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Abstract—While deep learning has become a core functional
module of most software systems, concerns regarding the fairness
of ML predictions have emerged as a significant issue that
affects prediction results due to discrimination. Intersectional
bias, which disproportionately affects members of subgroups,
is a prime example of this. For instance, a machine learn-
ing model might exhibit bias against darker-skinned women,
while not showing bias against individuals with darker skin or
women. This problem calls for effective fairness testing before
the deployment of such deep learning models in real-world
scenarios. However, research into detecting such bias is currently
limited compared to research on individual and group fairness.
Existing tools to investigate intersectional bias lack important
features such as support for multiple fairness metrics, fast and
efficient computation, and user-friendly interpretation. This paper
introduces Fairpriori, a novel biased subgroup discovery method,
which aims to address these limitations. Fairpriori incorporates
the frequent itemset generation algorithm to facilitate effective
and efficient investigation of intersectional bias by producing
fast fairness metric calculations on subgroups of a dataset.
Through comparison with the state-of-the-art methods (e.g.,
Themis, FairFictPlay, and TestSGD) under similar conditions,
Fairpriori demonstrates superior effectiveness and efficiency
when identifying intersectional bias. Specifically, Fairpriori is
easier to use and interpret, supports a wider range of use cases
by accommodating multiple fairness metrics, and exhibits higher
efficiency in computing fairness metrics. These findings showcase
Fairpriori’s potential for effectively uncovering subgroups af-
fected by intersectional bias, supported by its open-source tooling
at https://anonymous.4open.science/r/Fairpriori-0320.

Index Terms—machine learning, fairness, intersectional bias,
subgroup discovery

I. INTRODUCTION

The prevailing trend of integrating deep neural networks
(DNNs) across various industry sectors has demonstrated the
immense potential of DNNs, enabling analysis and prediction
capabilities in the form of software applications [1], [2].
Successful applications include in the fields of finance [3],
recruitment [4], justice [5] and so on. Yet, it is widely
acknowledged that machine learning (ML) and deep learning
(DL) algorithms are susceptible to learning from historical
data, potentially leading to bias and unfair decision-making
[6]–[8].

Unfair decision-making rooted in the algorithms used gen-
erally result because of various attributes in historical data,
which will affect functional software systems, such as rec-
ommender systems [9], providing biased solutions to differ-
ent stakeholders. This effect highlights the significance of
mitigating software unfairness within the software systems,

from which the terms ‘unfairness issues’ as ‘fairness bugs’ in
software engineering are coined [7].

In data-driven DL-based systems, fairness aims to ensure
that a model’s output is independent of individual samples or
associated attributes that may introduce unfairness or bias [10].
This research area has garnered much attention in recent years,
driven by various regulatory and stakeholder requirements.
Intersectional bias, which refers to subgroups where members
share more than one sensitive attribute, is presented only
recently in fairness testing, e.g., TestSGD [11]. It represents
a relatively under-explored element of deep learning models,
focusing on prejudice against individuals who have multiple
protected attributes. For instance, Buolamwini and Gebru
demonstrated that commercially available gender classification
software systems displayed lower accuracy rates for darker-
skinned women when compared to men with lighter skin [12].

There is a scarcity of research into intersectional bias
in machine learning [13], as the vast majority of literature
focuses on individual and group fairness rather than subgroup
fairness. This is important as simply removing protected
sensitive attributes from training a machine learning model
with may still result in proxy discrimination amongst other
attributes [14]. This subgroup discrimination can be subtle,
which is difficult to identify. This illuminates the critical need
to effectively and efficiently identify and mitigate subgroup
discrimination against sensitive attributes. Furthermore, exist-
ing studies lack support for applying multiple fairness metrics
tailored to different application contexts, which is crucial in
deep learning models as inappropriate metrics being applied
in a scenario would lead to incorrect conclusions [15], [16].
Addressing the research gaps in identifying biased subgroups
within deep learning systems, this paper presents Fairpriori
as a novel solution to these issues. Fairpriori integrates the
calculation of fairness metrics into the process of generating
frequent itemsets, which are sets of items that commonly
occur together within a database. This integration aims to
enhance the efficiency of subgroup generation, enabling the
support of a broader range of fairness metrics for measuring
various types of fairness. Furthermore, Fairpriori incorporates
the inclusion of multiple fairness metrics through distinct
computations in the numerator and denominator components.
This approach allows for the effective and efficient calculation
of a final value for each instance subgroup, ensuring precise
fairness assessment. We extensively evaluate Fairpriori against
other state-of-the-art biased subgroup discovery methods, such
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Fig. 1. An Overview of Fairpriori

as Themis [17], FairFictPlay [18], and TestSGD [11]. The
experiment results demonstrate that Fairpriori is more efficient
and effective, reducing the training time from several minutes
to several seconds. It also presents superiori integration due to
Fairpriori’s more interpretable outputs.

In summary, Fairpriori offers significant advancements to
improve biased subgroup discovery in deep learning systems.
The contributions of Fairpriori are as follows:

• We present Fairpriori as a novel method designed to
automatically identify biased subgroups. It features a va-
riety of parameters with default settings to accommodate
diverse application tasks across various data formats.

• We innovatively incorporate multiple fairness metrics in
Fairpriori to support different fairness definitions for
different application tasks.

• We demonstrate that Fairpriori can effectively and effi-
ciently generate samples for a wide range of parameters
to mitigate subgroup bias.

• We release the open source code of Fairpriori, which
implements easy-to-use function calls with data inputs
and outputs that can be quickly interpretable.

The rest of this paper is organised as follows. Background
knowledge on subgroup fairness and intersectional bias will
be discussed in section II. Next, the preliminaries of fairness
metrics and existing methods for discovering biased subgroups
are explained in section III. Fairpriori will be introduced in
section IV, and it will be systematically analysed in section V.
We discuss the threat to validity with conclusion in section VI
and section VII, respectively.

II. SUBGROUP FAIRNESS AND INTERSECTIONAL BIAS

Subgroup fairness is closely related to the concepts of
individual fairness and group fairness. In fairness metrics,
individual fairness means that similar individuals should have
similar predictions, while group fairness indicates sets of
individuals having the same value for one attribute should be
treated equally [19]. For example, when determining college

admissions, one could consider individual fairness to be that
two candidates with similar grades, extra-curriculars, and
admission essays should have the same decision. Meanwhile,
group fairness would imply similar decision rates for different
genders, such as males and females. In essence, this refers to
the granularity of fairness being measured.

However, subgroup fairness focuses on groups that consist
of the intersection of different groups, embodying a finer gran-
ularity than groups yet involving more than a single individual.
For example, a possible subgroup could be characterised by
an intersection of race and gender (such as Asian females).
Intersectional bias is therefore concerned with bias affecting
those belonging to more than one protected group [20].

As mentioned, one example of subgroup fairness is a study
by Buolamwini and Gebru [12] which found that three dif-
ferent commercial gender classification systems misclassified
darker-skinned females with error rates of up to 34.7%, while
for lighter-skinned males the maximum error rate was 0.8%.
Additionally, another study by Guo and Caliskan [21] on
bias in word embedding models used for natural language
processing, including technologies like ChatGPT, showed that
there was subgroup bias against Mexican females. These
are troubling results that show an urgent need for enhanced
transparency and accountability in machine learning to ensure
fairer results for all, especially for those individuals who may
experience bias from multiple sources.

This is important because intersectional bias tends to be
overlooked, often due to the presence of multiple protected
attributes at the same time [22], and the resulting bias comes
from systems of oppression that interact with each other [20].
As noted in a fairness testing survey by Chen et. al. [13], while
intersectional bias is an important field of research, it remains
relatively unexplored in literature, citing several studies, such
as [23] [24] [11] as examples, in comparison to the extensive
other studies on individual or group fairness. This disparity
underscores a significant gap and presents an opportunity for
in-depth research in the area of intersectional bias and biased



TABLE I
SUMMARY OF IMPORTANT FAIRNESS METRICS

FROM [25], [26], AND [27].

Metric Definition
Demographic
Parity

All subjects in all groups have an equal probability
of being predicted as positive.

Conditional
Statistical
Parity

All subjects in all groups have an equal probability
of being predicted as positive when legitimate factors
are controlled for.

Conditional
Use
Accuracy
Equality

The probability that a subject classified as positive
is actually positive and the probability that a subject
classified as negative is actually negative should be
equal to each other for all groups.

Predictive
Parity

The probability that a subject classified as positive
actually belongs to the positive class (PPV) should
be equal for all groups.

Equalised
Odds

All groups should have equal true positive rate, and
also have equal false positive rate.

Equalised
Opportunities

The probability that a subject classified as negative is
actually positive (false negative rate) should be equal
for all groups.

Predictive
Equality

The probability that a subject classified as positive is
actually negative (false positive rate) should be equal
for all groups.

subgroup discovery.

III. PRELIMINARIES

A. Fairness Metrics

A challenge that may not be immediately obvious is how
fairness can be measured in the outcomes of machine learning
models across different subgroups. One could gravitate to
using accuracy, which is the proportion of correctly predicted
outcomes. For example, if a model was 90% accurate on white
males and 50% accurate on black females, that could be a
cause of concern. However, the use of accuracy as a fairness
metric would not be appropriate for all circumstances, and it
is sometimes not possible for multiple metrics to be satisfied
at once according to the impossibility theorem. To address this
complexity, multiple fairness metrics have been developed to
solve this problem, with several key detailed in Table I.

A notable instance of selecting an inappropriate fairness
metric choice occurred with the Correctional Offender Man-
agement Profiling for Alternative Sanctions (COMPAS) tool
created by Northpointe (now Equivant), which was used to
assess the recidivism risk of criminals in some USA states [5].
In 2016, a nonprofit newsroom, ProPublica, reported that the
tool was unfairly biased against black individuals [5]. Their
main findings were that black defendants were twice as likely
to be inaccurately assessed as higher risk but not reoffend
(higher false positive rate), whereas white defendants were
more likely to be mislabelled as lower risk (higher false
negative rate) [28].

This led to a rebuttal from Northpointe in [29], of which its
relevant arguments were that they incorrectly used the false
positive rate (proportion incorrectly labelled as high risk over
all those who did not reoffend) instead of the false discovery
rate (proportion incorrectly labelled as high risk over all those
labelled as high risk), and their tool satisfied predictive parity

instead of equalised odds. They pointed out that, while the
base rates of recidivism were different between blacks and
whites (0.51 vs. 0.39 for general recidivism), the calculation
of false positive rate would be affected, therefore making it
an unsuitable metric since any algorithm would classify more
blacks compared to whites as higher risk due to this. They
suggested that, the absence of bias should be evaluated through
the lens of false discovery rate, under which their tool did not
exhibit bias.

It highlights the controversy that ProPublica and North-
pointe are evaluating fairness through different measurements
of fairness. Due to the impossibility theorem, it is not possible
to be simultaneously fair in different definitions at once.
However, in this situation, Northpointe’s definition of fair was
further validated by the third-party think tank Community
Resources for Justice [30], which supported Northpointe’s
findings in [29]. They also critiqued ProPublica’s methodology
and analysis due to their failure to use correct methods and
standards for bias, with one main point being that COMPAS
was created to estimate the probability prediction instead of
an absolute determination, which ProPublica did not take
into consideration. Because COMPAS was being used as an
actuarial risk system, it could only inform on the probabilities
of reoffending and cannot be expected to determine absolutely
whether an individual will or will not reoffend [30].

It is recognised that choosing a fairness metric is a chal-
lenging task. Some tools, such as Ruf and Detyniecki’s Fair-
ness Compass [25], or Aequitas’ Fairness Tree from Saleiro
et. al. [31], have been developed to facilitate this process.
These resources offer structured and formalised methods for
selecting suitable fairness metrics, ensuring that the choice is
methodologically sound and tailored to the specific context.

B. Biased Subgroup Discovery

Biased subgroup discovery aims to identify subgroups that
might be adversely impacted by bias in a machine learning
model. For this purpose, we present three particular methods
for biased subgroup discovery, namely Themis, FairFictPlay,
and TestSGD. These methods are detailed below.

1) Themis: Introduced by Galhotra et al. in 2017, Themis
marks one of the earliest tools for identifying subgroups
impacted by intersectional bias [17]. It discovers affected sub-
groups by generating combinations of attributes that discrim-
inated beyond a specific threshold. To achieve this, Themis
defines and calculates a group discrimination score as the
greatest difference in demographic parity over a subset of
attributes and is based upon the Calders-Verwer score which
measures the difference between the smallest and largest
fractions of outcomes [32]. To manage its extensive search
space, Themis implements several efficiency optimisations,
such as caching previous values to be reused if necessary,
pruning to reduce the search space, and sampling the search
space to reduce the time cost.

One notable aspect of Themis is that an oracle is not re-
quired for its operation (actual values as opposed to predicted
values). This characteristic is particularly relevant in scenarios



where the fairness metric, such as demographic parity, does
not necessitate actual values. However, this also means that for
fairness metrics requiring real outcomes, Themis might not be
the best fit, echoing the considerations raised in discussions
about the COMPAS tool’s evaluation.

2) FairFictPlay: Developed in 2018, FairFictPlay focuses
on auditing subgroup fairness when given access to an oracle
that can provide ground truth data [18]. The measures of
fairness that FairFictPlay supports are equalised opportunities
where equality of false negative rates between subgroups is
required, and predictive equality where equality of false pos-
itive rates between subgroups is required. This tool identifies
the members of biased subgroups and calculates a disparity
(fairness) score, reflecting the difference in the fairness metrics
between the subgroup and the overall population.

FairFictPlay operates by orchestrating a competition be-
tween a learner and an auditor within a zero-sum game
framework, a process that asymptotically converges to iden-
tify unfairness, yet is more straightforward and efficient in
computation. The learner’s objective is to optimize a function
that balances accuracy and fairness for subgroups spotlighted
by the auditor, who aims to uncover the subgroups most
significantly affecting fairness.

While there is no indication that Kearns et al. were aware
of Themis and so they cannot be compared, their work proves
effective in detecting impacted subgroups and their disparity
scores across four tested fairness datasets.

3) TestSGD: In 2022, TestSGD is one most recent testing
approach that aims to identify and measure subgroup discrim-
ination [11], guiding the new sample generation to mitigate
the bias effects during model retraining without sacrificing
accuracy.

This method classifies subgroups through linear equality
rules for continuous attributes, such as ‘age ≥ 30’ or spe-
cific values for categorical attributes, like ‘gender = F’. A
combination of these rules specifies a subgroup, for instance,
‘{age ≥ 30 ∧ gender = F}’. It accommodates multiclass
classification by varying each rule to predict different out-
comes, enabling the identification of subgroups like {age ≥
30 ∧ gender = F} → positive, which describes the subgroup
of females who are 30 or older and are predicted to be
positive. Subgroup discovery relies on the Apriori algorithm
for frequent itemset generation [33], which identifies common
combinations of attributes, thereby defining subgroups. The
implementation of Apyori helps pinpoint the largest subgroups
early on, streamlining the search process. The fairness of a
subgroup is evaluated based on the absolute difference in
outcomes between members within and outside the subgroup,
focusing on demographic parity as the fairness criterion.
This assessment involves sampling to manage computational
demands, similarly to Themis, and reports the associated error
margin.

To address identified biases, TestSGD applies random ad-
justments to non-protected attributes of selected samples that
meet the subgroup criteria, thereby generating data points for
retraining models towards improved fairness.

Zhang et al.’s testing reveals TestSGD’s efficacy in uncover-
ing intersectionally biased subgroups within machine learning
models, showcasing reasonable efficiency and the ability to
lessen such biases through retraining with synthetically gener-
ated data. Further research by Guo et al. in 2023 demonstrates
TestSGD’s superiority in efficiency over Themis by at least a
twofold margin [34]. TestSGD outperforms both Themis, by
adopting a more proactive approach in pruning non-viable sub-
groups without the need for sampling from an external file, and
FairFictPlay, by offering higher interpretability and specificity
in identifying biased subgroups through rule-based definitions
for subgroups instead of grouping all biased subgroups.

IV. FAIRPRIORI

While the aforementioned methods have presented tenta-
tive solutions for biased subgroup discovery, improving their
effectiveness and efficiency remains a daunting task, which
poses significant challenges. In this section, we deliberately
design Fairpriori to enhance both aspects, the code of which
is accessible through the anonymous link at https://anonymous.
4open.science/r/Fairpriori-0320. Python 3 was chosen for its
implementation, capitalizing on its rich ecosystem of machine
learning and data analytics libraries like scikit-learn, Keras,
and TensorFlow. This choice facilitates its integration into
various workflows as a package through a simple function call.
To further advance efficiency, Fairpriori employs a frequent
itemset generation algorithm for identifying subgroups, the
Apriori algorithm. Innovatively, Fairpriori directly integrates
the steps of subgroup generation with the calculation of
fairness metrics, streamlining the process by eliminating the
need for separate, extensive computations for each subgroup.
This method not only boosts efficiency but also simplifies
the inclusion of diverse fairness metrics. The implementation
details and pseudocode of Fairpriori are provided for a com-
prehensive overview of its functionality.

A. Multiple Fairness Metrics

We present the Fairpriori algorithm in algorithm 1. In
the algorithm, Ni and Di are designed to accommodate the
calculation of multiple fairness metrics, which is achieved
through breaking down the fairness metric calculations into
their numerator and denominator components. Given that
all metrics represent a proportion of the dataset determined
uniquely by each metric, individual instances contribute either
to the numerator, the denominator, or neither. Consequently,
the aggregate contributions for each subgroup’s instances can
be calculated and then divided to yield the metric’s final value.

Let’s consider a scenario where we are given a dataset in
Table II, and our objective is to determine the predictive parity
for the subgroup defined by gender = Male ∧ race = Asian.
Predictive parity refers to the ratio of true positive outcomes to
all positive predictions within a subgroup. Observing the entire
group under consideration, the predictive parity is 66%. This
calculation involves identifying true positives (in this case,
Alex and Cam are true positives) and all positive predictions
(Alex, Ben, and Cam fall into this category).

https://anonymous.4open.science/r/Fairpriori-0320
https://anonymous.4open.science/r/Fairpriori-0320


Algorithm 1: Fairpriori algorithm.

1 L1 = Frequent itemsets of size 1;
2 k = 1;
3 while there are still frequent itemsets of size k do
4 Ck+1 = Candidate itemsets of size k + 1 generated

from Lk;
5 foreach itemset i in Ck+1 do
6 Ci = Count of this itemset;
7 if Ci makes i frequent then
8 Ni = The numerator value of this itemset;
9 Di = The denominator value of this

itemset;
10 Mi = Ni/Di;
11 Add {i, (Ci,Mi)} to Lk+1;
12 end
13 end
14 Increment k by 1;
15 end
16 L0 = Entry representing the whole dataset;
17 L = ∪Lk;
18 foreach itemset i in L do
19 Add Mi −ML0 to i.
20 end
21 return L

TABLE II
AN EXAMPLE DATASET FOR CALCULATING PREDICTIVE PARITY, WHERE
1S FOR THE NUMERATOR AND DENOMINATOR DENOTE THOSE THAT WILL

CONTRIBUTE TO THE CALCULATION OF PREDICTIVE PARITY.

Name Gender Race Actual Predicted N D
Alex Female Caucasian Positive Positive 1 1
Ben Male Asian Negative Positive 0 1
Cam Male Asian Positive Positive 1 1
Dan Male Asian Negative Negative 0 0

To specifically calculate the predictive parity for the sub-
group of Asian males, we look at the relevant instances in the
numerator (true positives) and the denominator (all positive
predictions) that pertain to this subgroup. Assuming Ben, Cam,
and Dan fall under the Asian male subgroup, and considering
that Cam is a true positive while both Ben and Cam are
predicted as positive, the predictive parity calculation for this
subgroup involves dividing the count of true positives by the
count of all positive predictions within the subgroup, resulting
in a predictive parity of 50%.

Table III gives the numerator and denominator calculations
for each metric according to the definitions in Table I.

B. Usage

To cater to a broad spectrum of applications, the Fairpriori
algorithm is configured with inputs that serve specific purposes
and come with predefined default settings, as detailed in
Table IV. These settings include a minimum support thresh-
old set at 50%, meaning that only subgroups constituting a
majority of the dataset are considered significant enough to

TABLE III
HOW NUMERATORS AND DENOMINATORS WERE CALCULATED FOR EACH

FAIRNESS METRIC SUPPORTED BY FAIRPRIORI.

Metric Definition Numerator Denominator
Demographic
Parity

Proportion
of positive
predictions.

Instances
predicted as
positive

All instances

Predictive
Parity

Proportion
of
correctly
predicted
positives.

Instances
that are true
positives

Instances
predicted as
positive

Predictive Equal-
ity

Proportion
of
incorrectly
predicted
positives.

Instances
that are false
positives

Instances
predicted as
positive

Equalised
Opportunities

Proportion
of
incorrectly
predicted
negatives.

Instances
that are false
negatives

Instances
predicted as
negative

TABLE IV
LIST OF FAIRPRIORI INPUTS, THEIR PURPOSE, AND THEIR DEFAULT

VALUE IF APPLICABLE.

Input Purpose Default Value
Pandas Dataframe of
the Dataset

Subgroup generation. n/a, mandatory

Predicted Values Metric calculation. n/a, mandatory
Actual Values Metric calculation. n/a, mandatory
Value Categories Metric calculation. n/a, mandatory
Positive Target Label Metric calculation. n/a, mandatory
Minimum Support
Threshold

Subgroup generation. 50%

Maximum Length Subgroup generation. 2
Fairness Metric Metric calculation. Demographic

Parity
Ignored Attributes Subgroup generation. None

be returned. This ensures focus on substantial segments of the
data. Additionally, the maximum length of a subgroup, defined
by the number of attribute-value pairs, is set to 2 to provide
easily interpretable results. This constraint is intended to keep
the results straightforward and easy to understand.

The algorithm also requires specifying the range of possible
values for both predicted and actual outcomes, alongside the
target label for which calculations will be performed. The
default fairness metric selected is demographic parity. This
choice is due to its independence from ground truth values,
making it straightforward to interpret based on the rate of pos-
itive predictions. Furthermore, Fairpriori offers the flexibility
to exclude certain attributes from subgroup generation. This
feature allows users to prevent the algorithm from considering
specific attributes in its analysis, though a simpler method
might be to remove these attributes from the data frame before
processing.

A dataframe with four columns is returned from Fairpriori,
which contains the subgroups generated defined by a set of ‘at-
tribute=value’ pairs, the support calculated for that subgroup,
the metric value calculated for that subgroup, and finally the
difference between the metric value for the subgroup and the



Fig. 2. Straightforward flowchart of Fairpriori Application

metric value for the whole dataset. The difference value is
positive if the subgroup metric has a higher value than the
dataset metric, and negative if it is lower. While not technically
a subgroup, the metric value for the whole dataset is returned
in the first row in the dataframe, with label ‘All’ and support
1, so that the value is accessible.

The process for employing Fairpriori is illustrated through
a straightforward flowchart in Figure 2. Further example
usages of Fairpriori are at https://anonymous.4open.science/
r/Fairpriori-0320.

C. Case Study

A toy machine learning model was developed using the
COMPAS dataset, which is now used to examine whether
the model’s outcomes exhibit bias towards any particular sub-
groups. With the list of predicted outcomes and actual values
from the model, alongside the positive target label indicating a
predicted low risk of reoffending, Fairpriori returns the results
in Table V as an output.

Because the results haven’t produced any subgroups, the
support threshold is decreased to 25% by adding support =
0.25. Table VI is the result.

Concerningly, African American males are much more
likely to be predicted as reoffenders with a difference of

TABLE V
DATAFRAME RESULTS FROM USING FAIRPRIORI WITH DEFAULT SETTINGS

itemsets support metric difference
(All) 1 0.558328 0
(age cat=25 - 45) 0.572262 0.613817 0.055489
(race=African-American) 0.51442 0.376063 -0.182265
(sex=Male) 0.809624 0.544727 -0.013601

TABLE VI
DATAFRAME RESULTS USING FAIRPRIORI WITH DEFAULT SETTINGS

EXCEPT FOR THE MINIMUM SUPPORT THRESHOLD SET TO 25%.

itemsets support metric diff.
(All) 1 0.558328 0
(age cat=25 - 45) 0.572262 0.613817 0.055489
(race=African-American) 0.51442 0.376063 -0.182265
(race=Caucasian) 0.340732 0.70661 0.148282
(sex=Male) 0.809624 0.544727 -0.013601
(age cat=25 - 45, race=African-
American)

0.307518 0.465753 -0.092575

(age cat=25 - 45, sex=Male) 0.460629 0.595146 0.036818
(race=African-American,
sex=Male)

0.42547 0.364052 -0.194276

(sex=Male, race=Caucasian) 0.262638 0.697101 0.138773

19% to the baseline. However, these results are for the demo-
graphic parity fairness metric, which computes the proportion
of predicted positives. In the dataset it is more likely for
African-Americans to reoffend, and so demographic parity
is not an appropriate fairness metric to use in this instance.
According to the Fairness Compass [25], predictive parity is
the fairness metric that should be used instead, which measures
the probability that a subject classified as positive actually
belongs to the positive class. Rerunning the score calculation
function in Fairpriori with metric = “predictive parity′′

and the correct settings, Table VII is generated.

TABLE VII
DATAFRAME RESULTS USING FAIRPRIORI WITH DEFAULT SETTINGS

EXCEPT FOR THE MINIMUM SUPPORT THRESHOLD SET TO 25% AND THE
DEMOGRAPHIC PARIT FAIRNESS METRIC SET TO PREDICTIVE PARITY.

itemsets support metric difference
(All) 1 0.767266 0
(age cat=25 - 45) 0.572262 0.733856 -0.03341
(race=African-American) 0.51442 0.695142 -0.072124
(race=Caucasian) 0.340732 0.796097 0.028831
(sex=Male) 0.809624 0.76194 -0.005327
(race=African-American,
age cat=25 - 45)

0.307518 0.66629 -0.100977

(sex=Male, age cat=25 - 45) 0.460629 0.730496 -0.03677
(sex=Male, race=African-
American)

0.42547 0.675732 -0.091534

(sex=Male, race=Caucasian) 0.262638 0.80885 0.041583

The findings indicate a higher probability of African-
American men being classified as likely to reoffend, with a 9%
disparity compared to the overall population. Moreover, young
African-Americans are similarly more prone to being predicted
as reoffenders, with a 10% difference. Armed with this insight
from Fairpriori, the model can be refined to enhance fairness
for these specific subgroups. Alternatively, they may assess
that the observed discrepancy in fairness across subgroups falls

https://anonymous.4open.science/r/Fairpriori-0320
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within acceptable limits.

V. IMPLEMENTATION AND EVALUATION

In this work, we design our experiments based on the
benchmark datasets of COMPAS [5] and Diabetes Hospitals
dataset [35]. The datasets have been widely used for evalu-
ating fairness testing in literature [17], [36]–[38]. We focus
on compare Fairpriori with the state-of-the-art methods as
the baselines, including Themis [17], FairFictPlay [18], and
TestSGD [11]. We construct fully connected deep neural net-
work models as the backbone for our evaluation. Specifically,
we ask the following research questions:

• RQ1: Effectiveness of Fairpriori: is our method effec-
tive in identifying biased subgroups for deep learning
models?

• RQ2: Efficiency of Fairpriori: is our method efficient
at biased subgroup discovery for deep learning models?

A. RQ1: Is Fairpriori Effective?

The first research question formulated to determine whether
Fairpriori is fit for use is whether Fairpriori is effective. To
address this, we conduct an in-depth comparison of Fairpriori’s
performance and user-friendliness relative to Themis, FairFict-
Play, and TestSGD. This evaluation encompasses an analysis
of function definitions, including the necessary inputs and the
nature of the outputs, to identify the practical strengths and
weaknesses of each tool.

1) Comparison Against Themis: Different from Fairpriori,
for Themis, an XML file is firstly needed describing the
dataset’s protected attributes and the test that will run, for
example, it could be the attributes of sex and age. Following
this, they need to prepare a second Python file to sample from
the dataset described. An example result is:

Input(s): (’sex’, ’age_cat’) ---> 59.8%

From this, we can tell that there is a large disparity in the
outcomes (59.8%) between subgroups defined by gender and
age.

It highlights a significant improvement of operation between
Themis and Fairpriori regarding input. Setting up Themis in-
volves substantial effort: it requires crafting a dedicated XML
file to detail the dataset’s sensitive attributes and designate
tests for each potential combination of these attributes. Addi-
tionally, Themis necessitates a separate script for sampling
based on specific attribute combinations, obliging users to
write additional code for querying the dataset. For instance, to
sample predictions for Caucasian males, Themis might execute
a command like ‘python3 yourfilename.py male caucasian’.
On the other hand, Fairpriori simplifies the process by utilizing
a dataframe — a standard tool in data analysis, along with
a list of predicted and actual values from that dataframe.
Furthermore, Fairpriori enhances user flexibility by allowing
the selection of a fairness metric and adjusting the size of the
generated subgroups.

The second main improvement is in the output for biased
subgroup discovery. Themis provides a singular value for each

test, derived from a particular combination of the protected
attributes. This value represents the disparity in positive pre-
diction rates across all subgroups defined by these attributes,
specifically, the gap between the highest and lowest fractions
of positive outcomes. In contrast, Fairpriori offers a more
granular breakdown, returning the fractions associated with the
selected fairness metric for every identified biased subgroup.
This includes detailed information on which attribute values
are subject to bias, rather than merely indicating the presence
of bias within certain attributes. Moreover, while Themis
employs sampling, introducing an element of confidence and
potential error in its outputs, Fairpriori bypasses sampling for
a direct calculation, providing an absolute metric value across
the dataset. Consequently, Fairpriori is considered more effec-
tive, offering benefits like seamless integration into existing
workflows, richer detail in output metrics, and the provision
of absolute, rather than estimated, metric values.

2) Comparison Against FairFictPlay: To continue with
FairFictPlay in the workflow for biased subgroup discovery,
we will need to decide on the specific type of fairness
concern they wish to investigate. Following we discuss on
false negatives due to an interest in disparities among those
predicted as low risk to reoffend, with following settings:

auditor = Model.Auditor(dataframe,
actual_values, "FN")

[violated_group, fairness_violation] = auditor
.audit(predicted_values)

violated group returned a list of 1s and 0s, which represents all
the instances in an affected subgroup, and fairness violation
returned 0.085, which represented that there is a disparity of
8.5% in the outcomes of the instances classified as 1 in the
list versus the baseline of the entire population.

One main improvement is in the output for biased subgroup
discovery. Firstly, FairFictPlay returns a list of 1s and 0s the
length of the original data input where the 1s represent those
belonging to affected subgroups, as well as a percentage detail-
ing the disparity of the group from the baseline for that metric
(either FPR or FNR). In comparison, Fairpriori generates a
list of subgroups and their fairness metric calculated as well
as its difference from the baseline. This is easier to interpret
than the list from FairFictPlay. Fairpriori supports the same
metrics as FairFictPlay and also two additional ones, namely
demographic parity and predictive parity, allowing for a wider
range of use cases. Both are found to be easy to integrate
into existing machine learning pipelines, requiring the original
dataset as well as actual and predicted values and any settings
(e.g fairness metric to be used).

An interesting benefit of FairFictPlay is its ability to
incorporate subgroup fairness directly into the training of
machine learning models, where Fairpriori doesn’t align as
effectively. The computational demands of Fairpriori during
model training could significantly extend the process, making
it less practical for real-time analysis. However, Fairpriori
outshines FairFictPlay in terms of the interpretability of its
results and the range of supported fairness metrics, making it



more accessible and user-friendly for those seeking to conduct
fairness analyses.

3) Comparison Against TestSGD: To compare Fairpriori
with TestSGD, we firstly use TestSGD to find applicable
subgroups, which are termed as rules here. Subsequently, we
specify the support threshold, define the categories for outputs,
and set the maximum length for a rule that describes a dataset.

itemsets = TestSGD.run_apriori(dataframe,
support)

list_of_rules = TestSGD.create_rules(itemsets,
output_categories, maximum_length)

Following this, we iterate over each identified rule to calculate
and ascertain its corresponding fairness score and value.

testsgd_results = {}
for rule in list_of_rules:

rule_results = TestSGD.group_fairness_score
(predicted, dataframe,
rule, error_threshold, output_categories

)
print(rule, rule_results[0]], rule_results

[1])

For instance, a specific rule derived from COMPAS dataset
might state, “If sex == Male and race == African-American,
then Low (Chance of reoffending)”. The evaluation of this rule
could result in a fairness score of 0.33, with an associated
margin of error at 0.04. It suggests that the likelihood of
an African-American male being predicted as low risk for
reoffending varies by 29% to 37% compared to individuals
outside this subgroup. It’s important to note that the positive
nature of the value returned does not immediately clarify the
direction of bias; further analysis is required to understand the
bias’s orientation.

While their usage is very similar to each other, one major
difference between Fairpriori and TestSGD was their different
result interpretations, both for their rules, and also for the
metrics returned. For TestSGD, each rule had a version for
each possible prediction value, and the score returned is the
absolute difference between the probability that an instance
satisfying the rule is predicted as that value and the probability
that an instance not satisfying the rule is predicted as that
value. For example, for the rule “If race == Caucasian and
medicaid == False then Yes” returned from the Diabetes
dataset, it achieved a score of 0.6% with an error of ±1%.
This effectively means that there was no bias for this subgroup.
However, if there was a greater value, the absence of a sign
means that it was not possible to tell whether a subgroup was
being favoured by the bias or not.

For Fairpriori, the metric provided for each subgroup di-
rectly reflects the proportion of instances within that subgroup
aligning with the chosen fairness metric. A key advantage of
this approach is the absence of sampling, which eliminates the
possibility of error in the metric calculation. However, a no-
table limitation is Fairpriori’s binary classification framework,
recognizing only two prediction outcomes: positive and not
positive. This contrasts with TestSGD’s capability to handle
multiclass classification scenarios.

Furthermore, Fairpriori supports a wider array of fairness
metrics beyond demographic parity, offering versatility across
various fairness considerations. In contrast, TestSGD has been
adapted to leverage its findings for enhancing fairness within
neural network models through retraining. Both methodologies
exhibit equal effectiveness in their respective domains but
differ in their result interpretations and benefits, making each
more suitable for specific types of fairness evaluations and
adjustments in machine learning models.

4) Answer to RQ1: Fairpriori stands on par with, or even
surpasses, other cutting-edge methods in terms of effective-
ness, offering straightforward result interpretation and addi-
tional features like enhanced analysis of multiple fairness
metrics. This adaptability enables broader application pos-
sibilities and facilitates further enhancements more readily
than existing alternatives. It distinguishes itself from Themis
by eliminating the need for extensive setup, offering more
precise and actionable outcomes compared to FairFictPlay,
and delivering results without the uncertainty of associated
errors, unlike TestSGD. Although Fairpriori currently does
not support multiclass classification or direct improvements
to model fairness, these limitations present opportunities for
future research and development, positioning Fairpriori as a
strong candidate for advancing fairness in machine learning.

B. RQ2: Is Fairpriori Efficient?

To assess Fairpriori’s performance in terms of speed and
efficiency, a second research question focused on evaluating its
computational effectiveness. For this evaluation, two datasets
were selected based on their appropriate size and the variety
of protected attributes available, providing a solid foundation
for comparing the efficiency of different subgroup discovery
methods. The use of larger datasets facilitates a clearer com-
parison of algorithm efficiency, as differences in processing
time become more pronounced with more data. The COMPAS
dataset was primarily selected for its frequent citation in stud-
ies concerning fairness in machine learning [5]. The Diabetes
Hospitals dataset [35], with its considerably larger volume of
data points (101,762, in contrast to COMPAS’s 6,171) and a
greater number of attributes (20 versus COMPAS’s 5), was
chosen to enable a comprehensive efficiency benchmarking of
subgroup discovery methods.

In all evaluations, except where noted, the following vari-
ables were adjusted to explore their impact on the algorithms’
efficiency. These adjustments aimed to understand how vari-
ations in the dataset size (number of entries) and complexity
(number of attributes) influence efficiency. The minimum
support threshold was systematically altered across a broad
spectrum (from 10% to 90%, in 10% increments) to assess its
effect on computational efficiency. Additionally, the length of
subgroups, defined by the number of attribute/value pairs, was
restricted to 1, 2, and 3 to balance between interpretability
and utility, as longer subgroup definitions tend to be less
interpretable and useful.

To establish a benchmark, Fairpriori’s efficiency was mea-
sured against that of Themis, FairFictPlay, and TestSGD,



situating it within the context of existing methods for biased
subgroup discovery. Themis was evaluated using demographic
parity as the common fairness metric, with the COMPAS
dataset serving as the basis due to its inability to process
larger datasets efficiently. Conversely, the Diabetes dataset
tested the capabilities of FairFictPlay and TestSGD, pushing
their analytical boundaries. FairFictPlay’s assessment involved
metrics of predictive equality and equalized opportunities to
ensure a fair comparison with Fairpriori. TestSGD’s analysis
similarly employed demographic parity as the comparative
fairness metric. Comprehensive test procedures and the capa-
bility for replication are accessible via the provided codebase
at https://anonymous.4open.science/r/Fairpriori-0320.

1) Comparison Against Themis: Themis displayed signif-
icantly lower efficiency compared to Fairpriori, even when
analysing a relatively small dataset like COMPAS, which
consists of 6,171 entries and 3 protected attributes. In the
most computationally demanding scenario, characterised by
a 10% support threshold and a maximum subgroup length of
3, Themis required 330.66 seconds to complete its analysis,
whereas Fairpriori completed the same task in 0.068 seconds.

The efficiency gap can be attributed to Themis’s reliance
on external inputs to sample data for each protected attribute
combination. Without specific optimisations, this approach
necessitates repeatedly reading and querying the dataframe to
generate results, significantly increasing computational over-
head. Integrating these processes into a single file could
enhance Themis’s efficiency. Conversely, Fairpriori’s design
allows it to process data in a single pass without the need for
external data, contributing to its superior efficiency.

Fig. 3. Results comparing the effect of minimum support threshold and
maximum subgroup length on time for the predictive equality fairness metric
between Fairpriori and FairFictPlay using the Diabetes dataset.

2) Comparison Against FairFictPlay: The comparison of
Fairpriori and FairFictPlay, specifically using the predictive
equality metric, as shown in Figure 3, highlights Fairpriori’s

significant advantage in efficiency across most tested scenar-
ios, as depicted in the referenced figure. One exception occurs
under the most stringent conditions, at 10% support threshold
and a subgroup length of 3, where Fairpriori’s processing time
is 27.06 seconds, compared to FairFictPlay’s 16.66 seconds.
For the rest of the settings, Fairpriori consistently outperforms
FairFictPlay, often requiring less than half the time to complete
the same tasks.

It’s anticipated that under more demanding scenarios and
with larger datasets like the Diabetes dataset, Fairpriori’s
performance might not be as robust, primarily due to the
exponential increase in the number of subgroups generated by
aggressive support and length settings. For instance, a 10%
support with a maximum length of 3 already yields 2,783
subgroups, a number that would surge exponentially with even
tighter parameters. However, such aggressive settings would be
unlikely to happen in practice. Given that FairFictPlay operates
on a polynomial time complexity and Apriori algorithm, which
underpins Fairpriori, functions in exponential time, Fairpriori
is likely to lag behind FairFictPlay when dealing with larger
datasets and more stringent criteria. However, Fairpriori main-
tains a distinct edge in smaller datasets or when the support
and length requirements are less stringent, showcasing its
utility in a broad range of practical applications.

Fig. 4. Results comparing the effect of minimum support threshold and
maximum subgroup length on time for the equalised opportunities fairness
metric between Fairpriori and FairFictPlay using the Diabetes dataset.

The analysis using the equalized opportunities fairness met-
ric further corroborates Fairpriori’s enhanced efficiency across
both metrics, as seen in Figure 4. Consistently, Fairpriori
demonstrates superior efficiency in nearly all tested scenarios.

3) Comparison Against TestSGD: When investigating the
efficiency improvement for the Diabetes dataset in Table VIII
and Figure 5, there is a clear and large improvement as soon as
a 50% support threshold is reached, as TestSGD starts to head

https://anonymous.4open.science/r/Fairpriori-0320


TABLE VIII
COMPARING FAIRPRIORI AND TESTSGD ON THE DIABETES DATASET.
TIMES ARE ROUNDED 2DP FOR ADULT AND DIABETES, AND BOLDED

TIMES SHOW THE SMALLER OF THE TWO.

Support Maximum Diabetes
Length Fairpriori TestSGD

90% 1 5.59s 5.48s
90% 2 5.54s 5.46s
90% 3 5.60s 5.52s
70% 1 5.55s 6.78s
70% 2 5.59s 8.73s
70% 3 5.60s 9.14s
50% 1 5.58s 10.13s
50% 2 5.63s 22.81s
50% 3 5.79s 32.91s
30% 1 5.52s 31.42s
30% 2 5.83s 79.87s
30% 3 7.50s 171.66s
10% 1 5.66s 2,759.37s
10% 2 7.25s 2,904.08s
10% 3 28.72s 3,518.86s

Fig. 5. Scatter plot comparing the effect of minimum support threshold and
maximum subgroup length on time for the Diabetes dataset between Fairpriori
and TestSGD. Results for TestSGD at a support of 10% are not shown as they
took at least 45 minutes and would not be plottable.

off the plateau. TestSGD at a 10% support threshold which
can not be plotted in Figure 5 takes at least 45 minutes to
complete calculations, while Fairpriori takes at most 30s.

These findings highlight Fairpriori’s substantial efficiency
advantages over TestSGD, primarily due to its method of di-
rectly calculating metrics in algorithm 1, eliminating the need
for sampling. Furthermore, Fairpriori optimises performance
by conducting a single set of calculations for each rule, as
opposed to TestSGD’s approach of evaluating 2 within and
outside a given rule or subgroup.

C. Answer to RQ2

Fairpriori’s efficiency outperforms Themis, FairFictPlay,
and TestSGD, all state-of-the-art biased subgroup discovery

algorithms, across most scenarios. With Themis, Fairpriori’s
efficiency advantage is particularly pronounced for the COM-
PAS dataset, the simplest dataset explored, reducing execution
times from minutes to under a second. Against FairFictPlay,
Fairpriori’s exponential time algorithm generally surpasses
FairFictPlay’s polynomial time solution, except in cases where
the subgroup generation scales to the thousands—an impres-
sive achievement for Fairpriori. When pitted against TestSGD,
Fairpriori shows comparable performance in less stringent
conditions, but significantly outperforms TestSGD in more
complex scenarios, cutting down processing times from over
45 minutes to less than a minute.

These outcomes present Fairpriori as an efficient solution for
biased subgroup discovery. This efficiency is largely attributed
to the innovative incorporation of fairness metrics directly
within Apriori (algorithm 1), streamlining the discovery pro-
cess and significantly enhancing performance.

VI. THREAT TO VALIDITY

Despite our efforts for Fairpriori, several potential threats
to its validity still exist. Firstly, more user studies could be
considered to capture a broader and deeper understanding of
how deep learning models are used in practice, and identify
areas of Fairpriori that could be improved in response. For
example, it may be improved with a wider range of fairness
metrics, automated fairness report generation, or a UI interface
that could be used by non-technical personnel. Secondly, while
Fairpriori shows improvements for the specific datasets and
parameters used, further insight with more scenarios, including
with more types of ML models, larger datasets, and more
demanding parameters, would assist in further characterising
its performance in more demanding and varied circumstances.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we present Fairpriori, a state-of-the-art method
in the field of biased subgroup discovery, which in recent
years has been ignored in favour of individual and group
fairness research. We consider intersectional bias as a hidden
yet critical issue needing an effective and efficient solution.
Fairpriori introduces a modified version of a frequent itemset
generation algorithm to facilitate its investigation. It effectively
incorporates multiple fairness metrics in its analysis, and it
is thoroughly evaluated against cutting-edge methods such as
Themis, FairFictPlay and TestSGD. We anticipate that our
work provides a new frontier for fairness AI research.
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