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Abstract

The post-processing approaches are becoming prominent techniques to enhance machine
learning models’ fairness because of their intuitiveness, low computational cost, and excellent
scalability. However, most existing post-processing methods are designed for task-specific
fairness measures and are limited to single-output models. In this paper, we introduce a
post-processing method for multi-output models, such as the ones used for multi-task/multi-
class classification and representation learning, to enhance a model’s distributional parity, a
task-agnostic fairness measure. Existing techniques to achieve distributional parity are based on
the (inverse) cumulative density function of a model’s output, which is limited to single-output
models. Extending previous works, our method employs an optimal transport mapping to move
a model’s outputs across different groups towards their empirical Wasserstein barycenter. An
approximation technique is applied to reduce the complexity of computing the exact barycenter
and a kernel regression method is proposed for extending this process to out-of-sample data.
Our empirical studies, which compare our method to current existing post-processing baselines
on multi-task/multi-class classification and representation learning tasks, demonstrate the
effectiveness of the proposed approach.

1 Introduction

In machine learning, multi-output learning is a broadly defined domain [65] 44], where the goal
is to simultaneously predict multiple outputs given an input, such as multi-label classification,
multi-class classification, multi-target regression, etc. In contrast to conventional single-output
learning like binary classification, multi-output learning is characterized by its multi-variate nature,
whose outputs exhibit rich information for further handling. Multi-output learning is important for
real-world decision-making where final decisions are made by considering and weighting multiple
factors and criteria. For example, when applied to college admission, the predicted multi-outputs can
represent a prospective student’s likelihoods of accepting the offer, needing financial aid, completing
the degree, finding a job at graduation, etc. Those outputs are weighted to guide admission decisions
though the weights may vary with colleges, majors and years [37].

However, multi-output learning for decision-making faces the challenge of bias and fairness.
There is plenty of evidence indicating the discriminatory impact of ML-based decision-making on
individuals and groups [51}, 20] 1T}, @], 56], such as racial bias in assessing the risk of recidivism [27]
and gender bias in job advertising [61]. To mitigate the bias in machine learning, numerous
fairness criteria and algorithms have been proposed [I7, [§]. These methods introduce statistical
constraints during training or post-process the predictions to ensure fair treatment in accordance
with corresponding fairness notions such as Demographic Parity [12], 13], Equality of Odds or
Equal Opportunity [31} [7], Strong Demographic Parity [2, B8] and AUC fairness [62] [66, [67].
Nevertheless, almost all existing methods focus on ensuring fairness for binary classification or
regression within the context of single-output models. Extending fairness to multi-output settings,
such as multi-label /multi-class classification and representation learning remains underexplored
and non-trivial.

A naive approach for multi-output fairness is to apply an existing fairness-enhancing algorithm
for single-output models to each output individually. However, removing unfairness in each output
may not help reduce the unfairness in the joint distribution of the outputs. Consider a model with
two outputs and the distributions of the outputs on two groups are presented in Figure (a). The
outputs have the same marginal distribution in both groups, so each dimension of the outputs is
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Figure 1: Suppose the original model’s outputs (left) minimize prediction error and have a good
performance, one can balance performance and fairness by applying our method with setting a = 0.5
(middle) or achieve exact fairness by setting o = 0 (right).

considered to be fair under any notion of fairness. However, the outputs have very different joint

distributions for different groups, leading to potential unfairness. For example, suppose Outputl

and Output2 denote the likelihood of accepting the offer and completing the degree in a college
admission procedure, then when a college requires outputs are higher than 0.45 and 0.6 respectively

(shown in dot lines in Figure , it leads to only students in group 1 being admitted. In this paper,

we propose a post-processing method to enhance fairness of multi-output models on multi-group

data by producing a similar distribution of the multi-dimensional outputs on each group with
minimal manipulation(i.e., minimal mean squared error compared with original outputs). Before
discussing the details, we first present a 2D example in Figure

Measuring fairness based on the distribution of the multi-dimenstional outputs on each group
leads to a strong notion called Statistical Parity or Strong Demographic Parity, which has been
studied recently for single-output problems in literature [2] 38 [I5, [34]. We apply the same notion
to multi-output problems and call it Distributional Parity (Definition . However, extending this
kind of fairness from single-output problems to multi-output problems is non-trivial due to some
technical and practical issues: (1) what is the optimal fair predictor for multi-output problems,
which achieves Distributional Parity while preserving accuracy best; (2) empirically, how to compute
the theoretical optimal fair predictor with only a set of observed data; (3) practically, how to
generalize the post-processing method from training data to out-of-sample test data. Our approach
addresses the mentioned challenges and our main contributions are summarized below:

e Following [30} 15} [16], we derive a post-processing method by projecting a multi-output model
to a constraint set defined by a fairness inequality that promotes distributional parity among
multiple groups up to a user-specified tolerance of unfairness. We generalize the closed-form
solution of the projection by [I5], 16] from single-output case to multi-output case using the
optimal transport mappings to the Wasserstein barycenter of the model’s outputs on each group.

e The aforementioned closed form involves the density function of the model’s outputs, which is
unknown in practice. Although it can be approximated using training samples, the computation
cost of the Wasserstein barycenter is still prohibitively high. To address this issue, we propose
replacing the barycenter in the closed form by a low-cost approximate barycenter from [42]
using training data. Additionally, we propose a kernel regression approach to extrapolate the
closed-form solution, so the post-processing method can be applied to any out-of-sample data.

e The proposed method is task-agnostic and model-agnostic. Numerical experiments are conducted
to compare our method with existing post-processing techniques on multi-label /multi-class
classification and representation learning. The result demonstrates the effectiveness of our
method.

2 Related work

The existing methods to achieve algorithmic fairness include three primary categories: 1) pre-
processing methods that exclude sensitive features from data prior to training machine learning
models [24], 23] B9] [19]; 2) in-processing methods, which attain fairness during the training phase
of the learning model [T}, 29 [70, 40, B3] 22, [49, [67]; and 3) post-processing methods designed
to alleviate unfairness in the model inferences after the learning process [31, 43 18] [52] [46], [63].
The pre-processing methods are inadequate if the sensitive information can be inferred from the
remaining variables. The in-processing methods have high computational cost since they typically
require re-training a model when the tolerance of unfairness changes. Our method belongs to the
last category, which can be directly applicable to any pre-trained model and thus avoids the high
computational cost from re-training a model.



This work is motivated by [30} [15] [16] where task-agnostic post-processing methods are developed
on the empirical cumulative density function and the quantile function of the output, which is
limited to single-output models. We extend their approaches for multi-output models using the
optimal transport mappings to the barycenter of the model’s outputs on different groups. Different
from their methods, we approximate the barycenter to reduce the computational cost and apply
kernel regression to extend our post-processing method to any new data.

There also exist post-processing methods for specific machine learning tasks. For example,
assuming a Bayes optimal score function is available, the group thresholding methods by [28]
14, [60%, 69] are developed for single-task binary classification. A similar thresholding method has
been developed by [21] for multi-class classification where the thresholds are computed using the
Lagrangian multipliers of the demographic parity constraints. The method by [63] is also for
multi-class classification where the output of the score function is mapped a class label by the
optimal transport mapping to a Wasserstein barycenter with restricted supports. Compared to
these works, the method in this paper is task-agnostic and can be applied to multi-task learning and
(self-supervised) representation learning. [34] developed an approach to enforce strong demographic
parity in multi-task learning including both regression and binary classification tasks. Their
method essentially applies the single-output method by [30, [I5] to each task separately, which
may not guarantee the distributional parity in this paper. See the example in Figure[ll Though
there is a large number of literature working on learning representations independent of sensitive
attributes, they achieve this either by adversarial training [70} [40, 64, 48|, [I0] or variational
auto-encoders|70] B, 47, 59, 54], which are mostly in-processing methods and thus have higher
computational cost than our method in general.

The multi-output fairness problem studied in this paper is closely related to the problem of
compositional fairness introduced in [25], which points out that classifiers that are fair in isolation do
not necessarily compose into fair systems. While [25] mainly focus on the fairness of the composition
of categorical outputs, we consider the joint distribution of continuous outputs. As the categorical
output is often generated by thresholding or applying softmax on continuous outputs, the problem
of compositional fairness outlined in [25] is a special case of multi-output fairness and our proposed
method can be directly applied to solving the problem of compositional fairness.

3 Preliminaries

We consider a general multi-output machine learning problem, e.g., multi-output classification,
multi-output regression and representation learning. Let (X,S) be a random vector, where X € R?
is the feature vector and S € S is a sensitive attribute. It is assumed that S = [m] := {1, ...,m}.
A sample from the distribution of (X, S) is denoted by (x,s). We denote by f*: R? x S — R¥
a machine learning model learned to generate a k-dimensional output. For example, f* can be
a multi-task regression model to predict a vector of continuous values, a multi-class/multi-task
classification model that returns the probability of each class/task, or a feature extractor that
outputs a high-dimensional vector of an input data such as an image.

The focus of this work is not to train the model f*. Assuming f* is already obtained, this
paper studies how to measure and improve its fairness using a post-processing method to modify
the output f*(X,S). More specifically, given f*, we consider a numerical approach for building a
mapping f : RY x & — R¥ that approximates f* but produces an output f(X,S) more fair than
f*(X,S). Here, the approximation error is measured by

R(f) =E|f"(X,5) = f(X,9)]5. (1)

If f* performs well for the task it was built for and the performance metric is continuous, a small
R(f) also ensures f has a reasonably good performance, too.

3.1 Distributional Parity

Many existing definitions and measures of fairness in literature are task-specific including, for
example, demographic parity, equalized odds and equal opportunity [24, [3T], which are specific
to classification problems. In order to be task-agnostic and model-agnostic, we are interested in
the fairness measure that is applied to the distribution of f(X,S) and f*(X,S). A measure of
this kind is the strong demographic parity introduced by [2, 38|, [15], which essentially indicates
that a model f(x,s) is fair only when f(X,s) has the same distribution for any s € §. Although
they only consider a single-output model, their fairness measure also applies to the multi-output
case. Next we present their fairness measure formally with the name multi-output distributional
parity. This new name helps differentiate it from the traditional demographic parity for binary
classification [12].



Definition 1 (Multi-output Distributional Parity) A measurable mapping f : R4 x S — RF satisfies
distributional parity if, for every s,s' € S, f(X,s) and f(X,s") have the same distribution.

Cousider a joint distribution of (X, S,Y) where Y € RP is a target vector. In the setting of
a single-task binary classification, we have k =1, p =1 and Y € {1,—1} is the true class label.
Then the model f(X,S) € R typically represents a score/probability of positivity, which is used
to predlct Y by comparing f (X S) with a threshold #, namely, the predicted label Y generated

= Lif f(X, S) >0 and Y = —1if f(X,S) < 6. The traditional demographic parity [12], 24]
holds ifPY =1|S=s) = IP( =1|S=¢") Vs, ¢ €S. Obviously, when f satisfies distributional
parity, it satisfies demographic parity for any threshold 6. In fact, this is still true for multi-task
binary classification problems, where p =k > 1 and Y € {1, —1}*.

The notion of demographic parity has been extended for the multi-class classification problem,
where £ > 1, p =1 and Y € [k] [63]. In this case, each coordinate of f(X,S) represents the
score of one class in [k] and the predicted label is typically generated as Y = arg max;e|y] f1(X,8).
According to [63], a model satisfies demographic parity when

PY =ylS=s)=P(Y =y|S=5) Vs,s €8, ye [k, (2)
which is clearly implied by distributional parity.

3.2 Wasserstein Distance and Wasserstein Barycenters of Discrete Dis-
tributions

It is challenging and, sometimes, unnecessary to obtain a model f that exactly satisfies the
distributional parity in Definition In practice, a model slightly violating Definition [I] can
be acceptable for some applications. To quantify the extent to which a model f satisfies the
distributional parity, a statistical distance is often introduced to measure the difference between
the distributions of f(X,s) and f(X,s') for any s and s’ in S. Following the literature [15] [30],
we utilize the Wasserstein distance that conveys the distinction between probability measures by
quantifying the expense associated with transforming one probability measure into another.

Definition 2 (Wasserstein-2 distance). Let i and v be two probability measures on R* with finite
second moments. The squared Wasserstein-2 distance between p and v is defined as

Wj(p,v) = inf |z — yll3dy(z, y) (3)
YEL L v JREXRE

where I}, ,, is the set of probability measures on RF x R¥ such that its marginal distributions are equal
to w and v, i.e., for all v € T, and all measurable sets A, B C RF it holds that v(A x R*) = u(A)
and y(R* x B) = v(B).

Suppose probability measures p and v both have density functions and the infimum in is
obtained at v*. There exists a mapping T}, , : R¥ — R* such that v* = (Id, T}, )#u, where #
denotes the pushforward operator on measures and Id denotes the identity mapping|58|. Here, T}, ,,
is known as the optimal transport mapping from p to v. With the Wasserstein distance, we can
characterize the geometric average of finitely many probability distributions by the Wasserstein-2
barycenter, which will be later used in the measure of unfairness considered in this paper.

Definition 3 For probability measures v1,. ..,V and p1,...,pm Such that p; > 0, ZZ’;I pi =1,
the weighted Wasserstein-2 barycenter is given by

V* = argmin { U () ;:ijpiwg(ui,y) (4)
in {910) = 2 wiion |

3.3 Post-processing with Distributional Parity Constraint

Let ps = P(S = s) and vy be the probability distribution of f(X,S) conditioning on S = s for
s € 8. Following [I6], we then measure the unfairness of model f by the sum of the weighted
distances between vy|, to their weighted Wasserstein-2 barycenters, namely,

Uuf) :myanpSWQQ(yﬂs,y). (5)

seS
As Wasserstein-2 distance serves as a distance metric on the space of probability distributions,
W3 (vgis,vgs) = 0 if and only if vy, = vy [41, B3]. Hence, U(f) = 0 if and only if for any
5,8 € S,vf|s = V|, satisfying the distributional parity. However, when some level of unfairness is
allowed, we only need to ensure U(f) < ald(f*), where a € [0, 1] represent the tolerance of unfairness



in terms of the fraction of the unfairness of f*. Like [I6], 41|, we consider the post-processing
problem with distributional parity constraint as follows:

minR(f) st. U(f) < ald(f7), (6)
where R(f) is defined in ().

4 Structure of Optimal Solution

Problem @ has been thoroughly studied by [15] [I6] under the setting that f is a single-output
model. They provide an intuitive closed form of the optimal solution of (6] for any « € [0, 1] using
the cumulative density function (CDF) of vf. |, for each s. As they only focus on a single-output
model, we extend their results to the multi-output case with some modifications in their proofs.
We present the extension of their results in this section and highlight the main difference.

When o =0 in @, the optimal solution of @ can be characterized by the following theorem.

Theorem 1 (Extension of Theorem 2.3 in [15]) Suppose vi-|s has density and finite second
moments for each s € S. Then

min R(f) = min Y p W3 (vp-js,v) = U(S). (7)

u)=0 seS

Moreover, if fo and vy solve the first and second minimization in , respectively, then vy is the
distribution of fo and

fo(xa S) = Tf*\s,uo(f*(x7 S)) (8)

where Ty s 1, RF — R* is the optimal transport mapping from Vpx|s tO 1.

By Definition [3} vy solving the second minimization in is the barycenter of {vf-|s}ses. This
suggests a post-processing method by transporting the output f*(X,S) when S = s to that
barycenter.

When k£ = 1, Theorem [I| is reduced to the structural results obtained by [I5], 30] (see, e.g.,
Theorem 2.3 in [15]). Indeed, when k =1,

Tpeon(F(2,5) = 3 poQpepy 0 Fpeial(f*(2,9)), (9)
s'eS
where Fy«|, is the CDF of vf.|s and Q|4 is the quantile function vy« s, i.e., Qg+|s(t) = inf{y € R :
Fpes(y) >t}
In practice, when some level of unfairness is acceptable, one can select a > 0 in @ When
a =1, f = f* is the optimal solution. When « € (0, 1), a closed form of the optimal solution for @
is derived by [16, [41]. Although they are originally studied only under the single-output case, the
same result holds for a multi-output model by almost the same proof. This closed form is presented
in the following proposition, which motivates the way of trading off the error and fairness in our
post-processing method in the next section.

Proposition 1 (Proposition 4.1 in [16]) Suppose v« has density and finite second moments
for each s € S. For any « € [0,1], the optimal solution to @, denoted by fu, satisfies (up to a
zero-measure set)

falz,s) = Vaf*(z,s) + (1 - Va) fo(z, ), (10)
where fy is defined in Eq. .

5 Fair Post-Processing with Finite Samples

Theorem |1{ and Proposition |I{only characterize the optimal solution to @ when v+, has density.
However, in practice, we only have access to a finite set of outputs of f*, denoted by {f*(z;,s:)}iq,
where {(z;,5;)}7; is a dataset sampled from the distribution of (X, S).[[] As a result, we are not
able to compute vy and Ty, ., exactly and apply . To address this issue when k = 1, a plug-in
principle is applied by replacing ps, Fy+|s(t), and Q- |5(t) in @ using their empirical approximation
based on finite data sample[15], [30]. Because f* is a multi-output mapping in our case, @ is not
applicable. That said we can still employ the plug-in principle by approximating vg and Ty«|s,,, in
by finite data sample.

IThe technique we propose is model-agnostic and can be applied directly to the outputs {f*(z;, si) 0, so it
does not require knowing {(x;, ;) }1 ;.



Algorithm 1 Approximate Barycenter

1: Input: A mapping f* : R x § — R¥ and a dataset D = {(z;,s;)}", sampled from the
distribution of (X, S).

Partition D into subsets based on s and obtain D, = {(,s)};=, for s € S.
LetpszﬁforSES.

for 1 <s <bs€’8§ |S| do
Solve with g4 = vy« (p,) and v = vy«(p_,) to obtain Ty o = TVf*(DS)va*(Dgl)'
end for
Construct mapping M (f*(z?,s)) = Zs/es ps BT o (f* (22, 5))
Output: Discrete distribution 7y = Y s > 7y %5M(f*(mf7s)).

5.1 Optimal Transportation with Finite Samples

Consider approximating vy and T« ,, by a collection of datasets Dy = {(7,s)};=2, for s € S. We
denote the empirical distribution of f* on Dg by vy«(p,), i-e., vy«(p,)y = ni Py Of«(az,5) for s €S,
where 4 is the Dirac measure. Consider two discrete distributions in R*: p = S0 pt 655 and
v =31 piber, where £ € R¥, & € R*, pl' > 0, p¢ >0, Y0 pf' =1 and Y/ p/ = 1. As a
special case of , the squared Wasserstein-2 distance between p and v is

Nup ny Ny Lom
2 . . v .
Wi(uwv) = min 7% iy sty i = w0V Y i = pEL Vi (11)
YER[H TV =1 =1 i=1 j=1
where ¢;; = ||€ — 3 |3 and 7;; represents the mass located ! transported to €7 in order to move

distribution g to v. Also, v can be viewed as a discrete distribution in R* x R* supported on
( f,f;) for j=1,..,n, and i = 1,...,n,. Suppose v* € Ri"xn” is the optimal solution of (11)).
The optimal transportation from p to v and from v to u, denoted by T}, , and T, , respectively,

are random mappings such that

P(T}, (€)= &) = ZT P(Ty(€)) = &) = ;— (12)

forj=1,..,n,andi=1,...,n,.

With W3 (u,v) given in (II), the barycenter of discrete distributions v; for i = 1,...,m
is also defined as the solution of . Since vg«(p,) is the discrete approximation of vy« , we
propose to approximate 1 in Theorem [1| by the barycenter of {v¢+|s}ses with the weights ps =

s Unfortunately, Wasserstein barycenters are NP-hard to compute [4]. Although can

ZS, g

be ff)imulated as a multi-marginal optimal transport problem [3] and solved as a linear program
[6], its computational complexity scales exponentially in terms of m. To reduce the exponential
computing complexity, instead of computing the barycenter exactly, we adopt the approach by
[42] to construct its approximation. This approach achieves a good balance between runtime and
approximation error in practice. We present this approach in the next section.

5.2 Approximate Barycenter with Finite Samples

The approach by [42] first computes the optimal transport mapping between vy« (p_y to vy pry for
each pair of s and s’ in S, i.e., TVf*(Ds)!Vf*(DS/) satisfying . For simplicity of notation, we denote
TVf"(Ds)va"(DS/) by Ts .. Then, they define a mapping M (f*(x7,5)) = > . cs PsETs o (f* (23, 5)),
where p, = ns/(> . c5ns) and the expectation is taken over the random output of 7 o following
distribution in . Here, M (f*(z$,s)) is the weight average of the expected outcomes after trans-
porting f*(z7,s) to each of the |S| distributions. Finally, the approximate barycenter is constructed
as a discrete distribution with Y __¢ n, supports defined as follows 7y = 3~ g > 1%y B SM(f(as,5))-
Compared to the exact barycenter, this approximation requires solving |S|(|S| — 1)/2 optimal
transport mapping between two discrete distributions and thus has a polynomial time complexity.
This procedure is formally stated in Algorithm [I]

Let m = |S| and vs = vy« (p,) in . Let 7y be optimal solution of , i.e, the barycenter of
{v+(p.)}ses- It is shown by [42] that W(i%)/ W (Do) < 2. This bound is significant because there is
no polynomial-time algorithm can achieve a ratio arbitrarily close to one with high probability [4].

Although Proposition [I] is derived for continuous distribution, it motivates a heuristic post-
processing method to update the output f*(z?,s) to

fa(zi,s) == Voaf (x5,s) + (1 — \/a)TVf*(DS)vﬁD(f*(w‘;? s)) (13)



Algorithm 2 Post-Processing Method by Transporting to Approximate Barycenter (TAB)

1: Input: A data point (z,s) € R? x S, a mapping f* : R x § — R* and a dataset D =
{(z4,s:)}_; sampled from the distribution of (X, S).
Partition D into subsets based on s and obtain Dy = {(zf,s)};, for s € S.
Compute 7y by Algorithm
for s=1,...,|S| do

Solve with y = v«(p,) and v = g to obtain T,
end for
if (z,s) € Ds then compute fa(x, s) as in else compute fa(x, s) as in .
Output: f,(z,s)

F*(Ds):P0"

fori=1,...,nsand s € S, where a € [0,1]. Note that Tyt b,y 1s not obtained during Algorithm
and needs to be solved separately. When oo = 0 and (27, s) is uniformly randomly sampled from
Dy, fa(xf7 s) has the same distribution for any s, indicating the post-processed outputs satisfy
distributional parity. However, is only defined for existing data in Dy for s € S. In the next
section, we propose a method to extend this processing scheme to new samples from (X, S).

5.3 Post-Process Out-of-Sample Data

Note that fa(xf, s) is defined for (27, s) € D; only because the optimal transport mapping 7y .. ,, .7
in is only defined on f*(z%,s) with (%, s) € Ds. To extend the definition of f, (%, s) from
D, to any (z,s) € R? x S, we extrapolate T, over RF using the Nadaraya-Watson kernel

regression method [50].
Let K : R — R be a kernel function satisfying K (z) = K(—z)and [, K(z)dz = 1. Let h > 0
be a bandwidth. For any (x,s) € R x S, the kernel regression estimator of T, ., | 5,(f*(x,s)) is

£*(Ds) 70

K ~ PG Ty )
Tors ol = 2 = e (o) = 1 o0)/)

Recall that T}, ,, , 7, is a randomly mapping (see (12)), so is Tl,f*(DS),;,O. We show in the lemma
below that, if h approaches zero and the out-of-sample data comes from the distribution of (X, .5),
the violation of the distributional parity after post-processing is bounded by the distance between
empirical distribution and ground-truth distribution.

(14)

Lemma 1 ]_ILIL%U(JF()Q S)) =0 (Z WQZ(Vf*\stf*(Ds))>; where f($78) = Vf*(DS),ﬁo(f*(x’S))‘

seS

After extrapolating Tyse b0 tO T,

data by updating f*(z, s) to

defined above, we can extend for any out-of-sample

£*(Ds) 70

fa(wv §) = \/af*(a?, s)+(1- \/a)TVf*(DS)ﬁf’O (f*(xv s))- (15)

We then formally present this post-processing method in Algorithm [2| Note that when (z,s) € Dy,
we still apply the original mapping in instead of its extrapolation .

6 Experiments

In this section, we apply the proposed post-processing method to machine learning models with
multiple outputs, including multi-label/multi-class classification and representation learning.

Datasets. In our experiments, we include four datasets from various domains, including
marketing domain(Customer dataset ), medical diagnosis( Chexpert Dataset [36]), face recognition
(CelebA dataset[dD] and UTKFace dataset[71]). The details of these datasets are provided in
Section [B11

Baselines. To verify the effectiveness, we compare our method with existing post-processing
techniques: Hu et al. (2023)[34], the only method in the literature for multi-label classification, and
Xian et al (2023)[63], the superior of the only two available approaches for multi-class classification.
Due to the limited post-processing methods in the literature for multi-output problems, we also
incorporate an in-processing method, Adversarial Debiasing(Adv Debiasing)[70], which can be
extended for postprocessing. Specifically, for Adv Debiasing, both Predictor Block and Adversary
Block are implemented by a two-layer neural network with 128 hidden units and tanh function,

Zhttps://wuw.kaggle.com/datasets/kaushiksuresh147/customer-segmentation
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Figure 2: Multi-label classification on CelebA dataset (a) and Chexpert dataset (b); (c) Multi-class
classification on Customer dataset; .
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post-processing(a = 0) with TAB(Ours); (d) Performance on downstream tasks.
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from a CLIP model; (b) Representations after post-processing(a = 0) with [34]; (¢) Representations
after post-processing(a = 0) with TAB(Ours); (d) Performance on downstream tasks.

respectively. And they are trained for 60 epochs with Adam optimizer, batch size as 64 and learning
rate as {le-3, le-4}. Since we are going to show the trade-off between classification performance
and distributional fairness, we vary their weight parameter « in { 0.1, 1, 2, 4, 8, 10}. All the
experiments are run five times with different seeds. For our method, we experiment with a Gaussian
kernel and A is chosen from {0.02, 0.5, 1} based on input dimension, as smaller h theoretically and
empirically leads to better performance but too small h may lead to numerical issues. We vary «
for our method in {0, 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, 1.0}.

6.1 Multi-label classification

For multi-label classification tasks, we experiment on CelebA dataset [45] and Chexpert dataset [36].
Firstly, one ResNet50[32] and one DenseNet121[35] and are trained on the CelebA and Chexpert
data respectively, then post-processing methods are applied to the predicted probabilities of each
task. We compare our method with Adv Debiasing and the post-processing method Hu et al.
(2023)[34], which essentially independently applies the post-processing method for a single-output
model in [30} 15] [16] to each coordinate of the output of a multi-task classification model. As their
method also balances fairness and classification performance, we vary parameter « for their method
in {0, 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, 1.0}. The results are summarized in Figure a) and b). We can observe
that, at the same level of accuracy, our method achieves much lower unfairness than baselines. This
can be seen more clearly on the left end of the curves where the unfairness is close to zero. On
CheXpert dataset, although Adv Debiasing may achieve smaller unfairness, it brings a significant
undesirable performance decrease.



6.2 Multi-class classification

To verify the effectiveness of our proposed method on multi-class classification tasks, we apply our
method to the customer dataset. A classic multi-class logistic regression model is built first on
the training data and then post-processing methods are applied to the predicted probabilities of
each class. We compare our method with Xian et al (2023)[63] and Adv Debiasing. Note that
method [63] directly produces the class labels instead of score function, so we can only perform the
comparison on the classification accuracy and the unfairness based on Equation [2] which is in favor
of their method. Following their paper, the parameter « for [63] are in {1, 0.16, 0.14, 0.12, 0.1,
0.08, 0.06, 0.04, 0.02, 0.01, 0.008, 0.006, 0.004, 0.002, 0.001, 0.0.}. We present the result in Figure
c). From that figure, we can see that our method achieves a better balance between accuracy and
unfairness than baselines, especially when a higher level of fairness is desired.

6.3 Representation learning

In this part, we explore the fair representation learning for self-supervised learning(SSL) models and
large pre-trained foundation models. We experiment on CelebA dataset and UTKFace dataset|71].
Due to the scarcity of the postprocessing methods for self-supervised representation learning in
existing literature, we still compare our method with the post-processing method Hu et al. (2023)[34]
and Adv Debiasing. For CelebA dataset, we first train an SSL model to learn representations with a
dimension of 128, by employing the algorithm proposed in [68] on the whole training dataset. Then
we apply post-processing methods to eliminate the sensitive information in the raw representations.
Specifically, for Adv Debiasing, we utilize the raw representations as the labels for the Predictor as
there is no task-specific labels in self-supervised learning. In other words, we aim for the model
to remove sensitive information while altering the raw representation as minimally as possible.
With processed representations, we also build a multi-label logistic regression model to evaluate the
performance on downstream tasks. For UTKFace dataset, the raw representations are generated
by the image encoder of a released CLIP model[55] pre-trained on 400M text-image pairs, with a
dimension of 512.

We evaluate the unfairness of the representations as well as the accuracy performance of the
downstream tasks. The results are summarized in Figure [J]and[f] By examining the representations
of Figure [3[(a) and [i{(a), it’s evident that both the SSL model and CLIP model disclose sensitive
attributes prominently. Even after applying post-processing techniques proposed in Hu et al.
(2023)[34], this exposure persists, as depicted in Figure [3|(b) and Figure [4[(b). However, through
our proposed methods illustrated in Figure [3[c) and Figure [4{c), we are able to achieve fairer
representations with respect to sensitive groups. Notably, from Figure (d) and d), we can observe
that our method achieves a tradeoff between downstream performance and distributional parity,
whereas Hu et al. (2023)[34] fails to improve the distributional parity because, as discussed in
Figure[1] the elimination of unfairness in individual outputs may not necessarily mitigate unfairness
in the joint distribution of outputs.

7 Conclusion and Discussion

In this paper, we have proposed a post-processing method to enhance fairness for multi-output
machine learning models, which is underexplored in the literature. Our approach employs an optimal
transport to move a model’s outputs across different groups towards their empirical Wasserstein
barycenter to achieve the model’s distributional parity. We have developed an approximation
technique to reduce the complexity of computing the exact barycenter and a kernel regression
method for extending this process to out-of-sample data. Extensive experimental results on multi-
class/multi-task classification and representation learning demonstrate the effectiveness of our
method. One limitation of our work is that the notion of fairness in Definition [I| we pursue is strong
while a weak notion such as might be sufficient for some applications. To achieve a strong sense
of fairness may lead to more decreases in the predictive performance than targeting at a weak sense.
Another limitation is the lack of theoretical convergence analysis of the proposed method as the
training sample size increases, which is an important future work.
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A  Proofs

Before providing the proof of Theorem [I let’s review some additional results about Optimal
Transport theory.

The next result shows that as long as two measures admit a density with finite second moments,
there exists a unique deterministic optimal transport map between them.

Lemma 2 (Theorem 1.22 in [58]) Let u,v be two measures on R¥ with finite second moments such
that p has a density and let X ~ p. Then there exists a unique deterministic mapping T : R¥ — RF
such that

Wi (n,v) = E|X - T(X)]f3,

that is (X, T(X)) ~ % € Ty, where 7 is an optimal coupling.

A.1 Proof of Theorem [1]

This proof is originally from the proof of Theorem 2.3 in [I5]. The only change is replacing the
cumulative density function and its inverse to the optimal transport mapping. We include this
proof here mainly for the sake of completeness.

Theorem [I| Suppose v¢-|, has density and finite second moments for each s € S. Then

min R(f) =U(f") = myianSWg(Vf*|s,y).

u(f)=o cs

Moreover, if fo and vy solve the first and second minimization in , respectively, then vq is the
density of fp and

f()(l?, S) = Tf*\s,uo(f*(x7 S))
where Ty |5, Rk — R* is the optimal transport mapping from Vix|s b0 1.

Proof First, we’d like to show that

Jin Elf(X.8) = /(X.9)|* 2 min 3 p A3 (w1 v).
= v Ses

Let g : R4 x § — RF be the minimizer of the L.h.s of the above equation and denoted by vg the
distribution of g. Since vy« |s admits density, with Lemma@ for each s € S there exists Ty,s 5 such
that

S PV ) = 3 s / 12 = Te g (2) P o(2)

s€S seS
= o0 [ I @8) = T 0250 PP s (o)
sES
= S RE[IF (X, 5) — Tyepag (£ (X )1 = 5
sES

=E[|If*(X,$) - 3(X, 9)|

where we define §(x,s) = Ty« 5,5(f*(2,5)) for all (z,s) € R x S. With optimal transportation,
9(X,s)|S = s follow the distribution vg for any s € S. Then we have

U(g) =miny_ pW3(vg)s,v) =0
seS

which indicates g is fair. By optimality of g we have
E|f*(X,S) = 9(X, 9)II* > E|f*(X,S) - g(X, )|
Due to definition of W5, for each s € S we have
W3 (vg-1s, vg) < E[llf*(X,8) — g(X, 8)|?|S = ]
Then we can conclude

W2 (vpes,v5) = min E||f*(X,S) — F(X,9)|?
s;p 2 (Vfe1s,v5) un [f(X,5) = f(X,9)]
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This implies that

Jmin B (X, 8) = fX,8)|* 2 min 3 p (v v). (16)
- v seS

Second, we are going to show that the opposite inequality also holds. To this end, we define vy as
vy € arg miansV\/zQ(yqu, V)
Y sesS
Since we assume V-, admits density, with Lemma@ there exists Ty, v, as a optimal transport
map from v to vg. And we define fo for all (x,s) € R? x S as
fO(z, 8) == Tuf*‘s,uo o fO(xa 5)
By the definition of fo and the Lemma[3, we have
mymzpswg(um, v) =E|f*(X,8) — fo(X,9)]|? (17)
s€ES
Moreover since vy is independent from S, using similar argument as above we can show that fy is
fair, and it yields
. 2 . * 2
min ) p W3 (vy-s, v) > min E[|f*(X,9) - f(X, S)|* (18)
sesS -

Therefore, combining Eq.[16 and Eq. we showed that

min > Wi (s v) = u@n)go[anf*()(, S) — f(X, 9>
ses

Thanks to Eq. we can also have
E|lf*(X,S) = fo(X,9)|” = E[| f*(X, ) — g(X, 9)|”

and since fy is fair we can put g = fo. This proof is concluded.

A.2 Proof of Lemma [1]
Lemma [1|Let f(z,s) := Tyf*(Ds)vf/O(f*(x7 s))

lim Z/[(f_(X, S)) =0 (Z W22(Vf*|éayf*(Ds))>

h—0
seES

Proof Recall that (X, S) is the ground-truth distribution. Let f(x,s) := T, 5 (f*(2,5)), v be
the distribution of f(X,S), andvy, be distribution of f(X,S) conditioning on S =z for s € S.

Furthermore, we denote the discrete distribution of f(x,s) when (z,s) is uniformally sampled
from Dy as

1 &
Vf(DS) = ;Zéf(vas) fOT s € S
S =1

Note that, as h goes to zero, the kernel regression becomes the nearest neighbor regression. In
particular,

}1’1_% T’/f*(Ds)vl;O (f*(z5,8) = TVf*(DS)vﬂo(f*($f7 s))-

This further implies
. 1ex _
M vin,) = - D05t = 5 ) 1 Lim 0(zs ) = Po- (19)

By , we have

UP) =min) pWi (s ) <Y psWi (v, To)

seS sES

<Y Wi viep,) + O Wi (Vip, ) ),
seES sES

(20)
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where the second inequality is the triangle inequality.

Let’s fir s € S in the following discussion. Suppose Dy has ng supports, denoted by {&;}1°,, and
the mass in support i is q;. Also, The optimal transport mapping Tl,f*(DS),go(f*(xf, 8)) is a discrete
distribution supported on Dy (see ([12))). We denote the change of mapping f*(x5,s) to &; by P

Similarly, v, and vp y are both discrete distributions supported on {& 12, . Suppose the mass of
emp

& invyg and vip y are qf and gq; ,77"espectively.
By Kantorovich-Rubinstein duality [26] (or linear program duality), there exists a constant Cy

such that

er

W3 (i1 vin.y) < Cilld™ — g™ (21)
Note that
Ns f*(a:,s)—f*(a:f,s) s
o EER ()
e i F* (@) —f* (@5,9)
Spe, i (Ll )
while

emp 1 ns Z?:blK (M) P’ZZ
" =—> '

sk (CER )
They can be viewed as the expectation of
S, K (L)
N E—f*(x3,s
Spe, K (1)

on when § follows vy |y and vy-(p.), respectively. Since K is Lipschitz continuous, by Kantorovich-
Rubinstein inequality [26], there exists a constant Cy such that

14" = g“™P||* < CoW3 (V4165 V= (D)) (22)
Applying and to (20) gives
UF) <D CLCWE (g, vp=(p,) + D D W3 Vi, ), ) (23)
seS sES

By , letting h go to zero gives the desired results.

B Experimental Details

All experiments in our paper are run on Colab and a GPU server with one NVIDIA A10 24G GPU.

B.1 Details of Datasets

In this section, we provide more details on the datasets we used in the numerical experiments.
We include four datasets from various domains, including marketing domain(Customer dataset
P), medical diagnosis( Chewpert Dataset [36]), face recognition (CelebA dataset[d5] and UTKFace
dataset[71]).

The Customer dataset has 8068 training samples and 2627 testing samples and the task is to
classify customers into anonymous customer categories for target marketing. We partition the data
into four sensitive groups based on the gender and the marital status of customers: married female,
unmarried female, married male, and unmarried male.

The Chezxpert dataset contains 224,316 training instances and the task is to detect five chest
and lung diseases based on X-ray images. Due to the high computational complexity of solving
optimal transportation between large datasets, we sample 5% instances from the original training
data as the training set and sample another 5% as the testing set. The CelebA dataset contains
162,770 training instances and 39,829 testing instances and the task is to detect ten attributes
(chosen based on [57]) of the person in an image, which are being attractive, having bags under eye,
having black hair, having bangs, wearing glasses, having high cheek bones, being smiling, wearing
hat, having a slightly open mouth, and have a pointy nose. For the same computational reason, we
sample 5% instances from the original training data as the training set and sample 20% from the

Shttps://www.kaggle.com/datasets/kaushiksuresh147/customer-segmentation
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original testing data as the testing set. For both Chexpert and CelebA datasets, we partition the
data into four sensitive groups based on gender and age: young female, old female, young male,
and old male. UTKFace dataset consists of 23705 face images with five groups in terms of race(i.e.,
White, Black, Asian, Indian, and Others) and we randomly split it into training and testing (8:2)
sets. And the task is to classify gender and age (25 < age < 60, customized by us) based on face
images. All the data in UTKFace dataset are utilized.
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