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Abstract

The rapid developments of various machine learning mod-
els and their deployments in several applications has led to
discussions around the importance of looking beyond the ac-
curacies of these models. Fairness of such models is one such
aspect that is deservedly gaining more attention. In this work,
we analyse the natural language representations of documents
and sentences (i.e., encodings) for any embedding-level bias
that could potentially also affect the fairness of the down-
stream tasks that rely on them. We identify bias in these en-
codings either towards or against different sub-groups based
on the difference in their reconstruction errors along various
subsets of principal components. We explore and recommend
ways to mitigate such bias in the encodings while also main-
taining a decent accuracy in classification models that use
them.

1 Introduction
With the growing number of deployments of machine learn-
ing models in various fields and applications, it has become
increasingly important to study the aspect of fairness of
these models with respect to various features or sub-groups.
For example, human face recognition applications need to
work properly on all humans, irrespective of ethnicity, gen-
der, age, and other features. Sentiment analysis models for
social media should not favour or disfavor any demographic
sub-groups or any topics in an unjustified manner. A credit
scoring model, even when trained on historical biased data,
should be carefully deployed so as to not perpetuate such
biases, and base its decisions on the right factors. Similar re-
quirements are applicable in various domains such as health-
care, justice system, education, and so on.

In our work, we consider binary classification tasks,
where one or more protected attributes are involved. That
is, we can formalize our training data as consisting of <
X,P, Y >, where X is input data/ features, Y is the bi-
nary label associated with X , that is to be predicted, and P
is a binary protected attribute which could be directly or in-
directly present in X . When P is not directly present, it is
still possible for P to potentially be inferred from the in-
put. Whether directly present or inferred, the protected at-
tribute(s) should ideally not influence the output Y . (There
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are also instances where knowledge of P is useful / re-
quired for an ideal outcome (Hutchinson and Mitchell 2019;
Chierichetti et al. 2017). However, in our case, the discus-
sions pertaining to tasks being agnostic to P are more rele-
vant.)

Depending on the task at hand, the irrelevance of P on
the outcome could be a strong preference (such as in hate-
speech tagging) or an uncompromisable, strict requirement
with serious implications (such as for determining credit
card eligibility). In certain cases it could even be illegal to
use P within X (such as for bail prediction).

This criteria of independence of P has been well stud-
ied under the topic of fairness of machine learning models.
However, in several cases it has been observed that the meth-
ods that improve fairness affect the performance of the mod-
els (Vu et al. 2020; Baldini et al. 2022). This can prove to be
a hindrance to adopting such techniques of fairness in many
applications. Our goal is to use fair representation or trans-
formation of X with respect to P for downstream classifica-
tion task such that the classifiers built on X are less prone to
bias towards specific subgroups or protected classes, while
maintaining their overall accuracy.

We focus on classification problems in the Natural Lan-
guage Processing (NLP) domain. The X in our data are nat-
ural language sentences or documents. We consider 2 real
world datasets: (i) Hindi Legal Document Corpus for pre-
dicting bail granting given the case files. The protected at-
tribute in these cases is religion. (ii) English Twitter Corpus
for hate speech tagging of tweets, in which the protected at-
tributes are ethnicity and gender. We encode the Hindi doc-
uments using FastText embeddings (Kumar et al. 2020) and
the English sentences using GloVe embeddings. We com-
pute the sentence / document-level encoding of these sen-
tences using 2 different approaches: vector average (Lan-
dauer and Dumais 1997) and vector extrema (Forgues et al.
2014). We feed these encodings to SVM to perform the bi-
nary classification task.

To measure the fairness of these encodings, we analyse
them for any differences in their preciseness in representing
each of the sub-groups of protected attributes. Specifically
we examine the differences in the reconstruction errors of
various groups along the initial principle components. We
show that both the strategies of vector average and vector
extrema show some bias towards particular sub-groups in
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different scenarios / datasets. We also notice a trade-off with
the fairer approach usually being less accurate than the one
containing the bias. To bring out the best of both accuracy
and fairness, we propose using a convex combination of both
the approaches. We provide recommendations for choosing
an optimal combination based on the available leeway to
compromise on accuracy traded-off with the strictness of the
requirement for representation-level fairness in the classifi-
cation tasks.

2 Related Work
The studies on fairness of machine learning models are of
various forms (eg., algorithmic fairness, demographic fair-
ness, etc) and at various stages of model-building (such
as data-level, representation-level, outcome-level, etc). The
fairness studies can also be categorised based on the end-
goal or the downstream task they address. We position our
work as a combination of representation-level fairness anal-
ysed in the context of binary classification tasks.

In the following two paragraphs of related work, we first
review fairness studies on the classification tasks. (Note the
distinction between classification tasks that have a label dif-
ferent from the protected attribute(s) and the classification
tasks that are set up to predict the protected attribute. Both
of these task types are relevant to the topic of fairness in
different ways. We however discuss works of the former
type here due to its relevance with the setting of our cur-
rent work.) We then review the works that focus on fairness
at the intermediate data representation-level. To the best of
our knowledge, the particular combination of investigating
the principle components of natural language data represen-
tations for a classification task that needs to be agnostic to a
set of protected attributes has not been studied so far.

Prost, Thain, and Bolukbasi (2019) have a multi-task clas-
sification task to predict the occupation based on biographies
of a person, with gender as the protected attribute. They pro-
pose to use ‘strongly debiased embeddings’ where all the
embeddings are projected into a subspace orthogonal to the
gender subspace. They measure fairness at the outcome level
using ‘Equality of Opportunity’ (Hardt, Price, and Srebro
2016), where the true positive rate should be independent of
the protected attribute value. Huang (2022) presents a do-
main adaptation approach to improve fairness of classifiers
in multilingual settings without compromising too much on
performance. They do so by augmenting the training data
to include domain features (in this case, the protected at-
tributes) and use multiple domain-dependent feature extrac-
tors and one domain-independent one. At the time of testing,
only the domain-independent features are used. They mea-
sure performance using F1-macro score and area under ROC
curve, and measure fairness by using the ‘equality differ-
ences’ (Dixon et al. 2018) of false positive / negative rates.
Various post-processing methods to improve fairness using
pretrained language models were explored by Baldini et al.
(2022) in the toxic text classification task with religion, race
and gender as the protected attributes.

One of the earliest methods for understanding the
representation-level bias in NLP in the realm of embed-
dings was the ‘Word-Embedding Association Test’ (WEAT)

(Caliskan, Bryson, and Narayanan 2017). This measures the
association of regular words with the words corresponding
to the protected attributes based on the cosine similarities of
their GloVe embeddings. The authors show that the embed-
dings reflect both harmless and harmful biases held in soci-
ety. May et al. (2019) extend this work to analyse sentence-
level encodings by proposing ‘Sentence Encoder Associa-
tion Test’ (SEAT). In our work, we instead develop a method
to analyse encodings based on Principle Component Anal-
ysis (PCA), which is commonly used to reduce the dimen-
sionality of word embeddings. It addresses the question of
how recoverable are the encodings of sentences / documents
pertaining to different values of protected attributes. The
closest work to ours is by Samadi et al. (2018), which is out-
side the NLP domain. They introduce the notion of Fair PCA
in the context of images and structured / tabular data. They
propose an algorithm to perform a more fair dimensionality
reduction, given the representations of the data (which are
considered fixed). In our work, we look at the problems in
NLP and propose ways to find more fair representations of
the data instead (i.e., the PCA / the dimensionality reduction
method is fixed), while also maintaining a desired accuracy.

3 Experimental Setup

3.1 Datasets

For our experiments, we use datasets that have a protected
attribute along with a classification task that should ideally
be independent of that attribute. We consider 2 such datasets
as described below:
(i) HLDC (Hindi Legal Document Corpus) for Bail Pre-
diction (Kapoor et al. 2022) - This dataset contains case doc-
uments in Hindi language from district courts in the Indian
state of Uttar Pradesh between the period May 01, 2019 to
May 01, 2021. It contains documents of the case facts and
arguments, judge summary, and the case results. From man-
ual inspection of the metadata of the case files the authors
have categorized the cases into 300 unique types of cases
out of which bail applications have the highest percentage
(31.71%) of presence. For our task we use only the bail ap-
plication cases with religion as the protected attribute (also,
we consider only Hindu and Muslim religions in this study).
We consider two segments of case files viz., the facts & ar-
guments and the case results . We do not consider the judge
summaries in the files since they may contain information
regarding the bail outcomes.
(ii) MTC (Multilingual Twitter Corpus) for Hate Speech
Recognition (Huang et al. 2020) - We consider the English
subset of this dataset which contains anonymized Twitter
posts that have been labelled as hate-speech or not. While
the dataset is anonymized, certain features / attributes of the
users are made available, including gender, race, and age of
the user. The values of each attribute are converted to a bi-
nary format by the authors as follows: male / female for gen-
der, white / non-white for race. For age, the median age is
computed and categorised as above median or below / equal
to median. We consider the samples containing non-null val-
ues for ethnicity and gender.



3.2 Data Preprocessing
The HLDC dataset authors release the data after Optical
Character Recognition (OCR) and Named-Entity removal
(NER). That is, after extracting the case files from ecourt-
website in raw pdf format with Devanagari script, they per-
form OCR via Tesseract tool which reportedly works ro-
bustly here since most of the files are well typed documents.
They have anonymized the location names, first names, mid-
dle names, and last names by replacing them with nAm
(‘Naam’ or name). They used a gazetteer along with regex
based rules for NER to anonymize the data. They also run a
RNN-based Hindi NER model to find additional named en-
tities and subsequently anonymized them. Judge names are
also anonymized since they can be correlated with outcomes
of the case. Following Girhepuje et al. (2023), we categorize
the cases into Hindu or Muslim by using a subset of names
commonly found in these communities that are still present
in the case files even after the above preprocessing steps by
the HLDC authors. We perform further preprocessing where
we removed special characters (such as copyright symbols)
by checking if the characters lie outside a desired range of
ASCII values. We found some cases had length less than 30
words after preprocessing, which is much lesser than the av-
erage document length of 187.2 words. We drop out such
cases.

For the MTC dataset, the authors have released
anonymized tweets by replacing all usernames by ‘USER’.
Additionally all hyperlinks and hashtags were replaced by
‘URL’ and ‘HASHTAG’ respectively. For tokenization of
tweets, we use the NLTK tokenizer.

Since these datasets have different number of samples
with each attribute value and label value, we decide to syn-
thetically balance the dataset by sampling equal number of
data points from each attribute value of interest. The statis-
tics of these datasets are summarized in Tables 1 and 2. Here
onwards, we refer to the gender-balanced sampled subset of
the MTC dataset as MTC-gen and the ethnicity-based sam-
pled subset as MTC-eth. HDLC dataset from here on refers
to our religion-balanced sampled subset. Note that we refer
to each value of a protected attribute as a ‘group’.

Group num avg min max % bail
Total 1192 187.26 30 537 41.86
Hindu 596 189.58 37 537 45.13

Muslim 596 184.62 30 491 38.59

Table 1: HLDC Dataset statistics showing number of sam-
ples (num), average(avg), minimum and maximum number
of words per sample, and the percentage (% bail) of samples
with bail granted label.

3.3 Word embeddings
For Hindi word embeddings, we use the FastText embed-
dings released by Kumar et al. (2020) of 50 dimensions.
These allow for unseen words to also be assigned embed-
dings based on sub-words / characters. For English word
embeddings, we use the 50 dimensionsal GloVe embeddings

Group num avg min max % hate
MTC-gen 4000 17.28 10 40 36.08
MTC-eth 4000 17.28 10 40 38.65

Table 2: Dataset statistics for MTC-gen and MTC-eth show-
ing number of samples, average, minimum and maximum
number of words per sample, and the percentage of samples
that are labelled hate-speech

which are pretrained on Twitter data. The following sub-
sections discuss some of the simple strategies used by the
NLP community for combining the word embeddings into a
representation for the sentence or document.

3.4 Vector Averaging
One of the simplest ways to aggregate word embeddings to
a sentence-level or document-level representation is to aver-
age the embeddings of all the words in the sentence / doc-
ument. The Vector Averaging technique (Landauer and Du-
mais 1997) does exactly this by computing a sentence-level
encoding, −→s , by averaging the word embeddings −→w of all
the tokens w in the sentence, s.

−→s =

∑
w∈s

−→w
|s|

3.5 Vector Extrema
Another approach to compute sentence-level encodings is
to use Vector Extrema (Forgues et al. 2014). In this case,
a k-dimensional sentence representation is constructed by
considering the dimension-wise extreme-value among the
k-dimensional word embeddings of all the words in the sen-
tence. The most extreme value along each dimension is the
value farthest from 0 and can be defined as follows:

−→sd =

{
maxw∈s

−→w d, if −→w d > |minw′∈s

−→
w′

d|
minw∈s

−→w d otherwise

where −→sd is the dth dimension of the sentence encoding −→s .
Similarly, −→wd is the dth dimension of the word embeddings.

3.6 Models and Performance Measures
We train Support Vector Machine (SVM) models using each
of the sentence-encoding strategies to perform classification
on the 2 datasets considered. We split the dataset into ∼ 80%
training data and ∼ 20% test data. We use SVM models with
the RBF (Radial Basis Function) kernel. To fit the parame-
ters ‘C’ and ‘γ’, we use 2 approaches: For HLDC, which
has fewer samples of data (i.e., 1192 data points), we per-
form 5-fold cross validation with grid search on 1000 data
points to find the best performing ‘C’ and ‘γ’. The test accu-
racies reported in our paper are on the 192 test data points.
For MTC-gen and MTC-eth, we divide the 80% of the ini-
tial 80-20 train-test split further into a 80-20 split to use as
training data and validation data. We perform a coarse grid
search for hyper-parameters ‘C’ and ‘γ’ by varying the val-
ues exponentially in the RBF-kernel based SVM. We used
LIBSVM for training (Chang and Lin 2011). We repeat the



(a) MTC-gen with Vector Extrema (b) MTC-gen with Vector Averaging

(c) HLDC with Vector Extrema (d) HLDC with Vector Averaging

Figure 1: PCA reconstruction error for MTC-gen and HLDC datasets at each number of dimensions used for PCA reconstruction
with each of vector extrema and vector averaging techniques

same process for each sentence encoding strategy adopted
or proposed in this paper. We measure the performance of
these models based on their accuracy on the classification
task. We discuss our approaches for measuring / understand-
ing the fairness of these models in section 5.

4 Performance on Classification Task
We first measure the performance on classification task
when using the simple strategies of aggregating word em-
beddings with vector averaging and vector extrema. We
use each of these approaches to encode the documents (in
HLDC) and sentences (in MTC-gen and MTC-eth) and use
that as input to SVM classifiers. We train on 80% of the data
(creating any validation data out of this as required) and test
on the remaining. Table 3 shows the test accuracies obtained
by fitting SVM models as per the methods outlined in sec-
tion 3.6. We find a noticeable difference in performance on

the datasets when each of vector extrema and vector average
are used. Vector-average consistently performs better than
vector extrema on all the datasets.

Dataset Encoding Accuracy
MTC-gen extrema 63.00%
MTC-gen average 79.63%
MTC-eth extrema 62.00%
MTC-eth average 84.38%
HLDC extrema 65.97%
HLDC average 74.35%

Table 3: Classification Accuracies of SVM on HLDC
and MTC datasets using vector-extrema and vector-average
techniques

Apart from the performance, we also want to understand



(a) MTC-gen with vector average (b) HLDC with vector extrema

Figure 2: PCA Reconstruction Error within groups (i.e., random sub-groups of same group) and across groups

how each of these approaches differ in the fairness aspect.
We discuss this further in the next section.

5 Fairness of Representations
Understanding fairness at the representation-level is impor-
tant and can have cascading effects on various downstream
tasks and applications (Samadi et al. 2018; May et al. 2019).
As noted in section 2, the most common approaches to study
representation-level fairness in NLP are based on the dis-
tance / similarity of encodings with the encodings of the
protected features. Here, we propose an alternate approach
that focuses on whether various encoding strategies repre-
sent data of different groups to a similar degree. Specifi-
cally, we study whether the major principle components of
the data capture unbalanced amounts of information about
each group or differentiate data representations based on the
protected attribute. To measure this, we perform Principle
Component Analysis (PCA) on the whole balanced datasets
and compute the reconstruction error of each group sepa-
rately, for various number of reduced dimensions. We then
evaluate whether or not the reconstruction error is similar
for all groups. If it varies, we also want to determine by how
much and put that quantity into perspective for a better un-
derstanding and drawing reasonable conclusions.

5.1 PCA Reconstruction Errors per Group
Figure 1 shows the reconstruction error on documents / sen-
tences pertaining to different groups. (Due to limited space,
we show the reconstruction error plots for MTC-ethnicity
in appendix since the results are very similar to the MTC-
gender plots). We notice for both the MTC-gen and MTC-
eth datasets, vector extrema has the same reconstruction
error for all the gender and ethnicity groups. As seen in
Figure 1a, this holds true for reconstructions using differ-
ent number of dimensions / principle components. However,
vector average shows a clear difference in the reconstruction

errors based on ethnicity and gender. As seen in Figure 1b,
gender 2 consistently has lesser reconstruction error than
gender 1 across experiments with different numbers of prin-
ciple components. In case of HLDC, we find that both ap-
proaches have non-negligible differences in reconstruction
errors of different communities. However, the difference in
vector extrema is wider than vector average and more con-
sistently present across various dimension numbers used in
PCA. This can be observed in Figures 1c and 1d. We also
find that community 1 has lesser reconstruction error when
vector extrema is used, whereas community 2 has lesser re-
construction error on average when vector average is used.
(In Figures 1c and 1d, community 1 refers to Muslims and
community 2 is Hindus)

5.2 Comparison with random splits
We want to investigate whether the gap in the reconstruc-
tion errors can occur by chance and benchmark the gap. To-
wards this end, we analyse the PCA reconstruction errors
on splitting data from the same group further into randomly
assigned sub-groups. This would contrast the inter-group er-
ror differences with the intra-group error differences. This is
shown in the plots of Figure 2 for vector-extrema for HLDC
and vector-average for MTC-gen. We find around 10x dif-
ference between the gaps in the random splits within group
and the gaps in splits across groups of gender in the MTC-
gen dataset when using vector average. Refer Figure 2a. The
difference is not as pronounced, but still discernible for the
HLDC dataset with vector extrema. When vector extrema is
used for MTC-gen, the inter-group and intra-group error dif-
ferences are comparable. This is presented in the appendix
for contrasting with the other plots. (We find the MTC-eth
plots to be very similar to reconstruction error plots for
MTC-gen, so the same observations hold for MTC-eth).

In order to further understand how much of the difference
in reconstruction errors comes from the magnitude of vec-
tors, we compute the length of the vectors, i.e., the Frobe-



(a) SVM accuracies on MTC-eth dataset (b) SVM accuracies on HLDC dataset

Figure 3: Accuracy of SVMs while using different number of dimensions (5d, 10d, 15d, 30d) at various values of λ to form a
convex combination of vector average and vector extrema encodings

nius norm of the encodings for each encoding strategy. We
report the results in Table 4. Since the differences in the vec-
tor lengths across groups are well within the standard de-
viations of lengths of vectors within the same group, we
conclude that these are not significant differences. Further
exploration and analysis of the vector directions could po-
tentially be beneficial than magnitudes of vectors.

Data len(VE) sd(VE) len(VA) sd(VA)
MTC-gen 10.25 0.54 4.78 0.45

Gen 1 10.28 0.53 4.86 0.42
Gen 2 10.22 0.55 4.70 0.47

Table 4: Vector lengths and standard deviations

6 Improving Fairness and Maintaining
Performance

From the previous sections, we observe that vector-average
has better accuracies on MTC datasets, but is more un-
fair with respect to the PCA reconstruction errors. Vector-
extrema shows a complementary behaviour to this on both
the classification performance and fairness. On the other
hand, in case of HLDC dataset, we do not find any such
explicit trend, but observe the scope for more balance. Our
aim is to improve fairness without sacrificing the accuracy
/ performance by much. Towards this end, we first explore
if there exists a convex combination of the two approaches
that can give us the desired result.

6.1 Convex Combination of Embeddings
We experiment with the following formulation for combin-
ing the vector average encoding, −−→avg and vector extrema en-
coding

−→
ext:

−→s = λ −−→avg + (1− λ)
−→
ext (1)

where λ is varied from 0.0 to 1.0 with a step-size of 0.1.
At each of these λ values, we use the resulting combined

sentence encodings to train / fit SVM classifiers for the cor-
responding binary classification task. At each value of λ,
we find the best performing C and γ hyper-parameters us-
ing the methods described in section 3.6. Using these, we
compute the accuracy on the test data. We repeat this for
various number of dimensions of PCA reconstruction of the
MTC-eth, MTC-gen, and HLDC dataset. The accuracies for
5, 10, 15, and 30 dimensional reconstructions of the MTC-
eth and HLDC datasets are shown in Figure 3 while using
various values of λ to combine vector-average and extrema
encodings. (A similar plot for MTC-gen is presented in ap-
pendix.) As one might expect, the accuracies tend to improve
as the number of dimensions used increase. For MTC-eth,
the accuracies are higher on the vector-average end of the
graph (i.e., λ → 1). For HLDC, where vector-average and
extrema have relatively similar performance, the accuracies
are higher around some of the intermediate values of λ.

For each λ value, we also compute the difference in the
PCA reconstruction error for each group. At an optimal λ,
the difference in the errors should be 0 for all subsets of di-
mensions or principle components considered. On the other
hand, we also want the optimal λ value to yield a combina-
tion of the encodings that is within an acceptable ϵ difference
in accuracy. We plot the PCA reconstruction error as well as
the classification accuracy of the SVM model trained on the
λ-combined encodings for each λ . This is presented in Fig-
ure 4 for various dimensions of PCA reconstructions of the
HLDC data, MTC-gen and MTC-eth data. The red curves
and the left side y-axis of the plot correspond to the error
difference. The dashed line represents 0 difference in recon-
struction error. The green curve and the right side labels of
y-axis correspond to the classification accuracies. We iden-
tify the ideal values of λ = 0.97 for the both the variants
of MTC dataset, which reduces the difference in reconstruc-



(a) MTC-eth with 5 dim PCA (b) MTC-eth with 10 dim PCA (c) MTC-eth with 30 dim PCA

(d) MTC-gen with 5 dim PCA (e) MTC-gen with 10 dim PCA (f) MTC-gen with 30 dim PCA

(g) HLDC with 5 dim PCA (h) HLDC with 10 dim PCA (i) HLDC with 30 dim PCA

Figure 4: PCA reconstruction difference versus classification accuracy for various λ convex combination of vector average and
vector extrema, at various dimensions of PCA reconstruction

tion error, while also consistently maintaining the accuracy.
The recommendations for HLDC are dimension-dependent
and can be derived by fixing an acceptable range of error-
difference and maximising the accuracy in that range.

7 Conclusion and Future Directions
We present an approach to examine the representation-level
bias by means of analysing differences in PCA reconstruc-
tion errors of various groups. We show that a simple convex
combination of vector extrema and vector average can miti-
gate this form of representational bias while maintaining the
accuracy within a reasonable range.

As part of future work, we plan to find methods beyond
grid search to find the optimal λ. We also want to further
understand if the encodings with the desired properties can
be obtained through direct training instead of the heuris-

tic combination approach explored here. We aim to better
understand the influences of this form of representation-
fairness on subsequent steps, such as the classifier. We be-
lieve representation-level fairness would be relevant to study
in tasks other than classification and hope future works ex-
plore the applicability of our approach in other applications.
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A Appendix
The vector extrema PCA reconstruction errors are similar for
both ethnicity groups across different number of dimensions
used for reconstruction. However, vector average shows con-
sistently higher reconstruction errors for ethnicity 2 over eth-
nicity 1 across dimensions. This can be clearly seen in the
plots of Figure 5

Figure 6 shows the reconstruction errors of intra- and
inter- groups of gender when using the vector extrema
encoding. We find no discernible differences in the gaps
between reconstruction errors of sub-groups and various
groups.

Figure 7 shows the accuracies of SVMs on MTC-gen
dataset while using different number of dimensions (5d, 10d,
15d, 30d) of PCA reconstructed data with various values of
λ to form a convex combination of vector average and vector
extrema encodings of the tweets.



(a) MTC Ethnicity Vector Extrema (b) MTC Ethnicity Vector Averaging

Figure 5: PCA reconstruction errors for each ethnicity group on the MTC-eth data

(a) MTC-gen with vector extrema

Figure 6: PCA reconstruction error within groups and across
groups of MTC-gen using vector extrema encoding

Figure 7: SVM accuracies on MTC-gen dataset


