validation set are randomized controlled trials, matching the deployed environment exactly. This isn't too surprising: the distribution in
the original training set already matched the deployed environment along this axis.

21% of the documents in the validation set received grant money from a funding source in the United States. This is less than in the deployed environment (23%)
but more than in the original training set (16%).

3200 observations remain in the training set.

# are the values of the training observations that WEREN'T picked to be in the validation set now more markedly different from the
# deployed environment?

prop_RCT_unselected = training_metadatal[training_metadatal"weight"] == @] ['publication_type_tag_Randomized_Controlled_Trial'l.mean()
prop_receivingUSmonies_unselected = training_metadata[training_metadata["weight"] == @] ['grant_countries_United_States'].mean()

print('prop. RCTs in training obs. NOT selected: ' + str(round(prop_RCT_unselected, 2)))
print('prop. RCTs in training obs. NOT selected: ' + str(round(prop_receivingUSmonies_unselected, 2)))

prop. RCTs in training obs. NOT selected: 0.02
prop. RCTs in training obs. NOT selected: 0.15

3. Weight Remaining Observations for Training

To run RSW for weighting, not selection, we switch out the Boolean regularizer and run the algorithm on the remaining 3,200 observations that were not chosen to
be in the validation set.

# AIM TWO

# representative sample weighting on the data NOT selected to be in validation set
# the data not selected to be in validation set will remain as training data, but weighted to "look" more
# like the deployed environment w.r.t. selected characteristics

# define new object to contain training data, for clarity
weighted_training_metadata = training_metadatal[training_metadatal'weight'] == 0]

# to conduct weighting, rather than sampling, change regularizer
regularizer = rsw.EntropyRegularizer()

# w: final sample weights

# out: final expected values of functions

# sol: dictionary of final ADMM variables (can ignore)

w, out, sol = rsw.rsw(weighted_training_metadata, funs, losses, regularizer, 1., verbose=False)
weighted_training_metadata.loc[:, "weight"] = w

# save out
weighted_training_metadata.to_csv('output/weighted_training_set.csv', index=None)

# view results
print(out) # _weighted_ proportions of RCTs and publications receiving grant monies from USA, respectively, in training set

# recall values from deployed environment

print('\ndeployed environment: ')

print('prop. RCTs among publications added in 2023: ' + str(round(prop_RCT_2023, 2)))

print('prop. with grant monies from US among publications added in 2023: ' + str(round(prop_USA_2023, 2)))

[array([0.02460222]), array([0.15535253])]
deployed environment:

prop. RCTs among publications added in 2023: 0.02
prop. with grant monies from US among publications added in 2023: 0.23

The values in the weighted set of observations that remain for training are 2% randomized controlled trials (still in line with the deployed environment) and 16%
receiving grant money from United States-based funding sources (short of the deployed environment, but better than the 15% seen when unweighted).

The weighting problem is more difficult than the selection problem. When we performed selection, we had the whole pool of 4,000 training set observations to pick
from. The 3,200 observations that remained after selection are collectively less like the deployed environment than the full set of 4,000 observations.

Refresher on the objects we produced in this script

¢ validation_metadata:

= 20% of original training set, selected to reflect key characteristics in deployed environment and reserved for validation via representative sample selection
= this is a sample with equal weights
e weighted_training_metadata:

= the remaining 80% of original training set, WEIGHTED via representative sample weighting to reflect key characteristics in deployed environment

Congratulations on Completing Part II!

You have:
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1. Portioned off a piece of the training set to use as a validation set. This new validation set looks like the deployed environment in the ways that (you decided)
matter.

2. To address how the now reduced training set may look /ess like the deployed environment in the ways that matter, you learned appropriate weights for the
remaining observations.

These tasks are representative sample selection and representative sample weighting, respectively.

RSW is extremely useful when you have (i) training data, and (ii) some knowledge of the deployed environment—for example, an expected breakdown of a
categorical variable—without necessarily having access to samples from the deployed environment. We've effectively conducted data curation without having a lot
on hand! Moreover, the code itself is simple to install and speedy to apply.
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