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ABSTRACT
This paper presents the very first attempt to evaluate ma-
chine learning fairness for depression detection using elec-
troencephalogram (EEG) data. We conduct experiments us-
ing different deep learning architectures such as Convolu-
tional Neural Networks (CNN), Long Short-Term Memory
(LSTM) networks, and Gated Recurrent Unit (GRU) net-
works across three EEG datasets: Mumtaz, MODMA and
Rest. We employ five different bias mitigation strategies at
the pre-, in- and post-processing stages and evaluate their ef-
fectiveness. Our experimental results show that bias exists
in existing EEG datasets and algorithms for depression de-
tection, and different bias mitigation methods address bias at
different levels across different fairness measures.

Index Terms— EEG, ML fairness, Depression Detection

1 Introduction

Major depressive disorders (MDD) are becoming increas-
ingly prevalent worldwide. Machine learning (ML), espe-
cially deep learning (DL) based methods, have been recently
used in many research studies for depression detection with
success [1, 2, 3]. In concurrence, ML bias is becoming a
growing source of concern [4]. Bias can be understood as
discrimination against individuals based on certain sensitive
attributes such as age, race and gender [5, 6, 7]. Fairness
conversely dictates that no individual or subgroup should be
advantaged or disadvantaged based on their inherent charac-
teristics. Given the high stakes involved in MHD analysis, it
is crucial to investigate and mitigate the ML biases present.
Research indicated the presence of ML bias across a variety
of tasks ranging from automated video interviews [8] to im-
age search [9]. However, none of the existing works have
addressed ML fairness in MDD detection using EEG data.

Our contributions in this paper are as follows. First, our
study is the first attempt to evaluate ML fairness for de-
pression detection using electroencephalogram (EEG) data.
None of the existing work on ML fairness for depression
detection [10, 11, 12, 13] has investigated bias mitigation
for depression detection using EEG data. Second, we study
and compare the effectiveness of a diverse set of bias mitiga-
tion techniques to improve fairness in EEG-based depression
detection. We show they have different effects on perfor-
mance and fairness. We conduct our experiments using three
different deep architectures across three datasets, Mumtaz,

MODMA and Rest. Throughout our experimentation, we at-
tempt to address the following two research questions (RQs).
RQ 1: Is there bias within existing EEG data and ML al-
gorithm for depression detection? RQ 2: How effective are
existing bias mitigation methods at improving ML fairness
for depression detection using EEG data? Our experimental
results indicate that both data and algorithmic biases exist
and that different bias mitigation provides different degree
of effectiveness across different datasets and algorithms.
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Fig. 1. Simplified pipeline: highlighted parts indicate how
bias is mitigated at the pre-, in- and post-processing stages.

2 Methodology
We approach MDD detection as a classification problem
where we have a dataset D = {(xi, yi)}i where xi ∈ X is
a tensor representing information (e.g. EEG data) about an
individual I and yi ∈ Y is the outcome (e.g. 1 for depressed
vs. 0 for non-depressed) that we wish to predict. Each input
xi is associated (through an individual I) with a sensitive
attribute s(xi) ∈ S where S = {male, female}. This is
a classification problem where we are interested in finding
a parameterised function f with f : X → Y . f( · ; θ) es-
timates the probabilities for all outcomes (classes) p(Y |xi).
We use p(yi|xi) to denote the predicted probability for the
correct class. The goal of bias mitigation is to ensure that
the outcomes for each demographic subgroup adhere to the
different fairness measures outlined in Section 2.2.

2.1 Bias Mitigation Methods

We employ two pre-processing, two in-processing and one
post-processing bias mitigation methods. Each method
has its own advantages and disadvantages. Pre- and post-
processing may be easier to implement but in-processing

ar
X

iv
:2

50
1.

18
19

2v
1 

 [
cs

.C
V

] 
 3

0 
Ja

n 
20

25



may be the most effective [4]. We have chosen the com-
monly used methods according to [5].

(a) Pre-processing: Data Augmentation We employ a
data augmentation technique, Mixup [14], which works by
generating new samples for the minority group so that the
resulting dataset is balanced across gender. A new sample
(x′, y′) is generated from two randomly drawn examples
(xi, yi) and (xj , yj) with i ̸= j via:

x′ = λxi + (1− λ)xj , (1)
y′ = λyi + (1− λ)yj , (2)

where λ ∼ Beta(α) for some hyperparameter α that controls
the strength of interpolation. We use α = 0.4 as it gives the
best results within our experiments.

(b) Pre-processing: Massaging We implement massag-
ing proposed by Kamiran and Calders [15] by producing
a modified dataset by relabelling the same number of in-
stances from the favoured community with a favourable la-
bel and instances from the deprived community with an un-
favourable label. For a dataset D, the favoured community
(sfav) refers to the demographic group with a higher proba-
bility of belonging to the favourable class y+, and the other
group is called the deprived community (sdep). Since we
are interested in detecting depression, y+ refers to the de-
pressed class. After relabelling, the distribution of classes is
unchanged, but the class distribution is now the same across
both genders, and the gender ratio is equal in both classes.

(c) In-processing: Reweighing We implemented reweigh-
ing which calculates weights βi for each example. We then
modify the original loss function (e.g., Cross-Entropy Loss)
for a batch B:

L(B) =
1

|B|
∑

(xi,yi)∈B

LCE(xi, yi), (3)

by directly incorporating βi into the loss function as follows:

Lw(B) =
1

|B|
∑

(xi,yi)∈B

βi LCE(xi, yi). (4)

The weights are chosen according to:

βi =
P (Y = yi)× P (S = zi)

P (Y = yi ∧ S = zi)
=

P (Y = yi)

P (Y = yi|S = zi)
, (5)

as suggested by Calders et al. [16].

(d) In-processing: Regularisation We implement regular-
isation similar to [17] where we write Bk for the instances of
group sk in batch B. The True Positive Rate (TPR) for sk
can be approximated as:

TPRk(B) =

∑
(xi,yi)∈Bk

yi f(xi)∑
(xi,yi)∈Bk

yi
, (6)

and the False Positive Rate (FPR) for the group sk is simi-
larly defined as:

FPRk(B) =

∑
(xi,yi)∈Bk

(1− yi)f(xi)∑
(xi,yi)∈Bk

(1− yi)
. (7)

We can define the differences between TPRs and FPRs as
respectively given by:

dt(B) = |TPR0(B)− TPR1(B)|, (8)

and
df (B) = |FPR0(B)− FPR1(B)|. (9)

These terms are then used to define the new loss function
Lreg(B) = L(B) + λEOpp dt(B) + λEOdd df (B), (10)

where λEOpp and λEOdd are hyperparameters to be tuned.

(e) Post-processing: Reject Option Classification (ROC)
We adopt the ROC by Kamiran et al. [18] which attempts
to improve fairness by re-classifying the predictions that fall
in a region around the decision boundary parameterised by τ .
More formally, if a sample xi that falls in the “critical” region
1 − τ ≤ p(y|xi) ≤ τ where 0.5 ≤ τ ≤ 1, we reclassify xi

as y if xi belongs to a minority group. Otherwise, when
p(y|xi) > τ , we accept the predicted output class y. We set
τ = 0.6 as suggested by Kamiran et al. [18].

2.2 Evaluation Measures
We use s0 and s1 to denote the minority and majority group
respectively.

Prediction Measures. We use the commonly used mea-
sures, Accuracy (MAcc), Precision (MP ) and F1 (MF1),
to evaluate prediction quality.

Fairness Measures. We use the most prevalent metrics [5,
6, 19] and outline how each quantifies a different aspect of
fairness:

• Statistical Parity or demographic parity, is based on pre-
dicted outcome Ŷ and independent of actual outcome Y :

MSP =
P (Ŷ = 1|s0)
P (Ŷ = 1|s1)

. (11)

In order for a classifier to be deemed fair, P (Ŷ = 1|s1) =
P (Ŷ = 1|s0).

• Equal opportunity states that both demographic groups
s0 and s1 should have equal True Positive Rate (TPR).

MEOpp =
P (Ŷ = 1|Y = 1, s0)

P (Ŷ = 1|Y = 1, s1)
. (12)

In order for a classifier to be deemed fair, P (Ŷ = 1|Y =
1, s1) = P (Ŷ = 1|Y = 1, s0).

• Equalised odds can be considered as a generalization of
Equal Opportunity where the rates are not only equal for
Y = 1, but for all values of Y ∈ {1, ...k}, i.e.:

MEOdd =
P (Ŷ = 1|Y = i, s0)

P (Ŷ = 1|Y = i, s1)
. (13)

In order for a classifier to be deemed fair, P (Ŷ = 1|Y =
i, s1) = P (Ŷ = 1|Y = i, s0),∀i ∈ {1, ...k}.

• Equal Accuracy states that both subgroups s0 and s1
should have equal rates of accuracy.

MEAcc =
MACC,s0

MACC,s1

. (14)



The ideal score of 1 indicates that both measures are equal
for both groups and is thus considered “perfectly fair”. For
practical experimental purposes, we adopt the approach of
existing literature which considers 0.80 and 1.20 as the ac-
ceptable lower and upper fairness bounds respectively [20].

3 Experimental Setup

3.1 Datasets
Mumtaz was recorded using an EEG cap with 19 electro-
gel sensors, placed according to the 10-20 system sampled
at 256 Hz. Data collection was performed during EC and
EO conditions for 5 minutes. 64 participants were recruited
but the dataset only contains data from 58 individuals with
37 males and 21 females. 30 of them were diagnosed with
depression based on the DSM criteria. The rest were age-
matched healthy controls [21].

MODMA consists of several sets of EEG data from clini-
cally depressed patients and matching healthy controls. We
utilise one set of EEG data collected with a 128-channel Hy-
droCel Geodesic Sensor Net, which contains 5-minute-long
EC resting-state EEG signals sampled at 250 Hz. 24 out of
the 53 participants were diagnosed with depression based on
the DSM criteria. MODMA contains data from 33 males and
20 females so females are the minority [22].

Rest contains resting-state EEG data with 64 Ag/AgCl
electrodes using a SynAmps 2 system sampled at 500 Hz.
121 participants were involved, with 46 belonging to the
depressed group based on the BDI scores. Rest contains data
from 47 males and 74 females so males are the minority [23].

Mumtaz MODMA Rest
M F T M F T M F T

Depressed 17 13 30 13 11 24 12 34 46
Healthy 20 8 28 20 9 29 35 40 75
Total 37 21 58 33 20 53 47 74 121

Table 1. Dataset distribution. F: female. M: male. T: total.
Females are the minority in Mumtaz and MODMA whereas
males are the minority in Rest.

3.2 ML Models
We implement three ML models within our experimentation
for comprehensiveness. The EEG data consists of signals ar-
ranged according to the electrode positioning which are pre-
processed and fed into the ML models as outlined below.

Deep-Asymmetry [24] first forms a matrix to represent the
pair-wise differences between the relative power of each
channel for each frequency band (e.g. alpha). This matrix is
provided to a CNN-based model with 3 convolutional layers.

GTSAN [25] first extracts the power spectral density features
of bands for 1-second segments, then performs z-score stan-
dardisation. The flattened feature vectors are fed into both a

GRU and a network of separable and dilated causal convo-
lutional layers. The outputs are passed to an attention layer
followed by a fully connected layer.

1DCNN-LSTM [26] involves one-dimensional convolu-
tional layers and long short-term memory (LSTM) layers
similar to [27].

3.3 Implementation Details
All dataset owners provided dataset splits which we adhered
to in our experiments. We tuned the hyperparameters for
each dataset across all the different algorithms separately.

Deep-Asymmetry. We use the Adam optimiser for all exper-
iments. For Mumtaz, the model was trained for 10 epochs at
a learning rate of 0.0001, mini-batch size of 75 and dropout
rate of 0.25. For MODMA, we train the model for 50 epochs
at a learning rate of 0.00002. We also added L2 regularisa-
tion of strength 0.01 to the dense layer. For Rest, the learning
rate was 0.00005 and the number of epochs was 20.

GTSAN. For MODMA, we train the model for 150 epochs
with early stopping using a RMSprop optimiser with a learn-
ing rate of 0.002, mini-batch size of 128 and dropout rate of
0.2. For Mumtaz, the optimal settings include an RMSprop
optimiser with learning rate initialised as 0.01, dropout rate
of 0.2, batch size of 128, training time of 150 epochs (with
early stopping) and addition of L2 regularisation of strength
0.002 to all layers.

1DCNN-LSTM. For Mumtaz, we trained the model for 20
epochs with a learning rate of 0.0004, mini-batch size of 50
and dropout rate of 0.5. For MODMA, we trained the model
for 30 epochs with the same learning rate and mini-batch size
but a dropout rate of 0.2. For Rest, we trained the model for
30 epochs with a 0.0004 learning rate, mini-batch size of 128
and dropout rate of 0.3. We also added L2 regularisation of
strength 0.001 to the convolutional and LSTM layers.

4 Results
Mumtaz RQ 1: With reference to Table 1, we see that
dataset bias is present. Mumtaz is the most imbalanced
dataset with around 76% more males than females. With ref-
erence to Table 2, we also see that for the baseline methods,
algorithmic bias is present across some fairness measures
such as MSP for Deep-Asymmetry and MEOdd for GT-
SAN and 1DCNN-LSTM. RQ 2: We see that existing bias
mitigation methods are not consistently effective at bias mit-
igation. All five methods are unable to mitigate the bias
present across MSP and MEOdd for Deep-Asymmetry and
GTSAN and 1DCNN-LSTM respectively.

MODMA RQ 1: With reference to Table 1, we see that
dataset bias is present within MODMA where the number of
males and females has a relative difference of 65%. More-
over, there is a stronger presence of algorithmic bias within
the baseline methods as evidenced by the MSP and MEOdd



Base Aug Mas RW Reg ROC
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ry Accuracy 0.985 0.985 0.970 0.977 0.978 0.985
Precision 0.983 0.981 0.972 0.974 0.981 0.980
F1 0.985 0.986 0.971 0.978 0.978 0.986
MSP 1.324 1.327 1.289 1.313 1.309 1.334
MEOpp 0.995 1.000 0.981 0.994 0.991 1.001
MEOdd 0.801 0.587 0.881 0.773 0.906 1.188
MEAcc 1.003 1.007 0.998 1.003 1.002 1.004

G
T

SA
N

Accuracy 0.778 0.771 0.729 0.739 0.721 0.781
Precision 0.781 0.785 0.769 0.728 0.743 0.770
F1 0.811 0.802 0.757 0.788 0.758 0.818
MSP 1.052 1.021 0.929 1.016 1.025 1.193
MEOpp 1.032 0.968 0.933 1.013 0.917 1.115
MEOdd 0.468 0.545 0.369 0.610 0.901 0.793
MEAcc 1.148 1.076 1.078 1.168 0.989 1.160

1D
C

N
N

-L
ST

M

Accuracy 0.995 0.994 0.889 0.951 0.856 0.992
Precision 1.000 0.997 0.875 0.987 0.800 0.994
F1 0.995 0.994 0.895 0.951 0.874 0.992
MSP 1.115 1.124 0.933 0.959 0.946 1.133
MEOpp 1.001 1.013 0.892 0.875 0.908 1.001
MEOdd ∞ 0.000 0.632 0.000 0.795 ∞
MEAcc 1.000 1.008 0.972 0.938 0.988 0.991

Table 2. Summary of performance and fairness results for
the Mumtaz dataset. Abbreviations: Base: Baseline. Aug:
Data augmentation. Mas: Massaging. RW: Reweighing.
Reg: Regularisation. Baseline results are the fairness results
before any bias mitigation is employed. Bold values indicate
the best results for each metric. Red indicates values which
fall outside the 0.80-1.20 fairness range.

values across all three methods in Table 3. RQ 2: Across
Deep-Asymmetry, data massaging, loss reweighing and reg-
ularisation are all effective at mitigating the bias as measured
using MSP and MEOdd. Across GTSAN and 1DCNN-
LSTM, data massaging, loss reweighing and regularisation
reduce the degree algorithmic bias across MEOdd as well.

Rest RQ 1: With reference to Table 1, we see that dataset
bias is less pronounced compared to the other two datasets.
The number of females is around 57% greater than males, so
males are the minority. With reference to Table 4, we see that
algorithmic bias is present as measured according to MSP

and MEOdd but not MEOpp and MEAcc. RQ 2: Data aug-
mentation provided the fairest outcome across MEOdd for
Deep-Asymmetry. Otherwise, we do not see evidence of ef-
fective bias mitigation across MSP and MEOdd as both mea-
sures are consistently poor for both Deep-Asymmetry and
1DCNN-LSTM across all bias mitigation methods. Across
the other fairness measures, ROC provided the fairest out-
come across MEOpp and MEAcc for 1DCNN-LSTM.

5 Discussion & Conclusion

In this paper, we undertake the very first evaluation of ML
bias for depression detection using EEG data. We evaluate
the gender fairness of three different algorithms for depres-
sion detection using EEG data across three different datasets.
We apply five different pre-, in- and post-processing bias mit-
igation techniques to evaluate the efficacy of existing bias
mitigation methods. To answer RQ 1, our experiments in-

Base Aug Mas RW Reg ROC
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ry Accuracy 0.911 0.913 0.874 0.873 0.865 0.917
Precision 0.916 0.922 0.884 0.884 0.949 0.924
F1 0.901 0.902 0.856 0.856 0.833 0.909
MSP 1.256 1.244 1.169 1.147 1.049 1.357
MEOpp 0.899 0.923 0.821 0.820 0.750 0.955
MEOdd 1.826 1.223 1.791 1.482 1.472 2.352
MEAcc 0.925 0.951 0.871 0.878 0.846 0.942

G
T

SA
N

Accuracy 0.984 0.981 0.931 0.846 0.931 0.947
Precision 1.000 0.990 0.889 0.972 0.878 0.925
F1 0.983 0.980 0.931 0.813 0.932 0.945
MSP 1.469 1.433 1.446 1.309 1.454 1.730
MEOpp 1.062 1.055 0.948 0.957 0.985 1.0625
MEOdd ∞ 0.000 4.453 1.206 3.216 ∞
MEAcc 1.025 1.031 0.895 0.927 0.929 0.919

1D
C

N
N

-L
ST

M

Accuracy 0.956 0.984 0.832 0.981 0.949 0.957
Precision 0.992 0.996 0.829 0.969 0.970 0.992
F1 0.950 0.982 0.810 0.979 0.942 0.950
MSP 1.596 1.449 1.001 1.374 1.606 1.596
MEOpp 1.163 1.063 0.729 1.006 1.154 1.163
MEOdd ∞ ∞ 1.395 2.478 5.948 ∞
MEAcc 1.047 1.020 0.832 0.992 1.033 1.046

Table 3. Results for the MODMA dataset. Abbreviations
and remarks: Same as those in Table 2.

Base Aug Mas RW Reg ROC

D
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ry Accuracy 0.953 0.953 0.922 0.927 0.930 0.951
Precision 0.955 0.966 0.905 0.910 0.948 0.971
F1 0.933 0.933 0.891 0.899 0.899 0.931
MSP 0.539 0.535 0.590 0.586 0.558 0.561
MEOpp 1.025 1.034 1.021 1.027 1.029 1.037
MEOdd 1.315 0.992 1.327 1.285 1.443 1.771
MEAcc 1.021 1.028 1.011 1.012 1.029 1.017

1D
C

N
N

-L
ST

M

Accuracy 0.889 0.871 0.826 0.891 0.886 0.882
Precision 0.897 0.827 0.771 0.867 0.844 0.876
F1 0.846 0.832 0.772 0.854 0.851 0.839
MSP 0.593 0.605 0.951 0.658 0.612 0.658
MEOpp 0.978 1.047 1.148 1.114 1.012 0.997
MEOdd 1.468 0.736 2.966 1.089 0.957 2.097
MEAcc 1.015 1.054 0.949 1.047 1.018 0.994

Table 4. Results for the Rest dataset. Abbreviations and
remarks: Identical to those in Table 2.

dicate that existing datasets and algorithms can be biased in
favour of different genders and different fairness measures
can give very different fairness outcomes. To answer RQ 2,
our results indicate that existing bias mitigation methods are
unable to address the bias present. We hypothesise that this
is due to the class imbalance highlighted in Table 1 which is
supported by existing work [10]. In addition, it also notewor-
thy that most models are able to satisfy the weaker equal op-
portunity MEOpp and equal accuracy MEAcc frameworks
but usually not the stricter equalised odds MEOdd frame-
work, which emphasises the need for researchers to use a
wide range of fairness metric to address the high-stakes prob-
lem associated with depression detection using EEG data.
The key takeaway is that a variety of fairness measures need
to be used and further work needs to be done on identifying
the best way to address the bias present.

Compliance with Ethical Standards: This research study
was conducted retrospectively using human subject data made
available in open access. Ethical approval was not required as
confirmed by the license attached with the open access data.
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