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Abstract

With the advent of the AI Act and other regulations, there is now an urgent need for algorithms that repair
unfairness in training data. In this paper, we define fairness in terms of conditional independence between
protected attributes (S) and features (X), given unprotected attributes (U ). We address the important setting
in which torrents of archival data need to be repaired, using only a small proportion of these data, which are
S|U -labelled (the research data). We use the latter to design optimal transport (OT)-based repair plans on
interpolated supports. This allows off-sample, labelled, archival data to be repaired, subject to stationarity
assumptions. It also significantly reduces the size of the supports of the OT plans, with correspondingly
large savings in the cost of their design and of their sequential application to the off-sample data. We
provide detailed experimental results with simulated and benchmark real data (the Adult data set). Our
performance figures demonstrate effective repair—in the sense of quenching conditional dependence—of
large quantities of off-sample, labelled (archival) data.

Index Terms

AI fairness, Optimal transport, Data repair, Conditional independence, mixture modelling, Kernel density
estimation.

I. INTRODUCTION

The notion of fairness is important across many applications, where some protected attribute should
not impact some decision outcome. This concept of decision fairness is not new, with cases such as [1]
and [2] demonstrating strong legal precedence for avoiding discrimination from human decisions, even
when protected characteristics such as race, sex or sexuality are not directly considered. For instance,
in [1] the race of candidates was not directly considered, but could be inferred through high-school
attendance and performance on tests standardised to median high-school graduates. Since black candidates
were significantly less likely to hold a high-school diploma, these employment tests resulted in white
candidates being almost ten times as likely to be considered for promotion [3].

With decisions increasingly made by automated systems across a broad range of industries, from
creditworthiness to automotive hazard detection, ensuring the fairness of these systems is crucial. These
automated systems generally learn their behaviour from historic human decisions or from rules designed by
domain experts. However, this can lead to systems encoding historical biases, or introducing bias through
the learning process [4].

Notably, the AI Act [5] marks a significant milestone in this regard, proposing a comprehensive frame-
work to regulate AI systems and address potential risks, including bias and discrimination. One key
stipulation of the AI Act is the requirement for transparency even for limited-risk applications. This has
strengthened research effort towards AI fairness, including a significant body of work addressing the
improvement of fairness through the repair of data or models [6]–[9].
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Fig. 1: Graphical representation of unfair data under the proposed S, U , X , Ŷ model. Nodes in grey are
unobserved, or may be unobserved.

Many of these methods for data repair, however, rely on the notion that data are finite and static such
that a repair operation can be designed and conducted once, and the problem of fairness is solved. In many
other cases, protected attributes are not recorded, leaving significant volumes of historic data unusable
with these SOTA repair schemes [4], [10], etc.). Evaluation is often conducted using benchmark data sets
such as Adult Income [11] or COMPAS [12], which by design are labelled, static and finite. However,
these benchmark data sets do not represent real applications where data are harvested dynamically or
sequentially. Calculating a new repair with every update to the data is likely to be prohibitively expensive
[9], [13]. As such, we propose a repair operation inspired by approaches in domain adaptation [14] which
can be learned on some small, labelled data set collected specifically for use in fairness repair, and then
applied to repair historic, dynamic data without requiring that the repair be updated.

The layout of the paper is as follows: in Section II, we define the notion of fairness in this setting
and introduce the metrics used to evaluate it; in Section III we introduce related work in data repair with
specific focus on [10]; in Section IV we propose our method for off-sample data repair; in Section V we
evaluate our proposed method on simulated and benchmark data; and in Sections VI and VII we introduce
avenues for future work and present the key conclusions of our work.

Throughout the paper, we denote random variables (r.v.s) by capital letters, X , and realizations of these
random variables by lowercase letters, x, and often we do not need to distinguish notationally between
a r.v. and its realizations. We denote sets by R, S, etc., and functions by D, W, etc. We distinguish
between observed and repaired data with x and x′, respectively. We make the usual assumptions about the
probability space. The probability model of a random variable, X = x ∈ X, is denoted by F(x) in the
general case, being an element of the set of probability distributions with support, X, denoted by P(X). In
the continuous case, F(·) is specified by its probability density function (pdf), f(x). In the discrete case,
the probability mass function (pmf) of the probability model is simply denoted by Pr[x].

II. FAIRNESS AS CONDITIONAL INDEPENDENCE

The sample space, Ω, of an uncertain observational experiment, comprises elementary outcomes, ω ∈ Ω.
We define the following r.v.s. in the usual way:

Z = {X,S,U}. (1)

Here, X(ω) = x ∈ Rd is a length-d feature vector, S(ω) = s ∈ {0, 1} is a binary sensitive attribute, and
U(ω) = u ∈ {1, 0} is a binary attribute which is not sensitive, and therefore unprotected. We assume that
X and U are observed, and S may be unobserved, as shown in Figure 1. Each observation is classified
accordingly to a specified rule: g(X) : Rd → {0, 1}.

To put this model in context, we consider the Adult Income data set [11]. In this setting, S represents
the protected attribute of race (which may or may not be observed), U indicates whether the individual is
educated to college level or above (observed), and X are the remaining features (observations). By training
on a set of such observations, we can design a prediction rule (classifier) of whether the annual salary of
a future adult is greater than $50,000 (i.e. Ŷ = 1), or not.

The joint probability model, F(·), induced by these r.v.s, is

F(x, s, u) ≡ f(x|s, u) Pr[s|u] Pr[u], (2)
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Fig. 2: Graphical representation of fair data under the proposed S, U , X , Ŷ model, where the link between
S and the fairness-repaired data X ′ is mediated by U .

where fs,u ≡ f(x|s, u) is a class-conditional observation model (pdf) for the features, x ∈ Rd, and the
remaining factors are Bernoulli pmfs.

We distinguish between two distinct sets of observations, a research data set where the labels, SR, are
observed, so that a typical (composite) observation1 is zR = {xR, sR, uR}, and an archival data set where
S may not be observed2, and a typical observation is zA = {xA, uA}. The archival data may be observed
online (sequentially), or they may be drawn from a prior-observed data set. We assume that the number
of research data is much smaller than the number of archival data, i.e. nR ≪ nA, which together form an
independent, identically distributed (iid) sample from F(x, s, u) (Equation 2).

As an example, consider a job application setting. n ≡ nR + nA applicants for a job will all have
provided details of their career achievements (X) and maximal educational level (U ). A small number,
nR, of these may have volunteered to fill in an HR survey at the time of applying, indicating their religious
affiliation and gender identity (S).

A. Conditional Independence: a sufficient condition for (sub-group) fairness

Definition 2.1 (u-conditional fairness): We define U -conditional fairness as

(X ⊥⊥ S)|U,

where ⊥⊥ denotes stochastic independence; i.e. X is independent of the protected attribute, S, for each
state, u ∈ U, of the unprotected attribute (Figure 2). □
Fairness definitions in the literature emphasize unconditional independence between outputs, Ŷ , and
protected attributes, S; i.e. Ŷ ⊥⊥ S [9]. Note that our stochastic definition, above, is a sufficient condition
for classifier outcome fairness, since Ŷ ≡ g(X) (Figure 2). It is also sufficient for achieving fairness under
various proxies, such as statistical parity and disparate impact [15]. Other classical functional decoupling
metrics [16]—based on cross-covariance operators—are also either necessary or equivalent (depending on
the extent of the proposed decoupling) to Definition 2.1. Meanwhile, we opt for this conditional definition
of fairness—a necessary condition for unconditional independence—in order to distinguish structural (or
societal) unfairness, where S ̸ ⊥⊥ U , from model (or AI) unfairness, where (X ̸ ⊥⊥ S)|U . Our purpose
is to identify and repair the latter only. Taking the Adult Income data set [11], the fact that more white
individuals are well educated than non-white individuals (structural/societal unfairness) is not something
(regrettably) that is our business to repair. However, the fact that white, well-educated individuals are
predicted to earn more than non-white, well-educated individuals (model/AI unfairness) is something that
we are concerned with repairing. This distinction is a key motivator for our definition. Defining fairness
in this way is also likely to uncover previously hidden under-representation bias. For instance, s = 0 and
s = 1 may be equally probable in the marginal population but may not be equally distributed across groups
u ∈ U, meaning that the sizes of the s|u-subgroups may vary with u.

B. u-Conditional Fairness Metrics

Widely adopted fairness metrics (i.e. proxies) [15], [17] can all be redefined in conditionally independent
terms, quantifying, for instance, the degree of subgroup fairness for s-indexed subgroups in each u-
indexed group. Let us consider disparate treatment, perhaps the most fundamental of the fairness metrics
for classifier outputs [7], which encodes the notion that the output should not depend on the sensitive

1For ease of notation, we suppress the index into the specific observation we are considering.
2This assumption is considered in more detail in Section IV.



attribute. Its u-conditional definition—necessary for our stochastic definition of fairness (Definition 2.1)—
is as follows:

Definition 2.2 (Disparate Treatment):

Pr(Ŷ = y|s, u) = Pr(Ŷ = y|u), ∀(y, s, u) ∈ {0, 1}3.

□
Disparate impact (DI) is often adopted as the proxy for quanifying the extent to which Definition 2.2 is
met. DI is one of the most widely used metrics due to its close relationship to legal literature in the United
States and advocacy by the US Equal Employment Opportunity Commission [18]. The DI of a classifier,
Ŷ ≡ g(X) (Figure 1), in our u-conditional setting is defined as follows:

Definition 2.3 (Disparate Impact):

DI(g, u) ≡ Pr(g(x) = 1|S = 0, U = u)

Pr(g(x) = 1|S = 1, U = u)
.

□
If DI(g, u) = 1, ∀(g, u), then the classifier is unbiased. Meanwhile, if DI > 0.8, the classifier is considered
to be fair [18].

As with all functions of empirical probabilities, these proxies are subject to small-sample estimation
errors [8], and are non-robust to the choice of the train-test split [9]. In this paper, we instead adopt a
fairness measure for X—based on Kullback-Leibler divergence (KLD), D[·|·] [19]—that is agnostic to the
decision rule, g(·) (Figure 1), and is a function of the complete distribution (Equation 2).

First, the S-dependence of the u-conditional distributions is quantified using the symmetrized Kull-
back–Leibler Divergence (KLD):

Definition 2.4 (s|u-dependence metric):

Eu ≡
1

2
D

[
f(x|0, u) || f(x|1, u)

]
+

1

2
D

[
f(x|1, u) || f(x|0, u)

]
Next, the u-expectation of Eu is evaluated, yielding a fairness summary for the marginal model (being a
mixture model) of X . A lower E ≥ 0 represents fairer data:

E =
∑
u

Pr[u] Eu (3)

□

III. OPTIMAL TRANSPORT FOR DATA REPAIR

There are two main approaches to achieving fairness in classification problems: either the classifier
can be constrained during training, or the data can be modified, i.e. repaired [6], [7]. Both methods lead
to a reduction in classification performance, either by constraining the optimization search space or by
reducing the predictive resource (e.g. correlation) available for prediction of the output, Ŷ , via the inputs,
X (Figure 1). In this work, we focus on data repair for fairness, in that we modify the data, X , to X ′, in
a way that reduces its dependence on S, given U (Figure 2).

Since we are seeking a repair operator that establishes conditional independence between X and S
(Definition 2.1), it follows that our repair target should be S-invariant. In tandem, we want this repair to
the minimal, i.e. the target should be close, in some way, to both s-conditional distributions simultaneously
(∀u). An optimal transport (OT)-based repair provides a compelling setting for this problem, and there are
many works which consider OT for data repair [4], [10], [20], [21].

In the classical unregularized Kantorovich OT paradigm [22], [23], we specify the marginal probability
measures (distributions), µ (on domain X), and ν (on domain Y). We then design the unique joint
distribution (i.e. a coupling, which we call the OT plan), π∗ (on the product domain X × Y), which
(i) has µ and ν as its marginals, and which (ii) minimizes the expected cost of transport (i.e. coupling)
between X and Y under these marginal constraints. The cost metric, C, must therefore also be specified



a priori, for all transport paths, (x, y) ∈ X × Y. Typically, C(x, y) ≡ ||x − y||pp, p ∈ N+, i.e. C
1
p is the

Lp-norm on X × Y. A key property of π∗ is that it induces the Wasserstein-p metric in the space, P, of
probability measures, µ and ν [22].

Noting, therefore, that the stochastic knowledge constraints (i.e. inputs) for OT are µ (called the source)
and ν (the target), it remains to associate these with appropriate conditional distributions in our mixture
model (Equation 10, Figure 1). µ is defined, in turn, as each unrepaired s|u-conditional component
identified via the research data. ν is an appropriately defined s|u-independent repaired distribution, which
is close—in the sense defined in Section III-A—to both source distributions. Our approach will follow [10],
but now adopting the s|u-conditional definition of fairness advocated in the current paper (Definition 2.1).

In what follows, we adopt a minimally opaque notation, via the following agreements:
(i) µ, ν and π denote probability measures (distributions), without distinction as to their type. When

their supports are continuous, we assume that the dominating measure is Lebesgue, in which case
µ, ν and π also denote the induced densities (i.e. Radon-Nikodym derivatives [24]). In the discrete
case, involving counting measure, µ, ν and π also denote the probability mass functions (pmfs) of
the respective measures.

(ii) We will also denote the empirical measures—specifically their probability mass functions—induced
by random samples from the respective distributions by the same symbols, since the context makes
clear when these empirical measures are in play.

(iii) Recalling that separate u-conditional repairs will be designed ∀u ∈ U, wxe will suppress this u-
conditioning in the notation, for the time being.

A. Barycentric Repair Target

In this section, we adopt the method proposed in [10], and apply it to our S,U,X, Y setting (Figure 1).
Consider empirical distributions, µ0, µ1 ∈ P(R):

µs ≡
1

ns

∑
i

δxs,i , s ∈ 0, 1. (4)

Here, xs,i are the s|u-conditional observations from the research data set, XR, and nR ≡ n0 + n1.
The optimal transport plan, π∗, transports points, x0,· ∈ X0, from the S = 0 class, to points, x1,· ∈ X1,

in the S = 1 class, with minimal expected cost in respect of the specified cost function, C(x0, x1). In the
Kantorovich formulation of OT [25], this optimal repair plan is

π∗ ≡ arg min
π∈Π(µ0,µ1)

∑
x1

∑
x0

C(x0, x1)π(x0, x1), (5)

where the couplings, π, are joint distributions (specifically, pmfs) over the product space, X0 × X1; i.e.

Π(µ0, µ1) ≡
{
π ∈ P(X0 × X1) : Tx0♯

π = µ0, Tx1♯
π = µ1

}
.

Here, Tx0♯
π and Tx1♯

π are the push-forward measures induced by the operators, Tx0♯
(x0, x1) ≡ x0 and

Tx1♯
(x0, x1) ≡ x1, respectively.

The expected cost of transport in the optimal case (Equation 5) defines a metric in the space, P(R)
(where we assume X0 ∪ X1 ⊆ R). Specifically, if C ≡ Lpp, p ∈ N+, then

Wp
p(µ0, µ1) ≡ min

π∈Π(µ0,µ1)

∑
x1

∑
x0

C(x0, x1)π(x0, x1), (6)

where Wp is the p-Wasserstein distance.
The Wasserstein barycentres fall on the geodesic, νt, between the conditionals, µ0 and µ1, for t ∈ [0, 1]

[22]. These distributions represent the respective minimizers of the following t-indexed objective:

νt ≡ min
ν

{
(1− t)Wp

p(µ0, ν) + tWp
p(µ1, ν)

}
. (7)

The W2 barycentres (i.e. p ≡ 2)—which are of particular interest due to Brenier’s theorem [26]—arise in
the case where the cost function is the squared Euclidean norm, i.e. C ≡ L22. However, we note that—in



our empirical setting—the conditions for Brenier’s theorem are not met, since µ0, µ1, are discrete measures
on X0 and X1, respectively.

To achieve a repair at equal expected cost—in the p ≡ 2 case—to both classes, s ∈ S ≡ {1, 0}, we are
interested in the t = 0.5 barycentre, i.e. ν0.5, which is the distribution where W2(µ0, ν0.5) = W2(µ1, ν0.5),
i.e. the centre of the geodesic (Equation 7). In this case, we drop the the 0.5 subscript, and denote this
‘fair barycentre’ simply as ν. This repair target is widely adopted as the fair target design [4], [21].

B. Geometric Repair

Given the barycentric target, ν, the following repair method is proposed in [10], being a generalization
of a repair for one-dimensional data in [4].

In this setting, the barycentre need not be explicitly calculated. Instead, each point, xs,·, is transported
to a new target point, x′

s,·, in the support of the fair barycentre, ν, according to the following mapping
governed by the OT plan, π∗ (Equation 5) [10]:

x′
0,i = (1− t)x0,i + n0t

∑
j

π∗
ijx1,j (8)

x′
1,j = n1(1− t)

∑
i

π∗
ijx0,i + tx1,j (9)

This method is unsuitable for off-sample repair since the transport is designed point-wise; i.e. only the
on-sample points, x0,i and x1,j , in the research data set, XR (Section II), are in the domains of the two
repair operators above. Hence, they cannot be used to repair off-sample points in the archival data set, XA.

IV. OFF-SAMPLE DATA REPAIR

We now propose a framework for s|u-indexed fairness correction of archival data, xA ∈ XA, using
the s|u-labelled research data, xR ∈ XR (Section II). For the reason given in the previous paragraph, we
also refer to these as off-sample and on-sample data, respectively. XR can be considered analogous to the
‘training set’, i.e. we design our OT-based repair using these data. If then used to repair XR, we call this
on-sample repair. In this sense, XA can be considered to be the ‘test set’, i.e. XA are not available when
designing the repair, but are then repaired by it, a process we call off-sample repair.

Recall that the aim of our repair is to achieve conditional independence between x′ (and therefore
ŷ′ ≡ g(x′) (Figure 2)) and s for each u ∈ U, following our conditional independence definition of fairness
(Definition 2.1). We impose the following requirements:

1) As already stated in Section III, the repair plan, x→ x′, should be minimally damaging with respect
to the prediction of (off-sample, unrepaired) x ∼ F(x|s, u) (Equation 2). For this reason, we adopt
the barycentric repair with t = 1

2 (Equation 7).
2) The repair plan designed on the research data set, XR, should generalize to the repair of off-sample

points, xA ∈ XA, drawn from the same (stationary) population.
3) The method should be computationally efficient, so that large data sets can be repaired.
4) The repair scheme should be u-indexed, so that it is re-designed for each u-indexed group, Xu.
5) xR ∈ XR are s-labelled by definition. We also assume that xA ∈ XA are s-labelled.
Regarding this final requirement, it is usual that the sensitive attributes, S = s, of archival points, xA,

are not available (measured) a priori, necessitating the identification of each u-conditional mixture model,

F(x|u) ≡
∑
s

F(x|s, u) Pr[s|u], ∀u ∈ U, (10)

via standard methods, and the associated estimation, ŝ|u, of the s|u labels of xA ∈ XA [27]. This task
is not the focus of the present work, and its implementation does not disturb the repair methods we are
proposing here. For these reasons, we will not distinguish between ŝ|u and s|u in the sequel. Further
comment on this point is provided in Section VI.

To fulfil the five requirements above, we now propose a distributional repair which is suitable for off-
sample points, xA. The repair is first designed using the research data set, XR (Section IV-A: Algorithm 1),



which can be considered as an initialization step analogous to model training. Then, off-sample data in
XA can be repaired online (Section IV-B: Algorithm 2) with modest computational overhead.

A. Distributional Repair

In our current approach, we stratify the repair by feature, xk ∈ x, k ∈ {1, . . . , d} (as well as by
u ∈ U, following Definition 2.1). Since OT in high dimensions is computationally prohibitive [28]–[30],
we propose this feature split in order to improve the scalability of the method and to avoid the curse of
dimensionality. Throughout this section, we suppress the u, k indexing for notational convenience, since
the same procedures (see Algorithms 1 and 2, below) are applied for all u ∈ U and k ∈ {1, . . . , d}. The
(u, k)-stratification is clearly indicated in the algorithms.

1) Interpolation of the empirical pmfs, µs: To facilitate repair of s-indexed off-sample points in the
archive, i.e. from the set XA,s\XR,s, ∀s ∈ S, we interpolate the empirical marginals, µ0 and µ1, uniformly
across the range of (combined) XR, yielding the support set, Q, for each marginal with nQ states. In
Section V-A2b, we will investigate the influence of nQ on the performance of our repairs. The pmfs of
the interpolated marginals are computed via kernel density estimation,

ps,q ≡ Pr[X = q|S = s] ∝
∑
i

K(q − xR,s,i, h), q ∈ Q, (11)

using the Gaussian kernel,

K(x, h) ∝ exp

(
− x2

2h2

)
, (12)

where the bandwidth parameter, h, is set using Silverman’s method [31].
In this work, we make the simplifying assumption that nQ0

≡ nQ1
such that the barycentre is represented

on the same support as the two marginals and the quantization error on both s-conditional distributions is
equal.

The complexity in calculating the repair using unregularised OT is now O(nQ
3 log nQ) [13], [32]. For

regularised methods, the complexity of the Sinkhorn-Knopp algorithm [33] for an ϵ-approximation of
the OT plan is O(nQ

2/ϵ2) [34], [35]. This removes the dependence on the potentially unbounded data
cardinality, n ≡ nS + nA, and can significantly reduce the complexity of the repair operation. The main
active assumption is that XR is a representative subset of the stationary composite dataset, X ≡ XA+XR.
We will explore these issues in detail in Section V-A.

2) Repair Design: We define the repair target to be ν ≡ ν0.5, i.e. as the t = 0.5 barycentre along the
p = 2-Wasserstein geodesic (Equation 7) between the interpolated marginals (defined via Equation 4, and
simply denoted by µ0 and µ1, respectively). ν has the same support, Q, as these interpolated marginals,
and so the s-indexed OT couplings, πs, between µs and ν are joint distributions over the product space
of the marginal supports; i.e. πs ∈ P(Q×Q):

π∗
s ≡ arg min

π∈Π(µs,ν)

∑
qj∈Q

∑
qi∈Q

C(qi, qj)π(qi, qj). (13)

If nQ →∞, continuous limits of µs and ν are attained. With squared Euclidean cost C(q, q) ≡ ||qi−qj ||22,
the sufficient conditions specified by Brenier’s theorem are met, and so the optimal Kantorovich plan, π∗

s ,
converges to a Monge map [22], [26].

Note, in Algorithm 1, the differences in how we construct the interpolated marginals, µ0 and µ1, and
the s-indexed transport plan, π∗

s , compared to the geometric repair in [10].

B. Off-Sample (i.e. Archival) Repair

Given the research-data-based optimal plans, π∗
s , s ∈ S, , and the interpolated support of each marginal,

Q, both computed via Algorithm 1, we must relate labelled archive samples, xA,s, to the corresponding
interpolated marginal pmf, µs. Almost surely (a.s.) in the continuous feature case, xA,s /∈ XR,s, but—under
the stationarity assumption—we assume only that xA,s

iid∼ µs in the same way that the labelled research
data, xR,s, are. We also assume that xA,s is in the range of XR. We suppress the A-subscript in the sequel,



Algorithm 1: On-Sample Design of Distributional Repair Plan
∀(u, s, k) ∈ U× S× {1, . . . , d}
Input : (u, s)-labelled research data: XR,u,s ≡ {xR,u,s,i, i = 1, . . . , nR,u,s} ⊂ Rd

Resolution parameters: nQ,u,k ∈ N
Output: (u, s, k)-indexed OT-repair plans: π∗

u,s,k

Interpolated marginal supports: Qu,k

Function Design Repair(∀(u, s, k) : xR,u,s, nQ,u,k)
1 foreach u ∈ U do
2 foreach k ∈ {1, . . . , d} do
3 foreach i ∈ {1, . . . , nQ,u,k} do
4 ζi =

nQ,u,k−i
nQ,u,k−1 ·min(xR,u,k) +

i−1
nQ,u,k−1 ·max(xR,u,k)

5 Qu,k = {ζ1, . . . , ζnQ,u,k
}

6 Mu,k = C(Qu,k,Qu,k) ∈ (R ∪ {0})nQ,u,k×nQ,u,k [cost matrix]
7 foreach s ∈ S do
8 Compute pu,s,k using Equation (11)

9 Compute νu,k using Equation (7)
10 foreach s ∈ S do
11 Compute π∗

u,s,k using Equation (13)

without risk of confusion. Denoting the round-down state of xs,i in Q by ζqs,i ≡ ⌊xs,i⌋, qs,i ∈ {1, . . . , nQ},
we evaluate the following ratio:

τs,i =
xs,i − ζqs,i

ζqs,i+1 − ζqs,i
∈ (0, 1). (14)

This is used to define the first source of randomness in our archival repair algorithm (Algorithm 2): a
Bernoulli trial, (B)(·), defined by As,i ∼ B(τs,i). The realization, as,i ∈ {0, 1}, of this trial then specifies
that—of the two neighbouring elements of xs,i in Q—it is the qs,i + as,i one which will be used in the
repair of xs,i. This corresponds to choosing row qs,i ← qs,i + as,i of π∗

s .
In order to maintain the cardinality of the labelled archive sets, XA,0 and XA,1, we implement the

mass-split dictated by the Kantorovich OT plan, π∗
s , via a random draw from the nQ-state conditional

multinomial pmf, M(·), specified by normalizing the row of the plan selected randomly, as explained in
the previous paragraph. This constitutes a second source of randomness in the archival repair procedure,
and avoids the deterministic mass splitting proposed in [10]. In summary, the s-labelled archive data are
randomly repaired by optimally transporting them, xs,i → x′

s,i, with distribution

Pr
[
x′
s,i = ζj

∣∣xs,i

]
∝ π∗

qs,i,j , 1 ≤ qs,i, j ≤ nQ. (15)

The resulting procedure for repairing the archive data is summarized in Algorithm 2.

V. SIMULATION AND REAL-DATA STUDIES

We now conduct a number of experiments to validate our approach to archival (off-sample) data repair
via research-data-trained (on-sample) OT repair operators. In Section V-A, we design a simulation study
which we use to validate the notion of off-sample repair, and we study the operating conditions, nR and
nQ of Algorithm 1. Then, in Section V-B, we apply our method to the Adult income data set [11] to
validate its performance on large, noisy data for which the (u, s)-conditional pmfs must be estimated from
the on-sample data, and the s|u labels must be estimated for the off-sample (archival) data.



Algorithm 2: Off-Sample Data Repair. Note that it takes the outputs of Algorithm 1 among its
inputs.
∀(u, s, k) ∈ U× S× {1, . . . , d}
Input : (u, s)-labelled archive data: XA,u,s ≡ {xA,u,s,i, i = 1, . . . , nA,u,s} ⊂ Rd

Qu,k

π∗
u,s,k

Output: s-conditionally-independent, u-labelled, repaired archival data, X′
A,u

Function Off-Sample Repair(XA,u,s, Qu,k, π
∗
u,s,k)

1 foreach u ∈ U do
X′

A,u = ∅
2 foreach s ∈ S do
3 foreach k ∈ {1, . . . , d} do
4 foreach i ∈ {1, . . . , nA,u,s} do
5 ζq = ⌊xA,u,s,k,i⌋ ∈ Qu,k

6 Compute τ using Equation (14)
7 a ∼ B(τ)
8 q = q + a
9 Compute x′

u,s,k,i by simulating via Equation (15)

10 X′
A,u = X′

A,u ∪ {x′
u,s,k,i}

A. Simulation Study

We simulate our composite (i.e. research and archival) data set (with d = 2) as follows:

xu,s
iid∼ N (µu,s,Σu,s), i = 1, . . . , n ≡ nR + nA ≡ 5, 500.

The means of the (u, s)-conditional normal components are µ0,0 ≡ [−1,−1]T , µ0,1 ≡ [0, 0]T , µ1,0 ≡
[1, 1]T , µ1,1 ≡ [0, 0]T , and Σ ≡ I2 (the 2 × 2 identity matrix). We enforce balance—i.e. we avoid
under-representation bias [36]—in the u-indexed populations via Pr(u = 0) ≡ 0.5. The s-splits of these
populations are then chosen to be Pr[s = 0|u = 0] ≡ 0.3 and Pr[s = 0|u = 1] ≡ 0.1, ensuring that
the s = 1 sub-population is the dominant one in each u-indexed population. Initially, we split the data
set into nR ≡ 500 research (on-sample) points, and nA ≡ 5000 archival (off-sample) points. We set
nQu,s ≡ 50 ∀ u, s ∈ {0, 1}2 for simplicity since the u-conditional distributions are translations of one
another.

The (u, s)-labels of the research points are observed, so that XR is partitioned into subsets, XR,u,s, as
indicated at the input of Algorithm 1. Similarly, we assume that the archival data are also (u, s)-labelled,
or, if not, these labels can be estimated accurately. For more comment on this archival classification issue,
please see Section VI. As explained in Section IV, we design our OT repairs for each (u, s) group, and for
each feature (channel) in turn, k ∈ {1, . . . , d}, using only the research data set, XR. We then use these to
repair each channel, k, of the (u, s)-labelled archive data, XA. We evaluate the repair performance for both
data sets, XR and XA, via the E metric (Definition 2.4) over 200 independent Monte-Carlo simulations.

1) Off-Sample Repair: We evaluate our data repair method on the research data set, XR, and archival
data set, XA, separately. This allows us to evaluate the effectiveness of off-sample vs. on-sample repairs,
i.e. how well we can repair archival data (Algorithm 2) which were not available at the design stage of the
OT repairs (Algorithm 1), analogously to the assessment of generalization in a machine learning model
subject to a particular train-test split. Table I shows the E performance measure for each feature dimension,
k, marginally w.r.t. the (u, s) groups, for XR and XA, respectively.

The performance of our distributional OT-repair method is captured by comparing the E performance
figures for the repaired data sets to those of the unrepaired data sets. Furthermore, in the case of the



TABLE I: OT-based repairs (quenching of conditional dependence) for simulated data (two bivariate
Gaussian sub-groups). Comparison of our distributional OT-based repair method to the geometric OT-
based repair in [10]. Lower figures indicate improved repair.

Repair Ek (Research) Ek (Archive)
k = 1 k = 2 k = 1 k = 2

None 7.486± 1.445 7.271± 1.475 6.279± 0.543 6.377± 0.522
Distributional (ours) 0.0899± 0.0373 0.0926± 0.0368 0.3926± 0.1671 0.4443± 0.2028
Geometric [10] 0.0071± 0.0030 0.0073± 0.0033 - -

research data, XR, we benchmark our performance against that of the geometric OT-repair method in [10].
Recall that the latter is a repair for on-sample data only (Section III-B), and so cannot be used in the repair
of XA, as indicated in Table I. While the geometric repair provides a slightly more s-invariant repair (lower
E) compared to our distributional repair, both perform similarly and effectively. We argue that the ability
of the latter to repair (potential torrents of) off-sample data is of great importance in real data contexts.

2) Operating Conditions, nR and nQ: Two key considerations in the application of our proposed repair
method are the chosen size of the research data per (u, s)-labelled group, i.e. nR,u,s (Algorithm 1), and
the chosen number of states, nQ,u,k, in the uniformly interpolated support of each estimated marginal pmf,
µu,s,k. Recall that the same interpolation support, Qu,k, is adopted for each s-indexed subgroup, XR,u,s,k,
and that a distinct interpolated OT-repair is designed for each feature/channel, k ∈ {1, . . . , d}, in turn
(Algorithm 1).

a) Research Data Size, nR: We consider the E performance figure (Definition 2.4, aggregated over
both features, k ∈ {1, 2}) for the research and archival data as the net size of the research data, nR ≡∑

u,s nR,u,s, increases from 25 to 750 observations. As Figure 3 shows, E converges to a steady-state value
for both the research and archival data, even for research data set sizes as small as 10% (i.e. nR ≡ 500) of
the archival data set size, nA ≡

∑
u,s nA,u,s. This indicates that the per-feature empirical (u, s)-conditional

distributions, f̃(xk|xR,u,s), have converged—in the sense of the laws of large numbers—to the underlying
per-feature distributions, µu,s,k, for each u ∈ U, s ∈ S and k ∈ {1, . . . , d}.

Note that the E of the archival data remains higher than the research data due to the fact that they are off-
sample with respect to the research data, xR, used to design (i.e. train) the OT repairs. Additionally, these
archival observations may fall outside the range of the research data (and, therefore, of the interpolated
supports, Qu,k). These potential artefacts are a consequence of the incomplete learning of the underlying
marginals, µu,s,k, via the research data. In real-data applications (e.g. in the next section), any statistical
drift (i.e. nonstationarity) that may be present in the (torrents of) archive data will also be reflected in a
suppressed repair performance, via E. These considerations point to the more stressful regime of repair
represented by the off-sample vs. the on-sample case. Nevertheless, we still achieve a major reduction in
conditional dependence on s, as seen by comparing with E of the complete unrepaired data set (Figure 3).

b) Resolution of the Interpolated Marginal pmfs, nQ: We revert to the data sizes of the first simulation
study (Section V-A1, i.e. nR ≡ 500 and nA ≡ 5000), a setting for which our repair method achieves
excellent performance at nQ = 50 (Table I). We now investigate the influence of the marginal interpolations
on the performance of our repairs, via nQ. For convenience, we assign these numbers equally across all u-
labelled groups (as well for each s ∈ S, as explained in Section IV-A1), and across all features (channels),
k. Recall that the range of each pmf support is set independently of nQ (see line 4 of Algorithm 1), and
so increasing nQ increases the resolution of estimation of the underlying marginals, µu,s,k, proportionally.
We are interested in quantifying—via E (Definition 2.4) for the composite data, XR ∪ XA—the effect of
nQ on the performance of our distributional OT-repair scheme.

Results for nQ ∈ {5, ..., 50} are shown in Figure 4. Above a threshold, nQ ≈ 30, the repair performance
converges. We conclude the following:
(i) Above this threshold, the statistics of the interpolated marginals, pu,s,k (Equation 11), converge to those

of the underlying marginals, µu,s,k, therefore also ensuring convergence of the OT repair schemes,
π∗
u,s,k (Equation 13);



Fig. 3: Simulated bivariate Gaussian sub-groups (Section V-A). Empirical approximation of E (Equation
3) as the size of the research data set, nR, increases. For this experiment, nA = 5000 and nQ = 50.

(ii) At convergence, the number of pmf interpolants, pu,s,k, is an order of magnitude fewer than the
number of research (i.e. training) points, nR ≡ 500. These interpolants function as pseudo-sufficient
statistics for estimation of the marginals. It is interesting to note the significant compression which
can be tolerated in our current setting, involving bivariate Gaussian marginals (Equation V-A), which
can be estimated well via KDE with Gaussian kernels (Equation 12). This compression affords a
major computation saving since the complexity of calculating unregularised OT plans relates to the
cube of the support, while also generalizing for off-sample points, as we have seen;

(iii) As stated above, the repair metric, E, is statistically invariant above nQ ≈ 30 for both XR and XA.
We anticipate that nQ will have more impact on data damage than S-invariance a topic which will
be explored in future work;

(iv) In practice, we will increase nQ, and monitor convergence of the E performance figure, as the basis
for setting its minimal sufficient value.

B. Adult Income data set

We now evaluate our method on a benchmark real data set, specifically the Adult income data set [11].
We assign s ≡ 1 to males, and u ≡ 1 to subjects with college-level education or above. We restrict the
feature space, X ⊂ R2, to age and hours worked per week, since the remaining features are categorical.
We omit the continuous features, capital gain and capital loss, since their S-conditional distributions are
near-identical before repair [37].

Based on the design principles derived from the simulation study (Section V-A2), we set nR = 10, 000
and nA = 35, 222. Note that we choose the ratio, nR

nR+nA
higher than for the simulated data (Section V-A)

because the Adult data are subject to noise processes and drifts that induce non-Gaussianity and other
higher-order behaviour in the underlying marginals, µu,s,k (Equation 4). Similarly, we set nQ = 250 to
ensure these S-conditional distributions are represented at high resolution while reducing the computational
complexity of the repair.

Table II summarizes clear evidence that our distributional OT-repair method can significantly reduce
s|u-dependence in both the research and archive data. We note the following:
(i) The feature-specific repair metric, Ek, is smaller for the unrepaired Adult data than for our simulation,

as may be seen by comparing the first row of Table II with that of Table I. This is because the simulated



Fig. 4: Simulated bivariate Gaussian sub-groups (Section V-A). Empirical approximation of E (Equation
3) as nQ increases for the composite repaired data set. For this experiment, nR = 500 and nA = 5000.

TABLE II: OT-based repairs to quench conditional dependence of the educational groups on gender in the
Adult income data set [11]. Comparison of our distributional OT-based repair method to the geometric
OT-based repair in [10]. Lower figures indicate improved repair.

Repair Ek (Research) Ek (Archive)
Age Hours/Week Age Hours/Week

None 1.108 2.700 0.546 1.311
Distributional (ours) 0.339 0.532 0.310 0.367
Geometric [10] 0.195 2.126 - -

(u, s)-conditional Gaussian components are well separated, whereas the Adult subgroups—segmented
by gender and education—are far less so. Note also that the Ek reduce by more than 50% between
the research and archive data, suggesting that XR provides an incomplete learning resource for XA,
indicative of nonstationarity in these real data.

(ii) Nevertheless, our OT-repair method greatly reduces dependence on gender for each educational
subgroup, with a ∼ 4-fold reduction in E for XR and ∼ 3-fold for XA.

(iii) It is interesting to note that our repair outperforms the geometric repair for the hours/week feature.
This is despite the far greater computational load in computing the OT plans, π∗

u,s,k, on X3
R,u,k in

the geometric repair vs. Q3
u,k in our distributional repair.

VI. DISCUSSION

The results presented in Section V demonstrate the promise of our method for off-sample repair of
both simulated and real-world data, and show results comparable to the state of the art for on-sample
repair. Further work is necessary to evaluate alternative methods for estimation of the (u, s)-conditional
marginals, µu,s,k, that are even more data-efficient and can better handle non-Gaussian, nonstationary
and/or non-continuous features. A research question also arises in respect of stopping rules for learning
of the marginals for the purpose of designing the OT plan. A related issue is the choice of nQ,u,k as
a function of the statistics of the µu,s,k marginals, through parametric or non-parametric models for the
marginals. The OT design problem naturally encourages non-parametric learning methods, which can also
allow us to address the important generalization to continuous unprotected attributes, u ∈ Rnu .



In this paper, we adopted the barycentre (Equation 7) as the s|u-invariant target design, following
[10], and consistent with the design objective of unregularised OT (Equation 6). In future work, we will
investigate further the trade-off between partial repair [10] and information loss (damage) in the marginals,
using our distributional OT-repair method. However, non-Wasserstein-based target designs should also be
considered, particularly when adopting regularised OT [35].

Throughout this paper, we have made a series of simplifying assumptions, most notably that the protected
attributes (s|u-labelling) of the off-sample (archival) data, XA, are known or can be estimated with low
error. Since our OT repair plans, π∗

u,s,k, are (u, s)-indexed, we rely on the accuracy of these labels to
ensure that our repairs are optimal and can generalize to XA. Provisions in the recent AI Act [5] of the
European Parliament allow for the gathering of data with sensitive attributes specifically for the kinds of
AI Fairness (AIF) research, certification and de-biasing that this paper addresses. Nevertheless, it is typical
that sensitive attributes, s ∈ S, are not measured. Therefore, a priority of our future work will be to extend
our distributional OT-repair methods to s|u-unlabelled XA, as in [37]–[39].

Recall that our OT-repairs are designed per feature, i.e. we design |U| × |S| OT plans, π∗
u,s,k, for each

k ∈ {1, . . . , d}. Since d ≫ 1 in many applications, this presents a significant computational overhead at
the on-sample stage (i.e. the OT plan design: Algorithm 1), notwithstanding the savings achievable via
the reduced-state interpolated supports, Qu,k ×Qu,k, as discussed in Section V-A2b. The dividend in our
feature stratification appears at the off-sample stage (Algorithm 2), where we may be repairing torrents
of archival data (i.e. with nA potentially unbounded). The (static) repair of each coordinate (feature),
xA,k, in the feature vector, xA, avoids the exponential increase (curse of dimensionality) in the size of the
interpolation support set, Qu (line 5 of algorithm 2), as a function of k. The associated increase in the
cost of implementing the truncation (i.e. quantization) step 5 and randomisation steps 6-9 of Algorithm 2
are also then avoided. However, this is at the cost of neglecting the intra-feature correlation structure in
the xu,s. The impact of this on the performance and efficiency of our algorithm is a subtle one, and will
be explored in future work.

Finally, we know from Brenier’s theorem [26] that Kantorovich OT repair plans (Equation 5) converge
to Monge maps as nQ,u,k →∞. The impact of this on the performance of OT-based fairness repairs has
yet to be fully explored. We suggest that this could improve the individual fairness of the approach, and not
only metrics of group fairness such as conditional independence (Definition 2.1). This is because Monge
maps are functions (i.e. mass-splitting is obviated), and so feature-similar points are repaired similarly.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have presented a novel method for off-sample, OT-based data repair, where data not
used to design the repair can still be repaired. We demonstrate performance comparable to the state-of-the-
art for on-sample repair in a small, simulated setting and on the Adult income data set, and we demonstrate
that our method can also be used to repair off-sample points, which is not possible with direct application
of current methods.

We present studies of the influence of the operating conditions, nR (the quantity of research (on-sample)
data on which the repair is designed) and nQ (the resolution of the interpolating supports of the marginal
distributions). We demonstrate that the performance of the method converges for nR as low as 10% of
the overall number of data, n ≡ nR + nA. We show that good repairs can be designed for nQ ≪ nR,
significantly reducing the complexity of the repair operation.

This method has the potential to make fairness repair significantly more accessible to entities which
collect data in the real world, since only a small proportion of the data (which we refer to as the research
data) need be labelled with their protected attributes, s ∈ S. The repair plans can then be efficiently applied
to unbounded torrents of archival data, assuming that the stationarity assumptions on which the method
relies are met. Efficient fairness-aware data repair of this kind is increasingly important as we move towards
the deployment of the AI Act and its requirements for companies to certify the fairness of their models. It
also has an important role to play in the repair and exploitation (as training data) of non-compliant historic
(archival) data sets.
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