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Abstract

Fairness-aware machine learning has garnered significant attention in recent years because
of extensive use of machine learning in sensitive applications like judiciary systems. Various
heuristics, and optimization frameworks have been proposed to enforce fairness in classification
[dBGL20] where the later approaches either provides empirical results or provides fairness
guarantee for the exact minimizer of the objective function [CHKV19]. In modern machine
learning, Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) type algorithms are almost always used as training
algorithms implying that the learned model, and consequently, its fairness properties are random.
Hence, especially for crucial applications, it is imperative to construct Confidence Interval (CI)
for the fairness of the learned model. In this work we provide CI for test unfairness when a group-
fairness-aware, specifically, Disparate Impact (DI), and Disparate Mistreatment (DM) aware
linear binary classifier is trained using online SGD-type algorithms. We show that asymptotically
a Central Limit Theorem holds for the estimated model parameter of both DI and DM-aware
models. We provide online multiplier bootstrap method to estimate the asymptotic covariance
to construct online CI. To do so, we extend the known theoretical guarantees shown on the
consistency of the online bootstrap method for unconstrained SGD to constrained optimization
which could be of independent interest. We illustrate our results on synthetic and real datasets.

1 Introduction
Machine learning has become pervasive across different fields over the past decade. Widespread use of
machine learning in crucial applications like medical and judiciary system has raised serious concerns
regarding fairness, privacy, and interpretability of the learned models. Various heuristic methods and
optimization frameworks have been proposed to enforce fairness in classification [dBGL20]. The later
line of work either provides empirical results or provides fairness guarantee for the exact minimizer
of the objective function [CHKV19] but does not shed any light on the variations of the fairness
of the learned model resulting from the dynamics of the optimization algorithm used for training.
Online stochastic optimization algorithms like Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) have become
the training algorithm of choice given the success these algorithms have enjoyed for huge datasets.
Stochasticity of training dynamics imply that the learned model is also random. So an empirical,
even a theoretical bound on expected fairness may be inadequate for some high-risk applications, e.g.,
medical applications [BBK19], and judiciary system where the sentence of an individual is decided
by a machine learning model [ZVGRG19]. To see this, consider the synthetic dataset presented
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Figure 1: DI of the trained model varies considerably over repetitions, even after the mean level has
stabilized. The mean DI after training is 0.025 whereas the 97.5% quantile is 0.042 which is 64%
more!

in [ZVGRG19] vulnerable to Disparate Impact (DI), i.e., a trained classifier which is unaware of
the unfairness, has different probability of predicting positive class for the two groups of sensitive
attribute. When the classifier is trained with an online SGD-type algorithm operating on iid data
stream, subject to the fairness constraints as discussed in [ZVGRG19], the mean value of DI becomes
significantly small 0.025 on test data. But DI of the learned model varies significantly over 200
repetitions even after keeping the test data and the initialization of the optimization algorithm fixed
(see Figure ??). This is due to the stochastic nature of the optimization algorithm. Motivated by
this, we study the following problem in this paper.

How to quantify the uncertainty present in a fairness-aware linear classifier when trained
with an online stochastic optimization algorithm?

The history of Uncertainty Quantification (UQ), known as inference in classical statistics, go way
back. There has been considerable research in recent years on UQ of machine learning, especially,
neural networks [WGX+21, PMZ+23, CN20, ZCM22, ZK22]. Various methods have been proposed
for UQ of neural network parameters under different settings [PMZ+23], e.g., Bayesian method,
method of Functional Priors and ensemble method. Unlike us, Bayesian method, and method of
functional priors do not take optimization into account. The method of ensembles require repeated
training whereas we characterize the asymptotic distribution explicitly and to estimate the asymptotic
covariance we use only one trajectory of training data.

Problem Setup We begin by emphasizing that we are not designing a fairness enforcing
framework; rather we characterize the uncertainty of such a framework when trained with stochastic
algorithm. Specifically, we construct CI for DI and Disparate Mistreatment (DM) [ZVGRG19] of a
linear classifier trained with an online stochastic optimization algorithm. For DI-aware model we
use the constrained optimization framework introduced in [ZVGRG19]; see Section 4.1 for details.
As training algorithm, we choose Stochastic Dual-Averaging (SDA) to avoid the requirement of
minibatches to estimate the gradient of the objective function. For the DM-aware model, we consider
a penalized version of the problem introduced in [ZVGRG19] in order to transform the optimization
with convex-concave constraint set to a strongly-convex problem. This, instead of using heuristic
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method to solve optimization with convex-concave constraints, enables us to provide theoretical
results on the uncertainty. We use vanilla SGD without minibatch to solve this penalized problem.

Our Contributions First, we show that a Central Limit Theorem (CLT) holds for the model
parameter of DI and DM-aware models when trained with SDA and SGD respectively for strongly-
convex loss functions. Historically, Cross-Entropy (CE) loss has been the loss function of choice for
classification. But recently, it has been observed that squared loss is comparable, and even better
than CE loss in terms of classification test accuracy [DCO20, HB20]. Here we shed lights on the
fairness of the models trained with squared loss and CE loss.

We show that the covariance of the asymptotic distribution depends on the global optima of the
fairness-aware optimization which is unknown beforehand. So the asymptotic covariance needs to be
estimated in an online fashion to construct CIs for DI and DM. To do so in an online manner, we
propose an online bootstrap algorithm. We theoretically show that the proposed bootstrap estimator
converges in distribution to the asymptotic distribution of the model parameter. This result may be
of independent interest for covariance estimation of constrained stochastic optimization literature.
Moreover, one can construct CI of the model parameter from these bootstrap samples to identify the
significant features for fairness-aware classification leading to better interpretability. To the best of
our knowledge, this is the first work on online UQ for group fairness measures DI and DM through
the lens of optimization.

The summary of novelties of this work is given below.
(a) We show that the estimated model parameter of a fairness-aware linear classifier, trained with

SGD-type algorithm under strongly-convex loss, follows a CLT (Theorem 4.1, and Theorem 4.2).

(b) We propose an online bootstrap algorithm to construct asymptotically valid CI for DI and
DM of a trained model (Algorithm 2).

(c) We theoretically show that the online bootstrap estimator converges in distribution to the
asymptotic distribution of the model parameter (Theorem 5.1). This result is novel in the
context of online covariance estimation for constrained stochastic optimization as well.

In Section 2 we present related literature. In Section 3, we introduce the notations and the problem
statement. We present the results on asymptotic distribution of the model parameters in Section 4.
We show our results on online bootstrap-based covariance estimation in Section 5. We illustrate the
validity of our theoretical results in Section 6 on real and synthetic dataset. Section 7 concludes the
paper.
2 Related Work

UQ in machine learning: Recently UQ in machine learning has gained significant attention; see
[APH+21, PMZ+23] for a few and by no means exhaustive list of significant works on this topic.

UQ in optimization Asymptotic properties of stochastic approximation algorithms have been
studied in depth in the phenomenons works [KY03, BMP12]. In the seminal paper [PJ92] it is
shown that the averaged iterate of SGD follows a CLT and achieves optimal asymptotic variance.
[CLTZ16, ZCW21], and [FXY18] propose online batch-means estimator and online bootstrap-based
approaches respectively for online estimation of the asymptotic covariance for SGD.

UQ in fairness The literature gets really scarce here. To the best of our knowledge, the
only work studying similar problem is [MXYS21]. [MXYS21] develops asymptotically valid CI for
individual unfairness. They use gradient-flow based adversarial attack to generate a test statistic
to measure individual unfairness and show asymptotic normality of this test statistic. Our work
differs from [MXYS21] in the following ways: 1. we focus on group fairness measures like DI and
DM instead of individual fairness, 2. we capture the uncertainty resulting from the use of stochastic
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training algorithm as opposed to uncertainty under adversarial attack on features, 3. Note that the
asymptotic validity of the CIs provided in [MXYS21] depends on the fact that the test statistic is
sum of function of iid variables. Whereas in this work the SGD-type algorithms inherently induces
a Markov chain, even with iid data. Online CI estimation from a single-trajectory of a Markov
chain requires a more involved analysis. Unlike [MXYS21], sample-covariance cannot be used as the
covariance estimator here (see [ZCW21, FXY18] for details).

3 Notations and Problem

Let h(·; θ) : Rd → {−1, 1} be a classifier parameterized by θ ∈ Rdθ . Given a sample (x, z, y), where
x ∈ Rd is the feature, z ∈ {0, 1} is the sensitive attribute, and y ∈ {−1, 1} is the label. We will
use ρ(w) to denote the density of a random variable W . Let L(·,W ) : Θ → R+ ∪ {0} be the loss
function where W := (x, y), and l(θ) := E [L(θ,W )]. Let δθ(x) denote the decision boundary,i.e.,
h(x; θ) = sign(δθ(x)). As mentioned above, in this work we use DI and DM as measures of fairness.
Let W2(X,Y ) denote the Wasserstein-2 distance between random variables X and Y . For some
statements we use DI[DM ] as subscript to imply that the statement holds for DI and DM both.

Definition 1 (Disparate Impact) A binary classifier is said to be fair with respect to DI if the
probability of the classifier predicting positive class does not change conditional on the value of the
sensitive feature, i.e.,

P (h(x; θ) = 1|z = 0) = P (h(x; θ) = 1|z = 1).

We use the following quantity to measure DI,

φDI(θ) =|P (h(x; θ) = 1|z = 0)− P (h(x; θ) = 1|z = 1)|. (1)
A classifier does not suffer from DM if the misclassification rate for the two sensitive groups are
same. DM can be defined in terms of False Positive Rate (FPR), False Negative Rate (FNR), False
Omission Rate (FOR), and False Discovery Rate (FDR). Although our methods can be applied to
any of these choices, in this work we show the results corresponding to DM with respect to FPR.

Definition 2 (Disparate Mistreatment) A binary classifier is said to be fair with respect to DM
if the False Positive Rate of the classifier does not change conditional on the value of the sensitive
feature, i.e.,

P (h(x; θ) = 1|y = −1, z = 0) = P (h(x; θ) = 1|y = −1, z = 1).

We use the following quantity to measure DM unfairness

φDM (θ) = |P (h(x; θ) = 1|y = −1, z = 0)− P (h(x; θ) = 1|y = −1, z = 1)| . (2)

4 Asymptotics of Fairness-aware Classification

In this section we show that when a fairness-aware linear classifier for binary classification is trained
with SGD-type algorithms, the algorithmic estimate θ̂ of the classifier parameter is asymptotically
normal. The asymptotic covariance depends on the Hessian of the loss at the global optima, fairness
constraints, and the data distribution. Note that φDI(θ̂), and φDM (θ̂) both depend on the data
distribution as well as ρ(θ̂). Among these two sources of uncertainty, only ρ(θ̂) depends on the
stochastic optimization algorithm. So, for a practitioner, it is important to understand the uncertainty
arising due to the choice of the algorithm.
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Assumption 4.1 The loss function L(·;W ) : Θ→ R+ ∪ {0} is a non-decreasing µ-strongly convex
function for all W ∈ Rd+1.
Assumption 4.2 The loss function L(θ;W ) has Lipschitz continuous gradient, i.e., for all θ1, θ2 ∈ Θ
we have,

‖∇l(θ1)−∇l(θ2)‖2 ≤ LG ‖θ1 − θ2‖2 .

where LG > 0 is a constant. There exists a LH , δ > 0 such that, for θ ∈ Θ ∩ {θ : ‖θ − θ∗‖2 ≤ δ}, we
have ∥∥∇l(θ)−∇l(θ∗)−∇2l(θ)(θ − θ∗)

∥∥
2
≤ LH ‖θ − θ∗‖22 .

Assumption 4.3 There is a constant LE, such that, for all θ ∈ Θ∗, and W ∼ D,

E
[
‖∇L(θ,W )−∇L(θ∗,W )‖22

]
≤ LE ‖θ − θ∗‖22 .

Assumption 4.4 The data sequence {(Wk, zk)}k is iid, and E [L(θ,W |θ)] = l(θ), i.e., the noise
in the gradient is unbiased. We also assume the following on the growth of the function gradient,

‖l(θ)‖22 ≤ C(1 + ‖θ‖22),

for some constant C > 0.

Assumption 4.5

lim
k→∞

Cov [∇L(θ∗,Wk)] = Σ. (3)

Assumption 4.6 For any point x ∈ Rd, the decision boundary δθ(x) is a linear function of θ, i.e.,
for some feature map ϕ(x) we can write, δθ(x) = θ>ϕ(x).

Assumption 4.1, and Assumption 4.2 hold for classical loss functions used in classification including
logistic loss and squared loss. Assumption 4.3 implies that when θ is close to the optimal value θ∗,
the variance of the noise reduces proportionally to ‖θ − θ∗‖22 [PJ92, DR16, FXY18]. It is easy to
see that this holds true for logistic regression and Support Vector Machine (SVM). Assumption 4.6
holds true for logistic regression, SVM as well as in the Neural Tangent Kernel regime of deep neural
network classifier.

4.1 Disparate Impact

We adopt the DI-aware classification framework similar to the one presented in [ZVGRG19] given by,

min l(θ) := E [L(θ;W )]

subject to |E [(z − E [z])δθ(x)]| ≤ ε. (4)

where δθ(x) is the decision boundary, and ε > 0 is the unfairness tolerance level. Our setting differs
from [ZVGRG19] in the following two aspects: 1. We assume an online setting, i.e., the training
data is not available at once but arrive sequentially one sample at a time. This is especially efficient
when the training dataset is large and computing the gradient of the loss function on the whole
dataset is expensive. 2. We assume access to a fixed small dataset D′ with nc = |D′| samples iid
as the training data. We use this dataset to impose the fairness constraints on the classification
problem. Along with Assumption 4.6 the above setup implies that the problem (4) now becomes,
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Algorithm 1 Weighted Stochastic Dual Averaging
Input: ηk, z0 ∈ Rd

1: for k = 1, · · · , T do
2: Update θk = argminθ∈Θ

{
〈zk−1, θ〉+ 1

2 ‖θ‖
2
2

}
= ΠΘ(−zk−1)

3: zk = zk−1 + ηk∇L(θk,Wk)
4: end for

where ΠΘ is the projection operator on to the set Θ.
Output: θ̄T = 1

T

∑T
k=1 θk ∈ Rd.

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

Figure 2: (a) Convergence ofW2

(
φDI(θ̄k), φDI(θ̄∞)

)
(b) comparison of theoretical asymptotic density

and observed density of φDI(θ̄k) (c) Online Bootstrap 95% CI (d) MIS(φ̂DI,0.025, φ̂DI,0.975; 0.95)
under CE loss for synthetic data at risk of DI.

min l(θ)

subject to θ ∈ Θ :=
{
θ|
∣∣∣x̃>θ∣∣∣ ≤ ε} , (5)

where x̃ = n−1
c

∑nc
i=1(zi − z̄)xi, and z̄ is the sample average of zi ∈ D′. We use the Stochastic Dual

Averaging (SDA) algorithm ( Algorithm 1) to solve (5). In this algorithm one maintains a sequence
of updates {zk}k which is a weighted sum of all the noisy gradients up to time k. θk is set equal to
the projection ΠΘ(−zk−1) of −zk−1 on to the set Θ. Since Θ is a space confined by two hyperplanes
ΠΘ(·) can be written in closed form given by,

ΠΘ(θ) =


θ, if

∣∣x̃>θ∣∣ ≤ ε
θ − x̃>θ−ε

‖x̃‖22
x̃, if x̃>θ ≥ ε

θ − x̃>θ+ε
‖x̃‖22

x̃, if x̃>θ ≤ −ε

Theorem 4.1 Let Assumption 4.1-4.6 be true and ηk = k−a where a ∈ (1/2, 1). Then, for the
updates of Algorithm 1, we have, θ̄n

a.s.→ θ∗DI , and
√
n(θ̄n − θ∗DI) ∼d N (0,ΣDI) ,

where θ∗DI is the optima of (5), PA = I − x̃x̃>/ ‖x̃‖22, ΣDI = PA
(
∇2l(θ∗)

)†
PAΣPA

(
∇2l(θ∗)

)†
PA.

The proof of Theorem 4.1 is provided in Appendix A.1.
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4.2 Disparate Mistreatment

The constrained formulation, similar to (5), of linear classifier designed to counter unfairness due to
DM with respect to FPR, is as follows [ZVGRG19],

min
θ∈Θ

l(θ), where

Θ :=

θ|
∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

n−c

∑
i∈D′−

(zi − z̄) min(0, yix
>
i θ)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε
 , (6)

and D′− contains the samples from D′ with label −1, and n−c = |D′−|. Note that now we have a
convex-concave constraint set [ZVGRG19]. In general, finding the global minima of an optimization
problem with nonconvex constraints is an algorithmically hard problem. So existing literature often
concentrate on finding approximate minima [EKN21], stationary points [LMX19], and local minima
[BDL22]. In a nonconvex landscape, presence of multiple (often infinite) stationary points and/or
local minima imply that a CLT type result is not well-defined. But we can exploit the piecewise-linear
nature of our decision boundary to circumvent this problem. Instead of the constrained formulation
we propose the following penalty-based approach.

min l(θ) +R2γ(θ;D′−), where, (7)

γ(θ;D′−) := ((n−c )
−1

∑
i∈D′−

(zi − z̄) min(0, yix
>
i θ))

2.

Similar approaches have been proposed in [WZLZ21, CHKV19]. We assume that R2 is user-provided
similar to ε in DI formulation. Our results hold for any R2 ≥ 0. The points of discontinuity of
min(0, yix

>
i θ) are given by yix>i θ = 0. If the distribution of xi does not contain a point mass, the

hessian of min(0, yix
>
i θ) is 0 almost everywhere. We can bypass this issue by defining the Hessian and

the gradient at yix>i θ = 0 to be 0 [BGVV20]. Another way of bypassing this issue would be to replace
the function min(0, yix

>
i θ) by a differentiable function − log(1 + exp(−τyix>i θ))/τ , τ > 0 which can

approximate min(0, yix
>
i θ) arbitrarily close as τ →∞. It is easy to see that the spectral norm of the

Hessian of − log(1 + exp(−τyix>i θ))/τ is proportional to τexp(−τyix>i θ)/(1 + exp(−τyix>i θ))2 → 0
as τ → ∞. Then the objective function in (6) is strongly convex. So, to solve (6), we use vanilla
SGD with Polyak-Ruppert averaging [PJ92] given by:

θk = θk−1 − η
(
∇L(θk−1, wk) +R2∇γ(θk−1;D′−)

)
θ̄T =

1

T

T∑
k=1

θk (8)

Polyak-Ruppert averaging provably achieves optimal asymptotic variance under our assumptions
[Rup88, PJ92, TFBJ18]. Then we have the following result on asymptotic distribution of θ̄T .

Theorem 4.2 Let Assumptions 4.1-4.6 be true, and HDM := ∇2l(θ∗DM ). Then, choosing ηk = k−a

with 1/2 < a < 1, for the updates of SGD (8) we have, θ̄n
a.s.→ θ∗DM , and

√
k
(
θ̄k − θ∗DM

)
∼ N(0,ΣDM )

where θ∗DM is the global optima of (6), and ΣDM = H−1
DM

(
Σ +R2

2∇γ(θ;D′−)∇γ(θ;D′−)>
)
H−1
DM .

We omit the proof of this result here since it follows readily from Theorem 3 of [PJ92].

7



Remark 1 One can not construct a CI for the algorithmic estimator θ̄n based on Theorem 4.1 and
Theorem 4.2 because ΣDI , and ΣDM depend on the true minimizer which is unknown. So we need to
estimate this covariance to use these asymptotic results to construct CI. We address this issue in
Section 5 which is our main theoretical contribution.

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

Figure 3: (a) Convergence ofW2

(
φDI(θ̄k), φDI(θ̄∞)

)
(b) comparison of theoretical asymptotic density

and observed density of φDI(θ̄k) (c) Online Bootstrap 95% CI (d) MIS(φ̂DI,0.025, φ̂DI,0.975; 0.95)
under CE loss for Adult data at risk of DI.

5 Methodology: Online CI Estimation

In this section we present the bootstrap-based online CI estimation algorithm. We split the estimation
into two parts:
1. Firstly, we use an online bootstrap method (Algorithm 2) to generate a sample {θ̄bk}Bb=1 of size B
at each time k to estimate the distribution of the averaged iterate of the optimization algorithm.

2. To estimate the CI of fairness using {θ̄bk}Bb=1, we use a small held-out dataset D̃ independent of
D′. Let n0 and n1 denote the number of samples in D̃ with zi = 0 and zi = 1 respectively. Let n0,−
and n1,− denote the number of samples in D̃ with zi = 0, yi = −1 and zi = 1, yi = −1 respectively.
Using (1) and (2), we generate B samples of fairness estimates {φ̂DI(θ̄bk)}Bb=1 and {φ̂DM (θ̄bk)}Bb=1.
For any given θ, φ̂DI(θ), and φ̂DM (θ) are evaluated on D̃ as

φ̂DI(θ) =

∣∣∣∣∣∣n−1
0

∑
i∈D̃,zi=0

ui − n−1
1

∑
i∈D̃,zi=1

ui

∣∣∣∣∣∣
φ̂DM (θ) =

∣∣∣∣∣
∑

i∈D̃,zi=0,yi=−1 ui

n0,−
−
∑

i∈D̃,zi=1,yi=−1 ui

n1,−

∣∣∣∣∣ ,
(9)

where ui = 1(θ>xi > 0). For 0 < α < 1, to estimate CI of significance level α of φDI(θ̄k), and
φDM (θ̄k) we use the sample CIs [φ̂DI,α/2, φ̂DI,1−α/2], and [φ̂DM,α/2, φ̂DM,1−α/2] of {φ̂DI(θ̄bk)}Bb=1 and
{φ̂DM (θ̄bk)}Bb=1 respectively.
It is easy to generate {θ̄bk}Bb=1 when one has access to B independent data streams. Then one can
simply run the algorithm B times on independent data sequences to generate B samples of θ̄k. But
we have to estimate the distribution of θ̄k in an online fashion with access to only one sequence
of data-points. So we use online bootstrap method (Algorithm 2). [FXY18] shows that the online
bootstrap algorithm can approximate the asymptotic distribution of SGD-based estimators for
strongly-convex objectives in an unconstrained setting. So these results in Theorem 2 and Theorem
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Algorithm 2 Online Bootstrap for 1− α CI Estimation
Input:{ηk}k, θ0, z0 ∈ Rd, V, fairness criterion, α
1: for k = 1, · · · , T do
2: for b = 1, 2, · · · , B
3: if fairness criterion = DI then
4: Update θbk = ΠΘ(−zbk−1)

5: Sample V b
k ∼ V

6: zbk = zbk−1 + ηkV
b
k∇L(θbk,Wk)

7: θ̄bk = k−1(θ̄bk−1 + θbk)
8: end if
9: if fairness criterion = DM then

10: θbk = θbk−1 − ηkV b
k∇L(θbk,Wk)

11: θ̄bk = k−1(θ̄bk−1 + θbk)
12: end if
13: end for
14: end for
15: Compute {φ̂DI[DM ](θ̄

b
T )}Bb=1 using (9)

16: Output:
17: [φ̂DI[DM ],α/2, φ̂DI[DM ],1−α/2]

3 of [FXY18] are readily applicable for SGD (8) but not for Algorithm 1. In this work, we extend
these results to the constrained setting in order to provide similar guarantees for Algorithm 1. To the
best of our knowledge, this is the first theoretical result on online inference for constrained stochastic
optimization which could be of independent interest.

In the online bootstrap algorithm (Algorithm 2), at every iteration k, we generate B perturbed
iterates given by line 4-6 for DI, and line 11 for DM, where {V b

k }k,b is a sequence of iid univariate
random variables from the distribution V with E

[
V b
k

]
= 1, var

[
V b
k

]
= 1, and θb0 = θ0 for all k ≥ 1,

b = 1, 2, · · · , B. Then the empirical distribution of θ̄bn − θ̄n is the approximation of the distribution
of θ̄n − θ∗ where θ̄bn = n−1

∑n
i=1 θ

b
i . Observe that, in keeping with online optimization regime,

generation of {θ̄bk}b require only one data point Wk at iteration k.

(a) (b)

Figure 4: (a) Convergence of W2

(
φDM (θ̄k), φDM (θ̄∞)

)
(b) comparison of theoretical

asymptotic density and observed density of φDM (θ̄k) (c) Online Bootstrap 95% CI (d)
MIS(φ̂DM,0.025, φ̂DM,0.975; 0.95) under CE loss for synthetic data vulnerable to DM.

Theorem 5.1 Let Assumptions 4.1-4.6 be true. Then, choosing ηk = k−a, 1/2 < a < 1 in
Algorithm 2, for any b ∈ 1, 2, · · · , B, we have, θ̄k

a.s.→ θ∗DI[DM ], and

9



1.
√
n
(
θ̄bk − θ̄k

) d∼ N
(
0,ΣDI[DM ]

)
,

2.

sup
q∈Rd

∣∣∣P (
√
k(θ̄bk − θ̄k) ≤ q)− P (

√
k(θ̄k − θ∗DI[DM ]) ≤ q)

∣∣∣ P→ 0,

3.

sup
c∈[0,1]

∣∣∣P (√k (φ̂DI[DM ](θ̄
b
k)− φDI[DM ](θ̄k)

)
≤ c
)
−

P
(√

k
(
φDI[DM ](θ̄k)− φDI[DM ](θ

∗
DI[DM ])

)
≤ c
)∣∣∣ P→ 0.

Remark 2 (On computation) The bootstrap procedure at most changes the gradient computation
by O(1) since B is a constant and does not grow with iteration n. These bootstrap sample computations
can be parallelized easily. Additionally, Algorithm 2 respects the online learning regime, and does not
impose any extra data-burden since all the bootstrap samples are evaluated using the same data-point.

Remark 3 (On interpretability) One can also construct CI for θ̄k based on B bootstrap samples
{θ̄bk}Bb=1. This could shed light on the features which are significant for fairness-aware classification.
This leads to better model interpretability.

Since (6) is an unconstrained strongly convex problem and we use SGD to optimize, the proof of the
theorem for φDM (θ̄bk) readily follows from Theorem 2 of [FXY18]. We only prove Theorem 5.1 for
φDI(θ̄

b
k). This is our main theoretical contribution. We provide a proof outline here while deferring

the detailed proof to the Appendix A.2.
Proof Outline: First we show since we are multiplying by iid perturbation variable Vbk whose

mean 1, we do not lose the unbiasedness of the gradient noise. By Assumption 4.3, and the fact that
V b
k is independent of θbk, and Wk, we have the following regularity condition on the perturbed noisy

gradient analogous to Assumption 4.3,

E
[
V b
k

2 ‖∇L(θ,W )−∇L(θ∗,W )‖22
]
≤ 2LE ‖θ − θ∗‖22 .

Then using Theorem 3 of [DR16] we show that the bootstrapped iterates identify the active constraints
of the form Abθbk = ε correctly after finite number of steps K. This implies that for k ≥ K, PAθk = θk
where, PA = I − A>(AA>)†A = I − x̃x̃>/ ‖x̃‖22. Then we show that the projected bootstrapped
iterates PAθbk satisfies the following,

√
k(θ̄bk − θ∗)

d→ N(0,ΣDI).

Then we show that,

√
n
(
θ̄bn − θ̄n

)
=P †H

1√
n

n∑
k=1

(V b
k − 1)PA∇L(θ∗DI ,Wk)+

oP (1),

where PH = PA∇2l(θ∗DI)PA. Then rest of the proofs of the first 2 parts mainly follow by using
Martingale CLT theorem [HH14]. The proof of the consistency of φ̂DI(θ̄bk) predominantly depends
on delta method.
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We use Mean Interval Score (MIS) to evaluate the quality of the estimated CI. This is a better
scoring function to evaluate interval predictions compared Brier score, and Continuous Ranked
Probability Score; see [WGX+21] for details. Given a sample of size N of a random variable s, and
an estimate [l, u] of CI of level α, MISN (l, u;α) is defined as

MISN (l, u;α) = u− l +
2

Nα

N∑
i=1

(si − u)1(si > u)

+
2

Nα

N∑
i=1

(l − si)1(si < l). (10)

It is shown in [WGX+21] that MISN (l, u;α) is minimized at [l∗, u∗] where [l∗, u∗] is the true (1−α)
CI. Qualitatively, MIS favors narrower well-calibrated interval.

6 Results

In this section we present our results on synthetic and real datasets. For each dataset, we show
that the observed density converges to the theoretical asymptotic density in (W2) distance, and MIS
for the CI provided by Algorithm 2 decreases over time. Across all experiments, to find the global
optima we initially run the algorithm once until ‖θk − θk−1‖2 < 10−7. Since there is no guideline to
choose ε, we chose ε for which the mean accuracy level under CE loss matches with [ZVGRG19].
We study the two most widely-used loss functions, namely Cross-Entropy (CE), and squared loss.
CE loss is strictly convex and squared loss is almost surely strongly convex for iid data. We add a
regularizer R(θ) = κ ‖θ‖22 /2 to the canonical expected losses to ensure strong convexity. Note that
κ can be tuned to ensure sparsity in high-dimensional case. We choose small κ > 0 since our goal is
not sparsity but just to ensure strong convexity. The detailed form of loss function are presented in
Appendix B. The plots corresponding to squared loss are in Appendix D due to lack of space. To
generate bootstrap samples we use uniform random variable V b

k ∼ V = U [1−
√

3, 1 +
√

3].

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

Figure 5: (a) Convergence of W2

(
φDM (θ̄k), φDM (θ̄∞)

)
(b) comparison of theoretical

asymptotic density and observed density of φDM (θ̄k) (c) Online Bootstrap 95% CI (d)
MIS(φ̂DM,0.025, φ̂DM,0.975; 0.95) under CE loss for COMPAS data.

6.1 Disparate Impact

6.1.1 Synthetic Dataset

Similar to [ZVGRG19], we choose ρ(x|y = 1) = N
([

1.5; 1.5
]
,
[
0.4, 0.2; 0.2, 0.3

])
, and ρ(x|y =

1) = N
([
−1.5;−1.5

]
,
[
0.6, 0.1; 0.1, 0.4

])
. Then we choose the sensitive attribute z as a Bernoulli

11



random variable with P (z = 1) = ρ(x′|y = 1)/(ρ(x′|y = 1) + ρ(x′|y = −1)), where x′ =[
cos(π/3),− sin(π/3); sin(π/3), cos(π/3)

]
x.In Figure 2: (a) shows that W2(φDI(θ̄k), φDItv(θ̄∞),

where θ̄∞ ∼ N(θ∗DI ,ΣDI/k), decreases over iterations; (b) shows that after 1000 (4000) itera-
tions, the observed density of φDI(θ̄1000) (φDI(θ̄4000)), and the theoretical density given by φDI(θ̄∞)
(dashed line) almost overlap. The vertical dashed lines mark the observed (red) and theoretical
(blue) 95% CI (c)-(d) show that DI values across repetitions are well contained in the computed
CI and MIS(φ̂DI,0.025, φ̂DI,0.975; 0.95) becomes small respectively. In (c), the grey lines show the
variation over repetitions.

6.1.2 Adult Dataset

Here we use the Adult dataset [DG17] which contains income data of adults. Two classes indicate
whether income is ≥ 50K or < 50K. We use 13 features for classification and Sex as the sensitive
feature here. More details on the dataset is provided in the Appendix. Similar to Figure 2, in
Figure 3: (a)-(b) shows the convergence to the asymptotic distribution in terms of W2 distance, and
CI. Online CI estimation results are in (c)-(d).

6.2 Disparate Mistreatment

6.2.1 Synthetic Dataset

We use the synthetic dataset introduced in [ZVGRG19], i.e., we choose ρ(x|z = 0, y = 1) = ρ(x|z =
1, y = 1) = N

([
2; 2
]
,Σ1

)
, ρ(x|z = 0, y = −1) = N

([
1; 1
]
,Σ1

)
, and ρ(x|z = 1, y = −1) =

N
([
−2;−2

]
,Σ1

)
where Σ1 =

[
3, 1; 1, 3

]
. In Figure 4: (a) shows that W2(φDM (θ̄k), φDM (θ̄∞)),

where θ̄∞ ∼ N(θ∗DM ,ΣDM/k), becomes small over iterations; (b) shows that the observed density
of φDM (θ̄1000), and the theoretical density given by φDI(θ̄∞) almost overlap. Similar results to
Section 6.1.1 on online bootstrap CI estimation are in (c)-(d).

6.2.2 COMPAS Dataset

We use the Propublica COMPAS dataset [Lar16] containing data about criminal defendants. The
goal is to classify subjects into two classes representing whether the subject will recideviate within
two years (positive class) or not (negative class). After performing the data processing as in
[ZVGRG19], we have 5278 subjects with 5 features. We use Race as the sensitive feature. In
Figure 5: (a)-(b) show convergence to the asymptotic distribution in terms of W2 distance and CI.
(c)-(d) show that the estimated CI tightly contains the trajectories over multiple repetitions, and
MIS(φ̂DM,0.025, φ̂DM,0.975; 0.95) captures the CI width correctly.

7 Discussion and Future Work

In this work we show that asymptotic normality holds for the model parameter of a linear binary
classifier when trained with SDA and SGD under DI and DM constraints respectively. Since
the asymptotic covariances ΣDI , and ΣDM depend on the unknown global minimizers θ∗DI , θ

∗
DM ,

we propose an online bootstrap-based CI estimation method for φDI(θ̄n), and φDM (θ̄n). To this
end, we extend the theoretical results on online covariance estimation for unconstrained stochastic
optimization in [FXY18] to the constrained setting. The main novelty of this work is that to the best
of our knowledge, this is the first work to study UQ of DI and DM as well as establish theoretical
online CI estimation results for constrained stochastic optimization. We illustrate our results on
synthetic and real datasets. Various future research directions can be explored. Extending this work

12



to nonlinear, especially neural network classifiers, is an important and quite challenging problem.
Inference of fairness for data with more than one sensitive features is another intriguing direction.
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A Appendix

A.1 Proof Theorem 4.1

Proof. [Proof of Theorem 4.1] Here the constraint can be split into two constraints x̃>θ ≤ ε and
(−x̃)>θ ≤ ε. Clearly only one of these constraints can be active at a time. At the optima θ = θ∗DI ,
let’s denote the active constraint by Aθ∗DI = ε. Then the KKT condition is given by,

∇l(θ∗DI) + λ∗A = 0,

where λ∗ > 0. Since our constraint is linear, using Assumption 4.1, for any s ∈ Rd, we have

s>
[
∇2l(θ∗DI) +∇2(Aθ∗DI)

]
s ≥ µ ‖s‖22 . (11)

This implies Assumption C of [DR16]. We first need the following result from 4.1.

Lemma A.1 (Theorem 3 [DR16]) Let Assumption 4.1-4.3, and Assumption 4.6 hold. Then,
with probability one, there exists some K <∞, such that for k ≥ K,

Aθk = ε.

This implies that after a finite number of steps, Algorithm 1 almost surely identifies the active set
at the optima A correctly. Let PA denote the projection matrix onto the null space of the active
constrained. Then, almost surely,

PA = I −A>(AA>)†A = I − x̃(x̃>x̃)†x̃> = I − x̃x̃>

‖x̃‖22
.

Then Theorem 4.1 follows from Theorem 4 of [DR16].

A.2 Proof of Theorem 5.1

We first show that θ̄bk converges almost surely to θ∗ for any b = 1, 2, · · · , B. In Algorithm 2, the
stochastic gradient term ∇L(θbk,Wk) is replaced by the perturbed stochastic gradient V b

k∇L(θbk,Wk).
Note that by Assumption 4.3, and the fact that V b

k is independent of θbk, and Wk, we have the
following inequality for the perturbed noisy gradient,

E
[
V b
k

2 ‖∇L(θ,W )−∇L(θ∗,W )‖22
]
≤ 2LE ‖θ − θ∗‖22 . (12)

Then using Theorem 2 of [DR16] we have,

Proposition A.1 (Theorem 2, [DR16]) Under Assumption 4.1-4.3, for any b ∈ {1, 2, · · · , B},
we have,

θ̄bk
a.s.→ θ∗.

We re-state Theorem 5.1 here for convenience.

Theorem A.1 Let Assumptions 4.1-4.6 be true. Then, choosing ηk = k−a, 1/2 < a < 1 in
Algorithm 2, for any b ∈ 1, 2, · · · , B, we have, θ̄k

a.s.→ θ∗DI[DM ], and

1.
√
n
(
θ̄bk − θ̄k

) d∼ N
(
0,ΣDI[DM ]

)
,
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2.

sup
q∈Rd

∣∣∣P (
√
k(θ̄bk − θ̄k) ≤ q)− P (

√
k(θ̄k − θ∗DI[DM ]) ≤ q)

∣∣∣ P→ 0,

3.

sup
c∈[0,1]

∣∣∣P (√k (φ̂DI[DM ](θ̄
b
k)− φDI[DM ](θ̄k)

)
≤ c
)
− P

(√
k
(
φDI[DM ](θ̄k)− φDI[DM ](θ

∗
DI[DM ])

)
≤ c
)∣∣∣ P→ 0.

Proof. [Proof of Theorem 5.1]

1. Note that with (12), all the assumptions required for Lemma A.1 hold. Then, from Lemma A.1
we have that, after k ≥ K, Algorithm 2 almost surely identifies the active constraint at optima.
For a perturbed trajectory let Ab denote this active constraint, i.e., Abθbk = ε for k ≥ K. Let
PAb be the orthogonal projector to the null space of Ab. Note that PAb = PA since PA is an
even function of A. Then, for k ≥ K, PA(θbk − θ∗DI) = θbk − θ∗DI . So proving the asymptotic
normality of the projected sequence PA(θbk − θ∗DI) is sufficient in this case. From Algorithm 2,
we have,

zbk − zbk−1 = ηkV
b
k∇L(θbk,Wk). (13)

Here the constraint can be split into two constraints x̃>θ ≤ ε and (−x̃)>θ ≤ ε. Clearly only
one of these constraints can be active at a time. Let’s denote the active constraint by Abθbk = ε.
Then by KKT conditions for the projection step (line 4 of Algorithm 2, we have, for some
λbk ≥ 0, and µbk ≥ 0,

θbk+1 + zbk + λbkA
b − µbkAb = 0. (14)

Then combining (13), and (14), we get

θbk+1 = θbk − ηkV b
k∇L(θbk,Wk)−Ab(λbk − λbk−1) +Ab(µbk − µbk−1).

Multiplying both sides by the projection matrix PA = I −Ab>(AbAb
>

)†Ab = I − x̃x̃>/ ‖x̃‖22,
and using PAAb = 0, we have,

PA(θbk+1 − θ∗DI)
=PA(θbk − θ∗DI)− ηkV b

k PA∇L(θbk,Wk)− PAAb(λbk − λbk−1) + PAA
b(µbk − µbk−1)

=(I − ηkPA∇2l(θ∗DI)PA)PA(θbk − θ∗DI) + ηkPA∇2l(θ∗DI)PA(θbk − θ∗DI)− ηkV b
k PA∇L(θbk,Wk)

=(I − ηkPA∇2l(θ∗DI)PA)PA(θbk − θ∗DI)− ηk(I − PA)∇2l(θ∗DI)PA(θbk − θ∗DI) + ηk∇2l(θ∗DI)PA(θbk − θ∗DI)
+ ηkPA∇l(θ∗DI)− ηkPA∇l(θbk) + ηkPA∇l(θbk)− ηkV b

k PA∇L(θbk,Wk)

=(I − ηkPA∇2l(θ∗DI)PA)PA(θbk − θ∗DI)− ηkPAζbk + ηkPAξ
b
k + ηkPAD

b
k + εbk,

where

ξbk := ∇l(θbk)− V b
k∇L(θbk,Wk),

ζbk := ∇L(θbk)−∇l(θ∗DI)−∇2l(θ∗DI)(θk − θ∗DI), and
εbk := −ηkPA∇2l(θ∗DI)(I − PA)(θbk − θ∗DI).
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The last inequality follows from the fact that we have PA∇l(θ∗DI) = 0 by optimality properties.
The following decomposition of PAξbk takes place.

PAξ
b
k = PA∇l(θbk)− PA∇l(θ∗DI) + V b

k PA∇L(θ∗DI ,Wk)− V b
k PA∇L(θbk,Wk)− V b

k PA∇L(θ∗DI ,Wk)

= ξbk(0) + ξbk(θ
b
k),

where,

ξbk(0) := −V b
k PA∇L(θ∗DI ,Wk) ξbk(θ

b
k) := PA

(
∇l(θbk)−∇l(θ∗DI)

)
+ V b

k PA

(
∇L(θ∗DI ,Wk)−∇L(θbk,Wk)

)
.

Then, using Young’s lemma, and Assumption 4.3, we have,

E
[∥∥∥ξbk(θbk)∥∥∥2

2

]
≤ C

∥∥∥θbk − θ∗DI∥∥∥2

2
,

for some constant C > 0. Then using Proposition 2, specifically equation (65) of [DR16], we
have,

1√
n

n∑
k=1

(
θbk − θ∗DI

)
= (PA∇2l(θ∗DI)PA)†

1√
n

n∑
k=1

V b
k PA∇L(θ∗DI ,Wk) + oP (1).

Similarly, from Algorithm 1, we have,

1√
n

n∑
k=1

(θk − θ∗DI) = (PA∇2l(θ∗DI)PA)†
1√
n

n∑
k=1

PA∇L(θ∗DI ,Wk) + oP (1).

Combining the above two equations we get,

√
n
(
θ̄bn − θ̄n

)
= (PA∇2l(θ∗DI)PA)†

1√
n

n∑
k=1

(V b
k − 1)PA∇L(θ∗DI ,Wk) + oP (1).

Then by Martingale central limit theorem, we have that the asymptotic distribution of√
n
(
θ̄bn − θ̄n

)
is Gaussian with mean 0 and asymptotic covariance,

ΣDI = lim
n→∞

E

[
(PA∇2l(θ∗DI)PA)†

1

n

n∑
k=1

n∑
i=1

(V b
k − 1)PA∇L(θ∗DI ,Wk)(V

b
i − 1) (PA∇L(θ∗DI ,Wi))

> (PA∇2l(θ∗DI)PA)†
>
]

(1)
= lim
n→∞

(PA∇2l(θ∗DI)PA)†
1

n

n∑
k=1

E
[
(V b
k − 1)2

]
PAE

[
∇L(θ∗DI ,Wk)∇L(θ∗DI ,Wk)

>
]
P>A (PA∇2l(θ∗DI)PA)†

>

(2)
=(PA∇2l(θ∗DI)PA)†PAΣP>A (PA∇2l(θ∗DI)PA)†

>

(3)
=PA∇2l(θ∗DI)

†PAΣPA∇2l(θ∗DI)
†PA.

Equality (1) follows from the martingale difference property of {(V b
k − 1)∇L(θ∗DI ,Wk)}k.

Equality (2) follows from the facts that V b
k is independent of ∇L(θ∗DI ,Wk), E

[
(V b
k − 1)2

]
= 1,

and Assumption 4.5. Equation (3) follows from the fact P 2
A = PA since PA is a projection

matrix. This proves first statement of Theorem 5.1
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2. Let ϑ denote the Gaussian distribution N(0,ΣDI). Then, from the previous part we can write,

sup
q∈Rd

∣∣∣P (
√
n
(
θ̄bn − θ̄n

)
≤ q)− P (ϑ ≤ q)

∣∣∣ P→ 0. (15)

Similarly, from Theorem 4.1, we have

sup
q∈Rd

∣∣P (
√
n
(
θ̄n − θ∗DI

)
≤ q)− P (ϑ ≤ q)

∣∣ P→ 0. (16)

Combining (15), and (16), we get the second part of the Theorem A.1,

sup
q∈Rd

∣∣∣P (
√
n
(
θ̄bn − θ̄n

)
≤ q)− P (

√
n
(
θ̄n − θ∗DI

)
≤ q)

∣∣∣ P→ 0. (17)

Now note that for a given θ̄bn, as |D̃| → ∞,

φ̂DI(θ̄
b
n)

a.s.→ φDI(θ̄
b
n) (18)

by strong law of large numbers.

3. Since, φDI(θ) is differentiable w.r.t θ, using delta method, from (16) we have,

√
n(φDI(θ̄n)− φDI(θ∗DI))

d→ N(0,∇φDI(θ∗DI)>ΣDI∇φDI(θ∗DI)). (19)

Using delta method, and from (15) we have,

√
n(φDI(θ̄

b
n)− φDI(θ̄n))

d→ N(0,∇φDI(θ̄n)>ΣDI∇φDI(θ̄n)). (20)

Now, since θ̄n
a.s.→ θ∗DI , we have,

∇φDI(θ̄n)>ΣDI∇φDI(θ̄n)
a.s.→ ∇φDI(θ∗DI)>ΣDI∇φDI(θ∗DI). (21)

Combining, (18), (19), (20), and (21), using the same argument as part 2, we have, as |D̃| → ∞,

sup
c∈[0,1]

∣∣∣P (√n(φ̂DI(θ̄bn)− φDI(θ̄n)
)
≤ c
)
− P

(√
n
(
φDI(θ̄n)− φDI(θ∗DI)

)
≤ c
)∣∣∣ P→ 0. (22)

B Details on the Loss Functions

B.1 Cross-Entropy Loss

In case of CE loss l(θ) is of the form

l(θ) = E
[
log
(

1 + exp
(
−yx>θ

))]
+R(θ).

It is easy to see that canonical CE loss is strictly convex and hence we need κ > 0.
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B.2 Squared Loss

We use the one-hot encoding of the class for the squared loss. One-hot encoding of a class c is given
by the vector yv where yv[i] = 1(i = c), i = 1, 2. In this case, the decision boundary is given by,

δθ(x) =
[
1,−1

]
Θx,

where x ∈ Rd, and Θ ∈ R2×d. Then the optimization problem we solve here is given by

min E
[
‖yv −Θx‖22

]
+R(θ)

subject to
1

nc

∣∣∣∣∣
nc∑
i=1

(zi − z̄)
[
1,−1

]
Θxi

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε. (23)

Let Θi, i = 1, 2 denote the i-th row of Θ. Let Θv =
[
Θ>1 ; Θ>2

]
be the vectorized version of Θ, and let

xv,i = (x>i ,−x>i )>. Then the optimization problem (24) can also written as

min E
[
(yv[1]−Θ1x)2 + (yv[2]−Θ2x)2

]
+R(θ)

subject to
1

nc

∣∣∣∣∣
nc∑
i=1

(zi − z̄)x>v,iΘv

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε. (24)

Note that for squared loss, if the features are linearly independent, then the covariance matrix
E
[
xx>

]
is positive definite and κ can be set to 0.

C Further Details on Experiments

For all the experiments we choose the step size ηk = 0.01k−0.501, and κ = 0.0001. The detailed
choice of experimental setup is provided in Table 1.

Dataset ε B |D̃| |D′| R2 #Repetitions
Synthetic (DI) 0.002 100 100 200 – 100
Adult 0.00001 200 1000 1000 – 200
Synthetic (DM) – 100 100 250 500 100
COMPAS – 200 400 250 300 200

Table 1: The choice of parameters across experiments.
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D Plots corresponding to Squared Loss

Figure 6: Top row: Convergence of W2

(
φDI(θ̄k), φDI(θ̄∞)

)
, and comparison of theoretical asymp-

totic density and observed density of φDI(θ̄k); Bottom row: Online Bootstrap 95% CI and
MIS(φ̂DI,0.025, φ̂DI,0.975; 0.95) under squared loss for synthetic data at risk of DI.

Figure 7: Top row: Convergence of W2

(
φDI(θ̄k), φDI(θ̄∞)

)
, and comparison of theoretical asymp-

totic density and observed density of φDI(θ̄k); Bottom row: Online Bootstrap 95% CI and
MIS(φ̂DI,0.025, φ̂DI,0.975; 0.95) under squared loss for Adult data at risk of DI.
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Figure 8: Top row: Convergence of W2

(
φDM (θ̄k), φDM (θ̄∞)

)
, and comparison of theoretical asymp-

totic density and observed density of φDM (θ̄k); Bottom row: Online Bootstrap 95% CI and
MIS(φ̂DM,0.025, φ̂DM,0.975; 0.95) under squared loss for synthetic data vulnerable to DM.

Figure 9: Top row: Convergence of W2

(
φDM (θ̄k), φDM (θ̄∞)

)
, and comparison of theoretical asymp-

totic density and observed density of φDM (θ̄k); Bottom row: Online Bootstrap 95% CI and
MIS(φ̂DM,0.025, φ̂DM,0.975; 0.95) under squared loss for COMPAS data.
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