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Abstract

If our models are used in new or unexpected cases, do we know if they will make
fair predictions? Previously, researchers developed ways to debias a model for a
single problem domain. However, this is often not how models are trained and used
in practice. For example, labels and demographics (sensitive attributes) are often
hard to observe, resulting in auxiliary or synthetic data to be used for training, and
proxies of the sensitive attribute to be used for evaluation of fairness. A model
trained for one setting may be picked up and used in many others, particularly as
is common with pre-training and cloud APIs. Despite the pervasiveness of these
complexities, remarkably little work in the fairness literature has theoretically
examined these issues.

We frame all of these settings as domain adaptation problems: how can we use
what we have learned in a source domain to debias in a new target domain, without
directly debiasing on the target domain as if it is a completely new problem? We
offer new theoretical guarantees of improving fairness across domains, and offer a
modeling approach to transfer to data-sparse target domains. We give empirical
results validating the theory and showing that these modeling approaches can
improve fairness metrics with less data.

1 Introduction

Much of machine learning research, and especially machine learning fairness, focuses on optimizing
a model for a single use case [1}4]. However, the reality of machine learning applications is far more
chaotic. It is common for models to be used on multiple tasks, frequently different in a myriad of ways
from the dataset that they were trained on, often coming at significant cost [27]. This is especially
concerning for machine learning fairness — we want our models to obey strict fairness properties,
but we may have far less data on how the models will actually be used. How do we understand our
fairness metrics in these more complex environments?

In traditional machine learning, domain adaptation techniques are used when the distribution of
training and validation data does not match the target distribution that the model will ultimately be
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tested against. Therefore, in this paper we ask: if the model is trained to be “fair” on one dataset, will
it be “fair” over a different distribution of data? Instead of starting again with this new dataset, can we
use the knowledge gained during the original debiasing to more effectively debias in the new space?

It turns out that this framing covers many important cases for machine learning fairness. We will use,
as a running example, the task of income prediction, where some decisions will be made based on the
person’s predicted income and we want the model to perform “fairly” over a sensitive attribute such
as gender. We primarily follow the equality of opportunity [[17] perspective where we are concerned
with one group (broken down by gender or race) having worse accuracy than another. In this setting,
there are a myriad of fairness issues that arise that we find domain adaptation can shed light on:

Lacking sensitive features for training: There may be few examples where we know the sensitive
attribute. In these cases, a proxy of the sensitive attribute have been used [[16]], or researchers need
very sample-efficient techniques [1} 4]]. For distant proxies, researchers have asked how well fairness
transfers across attributes [20]. Here the sensitive attribute differs in the source and target domains.

Data is not representative of application: Dataset augmentation, models offered as an API, or
models used in multiple unanticipated settings, are all increasingly common design patterns. Even
for machine learning fairness, researchers often believe limited training data is a primary source
of fairness issues [7] and will employ dataset augmentation techniques to try to improve fairness
[11]. How can we best make use of auxiliary data during training and evaluation when it differs in
distribution from the real application?

Multiple tasks: In some cases having accurate labels for model training is difficult and instead proxy
tasks with more labeled data are used to train the model, e.g., using pre-trained image or text models
or using income brackets as a proxy for defaulting on a loan. Again we ask: when does satisfying a
fairness property on the original task help satisfy that same property on the new task?

Each of these cases are common throughout machine learning but present challenges for fairness.
In this work, we explore mapping domain adaptation principles to machine learning fairness. In
particular, we offer the following contributions:
1. Theoretical Bounds: We provide theoretical bounds on transferring equality of opportunity
and equality of odds metrics across domains. Perhaps more importantly, we discuss insights
gained from these bounds.

2. Modeling for Fairness Transfer: We offer a general, theoretically-backed modeling objec-
tive that enables transferring fairness across domains.

3. Empirical validation: We demonstrate when transferring machine learning fairness works
successfully, and when it does not, through both synthetic and realistic experiments.

2 Related Work

This work lies at the intersection of traditional domain adaptation and recent work on ML fairness.

Domain Adaptation Both Pan et al. [26]], and Weiss et al. [29] provide a survey on current work
in transfer learning. One case of transfer learning is domain adaptation, where the task remains the
same, but the distribution of features that the model is trained on (the source domain) does not match
the distribution that the model is tested against (the target domain). Ben-David et al. [2] provide
theoretical analysis of domain adaptation. Ben-David et al. [3] extend this analysis to provide a
theoretical understanding of how much source and target data should be used to successfully transfer
knowledge. Mansour et al. [25] provide theoretical bounds on domain adaptation using Rademacher
Complexity analysis. In later research, Ganin et al. [[13] build on this theory to use an adversarial
training procedure over latent representations to improve domain adaptation.

Fairness in Machine Learning A large thread of recent research has studied how to optimize
for fairness metrics during model training. Li et al. [21] empirically show that adversarial learning
helps preserve privacy over sensitive attributes. Beutel et al. [4] focus on using adversarial learning
to optimize different fairness metrics, and Madras et al. [24] provides a theoretical framework
for understanding how adversarial learning optimizes these fairness goals. Zhang et al. [31] use
adversarial training over logits rather than hidden representations. Other work has focused on
constraint-based optimization of fairness objectives [14, [1]]. Tsipras et al. [28] however, provide a
theoretical bound on the accuracy of adversarial robust models. They show that even with infinite
data there will still be a trade-off of accuracy for robustness. Kallus and Zhou [[19] look at fairness in



personalization when sensitive attributes are missing. Similarly, Chen et al. [§] look at measuring
disparity when sensitive attributes are unknown.

Domain Adaptation & Fairness Despite the prevalence of using one model across multiple
domains, in practice little work has studied domain adaptation and transfer learning of fairness
metrics. Coston et al. [9] look at domain adaptation for fairness where sensitive attribute labels are not
available in both the source and target domains. Kallus and Zhou [[18]] use covariate shift correction
when computing fairness metrics to address bias in label collection. More related, Madras et al. [24]
show empirically that their method allows for fair transfer. The transfer learning here corresponds to
preserving fairness for a single sensitive attribute but over different tasks. However, Lan and Huan
[20] found empirically that fairness does not transfer well to a new domain. They found that as
accuracy increased in the transfer process, fairness decreases in the new domain. It is concerning that
these papers show opposing effects. Both of these papers offer empirical results on the UCI adult
dataset, but neither provide a theoretical understanding of how and when fairness in one domain
transfers to another.

3 Problem Formulation

We begin with some notation to make precise the problem formulation. Building on our running
example we have two domains: a source domain Z ~ Dg, which is a feature distribution influenced
by sensitive attribute As € Ag (e.g., Przpy[Z|As = male] # Prz..p,[Z|As = female)), as
well as a target domain Dy influenced by sensitive attribute Ar € Ar (e.g., Przp,[Z]|Ar =
black] # Prz.p.[Z|Ar = white]). In order for this to be a domain adaptation problem, we assume
Przpy[Z|As] # Prz~p,[Z|Ar]. Note, this can be true even if Dg = Dy but the distributions
conditioned on Ag and Ar differ. We focus on binary classification tasks with label Y € ), e.g.
income classification is shared over both domains. For this task we can create a classifier by finding a
hypothesis g : D — Y from a hypothesis space H.

Let us assume that we can learn a “fair” classifier g for the source domain and task. If we use a
small amount of data from the target domain, will the fairness from the source sensitive attribute
Ag transfer to the target domain and sensitive attribute A? We can define the notion of a “fairness”
distance — how far away the classifier is from perfectly fair — in a given domain S as A ;. Within
this formulation we consider two definitions of fairness.

The first distance is equality of opportunity [17]. A classifier is said to be fair under equality of
opportunity if the false positive rates (FPR) over sensitive attributes are equal. In other words if we
have a blnary sensitive attribute A, then equahty of opportunity requires that Pr( =1A4=0,Y =

0) = Pr(Y =1|A =1,Y = 0), where Y gives the outcome of classifier g. Thus, how far away a
classifier g is from equal opportunity (or the fairness distance of equal opportunity) can be defined as

Apops(9) = E28~DS0 [9(Z0)] — EZQNDSO [9(Z1)]],

where Dgr = Pz.pg[Z|A = a,Y =1]. In our running example Agop,(g), where Ag is gender, is
the difference between the llkellhood that a low-income man is predicted to be high-income and the
likelihood that a low-income woman is predicted to be high-income. A symmetric definition and set
of analysis can be made for false negative rate (FNR).

The second definition of fairness which we consider is equalized odds [[17]]. A classifier is said to be
fair under equalized odds if both the FPR and FNR over the sensitive attribute are equal: Similar to
equal opportunity, we define the fairness distance of equalized odds as:

850,(6) £ [Eaye g 28] - B, 020 +

EngDSé [1- Q(Zé)] - IE:ZIINDS% [1- 9(211)] :

Again using our running example, the distance of equalized odds in the source domain is given by the
difference of expected FPRs between females and males (as above), plus the difference of expected
FNRs (high-income predicted to be low-income) between females and males.

Given a classifier g that has a fairness guarantee in the source domain, the fairness distance in the
target domain should be bounded by the fairness distance in the source domain:

Apairg (9) < Arairg (9) + € M

The key question we hope to answer is: what is €?



4 Bounds on Fairness in the Target Domain

To expand inequality (I) we need to start with some definitions. Given a hypothesis space H
and a true labeling function f(Z) : D — ), we can define the error of a hypothesis g € H as
es(g, ) =Ezopg [|f(Z) — g(Z)]], the expectation of disagreement between the hypothesis g and
the true label f. We can then define the ideal joint hypothesis that minimizes the combined error over
both the source and target domains as g* = argmin .4, €s(g, f) + er(g, f).

Following Ben-David et al. [3] we define the H-divergence between probability distributions as
d (D, D) = 2sup [Pro[I(9)] — Pro/[I(9)]] (@)
g9

where I(g) is the set for which g € H is the characteristic function (Z € I(g) < ¢g(Z) = 1). We

can compute an approximation czH(D, D’) by finding a hypothesis h that finds the largest difference
between the samples from D and D’ [2]. This divergence can be used to look at the differences in
distributions, which is important when moving from a source domain to a target domain.

Additionally, we defined the symmetric difference hypothesis space HAH as the set of hypotheses
gEHAH <= g(Z)=h(Z)D K (Z) forsomeh,h’ € H, 3)

where & is the XOR function. The symmetric difference hypothesis space is used to find disagree-

ments between a potential classifier g and a true labeling function f.

Theorem 1. Let H be a hypothesis space of VC dimension d. If Z/{Sg, Uso, UTol, Uro are samples

of size m’, each drawn from ’Dsg, Ds?, DTg, and DT{’ respectively, then for any 6 € (0, 1), with

probability at least 1 — § (over the choice of samples), for every g € H (where H is a symmetric
hypothesis space) the distance from equal opportunity in the target space is bounded by

1. 1,
Apopr(9) < Arops(9) + Sduan(Uzg,Usg) + 5dranUrp, Usg)

N 8\/2dlog(2m’) +log(%)

ml

+ A0+,

where \L, = €si (g%, f) + e (g%, f)

Using both the definition of 7{-divergence and symmetric difference hypothesis space, Theorem [I]
provides a VC-dimension bound on the equal opportunity distance in the target domain given the
equal opportunity distance in the source domain. Due to space limitations, full proofs for all theorems
can be found in Appendix B}

. S . Y =0 -
This theorem provides insights on when domain Male ¥ Wkgte
adaptation for fairness can be used. Firstly the d v _

' | - Y =1 Y.
terms in the bound suggest that 1) the source and Female M;;e ! Non-White'—"White
target distributions of negatively labeled items
that have a sensitive attribute label of O should

Source Target

be close, and 2) the source and target distribu-
tions of the negatively labeled items that have a
sensitive attribute label of 1 should be close. In
Figure[T]the red quadrants should be close to the
red quadrants while the orange quadrants should
be close to the orange quadrants across domains.
In traditional domain adaptation, ignoring fairness, the entire domains should be close (the entire
circle), which means that if there are few minority data-points then the distance of the minority spaces
will be ignored. The fairness bound instead puts equal emphasis on both the majority and minority.

Figure 1: Both the source and target distributions
can be split into four quadrants: 1) negative minor-
ity 2) negative majority 3) positive minority and 4)
positive majority.

Secondly, the X terms become small when the hypothesis space contains a function g* that has low
error on both the source and target space on the two negative segments in each domain (the red and
orange spaces in Figure[I). Since we are looking at equal opportunity, the function g* only needs to
have low error on the negative space for both the majority and minority. Therefore, we can use the
trivial function ¢g*(Z) = 0 and the A terms go to 0.

Lastly, Theorem |1|depends on the VC-dimension d. Since bounds with VC-dimensions explode with
models like neural networks, we also provide bounds using Rademacher Complexity in Appendix



Equalized odds, while similar to equal opportunity, is a stricter fairness constraint. Theorem2]provides
a VC-dimension bound on the difference of equal odds in the target domain given the source domain.

Theorem 2. Let H be a hypothesis space of VC dimension d. If Us: are samples of size m/, each
drawn from Dg: foralla € A={0,1}andl € Y = {0,1}, then for any 6 € (0, 1), with probability
at least 1 — § (over the choice of samples), for every g € H (where H is a symmetric hypothesis
space) the distance from equalized odds in the target space is bounded by

1. 1
Aror(9) < Apos(9) + gduan(Urg,Usg) + SdnanUro,Usy)

2dlog(2m’) + log(2)

!

1. 1.
+ idHAH(L{T(}7uSé) + §dHAH(Z/IT11,L{S%) + 16\/ + Aro,

m

where Apo = A) + X0 + A\ + M, and N, = egi (9%, f) + er (9%, f).

The dy a3, terms suggest, that in order for equalized odds to transfer successfully then, 1) the source
and target distributions of negatively labeled items on both sensitive attribute labels 0 and 1 should be
close, 2) the source and target distributions of the positively labeled items on both sensitive attribute
labels 0 and 1 should be close. In other words, all four quadrants of the source should individually be
close to the respective four quadrants of the target in Figure[T}

Additionally, the A term shows that there should be a hypothesis that performs well over all of these
subspaces. This implication is intuitive given that equalized odds, by definition, wants a classifier to
perform well in both the negative and positive space across both groups.

O

S Modeling to Transfer Fairness o
S T A\k head

Y 5

With this theoretical understanding, how should we change @ »ﬂ§ - \N) » P
&, —

our training? As motivated previously, we consider the

case where we have a small amount of labelled data (both I**

labels ) and sensitive attributes A) in the target domain Shared bottom
and a large amount of labelled data in the source domain.

Re;

Fairness head

As shown in the previous section, equality of opportunity ~ Figure 2: At a high level, our general
will transfer if the distance between the respective distri- framework combines a primary train-
butions of source and target are close together as visually ing objective, a fairness objective, and
portrayed in Figure [I} Ganin et al. [13] proved that tra- 3 transfer objective to improve fairness
ditional domain adaptation can be framed as mlnllelng goals in a target domain. Table pro-
the distance between source and target with adversarial vides mathematical details for different
training. (23,1121 14, 21] similarly have applied adversarial ~configurations.

training to achieve fairness goals, and Madras et al. [24]

proved that equality of odds can be optimized with adversarial training similar to domain adaptation.

We build on this intuition to design a learning objective for transferring equahty of opportunity to

a target domain. Adversarial training conceptually enables minimizing a d term from Theorem
and A g, can be optimized using [4},24]] or one of the other myriad of traditional fairness learning
objectives. As such, we begin with the following loss:

min | Y0 Ly(9(A(Z2). f(Z)+ D0 mrLa(a(h(Z)), 4)

Z~(DgUD7T) (A,29)~Dgo
+ 3 MoaLa (d(h(Z3)),d) + > ApaLa (d(R(ZY)),d)| ., (@
(d,z2Q)~ (Dsg u'DTg) (d,29)~ (DS? u‘DT?)

where Ly (g(h(Z)), f(Z)) is the loss function training g(h(Z)) over hidden representation h(Z)
to predict the task label f(Z). To optimize A gy, a(h(Z°)) tries to predict the sensitive attribute
A from the source and L4 (a(h(Z°)), A) provides an adversarial loss that includes a negated

gradient on h following [4]. For transfer, we minimize d terms by including another adversarial loss



Loss Term Theorem 1 Adversarial (Eq.[4) Regularization (Eq.[3)
Fairness head Apop,(g) ArairLa (a(h(Z°)), A) | MeairLaanip (a(h(Z°)), A)
0
dHAH(UTg,Usg) ApaLq (d(h(Z(())))7 d) Ao Latan (d(h(ZO))7 d)
dHAH(qu,L{Sg) ApaLqg (d(h(Zl)),d)
Table 1: Relationship between terms in Theorem and Loss functions

Transfer head

Ly (d(h(Z})),d), where d(h(Z})) tries to predict whether a sample comes from the source or target
domain. Each of these loss components maps to terms in Theorem T]as laid out in Table[T]

Recently, Zhang et al. [31] used adversarial training on a one dimensional representation of the data
(effectively the model’s prediction). From this perspective, we can use a wide variety of losses over
predictions to replace adversarial losses, such as [30} 5] minimizing the correlation between group
and the one dimensional representation of the data. Like previous work, we find that these approaches
to be more stable and still effective in comparison to adversarial training, despite not being provably
optimal. In our experiments we use a MMD loss [[15} 22} 6] over predictions:

min | >~ Ly(f(2),92)+ D> ArirLamn (a(h(2%)), A)

ZeDgUDyp (A,ZO)NDSU

+ > ApaLp (d(h(2°)),d) | ©)

(d,2%)~(Dg0UD o)

where Mg Lyivp (a(h(ZO)), A) is the MMD regularization over the sensitive attributes in the

source domain, Apa L prsp (d(h(Z ), d) is the MMD regularization over source/target membership.
Again Table[I| maps the terms in Eq. [5]to those in Theorem [I]

Care must be taken when performing domain adaptation with regards to fairness. Either multiple
transfer heads should be included in the loss for all necessary quadrants (See Figure[T|and Eq. ), or
balanced data — equally representing all necessary quadrants — should be used as in [24] and Eq.[3
Experiments in this paper use the MMD regularization as in Eq. [5]and balanced data is used for both
the fairness head as well as the transfer heads.

6 Experiments

To better understand the theoretical results presented above, we now present both synthetic and
realistic experiments exploring tightness of our theoretical bound as well as the ability to improve the
transfer of fairness across domains during model training.

6.1 Synthetic Examples

20 Source data ,Pelta Eq Opp on target: 0.016 Pelta Eq Opp on target: 0.454 ,Pelta Eq Opp on target: 0.984 — Bound on Delta £q Opp
— Empirical estimate of Delta Eq Opp

Comparison of Delta Eq Opp

15 20

(a) Source (b) Target -1 (c) Target O (d) Target 1 (e) Target Fairness

5 05 00 05 To
Center location for P(Y=0, A=0)

Figure 3: Synthetic examples showing how distribution difference of P(Z]Y, A = 0) in the target
domain affects theoretical and empirical equality of opportunity (best viewed in color). In the title of
each plot we give the equal opportunity distance Ago,,.(g) in the target domain.

We show how well the theoretical bounds align with actual transfer of fairness. A synthetic
dataset is used to examine how the distribution distance terms dy AH(Z/{Tng U SXfS) and
dy AH(UTZ::P U SXE?) in Eq. (I affect the fairness distance of equal opportunity Ao, (g).

In this synthetic example, we generate data Z € R? using Gaussian distributions. As we can see in
Figure 3] the source domain consists of four Gaussians, with Y = 1 largely lying above ¥ = 0 and

A = 1lying to the left of A = 0; A = 1 is the majority of the data (¢ = 0.5 with 900 samples). For
A = 0, the data is generated using o = 0.3 with 100 samples. The target domain, like the source
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Figure 4: Effect of fairness/transfer head on the UCI data. The shaded areas show the standard error
of the mean across trials. Note the head weight (x-axis) starts from 0.1.

domain, consists of majority data with A = 1 and the data from A = 1 is generated from the same
distribution in both domains: Uy -0 ~ N([-1,—1],0) and Upy=1 ~ N ([-1,1],0). However, in
order to understand the transfer of fairness, we shift the distributions of Upy -0 ~ N([1,¢],0) and
UT}(;} ~ N([1,—c],0) in the target domain (¢ = —1,0,1 for and @ respectively). By
varying the overlap between these distributions, and their alignment with the source data, we are
able to understand the relationship between the dy; A terms above and the fairness distance of equal
opportunity A go,..(g). For each setting, we train linear classifiers on the source domain and examine
the performance in the target domain.

Qualitative Analysis We see in Fig. [3b|that when the distribution P(Z|Y = 0, A = 0) across
domains is close, thus a smaller dy Ay (Z/[Tﬂo U Sg), there is better transfer of fairness the source to the
target domain, seen in the smaller Ago,,.(g). As the distribution distance gets larger, the Agoy.,. (9)

Op
also increases. Consider the worst case of a sign flip for the minority A = 0, as shown in Fig. @fthe
FPR for the majority A = 1 is close to 0%, while the FPR for the minority A = 0 is close to 100%.

Quantitative Analysis In Figure [3¢| we compare the derived bound of Ago,, (9) (Eq. 1) with
its empirical estimate as we vary d°} As shown in Figure the theoretical bound on the equal
opportunity distance is close to the observed equal opportunity distance when the distance between
the negative minority space across domains, Cz(uTg»usg)’ is small. This suggests, minimizing the
domain distance terms in Eq.[T|could lead to a better equal opportunity transfer.

6.2 Real Data

We now explore how and when our proposed modeling approach in Section ] facilitates the transfer of
fairness from the source to the target domain on two real-world datasets. Note, we use these datasets
exclusively for understanding our theory and model, and not as a comment on when or if the proposed
tasks and their application are appropriate, as in [1].

Dataset 1: The UCI Adulﬂ dataset contains census information of over 40,000 adults from the 1994
Census, with the task of determining income brackets of > $50, 000 or < $50, 000. We focus on two
sensitive attributes: binary valued gender, and race, converted to binary values [‘white’, ‘non-white’]
as done by Madras et al. [24]].

Dataset 2: As in [[1] we use ProPublica’s COMPAS recidivism dat to try to predict recidivism for
over 10,000 defendants based on age, gender, demographics, prior crime count, etc. We again focus
on two sensitive attributes: gender and race (binarized to [‘white’, ‘non-white’]).

Experiment Setup For both datasets, cross-validation is used to choose the hyper-parameters.
Comparable baseline accuracy (around 84% for Dataset 1 and 80% for Dataset 2, see appendix [D|for
more details) is achieved with 64 embedding dimension for categorical features, single hidden layer
with 256 shared hidden units, 512 batch size, 0.1 learning rate with Adagrad optimizer, and 10, 000
epochs for training. We perform 30 runs for each set of experiments and average over the results.

2Asin 20, dyan (L[Tg U 58) is estimated by a linear classifier trained on samples Z/{Tg U 59+ The plot omits
the VC term for simplicity, which is relatively small when sample size m/ is large and VC-dimension d is low.

3https://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml/datasets/adult

*https://github.com/propublica/compas-analysis



Sparsity Issues and Natural Transfer We examine the effectiveness of just the fairness heads in
the proposed model. The amount of gender-balanced data created for the fairness head is varied to
observe how applying the fairness head affects the FPR difference.

We examine how this procedure effects the FPR difference across genders (i.e., the FPR difference
between “Female” and “Male” examples). Figure 4alshows that the fairness head works as expected:
with sufficient data and a large enough weight, the fairness head is able to improve the FPR gap
across genders. Further, we find that with very few examples on which to apply the fairness head, the
gender FPR gap does not close. This aligns with previous results found in [4} 24 5]].

Second, we examine how running the fairness head on gender affects the FPR gap across race. As
shown in Figure b} there is a natural transfer of equal opportunity from gender to race — applying a
fairness loss with respect to gender also improves the fairness of the model with respect to race. This
highlights that sometimes there is a natural transfer of equal opportunity, presenting general value
in improving the FPR gap with respect to gender, and no explicit transfer optimization is needed.
(Similar to the transfer questions posed previously by Madras et al. [24] and Gupta et al. [[16]]).

Effectiveness of Transfer Head We now explore how adding the transfer head can further improve
equality of opportunity in the target domain. We compare four different model arrangements: (1)
Source Only: We only add a fairness head for the source domain; (2) Target Only: We only add a
fairness head for the target domain; (3) Source+Target: We add two fairness heads, one for source
and for target; (4) Transfer: We include three heads — both source and target fairness heads as well
as the transfer head for equality of opportunity.

Experiment setting: As in typical transfer learning setting, we will focus on the case where we observe
a large number of samples in the source domain (e.g., 1000 for each race “white” and “non-white”),
but a smaller sample size in the target domain (e.g., 100 for each gender “male” and “female”), and
the same for gender to race. We explore equality of opportunity with respect to FPR in the target
domain, as we vary the weight on the fairness and transfer heads.

Results: Figure 4c|shows that including the transfer head results in a better equal opportunity transfer,
compared to the same setting without transfer (Figure b)). Table [2] summarizes the full results on
both datasets. We can see that including both the fairness heads and the transfer head consistently
gives the best improvement in equal opportunity (FPR difference) in almost all cases.

Effect of Target Sample Size Last, we consider how the amount of data from the target domain
affects our ability to improve equal opportunity there, as sample efficiency is a core challenge.

Experiment setting: We follow a similar experimental procedure as before with two modifications.
First, we vary the number of samples we observe for each sensitive group in the target domain to be
in {50, 100, 500, 1000}. We examine the efficacy of the four approaches depending on the amount
of data available for debiasing in the target domain. Second, this analysis is performed for both
transferring from race (source) to gender (target), as well as from gender (source) to race (target).

Results: Table [2] summarizes the results. Applying the fairness and transfer heads to the large amount
of source data closes the FPR gap in the target domain. Increasing the amount of data in the target
domain significantly helps the performance of the “Target Only” and the “Source+Target” models.
This is intuitive since directly debiasing in the target domain is feasible with sufficient data. With
sufficient data, the results converge to be approximately equivalent to the transfer model.

These experiments show that the transfer model is effective in decreasing the FPR gap in the target
domain and is more sample efficient than previous methods.

7 Conclusion

In this paper we provide the first theoretical examination of transfer of machine learning fairness
across domains. We adopt a general formulation of domain adaptation for fairness that covers a
wide variety of fairness challenges, from proxies of sensitive attributes, to applying models in
unanticipated settings. Within this general formulation, we have provided theoretical bounds on
the transfer of fairness for equal opportunity and equalized odds using both VC-dimension and
Rademacher Complexity. Based on this theory, we developed a new modeling approach to transfer
fairness to a given target domain. In experiments we validate our theoretical results and demonstrate
that our modeling approach is more sample efficient in improving fairness metrics in a target domain.



Smallest FPR difference achieved on Target (FPR-diff + std. dev)
Source to | #larget With Transfer
Target Samples Source only Target only Source + Target Head

Gender 50 0.038 +0.013 0.033 + 0.019 0.032 4+ 0.020 0.020 + 0.016

to 100 0.038 £+ 0.013 0.038 £ 0.021 0.044 £0.024 0.040 £ 0.024
Race 500 0.038 + 0.013 0.053 + 0.010 0.043 + 0.017 0.025 £ 0.018

Dataset 1 1000 0.038 + 0.013 0.027 £ 0.018 0.027 £ 0.019 0.031 4+ 0.021
i Race 50 0.061 £ 0.054 0.035 £ 0.015 0.020 £ 0.026 0.008 £ 0.009
© 100 0.061 £ 0.054 0.028 £ 0.014 0.021 £ 0.015 0.009 £ 0.011
Gender 500 0.061 + 0.054 0.028 £ 0.013 0.019 £ 0.013 0.014 £ 0.011

1000 0.061 &+ 0.054 0.021 + 0.012 0.015 £ 0.014 0.020 + 0.014
Gender 50 0.027 + 0.008 0.041 + 0.006 0.009 &+ 0.004 0.001 £ 0.001
o 100 0.027 4+ 0.008 0.036 + 0.007 0.005 &+ 0.005 0.003 £ 0.001
Race 500 0.027 £ 0.008 0.038 £ 0.008 0.003 £ 0.002 0.001 £ 0.001
Dataset 2 1000 0.027 £ 0.008 0.021 £ 0.005 0.006 £ 0.005 0.002 £ 0.001
Race 50 0.040 + 0.004 0.070 + 0.005 0.035 £ 0.004 0.019 £+ 0.002
to 100 0.040 + 0.004 0.055 + 0.007 0.034 + 0.003 0.017 £ 0.002
Gender 500 0.040 &+ 0.004 0.042 4+ 0.008 0.027 4+ 0.004 0.019 £ 0.002
1000 0.040 £ 0.004 0.034 £0.011 0.028 £ 0.004 0.018 £ 0.002

Table 2: Comparison between the proposed model and the baselines. The numbers in bold indicate
the smallest FPR difference achieved in the target domain w.r.t. varying number of target samples.
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A Rademacher Complexity

We provide additional bounds dependent on Radmacher Complexity based on the following definition
of data-driven empirical Rademacher Complexity

Definition 1. Given a hypothesis space H, a sample S € X", the empirical Rademacher Complexity
of H is defined as

%S(H):—]E sup |ZJ2 )| S = (x1,...,2m)]| -
hen i
The expectation is taken over ¢ = (071, ...,0,,) where o; € {—1,+1} are uniform independent

random variables. The Rademacher Complexity of a hypothesis space is defined as the expectation of
R over all sample sets of size m

Ron(H) = Es [Rs(H)| 1] =m] . (©)

Rademacher Complexity measures the ability of a hypothesis space to fit random noise. The empirical
Rademacher Complexity function allows us to estimate the Rademacher Complexity using a finite
sample of data. Rademacher Complexity bounds can lead to tighter bounds than those of VC-
dimension, especially when analyzing neural network models.

When transitioning to Rademacher Complexity we need to change the binary labels from {0, 1} to
{—1, 1}. This means that the error of a hypothesis g is defined as
{IQ(ZL) - f(Zé)l]

€st, (gv f) - EzflmDSl 9

Additionally, we need new definitions of the equal opportunity and equalized odds distances over the
new binary group membership. The equal opportunity distance is defined as

s 1+9(z ) 1+g(2 )
AEOps(g) = EZJINDS(]_l { 92 - EZ;INDsl—l 2 ’
while the equlized odds distance is defined as
s L+9g(z ") 1+9(2 ")
1+ 9(2p) 1+g(21)
* ‘EZMT& 5 e, [

Using these new definitions Theorem [3] provides a Rademacher Complexity bound of the equal op-
portunity distance in the target space. This closely resembles the VC-dimension bound in Theorem [T}

Theorem 3. Let H be a hypothesis space. If Ug—1, Ug— Tt Z/{T 1 are samples of size m/, each
drawn from DSO 1, DS 1, DT 1, and ’DT 1 respectlvely, lhenfor any 6 € (0,1), with probability at

least 1 — § (over the chotce of samples), for every g € H (where H is a symmetric hypothesis space)
the distance from equal opportunity in the target space is bounded by

1.
Apop,(9) < Apopg(9) + dHAH(u 1 Usor) + G duanUpr Usor)

+2(Ru, () + R, (1) + R, (H) + Ru (1)

where /\la = €gt (9%, )+ €Tt (g%, f)

The proof also follows a similar logic to the sketch given for Theorem [I] with the additional step of
using a modification of Corollary 7 given by Mansour et al. [25]].

Similarly, Theorem [ provides a Rademacher Complexity bound of the equalized odds distance in
the target space.
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Theorem 4. Let H be a hypothesis space. If Z/ISO_1, Usl_l, L{To_l, Z/{Tl—l 515 Z/l511, L[Tol, Z/{Tll
are samples of size m’, each drawn from DSO—I, Dsl—l, ,DT()—l, lDTl—17Dsfl), DS%, DTOl, and DTll
respectively, then for any § € (0, 1), with probability at least 1 — § (over the choice of samples), for

every g € H (where H is a symmetric hypothesis space) the distance from equalized odds in the
target space is bounded by
1/ .
Aro,(9) < Apos(g) + ) (dHA’H(uSO—“ To_l) + dHA?-t(Z/[S;17 Tl_l)
-‘rdAHAq.[ (usé , UT[}) + JHAH (US} , Z/{Tf ))
+2 (Ro__, (M) + Ru_, () + T, () + Ry, (H)
0 0 1 1
+ Ry (H) + Ry (H) +F0, (H) + R, (H))

2
log 5
2m

where \go = Ag "+ A7t + A+ A, and N, = esi (g% f) + e (g%, f).

+12

+)\E05

Given either the Rademacher Complexity bounds or the VC-dimension bounds, the implications stay
the same. In order for a successful transfer of fairness the two (or four) subspace domains should
be close across the source and target domains. Additionally, there should be a hypothesis in the
hypothesis space that performs well over all of the relevant subspaces.

B Proofs

Lemma 1. (From Ben-David et al. [3]) For any hypotheses h,h' € H,
1
les(h,h') — er(h,h')| < §dHAH(DS; Dr).
Lemma 2. (From [12[10]) For any labeling functions f1, fo, and f3, we have
€(f1, f2) < e(f1, f3) + €(f2, f3).
B.1 VC-dimension bounds

Lemma 3. (From Ben-David et al. [3|]) Let H be a hypothesis space on Z with VC-dimension
d. If U and U' are samples of size m from D and D’ respectively and d, (U, U") is the empirical
‘H-divergence between samples, then for any § € (0, 1), with probability at least 1 — 6,

. dlog(2 log(2
dyu(D, D) < dy (U, U) +4\/ og(2m) + log(5)

m

Theorem 1. Let H be a hypothesis space of VC dimension d. If U 595 Uso, Z/{Tol, Uro are samples
of size m' each, drawn from Dsg) DS?» DTS’ and DTlo respectively, then for any 6 € (0, 1), with
probability at least 1 — § (over the choice of samples), for every g € H (where H is a symmetric
hypothesis space) the distance from equal opportunity in the target space is bounded by

1. 1.
Arop,(9) < Apops (9) + 5duanUrg,Usg) + 5duanUrp, Usy)

8\/2d10g(2m’) +log(2)

!/

+ A0+ AL,
where N, = es (9%, f) + e (g*, f)-

Proof. Without loss of generality assume E Z0~D g = Ezo. Deo- Then we can rewrite Ao, (g) as
0 1

S,
follows:

Agops(9) = EZQNDSS [9(28)} - EZ?~DS(1) [Q(Z?)}

12



= Ezgw)sg [9(28)} +EZ?~DS(1) [1 - 9(2‘?)] -1

:GSg(gaf)+ES?(1fgaf)f]—7

where the last line follows from the fact that equal opportunity only cares about the error on the false
data-points.

We now have the tools to find an upper-bound on Ao, (g).
Apop, (9) =€ero(g, f) +epo(1—g,f) =1

< ero(9,9%) +ero(f,9") + exp

=eno(9", f) +ero(9,9") + ero

=eno(g™, f) +ero(g,97) + €sp

+ero(g”, f) +ero(l—g,9"

<eno(g* f) tesolg,97) +

1—g,9") +ero(fig7) -1 @)
9" f)+er(l—g,97)—1

9,9") —€s9(9,9%)

+es0(l—9,9") —€so(l—g,9") — 1

N

ero(9,9") — €s9(9,97)

+ero(g”, f) +eso(l—g,97) + ‘eT{’(l —9.9") —€so(l—g,97)| — 1
< exg(g™, £) + esl0,9°) + gduan(Drg, Dsg)

Ferp(g®, £) +esp(l = 9,9%) + ydnan(Drg, Dsg) — 1 ®)
<ero(g™, f) +esog,f) +esolg™s f) + %dHA’H(DT(?vDSS)

+ero(g", f) +eso(l— g, f) +eso(g™, f) + %dHAH(DT{’aDS?) -1 0O
= cspl9, /) +eng (07 1) + esylg”, /) + 5 dnan(Dry, D)

* * 1
+eso(L—g, f)+erolg™, f) +eso(g™, f) + §dHAH(DT107DS?) -1

€s0(9, f) +eso(l—g,f) =1+ %dHAH(DT(?vDSS)

+ gduan(Dry, Dsy) + 3+ N (10)
= Agop,(9) + %dHAH(DT(?v Dgo) + %dHAH(DT{)a Dgo) + Ao + A

< Apops(9) + %CZHAH (U, Usg) + %J%AH(Z’[TPvuSQ)

8\/2dlog(2m’) +log(2)

m/

Y an

Where inequality [7] is due to lemma [2] inequality [§] is due to lemma [I] and the fact that  is a
symmetric hypothesis space, inequality|9|is due to lemma equality [10/is due to the definition of A/ ,
and inequality [TT]is due to lemma[3] O

Theorem 2. Let H be a hypothesis space of VC dimension d. If Us: are samples of size m’ each,
drawn from Dg for all « € Q4 = {0,1} and | € Qy = 0,1, then for any § € (0,1), with
probability at least 1 — § (over the choice of samples), for every g € H (where H is a symmetric
hypothesis space) the distance from equalized odds in the target space is bounded by

1. 1=
Apor(9) < Apos(g) + idHAH(uTgvuSS) + idﬂAH(quhUsg)
1 1
+ §dHAH(UT017Z/{Sé) + §d'HA'H(uT117US%)

N 16\/2d10g(2m’) +log(2)

m/ + AEO?
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where Ago = A3+ A + X} + M\, and N, = st (9%, ) + e (g%, f).
Proof. WLOG assume EZ&’NDsg [g] > ]EngDS? [g] and EZéNDS(l) [g] > EzllNDS% [g]- Then,
Apos = EngDSg 9] - EZ?wDS? 9] + ]EngDsé lg] — ]EZ%NDS% 9]
= Ezg~D58 9] + Ez;)NDS? [1—g]+ EZ(}NDSé 9] + Il:‘JleNDS% [1—g]—2
=esp(9, f) eso(l — g, f) +esplg, [) +esi(L—g, f) — 2.
Using this and the previous lemmas we have:
Apo,(9) =e€ro(g, ) +ero(L =g, f) +era(g, f) +em(l—yg,f) -2
<erglg,9") +ero(f.9%) +erp(1 —9,97) + ero(f, 97)
+eri(9,9) +era(f.9°) +erp(1—9.97) +erp(f,97) — 2 (12)
=eqo(9”, f) + €r0(9,97) + €s9(9,97) —€s9(9,97)
+ero(g™, ) +erp(1—9.9") +eso(l—g,9%) —eso(1—g,97)
+er (9% f) +eri(9,97) +€s1(9.9%) — €s2(9:97)
+eri(f,9") terp(1—9.9") +esi(1—9g,9") —esi(l—g,97) — 2

<ero(g™, f) +esog,97) + ’€T§ (9,9%) — €sg (g,g*)’

+ero(g™, f) +eso(l —g,9%) + ‘GTf(l —9,9") —eso(l—g,9")

+eny (9" 1)+ esy(9,9°) + |eny (9.97) — e53(9,9")|

+er(f.9°) +esi(l—9,9") + e (1 —9,9%) —esi(1 —g,97)| — 2
<ero(g™, f) +esog,97) + %dHAH(DTgv Dg)

+ero(g*, f) +eso(l—g,9") + %dHAH(DT{’a Do)

+era(g™, f) +esp(g,97) + %dHAH(DTg>Dsg)

+ent(£.9°) +es;(L— 0.6 + sdan(Dry, Dy) —2 (13)

<ero(g™, f) +esog, f) +esolg™s f) + %dHAH(DT(?vDsg)

+ero(9*, f) +eso(l—g, f) +eso(g™, f)+ %d’HAH(DT{’a Do)

tex (0" F) +esy0, )+ esy (9", £) + sdnan(Drg, Dsy)

+er(f.9°) +esi(l—g,f) tesi(g, )+ %dHAH(DT}vDS}) -2 (4
=0 +esglg, f) + %dHAH(DTgv Dygp)

+ A} +ego(l—g, f) + %dHAH(DTlov Dygy)

+ Ao +esa(g, f) + %dHA’H(DTC}vDSé)

+ AL Fesi(l—g,f)+ %dHAH(DT117DS}) -2
=Agos(9) + %d’HAH(DTSa Dgg) + %dHAH(DT{)v D)

1 1
+ 5duan(Dry, Dy) + 5duan(Dry, Dgp) + Ao
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1 1.
< Apos(9) + SduanUrg, Usy) + SduanUry, Usy)
1 1-
+ gduan(Ury Usy) + SduanUry Usy)

N 16\/2d10g(2m') + log(2)

m/

+ Ago, 15)

where inequality [12]is due to lemma [2] inequality [I3]is due to lemma [I] and the fact that H{ is a
symmetric hypothesis space, inequality [T4]is due to lemma 2] and inequality [T3]is due to lemma
O

B.2 Rademacher Complexity Bounds

Lemma 4. (A modification of Corollary 7 from Mansour et al. [25]]) Let H by a hypothesis set of
classifiers mapping the feature space X to the labels {—1,1}. Let U and U' be the set of samples
each of size m sampled from D and D’ respectively. Then, for any 6 > 0, with probability at least
1 — 6 over samples U and U':

2
3y (D, D) < dog U U) + 4 (Far () + Fs(H) + 31| 228

2m

Theorem 3. Let H be a hypothesis space. If L{SJl7 1/151717 Z/{T(;17 L{Tfl are samples of size m' each,
drawn from Dso—l, Dsl—l, DTO—l, and DTl—l respectively, then for any ¢ € (0, 1), with probability at

least 1 — § (over the choice of samples), for every g € H (where H is a symmetric hypothesis space)
the distance from equal opportunity in the target space is bounded by

1. 1 4
Apop,(9) < Apops(9) + gduanUpy 1, Uy ) + duanUp1,Us; 1)

0

+2 (R, () + Ry, (H) + Ru,_, (H) + Ry, ()

log 2
+61/%+/\51+)\1‘1,

where N, = es (9%, f) + e (g*, ).

Proof. Without loss of generality assume E Zy~D, >E 27D,y Then we can rewrite Agop
0 1

as follows.
= ]EZJINDsgl —1—&—92(20_1)- —HEZIINDS;l :1 — 1+92(Z1_1)} _1
:EZJINDS(]—l :g(zo_);f(zo_l)] —HEZleDSl_l |:g(z1_1)—|2—f(21_1):| ~1 (6

g 1(9.0) Feg i (9, )~ L,
where 16]is due to the fact that f(z; ') = —1 by definition.
We now have the tools to find an upper bound on Ago,,.(g).
Apop,(9) = ep-1(9, f) +ep-1(—g,f) — 1
< €TU*1(979*) + €T[;1(f7 9")+ €T1*1(_ga9*) + €T1*1(fa g)—1 (17)
= e (f,97) +ep1(9,97) +eg51(9:97) = €g,1(9:97)
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Ter1(f,97) +ep-1(=9.9") +€5-1(=9,97) —€5-1(—9,97) — 1
Sep1 (97 f) +eg-1(9,97) + leg1(9,97) —€g:1(9,97)
Fer1 (9% ) T es1(=9.97) +lep-1(=9,9") —eg-1(=g,97) =1
* * 1
< ETO*l(g af) + 630*1 (979 ) + idHAH(DTO*%DSO*I)
* * 1
+ €T1—1(g )+ 631-1(—9,9 )+ idHAH(DTfl’DSfl) -1 (18)
) ) 1
< 6TO—l(g )+ eso—l(gvf) + 650—1(9 )+ id”HAH(DTO—l»DSO—l)
* * 1
+ ETl—l(g )+ 651—1(—g,f) + 6S1—1(g )+ §dHAH(DT1_17Dsl_1) -1 (19
1
= 6551(97 )+ 65;1(_9, f) -1+ §dHAH(DTU*17DSO*1)

1
+ §d’HAH(DT1*17DSI*1) + )\al + )\Il

1 1 _ _
= AEOPs (g) —+ §d’HA’H(DTO*17DSO*1) + §d'HA'H(DTfl’DS;1) + )‘O 1 + )\1 1 (20)
< Apops(9) + A5 + AT

" dyan(Dys.Dg1) + 4 (%2 % log §

+5 | dman(Dry1, Dgn) + ( v, (M) + Usal(H)) +6/ 5,

2 dpnn(Dps Do) + 4 (9% (H) + R (H)) e/ 5 )
g | AT P Uy Uss? 2m

15 1.
= Apops(9) + 5dnan(Dry1, Dgor) + sduan(Drpr, Dgo)

+2 (B, () + B, () + R, (H)+ R, (1)

log %
2m

+6 +A0 A

where Eq.[T7)is due to Lemma[2] Eq. due to Lemma [T] Eq.[I9]is due to Lemma[2] Eq.[20]is due
O

to the definition of Ago,(g), and Eq.

is due to Lemma

Theorem 4. Let 1 be a hypothesis space. If Ug—1, Ug—1, Up-1, Up—1 Us1, Ugr, Ury, U
0 1 0 1
. A
are samples of size m' each, drawn from Dsgl’ Dsl—l, DTgl, DTfl,Dsé, DS%, DTol, and DTll

respectively, then for any § € (0, 1), with probability at least 1 — & (over the choice of samples), for
every g € H (where H is a symmetric hypothesis space) the distance from equalized odds in the
target space is bounded by

Agor(9) < Apos(g) + % <JHAH(U5517UT(;1) +dyanUsr, Upr)
+dyan (UsyUry) + dyan (usllauTll)>
+2 (R, () + R, (H) + T, () + T, ()
+ Ry (H) + Ry () +F0, (H) + Ru, ()

log 2

12
* 2m

+>\EO7

where \go = Mg " + A7+ A+ AL and N, = st (g%, f) + e (g%, f)-
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Proof. Without loss of generality assume Ezo—lND > ]EZI—1ND371 and EZ(}~DS(1] > IEZ}NDS%.
1

—1
So

Then we can rewrite Ago,, as follows.

1+g(% ") 1+g(z")
Ago.(9) :]EZO—%DT,l {2 _]EZfleTfl 9
0 1
1+ g(z 1+ g(zl
1+g(z ") 1+g(z1")
:JEZOINDTOI{ 5 +E, o, |1 5 ~1
1+ g(z)] 14+ g(z
SN L7 ) S FREE7C )
1+9(%") 1—g(x ")
_]EZO_1~D L 9 +]EZ_1~D L 5
1+ g(2)] (1 —g(z]
SRR LE=VIC1 DI e TC) I
N 10 I v ) I 1 G B (|
=By NDT[)*l i 9 Zy ~D__1 2
r 1 1 1 1
g(z5) — f(z g(zy) + f(z
LG ELC I PEN [LC ES.CTI

=er-1(g,f) +ep-1(=g,f) +erg(g. f) + erp (=g, f) — 2

Using this and previous lemmas we have
Apor(9) = ery1 (9, f) +epr (=9, ) + erp (9, f) + ey (=g, ) =2

Sep-1(9,97) e (f,97) +epr(=9,97) + e (£197)
+eri(9,97) +erp(f,9°) +erp(—9,9") +era(f,97) — 2 (22)

=ep(f,9") +ep1(9,97) +e5:1(9,97) —€5,1(9:97)
ter-1(f,97) +ep1(=9,9") + €5-1(=9,97) — €g-1(=9,97)
+erp(f.9") +er(9.9%) +€s1(9,97) — €s1(9,97)
+eri(f.9%) +eri(—9,9") +€s1(=9,9") —es1(—g,9") — 2

< g1 (1,9") + €51 (9:0") + eqy 1 (9,0") — e, 1 (0,97

ep-1(=9,9") — 651—1(—9,9*)’

Tep1(f,97) +egi(=9.97) +

+enp(f,97) +esi(9,9%) + |enp(9,97) — €esy (g,g*)’

+eri(f,9") +esi(—9,9") + ’GT;(—gvg*) - 6511(—979*)‘ -2
<ep-i(f,9") +eg1(9,97) + %dHAH(DTO—IvDSO—l)

tepi(f,97) +egi(=9,97) + %dHAH(DTl—lvDsl—l)

+era(f.9") +esi(9.97) + %dHAH(DTDl,Dsg)

+eri(f.9%) +esi(—9,97) + %dHAH(DT;»DSII) —2 (23)
< g (£,6°) + 5 1(9, 1) + €51 (67 1) + san(Dy 1, Do)

* * 1
+ €T;1(f7g )+ 65;1(—97 )+ 63;1(9 f) A+ §dHAH(DT;1,D5;1)
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* X 1
terg(£.97) +esylg, f) +esy(97, f) + 5duan(Dry, Dsy)
* X 1
+eri(f.9%) +esi(—g,f) +esi(g”, )+ idHA’H(DTllaDS}) -2 (24)
:Eso_l(gaf)+651_1(_gvf)+65'é(gaf)+GS%(_gaf) -2
1 1
+ §dHAH(DT(;17DSO*1) + idHAH(DTflaDsfl)
1 1
+ idHAH(DTOlaDS},) + gdHAH(DTllvDS%) + /\a1 + )\1_1 + /\(1) + )\%
1 1
= AEOS (g) + idHAH(DTJ“DSgI) + §dHAH(DTf17DSf1)
1 1
+ 5deH(DT&,DSé) + 5CJMH(DTII,DSQ FAT AT AN
<Apos(9) + A H AT H A+ AL

1 . : log 3
+ 3 dHAH(DTo’l’DSO’I) +4 (SRUS()_l(H) +9%UT0_1(”H,)) +6 o
" dyan(Dys, D 4(9 ; log 5
+ 5 d?—LAH( Tfla Sf1> + (mUsfl (H) + ERUTfl (H)) +6 m
1 - . - log 2
+ 3 dyan (DT(} , Dscl)) +4 (mUsé (H) + iRUT& (H)) +6 o
1 . : log §
+ 5 | dnan(Day, Dsy) +4 (R, (1) + R, (1) + 61 = (25)

1 /4 N

=Apos(9) + 5 (dHAH(uso—lvuTo—l) + dyanUg-1,Up-—1)
tdyanUsy, Ury) + dygar Usy Uy ))
+2 (S, (H)+ R, () + T, () + T, ()

Ry (1) + R, (1) +Ro, () + R, (1))

log% -1 1 1 1
+ 120/ 28 g AT A+ AL

where Eq.[22)is due to Lemma[2] Eq.[23]is due to Lemmal[T] Eq.[24]is due to Lemma 2] and 25]is due
to Lemmal4]

C Experimental setup

For the UCI adult dataset we used all 14 features as provided in https://archive.ics,
uci.edu/ml/machine-learning-databases/adult/adult.names| The original train/test split
is used. For the COMPAS dataset we used the features provided in https://github.com/
propublica/compas-analysis/blob/master/compas-scores.csv, and predict the risk of re-
cidivism (decile_score) for each row.

We did 10-fold cross-validation and choose the hyperparameters with the best performance on the
validation data. 64 dimension embedding is used for categorical features and 256 hidden units are
used in the model. We did parameter search and found 10K steps yields a good balance of runtime
and accuracy. Each run takes about 1hr for UCI data and 0.5hrs for COMPAS on a single CPU with
2GB RAM. Increasing learning rate speeds up experiments but also hurts accuracy slightly (e.g.,
~2pp decrease on UCI).
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Figure 5: Gender — Race on the UCI dataset. Comparison of FPR difference on sensitive attribute
race, by transferring from the source domain (1000 samples for each gender) to the target domain
(varying samples for each race as indicated in the caption).
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Figure 6: Race — Gender on the UCI dataset. Comparison of FPR difference on sensitive attribute
gender, by transferring from the source domain (1000 samples for each gender) to the target domain
(varying samples for each race as indicated in the caption).

For range of parameters, we have considered the following: (1) batch size: [64, 128, 256, 512];
(2) learning rate: [0.01,0.1, 1.0]; (3) number of hidden units: [64, 128,256, 512]; (4) embedding
dimension: [32, 64, 128]. (5) number of steps: [5000, 10000, 20000, 50000].

D Experiments

D.1 Experiment Results for fairness on UCI and COMPAS

Figure 5] depicts the results of the analysis for transferring from gender to race, while Figure [f] shows
the results for transferring from race to gender, on the UCI dataset. Figure [7] and Figure% show
the results on the COMPAS dataset. The line and the shaded areas show the mean and the standard
error of the mean across 30 trials. These experiments show that the Transfer model is effective in
decreasing the FPR gap in the target domain and is more sample efficient than previous methods.

D.2 Accuracy vs. Fairness/Transfer Head Weight

In this section we further add the comparison on accuracy with respect to the weight of the fair-
ness/transfer head. Fig. [P and Fig. [I0] show the results comparing the Transfer model with the
baselines, by transferring race to gender, and race to gender, respectively. Fig. [IT]and Fig. [I2] show
the results on COMPAS.
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Figure 7: Gender — Race on the COMPAS dataset. Comparison of FPR difference on sensitive
attribute race, by transferring from the source domain (1000 samples for each gender) to the target
domain (varying samples for each race as indicated in the caption).
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Figure 8: Race —+ Gender on the COMPAS dataset. Comparison of FPR difference on sensitive
attribute gender, by transferring from the source domain (1000 samples for each gender) to the target
domain (varying samples for each race as indicated in the caption).
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Figure 9: Comparison of accuracy on the UCI data for Race — Gender, by transferring from the
source domain (1000 samples for each race) to the target domain (varying samples for each gender as
indicated in the caption).
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Figure 10: Comparison of accuracy on the UCI data for Gender — Race, by transferring from the
source domain (1000 samples for each gender) to the target domain (varying samples for each race as
indicated in the caption).
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Figure 11: Comparison of accuracy on COMPAS for Race — Gender, by transferring from the
source domain (1000 samples for each race) to the target domain (varying samples for each gender as
indicated in the caption).
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Figure 12: Comparison of accuracy on COMPAS for Gender — Race, by transferring from the
source domain (1000 samples for each gender) to the target domain (varying samples for each race as
indicated in the caption).
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