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ABSTRACT
Empirical evidence suggests that algorithmic decisions driven by
Machine Learning (ML) techniques threaten to discriminate against
legally protected groups or create new sources of unfairness. This
work supports the contextual approach to fairness in EU non-
discrimination legal framework and aims at assessing up to what
point we can assure legal fairness through fairness metrics and
under fairness constraints. For that, we analyze the legal notion of
non-discrimination and differential treatment with the fairness defi-
nition Demographic Parity (DP) through Conditional Demographic
Disparity (CDD). We train and compare different classifiers with
fairness constraints to assess whether it is possible to reduce bias
in the prediction while enabling the contextual approach to judicial
interpretation practiced under EU non-discrimination laws. Our
experimental results on three scenarios show that the in-processing
bias mitigation algorithm leads to different performances in each
of them. Our experiments and analysis suggest that AI-assisted
decision-making can be fair from a legal perspective depending on
the case at hand and the legal justification. These preliminary re-
sults encourage future work which will involve further case studies,
metrics, and fairness notions.
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1 INTRODUCTION
With the rapid development of modern technologies in every sector
of society and our reliance on automation, many legal and ethical
concerns have been raised regarding how fair algorithmic deci-
sions can be, and how much we can trust such decisions [31] [41].
Nowadays, our future, success, and well-being can be decided by
algorithms and through algorithmic predictions that are based on
past events: whether one shall be trusted with a loan or not, whether
one shall be held in prison or not [28], if students shall pass or fail
an exam they have not even taken [30], or who should get access
to certain opportunities including job offers [13, 33], housing [45],
or even medical treatments [39]. Algorithmic decision systems are
perceived to be impartial and evaluate all individuals in the same
way and supposedly prevent discrimination [10]. However, spe-
cially due to their reliance on historical data, algorithmic decisions
are not bias-free, just like human decisions. The wrong-doings of
the past can be reinforced into the alleged fair decisions of the
future in such data-based applications [52]. Many solutions have
been offered to try and reach the fairness we see fit for humans in
machines, or to prevent human discrimination and bias by relying
on automation [27] [36]. Yet, no optimal and consensual solution
exists. Even if we managed to eliminate historical bias from these
systems, new grounds of discrimination might still find their way
in. Further, we can argue that evaluating all individuals the same
way is not necessarily what is fair, for example in some contexts for
historically underprivileged social groups or in the medical field
when differences need to be taken into account [39].

Defining what fairness is and what constitutes discrimination
is a hard task. This has led scholars to introduce several defini-
tions of fairness in different fields of study. In European Union’s
(EU) legal system, fairness is generally approached through a non-
discrimination framework. In the EU, everyone is equal before the
law and discrimination based on several grounds is prohibited.

Many scholars have argued that fairness is not a measurable
value that can be expressed mathematically, but a human value that
depends on the circumstances and settings of events [52]. Others
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-mostly in computer science- have explored ways to evaluate differ-
ent fairness concepts through mathematical definitions in order to
bridge the gap between the immeasurable notion of fairness and
the technical needs of Artificial Intelligence (AI) [29] [49]. Most of
the existing literature consider that we cannot capture the essence
of fairness with a one-size-fits-all solution in computer science.

This research adds on the existing literature regarding bias mit-
igation as well as helps fill the gap between law and computer
science to optimize the legal notion of equality in a technical reality.
We build on the work of both legal and Machine Learning (ML)
scholars to provide a theoretical reflection and a practical experi-
mentation to assess how mathematical evaluations of fairness can
be used to mitigate discrimination identified as such by the law in
algorithmic settings. Conversely, we assess how non-discrimination
law could use some technical tools to detect discrimination.

We address this question through a case-study on the canonical
classification problem involving widely used real world datasets
(COMPAS [17], Adult [18] and Law [46]). We explore the use of
Demographic Parity (DP) [19], a statistical definition of fairness,
both as a fairness metric and as a constraint in a bias mitigation al-
gorithm, as well as Conditional Demographic Disparity (CDD) [52],
introduced by legal scholars. We assess their relevance from a ML
point of view and following a legal-informatics methodology. The
latter expands on the way law shapes technology, and the impact
of technology on law and legal concepts [7]. This methodology can
be applied to interpret and align the legal concept of fairness to the
emergence of new technical paradigms.

This work includes six sections. Following the introduction, sec-
tion 2 studies the existing literature on fairness and ML and the
relevance of this literature with our work. Section 3 gives an anal-
ysis of the concept of fairness from legal and technical points of
view for the sake of the multi-disciplinary approach of this paper.
In section 4, we report the setup of our experiment, describing
the methodology, datasets and algorithm used. In section 5, we
present the experimental results along with their legal and techni-
cal interpretations. We then conclude our research in section 6 by
emphasizing on the importance of the choice of fairness metrics in
bias mitigation, as well as considering the impact of human bias in
algorithmic discrimination.

2 RELATEDWORK
Scholars in different sectors have explored fairness and bias in ML
over the past decades. Bias can creep into systems through dif-
ferent ways [40]. For example, the algorithm itself can introduce
biases [24]. In many cases, the historical data that is used to train
AI models using ML techniques contains underlying biases that is
learned by the system. Those biases can then be seen in discrimi-
natory predictions against certain groups of people with protected
characteristics. If those characteristics are recognized in the legal
framework, those groups are protected by the law in case of direct
or indirect discrimination.

It is important to detect, measure and mitigate those biases, with
the aim to obtain fairer decisions. This shall be done from ethical,
legal and technical perspectives due to the relevance of the topic
in all domains. Efforts in this direction include the introduction of

fairness metrics and bias mitigation methods, as well as new regula-
tory proposals and legal approaches to algorithmic discrimination1.
We should note that accountability lies in the margin of discretion.
When algorithmic discrimination happens, we cannot hold the sys-
tems accountable. Purely technical solutions are also not enough.
The developer or deployer of the system would be held responsible
in case of discrimination. Therefore, laws and policies should draw
clear guidelines and offer individual protection for algorithmic dis-
crimination. Allocation of liability is still under discussion in the
European policy and law-making under the upcoming Artificial
Intelligence Act (AIA), which is the first set of regulation for AI
systems [21]. ML scholars explored various ways in which bias can
arise and offered several bias mitigation techniques, as can be seen
in Mehrabi et al. [40]. They have also introduced several fairness
definitions. A good overview of the frequently used ones for classi-
fication can be found in Verma and Rubin [49]. However, studies
that discuss legal considerations throughout the bias mitigation
pipeline are less common and are usually written by experts from
other disciplines. Zehlike et al. [54] conduct such work but on a
continuous rather than a discrete setting, whereas we focus on the
latter. Such interdisciplinary studies are crucial as concluded in [2]
[16]. Moreover, Abu-Elyounes [2] offers a framework that aligns
legal mechanisms with fairness metrics without, however, an exper-
imental setup or more than a single case-study. Kamiran et al. [29]
also consider the connection between the discrimination problem
in algorithmic decision-making and anti-discrimination laws, mod-
eling the difference between illegal and explainable discrimination.
We further explore this connection in the next sections.

3 DIFFERENT APPROACHES TO FAIRNESS
Different contexts, cultures, jurisdictions, and even individuals may
have different perceptions of fairness. The principle of fairness is not
predefined and does not have a clear and unambiguous definition.
Indeed, decisions pertaining to this idea typically involve making
judgment calls based on a variety of factors, unique to each case [26].
Concepts of equality, justice, fairness, discrimination and law are
an inseparable family that cannot be understood unless examined
together.

Understanding the occurrence of discrimination in AI can be
seen as a challenge in comparison with that of humans’ Prima facie
discrimination2 [52]. Algorithmic discrimination often has charac-
teristics such as opacity and intangibility that make its detection
and proof in a court difficult [47]. The lack of a comparative ele-
ment in cases of algorithmic discrimination makes matters even
more complicated [52]. For instance, people with similar educa-
tional backgrounds might be offered different job opportunities on
the basis of a characteristic that is not protected by equality laws.
Traditionally speaking, if discrimination happens, one can compare
and realize a sort of disadvantage in this scenario. However, in an

1In this regards, it is worth mentioning a new theory of harm that addresses the
unprecedented technological capabilities of AI to cause inequality. The said artificial
immutability theory protects those algorithmic groups, treating them as de facto
immutable criteria. Immutable characters are those that we cannot change such as sex,
color of skin,... Wachter [50] suggests a wider interpretation of vulnerability under
Western non-discrimination law that includes protection for algorithmic groups in the
context of anti-discrimination law."
2Prima Facie discrimination is easily provable due to existence of evidence in a court
unless contradictory evidence proves otherwise
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algorithmic world, if a certain group of people who share certain
characteristics do not receive a particular job posting, they would
not know they were at a disadvantage. Even if they did, proving
discrimination -specially without access to data- is difficult if not
impossible [53][25].

Algorithmic decisions3 also have the potential to exhibit dis-
crimination based on new grounds because discriminatory outputs
generated by algorithms could be based on less clear categories or
previously unconsidered attributes. Therefore, with the exception
of social groups that have traditionally been marginalized, algo-
rithmic discrimination may fall outside the personal and material
scope of the relevant non-discrimination laws, while remaining
ethically unfair4. Algorithmic decisions can thus be an impediment
to the achievement of legislative equality goals, despite not directly
violating any legal norm. Existing non-discriminatory laws may
thus not be enough to prevent biased practices resulting from these
new categories of discrimination [53].

The study of discrimination serves as one of the foundations
for the mathematical definitions of fairness. Srivastava et al. [48]
explain that statistical concepts of fairness require a specific metric
that quantifies benefit or harm to be equal across various social
groups (e.g., gender or racial groups).

As fairness is a human concept that is difficult to measure and
formulate in algorithms, we should not expect algorithmic decisions
to be absolutely fair, as many fairness metrics exist and none can
encompass all possible meanings of fairness nor be fully adequate
to all contexts. Scholars have noted that fairness notions can be
incompatible with one another [6][32]. Therefore, the choice of
the fairness metric is an important part of developing and testing
AI decision-making models, as it can mitigate or enhance discrim-
ination. There is a gap in research studying fairness metrics by
experiments in accordance with EU non-discrimination laws to
assess their efficiency in bias mitigation and their compliance with
law [2, 16].

In the next subsections, we discuss fairness in EU non-discrimination
laws (subsection 3.1) and our approach to fairness in computer sci-
ence (subsection 3.2). This then leads to section 4 in which we
describe the experiment setup.

3.1 Fairness in EU Non-Discrimination Laws
The occurrence of discrimination through algorithmic decisions is a
key challenge for societies, law and policy-makers, as the tendency
to rely on such decisions inevitably grows in important instances
where humans are directly impacted. In this regard, the EU is con-
tinuously attempting to keep up with the fast pace of technologies
in policy and law-making. In 2019, the High-Level Expert Group
released the Ethics Guidelines for Trustworthy AI that refer to

3Algorithmic decisions include both automated decision-making as identified by Recital
71 and Article 22 of the GDPR (i.e., Decisions based solely on automated processing)
and semi-automated decisions in which algorithms support a human decision-making
process. Automated discrimination in the GDPR is limited to unfair data processing.
We therefore prefer to use the term algorithmic decisions over automated decisions
for the scope of this work.
4Not all discrimination is illegal. Some cases of discrimination can be unethical. For
instance, it has been argued that discrimination against coeliacs or vegetarians are not
directly in breach of law, but can lead to morally-undesirable effects on certain groups
due to a protected attribute such as health condition or philosophical beliefs[44].

AI systems being lawful, ethical and robust5 [11]. Diversity, non-
discrimination and fairness is one of the seven key requirements
that should be met for AI systems to be deemed trustworthy under
these guidelines. In order to better understand and achieve these
requirements in relation to fairness and lawfulness, we should un-
derstand fairness as viewed in law. In this section, fairness and
non-discrimination under EU laws will be explored.

Laws often interconnect the concepts of fairness and equality
with non-discrimination. Article 14 of the European Convention on
Human Rights (ECHR) sets the right to non-discrimination "[...] on
any ground such as sex, race, colour, language, religion, political or
other opinion, national or social origin, association with a national
minority, property, birth or other status6." As the ECHR is consid-
ered to be part of general principles of EU law, EU institutions and
the Member States must respect the rights and principles enshrined
in this international treaty. Since the EU has rectified the ECHR, EU
laws including laws of non-discrimination must be interpreted and
applied in a way that is consistent with the standards established in
the ECHR. Therefore, Article 14 of the ECHR is relevant to the EU
laws of non-discrimination at a constitutional level since it provides
a general principle of international human rights law that must be
respected and applied in EU. The EU has incorporated this principle
into its own legal framework, at primary and secondary levels.

At the primary level, the non-discrimination laws in EU are
enshrined in Article 21 of the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights of
the European Union (CFREU)7. Everyone is equal before the law,
and discrimination on the basis of certain protected characteristics,
such as race, gender, age, religion, and disability is prohibited.

Secondary laws such as directives and decisions are important
in setting out detailed rules and procedures for specific policy ar-
eas, such as non-discrimination, that are not explicitly covered
in the primary law. At the secondary level, the EU has enacted
several directives and regulations aimed at promoting and protect-
ing the principle of non-discrimination in specific areas such as
employment, racial and gender equality. These directives include
the Racial Equality Directive8, Employment Equality Directive9,
Gender Equality Directive10. These directives are addressed to the
member states and are binding as to the result to be achieved. This
means that member states must implement the objectives of the
directive into their national legal systems, but they have some
discretion as to how they do so.

In EU non-discrimination laws, discrimination presents itself as
direct, indirect, and intersectional.

5The EU High-Level Expert Group on Artificial Intelligence (AI HLEG) was formed in
2018 to create ethical and trustworthy guidelines for the development of AI in Europe.
The group, consisting of 52 experts, published a report in 2019 that included guidelines
for transparency, accountability, and privacy in AI development, aimed at promoting
innovation and growth while upholding fundamental rights and ethical values.
6European Convention on Human Rights, opened for signature 4 November 1950, 213
UNTS 221 (entered into force 3 September 1953) art 14.
7Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union, [2012] OJ C 326/391 (entered
into force 1 December 2009) art 21
8Council Directive 2000/43/EC of 29 June 2000 implementing the principle of equal
treatment between persons irrespective of racial or ethnic origin, [2000] OJ L180/22.
9Council Directive 2000/78/EC of 27 November 2000 establishing a general framework
for equal treatment in employment and occupation, [2000] OJ L303/16.
10Council Directive 2006/54/EC of 5 July 2006 on the implementation of the principle of
equal opportunities and equal treatment of men and women in matters of employment
and occupation (recast), [2006] OJ L204/23.
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Direct discrimination occurs when a person or a group of
people face a less favourable treatment in comparison with others
in a similar situation because of a protected characteristic. An
example of direct discrimination could be a company refusing to
hire a woman because of her gender[4].

Indirect discrimination occurs when an apparently neutral
rule, criterion or practice puts a person with a protected character-
istic at a particular disadvantage compared to others. An example
can be a company that requires height over 180 cm as a criteria for
hiring, which would put women at a disadvantage as their average
height is lower than that[20].

Intersectional discrimination occurs when discrimination
refers to the belonging of one person to several protected groups,
each a victim of widespread discrimination. This overlapping affili-
ation can lead to different experiences of discrimination from those
who belong to either group such as being a woman of color or a
person with disability who also identifies as transgender[3].

Direct and indirect discrimination based on the protected char-
acteristics in article 21 CFREU are illegal. Intersectional discrimina-
tion has been addressed in fewer instances by the law [8]. In some
instances, discrimination may be justified by a necessary and legiti-
mate aim when the means of achieving that aim are proportionate
[52][42]. In other words, the courts may, in certain instances, accept
that different treatment has occurred but that it is acceptable and
explainable. It is important to note that direct discrimination is diffi-
cult to be justified. While cases involving indirect or intersectional
discrimination are much more difficult to prove but are justifiable
with a necessary and appropriate aim. However, any justification
for indirect discrimination must be subject to strict scrutiny by the
courts, and the burden of proof is on the party claiming that the
discrimination is justified. This means that any justification must
be carefully examined and rigorously tested to ensure that it is not
based on stereotyping, prejudice, or subjective beliefs.

To justify differential treatment, it must be shown through a
proportionality test that the rule or practice in question pursues
a legitimate aim, and that the means to achieve the aim (which
is the reason for differential treatment) is proportionate to and
necessary for achieving that aim. It must be proven to the court
that there is no other means of achieving the aim and that the
less favourable treatment is the minimum possible level of harm
needed to achieve the aim sought, which should itself prove to be
an important enough aim to justify the treatment[51]. For example,
a company may require job applicants to have a certain level of edu-
cation or experience, but if that requirement has a disproportionate
impact on people from a particular racial or ethnic group, it may be
considered indirect discrimination. In such cases, the company may
be able to justify the requirement if it can show that the level of
education or experience is necessary to perform the job effectively
and that there are no other means of achieving that aim that would
have a less discriminatory impact.

Detecting and correcting indirect discrimination can help shed
light on the organizational and structural injustices in society and
advocate for social change as it deals with hidden societal rules
or patterns of behaviour. However, there is a lack of case-laws
addressing this concept in the European Union [37]

Illegal and explainable discrimination are well-distinct by the
law. Law does not necessarily prohibit unethical discrimination that

is not considered also illegal. Unethical discrimination is different
unfair treatment regardless of whether it is against the law or not.
Illegal discrimination is defined according to factors such as politics
and religion for different jurisdictions. Unethical discrimination is
more of a morally wrong action, that can vary depending on the
perception of morality in people. We consider all illegal discrimina-
tion to be unethical, but not all unethical discrimination is illegal.
For example, in many countries, it is illegal to discriminate against
someone based on different protected characteristics. Such discrim-
ination would be both unethical and illegal. However, there may be
cases of discrimination which may be unethical but not necessarily
illegal, for example, if an employer does not hire someone because
of their physical appearance [15].

When dealingwith discrimination, courtsmustmake case-specific
normative choices that reflect different surrounding aspects of each
case. Fairness is deeply rooted in context and can vary in every
situation. In fact, decision-makers like judges and politicians are
trained to consider substantive fairness and procedural fairness11

[26]. It is a challenge to automate the same contextual fairness
approach and expect an AI to comply with non-discrimination law
and act fairly. Wachter et al. [52] have suggested that, if used in
legal and ethical decision-making, algorithmic systems could be
decision-makers only when they are able to replicate the judiciary’s
attitude toward "contextual equality", despite the difficulty of this
task.

3.1.1 Substantive Equality for algorithmic fairness. Interestingly, it
is argued that the fundamental purpose of non-discrimination law
is not only formal equality that aims at preventing persistent and
ongoing discrimination by treating everyone equally. The purpose
of non-discrimination is also to change society, policies and prac-
tices, and to create an equal starting point for everyone in order
to achieve substantive equality. Jurisprudence of the European
Court of Justice (ECJ) demonstrates that substantive equality is the
aim of non-discrimination law, and that differences between groups
must be acknowledged to achieve substantive equality in practice
[14].12 In this view, fairness metrics address technical biases and
can play a certain role in the prevention and reduction of discrim-
ination. However, they only solve the problem of discrimination
on the surface and can’t address the social biases that underlie
inequality [51].

AI can be viewed as a technical remedy to shed light on existing
inequalities. It can help build new policy interventions that aim
at correcting historical biases and inequalities in the future. This
requires an approach that acknowledges that status quo is often not
neutral for everyone, and certain groups usually start from different
unequal points, due to the historical bias they have suffered.

Neither non-discrimination law, nor fair ML practices, solve
the problem of social bias today. The legacy of past and present

11Procedural fairness is the concept applied to ensure fairness in a process. In other
words, the condition under which rules are followed to ensure that decisions made
during the process do not discriminate e.g. fair trial or fair data processing.[38]
12De Vos [14] refers to several case-laws as evidence that the ECJ seeks substantive
equality as the aim of the law. For instance, Case C-167/97: ex parte Nicole Seymour-
Smith and Laura Perez, 1999 E.C.R. I. 623 (1999). In this case the ECJ noted the impor-
tance of a full comparison between the advantaged and the disadvantaged groups, that
is interestingly also representative of the gold standard.
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inequalities are mirrored in data that are fed to train ML models
that make algorithmic decisions [43].

In an attempt to understand how fairness metrics comply with
non-discrimination law purposes and emphasizing on the impor-
tance of choosing fairnessmetrics for algorithmic decisions,Wachter
et al. [51] define two groups of metrics: bias preserving and bias
transforming. Bias-preserving metrics reproduce "historic per-
formance in the outputs of the target model with equivalent error
rates for each group as reflected in the training data (or status quo)".
Bias transformingmetrics are satisfied bymatching decision rates
between groups and do not "accept social bias as a given or neutral
starting point that should be preserved, but instead require people
to make an explicit decision as to which biases the system should
exhibit." The latter is therefore preferred in pursuing substantive
equality goals in non-discrimination law [51].

However, we cannot even guarantee that humans do not suf-
fer from prejudices and act entirely fair towards everyone, while
considering the inequalities that unprivileged people have suffered.
The hope is that AI systems -if developed and deployed correctly-
might actually act fairer in some instances than humans, as such
systems do not intentionally discriminate. For that, we could ap-
proach algorithmic fairness through mathematical definitions that
have reflected philosophical and ethical concepts of human fairness
to create measures for getting as close to fair as possible.

The generally accepted equality concept in Western law and phi-
losophy mirrors the Aristotelian definition of equality: “treat like
cases as like” and "different cases differently" unless there is a legit-
imately objective reason not to do so. Formal equality is achieved
on these terms. However, substantive equality is not guaranteed
with simply treating everyone equally [35]. Certain attributes (e.g.,
gender, race) should be treated with more active attitude that makes
up for social and historical unequal realities to achieve substantive
equality. Indeed, substantive equality is not achieved as in the for-
mal equality approach by ignoring the attributes based on which
social groups have been treated with discrimination in the past
and treating everyone the same going forward. Under substantive
equality, the goal would be to create fair procedures using decision-
making criteria that account for historical inequalities. Inequality
must be viewed as a background "fact of life" for certain groups
and should not be assessed individually. Groups that are histori-
cally underprivileged should therefore be put at an advantage to
guarantee fairness and compensate for the historical and social in-
equalities. The objective is not merely to provide a better outcome
for some members of a disadvantaged group. Instead, substantive
equality aims to level the playing field for all participants by defin-
ing decision-making procedures and criteria in light of historical
disparities. This equality concept would be met when everyone has
the same starting point [51]. Fundamental structural changes are
needed to shift from the merely formal view of equality, and taking
an active attitude to break up the barriers which stand in the way
of ideal substantive equality [20].

3.2 Fairness in Machine Learning
Algorithmic decision-making using ML is a vast field of AI, con-
cerned with many kinds of applications. The fairness metrics and

biasmitigation techniques need to be adapted to each specific subdo-
main and type of problem. Mehrabi et al. [40] give a good overview
of the different subdomain and the research that has been done
within each area.

From this part on, we address fairness in the canonical problem
of classification, which is prevalent in fairness and AI research. It
also has widely used applications and thus high chances of affecting
people’s lives, making a relevant case study. Many of the exam-
ples given at the beginning of the introduction are classification
applications. In this study we consider the problem of fair binary
classification with one binary sensitive attribute.

Classification is concerned with predicting the class (also called
label) of a new observation, using the knowledge gained from pre-
vious observations for which the class is known. Those previous
observations, which potentially contains bias, correspond to the
data that is used to train the predictions model, also called clas-
sifier in this context. Formally, the task is to learn a classifier 𝐶
that associates a class label 𝑦 to a set of attributes (or features) 𝐹 .
The problem of fair classification considers one or more protected
attribute(s) (or sensitive feature), upon which no discrimination
can be made.

We adopt the following notation:

• 𝑔 ∈ {privileged, unprivileged} : protected attribute,
• 𝑋 : set of unprotected attributes,
• 𝑌 ∈ {+,−} : actual outcome or ground truth,
• 𝑦 ∈ {+,−} : predicted outcome.

We thus have 𝐶 (𝑋𝑖 ) = 𝑦𝑖 for the 𝑖𝑡ℎ instance. Ground truth refers
to the correct classification outcome as reflected by the relevant
dataset. Predicted outcome refers to the prediction, the result given
by the classifier. The ’+’ sign represents a positive classification
outcome, such as no recidivism risk or accepted to university, whereas
the ’−’ sign represents a negative outcome, such as recidivism risk
or low income.

As stated earlier, many approaches have been developed to in-
crease the ability to measure biases and build fairer models. A
recent survey references 91 fairness definitions and 99 bias mitiga-
tion methods just concerning classification [27]. Distinct metrics
and methods may correspond to diverse fairness approaches or
ways to address the problem, which include focusing on different
stages of the model development process.

Bias mitigation methods, in all areas of ML, can be categorized
as pre-, in- and post-processing [12]. Pre-processing methods are
applied to the data to remove underlying bias before the model is
trained on it. In-processing methods include bias mitigation during
the training process through the learning algorithm. Post-processing
methods modify a model or its results after it has been trained. It
is possible to apply more that one type of technique for the same
model.

Some fairness definitions and their related metrics are meant to
be applied on the dataset labels 𝑌 to uncover their underlying bias.
Metrics can also be based on the predicted outcome 𝑦 to assess the
bias of the model. Such metrics can thus be used if the ground truth
is unavailable when auditing for fairness, for example for ownership
or privacy reasons. The classifier bias can also be evaluated by
comparing the classifier predictions 𝑦 for different demographic
groups and the actual outcomes 𝑌 , or by considering both the
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probability 𝑝 given by the classifier for an instance to belong to a
certain class 𝑐 , with 𝑝 = 𝑃 (𝑌𝑖 = 𝑐 |𝑔𝑖 , 𝑋𝑖 ), and the actual outcomes
𝑌 . Other metrics and definitions are based on similarity between
individuals or on causal reasoning to evaluate the relationships
between the protected attributes and the outcome [27]. Fairness
metrics can also be used in bias mitigation methods to optimize the
model in that regard and not only with respect to accuracy13.

Before choosing which fairness metric to use, it is important to
understand the specificity of each of them and how they relate to
general concepts of fairness. In this paper, we conduct our case
study on Demographic Parity and use Conditional Demographic
Disparity to get more insight on the results.

Definition 3.1. Demographic Parity (DP) is achieved when the
probability to receive a favorable outcome is the same whether
someone belong the privileged or unprivileged group [19].

𝑃 (𝑦 = +|𝐺 = unprivileged) = 𝑃 (𝑦 = +|𝐺 = privileged)

DP is the most commonly used fairness definition for fairness
research in classification Hort et al. [27]. It is a statistical group
fairness definition based on predicted outcome. DP can also be
used to analyse the dataset before training. It uncovers both direct
and indirect discrimination. Wachter et al. [51] categorize it as bias
transforming, which means it can be used to assess the level of
substantive fairness of a model. It is however not a one-fits-all solu-
tion to fair algorithmic decisions and should not be chosen blindly.
Since it can compare any chosen groups, including demographic
groups selected according to several protected attributes, it can also
be used to evaluate intersectional discrimination.

The related metrics compare the positive predictions for the
two groups using a difference (Statistical Parity Difference) or a
ratio (Disparate Impact). They can be used as constraint for bias
mitigation, which we do with the ratio in our experiment.

DP has faced criticism in literature as it can lead to reverse dis-
crimination and cannot differentiate between illegal and justifiable
discrimination [29] [52]. It reports differential treatment (or global
discrimination [29]).

Definition 3.2. Conditional Demographic Disparity (CDD)
considers a model to be fair when the proportion of unprivileged
people amongst those with unfavorable outcome is equal to their
proportion amongst those receiving favorable outcome, considering
an explanatory attributes 𝑅.

𝑃 (𝐺 = unprivileged|𝑦 = +, 𝑅 = 𝑟 ) = 𝑃 (𝐺 = unprivileged|𝑦 = −, 𝑅 = 𝑟 )

CDD thus extends DP by adding one or more explanatory attributes
𝑅 [29] (also known as condition [52]). It has taken inspiration from
conditional demographic parity [29] and is introduced by legal
scholars [52]. The goal of this definition is to remedy some of the
limitations of DP. As this choice can bemade independently for each
case, it also includes some component of the contextual approach
to fairness that is found in the law. Additionally, it allows to discern
between the part of the differential treatment that results from a
justified reason (represented by the explanatory attributes) from
the part that is due to illegal or unethical discrimination. The aim
of CDD is to report the latter.
13Accuracy is the rate at which the classifier makes correct predictions, with values
ranging from 0 to 1. The closer to 1, the more accurate the predictions.

These explanatory attributes need to be chosen by legal and/or
domain experts [29]. According to Wachter et al. [52], the choice of
explanatory arguments should be made by courts in each case, in
accordance with the contextual approach to equality and the gold
standard that is followed by the ECJ and by national courts in some
case-laws. In this work, the choice of 𝑅 is made arbitrarily in that
regard as we do not have access to such experts.

Similar to DP, CDD is a statistical group fairness definition that
is categorized as bias transforming [51] and based on predicted
outcome. It can also be used to evaluate direct, indirect and inter-
sectional discrimination. We compute it as a metric taking the ratio
of the two probabilities.

4 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP
In order to analyze the relevance of DP with regard to EU non-
discrimination law while taking computer science reality into ac-
count, we analyze fairness and discrimination in real world datasets
and in ML models trained on them. We consider the problem of
binary classification with a binary protected attribute. In order to
make relevant comparisons, we train several classification models
with an in-processing bias mitigation method that impose a fairness
constraint on the model. Experiments are available here14.

4.1 Metrics
We consider DP both as a measure to evaluate discrimination (in
the ground truth and the model) and as fairness constraint that can
be used in a bias mitigation training algorithm.

To do so, we first look at the underlying discrimination found in
datasets. Then, we train several classifiers with DP as fairness con-
straint and evaluate the discrimination present in their predictions.
The discrimination is measured using DP and CDD. They are both
computed as ratios, with a value of 1 indicating perfect fairness and
0 indicating complete discrimination. To keep this ratio between 0
and 1, we always take the lower proportion value over the higher
proportion value.

Since CDD should be computed for several groups (each value of
attribute 𝑅), this leads to several values for a same model. We use
the weighted average by Freedman et al. [23] to create a summary
statistic which we report in the results. The choice of 𝑅 in all case
studies is arbitrary for the sake of this experiment as we do not
have access to experts in the appropriate fields. Nevertheless, when
choosing 𝑅, we consider the correlation of 𝑅 with the protected
feature and the labels as suggested by Kamiran et al. [29]. The
reason is that a higher correlation between both of them could be
evidence of explainable discrimination [29].

4.2 Datasets
We experiment with three real-world datasets that are commonly
used to evaluate bias mitigation methods [27] in order to facilitate
replication and comparison with other studies. In all cases, we
consider gender and race as protected attributes, according to the
social realities captured in the data and following existing literature
[34].

14https://github.com/anonynousEAAMOsubmission2023/AIFairness_EUlaw
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4.2.1 COMPAS. The COMPAS dataset contains information about
criminal offenders along with a risk score. We use the same dataset
version as in the research by Dressel and Farid [17]. Target label
is two_year_recid, which represents the recidivism labels (binary)
collected by ProPublica Inc. and corresponds to whether the de-
fendant has been rearrested within two years [34]. This dataset is
henceforth referred to as Scenario 1. Gender is coded as binary, with
women being privileged. We made the values for race binary by
keeping the records of only caucasian (privileged) and black (un-
privileged) offenders, in order to better reproduce Celis et al. [9]’s
experiments and for ease of interpretation. After this preprocessing,
the dataset contains 7 214 instances.

After preprocessing, we note that 55% of the individuals consid-
ered were labelled as not having recidivated, whereas 45% were.
This means that, when training a classifier to predict recidivism on
a new unobserved set of people (test set), its prediction accuracy
should be higher than 55%. Otherwise, the decision-making process
cannot be automated by the used algorithm. In other words, in
ML-terminology, 55% is the accuracy baseline.

CDD is computed with attribute 𝑅 to be priors, which is the
number of prior criminal convictions. Since priors is a continuous
variable, discretizationwas necessary to compute CDD and train the
classifier. We followed the approach in AIF360 [5] (three categories:
0, 1-3, and >3 priors). A Chi-square Test revealed a significant weak
relationships between two_year_recid, and (i) 𝑅 (𝑋 2 (2, 𝑁 = 7214) =
572.92, 𝑝 = 0.00, 𝑉 = .09,), (ii) race (𝑋 2 (2, 𝑁 = 7214) = 326.67, 𝑝 =

0.00, 𝑉 = .07,), and (iii) gender (𝑋 2 (10, 𝑁 = 7214) = 112.21, 𝑝 =

0.00, 𝑉 = .04,).

4.2.2 Adult. This dataset [18], also known as "Census Income", con-
tains the demographic characteristics of 48 842 individuals along-
side the associated target labels that represent high income (favor-
able outcome) or low income (unfavorable outcome). Adult dataset
is referred to as Scenario 2. Gender is coded as binary with men
being the privileged group. Race is also coded as binary, with white
as privileged and non-white as unprivileged. We note that income
of 76% of the people is lower than 50 000$ per year, whereas the
income of the rest 24% is higher than that. Similar to the previous
scenario, 76% serves as the accuracy baseline.

To compute CDD, the explanatory attribute 𝑅 [52] is chosen to
be education. A Chi-square Test of Independence revealed a signifi-
cant moderate relationship between the target and 𝑅 (𝑋 2 (15, 𝑁 =

32561) = 4429.65, 𝑝 = 0.00, 𝑉 = .11.), and a significant weak re-
lationships between the target and (i) race (𝑋 2 (60, 𝑁 = 32561) =
730.67, 𝑝 = 0.00, 𝑉 = .04.) and (ii) gender (𝑋 2 (15, 𝑁 = 32561) =
297.725, 𝑝 = 0.00, 𝑉 = .03.).)

4.2.3 Law dataset. The Law School FOIA Dataset 1.1 (Law dataset)
[46] is provided by Project SEAPHE containing admissions data of
124 557 individuals from all of the public law schools in the United
States. Target variable is admit, the labels of which are either 0
(not admitted, i.e. the unfavorable outcome) or 1 (admitted, i.e. the
favorable outcome). The Law dataset is referred to as Scenario 3.
Gender is coded as binary with men being the privileged group.
Race is also coded as binary, with white as privileged and non-white
as unprivileged. We note that 74% of the people where not admitted,
whereas the rest did, which will serve as the baseline accuracy that
an algorithm should attempt to beat.

To compute CDD, the explanatory attribute 𝑅 [52] is chosen
to be GPA. Since GPA is a continuous variable, discretization was
necessary to compute CDD. We therefore created three categories:
< 2.5 (low score), from 2.5 to 3.4 (moderate score), and > 3.5
(high score). A Chi-square Test of Independence revealed signifi-
cant weak relationships between the target and (i) 𝑅 (𝑋 2 (15, 𝑁 =

96584) = 4402.89, 𝑝 = 0.00, 𝑉 = .08.), (ii) race (𝑋 2 (2, 𝑁 = 96584) =
2821.76, 𝑝 = 0.00, 𝑉 = .06.) and (iii) gender (𝑋 2 (2, 𝑁 = 96584) =
636.0, 𝑝 = 0.00, 𝑉 = .03.).

4.3 Training fair models
We train classification models with an in-processing bias mitigation
method.We use the trainingmeta-algorithm presented in [9], which
produces an approximately fair solution, given a choice of fairness
constraint and optimizing on accuracy. The fairness constraint is
imposed through a function measuring the fairness level of the
model and which value can’t be bellow a certain threshold value
𝜏 . This function corresponds to a fairness metric that is given as
input. The fairness parameter 𝜏 , which gives the minimal value
allowed for the measure of fairness, is also given as input. Its value
can range from 0 (no fairness constraint, thus no bias mitigation) to
1 ("perfect" fairness). The implementation we work with (available
through AIF360 [5]) uses gradient descent and considers fairness
metrics using the ratio between the privileged and unprivileged
groups.

The fairness metrics according to which the model is constrained
is given as input and can be one out of a large number of metrics,
larger than for other comparable algorithm. This allows for a rele-
vant comparison between the effect of several different metrics on
the resulting models, without being impacted by other differences
in the algorithm training.

There are several reasons that motivated us to choose this bias
mitigation meta-algorithm. First, the authors provide mathematical
proofs that guarantee that the fairness constraints are satisfied (up
to a certain controlled error) while the classification model is opti-
mized. Second, their approach handles linear-fractional constraints
rather than strictly linear which is mostly done in the literature.
This means that fractional metrics (i.e. non-linear) such as the False
Discovery Rate can be considered, consequently increasing the
number of available fairness metrics. Third, they have written this
constrained classification problem as a linear program, allowing
them to develop a computationally efficient algorithm (of polyno-
mial complexity).

We use this meta-algorithm to create several models for each
scenario, using DP as fairness constraint, considering successively
gender and race as sensitive attributes. For each scenario and each
sensitive attribute, we compute models for input 𝜏 ranging from
0 (no fairness constraint) to 1 (constraint to aim at perfect fair-
ness). We refer to each of the models created as metaclassifier,
following the name of the learning algorithm. We use 10-fold cross-
validation15 and report the average of each computed metric. We
split both datasets into training (70%) and test set (30%), selected
uniformly at random using the method in AIF360[5] which results
in a stratified split. We use the open-source implementation of the

15With this method, we repeat the training process 10 times using different samples
from the same dataset to derive more representative results.
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meta-algorithm provided by AIF360 [5] to ease reproduction, with
our own pre-processing.

5 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
In this section, we present the experimental results and interpret
them considering both the computer scientists’ and legal scholars’
perspectives.

5.1 Choosing a 𝜏 value
Figures 1, 2 and 3 present the fairness and accuracy values obtained
for the predictions of the metaclassifiers with different levels of
constraint to achieve fairness (i.e. different values of 𝜏). However,
most real-life scenarios require the choice of a unique classifier. We
thus considered specific values of 𝜏 for this experiment, selected
in accordance with the contextual approach to equality in non-
discrimination law and considering both the accuracy and fairness
values.

A way to approach this would be to set a fixed threshold, such
as the 80% rule set in the 1978 Uniform Guidelines on Employee
Selection Procedures16 [22]. However, the U.S Supreme Court has
shown resistance in adapting a "rigid mathematical formula" to
define disparate impact [1]. The European Commission’s proposed
AIA introduces impact assessments accompanied by codes of con-
duct and externally audited compliance. This regulation does not
yet mention any obligatory margin of threshold for the trade-off
between fairness and accuracy. The classification of metrics into
bias transforming and preserving given byWachter et al. [51] could
be a starting point to be introduced in regulation, together with a
proportionality test and the need for justification of the metric.

We said in section 3.1 that substantive equality includes consid-
ering that status quo is often not neutral, as certain groups usually
start from different unequal points, due to the historical bias they
have suffered. For that, choosing a specific threshold would indeed
be difficult with a rigid mathematical formula. However, the exis-
tence of such threshold would enable legal operators to promote
and discuss the outputs of algorithmic decisions. Therefore, it would
be ideal to approach it legally with a margin to respect. The margin
of this threshold could be introduced in the AIA to prevent illegal
discrimination in algorithmic decisions. In that case, developers
could follow the legal guidelines and if discrimination happens, in
case the developers’ compliance is presumed, the burden of proof
would be reversed. In other words, if regulations introduce a margin
of threshold that should be respected, and if developers stay within
that margin, illegal discrimination could idealistically be prevented.
In the case of its occurrence, it would be the duty of the plaintiff to
prove discrimination has happened. Conversely, if the legal guide-
lines are not respected, discrimination would be presumed to have
occurred.

This inclusion of margins in legal texts would thus be benefi-
cial for AI developers and deployers, as they would know what
is expected of them to avoid legal repercussions. It would also be

16This guideline states "a selection rate for any race, sex, or ethnic group which is less
than four-fifths (4/5) (or eighty percent) of the rate for the group with the highest rate
will generally be regarded by the Federal enforcement agencies as evidence of adverse
impact, while a greater than four-fifths rate will generally not be regarded by Federal
enforcement agencies as evidence of adverse impact." UNIFORM GUIDELINES ON
EMPLOYEE SELECTION PROCEDURES (1978), 29 C.F.R. §1607.4 (2018)
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(b) Scenario 1: COMPAS dataset & race

Figure 1: Fairness metrics and accuracy results for Compas dataset
after 10-fold cross-validation.

advantageous for the citizens who are subject to AI systems. First
because it could help reduce the occurrence of discrimination in
algorithmic decisions, thus protecting them from harm. Second
because it could make it easier for individuals and civil society to
bring a case of discrimination to court, leading to compensation
and correction of harm if judged appropriate.

Taking the said example from U.S. legal system into account
while acknowledging the differences between the U.S. and EU law,
we selected a relevant threshold for each scenario individually to
approach the contextual requirement of EU law. For the sake of the
experiment, the choice was made arbitrarily with the goal to obtain
a good trade-off between accuracy and fairness. In practice, the
optimal 𝜏 should be chosen by legal practitioners, developers and
ethicists who are familiar with the classification problem at hand.

5.2 Evolution of fairness and accuracy with 𝜏

We can see in Figures 1, 2 and 3 the fluctuations of accuracy and
fairness in the predictions of models created with different minimal
fairness values 𝜏 ranging from 0 to 1. Following, we analyze the
results and describe how we choose the most suitable 𝜏 value per
scenario.

5.2.1 Scenario 1. Figure 1a gives the results for the models trained
on COMPAS with gender as sensitive attribute. The meta-classifier
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(b) Scenario 2: Adult dataset & race

Figure 2: Fairness metrics and accuracy results for Adult dataset
after 10-fold cross-validation.

fairness constraint is thus DP with the underprivileged group being
men and the privileged group being women.

At 𝜏 = 0, DP is 0.79 with a 66% accuracy. It is worth noting
that accuracy remains relatively stable as the fairness constraint
𝜏 gradually increases. We can consider that the fairness-accuracy
trade-off is always satisfactory in this scenario, which simplifies
the process of choosing a proper constraint value, at least in that
regard.

As explained in section 3.2, the fairness value given by DP con-
siders the differential treatment, or global discrimination. CDD, on
the other hand, gives a fairness value that reflects the discrimina-
tion that is considered unethical, under the assumption that the
explanatory attribute used in CDD is well chosen and sufficient.
The difference between DP and CDD values is related to the level
of justified or explainable discrimination due to the effect of the
explanatory attribute priors on the result. We can see in Figure 1a
that CDD follows a similar trend as DP until 𝜏 = 0.7, then decreases
as 𝜏 rises to 1. Since CDD is slightly higher than DP up to 𝜏 = 0.7,
but still relatively similar to it, this means that most of the dis-
crimination captured by DP is unethical with only a small part
being explainable, considering the assumption that the explana-
tory attribute used in CDD is well chosen and sufficient. However,
past 𝜏 = 0.7, CDD decreases while strongly DP increases, which
is caused by the difference in the distribution over the explainable
attribute priors. This difference indicates that DP is forcing equal
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(a) Scenario 3: Law dataset & gender
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(b) Scenario 3: Law dataset & race

Figure 3: Fairness metrics and accuracy results for Law dataset after
10-fold cross-validation.

treatment when there would be a justifiable reason not to do so,
thus possibly resulting in undesired reverse discrimination. This
example illustrates how imposing too much constraint with regard
to one fairness definition can have a detrimental effect according
to another definition of fairness.

Since the fairness of the model’s prediction is already relatively
high when it is trained without bias mitigation, based on both
DP and CDD, the mitigation is only effective when the constraint
value 𝜏 is greater than 0.8. When 𝜏 = 0.9, DP is 0.81 with a 64%
accuracy, which is only a slight increase compared to 𝜏 = 0. This
is also when reverse discrimination could start happening. Thus,
bias mitigation based on DP for this model might not be necessary
in real-life. Deciding whether it is legally and ethically acceptable
that the rate of men with a low recidivism risk is 80% of the rate of
women with low recidivism risk should be left to experts familiar
with the context of this scenario. Such a decision should also take
into account the potential impact of reverse discrimination and
whether such an effect would be unacceptable, tolerable, or even
desirable in the specific context.

In the same scenario, when race is chosen as protected attribute
(see Figure 1b), fairness is slightly decreased as compared to gender
for both DP and CDD at about 0.72 at 𝜏 = 0. Accuracy has a stable
trend slightly decreasing from 66% to 58% as 𝜏 increases. This time,
the trend of DP and CDD is reversed, with CDD being slightly
lower than DP. DP reflects most unethical discrimination, but not

9



Conference’17, July 2017, Washington, DC, USA Lisa Koutsoviti Koumeri, Magali Legast, Yasaman Yousefi, Koen Vanhoof, Axel Legay, and Christoph Schommer

the full extent of it. This difference increases with the strength of
the constraint on DP, leading to a correction of discrimination that
becomes less fair according to CDD when 𝜏 > 0.8.

After 𝜏 = 0.6, the trends DP and CDD follow begin to grow
further apart. Choosing the optimal 𝜏 value here is related to the
context and the metric that might be more applicable: a metric
that attempts to balance the ratio between favored white and black
people (DP), or a metric that attempts to balance the ratio between
favored black people with less prior crimes and black people with
more prior crimes? In this scenario, we arbitrarily choose the former,
therefore, optimal 𝜏 is considered to be 0.9.

5.2.2 Scenario 2. The results concerning the Adult dataset are
presented in Figure 2. We observe slightly higher values of fairness
with regard to gender bias compared to racial bias, but overall
similar trends for both considered metrics. The level of fairness
with regard to both protected attributes is much lower than in
Scenario 1. We can thus expect that the bias mitigation process
would be more useful, which is confirmed by the results.

When 𝜏 = 0, DP reports a fairness value of 0.48 towards gender
and 0.39 towards race, while CDD reports 0.15 for fairness towards
gender and 0.10 towards race. The gap between those values can be
interpreted as the part of differential treatment explained by the
explanatory attribute education. Since this gap remains relatively
constant for every value of 𝜏 , this indicates that the parts of global
discrimination due to respectively unethical and explainable dis-
crimination stay similar with different levels of constraint. However,
this changes for the model aiming at perfect DP fairness regarding
gender (𝜏 = 1 in Figure 2a), where the difference increases. This
indicates either reverse discrimination or an otherwise inadequate
correction of the global discrimination that doesn’t correctly match
the unethical discrimination.

Classification accuracy starts at 80% with no fairness constraint
and fluctuates between 60-70% as the fairness constraint is gradu-
ally increasing. This is considered a weak performance since the
majority label (low income) is 76% of the sample. In other words,
the algorithmic decision-making process is not efficient given this
dataset and classifier. The non-monotonic characteristic of the re-
sults is in part due the 10-fold cross-validation and in part to the
training process that uses a random sample drawn out of the distri-
bution of the input data and not the whole dataset.

For this scenario, we consider the models with 𝜏 = 0.6 for gender
and 𝜏 = 0.7 for race to be the most appropriate, considering the
trade-off between accuracy and fairness. This case-study offers a
fine example of the fairness constraint gradually removing the bias
expressed by DP as 𝜏 increases, with a similar improvement of CDD
and an overall decrease of accuracy. The result for DP and accuracy
align well with those reported by [9].

5.2.3 Scenario 3. The results concerning Law dataset are presented
in Figure 3. When 𝜏 = 0, accuracy is 80% and DP is almost 1 for the
case of gender, and about 0.51 for race. When it comes to gender the
decision-making process is already fair, therefore the biasmitigation
method seems to only decrease fairness. This makes sense since
the fairness constraint is considered with a minimal required value
for DP, which is approximately respected by the produced models.
Also, the training algorithm used is not exactly the same when bias
mitigation is applied or not, which explains part of the difference

in the results. CDD of gender is also relatively high, at 0.86. CDD is
slightly lower that DP and it follows the exact same trend as DP.
This means that almost all the global discrimination is explainable
following the GPA of the law students. Finally, Moving on to race, it
is evident that a fairness constraint should be added in the decision
making process. We can clearly see the global increase of DP with
stronger fairness constraints.

Considering those results, we consider that an optimal constraint
in this scenario would be 𝜏 = 0.6. Indeed, at that level, both DP
and CDD are much higher than when no fairness constraint is
used. They also have quite similar values (0.79 and 0.7 respectively),
which indicates that almost all of the discrimination removed is
unethical and that there can be almost no reverse discrimination.
Accuracy is still high enough and decreases for higher values of
𝜏 . When 𝜏 > 0.7, we can also observe that DP and CDD start
following different trends, with the former gradually increasing
and the latter decreasing. This leads to the same concern as in
Scenario 1 of a too strong constraint on DP potentially leading to
reverse discrimination. However, depending on the context and
application of the classifier, such reverse discrimination could be a
desirable effect in order to compensate for the existing inequalities.
The choice of the proper model and bias mitigation parameters is
thus again highly context-dependent and should take many factors
into account.

5.3 Effectiveness of bias mitigation
Table 1 presents the metric results for DP and CDD in three different
situations. The first is pre-training where we compute DP and
CDD on the test set using the actual target labels. This serves as
our ground truth. The second is DP and CDD computed on the
prediction of the metaclassifier with no bias mitigation (𝜏 = 0). It
thus behaves as a conventional gradient-based classifier. Finally,
DP and CDD computed on the predictions of the metaclassifier
with the selected value of 𝜏 where bias metrics generally perform
better than 𝜏 = 0 while accuracy is still at acceptable levels. This
corresponds to the models we have selected in the previous section.
The following observations can be made based on these results.

Table 1: Fairness results per dataset on the test set (ground truth)
and predictions (referred to as Pred.).

Compas: Scenario 1 Adult: Scenario 2 Law: Scenario 3
Test set Pred.

𝜏 = 0
Pred.
𝜏 = 0.9

Test set Pred.
𝜏 = 0

Pred.
𝜏 =best2

Test set Pred.
𝜏 = 0

Pred.
𝜏 =best3

SA1 Demographic Parity (DP)
gender 0.93 0.79 0.82 0.35 0.47 0.73 0.98 0.96 0.85
race 0.89 0.72 0.82 0.6 0.39 0.73 0.76 0.51 0.79

Conditional Demographic Disparity (CDD)
gender 0.8 0.83 0.58 0.35 0.13 0.62 0.95 0.86 0.82
race 0.8 0.71 0.57 0.61 0.07 0.49 0.85 0.61 0.71

1 Sensitive attribute. 2 Here, 𝜏 is 0.6 for gender, 0.7 for race. 3 𝜏 is 0.7 for gender, 0.6 for race. 4

Blue cells refer to cases where fairness was high to begin with and while classifying with or

without fairness constraint, fairness did not drop more than 0.15. Green cells refer to cases where

fairness mitigation either maintained or improved fairness as compared to the test set. Red cells
refer to cases where bias mitigation reduced fairness by more than 0.2.

In Scenario 1, the level of bias against gender as computed using
the test set (ground truth) is 0.93. When the metaclassifier is trained
without any fairness constraint (𝜏 = 0), then fairness decreases to
0.79. This is a good example of how technical bias can arise in a
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model even when the training data is fair. When the fairness con-
straint is set to 0.9, then fairness slightly raises by 0.03 based on DP,
while roughly preserving its classification power. However, CDD
plunges to 0.58, which is evidence of unethical discrimination in
the decision-making system. With regard to the protected attribute
race, fairness in the test set is 0.89 based on DP which could also
be considered relatively high. Next, the classifier reduces fairness
to 0.72 when making predictions after being trained without bias
mitigation, whih means that again technical bias arose in this model.
Consequently, when 𝜏 is set to 0.9, fairness increases to 0.82, which
could be a fine example of a successful bias mitigation process.
However, CDD is gradually decreasing from 0.80 in the ground
truth, to 0.71 when predicting without a fairness constraint, and
finally to 0.57 when 𝜏 = 0.9. Technically, the difference between DP
and CDD at 𝜏 = 0.9 is caused by the fact that the distribution across
races (measured by DP) is different from the distribution within
the unprivileged race (measured by CDD). Practically, it is up to
the decision-makers to decide which measure they wish to use,
because they cannot satisfy both at the same time based on the data.
If the decision-makers wish to emphasize on the students’ GPA
scores (𝑅) which might nevertheless reflect historical and systemic
inequalities, then CDD should be chosen. On the other hand, if the
decision-makers wish to grant equal access to the underprivileged
race regardless of their GPA, then DP should be chosen toward the
substantive equality goal.

In Scenario 2, all cases show a fairness increase by more than 0.25
from 𝜏 = 0 to 𝜏 = 𝑏𝑒𝑠𝑡 . Three out of four cases exhibit a fairness
increase from the test set to 𝜏 = 𝑏𝑒𝑠𝑡 . Only in the case of CDD and
race, there is a 0.12 fairness decrease. However, in the same case,
there is already a substantial improvement in fairness from 𝜏 = 0
to 𝜏 = 𝑏𝑒𝑠𝑡 which qualifies this case as a bias mitigation success.
However, in Scenario 2, there is evidence of unethical discrimination
that is not properly corrected since CDD is generally lower than
DP reaching at most a moderate 0.58 amount of fairness.

Finally, bias mitigation worked well when it comes to race and
DP in Scenario 3. Bias mitigation was also successful in race and
CDD as demonstrated by the increase of CDD when it comes to
race from 𝜏 = 0 to 𝜏 = 𝑏𝑒𝑠𝑡 . Bias mitigation was not able to reach
the levels of the ground truth in that case. Nevertheless this is an
encouraging result towards the goal of restoring formal equality.

A result that can be drawn from the above is that bias mitigation
can be sufficient in some situations. First, it can be sufficient in
settings where the system should be designed to replicate bias
(such as diagnostic tools) to comply with formal equality. This
is demonstrated by the case study of Law dataset. Second, bias
mitigation considering fairness constraint with bias transforming
metrics such as DP can be successful in settings where the system
should create decisions fairer than the ground truth (substantive
equality). The Adult dataset is a good example of this. However
the metrics do not align in all cases as clearly shown by Compas
dataset. Hence, the use of any metric should be objectively justified
under a proportionality test [51]. Our experiments also highlight
the influence of the context and how important it is to take it into
consideration for bias mitigation.

We should also note that ground truth and the complexity of
reality may be hard to capture in data, since it can never encompass

the completeness of the real world. Our contribution lies in analyz-
ing and discussing existing fairness approaches and legislation to
allow for more informed choices and understanding on the way to
address bias in ML models. We do not claim to ’fix’ bias in society or
in AI systems relying on techno-solutionism. Rather, we talk about
mitigation, i.e. reducing bias and harm that can be caused by auto-
mated decision-support systems. It is imperative to involve human
experts into the process and adopting a case-specific approach in
the choice of explanatory attributes and fairness constraint. We ac-
knowledge that ethically reflecting on the aim of ML development
could be a valuable extension of our work that would, however,
require further expertise from a sociological perspective.

We acknowledge that including a single explanatory attribute (𝑅)
is a limitation of this study. Choosing the optimal 𝑅 is not the focus
of our work, and the fact that we did not have access to experts
regarding the datasets and scenarios only reinforces this choice.
In the future, we will focus on including and discussing more bias
metrics. The same rationale holds for choosing the best minimal
value 𝜏 for the fairness constraint and the trade-off between accu-
racy and fairness. Consequently, goal of our work is to bridge the
gap between developers and legal scholars by analysing different
scenarios in terms of fairness using promising existing approaches.

6 FINAL REMARKS
In this article, we explored existing research on the definition of the
concept of fairness in law and computer science. Using legal infor-
matics as our methodology and through three scenarios (datasets),
we assessed the mutual contribution of computer science and EU
non-discrimination legal framework in bias mitigation and preven-
tion of discrimination in ML-driven driven algorithmic decisions.
More specifically, we measured fairness using two metrics, Demo-
graphic Parity (DP) and Conditional Demographic Parity (CDD) in
different stages of a classification process. The classifier we used
is introduced by Celis et al. [9] whose work we replicated and ex-
tended. In our results, we compare the fairness on the test sets with
the fairness on the predictions of different classifiers trained with
DP as a fairness constraint.

Our experiments confirm the significance of the choice of met-
rics in bias mitigation, as they should be interpreted in the context
of formal or substantive equality of the law. This significance is also
valid for the choice of the notion(s) of fairness that is (are) applica-
ble to the domain and the appropriate margin for bias mitigation
thresholds, such as 𝜏 .

Based on our numeric results, we conclude that the metaclassifier
performed best in the scenario involving Adult and Law datasets.
In this case, DP and CDD aligned well up to a certain extent. In
alignment with previous work, we noted that in case of using CDD,
the condition for discrimination is not easy to set without any input
from legislative or judiciary bodies or legal experts. We therefore
emphasize on the urgent need for collaboration between computer
scientists and the legal community in approaching fairness in ML
applications.

Acknowledging that our conclusions are limited by the low num-
ber of chosen case studies and fairness metrics, future work will
be expanded on evaluating more metrics, using other datasets and
considering several sensitive attributes. Further, the complexity
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of discrimination - especially that of indirect and intersectional
discrimination - and new sources of algorithmic discrimination,
require conducting a more in-depth legal informatics research in
the future.

We should also note that unfair predictions made by ML systems
are not necessarily the result of inaccurate or incomplete data. They
reflect the biased and unequal reality of the world as it is, in which
ML is deployed. Individual, social and institutional changes are
required to truly resolve the problem of discrimination. Algorithmic
decision-making could produce accurate classification results while
preserving fairness using the appropriate metrics and with the
appropriate supervision, but the social problem will still prevail if
we stop at technical solutions.
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