arXiv:2205.00504v2 [stat.ML] 15 Oct 2022

Domain Adaptation meets Individual Fairness.
And they get along.

Debarghya Mukherjee* Felix Petersen*
Princeton University Stanford University
University of Michigan University of Konstanz
mdeb@umich.edu mail@felix-petersen.de
Mikhail Yurochkin Yuekai Sun
IBM Research, MIT-IBM Watson Al Lab University of Michigan
mikhail.yurochkin@ibm.com yuekai@umich.edu
Abstract

Many instances of algorithmic bias are caused by distributional shifts. For exam-
ple, machine learning (ML) models often perform worse on demographic groups
that are underrepresented in the training data. In this paper, we leverage this con-
nection between algorithmic fairness and distribution shifts to show that algorith-
mic fairness interventions can help ML models overcome distribution shifts, and
that domain adaptation methods (for overcoming distribution shifts) can mitigate
algorithmic biases. In particular, we show that (i) enforcing suitable notions of in-
dividual fairness (IF) can improve the out-of-distribution accuracy of ML models
under the covariate shift assumption and that (ii) it is possible to adapt representa-
tion alignment methods for domain adaptation to enforce individual fairness. The
former is unexpected because IF interventions were not developed with distribu-
tion shifts in mind. The latter is also unexpected because representation alignment
is not a common approach in the individual fairness literature.

1 Introduction

Although algorithmic bias and distribution shifts are often considered separate problems, there is a
recent body of empirical work that shows many instances of algorithmic bias are caused by distri-
bution shifts. Broadly speaking, there are two ways distribution shifts cause algorithmic biases [1]:
(i) The model is trained to predict the wrong target; (ii) The model is trained to predict the correct
target, but its predictions are inaccurate for demographic groups that are underrepresented in the
training data.

From a statistical perspective, the first type of algorithmic bias is caused by concept or posterior
drift between the training data and the real-world. This leads to a mismatch between the model’s
predictions and actual data. This type of algorithmic bias is also known as label choice bias [2]. The
second type of algorithmic biases arises when ML models are trained or evaluated with non-diverse
data, causing the models to perform poorly on underserved groups. This type of algorithmic bias
is caused by a covariate shift between the training data and the real-world data. In this paper, we
mostly focus on algorithmic biases caused by covariate shift. The overlap between the problems of
algorithmic bias and distribution shift suggests two questions:

1. Is it possible to overcome distribution shifts with algorithmic fairness interventions?
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2. Is it possible to mitigate biases caused by distribution shifts with domain adaptation methods?

For a concrete example, consider building an ML model to predict a person’s occupation from their
biography. For this task, Yurochkin et al. [3] showed that ML models trained on top of pre-trained
language models without any algorithmic fairness intervention can be unfair: they can change pre-
diction (e.g., from attorney to paralegal or vice versa), when the name and gender pronouns are
changed in the input biography. This is a violation of individual fairness (IF), in part caused by
underrepresentation of female attorneys in the train (source) data. Consequently, this model under-
performs on female attorneys, in particular when female attorneys are better represented in the target
domain. This is a type of distribution shift known as subpopulation shift in the domain adaptation
literature [4]. In this case, enforcing IF will not only result in a fairer model, but can also improve
performance in the target domain, i.e., solve the domain adaptation problem.

Now, under the same source and target domains, consider applying a domain adaptation (DA)
method that matches the distributions of representations on the domains (see Appendix [Gl for a
brief review of DA and algorithmic fairness under distribution shifts). Assuming class marginals are
the samd, i.e., source and target have the same fraction of attorneys, any differences between the
source and the target distribution are due to different fractions of male to female attorneys. Learning
a feature (representation) extractor that is invariant to gender pronouns and names will align the
two domains and result in a model that is individually fair. For group fairness, Schumann et al. [5]
and Creager et al. [6] show that it is possible to leverage DA algorithms to enforce group fairness.
The goal of this paper is to complement these results by precisely characterizing the cases in which
enforcing IF achieves domain generalization and vice a versa. Our contributions can be summarized
as:

1. We show that methods designed for IF can help ML models adapt/generalize to new domains,
i.e., improve the accuracy of the trained ML model on out-of-distribution samples.

2. Conversely, we show that DA algorithms that align the feature distributions in the source and
target domains can be used to improve IF under certain probabilistic conditions on the features.

We verify our theory on the Bios [[7] and the Toxicity [8] datasets: enforcing IF via the methods
of Yurochkin et al. [3] and Petersen et al. [9] improves accuracy on the target domain, and DA
methods [10]-[12] trained with appropriate source and target domains improve IF.

2  Overcoming Distribution Shift by Enforcing Individual Fairness

The goal of individual fairness is to ensure similar treatment of similar individuals. Dwork et al. [13]
formalize this notion using L-Lipschitz continuity of an ML model f : X — }:

dy(f(x), f(2)) < Ldx(z,2") 2.1

for all z, 2’ € X. Here, dy is the metric on the output space quantifying the similarity of treatment
of individuals, and d y is the metric on the input space quantifying the similarity of individuals.

Algorithms for enforcing IF are similar to algorithms for domain adaptation/generalization. For
example, adversarial training/distributionally robust optimization can not only enforce IF [3], [14],
but can also be used for training ML models that are robust to distribution shifts [11], [15]. This
similarity is more than a mere coincidence: the goal in both enforcing IF and domain adapta-
tion/generalization is ignoring uninformative dissimilarity. In IF, we wish to ignore variation among
inputs that are attributed to variation of the sensitive attribute. In domain adaptation/generalization,
we wish to ignore variation among inputs that are attributed to the idiosyncracies of the domains.
Mathematically, ignoring uninformative dissimilarity is enforcing invariance/smoothness of the ML
model among inputs that are dissimilar in uninformative ways. For example, requires the model
to be approximately constant on small dx-balls.

In this section, we exploit this connection between IF and domain adaptation/generalization to show
that enforcing IF can improve accuracy in target domain under covariate shift if the regression func-
tion is individually fair. In order words, if the inductive bias from enforcing IF is correct, then
enforcing IF improves accuracy in the target domain. More concretely, we consider the task of

IThis setting corresponds to a domain shift assumption common in the DA literature.



adapting an ML model from a source domain to a target domain. We have n labeled samples from
the source domain {(zs ;, ys,;) };=, and n; unlabeled samples from the target domain {z;;};*,. Our

goal is to obtain a model f € F that has comparable accuracy on the source and target domains.
We assume the regression function fy(z) £ E[y; | #; = z] in the source and target domains are
identical.

ye,i == fO('re,i) + 68,i7 ec {S, t}7 (22)

where ¢;’s are exogenous error terms with mean zero and variance o2. This is a special case of

distribution shift called covariate shift [16]. The covariate shift problem is most challenging when
the model class is mis-specified (i.e., fo ¢ F) and this is the primary focus of this paper. As an
example, consider the Inclusive Images Challenge [17]. Publicly available image datasets often
lack geo-diversity. Thus, ML models trained on such datasets tend to make mistakes on images
from underrepresented countries. As a concrete example, while brides in western countries typically
wear white dresses at wedding ceremonies, brides in non-western countries may not. An ML model
trained on images from mostly western countries may not recognize brides from other parts of the
world that are not wearing white dresses. Although there is a function (on images) that recognizes
brides from non-western countries (e.g., the function humans implicitly use to recognize brides), the
ML model does not learn this function because either the function is not in the model class and/or
the inductive bias of the learning algorithm leads the algorithm to pick a different function (i.e.,
inductive bias of learning algorithm is mis-specified).

To warm up, we consider the transductive (learning) setting before moving on to the inductive setting.
Recall that, in the transductive setting, the learner is given a set of labeled samples and another set
of unlabeled samples. The goal is correctly predicting the labels of the given unlabeled samples;
the learner is unconcerned with the accuracy of the model on new test samples. This is different
from the inductive setting, where the goal is correctly predicting the labels of new test samples. The
features of the unlabeled samples (but not their labels) are used for training in both settings. We
provide theoretical results for both settings.

2.1 Warm Up: The Transductive Setting

In the transductive setting, we are only concerned with the accuracy of the predictions on the un-
labeled samples from the target domain in the training data. The distribution of unlabeled samples
is different from the (marginal) distribution of features in the source domain due to covariate shift.
Thus, the problem is similar to that of extrapolation/label propagation in which we wish to propa-
gate the labels/signal from the labeled samples in the source domain to the unlabeled samples in the
target domain. Towards this goal, we leverage the (labeled) source and (unlabeled) target samples
and the inductive bias on the smoothness of the regression function. We encode this inductive bias
in a regularizer R and solve the following regularized risk minimization problem

f = argminger |2 5200 £y, f(:)) + AR (F(X)) 23)

where F is the model class, £ is a loss function, and A > 0 is a regularization parameter. In
the transductive setting, the regularizer R,, is a function of the vector of model outputs on the

source and target inputs: f(X) £ [f(X,)", f(Xt)T}T, where f(X,) € R (resp. f(X;) € R™)
is the vector of outputs on the source (resp. target) inputs. Intuitively, the regularizer enforces
invariance/smoothness of the model outputs on the source and target inputs.

A concrete example of a such a regularizer is the graph Laplacian regularizer. A graph Lapla-
cian regularizer is based on a similarity symmetric kernel K on the input space X'. For example,
Petersen et al. [9] take kernel K to be a decreasing function of a fair metric that is learned from
data [18], e.g., a metric in which the distance between male and female biographies with similar
relevant content is small. In domain adaptation, a similar intuition can be applied. For example,
suppose the source train data consists of Poodle dogs and Persian cats (the task is to distinguish cats
and dogs), and the target data consists of Dalmatians and Siamese cats [19]. Then, a meaningful
metric for constructing kernel K assigns small distances to different breeds of the same species.

Given the kernel, we construct the similarity matrix K = [K (X;, X j)]?_j:l. Note that, here, we

are considering all the source and target covariates together. Based on the similarity matrix, the
(unnormalized) Laplacian matrix is defined as L = D — K where D is a diagonal matrix with
D, = Zj K(X;, X j), which is often denoted as the degree of the it observation. There are also



other ways of defining L (e.g., L = D~/2KD~'/2 or L, = I — D~'K) which would also lead to
the similar conclusion, but we stick to unnormalized Laplacian for the ease of exposition. Based on
the Laplacian matrix L, we define the graph Laplacian regularizer R as:

Ro(f(X)) = HFX)TLAX) = 5 3, K(X:, X)) (F(X5) — F(X)))2.

The above regularizer enforces that if K (X;, X;) is large for a pair (X;, X;) (i.e., they are similar),
f(X;) must be close to f(X;). As mentioned earlier, for individual fairness, K (X;, X,) is chosen
to be a monotonically decreasing function of dgir(X;, X;), which ensures that f(X;) and f(X;)
are close to each other when Xj; is close to X; with respect to the fair metric (for more details, see
Petersen et al. [9]). Recently, Lahoti et al. [20], Kang et al. [21], and Petersen et al. [9] used the
graph Laplacian regularizer to post-process ML models so that they are individually fair. This is
also widely used in semi-supervised learning to leverage unlabeled samples [22].

We focus on problems in which the model class F is mis-specified, i.e., fo ¢ F. If the model is well-
specified (i.e., fo € F), the optimal prediction rule in the training and target domains are identical
(both are fj). It is possible to learn the optimal prediction rule for the target domain from the training
domain (e.g., by empirical risk minimization (ERM)), and there is no need to adapt models trained
in the source domain to the target. On the other hand, if the model is mis-specified, the transfer
learning task is non-trivial because the optimal prediction rule model depends on the distribution of
the inputs (which differ in training and target domains). Here, we focus on the non-trivial case. We
show that, as long as fj satisfies the smoothness structure enforced by the regularizer, ffrom
remains accurate at the target inputs {x; ; }.-*,. First, we state our assumptions on the loss function
L and the regularizer R,,.

Assumption 2.1. We assume that the regression function is smooth with respect to the penalty R,
i.e, Rn(fo(X)) <9 for some small § > 0.

This is an assumption on the effect of the smoothness structure enforced by the regularizer being in
agreement with the regression function fj.

Assumption 2.2. We assume that R is % -strongly convex with respect to the model outputs on the

nt

target inputs and LE" -strongly smooth. More specifically, for vi € R™,va,v € R™ 9,19 € R"
Ry (v1,v2) = Ry (v1,0) + (v2 — v, Ry, (v1,0)) + /;7;” lvg — v||§ )
t
v — v Ly, || [or — ]|
~ 1 ~ n 1
Rn (v1,v2) < R (v,0) + <(v2 _ 5) ,ORy, (v7v)> + [vz _ 6} .

This is a regularity assumption on the regularizer to ensure the extrapolation map y; : R™ — R™*
y; (v) £ argmin,cgn, R (v, 1) 2.4)

is well-behaved. Intuitively, the extrapolation map extrapolates (hence its name) model outputs on
the source domain to the target domain in the smoothest possible way. Next, we state our assump-
tions on the loss function:

Assumption 2.3. The loss function £ : R x R — Ry satisfies L(a,b) > 0 and = 0 if and only if
a = b. Furthermore, it is ur - strongly convex and L - strongly smooth, i.e.,

L(x,y) > L(wo,y0) + ((x,y) — (20, y0), OL(x0, 90)) + 4 [|(,9) — (z0,90) |5 -
L(z,y) < L(wo,50) + {(,) — (0,50), OL(w0,0)) + L& |2, y) — (w0,0) 5 -
Assumption is standard in learning theory, which provides us control over the curvature of the

loss function.

Theorem 2.4. Suppose f is the estimated function obtained from @.3). Under Assumption[2.3]on
the loss function and Assumptions 2.1l and 2.2 on the regularizer, we have the following bound on
the risk in the target domain:

w3 £ (F(ara). fol@a)) < an[ X0 £ (F(aa), fol@ei)) +ARa(FOO)] + BuRa(fol X))
(2.5)



where
LLL% (,LLL+3L£) 2+LL
2% e " dur

_2+Letlp

14 p,). (2.6
i (1+pn). (2.6)

o)

oy = max{
with p, = ngs/n.

We note that the right side of (2.3) does not depend on the y; ,’s in the target domain. Intuitively,

Theorem [2.4] guarantees the accuracy of f on the inputs from the target domain as long as the
following conditions hold.

1. The model class F is rich enough to include an f that is not only accurate on the training domain,
but also satisfies the smoothness/invariance conditions enforced by the regularizer. This implies
the first term on the right side of (2.3)) is small.

2. The exact relation between inputs and outputs encoded in fj satisfies the smoothness structure
enforced by the regularizer. This implies the second term on the right side of 2.3) is small.

If the model is correctly specified (fy € F) and the regression function perfectly satisfies the smooth-
ness conditions enforced by the regularizer (R,,(fo) = 0), then the bias term vanishes. In other
words, Theorem2.4is adaptive to correctly specified model classes.

Example: Laplacian regularizer We now show that the graph Laplacian regularizer satisfies As-
sumption2Z.2l As R,,(f(X)) is a quadratic function of L, it is immediate that nV*R,,(f(X)) = L.
Therefore, the strong convexity and smoothness of R depend on the behavior of the maximum and
minimum eigenvalues of L. The maximum eigenvalue of L is bounded above for the fixed design,
which plays the role of L, /2 in Assumption[2.2] For the lower bound, we note that we only assume
strong convexity with respect to the target samples fixing the source samples. If we divide the whole
Laplacian matrix into four blocks, then the value of the regularizer in terms of these blocks will be:

Ru(f(X)) = Zi,je{s,t} f(Xi)TLijf(Xj) .

Therefore, the Hessian of R,, with respect to the model outputs in the target domain is L7 whose
minimum eigenvalue is bounded away from 0 as long as the graph is connected, i.e., source inputs
have a degree of similarity with target inputs. Thus, R,, satisfies Assumption[2.2l Graph Laplacian
regularizer is often used to achieve individual fairness [9], [20], [21] and our Theorem 2.4] shows
that it can also be used for domain adaptation. We further verify this empirically in Section 2.4l

Proof Sketch of Theorem[2.4] To keep things simple, we focus on the case in which the loss function
is quadratic (L(xz,y) = 3(z — y)?). We have

~ -~ ~

QLMHJ/C\(Xt) — fo(XD)I5 S 5= 17 (Xe) = v (F(XNE + 5 lwi (F(X5)) = w7 (fo(Xs)) I3
+ 5= llwi (fo(Xs)) = fo(XD)ll5. @2.7)

The first term depends on the smoothness of the model outputs across the source and target domain

f(X ): it measures the discrepancy between the model outputs in the target domain f(X;) and the
smoothest extrapolation of the model outputs in the source domain to the target domain y; (f(X5)).
Similarly, the third term depends on the smoothness of the regression function (across the source

and target domains). In Appendix [B.I] we bound the two terms with R(f (X)) and R(fo(X)).

It remains to bound the second term in (2.7). Intuitively, stability of the extrapolation map (2.4)
implies the extrapolation operation is similar to a projection onto smooth functions, so the second

term satisfies 51— [|y; (F(Xs)) =i (fo(Xo) I3 S 52z I F(Xs) = fo(X,)[3. See Appendix BT O

2.2 The Inductive Setting

We now consider the inductive setting. Previously, in Section[2.1] we focused on the accuracy of the
fitted model f on the inputs from the test domain {x; ; };*,. Here we instead consider the expected

loss of fat a new (previously unseen) input point in the target domain. We consider a problem setup
similar to that in Section 2.1t the n, labeled samples from the source domain are independently
drawn from the source distribution P, while the n; unlabeled samples from the target domain are



independently drawn from (the marginal of) the target distribution ). We also assume the covariate
shift condition (2.2). The method remains the same as before: we learn f from 2.3).

The main difference between the inductive and transductive settings is in the population version of
the regularizer: In the transductive setting, we are only concerned with the output of the ML model
for the inputs in the source and target domains; thereby, the population version of the regularizer
remains a function of (the vector of) model outputs on the inputs in the source and target domains.
In the inductive setting, we are also concerned with the output of the ML model on previously unseen
points; thus, we consider the regularizer as a functional (i.e., a higher order function): R : F X F —
R (the two arguments corresponds to f(X;) and f(X) in the transductive case). For example, the
population version of the graph Laplacian regularizer (in the inductive setting) is

R(fu g) £ E[%(f(XS) - g(Xt))2K(X87 Xt)} )
where X ~ Px and X; ~ @ x. The population version of (2.3)) in the inductive setting is

[ 2 argminge zB[L(Y;, £(X,)] + AR (£, ). (2.8)

Now we state the assumptions to extend Theorem2.4]to the inductive setting.
Assumption 2.5. The function fy satisfies R(fo, fo) < 6 for some small 5 > 0.

Assumption 2.6. The (population) regularizer R satisfies the following strong convexity condition:

R(f.91) > R(f. g2) + DR (£, 92)i 91 — 92) + - llg1 — g2

and the following Lipschitz condition on the partial derivative of R with respect to the second
coordinate, i.e., for any two f1, fa:

|2R((f1,9); h) — RR((f2,9); h)| < Lzl fi — fallpllhlle

for some constants ugr, Lr > 0. Here, 02R((f, g); h) indicates the Gateaux derivative of R with
respect to the second coordinate along the direction h.

Assumptions 2.3l and [2.6] are analogues of Assumptions2.]and[2.2]in the inductive setting. In fact,
it is possible to show that Assumptions[2.3 and 2.6]imply Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2] with high prob-
ability by appealing to (uniform) laws of large numbers (see Appendix D). The following theorem

provides a bound on the population estimation error of f on the target domain:
Theorem 2.7. Under Assumptions[2.3] and we have:

EQ[L(f(@), fo(@)] < Cr [Ep[L(F(x). fow)] + XR(F, )] + CaR(fo. fo).
for some constants C, Cy defined in the proof.

The bound obtained in Theorem is comparable to (2.3): the right side does not depend on
the distribution Yy | X¢g. The second term denotes the aptness of regularizer R, i.e., how well
it captures the smoothness of fy over the domains. Similar to (2.3), we note that the bound in
Theorem[2.7]is adaptive to correctly specified model classes.

To wrap up, we compare our theoretical results to other theoretical results on domain adaptation.
There is a long line of work started by Ben-David et al. [23] on out-of-distribution accuracy of ML
models [10], [24]-[27]. Such bounds are usually of the form

Eq[L(f(z), fo(z)] SEp[L(f(2), fo(z)] + disc(P, Q) 2.9)

forany f € F, where disc(P, Q) is a measure of discrepancy between the source and target domains.
For example, Zhang et al. [26] show (2.9) with

dise(P, Q) & supy prer {Eo [L(f(X), ['(X)] —Ep [L(f(X), ['(X)] }.

A key feature of these bounds is that it is possible to evaluate the right side of the bounds with
unlabeled samples from the target domain (and labeled samples from the source domain). Compared
to our bounds, there are two main differences:



1. Equation [2.9] applies to any f € F (while our bound only applies to a specific f from 2.8)).
Although this uniform applicability is practically desirable (because it allows practitioners to
evaluate the bound a posteriori to estimate the out-of-distribution accuracy of the trained model),
it precludes the bounds from adapting to correct specification of the model class.

2. The uniform applicability of the bound (to any f € F) also precludes (2.9) from capturing the
effects of the regularizer.

Remark 2.8. Although our theoretical analysis in the main paper is under the assumption of co-
variate shift, our results can certainly be extended to the case when the conditional mean function
E[Y | X] is different on different domains. We present an extension of Theorem[27 to this effect in
Appendix|[El Other theorems (e.g., Theorem2.4) can also be extended using analogous arguments.

2.3 Extension to Domain Generalization

In this subsection, we further extend our results to the domain generalization setup, i.e., when we
have no observations from the target domain. In the previous domain adaptation setup, when we
had access to unlabeled data from the target domain, we used a suitable regularizer to extrapolate
the prediction performance from the source domain to the target domain. However, when we do not
have unlabeled data from the target domain, we need to alter the regularizer appropriately, so that
we have some uniform guarantee over all domains in the vicinity of the source domain. Here is an
example of a regularizer that seeks to improve domain generalization:

R(f,9) = {InaXT Ex.p [(f(X) - g(T(X)))Q} st. Exop[[|[X =T(X)[] <e (2.10)

T here can be thought as an adversarial map that maps X to an adversarial example X' = T'(X)
that maximizes the difference f(X) — g(X’). As we need some uniform guarantees across all
domains in the vicinity of the source domain, 7" produces the adversarial test domain example. This
regularizer is similar to the SenSel regularizer originally proposed and studied by Yurochkin et
al. [13] for enforcing individual fairness. In fact, R(f, f) is exactly the (Mongé form) of the SenSel
regularizer. Note that we can further generalize this regularizer by incorporating a general loss
function £ in the first equation or a general metric d in the second equation. However, as this
does not add anything to the underlying intuition, we confine ourselves to the ¢, metric here. Next,
we present our theoretical findings with respect to this regularizer. To this end, we define the set
of transformations 7c = {7 : E,p [||]x — T(2)|]] < €} and the corresponding set of measures
Q. ={Q : T#P = Q,T € T.}. We show that it is possible to generalize the performance of the

estimator f obtained in (2.3) uniformly over the measures in Q.. As mentioned previously, we only
work with the quadratic loss function, but our result can be extended to the general loss function. The

following theorem establishes a uniform bound on the estimation error of the population function f
obtained from (2.3) with the regularizer as defined in 2.10):

Theorem 2.9. The population estimator f satisfies the following bound on the estimation error:
~ 2 ~ - - 2
supgeo, Bang (f@) = fole)) <4 [R(f, P+ B(fo, fo) + Eanp (f2) = fole) ] .

The bound obtained in the above is the same as the one obtained in Theorem (up to constants)
and has analogous interpretation: it consists of the minimum training error achieved on F and the
smoothness of fj quantified in terms of the regularizer. Moreover, the bound holds uniformly over
all the domains ) € Q,, i.e., the performance of the estimator f can be extrapolated to all the
domains in Q., provided that R( fo, fo) is small.

2.4 Empirical Results

We verify our theoretical findings empirically. Our goal is to improve performance under distribution
shifts using individual fairness methods. We consider SenSel [3], Sensitive Subspace Robustness
(SenSR) [14], Counterfactual Logit Pairing (CLP) [28], and GLIF [9]. GLIF, similar to domain
adaptation methods, requires unlabeled samples from the target. The other methods only utilize the
source data as in the domain generalization scenario. Our theory establishes guarantees on the target
domain performance for SenSel (Section[2.3)) and GLIF (Section 2.T).



Datasets and Metrics We experiment with two textual datasets, Toxicity [8] and Bios [7]. In
Toxicity, the goal is to identify toxic comments. This dataset has been considered by both the
domain generalization community [4], [6], [29] (under the name Civil Comments) as well as the
individual fairness community [3], [9], [28]. The key difference between the two communities are
in the comparison metrics. In domain generalization, it is common to consider performance on
underrepresented groups (or simply worst group performance). In individual fairness, a common
metric is prediction consistency, i.e., a fraction of test samples where predictions remain unchanged
under certain modifications to the inputs, which maintain a similarity from the fairness standpoint.

In Toxicity, the group memberships can be defined either with respect to human annotations provided
with the dataset, or with respect to the presence of certain identity tokens. Both groupings aim at
highlighting comments that refer to identities that are subject to online harassment. To quantify
domain generalization, we evaluate average per group true negative (non-toxic) rate, where each
group is weighted equally. We choose true negative rate (TNR) because underrepresented groups
tend to have a larger fraction of toxic comments in the train data, thus being spuriously associated
with toxicity by the model yielding poor TNR. This is similar to how the background is spurious
in the popular domain generalization Waterbirds benchmark [15]. We weigh each group equally
to ensure that performance on underrepresented groups is factored in (a more robust alternative to
worst group performance). We consider both groupings, i.e., TNR (Annotations) and TNR (Identity
tokens).

In Bios, the task is to predict the occupation of a person from their biography. This dataset has
been mostly studied in the fairness literature [3], [7], [30], [31], but it can also be considered from
the domain generalization perspective. Many of the occupations in the dataset exhibit large gender
imbalance associated with historical biases, e.g., most nurses are female and most attorneys are male.
Thus, gender pronouns and names can introduce spurious relations with the occupation prediction.
To quantify this effect from the domain generalization perspective, we report the average of the worst
accuracies with respect to the gender for each occupation (Worst per gender). Since both datasets
are class-imbalanced, we also report balanced (by class) test accuracy (BA) on source to ensure that
in-distribution performance remains reasonable.

Results In Table [1, we compare methods for enforcing individual fairness with an ERM base-
line. IF methods require a fair metric that encodes that changes in identity tokens result in similar
comments in Toxicity, and changes in gender pronouns and names result in similar biographies in
Bios (except for CLP which instead uses this intuition for data augmentation). We obtained the fair
metric as in the original studies of the corresponding methods. We can observe that IF methods con-
sistently improve domain generalization metrics supporting our theoretical findings. They also tend
to maintain reasonable in-distribution performance, supporting their overall applicability in practical
use-cases where both in- and out-of-distribution performance is important. Among the IF methods,
SenSel performs slightly better overall. We refer to Appendix [H for additional results verifying that
the considered methods also achieve IF.

Table 1: Enforcing domain generalization using individual fairness methods. Means and stds over 10 runs.

Bios Toxicity

BA

Worst p. gender

BA

TNR (Annot.) TNR (Id. tokens)

Baseline 84.2% =+ 0.2%

77.9% + 0.4%

80.7% + 0.2%

79.4% £ 2.2%

75.0% + 2.3%

GLIF 84.6% £ 0.3% 77.6% £1.0% 70.5% +7.1% 87.0% +9.8% 84.5% +9.8%
SenSel  84.3% £+ 0.3% 80.2% +0.4% 79.1% +0.5% 83.5% +1.7% 79.4% + 1.5%
SenSR  84.2% £+ 0.3% 80.2% +0.4% 79.4% £0.3% 81.5%+1.1% 77.2% £+ 0.9%
CLP 84.1% £ 0.3% 79.9% +0.3% 79.5% +£0.6% 81.6% +1.7% 78.0% +1.8%

3 Individual Fairness via Domain Adaptation

In the previous section, we established that it is possible to use IF regularizers for domain adaptation
problems provided that the true underlying signal satisfies some smoothness conditions. In this
section, we investigate the opposite direction, i.e., whether the techniques employed for DA can be
leveraged to enforce IF. Many DA methods aim at finding a representation ®(X) of the input sample



X, such that the source and the target distributions of ®(X) are aligned. In other words, the goal
is to make it hard to distinguish ®(Xg,)’s from ®(Xr,)"s. For example, Ganin et al. [10] proposed
the Domain Adversarial Neural Network (DANN) for learning (X ), such that the discriminator
fails to discriminate between ®(Xg) and ®(X7). Shu er al. [11] assume that the target distribution
is clustered with respect to the classes and consequently the optimal classifier should pass through
the low density region. To promote this condition, they modify the previous objective [10] with
additional regularizers to ensure that the final classifier (which is built on top of ®(X)) has low
entropy on the target and is also locally Lipschitz. Sun et al. [32] learn a linear transformation of
the source distribution (which was later extended to learn non-linear transformations [33]), such
that the first two moments of the transformed representations are the same in source and target
distributions. Shen et al. [[12] learn domain invariant representations by minimizing the Wasserstein
distance between the distributions of source and target representations induced by ®(X).

A common underlying theme of all of the above methods is to find ®(X) which has a similar
distribution on both the source and the target. In this section, we show that learning this domain
invariant map indeed enforces individual fairness under suitable choice of domains. We demonstrate
this by the following factor model: suppose we want to achieve individual fairness against a binary
protected attribute Z (say sex). We define two domains as two groups corresponding the protected
attribute, e.g., the source domain may consist of all the observations corresponding to the males and
the target domain may consist of all the observations corresponding to the females. We assume that
the covariates follow a factor model structure X = AU + bZ + ¢ for three independent random
variables (U, Z, €) where U denotes the relevant attribute, Z denotes the protected attributes and e is
the noise. Therefore, according to our design:

X¢Z AU + b+ e, (3.1) XrZ AU +e. (3.2)

In the following theorem, we establish that if we estimate some linear transformation ® € R?*P
(with ¢ < p, p being the ambient dimension of X) of X such that ® X g and ® X1 has same distribu-
tion, then ®b = 0. Therefore, X ignores the direction corresponding to the protected attribute and
consequently is an individually fair representation.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose the source and target distributions satisfy 3.1) and (3.2). If some linear
transformation ® X satisfies X g £ O X7, then ®b = 0.

This theorem implies any classifier built on top of the linear representation ®x will be individually
fair because ®x = P2’ for any x, 2’ that share relevant attributes U. The proof of the theorem can
be found in the appendix. The above theorem constitutes an example of how domain adaptation
methods can be adapted to enforce individual fairness when the covariates follow a factor structure.

3.1 Empirical Results

In this section, our goal is to train individually fair models using methods popularized in the do-
main adaptation (DA) literature. We experiment with DANN [10], VADA [11]], and a variation of
the Wasserstein-based DA (WDA) [12] discussed in Section[3l We present experimental details in
Apx.[H

Datasets and Metrics We consider the same two datasets as in our domain generalization experi-
ments in Section2.4l We use prediction consistency (PC) to quantify individual fairness following
prior works studying these datasets [3], [9]. For the Toxicity dataset, we modify identity tokens in
the test comments and compute prediction consistency with respect to all 50 identity tokens [8]. A
pair of comments that only differ in an identity token, e.g., “gay” vs “straight”, are intuitively sim-
ilar and should be assigned the same prediction to satisfy individual fairness. For the Bios dataset,
we consider prediction consistency with respect to changes in gender pronouns and names. Such
changes result in biographies that should be treated similarly.

In these experiments, we have one labeled training dataset, rather than labeled source and unlabeled
target datasets typical for DA setting. As shown in Section[3] the key idea behind achieving individ-
ual fairness using DA techniques is to split the available train data into source and target domains
such that aligning their representations pertains to the fairness goals. To this end, in the Bios dataset
we split the train data into all-male and all-female biographies, and the Toxicity dataset we split into
a domain with comments containing any of the aforementioned 50 identity tokens and a domain



with comments without any identity tokens. The ERM baseline is trained on the complete training

dataset.

Results We summa-
rize the results in Ta-
ble@l Among the con-

Table 2: Enforcing individual fairness using domain adaptation methods. Means
and standard deviations over 10 runs.

sidered DA methods,
WDA achieves best in-

Bios

Toxicity

BA

PC

BA

PC

dividual fairness im-

84.2% + 0.2%
84.0% + 0.3%
84.0% £ 0.3%
83.3% + 0.3%

94.2% £ 0.1%
94.8% + 0.3%
94.8% £ 0.3%
95.5% + 0.3%

80.7% £ 0.2%
80.8% + 0.2%
80.8% £+ 0.2%
80.5% + 0.3%

62.1% + 1.4%
62.8% +1.1%
62.0% + 1.4%
65.4% + 1.3%

provements in terms  baseline
L. . DANN
of prediction consis-
. . VADA
tency, while maintain- 5,
ing good balanced ac-
SenSel

curacy (BA). Compar-

84.3% + 0.3%

97.7% + 0.1%

79.1% + 0.5%

77.3% + 4.3%

ing to a method de-

signed for training individually fair models, SenSel, prediction consistency of DA methods is worse;
however, the subject understanding required to apply them is milder. Individual fairness methods
require a problem-specific fair metric, which can be learned from the data, but even then requires
user to define, e.g., groups of comparable samples [18]. The domain adaptation approach requires
a fairness-related splitting of the train data. In our experiments, we adopted straightforward data
splitting strategies and demonstrated improvements over the baseline. More sophisticated data split-
ting approaches can help to achieve further individual fairness improvements. We present additional
experimental details in Appendix[H

4 Conclusion

We showed that algorithms for enforcing individual fairness (IF) can help ML models generalize to
new domains and vice versa. From the lens of algorithmic fairness, the results in Section [2] show
that enforcing IF can mitigate algorithmic biases caused by covariate shift as long as the regression
function satisfies IF. This complements the recent results on mitigating algorithmic biases caused
by subpopulation shift with group fairness [34]. On the other hand, compared to existing results
on out-of-distribution accuracy of ML models, the results in Section 2] demonstrate the importance
of inductive biases in helping models adapt to new domains. One limitation of our analysis is the
assumption of covariate shift. We have relaxed this assumption in Appendix [El (see Theorem [E.T)),
where we establish results for more general distribution shifts (e.g. label shift, posterior drift etc.).

In Section 3] we showed a probabilistic connection between domain adaptation (DA) and IF. As we
saw, it is possible to enforce IF by aligning the distributions of the features under a factor model.
This factor model is implicit in some prior works on algorithmic fairness [18], [35], but we are not
aware of any results that show it is possible to enforce IF using DA techniques.

Recent DA methods typically leverage many inductive biases through data augmentations and reg-
ularizers, and our results suggest that IF can also be leveraged. For example, utilizing annotations
to identify similar images [36] can be used to learn a “fair” metric for an IF-based regularizer. We
also note that our approach is similar to that of consistency regularization for DA (e.g. see [37],
[38], [39], [40]) where the key idea is to ensure that similar samples should yield similar labels. We
show that regularizer for enforcing IF can also be used as a consistency regularizer for extrapolation
on the test domain. Finally, from the perspective of achieving IF, a study of different strategies for
data partitioning in combination with modern DA best practices is an interesting direction for future
work.

Acknowledgments and Disclosure of Funding

This paper is based upon work supported by the National Science Foundation (NSF) under grants
no. 1916271, 2027737, and 2113373 as well as the DFG in the Cluster of Excellence EXC 2117
“Centre for the Advanced Study of Collective Behaviour” (Project-ID 390829875).

10



References

[1]

[11]
[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

Z. Obermeyer, R. Nissan, M. Stern, S. Eaneff, E. J. Bembeneck, and S. Mullainathan, “Algo-
rithmic bias playbook,” Center for Applied Al at Chicago Booth, 2021.

Z. Obermeyer, B. Powers, C. Vogeli, and S. Mullainathan, “Dissecting racial bias in an algo-
rithm used to manage the health of populations,” Science, vol. 366, no. 6464, pp. 447-453,
2019.

M. Yurochkin and Y. Sun, “SenSel: Sensitive set invariance for enforcing individual fairness,”
in International Conference on Learning Representations (ICLR), 2021.

P. W. Koh, S. Sagawa, H. Marklund, S. M. Xie, M. Zhang, A. Balsubramani, W. Hu, M.
Yasunaga, R. L. Phillips, I. Gao, et al., “WILDS: A Benchmark of in-the-wild Distribution
Shifts,” in International Conference on Machine Learning (ICML), 2021.

C. Schumann, X. Wang, A. Beutel, J. Chen, H. Qian, and E. H. Chi, “Transfer of machine
learning fairness across domains,” Computing Research Repository (CoRR) in arXiv, 2019.
E. Creager, J.-H. Jacobsen, and R. Zemel, “Environment Inference for Invariant Learning,” in
International Conference on Machine Learning (ICML), 2021.

M. De-Arteaga, A. Romanov, H. Wallach, J. Chayes, C. Borgs, A. Chouldechova, S. Geyik,
K. Kenthapadi, and A. T. Kalai, “Bias in bios: A case study of semantic representation bias
in a high-stakes setting,” in Proceedings of the Conference on Fairness, Accountability, and
Transparency (ACM FAccT), 2019.

L. Dixon, J. Li, J. Sorensen, N. Thain, and L. Vasserman, “Measuring and mitigating unin-
tended bias in text classification,” in Proceedings of the 2018 AAAI/ACM Conference on Al,
Ethics, and Society, 2018.

F. Petersen, D. Mukherjee, Y. Sun, and M. Yurochkin, “Post-processing for individual fair-
ness,” Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS), vol. 34, 2021.

Y. Ganin, E. Ustinova, H. Ajakan, P. Germain, H. Larochelle, F. Laviolette, M. Marchand,
and V. Lempitsky, “Domain-adversarial training of neural networks,” The Journal of Machine
Learning Research, vol. 17, no. 1, pp. 2096-2030, 2016.

R. Shu, H. Bui, H. Narui, and S. Ermon, “A DIRT-T Approach to Unsupervised Domain
Adaptation,” in International Conference on Learning Representations (ICLR), 2018.

J. Shen, Y. Qu, W. Zhang, and Y. Yu, “Wasserstein distance guided representation learning
for domain adaptation,” in Thirty-Second AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, 2018.
C. Dwork, M. Hardt, T. Pitassi, O. Reingold, and R. Zemel, “Fairness through awareness,” in
Proceedings of the 3rd innovations in theoretical computer science conference, 2012, pp. 214—
226.

M. Yurochkin, A. Bower, and Y. Sun, “Training individually fair ML models with sensi-
tive subspace robustness,” in International Conference on Learning Representations (ICLR),
2020.

S. Sagawa, P. W. Koh, T. B. Hashimoto, and P. Liang, “Distributionally Robust Neural Net-
works for Group Shifts: On the Importance of Regularization for Worst-Case Generalization,”
Computing Research Repository (CoRR) in arXiv, 2019.

H. Shimodaira, “Improving Predictive Inference under Covariate Shift by Weighting the Log-
Likelihood Function,” Journal of Statistical Planning and Inference, vol. 90, no. 2, pp. 227—
244, Oct. 2000.

S. Shankar, Y. Halpern, E. Breck, J. Atwood, J. Wilson, and D. Sculley, “No classification
without representation: Assessing geodiversity issues in open data sets for the developing
world,” NeurIPS 2017 Workshop on Machine Learning for the Developing World, 2017.

D. Mukherjee, M. Yurochkin, M. Banerjee, and Y. Sun, “Two simple ways to learn individual
fairness metrics from data,” in International Conference on Machine Learning (ICML), 2020.
S. Santurkar, D. Tsipras, and A. Madry, “Breeds: Benchmarks for subpopulation shift,” Com-
puting Research Repository (CoRR) in arXiv, 2020.

P. Lahoti, K. P. Gummadi, and G. Weikum, “iFair: Learning individually fair data representa-
tions for algorithmic decision making,” in 2019 IEEE 35th International Conference on Data
Engineering (ICDE), 2019, pp. 1334-1345.

J. Kang, J. He, R. Maciejewski, and H. Tong, “Inform: Individual fairness on graph mining,”
in Proceedings of the 26th ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery
& Data Mining, 2020, pp. 379-389.

11



[38]
[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

O. Chapelle, B. Scholkopf, and A. Zien, Eds., Semi-Supervised Learning. Cambridge, Mass:
MIT Press, 2006.

S. Ben-David, J. Blitzer, K. Crammer, A. Kulesza, F. Pereira, and J. W. Vaughan, “A theory
of learning from different domains,” Machine Learning, vol. 79, no. 1-2, pp. 151-175, 2010.
Y. Mansour, M. Mohri, and A. Rostamizadeh, “Domain Adaptation: Learning Bounds and
Algorithms,” Computing Research Repository (CoRR) in arXiv, 2009.

K. Saito, K. Watanabe, Y. Ushiku, and T. Harada, “Maximum Classifier Discrepancy for
Unsupervised Domain Adaptation,” in Proc. International Conference on Computer Vision
and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), 2018.

Y. Zhang, T. Liu, M. Long, and M. Jordan, “Bridging Theory and Algorithm for Domain
Adaptation,” in International Conference on Machine Learning (ICML), 2019.

Y. Zhang, M. Long, J. Wang, and M. I. Jordan, “On Localized Discrepancy for Domain Adap-
tation,” Computing Research Repository (CoRR) in arXiv, 2020.

S. Garg, V. Perot, N. Limtiaco, A. Taly, E. hsin Chi, and A. Beutel, “Counterfactual fairness
in text classification through robustness. aaai,” in ACM Conference on Artificial Intelligence,
Ethics, and Society (AIES), 2018.

R. Zhai, C. Dan, Z. Kolter, and P. Ravikumar, “DORO: Distributional and Outlier Robust
Optimization,” in International Conference on Machine Learning (ICML), 2021.

A. Romanov, M. De-Arteaga, H. Wallach, J. Chayes, C. Borgs, A. Chouldechova, S. Geyik,
K. Kenthapadi, A. Rumshisky, and A. T. Kalai, “What’s in a Name? Reducing Bias in Bios
without Access to Protected Attributes,” Computing Research Repository (CoRR) in arXiv,
2019.

F. Prost, N. Thain, and T. Bolukbasi, “Debiasing Embeddings for Reduced Gender Bias in
Text Classification,” in ACL Workshop on Gender Bias in Natural Language Processing,
2019.

B. Sun, J. Feng, and K. Saenko, “Return of frustratingly easy domain adaptation,” in AAAI
Conference on Artificial Intelligence, 2016.

B. Sun and K. Saenko, “Deep CORAL: Correlation Alignment for Deep Domain Adaptation,”
in Workshops at ECCV 2016, 2016.

S. Maity, D. Mukherjee, M. Yurochkin, and Y. Sun, “Does Enforcing Fairness Mitigate Bi-
ases Caused by Subpopulation Shift?” Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems
(NeurlIPS), 2021.

T. Bolukbasi, K.-W. Chang, J. Zou, V. Saligrama, and A. Kalai, “Man is to Computer Pro-
grammer as Woman is to Homemaker? Debiasing Word Embeddings,” Computing Research
Repository (CoRR) in arXiv, 2016.

Y. Ruan, Y. Dubois, and C. J. Maddison, “Optimal representations for covariate shift,” arXiv
preprint arXiv:2201.00057,2021.

K. Sohn, D. Berthelot, N. Carlini, Z. Zhang, H. Zhang, C. A. Raffel, E. D. Cubuk, A. Ku-
rakin, and C.-L. Li, “Fixmatch: Simplifying semi-supervised learning with consistency and
confidence,” Advances in neural information processing systems, vol. 33, pp. 596-608, 2020.
P. Bachman, O. Alsharif, and D. Precup, “Learning with pseudo-ensembles,” Advances in
neural information processing systems, vol. 27, 2014.

S. Laine and T. Aila, “Temporal ensembling for semi-supervised learning,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:1610.02242,2016.

M. Sajjadi, M. Javanmardi, and T. Tasdizen, “Regularization with stochastic transformations
and perturbations for deep semi-supervised learning,” Advances in neural information pro-
cessing systems, vol. 29, 2016.

A. Genevay, G. Peyré, and M. Cuturi, “Learning generative models with sinkhorn diver-
gences,” in International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, PMLR, 2018,
pp- 1608-1617.

J. Feydy, T. Séjourné, F.-X. Vialard, S.-i. Amari, A. Trouvé, and G. Peyré, “Interpolating
between optimal transport and mmd using sinkhorn divergences,” in The 22nd International
Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, PMLR, 2019, pp. 2681-2690.

M. Sugiyama, M. Krauledat, and K.-R. Miiller, “Covariate Shift Adaptation by Importance
Weighted Cross Validation.,” The Journal of Machine Learning Research, vol. 8, no. 5, 2007.

12



M. Sugiyama, T. Suzuki, and T. Kanamori, Density Ratio Estimation in Machine Learning.
Cambridge University Press, 2012.

A. Blum and K. Stangl, “Recovering from Biased Data: Can Fairness Constraints Improve
Accuracy?” Computing Research Repository (CoRR) in arXiv, 2019.

J. Schrouff, N. Harris, O. Koyejo, I. Alabdulmohsin, E. Schnider, K. Opsahl-Ong, A. Brown,
S. Roy, D. Mincu, C. Chen, et al., “Maintaining fairness across distribution shift: Do we
have viable solutions for real-world applications?” Computing Research Repository (CoRR)
in arXiv, 2022.

Y. Chen, R. Raab, J. Wang, and Y. Liu, “Fairness transferability subject to bounded distribu-
tion shift,” Computing Research Repository (CoRR) in arXiv, 2022.

H. Singh, R. Singh, V. Mhasawade, and R. Chunara, “Fairness violations and mitigation under
covariate shift,” in Proceedings of the 2021 ACM Conference on Fairness, Accountability, and
Transparency, 2021.

A. Rezaei, A. Liu, O. Memarrast, and B. D. Ziebart, “Robust fairness under covariate shift,”
in AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, 2021.

13



A Appendix

A.1 Proof of Theorem 2.4

For the proof of this theorem, we need few auxiliary lemmas, which we state below:

Lemma A.1. Define the extrapolation map y; : R™ — R™ as:
y; (v) = argmin,cgn, R (v,1) .

Then under our assumptions on R,:

 yi is Lipschitz with Lipschitz constant ﬁ—g

« For any vector (v, v;) we have: ||v, — yi (vs)||> < 5—7’;72(1)5, V).

Lemma A.2. Under Assumption23lwe have:

1£0X) = FoEI3 < £ (), o(Xe)

for any function f. Furthermore, if 01 L and 02 L denotes the first and second partial derivative of
L respectively, then we have:

|81£(CL, b)| S L£|a — b| )
|82£(CL, b)| S L£|a — b| .

The proof of Lemmal[A.T]can be found in Section[B.1]and the proof of Lemma[A.2] can be found in
Section For the rest of the proof, we introduce some notations for the ease of presentation: for
any two vector vy, v of the same dimension we use £(v1,v2) or its partial derivatives to denote the
coordinate wise sum, i.e., 3 ; £(v1,;, v2 ;). From the strong smoothness condition on £ we have:

£ (£, foX0) < £ (5 (FX)), FoX0))

N

+ - (FO) = i (FOLD). DL (5 (X)), X))

2

+ f—é Hf(Xt) —yZ‘(fA(XS))H2 (A1)

We can further bound the first term on the RHS of the above equation as follows:

L (5 (PO, fo(3X0) < £ (5 () 07 (oK)

N N

+ nit <f0(Xt) — i (fo(Xs)), 0L (y:(f(Xs)),y;(fo(Xs)))>

+ 52 15000 — i (ol X)) (A2)
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Combining the bounds on Equations (A.T) and (A.2) we obtain:

£ (FO0).10(X0) < £ (37 (X)), 0 (X))

T
+ nit <f0(Xt) — 7 (fo(X5)), 0oL (y;(f(xs)),y;(fo(xs)))>
T
o (500 = 5 (P, L (3 (F)). foX0)) )
T3
L
+ 5o 1Fo(Xe) = i (X))
Ty
~ ~ 2
452 [ F0 - | (A3)
Ts
The term T, T5 can be bounded directly by Lemma as:
Ty < Len R (fo(Xs), fo(Xy)) (A.4)
HR Tt
Ly, n . .
T5 < MR (f(Xs),f(Xt)) (A.5)
To bound T, using ab < (a? + b?)/2 we have:
Ty = nit <fo(Xt) — i (fo(Xy)), 02 L (y,’f(f(XS)), y;(fo(xs))»
~ 2
< nit 1fo(Xe) = 7 (fo(X DI* + nit |22 (v (F X w7 (fox)) |
2 A
< 2n R (fo(Xs), fo(Xy)) + i yr (f(X5)) — i (fo(Xs)) ‘2 [Lemmal[A.2)
HUR Nt 4ny
< 2R (1 (X fo(0) + LB |7 — o) LemmalzD
= LR Nt 0 s)yJO t 4[11% Ny s 0 s
< 2R (foX) o(X0) + PR ™ L (). (X)) [LemmalZ
AL el JORE 2k e N Mg o SO

The bound on T3 follows from a similar line of argument:

7, = — (§060) = i (FX)). 0L (3 (/X)) fo( X)) )

2

< nit Hf(Xt) -y (f(X5)) ]2 + nit 0L (y;(f(xs)), fO(Xt)) H

< 2R (). J00)) + £ [ (FOe) — o) [Lemmalz

< 2R (06, F(X0) + L i (FO8) = GoCX| + 22 i o) — folX)
HR Tt g g

< Mznntn (f(Xs),f(Xt)) + /if;tn(fo(xs), Fo(X)) +

LAL% ne 1 ./
12 e . . XS ’ Xs L
e x o x nsﬁ(f( )s fo( )) [Lemma[A2]
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Finally to bound T} we use again Assumption[2.3] i.e., strong convexity and strong smoothness of
L as follows:

7, = £ (4} (7). 57 (fo(X.))
< ;Z: LX) = i (folX H
< g5ER | - fox),
< TRt L (6. ()

Suppose p,, = ns/n:. Then we have n/n; = 1 + p,,. Using this notation and combining the bound
onall {T;}2_,, we obtain:

L e (fx. i) < Letalie 2800 L

£ (fx). (X))

2uF pic
L2 Le Ry + 2EEEEEE G R(s(x))
MR HR

< | £ (FX).Ao(X0)) 4 RG] + BREBEKD, (46

S

with the values of «,, and 3,, being:

L/L2 L 2+ L
Oy = max{ = R(léﬁ +3 L)p'n,, + £(1+pn)} ) (A7)
2pn e AUR
2+ L, + L?
B = ———L(1+p). (A8)
HR

This completes the proof.

A.2 Proof of Theorem 2.7]

First, note that, from Assumption 2.3 we have:

Eq [£(f(@), fo(@))]

< Eq [LUse ) To@)] +E [ (F(@) - n)] + 5 ) - )
=22 i@ - o) 2
2 Q

Therefore, it is enough to bound || f(z) — fo (2)[I)- As per Assumption 2.6 R is strongly convex
with respect to its second coordinate, i.e.,

R(f.9) = R(f,G) + 9 RA(£.9):9 = ) + 5 llg = 315 -
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We now define an operator M along the line of y; as M (f) = argmin,R(f,g). As M(f) is the

minimizer over of the second coordinate, we have dx R(f, M (f)) = 0 and consequently from the
strong convexity of R we have:

RS, £) = RO M) + 211 = M(A)IG -
The above inequality implies:
2 2
I = M)l < =R £) = RUE M) < =R f).
19 KL
which will be used later in our proof.

M is Lipschitz: By definition of M we have OoR(f, M(f)) = 0, which further implies for
any two functions f1, fa:

0= 02R((f1, M(f1)); (M (f1) — M(f2))) — R((f2, M(f2)); (M(f1) — M(f2)))
= R((f1, M(f1)); (M(f1) — M(f2))) — RR((f1, M(f2)); (M (f1) — M(f2)))
+ 0R((f1, M(f2)); (M (f1) — M(f2))) — O2R((f2, M(f2)); (M (f1) — M(f2)))

Changing side we obtain:

DR((f2, M(f2)); (M(f1) — M(f2))) — O2R((f1, M(f2)); (M(f1) — M(f2)))
= BR((f1, M(f1)); (M(f1) — M(f2))) — 0aR((f1, M(f2)); (M(f1) — M(f2)))

> pr [M(f1) = M(f2)ll5, (A.11)

where the last inequality follows from the strong convexity of R (Assumption 2.8). Furthermore,
we have:

RR((f2, M(f2)); (M (f1) — M(f2))) — O2R((f1, M (f2)); (M(f1) — M(f2)))
< Lr (lfy = fallp 1M (f1) = M(f2)llg - (A.12)

This follows from the second part of Assumption2.60 Combining Equation (A1) and (A12), we
conclude:

IM(f1) = M(f3)] < j—z I = fallp -

We now return to the main proof:
i = 5|, < [lde - MGG, +[[CT0) - i), + 1150 = 2atslE
(R0 +R0i) + 22 o - 5]

<2
KR
- me fOH +)\R(fQ)]+CZR(f0)

=G [EP[ (f(x)’fo(x))} +/\R(fQ)} + CoR(fo)

where the first term on the right hand side is the minimum training error (population version, i.e.,
in presence of infinite sample) and the second term quantifies the smoothness of fj in terms of the
regularizer R. The last inequality follows from the strong convexity of the loss function ((A10)).

A.3 Proof of Theorem[2.9]

In this section, we prove Theorem[2.9] Fix Q € Q.. Then there exists some T = T(Q) € 7 such
that T# P = (. Define an operator My as:

MT(f) = arg mingRT(fa g)

where Rr(f,g) = Ezup {(f(x) - g(T(x)))z} The proof of the strong convexity of Ry with re-
spect to its second coordinate is straightforward as we have the following double Gateaux derivative:

SR((f,9) : I, ha) = 2Eep [ha(T(2))ha(T(2))] -

17



Fix f € Fanddefine A = foT — Myp(f) oT. A two step Taylor expansion yields:
01
Rr(f, f) = Rr(f, Mr(f)) + 02 R 7)) A) + 50:Rr((£, f7); A, A)

= Ro(f, Mr(f)) + E[A2]
= R (f, Mr(f)) + If — Mz(H)]5 -

where the derivative is canceled because M (f) is the minimizer. Therefore, we have:

If - MT(f)H2Q =Rr(f, ) = Rr(f,Mr(f)) < Rr(f, f). (A.13)

We use the above bound in our subsequent calculation:
- 2 - ~ 12 - 2
|7 -5, <4 [Hf =M (D + || () = b (o) |+ 1o - MT(fo)Ilig}

<4 |:RT(.]F7 £+ HMT(JZ) - MT(fO)H; + RT(anfO)] [From (AI3)] (A.14)

We now bound the second term of the RHS of the above equation. Following the similar calculation
as in (A.11)) and (A.12) we have for any function fi, fo:

IM(f1) = M(f2)llg < Il = fallp -
In particular for f; = fand fo = fo we have:
RUCHRRID] g VR (A15)
Combining the bound in (A.14) and (A.13) we conclude that for any Q € Q.:
Hf— foHZ <4 |:RT(f7 F)+ Re(fo, fo) + Hf— foHQP]
Taking the supremum with respect to () on both sides, we conclude the proof of the theorem.

A.4 Proof of Theorem 3.1]

The proof follows from analyzing the characteristic function of Xy and X;. Note that by definition:

b ) —E[e7 2]

-E [eitT(<I>AU+<I>b+<I>e)}

_ ¢U (ATq)Tt) ¢E(¢Tt) eith?b
Similarly, for X; we have:

Gux,(t) = E [T @A) = 6, (AT®T1) (8 71) = b, (1) e

Therefore, if ®X, Z ®X;, dux, (t) = dox. (t) for all ¢, which further implies e’ > = 1 for all £,
which implies ®b = 0. This completes the proof.

B Proof of Auxiliary Lemmas

B.1 Proof of Lemma|[A.|

The proof of the second part of the above lemma follows directly from the strong convexity of R,
with respect to the second coordinate, as the strong convexity assumption yields:

R(vs,vt) = R(vs, y1 (vs)) + (ve — i (vs), O R(vs, ¥y (vs))) + I;_Z [|lve — yZ‘(Us)Hz .
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The second term of the RHS of the above equation is 0 as ;R (vs, y; (vs)) = 0 (as the derivative of
a smooth function is 0 at minima). Therefore, changing sides of the terms, we conclude:

« 2n ” 2n
lvs — yy (US)”2 < — (R(vs,v) — R(vs, y; (vs))) < —R(vs, v¢)
HUR HUR

where the last inequality follows from the non-negativity of R,,. This completes the proof of the
second part of the lemma.

For the first part of the lemma, first note that we have :

(Y (v2) = 47 (01), O Ron (01, 47 (1)) — D Ron (2,95 (v2))) = 0

as O:Rp(v1,ys(v1)) = 0 Ry (v, y; (v2)) = 0 (derivative is O at minima). Adding and subtracting
O¢Rp(v1,y; (v2)) from the above equation yields:

(Y (va) — i (v1), AR (v1, y; (V1)) — O Rn(v1, Yy (v2))
+0Rn(v1, Y1 (v2)) — O Ry (v2, 97 (v2))) =0

Changing sides, we have:

(Y7 (v2) =y (v1), O R (v1, 97 (v2)) — Or R (va, yi (v2)))
> (y; (v2) = yi (v1), O R (v1, yf (v2)) — O: R (v1, yy (v1)))

/’LR * *
> 55 v (w2) — i (o) (B.1)
On the other hand, a simple application of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality yields:

(yi (v2) = y7 (v1), O Ron (v1, 7 (v2)) — O Ren (v2, 7 (v2)))
< Nyt (v2) = y7 (v [ 10 Rn (01, 47 (v2)) = O Ron (v2, 97 (v2))

Lr . . .
< o5 i (v2) =i () flow = ve] - (B.2)
Combining the bounds of Equation (B.I) and (B.2), we have:
" " Lr
lyi (v2) =y (v1)[| < — o1 — vz,
HR
which completes the proof.

B.2 Proof of Lemma

The proof follows directly from the following properties of the L:

L. ‘C(fO(Xs)va(Xs)) =0.
2. 61‘C(f0(Xs)7 fO(XS) = 62‘C(f0(X5)7 fO(XS)) =0
3. L is strongly convex.

From strong convexity of £ we have:
£(FX0): fo(X0)) 2 £(fo(X0), fo( X))
+ (F(X) = fo(X), 00 (fo(X.), fo(X.)) )
2] ) - o)

The first and second term on the RHS will be 0 by the first and second properties of £ mentioned
above. Therefore, we have:

£ (Fex). fo(x0) = £

which completes the proof.




C Similarity Kernel-based Regularizer

A similarity kernel-based regularizer R is defined as:
R(f,9) = Ex~r [(F(X) = g(X)*K (X, X")]

where K is the kernel of similarity. In particular, if an x from the source domain is similar to an
z’ in the target domain in the sense that fo(z) ~ fo(z'), then we expect the value of K (z,z’) to
be large. In this section, we show that under some mild regularity condition on K, this regularizer
satisfies Assumption[2.2]

Assumption C.1 (Assumption on kernel). Define Kq(x') = Eg;up[K(x,2')] and Kpax =
max, . K(x,x'). Assume that K,y < oo and

h/K
it MV Eelle >$>0.
ro |kl

Gateaux derivatives of R(f, g): The first order Gateaux derivative of R in the direction of a func-
tion A is defined as:

WR((f,9);h) = lim R(f, g+ tl;) “R(f,9)

—9E xp [(9(X") — F(X))h(X)K (X, X")]
X'~Q

Similarly, the second order Gateaux derivative at direction (h1, ho) is defined as:

O2R((f,g); hi, ha) = lim R((f, g + ths); htl) — %R((f,g); h1)

=2E x~p [h1(X)ha(X") KQ(X")]
X'Q

where Ko(X') = Ex~p[K(X,X’)]. Therefore, the strong convexity follows from Assumption

We next show that R also satisfies the second condition of Assumption2.6l Towards that direction:

R R((f2, M(f2)); (M(f1) — M(f2))) — O2R((f1, M(f2)); (M (f1) — M(f2)))

= 2E))((,-15 [(f1(X) = (X)) M (f1)(X) = M(f2)(X) K (X, X')]
< Kmax |11 = fall p [M(f1) = M(f2)llg -

This concludes that the similarity kernel-based population regularizer R satisfies Assumption
under Assumption[C.I]on the kernel function.

D Population and Sample Version of the Regularizer

In this section, we show that under a fairly general condition, if R,, (the sample version of the reg-
ularization) satisfies Assumptions and and R is the asymptotic limit of R, i.e., R, R
as ng,ny — 00, then R will satisfy Assumption and Towards that if R,, satisfies As-
sumption2.]for all n, then taking the limit n — oo, it is immediate that R satisfies Assumption[2.3]

For the other assumption, suppose R, satisfies the first part of Assumption 2.2 i.e., it is
strongly convex with respect to its second coordinates (the coordinates corresponding to the target
samples), then again, simply taking the limit n — oo, we conclude that R is also strongly convex
with pr = liminf, ,. pr, (as long as ur > 0). By similar argument, the second part of
Assumption[2.6is also satisfied if R,, satisfies the strong smoothness assumption and L%, does not
diverge to infinity.
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E Bound for Non-Covariate Shift

In this section, we extend the result of Theorem 2.7 to the setup when the mean function fq is
different on source and target domain. More precisely, we assume the following data generative
process:

Ys :fs(xs)"'esa yt:ft(xt)+6t- (El)
The following theorem extends the bounds obtained in Theorem 2.7 for the estimator obtained
via @23):
Theorem E.l1. Suppose we observe (Y1,X1),...,(Xn,Yn) from the source domain and

X1,..., X, from the target domain. The estimator f obtained via Equation @3) satisfied the
following generalization error bound on the target domain:

£(f@), fi(2))] < C1 [Bp [£(f@), fo@)] +2R(D)]
+ Comin {R(f) + |1 fs = Jullp RO + 1 = FelS }
for some constants C, Cy mentioned explicitly in the proof.

Proof. The proof is quite similar to the proof of Theorem[2.7} hence we will only highlight here the
key difference for the sake of brevity. From the proof of Theorem[2.7] we have:

o [£(@). f@)] < 2 i) - n@ €2)
Ep [£(7@), fu())] = 22 [ F) - o) E3)
1f = M(DIE < = [R( ) — RU M) < —RU 1), (E4)

1259 KL
IM(f) - M(£2) g < i—j; 11— Fallp - ES)

An application of triangle inequality yields:

7= 5]}, <8 || = 3P|, + i - s}, + 1arte) = pacsoll + 105 - 1
< 28 (re) + RUD) + 2 (|7 = £+ 15~ 1)
= Co [Hf— 7l + AR(f)} + CoR(f1) + Cs |lfs = fillp
< Gy [Ep [£(f(@). £:(@))] + AR(F)] + CaR(f) + Cs £ = fillp (E6)

where the first term on the right hand side is the minimum training error (population version, i.e.,
in presence of infinite sample) and the second term quantifies the smoothness of fy in terms of the
regularizer R. The last inequality follows from the strong convexity of the loss function (A10).
Another version of telescoping sum yields:

2
o HIM(F) = Follg + 1S5 = fellB

|7l < {17 - e[ + s - s

s:—ﬁ( (F)+RAY) + 22 7= 1.

~Go[f-1.
< Gy [Bp [L(F(@), fo@)] +XR(P)] + CRU) + Co o= fily D)
Therefore, combining Equations (E.6) and (E.7) yields the result of the theorem. O

+8 1s = fillg

Lt AR(f)] + CoR(f:) + Cs s = lly
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F Experimental Details

In Table Bl we compare prediction consistency [3], [14] of the methods compared in Table [ of the
main text to verify that they also achieve individual fairness as intended.

Table 3: Comparison of prediction consistency in the experiment corresponding to Table[T]l

Bios Toxicity

Baseline 94.2%=+0.1% 62.1%=+1.4%
GLIF 98.8%+0.2%  84.4%=+1.3%
SenSel 97.7%+0.1%  77.3%=+4.3%
SenSR 97.6%+0.1%  72.9%+4.4%
CLP 97.4%+0.1%  76.3%=+4.8%

We summarize some additional details regarding the implementation of domain adaptation methods
in the experiments in Section 311

* Since the target domains are labeled (they consist of labeled samples from the train data), we also
add a loss term to the objective corresponding to the target domain performance when training the
domain adaptation methods. Recall that the main mechanisms for achieving individual fairness
are the representation alignment regularizers, thus adding loss in the target domain is simply a
way to utilize the available labels to improve performance.

* For DANN, we use a ReLU-activated two-layer base model with 2000 hidden neurons and 768
output neurons. Further, we use a ReLU-activated two-layer base model with 100 hidden neurons
and one logistically activated neuron as the discriminator. As the prediction head, we use a ReLU-
activated two-layer model with 2000 hidden neurons.

* For VADA, we use the same models as for DANN, and the primary difference is the additional
virtual adversarial training (VAT) loss.

» For WDA, we replaced the Wasserstein distance utilized by Shen et al. [12] with the Sinkhorn
divergence [41]. The Sinkhorn divergence is a computationally more efficient analogue of the
Wasserstein distance regularizer. We used the Geomloss package [42] in our code.

G Background on Domain Adaptation and Algorithmic Fairness

Domain adaptation generally refers to the problem of semi-supervised learning under distribu-
tion shift. More precisely, in the semi-supervised setting the learner is given a labeled dataset
{(X3,Y;)}7_, and an unlabeled dataset {X;}{” . ;. In domain adaptation, we typically assume
the labeled samples and unlabeled samples are drawn from a source P and target distribution () that
are similar but non-identical. The goal of the learner is to find a prediction rule f : X — ) such
that Eq [¢(f(X),Y)] is small. This goal is impossible without additional assumptions restricting
the differences between P and (). In light of the available data, a natural assumption is covariate
shift: Ep[Y | X = 2] = Eq[Y | X = z]. The standard approach to this problem is importance
weighing [43]. It is based on the observation that

Eq[((f(X),Y))] = Ep[w(X)(f(X),Y)]], (G.1)

where w(z) £ ‘fi%’;(x) is the likelihood ratio between the marginal distribution of inputs in the

target and that in the source domains. It is possible to estimate w from the inputs in the labeled and
unlabeled datasets [44], which allows the learner to estimate the right side of (G.I).

It is known that many instances of algorithmic bias are caused by distribution shift between the
training data and real-world data encountered by the model during deployment. Broadly speaking,
research has identified two types of algorithmic bias caused by distributional shifts [[1]:

1. the model is trained to predict the wrong target;

2. the model is trained to predict the correct target, but its predictions are inaccurate for demographic
groups that are underrepresented in the training data.
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In statistical terms, the first type of algorithmic bias is caused by posterior drift between the training
and real-world data. This leads to a mismatch between the model’s predictions and the correct
values of the target in the real world. The second type of algorithmic biases arises when ML models
are trained or evaluated in non-diverse training data, so the models perform poorly on underserved
groups. In statistical terms, this type of algorithmic bias is caused by covariate shift between the
training and real-world data.

Several prior works study the effects of enforcing algorithmic fairness under distribution shift.
Blum et al. [45] consider the effects of enforcing demographic parity and equalized odds under two
forms of distribution shift they call under-representation bias and labeling bias. Maity et al. [34]
consider the effects of enforcing group fairness in a domain generalization setting when there is
subpopulation shift between the source and target domains. Another line of work considers how
fairness guarantees (instead of performance guarantees) transfer under distribution shift [5], [46],
[47]. Singh et al. [48] and Rezaei et al. [49] consider both transferability of performance and fair-
ness guarantees under covariate shift.
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