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Abstract

The widespread deployment of machine learning systems in critical
real-world decision-making applications has highlighted the urgent need
for counterfactual explainability methods that operate effectively. Global
counterfactual explanations, expressed as actions to offer recourse, aim to
provide succinct explanations and insights applicable to large population
subgroups. High effectiveness, measured by the fraction of the population
that is provided recourse, ensures that the actions benefit as many indi-
viduals as possible. Keeping the cost of actions low ensures the proposed
recourse actions remain practical and actionable. Limiting the number of
actions that provide global counterfactuals is essential to maximizing in-
terpretability. The primary challenge, therefore, is to balance these trade-
offs—maximizing effectiveness, minimizing cost, while maintaining a small
number of actions. We introduce GLANCE, a versatile and adaptive algo-
rithm that employs a novel agglomerative approach, jointly considering
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both the feature space and the space of counterfactual actions, thereby
accounting for the distribution of points in a way that aligns with the
model’s structure. This design enables the careful balancing of the trade-
offs among the three key objectives, with the size objective functioning as
a tunable parameter to keep the actions few and easy to interpret. Our
extensive experimental evaluation demonstrates that GLANCE consistently
shows greater robustness and performance compared to existing methods
across various datasets and models.

1 Introduction

Machine learning models are increasingly deployed in critical domains such as
loan approvals, hiring, and healthcare. This widespread adoption intensifies the
need for transparency and interpretability in model decisions, requiring users to
understand how their input features influence the outcomes and how they might
change them to achieve favorable outcomes, known as recourse [26]. Counter-
factual explanations have gathered extensive attention for their suitability for
achieving algorithmic recourse [20], their interpretability [34], actionability [32],
utility in fairness audits [29] 22], etc. A counterfactual action, or simply an
action, defines the specific feature changes that convert an unfavorable decision
into a favorable one.

Traditionally, counterfactual explanations refer to local explainability tied
to a specific negatively affected instance. However, many real-world scenarios
require global counterfactual explainability, which provides shared, population-
level explanations. While collecting all local counterfactuals could technically
cover all affected individuals, this approach undermines interpretability, a core
requirement of global explainability.

Building on prior research [28] [19], we define Global Counterfactual Expla-
nations (GCEs) as a small set of global actions designed to provide effective
recourse for the affected population. Any global counterfactual solution must
meet three objectives: (1) be composed of a small number of actions to en-
sure interpretability (small size), (2) minimize the cost of implementing those
actions (low cost), and (3) offer recourse to as many affected individuals as
possible (high effectiveness).

As noted by Branke [3], the relationships between multiple optimization
objectives are often complex, and aggregating them into a single objective, even
though common in practice [28], can be problematic since they are typically
non-commensurable. Framing GCEs as multi-objective optimization allows us
to explore the inherent trade-offs between effectiveness and cost, especially when
the solution size is constrained.

To understand this optimization problem, assume a 2-d numerical feature
space, and consider the two affected instances x1, x2 depicted in Fig. Assume
that the recourse cost equals the distance to the decision boundary, drawn as
a line in the figure. Observe that a; (resp. as) is the local action providing
recourse for z1 (resp. x2) at minimum cost.



(a) Feature space (b) Action space

Figure 1: A toy example depicting two negative instances z1,x2, and five ac-
tions. (a) The feature space; the line is the decision boundary. (b) The action
space; [y, Iy depict the decision boundary from the perspective of x1, z2, respec-
tively.

Further, consider the action space depicted in Fig. where every action is
represented as a point (or equivalently a vector relative to the center o of the
coordinate system). The blue [; and red I3 lines represent the decision boundary
seen from the perspectives of 1 and xo, respectively. The blue line [; separates
the actions that provide recourse for x1 (any action on the outside, away from
0) from those that do not. Action a; lies on Iy, and is the closest point to o,
and thus the min-cost local action for ;. Similarly, the red line I concerns x5
and contains its min-cost action as.

Consider now the problem of finding a single action GCE. To provide re-
course for both z; and x5, we look for an action that lies outside both lines
in Fig. Among all such actions, a3 has the minimum cost and thus is the
optimal global action that maximizes effectiveness. If we trade off effective-
ness for cost, as is the optimal global action that minimizes cost, but has 50%
effectiveness (brings recourse to x5 but not to x1).

Finding GCEs gives rise to a different optimization problem than its local
counterpart, and requires a nuanced exploration of the action space. Even if
optimal local actions are generated for each instance and a small subset is chosen
as the global actions, this may still result in a suboptimal set of GCEs. In our
example, the optimal global action a3 is not an optimal local action for either
x1 or xa; in fact, az can be viewed as a compromise between a; and as, the
locally optimal actions.

Key Contributions First, we formally introduce Global Counterfactual Ex-
planations (GCEs) as small, interpretable sets of actions that provide recourse
to large population subgroups. A user study confirms that smaller action sets
yield more intuitive and practical explanations.

Second, we formulate the problem of finding GCEs as a multi-objective op-
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Figure 2: Comparison of GCEs on the COMPAS dataset using an XGBoost
model. (a) GCEs generated by GLANCE (s=3) and GLOBE-CE (s=3 & default
s=67). (b) Effectiveness-recourse cost curves showing the share of individuals
(y-axis) achieving recourse below a given cost (x-axis); the area under the curve
reflects the average recourse cost. Costs follow Sec. 5.

timization task, balancing effectiveness and cost under a size constraint. We
compare our formulation to prior approaches, such as that of Ley et al. [25],
and highlight its interpretability advantages. We prove that a restricted version
of the problem is NP-hard, motivating the need for efficient algorithms.

Third, we propose GLANCE, a novel algorithm that clusters individuals in
both feature and action space to generate diverse and coherent counterfactuals.
Our results show that proper use of clustering can lead to higher quality GCEs,
contradicting the claims of Kanamori et al. [I9].

Finally, extensive experiments across models and datasets show that GLANCE
Pareto dominates baselines, i.e., achieves higher effectiveness and lower cost, in
57% of cases (and is dominated in only 1%). A user study further supports its
practical appeal even when it is not formally dominant.

2 Related Work

Counterfactual Explanations There has been a plethora of work focusing
on counterfactual explanations [see e.g., [I7, B3, and references therein]. An
overview of methods of algorithmic recourse, which provides explanations and
recommendations to individuals impacted by automated decision-making sys-
tems, is presented by Karimi et al. [20]. These methods can be either model-
agnostic [e.g.,34] or model-specific [e.g., for trees as in[6], may focus on specific
properties such as diversity [27], feasibility [32] or robustness [31], and may fol-
low different methodological paradigms such as optimization-based approaches
[10, 2] or instance-based approaches [I11 [5 [30], target local or global explana-
tions. While local counterfactuals are well defined, global ones present challenges



as they must provide recourse for all individuals within a specific group in the
same manner while maintaining explainability and staying true to the notion of
local counterfactuals, which focuses on minimal changes. Achieving this balance
globally presents notable difficulties.

Global Counterfactuals Rawal and Lakkaraju [28] introduced AReS, a frame-
work for global counterfactual explanations that jointly optimizes recourse cor-
rectness, coverage, and cost, providing an interpretable summary of recourses,
expressed in a two-level rule set. However, the AReS framework may fail to
cover the entire population. Ley et al. [24] later improved the computational
efficiency with Fast AReS. In another direction, Kanamori et al. [T9] introduced
CET, which partitions the space and assigns an action to each part transparently
and consistently. Although effective, its computational complexity limits scala-
bility. Warren et al. [35] developed Group-CF, which generates counterfactuals
that seek to maximize effectiveness, though it can result in higher costs.

Actions vs Directions Ley et al. [25] proposed GLOBE-CE, where global coun-
terfactual explainability is defined differently, as a small set of action directions
along which individuals can “move” to achieve recourse. GLOBE-CE attacks a
different optimization problem from ours. For the toy example in Fig. [} the
single direction that minimizes the total recourse cost for x; and x5 is the di-
rection d depicted in Fig. This direction contains actions a4 and as that
bring recourse to zo and x1, respectively, with minimum cost along d. How-
ever, neither a4 nor as is optimal as a GCE (or for local explainability). Even
the set {a4,as5} is a suboptimal GCE—the set {a1, a2} dominates it with equal
size and effectiveness but lower total cost. In general, (1) translating GLOBE-CE
outputs into GCE leads to numerous micro-actions (two in our example, but
potentially as many as the individuals’ number), which reduces interpretability,
(2) choosing a few actions along the optimal directions may result in subop-
timal GCEs (any single action along d is dominated by a in Fig. , and (3)
since directions lack clear endpoints, they fail to specify the required magnitude
of change, creating uncertainty for individuals seeking recourse and limiting
real-world applicability.

Therefore, GLOBE-CE relaxes the CGE formulation, ignoring size. Fig.[2]com-
pares the output of GLANCE to that of GLOBE-CE. By default, GLOBE-CE (green
line) produces 67 micro-actions. With such a wide range of actions available,
most individuals can achieve recourse through low-cost actions, resulting in high
effectiveness and low average cost— at the expense of interpretability. When re-
stricted to three actions (orange line), GLOBE-CE experiences a sharp decline
in effectiveness and a substantial increase in average cost. In contrast, GLANCE
(blue line), thanks to its effective exploration of the action space, produces high-
quality GCEs (with high effectiveness and low average cost) without sacrificing
interpretability (just three actions).



Other Other works include the ones of Carrizosa et al. [7, [§], who use mixed-
integer quadratic models for group-level explanations, and Koo et al. [23], who
employ Lagrangian methods. Research has also extended to generating global
counterfactuals for graphs [I8] and auditing subgroup fairness [22] [15].

3 Problem Formulation and Hardness

We consider a black box binary classifier h : X — {—1,1}, where the positive
outcome is favorable and the negative outcome is unfavorable. We will focus
on the set Xop C X of adversely affected individuals, i.e., those who receive the
unfavorable outcome. We denote as A the set of all possible actions (which is
potentially infinite), where an action a € A is a set of changes to feature values,
e.g., a = { country — US, education-num — +2}, which, when applied to an
instance x € Xy, results in a counterfactual instance &’ = a(z). Every action
a has a cost, denoted as cost(a, z), and is effective for an instance x if h(a(x))
= h(z') = 1. Let C C A. The recourse cost rc(C,z) of an instance x is the
minimum cost incurred from an effective action in C:

rc(C, x) = min{cost(a,z)|a € C: h(a(z)) =1} (1)

Let X¢ = {x € Xar |h(a(x)) = 1,a € C} be the set of instances that flip their
prediction using one of the actions in C. Then the effectiveness, also known as
coverage [24], of C for the affected instances Xu is defined as the percentage of
X, that managed to flip their prediction using one of the actions in C:

| Xc|
eff (C7 X, ff) = s
(€, ar) | Xatr |
The cost of C in X, is defined as the average recourse cost of the instances in
Xafe:
> re(C,x)
-€Xc
avc(C, X)) = €
( a ) |X(C|

Finally, let size(C) = |C| denote the cardinality of a set C.

As it is clear, multiple sets of actions can produce recourse for X, and the
quality of such a set is a factor of the three notions we introduced: effectiveness,
cost, and size. An ideal global counterfactual should maximize effectiveness
while minimizing the cost and the size, based on the properties that state-of-
the-art works [28] [19] 25| (18] have argued are essential. The requirement for a
small set of actions is to enhance the interpretability of the explanation. This
can also be expressed as a constraint on the set size we can afford [28]. Therefore,
instead of minimizing the size, we constrain it to size(C) < s, where s is a small
positive integer (set to four for our empirical evaluation). For the rest of the
paper, we will use the following problem formulation:



Problem 1 (s-GCE). Given a black box model h that classifies the Xy instances
to the negative class, our goal is to find the set C C A that represents a solution
to the following multiobjective optimization problem:

minimize (f eff (C, Xufr), aVC(C,XafF))
s.t. size(C) <s

We next show that a very restricted case of s-GCE is computationally diffi-
cult in the worst case.

Theorem 2 (NP-hardness). The special case of s-GCE, where the model h and
the set of allowable actions A are explicitly given and the cost is ignored, is
NP-hard.

We prove that the decision version of the following special case of s-GCE is
NP-complete. The input consists of a model h, a finite set of affected instances
Xogr = {x1,...,2,}, a finite set of allowable actions A = {a1,...,a,} and a
positive fractional number E € Q. We seek to determine if there is a subset of
actions C C A with size(C) < s and eff(C, X,¢) > E. We assume that the model
h is defined only on X, U{a;(z;)|a; € A and z; € X} and its full description
is given as part of the input. For the hardness part, we reduce Max s-Cover
to the special case of s-GCE above. Max s-Cover is known to be NP-complete
[16, SP5] and inapproximable in polynomial time [I3, Theorem 5.3]. For the
full proof, we refer the reader to Appendix [A]

The fact that the very restricted special case of s-GCE in Theorem [2] where
the model h and the set of allowable actions A are explicitly given, is NP-hard
(and NP-hard to approximate) indicates the computational challenges behind
producing good enough solutions to s-GCE in practical settings, where we only
have black-box access to h, the action cost is important and the set of allowable
actions A is unknown and potentially infinite.

A key step of any approach is to efficiently generate a representative subset
A’ C A of candidate actions, significantly larger than s, from which the final
set of s actions can be carefully chosen. Since actions that perform well locally
may not generalize well as GCEs (as discussed, e.g., in Fig. , a myopic action
selection (either as representative actions in A’ or as actions in the final solution
C) may fail to produce results anywhere close to optimal. To further clarify this
point, we note that effectiveness is a nondecreasing submodular function of the
chosen actions set C (and so well-fit for the standard greedy approach), but
the average cost function is non-monotone in C, because its definition averages
over the set of instances that receive recourse under C. At a conceptual level,
increasing the size of C may either leave effectiveness mostly unchanged, while
potentially reducing the average cost, or improve effectiveness at an increased
cost for the instances just added to X¢ (which might increase the average cost).
Therefore, the addition of new actions must carefully balance gains in effective-
ness without disproportionately increasing the average cost.

The discussion above aims to underscore the challenging trade-off between
size, effectiveness, and average cost. Our method addresses this challenge by



Figure 3: Intuition behind clustering approaches. (a) First, GLANCE generates di-
verse candidate actions from the centroids of feature-based clusters. (b) Then,
GLANCE merges clusters based on similarity in both feature and action space,
grouping instances that may be further apart but can be explained by similar
actions. (c) Clustering solely in feature space can yield suboptimal global ac-
tions, trading high effectiveness for high cost or low cost for low effectiveness.

employing clustering in both feature and action space to ensure diversity and
global representativeness of the preselected action set A’; thus maintaining high
effectiveness and low average cost. A detailed analysis of how action set size
impacts effectiveness and cost is provided in Appendix

4 GLANCE

We present GLANCE, a novel algorithm for solving Problem|[I] GLANCE is described
in Algorithm [1]in pseudocode.

Algorithm Description. The algorithm operates in two phases. (1) Diverse
Counterfactual Actions Generation. In the first phase, the algorithm produces
a set of counterfactual actions while balancing the action diversity and sparsity
(i.e., the number of actions). The goal is to efficiently and effectively explore
the action space by generating actions from widely dispersed points within the
feature space and guiding them in diverse directions that cross the decision
boundary. This is achieved by employing a clustering algorithm (e.g., k-means,
line 1, alg. to partition the feature space into k clusters, based on the as-
sumption that nearby points are likely to share similar views of the boundary.
We compute the centroid of each cluster and generate m diverse counterfactual
actions for each centroid (line 3, alg. [1)), employing any candidate counterfactual
generation method (see Appendix or the methods used in the experimental
evaluation). Fig. shows an example with four fine-grained clusters, where
three diverse actions are generated per centroid. Each action represents an al-
ternative way to bring recourse to cluster members, giving GLANCE the flexibility
to later select among them.



Algorithm 1 GLANCE

Input: X, m, k, s {Xar := affected individuals , m := number of candidate
actions to generate, k := initial number of clusters, s := number of global
counterfactual actions}
Output: s global counterfactual actions

1: C + cluster(Xu, k) {Cluster Xag into k initial clusters}

2: for c€ C' do

3:  ca(c) «+ actions(centroid(c), m)

{For each cluster centroid generate m actions}

4: end for

while |C| > s do

6:  {c1,c2}«( argmin d;(centroid(ci),centroid(cz))
{c1,e2}CC

+dz(ca(cr), ca(cz2)))
{Find c1,c2 minimizing di1+da}
7:  C + merge({c1,c2} € C) {Replace c1,c2 in C with the merged cluster}
ca({c1,c2}) < ca(c1) Uca(cz) {Merge their action sets}
9: end while
10: return best action from each of the s clusters

o

o

(2) Extracting an optimal set of CGEs. In the second phase, we identify a

final set of s actions from those produced in Phase 1. The approach combines the
most similar clusters with the similarity function taking into account both their
feature proximity and the proximity of their respective actions. Specifically,
similarity is computed by a metric D, which is the sum of two components:
dy : Xar X Xasr — R, the distance between the centroids of each cluster, and
dy : 2% x 2% — R, the distance between the action set of the clusters. The
distance ds can be defined as the Wasserstein distance of the sets, though simpler
formulations are also possible, e.g., computing the distance between the average
counterfactual actions of each cluster; in the remainder of the paper, we adopt
the latter formulation of ds for computational efficiency. When similar actions
bring recourse to individuals, it is easier to identify a common low-cost, highly
effective action, even though they are dissimilar feature-wise. Fig. shows
an example where red-colored individuals are grouped through affinity either
in the feature or in the action space. Until the desired number s of clusters is
reached, the algorithm iteratively merges (line 7, alg. [1]) the two clusters that
minimize the total distance d; + dy (line 6, alg. . Merging two clusters also
merges their corresponding action sets, ensuring that the most effective actions
for each cluster are retained (line 8, alg. .
Finally, for each of the s clusters, we select a single action and return the
compact set of s global counterfactual actions (line 10, alg. . Assuming that
action generation and subsequent merging have successfully grouped individuals
that can achieve recourse through similar cost-efficient actions, the final step
prioritizes effectiveness: we select, for each cluster, the optimal action in terms
of effectiveness, among those associated with the cluster.



Approach Strengths As noted by Kanamori et al. [19], coarse-grained clus-
tering approaches based solely on feature similarity lead to inadequate global
actions that suffer either in cost or effectiveness (see Fig. . GLANCE mitigates
these limitations by jointly considering both feature and action-space proximity,
enabling the identification of cost-effective recourse actions.

Although GLANCE explicitly prioritizes effectiveness, it inherently balances
the effectiveness-cost trade-off. During the initial stage, refined clustering leads
to diverse and typically low-cost candidate actions. In the second phase, the al-
gorithm favors actions with maximal effectiveness, occasionally choosing higher-
cost actions to achieve full coverage. For example, it may prefer an action with
100% effectiveness and an average recourse cost of 2.3 over one with 98% ef-
fectiveness and an average recourse cost of 1. However, affected individuals are
ultimately free to select their preferred option among the final and applicable
actions, often reducing the average recourse cost in practice.

While alternative selection strategies could explicitly incorporate cost, we
deliberately avoided such heuristics. Recourse cost is often domain-specific, and
GLANCE is designed to remain flexible for practitioners to adapt based on context
and constraints.

Finally, GLANCE is modular and broadly applicable: it supports various clus-
tering methods, cost metrics, and action generation techniques. As shown in Ap-
pendices [ and [J] different clustering methods and action generation techniques
consistently lead to a near-optimal effectiveness-cost trade-off. Appendix [[]
presents an ablation study analyzing the impact of the initial cluster number
and the number of actions generated. Across all datasets and models, GLANCE
demonstrates fast runtimes, robust performance, and high-quality solutions.

Time Complexity Let n denote the number of instances, k the number of
initial clusters, s global counterfactual actions, m the number of candidate ac-
tions, and d the number of features, respectively. Define Tcr(d, model) as the
generation time for a single candidate counterfactual action and Tyoger as the
black-box model’s prediction time. With k-means clustering requiring I itera-
tions to converge, the total time complexity of GLANCE is:

O(kndI + kmTcr(d, model) + k*(k — s)d + knmTiodel) )

We refer the reader to Appendix [C] for a detailed analysis.

5 Evaluation

5.1 Experimental Setting

Baselines We compare GLANCE framework methods against state-of-the-art
methods in Global Counterfactual Explanations, specifically: AReS (using the
Fast AReS implementation), CET, GroupCF, and GLOBE-CE, all of which are con-
strained by a predefined action set size. Details on the implementation of each
method can be found in Appendix [F]

10



Table 1: Evaluating the effectiveness and average recourse cost of GLANCE
against Fast AReS, CET, Group-CF, GLOBE-CE, and dGLOBE-CE) GCE methods
for s-GCE problem with s = 4. s-GCE solutions with effectiveness below 80%
(practicality threshold) are highlighted in red. Non-robust GCEs, identified by
either a standard deviation (std) in effectiveness greater than 5% across folds
or a std in cost greater than half the average recourse cost, are highlighted in
blue.

Dataset Method DNN LR XGB
eff ave eff ave eff ave
Fast AReS 12.39 + 1.06 1.0 £ 0.0 11.74 + 2.4 1.0 £ 0.0 6.13 + 0.42 1.0 + 0.0
CET timeout timeout timeout timeout timeout timeout
Adult Group-CF 100.0 + 0.0 10.08 + 0.03 100.0 £ 0.0 1.71 £ 0.39 96.8 + 1.72 1.41 £ 0.54
GLOBE-CE 99.92 £ 0.0 3.34 + 0.29 99.92 + 0.0 2.34 4 0.31 82.88 + 12.13 22.8 + 7.87
dGLOBE-CE 99.92 + 0.0 10.89 + 1.37 99.92 4 0.0 5.91 4 0.93 93.76 + 1.98 64.76 + 1.29
GLANCE 100.0 + 0.0 4.6 + 0.73 100.0 £ 0.0 1.04 £ 0.07 99.85 + 0.12 4.9 + 3.41
Fast AReS 55.0 + 0.86 1.21 £ 0.09 62.5 + 1.82 1.24 £ 0.14 59.83 £ 3.12 1.1 + 0.05
CET 63.62 £ 10.35 0.96 + 0.24 73.18 £ 4.34 1.24 £ 0.15 58.4 4+ 9.3 1.06 + 0.24
COMPAS Group-CF 100.0 + 0.0 4.48 + 2.53 100.0 £ 0.0 3.97 + 2.38 100.0 + 0.0 4.06 + 2.10
GLOBE-CE 100.0 + 0.0 2.82 + 1.06 95.74 £ 8.52 2.91 £ 0.57 87.17 £ 11.09 4.73 + 0.92
dGLOBE-CE 100.0 + 0.0 7.96 + 3.91 100.0 £ 0.0 6.71 + 0.23 99.84 + 0.31 12.46 + 3.42
GLANCE 100.0 + 0.0 2.34 + 0.43 100.0 £ 0.0 2.33 £ 0.38 99.51 + 0.46 2.96 + 0.82
Fast AReS 18.88 + 2.16 1.0 £ 0.0 10.85 + 5.45 1.07 £ 0.13 31.86 £ 5.12 1.05 £ 0.04
CET 98.87 + 0.62 6.32 + 2.28 100.0 £ 0.0 3.79 + 1.31 86.29 £ 9.94 4.5 £ 2.64
Default Gredit Group-CF 79.6 + 20.79 1.53 £ 0.62 95.4 + 9.2 1.94 + 1.2 95.2 + 1.6 1.41 £ 0.64
GLOBE-CE 81.19 + 35.33 3.76 + 1.35 99.94 + 0.07 2.91 + 1.55 83.69 + 6.72 17.211 + 2.22
dGLOBE-CE ~ 87.38 =+ 18.69 5.96 + 4.14 99.94 £ 0.07 10.38 + 7.76 97.47 £ 0.82 42.58 + 3.57
GLANCE 100.0 + 0.0 1.20 £ 0.40 100.0 £ 0.0 1.05 + 0.11 98.13 £ 1.05 3.68 + 1.64
Fast AReS 52.39 + 1.63 1.0 £+ 0.0 75.27 + 2.96 1.0 £ 0.0 51.27 + 1.57 1.0 &+ 0.0
CET 97.3 £ 2.46 1.58 £ 0.54 96.5 + 2.85 2.42 £ 0.24 100.0 + 0.0 2.73 + 0.49
German Credit  SFuP=CF 97.8 + 4.4 1.85 £ 0.13 97.6 + 2.94 9.34 + 3.85 100.0 + 0.0 5.78 + 4.11
GLOBE-CE 95.12 + 2.04 2.11 + 0.18 57.09 + 20.03 2.27 £+ 0.33 77.05 £ 11.26 2.52 + 0.33
dGLOBE-CE 97.36 £ 0.82 2.49 + 0.27 69.89 + 15.35 2.47 + 0.23 86.96 + 9.79 2.66 + 0.77
GLANCE 95.31 + 3.15 1.25 + 0.33 100.0 £ 0.0 1.21 + 0.06 100.0 £ 0.0 1.06 £ 0.03
Fast AReS 12.19 + 0.58 1.03 £ 0.05 9.23 + 1.24 1.12 4+ 0.10 8.49 + 1.32 1.16 £ 0.13
CET 86.78 £ 10.62 8.67 + 3.25 100.0 £ 0.0 3.57 + 1.48 86.78 £ 6.70 12.51 + 2.75
HELOG Group-CF 80.4 £ 10.17 3.09 + 0.91 90.6 + 3.93 2.40 + 1.38 78.4 + 5.82 5.63 + 1.93
GLOBE-CE 47.18 + 45.02 20.44 £ 24.18 99.9 + 0.0 0.66 + 0.10 28.33 £ 5.14 32.73 £ 0.48
dGLOBE-CE 99.96 £ 0.05 11.07 + 8.6 99.9 £ 0.0 1.63 4 0.35 77.64 £ 11.51 128.0 £0.0
GLANCE 99.94 + 0.05 11.24 + 1.37 100.0 £ 0.0 1.55 + 0.54 98.94 + 0.66 19.99 + 1.91

Datasets We use four established benchmark datasets from previous research:
COMPAS [1], German Credit [12], Default Credit [36], and HELOC [4]. Addi-
tionally, we introduce the Adult dataset [2] for further evaluation. Details on
the datasets and their preprocessing can be found in Appendix

Models We trained three different model types: XGBoost (XGB), Logis-
tic Regression (LR), and Deep Neural Network (DNN). Hyperparameters and
training accuracy statistics are provided in Appendix [E] We used 5-fold cross-
validation to also evaluate the robustness of the results.

Recourse Cost Given the complexity of defining and computing the recourse
cost for each action, we do not focus on the cost estimation and adhere to
the guidelines established by Ley et al. [25]. Specifically, the cost in eq.
is defined as the L; distance between the individual and the counterfactual
point, i.e., cost(a,z) = ||z — a(x)||1. For categorical features, this translates
to the Hamming distance. For numerical features, this translates to the sum
of the absolute differences in their values. However, due to some preprocessing
(following the practices in Ley et al. [25]), the numerical features are split into
10 equal bins and their values are normalized to the bin size, resulting in a cost
of one unit per decile.
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Table 2: Pareto domination evaluation of solutions, for s-GCE problem with
s = 4. The table reports the rate (number of times over available comparisons)
at which GLANCE method dominates and is dominated by competitor methods.

GLANCE Fast AReS CET GroupCF GLOBE-CE dGLOBE-CE Zovemn
dominates 1/15 6/12 9/15 13/15 12/15 41/72
is dominated 0/15 0/12 0/15 0/15 1/15 1/72

Reproducibility All experiments were conducted on an in-house server with
cloud infrastructure equipped with an Intel(R) Core(TM) i9-10900X CPU @
3.70GHz, 128 GB of RAM. No GPU acceleration was utilized during these
experiments. The code for reproducing our experiments can be found in the fol-
lowing GitHub repository: https://github.com/AutoFairAthenaRC/GLANCE!

Running Time In our experiments, GLOBE-CE and dGLOBE-CE were the fastest
methods, typically delivering solutions in seconds, but required up to 30 seconds
on datasets with many categorical features due to mandatory one-hot encoding,
impacting scalability. GLANCE followed, typically completing in under 300 sec-
onds. Other methods were slower, with Fast AReS ranging typically between
150-400 seconds, and peaking at 1,400 seconds in some runs. The least com-
putationally efficient were Group-CF and CET, with maximum runtimes of 3,500
and 17,000 seconds, respectively. CET failed to solve the underlying optimization
problem after 20 hours of runtime for the Adult dataset across all models.

5.2 Experimental Evaluation

Table [T] presents the summarized results of all competing methods. We compare
GLANCE against the five other competitors across five datasets and three models,
resulting in 75 head-to-head comparisons. However, since CET failed to solve
the underlying optimization problem for the Adult dataset across all models,
the final count is 72 comparisons per GLANCE method. Recall that all reported
results concern the s-GCE problem for s = 4; Appendix [H] presents an extensive
experimental evaluation, including detailed and additional results for s = 4 and
results for s = 8 for all methods.

Pareto Dominance Evaluation We summarize method performance by de-
termining whether one solution dominates another based on effectiveness and
cost. Specifically, a solution C of s-GCE Pareto dominates another solution
C’ if it offers equal or better effectiveness and cost, and is strictly better in at
least one of these objectives.

As shown in Table [2] GLANCE dominates other methods in 41 out of 72 cases
(57%). It is dominated only once by dGLOBE-CE (in HELOC-DNN—cf. Table[T]),
where the performance of GLANCE is competitive in both terms of effectiveness
and cost.
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Solution Practicality In the prior Pareto-dominance evaluation (Table ,
we compare solutions with optimal or near-optimal effectiveness to many that
exhibit insufficient effectiveness. These lower-performing solutions are imprac-
tical for GCE, as the goal is to offer recourse to a large population segment.
Solutions with low effectiveness fail to meet this goal, limiting their applicability
in real-world scenarios. A solution that leaves a significant percentage of indi-
viduals without recourse undermines the very purpose of GCE, as noted by Ley
et al. [25]. Tt is also important to note that achieving low recourse costs is easier
for smaller subpopulations, especially those near the decision boundary, which
explains the low domination scores for Fast AReS and CET. To address this,
we include additional experiments (see Appendix [H), where we cap GLANCE’s
effectiveness, leading to lower costs and dominance over the baselines.

We consider a solution to be practical if it achieves effectiveness of at least
80%. This number could be customizable depending on the dataset and the
criticality of the application. Previous papers [25] used smaller thresholds that
were too low to be meaningful In Table[I] impractical solutions are shown in red.
GLANCE never produces impractical solutions, whereas all Fast AReS outputs are
impractical, and the remaining methods return 2-5 impractical solutions each.

Robustness We expect methods to be robust, consistently generating highly
effective and low-cost GCEs across different data splits, which is crucial for real-
world deployment. Without robustness, recourse actions can vary significantly,
undermining trust and leading to unfair outcomes, especially in critical areas
like healthcare or finance. Evaluating the stability of effectiveness and cost met-
rics across different folds is key to determining the practical applicability of a
counterfactual explanation method. Standard deviation measures this stability.
An effectiveness deviation above 5% indicates an inconsistency in providing re-
course, while a cost deviation exceeding half the average suggests unpredictable
actions; since cost scales vary by dataset, uniform robustness thresholds are not
always appropriate.. These fluctuations make a solution unreliable, and we high-
light them in blue in Table [} GLANCE is fully robust in effectiveness (15/15)
and nearly so in cost (14/15). Even when excluding low-effectiveness (<80%)
solutions, it remains the top performer; the next best methods (dGLOBE-CE,
Group-CF) achieve only 11/13 and 10/13. Fig. || of the Appendix visualizes
Table [I} showing effectiveness vs. cost (scaled 0-1) with standard deviation,
illustrating cost-effectiveness trade-offs and method robustness across scenarios.

6 User Study

To better understand how humans evaluate Global Counterfactual Explanations
(GCEs), we conducted an online user study following best practices outlined
in [25] @, B5]. The study consisted of two parts and had three primary ob-
jectives: (1) to assess how participants weigh trade-offs between effectiveness,
average recourse cost, and size; (2) to validate our evaluation metrics, partic-
ularly the notions of practicality and robustness, by examining how variance
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in cost and effectiveness influences user preferences; and (3) to evaluate how
participants rank GLANCE relative to baseline methods in both dominated and
non-dominated scenarios. We recruited 55 participants—primarily PhD students
and ML researchers—from six countries. Full user study details and data analysis
are presented in Appendix [N} below, we summarize the key findings.

In the first part of the study, participants ranked GCEs produced by three
methods: GLANCE with s = 3, by GLOBE-CE with s = 3, and by GLOBE-CE in its
default configuration (resulting in sizes ranging from 58 to 526). Rankings were
aggregated using Borda Count [I4], resulting in the following order: GLANCE
| s = 3 > GLOBE-CE > GLOBE-CE | s=3 with total Borda scores of 473, 277,
and 241, respectively. GLANCE was significantly preferred over both variations of
GLOBE-CE. While the default GLOBE-CE configuration achieved higher effective-
ness and lower cost, participants frequently favored smaller action sets, prioritiz-
ing interpretability. These findings suggest that explanation size strongly shapes
perceived usefulness, even when effectiveness and cost trade-offs are present.

In the second part of the study, participants made pairwise comparisons
between anonymized methods under various trade-off scenarios. GLANCE was
unanimously preferred over impractical baselines. Notably, GLANCE was favored
by 74.5% of participants when formally dominated by a competitor, with par-
ticipants citing its lower variance as the rationale. In non-dominated scenarios,
GLANCE was preferred in 71.5% of cases on average. These preferences were sta-
tistically significant (p < 0.01), indicating that robustness, and in particular,
lower variance, can outweigh strict numerical dominance in human evaluations.

Participants’ justifications revealed nuanced reasoning: over half prioritized
effectiveness overall, but nearly all participants carefully considered trade-offs,
including robustness in borderline cases. Several participants noted difficulty
in interpreting cost without domain context, underscoring the need for flexible
cost metrics. These findings validate our evaluation criteria and highlight the
practical value of concise, stable, and interpretable action sets, such as those
produced by GLANCE.

7 Conclusion

This paper presents GLANCE, a flexible framework for generating global counter-
factual explanations that optimize the trade-off between effectiveness, cost, and
interpretability. Extensive experiments show that GLANCE outperforms state-of-
the-art methods by producing more effective and cost-efficient counterfactuals,
under size constraints. A user study further confirms that the generated ex-
planations are more interpretable, highlighting the practical advantages of our
approach.
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Technical Appendix

The appendix is organized as follows:

Appendix [4] includes the proof of Theorem 2.

Appendix [B]provides a detailed analysis of the inherent trade-offs between
solution size, effectiveness, and cost.

Appendix [C] presents a time complexity analysis of the GLANCE algorithm.

Appendix [D| describes the datasets used in our experiments, along with
any preprocessing steps applied.

Appendix [E] describes the models utilized in our experiments, along with
their hyperparameters, and the classification accuracy when trained.

Appendix [F] outlines the competing baseline methods, including imple-
mentation details and hyperparameters. It also includes results under no
size constraints for GLOBE-CE.

Appendix[G] describes methods used to generate candidate counterfactual
actions.

Appendix [H] explains the experimental procedure, provides additional
summary results for s = 8, detailed results for s = 4 and s = 8, and
examines cases where GLANCE intentionally sacrifices effectiveness by al-
tering its default action selection method.

Appendix [[] presents results for GLANCE using different candidate counter-
factual generation methods (as described in Appendix .

Appendix [J] reports results using different clustering algorithms in the
initial clustering step.

Appendix [K] compares the effectiveness and average recourse cost of local
counterfactuals per individuals to the GCEs produced by GLANCE for s = 4.

Appendix [[] investigates the effect of varying the number of initial clusters
and candidate actions on GLANCE’s performance.

Appendix [M] discusses potential edge cases that can arise in recourse al-
gorithms.

Appendix [N] describes the user study setup, methodology, and full results
including statistical analysis.
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A Hardness

Proof of Theorem 2. We prove that the decision version of the following special
case of s-GCE is NP-complete. The input consists of a model h, a finite set
of affected instances Xa = {x1,...,z,}, a finite set of allowable actions A =
{a1,...,an} and a positive fractional number E € Q. We seek to determine if
there is a subset of actions C C A with size(C) < s and eff(C, X,¢) > E. We
assume that the model h is defined only on X, U{a;(x;)|a; € A and z; € Xyq}
and its full description is given as part of the input.

Membership in NP follows from the fact that for any given C, we can compute
size(C) and eff(C, X,¢) in time polynomial in the size of the input. For the
hardness part, we reduce Max s-Cover to the special case of s-GCE above.

In (the decision version of) Max s-Cover, we are given a universe X =
{z1,...,2,} and a family A = {A;,..., A,,} of subsets of X. We want to
decide if there is a collection C C A of size at most s so that the union of the
subsets in C equals X. Max s-Cover is known to be NP-complete [I6, SP5].
Feige [I3] Theorem 5.3] proved that it is NP-hard to distinguish between yes-
instances of Max s-Cover and no-instances where the largest fraction of X’ that
can be covered by any C C A of size at most s is 1 —1/e+e¢, for any € € (0,1/e).

Given an instance of Max s-Cover, we construct an instance of s-GCE where
the set of affected instances X, = X and A consists of n actions, one action
a; for each subset A, € A. The model h is a function from X U{a;(z;) |a; €
Aand z; € Xy} to {—1,+1}. The counterfactual instances a;(x;) can be
defined arbitrarily as long as X,¢ and the sets {a;(x;)|z; € Xap} are mutually
disjoint. For each x; € Xugf, h(z;) = —1. For each action a; and each z; € X,
we have that h(a;(z;)) = +1 if and only if z; € A;. We set E = 1.0 (due to
the inapproximability result of Feige [I3l Theorem 5.3], E can be set to any
fractional number larger than 1 — 1/e).

By construction, the effectiveness eff(C, Xa¢) of any subset of actions C C A
under the model h defined above equals the fraction of X’ covered by the union of
the subsets A; € A that correspond to actions a; € C. Therefore, the instance of
s-GCE above is a yes-instance if and only if the corresponding instance of Max
s-Cover is a yes-instance. Moreover, the construction above along with [I3]
Theorem 5.3] imply that approximating the optimal effectiveness eff(C, Xy)
achievable by the best subset C C A of size(C) < s in polynomial time within
any factor strictly larger than 1 — 1/e (even for this very restricted special case
of s-CGE) would imply that P = NP. O

B Size-Cost and Size-Effectiveness Trade-offs

Let C denote a set of actions and consider the effect of including a new action
a to C, resulting in C' = CU {a}. We analyze how this increase in the solution
size (size) impacts the effectiveness (eff) and the average recourse cost (avc).

C1 The new action a does not flip any additional instances.
In this scenario, the effectiveness remains the same, as no new instances

20



gain recourse. However, the average recourse cost may be affected de-
pending on the cost of the new action relative to those in C:

e If the cost of a is lower than that of existing actions, it may provide a
cheaper alternative for instances already receiving recourse, thereby
reducing the average recourse cost.

e If the cost of a is higher, the existing actions will continue to provide
recourse to their respective instances, and the average recourse cost
will remain unchanged.

C2 The new action a flips previously uncovered instances.
In this scenario, the effectiveness increases due to additional instances
receiving recourse. The impact on average recourse cost again depends on
the cost of the new action:

e If the cost of a is less than the current average recourse cost, it intro-
duces lower-cost recourse for additional instances, thereby reducing
the overall average recourse cost.

o If the cost of a is greater than the current average recourse cost, it
increases the total cost, leading to a higher average recourse cost.

This analysis highlights the inherent trade-offs between size, effectiveness, and
cost, emphasizing the importance of carefully selecting new actions to achieve a
desirable balance. Notably, achieving near-optimal effectiveness (close to 100%)
often requires the inclusion of costly actions that address outliers. Nonetheless,
our method demonstrates the ability to achieve near-optimal effectiveness with
relatively low average recourse costs across a broad range of datasets.

C Time Complexity Analysis

Let n be the number of instances, k the initial number of clusters, s the number
of global counterfactual actions, m the number of candidate actions to generate,
and d the number of features. Let Top(d, model) be the time of generating a
single candidate counterfactual action and Tmoder be the prediction time of the
black-box model. Let’s assume that k-means is used for the clustering and I is
the number of iterations required for convergence. Then GLANCE time complexity
is:

e Clustering (K-means): O(nkdI)
e Action Generation: O(k-m - Tor(d, model))
e Merging Clusters: O((k — s)k?d)

— Finding pair of closest clusters:
* For one iteration: O(de)
* For all iterations: O((k — s)k*d)
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— Merging pair of closest clusters:
x For one iteration: O(d + d)
* For all iterations: O((k — s)d)

e Evaluation and selection of final actions: O(mknTuodel)

After simplifying common terms, the total complexity is:

O (nkdI + kmTcr(d, model) + d(k — s)k* + nkmTodel)
D Datasets & Preprocessing

Table 3: Summary of the datasets used in our experiments. Specifically, we
list the number of instances (No.Inst), input dimensions (i.e., the number of
continuous features plus the number of categorical after the one-hot-encoding
preprocessing step performed internally by the models), the number of categor-
ical and continuous features, and the number of instances used for training and
testing, evaluated using a 5-fold cross-validation strategy.

Dataset No. Instances Input Dim. Categorical Continuous Train Test
Adult 30161 102 8 5 24128 6033
COMPAS 6172 15 4 2 4937 1235
Default Credit 30000 91 9 14 24000 6000
German Credit 1000 71 17 3 800 200
HELOC 9871 23 0 23 7896 1975

We use five publicly available datasets as benchmarks. Our choice is based
on their established use in previous works. Table [J] summarizes the datasets’
information, including the number of instances, the number of categorical and
continuous features, the input dimensions (i.e., the number of continuous fea-
tures plus the number of categorical after a preprocessing step using one-hot-
encoding), and the number of instances used for training and testing, evaluated
using a 5-fold cross-validation strategy. This approach illustrates the resilience
of our method across various splits.

The dataset preprocessing follows the approach in Ley et al. [25], using
the publicly available repository at https://github.com/danwley/GLOBE-CE/|
For completeness, we also provide a short description of each dataset below.

Adult The Adult dataset (also known as “Census Income” dataset) is de-
signed for the task of predicting whether an individual’s income exceeds $
50K /yr, based on census data. The data as well as more detailed information
can be obtained at https://archive.ics.uci.edu/dataset/2/adult.

For the preprocessing of this dataset, we first drop the “education-num”
feature due to redundancy with the “education” feature (which takes on string
values). Next, we remove missing values and map the class labels ‘<=50K’
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and ‘>50K’ to 0 and 1, respectively. Additional minor transformations, mostly
involving data types, are applied and can be reviewed in our source code.

COMPAS The COMPAS dataset (Correctional Offender Management Profil-
ing for Alternative Sanctions) [I] is available at: https://github. com/propublica/
compas-analysis/blob/master/compas-scores-two-years.csv. Detailed de-
scription and information on the dataset can be found at https://www.propublica.
org/article/how-we-analyzed-the-compas-recidivism-algorithm. It cat-
egorizes recidivism risk based on several factors, including race.

For the preprocessing of this dataset, we have to drop the feature “days_b_screening_arrest”,
as it contains missing values. We also turn jail-in and jail-out dates to dura-
tions and turn negative durations to 0. Some additional filters are taken from the
COMPAS analysis by ProPublica: https://github.com/propublica/compas-analysis.
Finally, the target variable’s values are transformed into the canonical 0 for the
negative class and 1 for the positive class.

Default Credit The Default Credit dataset [36] is designed to classify the
risk of default on customer payments, aiming to support the development and
assessment of models for predicting creditworthiness and the likelihood of loan
default. It can be obtained at https://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml/datasets/
default+of+credit+card+clients.

To properly work with this dataset, we needed to drop the “ID” feature,
since it holds no useful information, and transform the target labels into the
canonical 0 - 1 values.

German Credit The German Credit dataset [12] classifies people described
by a set of attributes as good or bad credit risks. A detailed description and
the dataset can be found in https://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml/datasets/
statlog+(german+credit+data)l

The only preprocessing step we performed for this dataset was the transfor-
mation of the target variable’s values into 0 - 1.

HELOC The HELOC (Home Equity Line of Credit) dataset [4] contains
anonymized information about home equity line of credit applications made by
real homeowners, classifying credit risk. It is available at https://community.
fico.com/s/explainable-machine-learning-challenge. All the features on
this dataset are numeric.

A substantial percentage of these features’ values are missing, so the main
preprocessing step we performed here was to remove rows where all values are
missing, and then replace all remaining missing values with the median of the
respective feature. Other than that, we only needed to transform target labels
to 0-1.
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E Models and Hyperparameters

In our experimental evaluation, we utilize three distinct models: XGBoost
(XGB), Logistic Regression (LR), and Deep Neural Networks (DNNs). Fol-
lowing Ley et al. [25], we maintain an 80:20 train-test split, but, instead of
splitting once, we perform 5-fold cross-validation, using each fold as a test set
while training on the remaining four. The distinctive hyperparameters for each
model are described in detail in this section. Additionally, we showcase the per-
formance metric (accuracy), with all reported accuracies presented as the mean
and standard deviation across the folds, providing a standardized foundation
for comparative analysis of our methodologies.

XGBoost (XGB) Implementation from the xgboosiﬂ library. Hyperparam-
eter values for each dataset and the model’s accuracy on the test set are shown
in Table [

Table 4: XGBoost Hyperparameter Configurations.

Dataset Depth  Estimators v, a, A Test Accuracy
Adult 6 100 0,0,1  86.62% =+ 0.18%
COMPAS 4 100 1,0,1  67.95% + 1.73%
Default Credit 10 200 2,4,1  81.35% =+ 0.18%
German Credit 6 500 0,0,1 76.9% =+ 0.86%
HELOC 6 100 441  72.97% + 1.14%

Logistic Regression (LR) Implementation from sklearrﬂ library. Hyper-
parameter values for each dataset and the model’s accuracy on the test set are
shown in Table [l

Table 5: Logistic Regression Hyperparameter Configurations.

Dataset Max Iter. Class Weights(0:1)  Test Accuracy
Adult 100 1:1 79.09% + 0.12%
COMPAS 1000 1:1 66.69% + 0.97%
Default Credit 1000 1:1 82.08% + 0.19%
German Credit 1000 1:1 74.80% + 1.91%
HELOC 3000 1:1 73.06% £ 0.96%

Thttps://xgboost.readthedocs.io/en/stable/
%https://scikit-learn.org/stable/modules/generated/sklearn.linear_model.
LogisticRegression.html
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Deep Neural Network (DNN) Implementation using pytorc}ﬂ library.
Hyperparameter values for each dataset and the model’s accuracy on the test
set are shown in Table [Gl

Table 6: Deep Neural Network Hyperparameter Configurations.

Dataset Hidden Layers Width Test Accuracy
Adult [64, 32, 16] 84.13% + 0.30%
COMPAS [64, 32, 16] 66.98% + 1.27%
Default Credit (64, 32, 16, §] 81.37% + 0.13%
German Credit 8, 4] 71.3% + 2.27%
HELOC [64, 32, 16, 8] 70.97% £+ 0.54%

F Competing Methods

AReS The AReS method, first introduced by Rawal and Lakkaraju [28], was
executed using the enhanced Fast AReS version implemented by [25]. The code
for this version was obtained from the following GitHub repository: https:
//github.com/danwley/GLOBE-CE. We used the default hyperparameters pro-
vided in this implementation.

CET The CET method, introduced by Kanamori et al. [19], was executed
using the original implementation that was available on the following GitHub
repository: https://github.com/kelicht/cetl We had to replace the solver
they used for the MIP solved at each node of their tree. The IBM CPLEX
solver is proprietary, and we replaced it with the GUROBI solver, for which we
had an available license. We used the default hyperparameters provided in this
implementation.

GroupCF The GroupCF method, introduced by Warren et al. [35], was imple-
mented using custom code due to some ambiguity in the instructions provided in
the original GitHub repository (https://github.com/e-delaney/group_cfe),
which made the original implementation challenging to follow.

GLOBE-CE The GLOBE-CE method, introduced by Ley et al. [25], was exe-
cuted based on the implementation available on the following GitHub repository:
https://github.com/danwley/GLOBE-CE.

Additional results of GLOBE-CE can be found in Table [7]] Here, we do not
constrain the set of actions, and we observe better performance, especially in
terms of cost. However, these solutions do not represent solutions for s-GCE

Shttps://pytorch.org/docs/stable/index.html
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Table 7: GLOBE-CE results across datasets and models without the action set

size constraints.

Model Dataset eff avc size
Adult 100.0 £ 0.0 1.24 £ 0.06 322.4
COMPAS 100.0 = 0.0 1.11 + 0.6 186.2

DNN Default Credit 98.9 + 0.73 1.1 &£ 0.04 18.4
German Credit 95.69 £+ 2.42 1.12 £+ 0.09 4.2
HELOC 84.32 +£ 19.32 2.63 £ 1.03 224.8
Adult 100.0 &+ 0.0 1.2 £ 0.03 545.2
COMPAS 98.92 + 8.52 1.41 £ 0.19 97.8

LR Default Credit 99.94 + 0.07 1.08 £+ 0.01 4.6
German Credit 71.29 £ 14.27 1.05 £+ 0.09 1.5
HELOC 100.0 £ 0.0 0.44 £ 0.06 512.8
Adult 93.76 + 0.91 4.28 + 4.46 46.8
COMPAS 92.34 + 8.87 1.22 £+ 0.27 42.6

XGB Default Credit 94.62 + 2.85 1.05 + 0.28 40.6
German Credit 84.97 £ 1046 1.17 £ 0.15 2.2
HELOC 30.32 £ 4.07 2.11 £ 0.47 17

problem, since the solution size can be up to an average of 545.2 actions using
5-fold cross-validation (in Adult-LR case).

dGLOBE-CE The dGLOBE-CE method, introduced by Ley et al. [25], was
executed using the implementation available on their GitHub repository (https:
//github.com/danwley/GLOBE-CE).

G Candidate Counterfactual Action Generators

In this section, we outline the methods used to generate candidate counterfac-
tual explanations and present comparative results employing different genera-
tion methods. To demonstrate the modularity of our framework, we developed
and utilized various methods, showing that our approach is not tied to a specific
counterfactual generation technique. The comparative results of these experi-
ments are shown in Table For the results presented in Table 1 of the main
paper and Table EL DiCE [27] was used to generate candidate counterfactuals.

DiCE Detailed information on its methodology can be found in the corre-
sponding paper by Mothilal et al. [27], and we encourage interested readers to
refer to it for a deeper understanding.

For the scope of this paper, it suffices to say that DiCE offers a number
of alternative algorithms for finding local counterfactuals. In our experiments,
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we use the ‘random’ algorithm, which selects features to change at random and
tests whether the change results in a successful counterfactual.

The other algorithms were either unsuitable for a black-box setting (e.g., re-
quiring gradients), computationally inefficient (e.g., genetic algorithm), or failed
to generate cost-efficient counterfactuals (e.g., KDTree) during our initial ex-
perimentation.

Random Sampling We developed a method called ‘Random Sampling’. To
find counterfactuals for an affected instance, this method iteratively modifies
its features one at a time. The process begins by randomly altering one feature
at a time, generating multiple new candidate instances. Each modified instance
is then evaluated by querying the black-box model to determine whether it
qualifies as a valid counterfactual. The method proceeds to modify additional
features, building a set of potential counterfactuals.

Key differences between our method and DiCE’s random approach include:

1. We focus on modifying only the top ky most important features (using
permutation feature importance), set to 3 in all experiments.

2. For categorical features, only the top k. most frequent categories among
unaffected individuals are considered replacement candidates (set to 10
for all experiments).

3. We also introduce vectorization in certain operations, improving compu-
tational efficiency over DiCE’s implementation.

Nearest Neighbors This method is implemented by storing all unaffected
individuals in memory. When queried to provide k counterfactuals for an af-
fected individual, it retrieves the k nearest neighbors from the set of unaffected
instances based on their proximity to the affected individual. This approach
ensures that the generated counterfactuals are valid and closely aligned with
the original instance, improving the relevance of the recommendations.

Nearest Neighbors Scaled This algorithm closely resembles the ‘Nearest
Neighbors’ one but introduces a key enhancement. Rather than returning the &
nearest neighbors, it performs a localized search along the multidimensional line
connecting the affected individual and any neighbor. We sample points along
this line segment, and if any are classified as positive by the model, they are
returned instead, as they are closer to the affected instance, potentially offering
a more cost-efficient recourse.

H Experimental Results

H.1 Experimental Procedure

We evaluate our algorithms by comparing them with the following methods:
Fast AReS by Ley et al. [24], CET by Kanamori et al. [I9], GroupCF by Warren
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et al. [35], GLOBE-CE, and dGLOBE-CE by Ley et al. [25]. For the competing meth-
ods, we used the default hyperparameters as found in their respective GitHub
repositories, referenced in Appendix [F}

For GLANCE, we used the following default hyperparameters: 100 initial clus-
ters for all datasets (30 for German Credit), 10 candidate local counterfactuals
were generated per cluster, k-means as the clustering method, DiCE as the can-
didate action generation method. To ensure reproducibility, we fixed the random
seed to 13 for both the clustering process and local counterfactual generation.

All of the methods are constrained to solve s-GCE problem, with s = 4 and
s = 8. These constraints are applied differently depending on the method. In
GLANCE and GroupCF, we configure the resulting number of clusters to match
the target sizes. GLOBE-CE is constrained by a maximum of 5 or 9 scalars, while
dGLOBE-CE is limited to 4 or 8 directions, with up to two scalars per direction.
Lastly, CET is constrained with a maximum of 4 or 8 leaves.

Dataset: adult Dataset: compas Dataset: default_credit Dataset: german_credit Dataset: heloc
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Figure 4: Comparison of effectiveness (eff) and average recourse cost (avc), nor-
malized with the maximum cost achieved in each dataset/model combination)
for the solution of s-GCE with s = 4. Standard deviations are represented by
error bars. The red horizontal lines represent the eff > 80% threshold for eval-
uating the practicality of the solutions.

H.2 Summary of Experiments

In Table 1 of the main paper, we present summarized results for s = 4, which are
visualized in Figure[d] Complementary results for s = 8 can be found in Table[J]
of the following section. The summarized results include the effectiveness and
cost of each solution for all the datasets and model combinations. In Tables [T}
we provide detailed results for each model, adding runtime and the number
of actions per dataset and method alongside effectiveness and cost.
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H.3 Experiments for Effectiveness-Cost Trade-offs

As shown in the main paper Table 1, our methods significantly outperform
CET and Fast AReS in terms of effectiveness. Fast AReS fails to exceed 80%
effectiveness in any case, and CET achieves near-optimal effectiveness in less
than half the cases, sometimes failing to find a solution altogether. These low
effectiveness levels make fair comparisons challenging, as solving for a small
subset of the population is inherently easier.

To address this challenge, we demonstrate in Table [§] that by intentionally
lowering our solutions’ effectiveness and selecting cost-efficient actions, our ap-
proach can still dominate other methods, achieving both greater effectiveness
and lower cost. This adaptability underscores the strength of our methodology
in maintaining superior performance even when optimizing for different trade-
offs.

Our algorithm’s default strategy selects optimal solutions based on max-
imum effectiveness. However, it also supports alternative strategies, such as
selecting the lowest-cost solution, the lowest-cost solution above a specified ef-
fectiveness threshold, or the most effective solution below a specified cost. For
the experiments presented Table [8] we used the “lowest cost above a certain
effectiveness threshold” strategy in GLANCE, setting thresholds based on the
effectiveness levels achieved by other methods. This flexibility highlights the
algorithm’s ability to align with various evaluation scenarios and user-defined
trade-offs.

H.4 Results for s = 8

Table [9] presents the comparison of our method, GLANCE, with other state-of-
the-art methods (Fast AReS, CET, Group-CF, GLOBE-CE, and dGLOBE-CE) for a
maximum of 8 actions. The results indicate that GLANCE demonstrates superior
performance in most cases, achieving nearly 100% effectiveness with minimal
and stable costs across all datasets and models. Exceptions are noted in the
HELOC DNN and XGB experiments, where all methods report higher costs
due to the dataset’s numeric-only features. In contrast, Fast AReS struggles
significantly, particularly on the Adult dataset, showing effectiveness as low as
13.8% for DNN, 12.51% for LR, and 7.19% for XGB, explaining its lower costs.
Other methods, such as GroupCF, CET, GLOBE-CE, and dGLOBE-CE, generally
perform well in terms of effectiveness but in almost all cases incur higher costs
compared to GLANCE.

We repeat the experimental evaluation utilizing Pareto-dominance for s = 8.
As shown in Table [[0] GLANCE dominates other methods in 38 out of 72 cases
(53%) while it is dominated once by dGLOBE-CE (in Heloc-DNN).

H.5 Detailed results

Table [11] presents a comparative analysis of all algorithms for the Adult dataset.
The Fast AReS method consistently performs poorly, achieving notably low
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Table 8: Experimental results comparing GLANCE to baseline methods under
constrained effectiveness. To enable fair comparison with less effective base-
lines, GLANCE'’s effectiveness is intentionally reduced via thresholding, allowing
the identification of cost-efficient dominating solutions in the low-effectiveness
regime. We report the effectiveness (eff) and average recourse cost (avc), and
standard deviation for all methods.

Dataset Models  Competitors Competitors Results GLANCE Results
eff avc eff avc
Fast AReS 12.39 £+ 1.06 1.0 £ 0.0 26.59 £ 10.5 0.66 + 0.23
CET NaN NaN NaN NaN
DNN GroupCF 100.0 £+ 0.0 10.08 + 0.03 100.0 + 0.0 1.73 + 0.06
GLOBE-CE 99.92 + 0.0 3.34 £ 0.29 99.96 + 0.01 1.71 £+ 0.05
dGLOBE-CE 99.92 £ 0.0 10.89 + 1.37 99.96 £ 0.01 1.71 £ 0.05
Fast AReS 11.74 + 2.4 1.0 £ 0.0 57.91 +24.77  0.63 + 0.26
CET NaN NaN NaN NaN
Adult LR GroupCF 100.0 £ 0.0 1714039 1000 £0.0  0.78 % 0.06
GLOBE-CE 99.92 + 0.0 2.34 + 0.31 99.96 £ 0.02  0.78 £ 0.06
dGLOBE-CE 99.92 £+ 0.0 5.91 + 0.93 99.96 + 0.02 0.78 £ 0.06
Fast AReS 6.13 £+ 0.42 1.0 £ 0.0 31.16 £ 8.02  0.66 £ 0.13
CET NaN NaN NaN NaN
XGB GroupCF 96.8 + 1.72 1.41 £+ 0.54 97.16 £ 0.41 0.81 £ 0.02

GLOBE-CE 82.88 £ 12.13  30.1 &+ 10.39 94.04 £ 0.46 0.77 £ 0.01
dGLOBE-CE 93.76 £ 1.98 64.76 £+ 1.29 94.04 £ 0.46 0.77 £ 0.01

Fast AReS 18.88 + 2.16 1.0 £ 0.0 21.54 £ 4.11 0.3 £0.1
CET 98.87 £ 0.62 6.32 £ 2.28 99.83 £ 0.1 0.82 £ 0.04
DNN GroupCF 79.6 £ 20.79 1.53 £+ 0.62 81.44 £ 2.18 0.8 £0.08
GLOBE-CE 81.19 £ 35.33 3.76 £ 1.35 81.44 £ 2.18 0.8 £0.08
dGLOBE-CE 87.38 £ 18.69 5.96 + 4.14 91.22 £ 3.87 0.81 £ 0.07

Fast AReS 10.85 + 5.45 1.07 £ 0.13 65.14 £ 15.62  0.55 £ 0.11

Default Credit CET 100.0 £0.0  3.79+£ 131  100.0 £ 0.0  0.73 + 0.07
clault Lredt LR GroupCF 95.4 + 9.2 1.94 + 1.2 99.05 + 0.38  0.71 & 0.07
GLOBE-CE 99.94 £0.07 291+ 155 1000+ 0.0  0.73 + 0.07

dGLOBE-CE 99.94 £ 0.07 10.38 &+ 7.76 100.0 £+ 0.0 0.73 £ 0.07
Fast AReS 31.86 £ 5.12 1.05 £ 0.04 40.03 £ 7.82 0.13 £ 0.04

CET 86.29 £ 9.94 4.5 £ 2.64 89.31 £2.77  0.73 £ 0.06
XGB GroupCF 95.2 £ 1.6 1.41 £ 0.64 95.73 £ 0.18 1.01 £ 0.05
GLOBE-CE 83.69 £ 6.72 17.21 + 2.22 83.77 £ 0.84 0.63 £ 0.08

dGLOBE-CE 97.47 £ 0.82 42.58 £ 3.57 97.64 £ 0.12 1.37 £ 0.25

Fast AReS 12.19 + 0.58 1.03 £+ 0.05 21.32 £ 5.13 0.11 £ 0.11
CET 86.78 £ 10.62 8.67 + 3.25 92.67 £ 4.69 3.52 £ 1.09
DNN GroupCF 80.4 + 10.17 3.09 + 0.91 82.31 £ 1.81 3.09 £0.9
GLOBE-CE 47.18 £ 45.02  20.44 £ 24.18 45.49 £ 2.1 1.19 £ 0.71
dGLOBE-CE 99.96 £ 0.05 11.07 &+ 8.6 100.0 £+ 0.0 4.22 £1.10

Fast AReS 9.23 £ 1.24 1.12 £ 0.1 71.55 + 3.72 0.43 £ 0.04

CET 1000 £0.0 357+ 148 1000 £ 0.0  0.72 £ 0.11
HELOC LR GroupCF 90.6 393  24+138 9518+ 1.75 0.6« 0.08
GLOBE-CE 99.9+0.0  0.66+01 9992+ 004 0.7 +0.11
dGLOBE-CE 999 0.0  1.63+0.35 9992+ 004 0.7 +0.11
Fast AReS 849 & 132 116 +0.13  9.66+ 112 0.4+ 0.05
CET 86.78 £ 6.7 1251 £275 9072+ 335 1153 + 2.94
XGB  GroupCF 7844582  563+193 8246 +6.55  8.45 + 3.1
GLOBE-CE  28.33 £ 5.14 3273 +£048 2864+ 099  0.85 + 0.19

dGLOBE-CE 77.64 £ 11.51 128.0 + 0.0 82.46 £ 6.55 8.45 £ 3.1
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Table 9: Evaluating the effectiveness (eff) and average recourse cost (avc) of
GLANCE against Fast AReS, CET, Group-CF, GLOBE-CE, and dGLOBE-CE GCE
methods for the s-GCE problem with s = 8. s-GCE solutions with effectiveness
below 80% are highlighted in red. Non-robust GCEs, i.e., std in effectiveness
greater than 5% across folds or a std in cost greater than half the average
recourse cost, are highlighted in blue.

DNN LR XGB
Dataset Method eff avc eff avc eff avc
Fast AReS 13.8 £ 0.92 1.0 £ 0.0 12.51 £ 2.44 1.0 £ 0.0 719 +£0.3 1.0 £ 0.0
CET nan £ nan nan % nan nan % nan nan + nan nan £ nan nan £ nan
Adult Group-CF 100.0 + 0.0 11.54 + 2.98 100.0 + 0.0 2.33 £ 1.91 99.4 + 1.2 1.88 + 1.36

GLOBE-CE 99.92 £ 0.0 2.4 £0.12 99.92 £ 0.0 1.66 = 0.9 86.33 £ 8.81 11.7 £ 3.91
dGLOBE-CE 100.0 = 0.0 11.85 + 1.53 100.0 + 0.0 6.12 £ 0.64 94.38 £2.01  62.37 £ 3.07

GLANCE 100.0 = 0.0 3.96 £ 0.56 100.0 + 0.0 1.03 + 0.07 99.87 £ 0.09 3.85 £ 2.33
Fast AReS  63.02 £ 1.58 1.11 £ 0.04 68.19 £ 0.6 1.03 £ 0.01 66.07 £ 2.5 1.14 £ 0.1
CET 74.66 + 5.33 1.02 £ 0.07 82.51 £ 2.97 1.51 £ 0.23  68.62 & 15.67 1.3 £0.52
COMPAS Group-CF 100.0 = 0.0 5.65 £+ 3.14 100.0 £ 0.0 4.67 £ 2.29 100.0 &+ 0.0 4.08 £ 2.15

GLOBE-CE 100.0 = 0.0 2.39 £ 0.87 95.74 £ 8.52 225 £0.24 8721 £11.04 3.09 £ 0.47
dGLOBE-CE 100.0 = 0.0 7.28 £ 1.25 100.0 £ 0.0 6.71 £ 0.23 99.96 £ 0.08 9.17 £ 2.01

GLANCE 100.0 = 0.0 1.77 £ 0.16 100.0 £ 0.0 1.69 + 0.06 99.83 £ 0.24 2.06 £+ 0.46
Fast AReS  23.75 £ 1.81 1.02 £ 0.03 11.67 + 6.18 1.04 & 0.08 36.88 £ 5.46 1.07 &+ 0.06
CET 98.53 £ 2.11 3.68 £ 1.46 100.0 + 0.0 2.0 £ 1.36 90.01 £ 10.44  2.61 £ 1.06

Default Credit  Group-CF 84.8 +£13.23 2.15 £ 0.98 100.0 + 0.0 3.98 £ 2.86 97.8 £ 0.75 1.92 + 1.33
GLOBE-CE 95.9 + 5.71 2.58 £ 0.78 99.94 + 0.07 2.13 £ 0.89 85.63 + 6.0 9.78 £ 1.0
dGLOBE-CE  99.95 + 0.04 6.77 £ 3.67 99.94 £0.07  10.38 £ 7.76  99.08 & 0.66 28.73 £ 9.8

GLANCE 100.0 = 0.0 1.2+ 04 100.0 + 0.0 1.05 & 0.11 98.87 £ 0.59 2.14 £ 0.18
Fast AReS 65.47 £ 2.2 1.0 £ 0.0 71.9 £ 2.65 1.0 £ 0.0 68.88 £ 1.27 1.0 £ 0.0
CET 100.0 = 0.0 1.27 £ 0.37 98.75 £ 1.67 2.02 £0.33 100.0 &+ 0.0 2.18 £ 0.37

German Credit  Group-CF 99.6 £ 0.8 2.49 £+ 0.82 98.9 £ 1.65 10.56 + 2.43 100.0 &+ 0.0 4.05 £+ 2.55
GLOBE-CE 95.55 £ 2.39 1.88 £0.36  57.55 £ 19.97 2254033 T77.05 £ 11.26 2.49 £ 0.34
dGLOBE-CE ~ 98.09 + 1.72 234 £0.17  69.89 £ 15.35 247 £ 0.23 88.17 £ 8.2 2.64 £0.78

GLANCE 96.43 £+ 3.6 0.86 + 0.18 100.0 + 0.0 1.18 +£ 0.05 100.0 &+ 0.0 1.02 &+ 0.04
Fast AReS  15.44 £ 1.91 1.05 £ 0.06 10.95 £ 1.73 1.11 £ 0.07 11.22 £ 2.05 1.09 £ 0.09
CET 99.36 £+ 0.92 8.86 £+ 2.99 100.0 £ 0.0 299 £1.3 90.25 £ 2.51  12.99 + 3.49
HELOC Group-CF 84.8 £ 12.32 1.98 £ 0.5 96.6 £ 1.96 1.98 £ 0.5 81.4 £ 4.22 5.14 £+ 1.46
GLOBE-CE 29.02 £ 3947 7.88 £7.19 99.9 £ 0.0 0.55 £ 0.08 29.18 £ 4.54 16.41 £ 0.3
dGLOBE-CE 100.0 £ 0.0 6.65 £ 0.15 99.9 £ 0.0 1.63 £0.35 81.95 £ 10.38 128.0 £ 0.0
GLANCE 99.98 £ 0.04 9.42 £ 2.22 100.0 £ 0.0 1.2 +£0.12 99.0 £+ 0.55 16.65 £ 2.44

Table 10: Pareto domination evaluation of solutions, for s-GCE problem with
s = 8. The table reports the rate (number of times over available comparisons)
at which GLANCE method dominates and is dominated by competitor methods.

GLANCE Fast AReS CET GroupCF GLOBE-CE dGLOBE-CE Y

overall
dominates 1/15 6/12  9/15 11/15 11/15 38/72
is dominated 0/15 0/12 0/15 0/15 1/15 1/72

effectiveness scores across all models.

It is also noteworthy that in the Adult dataset, which is the largest of all in
terms of instances and dimensions, the CET method did not run properly due to
exceedingly high runtimes or infeasibility determined by the Gurobi optimizer.
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Figure 5: Comparison of effectiveness (eff) and average recourse cost (avc), nor-
malized with the maximum cost achieved in each dataset/model combination)
for the solution of s-GCE with s = 8. Standard deviations are represented by
error bars. The red horizontal lines represent the eff > 80% threshold for eval-
uating the practicality of the solution.

Table 11: Detailed results for the solution of s-GCE (s = 4 and s = 8) for
Adult dataset. The table reports effectiveness (eff), cost (avc), size (size), and
runtime, including their standard deviations for each method.

Model  Method s=4 s=8
eff avc size RunTime eff avc size RunTime

Fast AReS  12.39 £ 1.06 1.0 £0.0 4.0 266.51 &+ 127.13 13.8 £ 0.92 1.0 £ 0.0 8.0 271.04 £ 126.28
CET - - - >20h or infeasible - - - >20h or infeasible

DNN GroupCF 100.0 £+ 0.0 10.08 £ 0.03 4.0 3224.75 £ 0.03 100.0 £ 0.0 11.54 £ 2.98 8.0 3539.35 + 2.98

B GLOBE-CE 99.92 + 0.0 3.34 £ 0.29 3.8 6.6 + 0.22 99.92 £+ 0.0 244+ 0.12 7.0 6.56 + 0.18

dGLOBE-CE 99.92 &+ 0.0 10.89 £ 1.37 3.6 9.74 £ 0.21 100.0 £ 0.0 11.85 £ 1.53 6.4 14.09 £ 0.4
GLANCE 100.0 £ 0.0 4.6 +0.73 4.0 246.82 £ 0.0 100.0 £ 0.0  3.96 £0.56 8.0 240.16 + 0.0
Fast AReS 11.74 £ 2.4 1.0 £ 0.0 4.0 124.2 + 57.64 12.51 + 2.44 1.0 £ 0.0 8.0 157.94 + 73.44
CET - - - >20h or infeasible - - - >20h or infeasible

LR GroupCF 100.0 + 0.0 1.71 £ 0.39 4.0 925.25 + 0.39 100.0 £ 0.0 233 +£1.91 8.0 872.1 £ 1.91
GLOBE-CE 99.92 & 0.0 2.34 £ 0.31 4.0 6.48 + 0.17 99.92 £ 0.0 1.66 £ 0.09 7.8 6.41 + 0.08
dGLOBE-CE 99.92 + 0.0 5.91 + 0.93 4.0 9.36 & 0.06 100.0 £ 0.0 6.12 + 0.64 8.0 13.57 £ 0.22
GLANCE 100.0 + 0.0 1.04 £0.07 4.0 194.83 £ 0.0 100.0 £ 0.0 1.03 £ 0.07 8.0 179.43 £ 0.0
Fast AReS 6.13 + 0.42 1.0 £ 0.0 4.0 108.66 + 57.21 719 £ 0.3 1.0 £ 0.0 8.0 142.82 + 67.84
CET - - - >20h or infeasible - - - >20h or infeasible

XGB GroupCF 96.8 + 1.72 1.41 £054 4.0 596.57 £ 0.54 99.4 £ 1.2 1.88 +1.36 8.0 1705.8 + 1.36
GLOBE-CE 82.88 £ 12.13  22.8 £ 7.87 3 5.44 + 0.18 86.33 + 8.81 11.7 £ 3.91 3.6 5.58 £ 0.11
dGLOBE-CE  93.76 £ 1.98  64.76 £ 1.29 4.0 8.26 + 0.14 94.38 £2.01 62.37 £3.07 74 12.01 £ 0.33
GLANCE 99.85 +0.12 598 £4.22 4.0 134.27 + 0.0 99.87 £ 0.09 3.85+£233 8.0 126.65 + 0.0

This is indicated by the “>20h or Infeasible (on Gurobi)” note present in the
runtime column for CET (both s =4 and s = 8) across all models.

On the other hand, GroupCF, GLANCE, and GLOBE-CE methods all perform
notably well in terms of effectiveness. Under the DNN model GLANCE-4 and
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GLANCE-8 achieve perfect effectiveness scores of 100% with similarly good cost
performance. Notably, GLOBE-CE-8 achieves the best cost performance under
the DNN model with an effectiveness score of 100% and a cost of 2.4.

In the LR model, GLANCE achieves 100% effectiveness with costs of 1.04 and
1.03. Similarly, in the XGB model, GLANCE-4, and GLANCE-8 maintain high
effectiveness scores of 99.85%, and 99.87%, with really good respective costs.

Table 12: Detailed results for the solution of s-GCE (s = 4 and s = 8) for
COMPAS dataset. The table reports effectiveness (eff), cost (avc), size (size),
and runtime, including their standard deviations for each method.

Model ~ Method s=4 s=8
eff avc size Runtime eff avc size Runtime

Fast AReS 55.0 £ 0.86 1.21 + 0.09 4 59.26 + 26.71 63.02 + 1.58  1.11 + 0.04 8 65.84 £+ 29.93
CET 63.62 £10.35 096 +0.24 7.0 1339.42 4 247.04 74.66 £ 5.33 1.02£0.07 80  656.64 &+ 119.51

DNN GroupCF 100.0 £+ 0.0 4.48 £ 2.53 4 173.24 £ 2.53 100.0 £ 0.0 5.65 + 3.14 8 210.34 £ 3.68

h GLOBE-CE 100.0 = 0.0 2.82 + 1.06 4.0 1.09 &+ 0.06 100.0 £+ 0.0 239+087 7.8 1.06 &+ 0.04

dGLOBE-CE  100.0 & 0.0 7.96 £3.91 34 1.55 £ 0.07 100.0 £0.0 728 +£1.25 6.8 2.3 £ 0.09
GLANCE 100.0 £ 0.0 234+ 043 4.0 177.41 + 0.0 100.0 £ 0.0 1.77 £ 0.16 8.0 177.35 + 0.0
Fast AReS 62.5 + 1.82 1.24 +0.14 4 11.52 + 5.39 68.19 + 0.6 1.03 £+ 0.01 8 15.2 £ 6.9
CET 73.18 + 4.34 1.24 £0.15 4.0 663.22 + 45.34 82.51 + 2.97 1.51 £0.23 6.0 442.76 + 64.47

LR GroupCF 100.0 £ 0.0 3.97 £2.38 4 45.04 + 2.38 100.0 £ 0.0 4.67 £ 2.29 8 48.53 + 2.29

. GLOBE-CE 95.74 + 8.52 291 £ 0.57 2.8 0.42 £ 0.01 95.74 £ 852 225 +024 6.4 0.45 £ 0.02

dGLOBE-CE  100.0 & 0.0 6.71 £ 0.23 4.0 0.61 4 0.01 100.0 £0.0  6.71 £0.23 8.0 0.88 4 0.01
GLANCE 100.0 £ 0.0 233 +£038 4.0 82.09 + 0.0 100.0 £0.0 1.69 £0.06 8.0 84.11 £ 0.0
Fast AReS  59.83 + 3.12 1.1+ 0.05 4 12.88 + 5.5 66.07 £ 2.5 1.14 £ 0.1 8 17.69 + 8.05
CET 58.4 £ 9.3 1.06 £ 0.24 3.0 3280.17 + 834.28 68.62 + 15.67 1.3 £ 0.52 6.0 1787.18 + 360.63

XGB GroupCF 100.0 £ 0.0 4.06 £ 2.1 4 36.07 £ 2.1 100.0 £ 0.0 4.08 £2.15 8 37.53 £ 2.15
GLOBE-CE 87.17 £ 11.09  4.73 £ 0.92 24 1.06 + 0.01 87.21 £ 11.04 3.09 + 0.47 6.0 1.08 £ 0.03
dGLOBE-CE  99.84 + 0.31  12.46 + 3.42 3.4 1.53 £ 0.03 99.96 + 0.08  9.17 +£2.01 5.6 2.23 4+ 0.03
GLANCE 99.51 + 0.46 2.96 £ 0.82 4.0 286.26 = 0.0 99.83 £ 0.24  2.06 £ 0.46 8.0 173.1 £ 0.0

Table [12] presents a comparative analysis of all algorithms for the COMPAS
dataset, revealing distinct performance patterns. CET and Fast AReS, both with
4 and 8 actions, show very low costs across all models; however, this is largely
attributable to their relatively low effectiveness scores.

Methods like GLOBE-CE, dGLOBE-CE display significantly higher effectiveness,
mostly above 90% across all models, GroupCF yields perfect effectiveness of
100%. However, these methods come with higher costs, indicating that increased
effectiveness is often tied to a rise in cost.

On the other hand, GLANCE method consistently achieves near-perfect or
perfect effectiveness (~ 100%) across all models while maintaining much lower
costs. This balance of high effectiveness and low cost makes GLANCEthe optimal
method for the COMPAS dataset.

Table provides a comparative analysis of all algorithms for the Default
Credit dataset. GLANCE method exhibits perfect effectiveness scores across both
the DNN and LR models while maintaining the lowest costs, second only to
Fast AReS, highlighting their superior cost-effectiveness.

In the XGB model, GroupCF-4 achieves a smaller cost compared to GLANCE-4,
which, however, has better performance in terms of effectiveness. Concerning
the case s = 8, GroupCF-8 has slightly better cost but worse effectiveness than
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Table 13: Detailed results for the solution of s-GCE (s = 4 and s = 8) for
Default Credit dataset. The table reports effectiveness (eff), cost (avc), size
(size), and runtime, including their standard deviations for each method.

Model ~ Method s=4 <=8
eff avc size RunTime eff avc size RunTime
Fast AReS  18.88 + 2.16 1.0 & 0.0 4 789.48 + 306.69  23.75 + 1.81 1.02 + 0.03 8 428.04 + 199.29
CET 98.87 + 0.62 6.32 + 2.28 3 4404.58 + 453.7 98.53 + 2.11 3.68 £+ 1.46 4 2500.02 £ 328.94
DNy GroupCF 79.6 £ 20.79 1.53 £ 0.62 4 2415.7 £ 0.62 84.8 £13.23  2.15 4+ 0.98 8 2476.21 + 0.82
GLOBE-CE 81.19 + 35.33  3.76 + 1.35 2.2 3.33 £ 0.2 + 5.71 2.58 + 0.78 4 3.49 £ 0.27
dGLOBE-CE  87.38 4 18.69 596 + 4.14 34 4.98 4+ 0.21 99.95 + 0.04  6.77 & 3.67 4.8 6.79 & 0.16
GLANCE 100.0 £ 0.0 1.24+04 4 290.89 &+ 0.0 100.0 £ 0.0 1.24+04 8 289.46 £+ 0.0
Fast AReS  10.85 & 5.45 1.07 £0.13 4 244.78 4 128.93 11.67 £ 6.18 1.04 £ 0.08 8 272.64 + 120.89
CET 100.0 £ 0.0 3.79 £ 1.31 1 3711.21 & 164.94 100.0 £ 0.0 2.0 £ 1.36 2 1795.08 & 182.55
LR GroupCF 95.4 +£9.2 1.94 £1.2 4 306.76 + 1.2 100.0 £ 0.0 3.98 + 2.86 8 279.86 + 2.86
GLOBE-CE 99.94 + 0.07 291 + 1.55 2 1.76 + 0.04 99.94 £ 0.07 213 4+0.89 24 1.75 + 0.05
dGLOBE-CE ~ 99.94 4+ 0.07 10.38 £ 7.76 1.2 2.54 + 0.07 99.94 + 0.07 1038 £ 7.76 1.2 3.51 £ 0.07
GLANCE 100.0 £ 0.0 1.05 + 0.11 4 243.45 £ 0.0 100.0 £ 0.0 1.05 + 0.11 8 226.96 £ 0.0
Fast AReS  31.86 + 5.12 1.05 £ 0.04 4 226.08 £+ 107.9 36.88 + 546 1.07 & 0.06 280.88 + 135.37
CET 86.29 + 9.94 4.5 £ 2.64 3 7982.05 + 668.76  90.01 + 10.44  2.61 + 1.06 5 5105.11 £ 923.27
XCGB GroupCF 95.2 £ 1.6 1.41 £ 0.64 4 991.53 £ 0.64 97.8 £ 0.75 1.92 + 1.33 8 631.31 £ 1.33
GLOBE-CE 83.69 + 6.72 17.21 +£2.22 3.4 2.44 + 0.05 86.63 + 6.0 9.78 = 1.0 6.4 2.47 + 0.06
dGLOBE-CE ~ 97.47 4 0.82  42.58 + 3.57 4 3.48 £ 0.09 99.08 + 0.66  28.73 £ 9.8 8 5.05 &+ 0.12
GLANCE 98.13 + 1.05 3.68 + 1.64 4 319.45 £+ 0.0 98.87 + 0.59 2.14 + 0.18 8 257.39 &+ 0.0

GLANCE-8, and slightly better effectiveness. Overall, our method ensures com-
petitive, robust,t and highly efficient performance.

Table 14: Detailed results for the solution of s-GCE (s = 4 and s = 8) for the
German Credit dataset. The table reports effectiveness (eff), cost (avc), size
(size), and runtime, including their standard deviations for each method.

Model ~ Method s=4 s=8
eff avc size Runtime eff avc size Runtime
Fast AReS  52.39 £ 1.63 1.0 £0.0 4 119.34 + 54.6 65.47 + 2.2 1.0 £ 0.0 8 415.74 £ 175.82
CET 97.3 + 2.46 1.58 £ 0.54 3.0 230.36 £ 47.15 100.0 £ 0.0 1.27 £ 0.37 1.0 142.29 + 27.72
DNN GroupCF 97.8 + 4.4 1.85 £ 0.13 4 25.54 £+ 0.13 99.6 + 0.8 2.49 £+ 0.82 8 28.93 £+ 0.82
GLOBE-CE 95.82 4+ 2.04 211 4+ 0.18 2.25 1.02 = 0.01 95.55 + 2.39 1.88 + 0.36 2.2 1.03 = 0.01
dGLOBE-CE ~ 97.36 £ 0.82  2.49 £+ 0.27 4.0 1.57 £ 0.01 98.09 £+ 1.72 234 +0.17 7.8 2.34 £ 0.03
GLANCE 95.31 +3.15 1.25+£0.33 4.0 78.45 £ 0.0 96.43 + 3.6 0.86 + 0.18 8.0 78.38 £ 0.0
Fast AReS 75.27 £ 2.96 1.0 £ 0.0 4 47.88 + 23.06 71.9 + 2.65 1.0 £ 0.0 8 59.8 £+ 32.65
CET 96.5 + 2.85 242 4+ 0.24 3.0 237.17 £ 11.2 98.75 + 1.67 2.02 £0.33 6.0 156.14 £ 15.7
IR GroupCF 97.6 + 2.94 9.34 £ 3.85 4 7.91 £+ 3.85 98.9 & 1.65 10.56 + 2.43 8 15.6 + 2.33
GLOBE-CE 57.09 +£20.03 227 +0.33 1.0 0.44 £ 0.0 57.55 + 19.97  2.25 + 0.33 1.0 0.45 £ 0.0
dGLOBE-CE  69.89 + 15.35 2.47 £+ 0.23 3.2 0.7 £ 0.01 69.89 + 15.35 247 £ 0.23 5.6 1.02 £ 0.04
GLANCE 100.0 + 0.0 1.21 £0.06 4.0 61.58 + 0.0 100.0 £ 0.0 1.18 £ 0.05 8.0 63.1 £ 0.0
Fast AReS  51.27 £ 1.57 1.0 £0.0 4 55.01 £ 27.27 68.88 £ 1.27 1.0 £ 0.0 8 64.77 £+ 29.67
CET 100.0 + 0.0 273+ 049 3.0 347.41 £+ 30.21 100.0 £ 0.0 218 £0.37 5.0 239.2 £+ 25.84
XGB GroupCF 100.0 + 0.0 5.78 + 4.11 4 5.87 + 4.11 100.0 £ 0.0 4.05 + 2.55 8 7.84 £ 2.55
GLOBE-CE 77.05 £11.26 252 +£0.33 1.0 1.34 £ 0.03 77.05 £ 11.26  2.49 + 0.34 1.0 1.36 + 0.05
dGLOBE-CE  86.96 £ 9.79  2.66 = 0.77 3.6 2.09 £+ 0.04 88.17 £+ 8.2 2.64 £ 0.78 6.2 3.06 + 0.04
GLANCE 100.0 + 0.0 1.06 £ 0.03 4.0 67.36 + 0.0 100.0 £ 0.0 1.02 £ 0.04 8.0 68.96 + 0.0

Table [14] presents a comparative analysis of all algorithms for the German

Credit dataset.

Fast AReS remains the weakest method overall, continuing

to exhibit poor effectiveness. Notably, while CET incurs a slightly higher cost
than on the COMPAS dataset, it achieves significantly greater effectiveness, and
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the increase in cost is quite reasonable. The GLOBE-CE and dGLOBE-CE methods
demonstrate mixed results. They perform relatively well under the DNN model,
achieving effectiveness scores above 90%, but their effectiveness declines when
applied to the LR and XGB models. On the other hand, GLANCE continues to
excel due to its robustness and consistently high performance. This method
consistently reaches near-perfect effectiveness (~100%, and only for DNN 95%-
97%) across all models while maintaining very low costs. Notably, GLANCE-8
achieves the lowest cost of 0.86 under the DNN model, while still maintaining
high effectiveness.

Table 15: Detailed results for the solution of s-GCE (s = 4 and s = 8) for
HELOC dataset. The table reports effectiveness (eff), cost (avc), size (size),
and runtime, including their standard deviations for each method.

Model  Method s=1 s=8
eff avc size RunTime eff avc size RunTime
Fast AReS  12.19 + 0.58 1.03 + 0.05 4 1562.21 £ 656.59 15.44 £ 1.91 1.05 £ 0.06 8 1070.19 £ 558.28
CET 86.78 £10.62  8.67 & 3.25 1.0 11090.16 + 4597.13  99.36 £ 0.92  8.86 £2.99 4.0 6758.87 + 3384.51
DNN GroupCF 80.4 + 10.17 3.09 = 0.91 4 468.52 = 0.91 84.8 + 12.32 1.98 + 0.5 8 501.45 + 2.5
GLOBE-CE ~ 47.18 4+ 45.02 20.44 £ 24.18 24 1.43 +£0.13 29.02 +£39.47 T7.88+£7.19 22 1.44 + 0.02
dGLOBE-CE ~ 99.96 + 0.05 11.07 £ 8.6 2.0 2.2 £0.14 100.0 £ 0.0 6.65 £ 0.15 44 3.2 4+ 0.22
GLANCE 99.94 + 0.05 11.24 £1.37 4.0 307.06 £ 0.0 99.98 £ 0.04 9424+ 222 8.0 301.47 £ 0.0
Fast AReS  9.23 & 1.24 112 £ 0.1 4 961.23 & 541.41 10.95 £ 1.73  1.11 £ 0.07 8 901.3 + 493.42
CET 100.0 £ 0.0 3.57 £ 1.48 2.0 2662.77 + 739.88 100.0 £ 0.0 299 £ 1.3 2.0  1628.08 £ 344.57
LR GroupCF 90.6 £ 3.93 2.4 £ 1.38 4 209.26 = 1.38 96.6 £ 1.96 1.98 £ 0.5 8 249.14 £ 0.5
GLOBE-CE 99.9 £ 0.0 0.66 & 0.1 4.0 0.65 £ 0.06 99.9 £ 0.0 0.55 £ 0.08 8.0 0.64 £ 0.02
dGLOBE-CE 99.9 £ 0.0 1.63 + 0.35 4.0 0.94 £ 0.05 99.9 £ 0.0 1.63 £0.35 8.0 1.35 £ 0.04
GLANCE 100.0 £ 0.0 1.55 + 0.54 4.0 214.6 £ 0.0 100.0 £ 0.0 12 £0.12 8.0 217.9 £ 0.0
Fast AReS  8.49 4 1.32 1.16 + 0.13 4 963.0 + 492.98 11.22 £2.05  1.09 £ 0.09 8 829.62 + 420.35
CET 86.78 £ 6.7 12.51 £ 2.75 2.0 17339.7 & 1363.44 90.25 & 2.51 12,99 £349 6.0 9108.94 & 1624.21
XGB GroupCF 78.4 £ 5.82 5.63 = 1.93 4 201.24 £ 1.93 81.4 4 4.22 5.14 & 1.46 8 197.68 + 1.46
GLOBE-CE 28.33 £5.14 3273 £048 3.2 1.18 + 0.02 29.18 + 4.54 1641 £03 238 1.18 + 0.02
dGLOBE-CE ~ 77.64 4 11.51 128.0 £ 0.0 4.0 1.77 + 0.03 81.95 + 10.38 128.0 £ 0.0 8.0 2.55 + 0.04
GLANCE 98.94 + 0.66 19.99 £1.91 4.0 183.45 + 0.0 99.0 & 0.55 16.65 £ 2.44 8.0 182.83 + 0.0

Table [I5] presents a comparative analysis of all algorithms for the Heloc
dataset, which, due to its exclusively numeric features, poses challenges in
achieving low costs. Despite this complexity, the methods GLANCE, and dGLOBE-CE
stand out by delivering near-perfect or perfect effectiveness in the DNN models,
while GLANCE, dGLOBE-CE, and GLOBE-CE excel in the LR models. dGLOBE-CE-8
provides the best combination of effectiveness and cost for DNN, and GLOBE-CE-
8 achieves the same for LR. For the XGB models, GLANCE leads in effectiveness
across all methods. Overall, our methods demonstrate strong and consistent
performance, unlike other methods, where results fluctuate considerably.

Upon evaluating the performance across the five datasets — COMPAS, Ger-
man Credit, Default Credit, HELOC, and Adult Income — it is evident that
our method, GLANCE, consistently demonstrates concrete performance. They
achieve near-perfect or perfect effectiveness scores while maintaining low costs
across different models, such as DNN, LR, and XGB. This robustness and con-
sistency underline their efficiency and practicality in handling diverse datasets
and complexities.
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I Comparative Evaluation with Different Coun-
terfactual Generation Methods

Table 16: Evaluation of the effectiveness (eff) and average recourse cost (avc) of
GLANCE with different candidate action generation methods for s-GCE (s = 4),
across multiple datasets and models.

Dataset size  Generation Algorithm DNN LR XGB
eff avc eff avc eff avc
Dice 100.0 £ 0.0 4.6 £ 0.73 100.0 £ 0.0 1.04 £ 0.07 99.85 4+ 0.12  5.98 £ 4.22
4 NearestNeighbors 100.0 £ 0.0 6.04 £ 0.35 100.0 £ 0.0 3.76 £ 0.96 100.0 £ 0.01 4.53 £ 0.56
NearestNeighborsScaled  99.99 + 0.03  5.04 + 0.51 100.0 £ 0.0 3.19 £0.51 9998 £0.03 4.12 + 0.31
Adult RandomSampling 98.01 £ 0.66  2.03 & 0.01 100.0 £ 0.0 0.72 £0.12  99.85 £ 0.19 2.1 £0.19
Dice 100.0 £ 0.0 3.96 + 0.56 100.0 £ 0.0 1.03 £ 0.07  99.87 £ 0.09  3.85 + 2.33
3 NearestNeighbors 100.0 £ 0.01  4.99 £ 0.62 100.0 £ 0.0 3.22 £ 0.49 100.0 £ 0.0 4.43 £ 0.55
NearestNeighborsScaled  100.0 £ 0.0 4.44 £ 0.15 100.0 £ 0.0 2,96 £0.62  99.98 + 0.03 3.9 £ 041
RandomSampling 95.36 £ 3.8 2.84 £ 0.8 100.0 £ 0.0 0.67 £0.07  99.76 £ 0.37  2.13 £ 0.17
Dice 100.0 £ 0.0 2.34 £ 0.43 100.0 £ 0.0 2.33 £0.38  99.51 £ 046  2.96 + 0.82
4 NearestNeighbors 100.0 £ 0.0 2.27 £ 0.31 100.0 £+ 0.0 2.53 £ 0.32 99.6 £+ 0.34 2.95 £ 0.58
NearestNeighborsScaled ~ 100.0 £ 0.0 1.74 £ 0.38 100.0 £ 0.0 214 £0.15  99.44 + 0.54 3.0 +£0.33
COMPAS RandomSampling 100.0 £ 0.0 2.08 £ 0.21 100.0 £ 0.0 221 £0.2 99.88 £ 0.16  2.83 = 0.76
Dice 100.0 £ 0.0 1.77 £ 0.16 100.0 £ 0.0 1.69 £ 0.06 99.83 £0.24  2.06 &+ 0.46
g NearestNeighbors 100.0 £ 0.0 1.71 £ 0.18 100.0 £ 0.0 1.90 + 0.12 99.60 + 0.34 1.80 £ 0.16
NearestNeighborsScaled ~ 100.0 £ 0.0 1.08 £ 0.08 100.0 £ 0.0 1.81 £0.18  99.48 £ 0.57  1.88 = 0.09
RandomSampling 100.0 £ 0.0 1.74 £ 0.22 100.0 £ 0.0 1.78 £ 0.25 99.84 £ 0.24  2.06 + 0.21
Dice 100.0 £ 0.0 1.2+ 04 100.0 £ 0.0 1.05 £ 0.11  98.13 £ 1.05  3.68 &+ 1.64
4 NearestNeighbors 100.0 £ 0.0 4.07 £ 0.08 100.0 £ 0.0 1.78 £ 0.39 100.0 £ 0.0 3.8 +£0.44
NearestNeighborsScaled ~ 100.0 £ 0.0 3.02 £ 0.58 100.0 £ 0.0 1.11 £ 0.14 100.0 £ 0.0 3.09 £ 0.42
Default Credit RandomSampling 100.0 £ 0.0 1.0 £ 0.0 99.94 + 0.12 1.0 £ 0.0 91.52 + 4.44 2.25 + 1.06
Dice 100.0 £ 0.0 1.20 £ 0.40 100.0 £ 0.0 1.05 £ 0.11  98.87 £ 0.59  2.14 + 0.18
g NearestNeighbors 100.0 £ 0.0 3.84 + 0.26 100.0 £ 0.0 1.39 £ 0.11 100.0 £ 0.0 3.20 = 0.45
NearestNeighborsScaled ~ 100.0 £ 0.0 2.50 £ 0.24 100.0 £ 0.0 1.01 £ 0.00 100.0 £ 0.0 2.40 = 0.31
RandomSampling 99.82 +0.29 1.07+0.14 99.94 £0.12 1.00 £0.00 93.86 £ 2.69 1.51 &+ 0.52
Dice 99.46 £ 1.08  1.22 & 0.41 100.0 £ 0.0 1.21 & 0.06 100.0 £ 0.0 1.05 £ 0.02
4 NearestNeighbors 100.0 £ 0.0 4.9 £ 0.69 100.0 £ 0.0 4.21 £ 0.56 100.0 £ 0.0 3.67 £ 0.58
NearestNeighborsScaled  100.0 £ 0.0 2.1+£04 100.0 £ 0.0 2.02 £0.27 100.0 £ 0.0 1.75 £ 0.2
o S RandomSampling 99.43 + 1.14 1.0 £ 0.2 100.0 & 0.0 1.31 £ 0.15 100.0 £ 0.0 1.14 £ 0.07
German Credit
Dice 99.46 + 1.08  0.78 &+ 0.27 100.0 £ 0.0 1.15 £ 0.03 100.0 £ 0.0 0.97 £ 0.08
3 NearestNeighbors 100.0 £ 0.0 3.94 £ 0.39 100.0 £ 0.0 3.98 £ 0.55 100.0 £ 0.0 3.63 £ 0.58
NearestNeighborsScaled ~ 100.0 £ 0.0 1.65 £ 0.14 100.0 £+ 0.0 1.70 £ 0.20 100.0 £ 0.0 1.62 £ 0.13
RandomSampling 100.0 £ 0.0 0.70 £ 0.18 100.0 £ 0.0 1.19 £ 0.05 100.0 £ 0.0 1.06 £ 0.10
Dice 99.94 + 0.05 11.24 4 1.37 100.0 £ 0.0 1.55 + 0.54  98.94 £ 0.66 19.99 & 1.91
4 NearestNeighbors 99.82 £ 0.15 20.18 £3.28 99.94 £ 0.05 21.52 = 1.33 99.51 £ 0.42  19.3 &+ 2.66
NearestNeighborsScaled ~ 99.79 + 0.3 18.88 +2.11  99.94 + 0.12  20.95 + 3.47 99.68 + 0.13  20.92 + 3.96
HELOC RandomSampling 94.02 + 4.28 2.53 + 1.12 100.0 £ 0.0 1.4 £0.27 82.75 &£ 5.2 9.6 £ 1.84
Dice 99.98 + 0.04  9.42 & 2.22 100.0 £ 0.0 1.20 £ 0.12  99.00 £ 0.55 16.65 £ 2.44
g NearestNeighbors 99.75 + 0.26  16.07 £ 1.32  99.88 £ 0.14 17.30 = 1.90 99.49 + 0.47 15.76 £+ 1.71
NearestNeighborsScaled  99.71 £ 0.15  16.17 £ 1.72  99.88 £ 0.15 17.39 £ 0.69  99.72 £ 0.17 18.58 + 1.88
RandomSampling 98.55 + 0.45 10.01 £ 0.53  100.0 & 0.0 1.19 £ 0.15  84.76 £ 4.77 7.11 £ 1.13

Table[L6] presents a comprehensive comparison of GLANCE utilizing the coun-
terfactual generation methods described in Appendix [G] i.e., DiCE, Nearest-
Neighbors, NearestNeighborsScaled, and RandomSampling, for the s-GCE prob-
lem with s =4 and s = 8. Across all datasets and models, GLANCE consistently
exhibits superb performance in terms of effectiveness, frequently achieving near
100%. Since the performance in terms of effectiveness is comparable, we will fo-
cus on the cost our algorithms achieved under the different generation methods.
The best performance is observed with the RandomSampling method, achieving
the best results in 41 out of 60 cases. DiCE, which is regarded as state-of-the-
art, follows, achieves the lowest cost in 15 out of 60 cases. NearestNeighbors
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and NearestNeighborsScaled achieve the best cost in only 1 out of 60 and 3
out of 60 cases, respectively. In general, GLANCE can demonstrate great perfor-
mance under all action generation methods, maintaining high effectiveness and
low costs in almost all cases.

J Impact of Different Clustering Algorithms

In the initial step of GLANCE, we used k-means as the default clustering
method. We also experimented with Gaussian Mixture Models (GMM) and
agglomerative clustering on the COMPAS and German Credit datasets, using
100 initial clusters (n-initial_clusters = 100) and DiCE as the local counterfac-
tual generation method. Across these settings, we did not find any meaningful
differences in terms of effectiveness or cost. This was expected, as the primary
goal at this stage is to obtain a refined partitioning into many small clusters.
In Table we showcase our results for s = 4 and s = 8 global actions.

Table 17: Evaluation of the effectiveness (eff) and average recourse cost (avc)
of GLANCE with different clustering algorithms for s-GCE (s = 4 and s = 8),
across multiple datasets and models.

Dataset size  Clustering Algorithm DN LR XGB
eff avc eff avc eff avc
Kmeans 100.0 £ 0.0  2.34 £ 043 100.0 = 0.0 2.33 +0.38 99.51 + 0.46  2.96 &+ 0.82
4 Agglomerative 100.0 £ 0.0 2.85+0.38 100.0 £ 0.0 227 +0.43 99.88+0.16 3.33 £+ 0.89
COMPAS GMM 100.0 £ 0.0 239 £ 0.61  100.0 £0.0 233 £0.61 99.84 £0.23 3.5+ 0.56
Kmeans 100.0 £ 0.0 1.77 £0.16  100.0 £0.0 1.69 +£0.06 99.83 £0.24  2.06 = 0.46
8 Agglomerative 100.0 £ 0.0 1.82 4+ 0.15 100.0 £ 0.0 1.81 +0.13 99.96 + 0.08 2.02 + 0.18
GMM 100.0 £0.0 177 +£0.11  100.0 £ 0.0 1.71 £0.07 99.96 £ 0.08  2.27 + 0.38
Kmeans 95.31 +3.15 1.25 £ 0.33  100.0 = 0.0 1.21 +£0.06 100.0 £ 0.0  1.06 = 0.03
4 Agglomerative 99.46 = 1.08 1.46 = 0.68 100.0 = 0.0 1.45 £ 0.32 100.0 £ 0.0 1.05 = 0.06
. GMM 99.46 = 1.08  1.23 £ 0.37  100.0 = 0.0 1.17 £ 0.04  100.0 £ 0.0  1.16 &= 0.21
German Credit
Kmeans 96.43 + 3.6 0.86 £ 0.18  100.0 £ 0.0 1.18 £ 0.05 100.0 £ 0.0 1.02 £+ 0.04
8 Agglomerative 99.46 + 1.08  0.94 £ 0.29  100.0 £ 0.0 1.15 £ 0.02 100.0 £ 0.0 0.96 + 0.11
GMM 100.0 £0.0  0.77 +0.28 100.0 £ 0.0 1.15+0.02 100.0 £0.0  1.01 + 0.03
Kmeans 100.0 £ 0.0 120 +£0.40 100.0 £0.0 1.05+0.11 98.13 £1.05 3.68 + 1.64
4 Agglomerative 99.97 £ 0.06 1.11 £0.45 100.0 0.0 1.33 £0.28 95.83 £3.29 3.66 = 1.53
S GMM 100.0 £+ 0.0 1.01 £ 0.01 100.0 £ 0.0 1.11 £0.21 97.26 + 1.67  3.07 + 1.02
Default Credit
Kmeans 100.0 £ 0.0 1.2 +04 100.0 £ 0.0 1.05+0.11 98.87 £0.59 2.14 £ 0.18
8 Agglomerative 100.0 £ 0.0 1.05 £ 0.08 100.0 £0.0 1.1 4+0.29 98.42 4+ 1.09 2.03 + 0.28
GMM 100.0 + 0.0 1.02 £0.13 1000+ 0.0 1.1+£0.18 99.22+0.78 243 +0.8
Kmeans 100.0 £ 0.0 4.6 £0.73  100.0 £ 0.0 1.04 & 0.07 99.85 + 0.12 4.9 + 3.41
4 Agglomerative 100.0 £ 0.0 4.73 £0.45 100.0 £ 0.0 1.08 £0.13 99.77 £ 0.2 415 £ 1.7
Adult GMM 100.0 £ 0.0 443 +£0.39 100.04+ 0.0 1.14+0.24 99.74 +0.24 5.07 & 3.8
Kmeans 100.0 £0.0  3.96 = 0.56  100.0 £ 0.0 1.03 £0.07 99.87 £0.09 3.85 + 2.33
8 Agglomerative 100.0 £ 0.0 3.99 + 0.21 100.0 £ 0.0 1.02 4+ 0.22 99.89 &+ 0.06  4.31 &+ 2.47
GMM 100.0 £0.0  3.68 £ 0.52  100.0 £ 0.0 0.99 £0.19 99.78 £0.24  2.75 + 0.93
Kmeans 99.94 + 0.05 11.24 + 1.37 100.0 £ 0.0 1.55 + 0.54 98.94 + 0.66  19.99 + 1.91
4 Agglomerative 99.96 £ 0.08 8.16 £ 1.77  100.0 £ 0.0 1.43 £ 0.16 99.41 £0.49 23.61 £ 5.17
HELOC GMM 100.0 £ 0.0 8.01 + 2.3 100.0 £ 0.0 1.45+0.28 99.04 +£0.51 22.62 + 6.0
Kmeans 99.98 £ 0.04 9.42+2.22 100.0 0.0 12+0.12 99.0+0.55 16.65 + 2.44
8 Agglomerative 99.96 = 0.08  6.72 = 0.81 100.0 £ 0.0 1.254+0.18 99.94 £+ 0.33 14.13 = 1.78
GMM 100.0 £ 0.0  7.36 £2.85 100.0 £ 0.0 124£02 99324071 14.67 £+ 2.04
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Table 18: Effectiveness (eff) and average recourse cost (avc) of GCEs generated
by GLANCE for s = 4 compared to local counterfactuals. Despite using only
four global actions, GLANCE consistently achieves lower costs, indicating higher
efficiency and generalizability.

Dataset Method DNN LR XGB
eff avc eff avc eff avc

COMPAS GLANCE 100.0 £ 0.0  2.34+0.43 100.0 £ 0.0 2.33 £0.38 99.51 +£0.46  2.96 £ 0.82
g Local 100.0 £ 0.0 275+ 0.53 100.0 +£ 0.0 2.73 £0.23 100.0 £ 0.0  2.87 £ 0.27
German Credit GLANCE 95.31 £+ 3.15 1.25 £ 0.33 100.0 £ 0.0 1.21 £ 0.06 100.0 £ 0.0 1.06 £+ 0.03
: Local 100.0 £ 0.0 474+ 0.93 100.0 £ 0.0 4.90 £ 0.40 100.0 £ 0.0  5.09 £+ 0.33
Default Credit GLANCE 100.0 £ 0.0 1.20 £+ 0.40 100.0 £ 0.0 1.05 £ 0.11 98.13 £ 1.05 3.68 £ 1.64
: ' i Local 100.0 = 0.0 6.41 £+ 0.24 100.0 £ 0.0  7.02 £ 0.29 100.0 = 0.0 5.67 £ 0.19

GLANCE 100.0 £ 0.0 4.6 £ 0.73 100.0 £ 0.0  1.04 £ 0.07  99.85 £ 0.12 4.9 £ 3.41
Local 100.0 £ 0.0 6.61 £ 0.16  100.0 = 0.0 6.34 +0.14  100.0 & 0.0 6.68 = 0.08

GLANCE  99.94 £ 0.05 11.24 £ 1.37 100.0 £ 0.0 1.55 £0.54 98.94 £ 0.66 19.99 & 1.91
Local 100.0 £ 0.0  10.45 £ 0.31 100.0 £ 0.0 8.03 £ 0.27  100.0 £ 0.0  10.38 £ 0.56

Adult

HELOC

K Comparing Local and Global Counterfactual
Costs

To illustrate the challenges in defining optimal solutions for global counter-
factual explanations, we conducted an experiment comparing the cost of local
counterfactuals to the global counterfactual actions generated by our method.
Using the Compas and German Credit datasets, we generated all possible local
counterfactuals for each instance and calculated the average recourse cost across
the datasets. The results are presented in Table [L8 under the row “Local”.

Surprisingly, although GLANCE generates only 4 global counterfactual actions,
it achieves significantly lower average recourse costs than the local counterfac-
tuals for the majority of model-dataset combinations, even though both were
generated using the same local counterfactual method. This counterintuitive
result reveals the inherent variability and complexity in local counterfactual
generation, emphasizing the difficulty in defining an optimal solution at both
local and global levels.

Overall, this experiment demonstrates that our global approach not only
achieves cost-efficient global counterfactuals but also highlights the practical
and theoretical limitations of the domain.

L Effect of Initial Clusters and Number of Di-
verse Actions on GLANCE

To evaluate how key parameters influence the quality of solutions in GLANCE,
we systematically analyzed the role of initial clusters and the number of diverse
candidate actions generated per cluster. The product of these parameters defines
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Table 19: Effectiveness (eff) of GCEs generated by GLANCE with s = 4 on the
Default Credit dataset. We vary the number of initial clusters from 10 to 100
(step size 10) and the number of diverse actions per cluster from 5 to 50 (step
size 5). Effectiveness is reported as the mean over 5-fold cross-validation.

Number of Initial Clusters
10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 50.0 60.0 70.0 80.0 90.0 100.0

Model Diverse Actions

5 99.91  100.00 99.86  99.97 100.00 99.94 100.00 99.97  99.97  100.00

10 99.91  100.00 99.88  99.97  99.97 100.00 99.97  99.97  99.97  99.97

15 99.89  100.00 99.94 100.00  99.97  99.94  99.97  99.97 100.00 100.00

20 99.91  100.00  99.97 100.00 99.97  99.97 100.00 99.97  99.94  100.00

DNN 25 99.89  100.00 100.00 99.97  99.97  99.97  99.94 100.00 99.97  99.97
30 99.94  100.00 99.97 100.00  99.97  100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00  100.00

35 99.94  99.97  99.97  99.97  99.97 100.00 99.97  99.97  99.97  100.00

40 99.94  100.00 100.00 99.97  99.97  99.97  99.97  99.97 100.00 100.00

45 99.94  100.00 99.94 100.00 100.00 99.97  99.97  99.97 100.00 100.00

50 99.91  100.00 99.97  99.97  99.97  99.97 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

5 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

10 100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

15 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

20 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

IR 25 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
) 30 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
35 100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

40 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

45 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

50 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

5 94.42 9439 9548  96.50  95.53  94.95 9629  96.14  96.42  94.59

10 94.03  96.08 97.38 9599  95.85 98.24  96.79  96.94 9554  96.68

15 95.95 9597  97.73  96.30  97.39  98.01  97.97 97.94  97.92  96.49

20 96.02  96.62 97.79  96.19  98.54  98.54  98.62 98.52  98.11  98.34

XGB 25 96.66  95.72 98,57 96.84  98.62 98.65 98.57 97.76  98.21  98.36
30 96.68  96.69  98.62 96.31 9849  98.67 98.46 9849  98.43  98.97

35 96.73  97.17  99.00 97.56  98.67  98.85 98.46  98.84  98.58  98.70

40 96.94  97.69  98.82 9744  98.90 98.63  98.92  99.07 98.80  98.99

45 97.76  98.51  98.82  97.69  98.82  99.00  98.44  98.89  98.82  99.07

50 97.20 9849  98.82 98.63 98.74 99.11 98.74  98.94 9887  99.01

the total number of generated actions, which directly impacts the algorithm’s
performance.

Increasing the number of generated actions often improves effectiveness but
typically comes at the expense of increased cost. However, selecting a subset of
actions with optimal effectiveness tends to reduce overall cost. This pattern is
clearly observed in Tables [19] to

Regarding individual parameter effects, increasing the number of initial clus-
ters proves particularly beneficial for larger datasets with widely distributed
points. This approach allows for better grouping in the feature space, thereby
enhancing the relevance and feasibility of the generated counterfactual actions.
Conversely, increasing the diversity of candidate actions is more advantageous
for complex models with intricate decision boundaries. A higher diversity en-
sures that the generated counterfactual actions are well-aligned with the model’s
structure, leading to better adaptation to the complexities of the decision bound-
ary.
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Table 20: Average Recourse Cost (avc) of GCEs generated by GLANCE with s = 4
on the Default Credit dataset. We vary the number of initial clusters from 10
to 100 (step size 10) and the number of diverse actions per cluster from 5 to
50 (step size 5). Average Recourse Cost is reported as the mean over 5-fold
cross-validation.

Number of Initial Clusters

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Model Diverse Actions

5 4.8 3.15 145 1.58 140 227 1.13 265 141 1.32

291 253 198 141 159 139 133 1.51 1.03 1.28

15 466 190 1.19 1.25 121 1.01 1.03 1.11 1.02 1.03

20 276 1.71 127 139 1.02 1.00 1.01 1.08 1.02 1.01

DNN 25 391 196 127 140 1.11 1.01 129 125 1.02 1.00
30 216 190 1.27 140 1.01 1.01 1.21 1.28 1.01 1.01

35 216 1.62 127 139 100 1.01 129 1.07 1.00 1.00

40 1.82 147 121 1.23 1.00 1.01 1.02 119 1.01 1.01

45 1.78 154 121 1.07 1.01 1.00 1.02 1.07 1.00 1.01

50 182 134 102 1.03 1.01 1.00 1.22 1.08 1.01 1.01

5 193 143 133 147 145 148 1.30 1.27 1.32 1.51

10 191 113 1.18 1.34 143 129 126 1.09 1.02 1.38

15 1.59 113 1.17 127 1.23 1.34 122 109 123 1.17

20 122 101 127 135 122 124 120 111 099 1.08

LR 25 120 113 119 110 1.11 132 1.19 1.05 1.17 1.10
30 1.20 100 1.27 1.13 1.22 120 1.09 119 121 1.18

35 111 100 116 112 1.15 1.17 1.056 0.99 1.07 1.23

40 111 100 120 116 1.10 1.11 1.11 1.00 0.99 0.99

45 111 100 1.11 107 1.08 1.06 1.18 0.97 121 0.98

50 1.11 100 1.05 1.07 1.07 115 1.06 1.09 1.07 0.96

5 344 343 283 276 330 299 267 267 265 3.39

10 297 281 291 3.88 5.08 4.05 297 289 299 347

15 3.13 247 283 281 392 3.89 356 330 3.26 4.06

20 298 3.35 3.81 3.10 4.08 438 3.69 3.37 3.17 4.04

XGB 25 295 3.15 3.81 3.03 263 329 426 3.75 3.75 3.84
30 342 382 397 316 4.59 297 448 3.23 3.57 445

35 2.65 3.01 4.18 3.06 5.12 424 327 343 410 3.75

40 243 3.09 339 398 3.54 457 412 352 3.74 4.59

45 257 383 339 4.03 284 484 566 4.11 347 5.14

50 250 3.08 2.89 3.79 3.58 394 499 439 445 3.77
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Table 21: Effectiveness (eff) of GCEs generated by GLANCE with s = 4 on the
HELOC dataset. We vary the number of initial clusters from 10 to 100 (step
size 10) and the number of diverse actions per cluster from 5 to 50 (step size 5).
Effectiveness is reported as the mean over 5-fold cross-validation.

Model Diverse Actions Number of Initial Clusters

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
5 99.21  99.67  99.61  99.34  99.53  99.46  99.88  99.69  99.88  99.61
10 99.41  99.66  99.22  99.28 9943  99.92  99.92  99.86  99.92  99.92
15 99.36  99.08  99.21  99.27  99.39  99.94 99.92 99.73  99.92  99.94
20 99.72  99.08  99.14  99.67  99.92  99.89 9998  99.92  99.97  99.98
DNN 25 99.74  99.08  99.14 9939  99.98  99.92 9998  99.96 99.98  99.98
30 99.78  99.08  99.23  99.98  99.98 100.00 99.95 99.98  99.96  99.98
35 99.78  99.10  99.27  99.98 100.00 100.00 99.98  99.98  99.96  99.98
40 99.76  98.89  99.60 100.00 100.00 99.98  99.94  99.98  99.98  100.00
45 99.76  99.12  99.65 100.00 99.98  99.98 100.00 99.98  99.98  99.96
50 99.76  99.12  99.65 100.00 99.98 100.00 99.94  99.98  99.98  99.96
5 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
10 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
15 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
20 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
LR 25 100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
30 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
35 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
40 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
45 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00  100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
50 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
5 87.66  91.56 94.14 9427 9533  96.28 97.12 9734  98.02  98.19
10 90.45  95.79  96.01 9795 97.86  98.57  98.39  98.73  98.64  99.38
15 93.13  96.53  96.93 9794 98.05 9840 98.69 9882 98.92  99.32
20 94.71  97.87  96.89  98.26  98.34 9849  99.13  99.00 98.94  99.42
XGB 25 9523  97.80  97.55 9871  98.98  98.94  99.01  99.07 98.99  99.58
30 96.14  97.76  98.65 98.84  98.62  99.00 99.07 98.98  99.38  99.38
35 95.96  98.17  98.92  99.01  99.02 99.15  99.07 98.83  99.39  99.53
40 96.51  98.63  99.25 99.34 9940 99.20 99.58  99.17  99.57  99.72
45 97.43  98.97  99.27 9937  99.39  99.13  99.54  99.54  99.58  99.85
50 97.95  98.89  99.30 99.24 9949  99.26  99.66  99.43  99.62  99.91
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Table 22: Average Recourse Cost (avc) of GCEs generated by GLANCE with
s = 4 on the HELOC dataset. We vary the number of initial clusters from 10

to 100 (step size 10) and the number of diverse actions per
50 (step size 5). Average Recourse Cost is reported as the

cross-validation.

cluster from 5 to
mean over H-fold

Model Diverse Actions

Number of Initial Clusters

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

5 9.03 744 1079 9.14 11.58 10.49 10.20 11.21 9.67 10.55

10 1097 10.12 10.58 9.85 9.97 10.77 1095 11.35 10.37 11.25

15 10.54 11.09 1096 10.35 10.36 10.23 10.57 11.17 9.83  9.43

20 10.85 11.27 11.35 10.38 11.87 12.11 10.98 11.87 10.19 10.50

DNN 25 10.80 11.30 11.86 10.13 10.76 11.54 11.51 11.23 10.09 11.75
30 11.70 11.08 10.87 12.77 10.92 11.51 10.96 10.80 10.34 9.54

35 11.70 11.06 10.86 11.70 11.97 12.22 10.54 11.08 10.11 10.82

40 12.03 11.06 11.01 11.29 11.56 12.22 10.87 11.48 10.12 10.81

45 12.03 11.25 11.63 1247 11.59 12.65 11.90 9.85 10.21 8.84

50 12.03 11.20 11.62 1217 11.59 11.64 11.67 10.70 11.39 11.52

5 2.67 240 192 177 178 192 200 1.72 1.66  1.68

10 191 204 188 1.63 .79 166 1.66 1.50 1.57 1.52

15 2.09 1.73 1.65 1.77  1.48 1.41 1.56 149 146 1.35

20 1.80  1.56 1.59 1.60 154 1.52 1.59 153 147 1.25

IR 25 1.80  1.65 1.62 1.51 1.51 1.52 1.50 148 143 1.46
) 30 1.69 1.62 1.54 151 1.57 1.38  1.52 1.52 143  1.32
35 1.69 1.62 1.57 141 149 124 143 140 149 1.34

40 1.66 1.53 1.41 1.38 1.52 128 134 139 140 1.35

45 1.64  1.53 1.50 140 146 130 143 139 137 131

50 1.64 147 144 131 146 127 137 143 123 135

5 12.22  14.05 1544 1477 1591 16.25 17.14 17.13 17.87 18.28

10 13.83 16.14 16.51 18.75 17.54 17.57 20.25 20.62 21.32 25.72

15 15.33 1893 17.05 17.40 18.07 21.27 19.51 21.48 27.93 18.61

20 14.92 18,59 16.79 20.42 21.98 23.13 2244 20.12 2297 23.07

XGB 25 16.03 20.48 17.85 19.41 2298 2243 21.69 2536 27.18 22.68
30 15.74 20.30 1835 21.33 23.88 24.85 23.86 23.11 24.39 24.77

35 17.16 22.75 20.80 21.62 23.70 27.08 24.47 20.27 25.74 24.13

40 16.58 25.14 21.67 23.77 24.82 29.50 26.66 23.40 26.58 29.42

45 18.55 25.83 22.86 25.32 25.87 26.71 25.22 25.62 22.86 27.09

50 18.75 23.21 26.56 24.85 28.62 2721 24.82 28.62 24.27 26.10
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M Addressing Potential Edge Cases in Recourse
Algorithms

While the proposed algorithms are designed to provide robust and actionable
recourse, certain edge cases may pose challenges:

Highly nonlinear decision boundaries might cause the model’s decision bound-
ary to vary significantly across small regions, leading to oversimplified recourse
suggestions. We address this issue by using proximity-aware clustering and local
counterfactual action generation to better approximate the decision boundary,
ensuring more accurate and actionable recommendations.

Sparse data regions or outlier points might result in unrealistic, infeasible, or
overly tailored recourse actions. To mitigate these challenges, we generate many
clusters and diverse counterfactuals, ensuring that feasible solutions are iden-
tified without being disproportionately influenced by outliers. This approach
enhances robustness and broad applicability.

Ambiguity in selecting the “optimal” action can arise when multiple actions
have similar costs and effectiveness, potentially leading to overly complex re-
course suggestions. We resolve this by employing predefined criteria that priori-
tize actionable and interpretable solutions while maintaining a balance between
cost and effectiveness.

N User Study

Following the best practices outlined in [25] [9] [35], we conducted an online user
study, with the following goals.

1. Assess how participants weigh trade-offs between effectiveness, average
recourse cost, and size.

2. Validate our evaluation metrics, i.e., solution practicality and robustness
(investigate how variance in recourse cost and effectiveness affects the
participants’ decisions).

3. Assess how participants rank GLANCE relative to baselines in non-dominated
solution scenarios.

We recruited 55 participants from six countries, comprising (a) PhD students
and (b) researchers from various machine learning domains.

N.1 Part 1: Algorithm Ranking Task

In the first part of the study, participants were asked to rank Global Counterfac-
tual Explanation (GCEs) produced by three methods: (a) GLANCE with s = 3,
(b) GLOBE-CE with s = 3, and (¢) GLOBE-CE under its default configuration
(resulting in action set sizes ranging from 58 to 526). Each question presented
visualizations similar to Figure [2h, showing the effectiveness, average recourse
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cost, size for each GCEs together with the actions that consist the CGEs. Algo-
rithm names were anonymized and randomly permuted to prevent identification
bias. Participants were asked to select one of six possible total orderings (i.e.,
complete rankings) over the three alternatives presented per example.

N.1.1 Design

Each participant completed three ranking tasks based on different datasets and
models. For each task, the three algorithms displayed were evaluated on the
same test set and visualized identically. The key objective was to assess how
participants perceive trade-offs among effectiveness, average recourse cost, and
size (number of actions), and how these factors influence their preferences. The
default configuration of GLOBE-CE outperformed its constrained variant with
s = 3 in terms of both average recourse cost and effectiveness. However, it did
not always outperform GLANCE across both effectiveness and cost, highlighting
possible trade-offs between the size, effectiveness, and average recourse cost.

To evaluate global preferences across participants, we aggregated individual
rankings using the Borda count method [14]. Each ranking position was assigned
a numerical score (3 for first, 2 for second, 1 for third), and the scores were
summed across participants.

N.1.2 Key Findings

e The resulting aggregated ranking was:
GLANCE | s = 3 - GLOBE-CE > GLOBE-CE | s = 3,

with total Borda scores of 473, 277, and 241, respectively, and where a > b
means algorithm a is preferred over b.

e Although GLANCE received the highest Borda score, participants expressed
mixed preferences between the two versions of GLOBE-CE. The default con-
figuration of GLOBE-CE achieved better effectiveness and cost performance
than its constrained version (s = 3), but this came at the expense of
much larger action sets (up to 526 actions), which negatively influenced
participant preference.

Several participants were willing to trade off higher cost and lower effec-
tiveness in favor of smaller and more interpretable action sets, indicating
that the explanation size significantly influenced perceived utility, even
when effectiveness and cost were not comparable.

e Qualitative feedback indicated that the number of actions played a criti-
cal role in participants’ decisions, even when the cost and effectiveness of
larger solutions were more favorable. Many participants reported priori-
tizing interpretability, often trading off marginal gains in cost or effective-
ness.
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N.1.3 Statistical Analysis

To assess the significance of preference differences across the evaluated methods,
we conducted a Friedman test followed by post-hoc pairwise comparisons. The
Friedman test revealed a highly significant difference across the methods (2% =
190.05,p < 10749, indicating that at least one method outperforms the others.

We then applied the Nemenyi post-hoc test to compare the methods pair-
wise. The results show that GLANCE with s = 3 significantly outperforms both
GLOBE-CE under default parameters (p < 0.0001) and GLOBE-CE with s = 3
(p < 0.0001). However, the performance difference between the two GLOBE-CE
variants was not statistically significant under the Nemenyi test (p = 0.1035).

These results demonstrate that GLANCE is significantly preferred across the
benchmark tasks, with consistent and statistically validated preference over the
competitors.

N.2 Part 2: Pairwise Algorithm Comparison and Trade-
off Reasoning

In the second part, participants were shown visualizations resembling the sub-
plots in Figure 4] which depict the performance metrics presented in Table |1 for
dataset/model combinations. Each figure depicted two anonymized algorithms
with randomly permuted labels, colors, and markers to avoid bias. Participants
were asked to select which algorithm they preferred and provide their main
reasoning.

To support interpretation and ensure consistency in how participants viewed
trade-offs, we provided a list of predefined justifications for each question. Some
justifications follow, but are not limited to :

e Algorithm 1 because it has higher effectiveness

Algorithm 1 because it has higher effectiveness and comparable cost

Algorithm 2 because it has a smaller cost

Algorithm 2 because it has a smaller cost and comparable effectiveness

Algorithm 2 because it has a smaller variance in cost.

The structured reasons allowed us to assess how participants evaluate effec-
tiveness, average recourse cost, and variance in either when comparing solutions.
Multiple comparisons were constructed to evaluate:

1. How participants respond to trade-offs between effectiveness and average
recourse cost, assuming low variance.

2. Whether participants prioritize robustness (i.e., low variance).

3. Whether dominance is respected or overridden by subjective considera-
tions.
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N.2.1 Design
Each participant answered five pairwise comparison questions:

1. One involved an impractical baseline solution (e.g., DNN/Adult : Fast
Ares vs GLANCE).

2. One involved a case where GLANCE was formally dominated, demonstrat-
ing lower effectiveness and higher cost (DNN/HELOC: dGLOBE-CE vs.
GLANCE).

3. Three involved non-dominated algorithm pairs, including GLANCE and var-
ious baselines (e.g., DNN/German Credit: CET vs GLANCE).

Participants chose one preferred algorithm per question and selected a justifi-
cation from the list. Free-text feedback was also collected to better understand
reasoning.

N.2.2 Key Findings

1. In the comparison with an impractical solution, 100% of the participants
preferred GLANCE. Of these, 77.8% stated that their decision stemmed
from the low effectiveness of the baseline, not just GLANCE’s strength. The
remaining 22.2% stated that they simply prioritized effectiveness over cost.
These results validate the practicality criterion used in our experimental
evaluation, as the majority of the participants deemed these solutions
impractical and therefore rejected them, despite favorable cost metrics.

2. In the dominated comparison (DNN/HELOC), where dGLOBE-CE outper-
formed GLANCE in both cost and effectiveness, 74.5% of participants still
preferred GLANCE, citing its lower variance. This suggests that robust-
ness considerations can override formal dominance in human evaluation.
The 74.5% preference for GLANCE (vs. 25.5% for baseline method) was
statistically significant (binomial test, p < 0.01).

3. In the remaining three non-dominated comparisons, an average of 71.5%
of participants preferred GLANCE over baseline methods. Across all non-
dominated comparisons, 14.5% of participants on average selected the
“smaller variance” option as their main justification for their decisions,
and 27.8% of participants explicitly stated in free text feedback that ro-
bustness was critical in their evaluations.

N.2.3 Statistical Analysis

To statistically validate the superiority of GLANCE in pairwise comparisons, we
conduct one-sided binomial tests for the three cases we previously described.

1. GLANCE vs. impractical solutions. Out of 55 test cases, GLANCE was judged
to outperform the baseline in all cases. Under the null hypothesis of

46



no difference (i.e., a 50% chance of either method being preferred), the
probability of observing at least 55 wins is p = 2.776 x 107'7. This
result confirms that GLANCE is significantly preferred over the competing
method across the benchmark (p < 0.01).

2. GLANCE dominated by dGLOBE-CE for DNN/HELOC. Out of 55 test cases,
GLANCE was judged to outperform the baseline in 41 cases. Under the
null hypothesis of no difference (i.e., a 50% chance of either method being
preferred), the probability of observing at least 41 wins is p = 0.0001776.
This result confirms that GLANCE is significantly preferred over the com-
peting method across the benchmark (p < 0.01).

3. GLANCE vs. competitors in non-dominated cases. Out of 165 test cases,
GLANCE was judged to outperform the baseline in all cases. Under the
null hypothesis of no difference (i.e., a 50% chance of either method being
preferred), the probability of observing at least 118 wins is p = 1.564 X
10~8. This result confirms that GLANCE is significantly preferred over
the competing method across the benchmark (p < 0.01).

N.2.4 Participants’ Preferences and Trade-offs

Even though 58.2% of the participants reported prioritizing effectiveness overall,
they provided justifications that indicated that trade-offs were carefully consid-
ered. Participants were more consistent in evaluating what counts as comparable
effectiveness than in judging comparable cost. Multiple participants commented
on the challenge of interpreting cost without domain knowledge and difficulties
in deciding if a cost difference was indeed significant. This highlights the need
for domain-specific cost metrics for recourse evaluation, which can only be done
by domain experts, and justifies our decision on GLANCE framework flexibility
on using various distance metrics.

N.3 User Study Limitations and Future Work

This study was conducted with explainability-aware participants, including re-
searchers and engineers familiar with machine learning terminology. Future
work could replicate this user study, designed for non-expert participants, to
evaluate whether preferences generalize across populations. The current results
could then serve as a control baseline.
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