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Deployed machine learning models are evaluated by multiple metrics beyond accuracy, such as fairness and robustness. However,
such models are typically trained to minimize the average loss for a single metric, which is typically a proxy for accuracy. Training to
optimize a single metric leaves these models prone to fairness violations, especially when the population of sub-groups in the training
data are imbalanced. This work addresses the challenge of jointly optimizing fairness and predictive performance in the multi-class
classification setting by introducing Fairness Optimized Reweighting via Meta-Learning (FORML), a training algorithm that balances
fairness constraints and accuracy by jointly optimizing training sample weights and a neural network’s parameters. The approach
increases fairness by learning to weight each training datum’s contribution to the loss according to its impact on reducing fairness
violations, balancing the contributions from both over- and under-represented sub-groups. We empirically validate FORML on a range
of benchmark and real-world classification datasets and show that our approach improves equality of opportunity fairness criteria
over existing state-of-the-art re-weighting methods by ~ 1% on image classification tasks and by ~ 5% on a face attribute prediction
task. This improvement is achieved without pre-processing data or post-processing model outputs, without learning an additional

weighting function, and while maintaining accuracy on the original predictive metric.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Deep neural networks (DNNs) are widely used for machine learning applications, including image classification [34],
speech recognition [25], natural language understanding [13], and healthcare [17]. Despite the strong predictive
performance of modern DNN architectures, when the distribution of the evaluation data differs from that of the training
data, or the evaluation metrics differ on the test set, models inherit biases and fail to generalize by exploiting spurious
correlations in the dataset and overfitting to the training metric. Importantly, models that have not been trained with
robustness and generalization considerations can have fairness violations for certain groups in the training set [23].
This issue is further exacerbated as notions of fairness and accuracy may be inherently opposed to one another. In
particular, it has been stated that demanding fairness of models comes at the cost of reduced predictive accuracy [5, 31].
“Work done while an intern at Apple.
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Fig. 1. The gradient update rules for fairness optimized reweighting meta-learning algorithm (FORML) which optimizes model
parameters 6 for fairness and performance by jointly learning training sample weights w on a held-out validation set yielding model
learning with a fairly reweighted training objective.

A common paradigm in fairness and robustness for approaching data distribution shift and class imbalance is through
data reweighting. Classical approaches to data reweighting involve resampling data [30], estimating weights based on
data difficulty [38, 41], and computing weights based on the training loss [29]. Recent works have extended classical
approaches by learning a (typically parameterized) function mapping the inputs to weights [36, 65], or by optimizing
for the weights by treating them as directly learnable parameters [51]. Prior reweighting approaches typically aim to
further improve the original metric of interest by improving generalization and robustness to noisy labels [51, 54, 56, 61]
or improve training time and convergence by learning a curriculum over instances [35, 54], but none of these works
aim to reweight data to directly optimize an additional (fairness) metric.

In this work, we propose Fairness Optimized Reweighting via Meta-Learning (FORML), an algorithm that directly
optimizes both fairness and predictive performance. We follow the learning-to-learn (meta-learning) paradigm [2, 20,
37, 51, 58] and jointly learn both a unique weight per sample in the training set and the model parameters by optimizing
for the given test metric and a fairness criteria. At a high-level, our algorithm (1) optimizes model parameters via a
weighted loss objective, and (2) optimizes sample weights using a given fairness metric over a clean, balanced validation
set. Learning sample weights over a validation set helps adapt the model to the fairness metric similar to how the model
may be evaluated at test time. This leads the model to better balance the performance of the different metric across
sub-groups which can lead to improvements in the discrepancy between train and test performance when the sub-group
distributions differ. An overview of the gradient rules of the algorithm are given in Figure 1. Our algorithm resembles
the model-agnostic meta-learning (MAML) framework [20, 51] as FORML learns model parameters by optimizing the
original training metric £, and performs a gradient update over the validation set with a meta-objective (fairness
metric L) to learn sample weights, and finally adapts the model parameters with the new fairly reweighted objective.

FORML extends existing meta-learning and fairness reweighting approaches including [20, 29, 51, 65] as (1) the
learned weights are global for each datum rather than local to a batch, (2) weights are directly optimized based on a

fairness metric evaluated on a with-held validation set, and (3) the approach does not require learning a parameterized
2
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weighting function as it treats the training sample weights as optimizable parameters avoiding specification of a complex
weighting function. We experiment with benchmark fairness and image recognition datasets and demonstrate that our
approach is able to reduce fairness violations (measured by equality of opportunity) by improving the worst group
performance, even in scenarios where the number of samples are uniform across groups, which shows that our approach
does not simply learn to reweight based on the number of samples, but based on the inherent difficulty and variability
of each datum. Further, FORML improves performance in noisy label settings and can be used to remove data samples

leading to improved fairness and higher efficiency.

2 RELATED WORK

Our proposed approach is inspired by a long history of reweighting approaches for solving issues in robustness,

class-imbalance, and curricula learning. We briefly review methods for data reweighting, and related approaches.

2.1 Reweighting Data with Fixed Weights and Iterative Updates

Reweighting data is a classic idea that covers data resampling and instance weighting methods. Early resampling
techniques date back to importance sampling [7, 30, 41], and early instances of reweighting were based on computing
weights with known constraints or domain-specific knowledge [63]. More recent variants have used class-count
information to determine the weights [12, 53]. Other data-dependent variants compute weights by reweighting iteratively
based on the training loss [19, 45, 62], which typically leads to imposing a higher weight to higher loss samples,
encouraging models to learn more difficult samples that might be ignored. Recent work also proposed an iterative
reweighting approach for fairness applications where label bias may be a direct result of sensitive groups [29]. A
limitation of traditional reweighting approaches is that they typically make assumptions about the issue leading to
imbalanced predictive performance or fairness violations and aim to incorporate that directly through reweighting.
However, in many scenarios the origins of the observed bias may not be known a priori to model training. In an
analogous problem setting, data reweighting performs well for class-imbalance problems [14, 35, 38], and in other
works, reweighting and learning to reweight data can be seen as a form of curriculum learning [35, 54], or boosting
[21, 28], where these approaches typically encourage learning easier examples first with benefits for faster learning,

better generalization, and robustness to noisy labels.

2.2 Meta-Learning to Reweight Data

In contrast to reweighting approaches that use pre-computed weights or iterative training updates, our approach
follows the meta-learning paradigm!, which is the process of learning-to-learn [2, 20, 37, 58]. Prior work developed
meta-learning frameworks for learning to reweight by learning a meta-network that learns to generate a weight for each
sample. Learning meta-networks have been used for teaching and distilling networks [19, 62] and for class-imbalance
problems [56]. The approach is costly, however, as a meta-network must be designed and learned for the specific task.
Metric optimized example weights (MOEW) also learns a “meta-network” for learning to reweight for fairness, however
they learn the parameters of the meta-network using a Gaussian process upper confidence bound technique from the
bandits literature rather than learning with traditional meta-learning optimization algorithms [65]. MOEW is also

costly due to needing multiple evaluations to find the correct weights for the meta-network while also still maintaining

1A variety of meta-learning approaches exist including learning the learning algorithm via another model, adapting networks for new tasks, or metric
based learning of samples. While our approach and those listed broadly follow the second class of approaches, differing from these approaches, we do not
evaluate our models in a typical few shot setup or with unknown tasks at test time. Rather we are generally interested in meta-learning approaches as a
way to better learn to fine-tune models to adapt to new tasks as in [42]
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a meta-network. A closely related approach called “learning to reweight” learns weights explicitly for each sample in a
batch without the need of a weighting function [51]. However, learning to reweight does not learn a global weight for
each training sample and the weight for a particular sample in one batch may be different from the weight of the same
sample in a different batch. As the weights may differ greatly depending on batch differences, weights learned from
this approach may be unstable and unable to generalize [56]. To the best of our knowledge, all prior meta-learning
reweighting methods optimize for a single training metric, and do not consider multi-objective optimization with both

the performance and fairness metrics as in this work.

2.3 Differentiable Fairness Metrics

Various fairness definitions and measures have been proposed and studied in the literature, such as demographic parity
(group fairness, statistical parity [15]), equalized odds (disparate mistreatment), equal opportunity [23], and predictive
parity [6, 60]. Due to the non-differentiability of these fairness metrics, a large body of work has focused on optimizing
surrogates for these metrics include directly approximating AUCPR or pairwise AUCROC loss [16], and learning the
parameters of a general structured loss function [3]. These methods assume that the metric has a closed-form structure.
Recent works extend this by learning approximations to any loss function [26, 27, 36, 65]. Methods for approximating
general black-box functions are able to learn general metrics including those that are non-differentiable or have no
closed-form expression, however they often require deriving a complex function by learning over a validation set.
This function is typically learned through some type of search procedure to estimate the parameters of a surrogate
value function. While some of these approaches follow the learning-to-learn paradigm [26, 27], these approaches are
orthogonal to ours as we can replace our surrogate loss function with one of these, and the approaches can be easily

combined. For our surrogate loss, we use a variant of the loss in [52, 53] which aims to achieve equalized loss per group.

2.4 Data Subsampling

A related body of work looks at subsampling data by identifying erroneous, or redundant samples [49, 57, 59]. These
approaches can be seen as learning hard weights that set the loss during training to zero, effectively ignoring these
samples. While this is not the main focus of this work, we show how weights learned through FORML can be leveraged

to remove samples for the purpose of building smaller, and fairer datasets.

3 FORML: FAIRNESS AND LEARNING DATASET REWEIGHTING

In this section, we provide background on fairness metrics and constrained optimization. Through mathematically
defining fairness as a constrained optimization procedure, our approach, named Fairness Optimized Reweighting via
Meta-learning (FORML), is naturally developed. We give a practical algorithm for FORML in modern neural network

architectures and discuss benefits of our approach over existing approaches.

3.1 Mathematical Definitions of Fairness

Many popular algorithmic fairness criteria are a form of classification parity [9]. In this section, we define some common
mathematical notions of fairness before explaining our choice of equality of opportunity as a fairness criteria.

In binary classification, there are three well-established statistical notions of fairness. One such notion is demographic
parity, also known as statistical parity and group fairness. Given a classifier’s prediction ¥ € {0,1} and sensitive
attributes A € A, demographic parity measures independence between the prediction, Y, and the sensitive attributes, A
and is satisied when Y L Aor, P(Y =1|A=a)=P(Y=1|A=b),Ya, b € A.

4
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A second common notion of fairness is calibration. Calibration for fairness can only be applied when the classifier’s
raw output is a score s € R that approximates the probability of the true label being 1,i.e., P(Y =1 | X). Formally, a
classifier h is calibrated when the proportion of samples labelled as positive is equal to s: P(Y =1 | A(X) =s) =s.

Calibration alone does not enforce any notion of fairness, but when conditioned on the sensitive attribute, we get
calibration within groups [32]: P(Y =1 | h(X) = s5,A = a) = s,VYa € A. Note that calibration within groups implies
sufficiency, another fairness criterion that requires the true label Y to be independent of sensitive attributes A given the

score S : Y L A | S. For a binary predictor, sufficiency is defined as
P(Y=1|S=s,A=a)=P(Y=1|S=s,A=b),Va,b e A.

Further note that sufficiency of the score S also implies calibration by group as the functionc(s) =P(Y =1|S=s,A=a)
implies calibration. Thus, calibration by group and sufficiency are equivalent.
The third notion of group fairness is equalized odds, also known as disparate mistreatment [64]. Formally, equalized

odds requires that a classifier have equal true positive and false positive rates across sensitive attributes:
P(Y=1|Y=yA=a)=P(Y=1|Y=y,A=b),Vy € {0,1},Va,b € A. (1)

Equalized odds is equivalent to the notion of separation, which is satisfied when the classifier’s predictions are indepen-
dent of the sensitives attributes, given the true label Y : Y1A | Y.
Equalized odds can be relaxed into two other notions of fairness by conditioning only on the labelled positives (Y = 1)

and the labelled negatives (Y = 0) respectively:
o Equal opportunity requires equal true positive rate across groups:
PY=1|Y=1,A=a)=PY=1|Y=1,A=b),Ya,be A. ()
o Predictive equality requires equal false negative rate across groups:
P(Y=1|Y=0,A=a)=P(Y=0|Y=1,A=b),Va b e A. 3)

The equalized odds fairness criteria can be generalized to a family of fairness notions—often known as error parity or
classification parity [9]—which seek the equality of some error metric or measure of predictive performance, such as
accuracy, true positive rate, false positive rate, and precision, across groups.

From a statistical perspective, these fairness criteria establish independence, or conditional independence, relation-
ships between three random variables: the classifier’s predictions, f/ the true labels, Y, and the sensitive attributes, A.
Therefore, these statistical definitions of algorithmic fairness can be naturally extended to the multi-class classification
setting, by allowing Y and Y to take on values in {0,...,k — 1}, where k is the number of classes.

However, ignoring the statistical limitations inherent to all group fairness notions—ones that arise as a result of
assessing the fairness of algorithms by their impacts on different groups identified by sensitive attributes rather than,
for instance, individuals [9]—not all of these definitions make sense when generalizing to the multi-class classification
setting. For example, demographic parity is impossible to satisfy by any classifier that does better than a random
predictor when the sensitive attribute is perfectly correlated with the label itself. Some of the fairness definitions are
also easier to satisfy than others; for example, sufficiency, and thus calibration by group, is an implicit byproduct of
unconstrained learning [39] and many methods exist for performing post-hoc calibration [22, 43, 46]. Moreover, there
is often mutual incompatibility between various group fairness notions, such as that between calibration and any
error-rate parity constraints [8, 32, 48]. Therefore, we focus on the class of fairness definition most suited for measuring

5
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the amount of "unfairness" or fairness violations, and the setup for our proposed approach follows the framework of
equalized odds, or a relaxation, equal opportunity [23]. For our algorithm, FORML, we use the max loss discrepancy,
which is the difference between the loss of the maximum and minimum sub-groups. This choice of loss serves as a
differentiable proxy for the equality of opportunity criteria and is similar to the metric used in [52]. More generally, any
differentiable loss function can be applied for FORML.

3.2 Learning to Reweight Data for Optimizing Fairness via Meta-learning

Our FORML approach is inspired by a number of prior modeling and optimization techniques, most notably example
reweighting [51] and fairness constrained optimization [10, 29], where the loss value associated with each data sample
is up-weighted or down-weighted to address problems such as class imbalance, or noisy and corrupted labels.
Formally, we consider a dataset D = {(xj,y;,a;) | 1 <i < N}, where x; € X is the input (e.g. images, texts), y; € Y
is the target variable, and a; € A is the sensitive attribute. Let D¢ and D, denote the train and validation sets formed
from D. Let h(x; 0) € H be our neural network classifier parameterized by model parameters 6. In traditional learning,
the task is to learn a model h that minimizes the expected loss over the training data Dy
0" =argmin > Le(h(xi; 0),y), ()
9 (xiyna)~Dr
where L.(h(x;0),y) is a given loss function between the label predicted by the model A, and the ground-truth label y
(in our experiments cross entropy or hinge loss). Improving fairness with minimal impact on predictive accuracy can be
formulated as a constrained optimization problem, where the goal is to find the solution to Equation 4 subject to an

additional fairness constraint £ r

0" =arg min Z Lo (h(xi;0),y1)

6
(xi,yi,a;)~D
4 ©)
s.t. Z Ly(h(xi;0), yi;ai) < €
(xi,yi,a;)~Dy

for some ¢; indicating the amount of acceptable constraint violation.

A method for solving such constrained optimization problems is the penalty method, and in particular the method of
Lagrange multipliers, which defines Equation 5 as optimization of both the model parameters and Lagrange multiplier
w in a penalized loss objective.

Classical algorithms for solving the penalized objective are based on the basic differential multiplier method [47],
which defines a gradient update rule for both model parameters and the weight parameters. Gradient-based approaches
to hyperparameter optimization have also been proposed in [4], where the implicit function theorem can be used to
compute the gradient and update the hyperparameters using same training criterion.

Constrained optimization with Lagrangians has been studied in prior work for fairness [10, 11]. Recent work studied
the fairness constrained objective in the context of label bias and demonstrated that assuming a biased classifier that
satisfies Equation 5 up to some error on the constraints, the true, fair classifier can be computed by reweighting the
biased classifier [29]. They further develop an algorithm for computing the true classifier, which iteratively computes
the weights according to the fairness constraints followed by optimizing the model parameters. This approach used a
fixed coordinate descent update rule for computing the weights based on the fairness constraint before performing
standard training on the weighted loss. Other work also demonstrated in the context of fairness that optimizing model
parameters over a given evaluation metric is equivalent to optimizing over a particular example weighted loss [65].

6
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An alternative view for the two-step procedure is that rather than independently optimizing a fairness constraint as
part of the same objective over the dataset, the model is adapted by the training sample weights (learned through the
constraint) to handle new tasks where the constraint is enforced, such that the model predictions generalize for solving
both tasks - that is, we view L as the standard training objective, and the weighted loss as the loss which adapts the
model for a new task, thereby jointly optimizing the model parameters and sample weights. From this perspective, the
model learns to optimize for the fairness violaion by directly optimizing the metric over the validation set. Such an
approach is typically handled well by meta-learning optimization algorithms [18, 20]. We follow a similar procedure to
that of the model-agnostic meta-learning adaptation algorithms [20, 51] and extend the two-step procedure of [29] to a
three-step procedure for iteratively optimizing a jointly learned weighted training objective. We propose an iterative
optimization procedure where at a particular time step of the algorithm ¢, the model parameters 6;,1 and sample

weights w41 are jointly optimized according to the learned weighted training objective:

0= arg;nin]E(x,y,a)~D¢ (we, Le(h(x;01), 1)), (6)

given a set of weights {wi) eR|1<i< N} The training sample weights, w;, are then updated according to the loss

term Ly
wrs1 = arg mMin By 4)~Doy [Lf(h(x;é),y;a) , (7)
w

and finally the model parameters are updated to minimize a training loss L. that has now been adapted to the fairness

criteria of interest:

Or+1 = arg gmin E (x,y)~Dy (We+1, Le(h(x;6),)) ®)

The proposed procedure is named Fairness Optimized Reweighting via Meta-Learning (FORML) and can be dis-
tinguished from prior approaches as the sample weights can be efficiently optimized via meta-learning by taking a
gradient step over a clean held-out set with the fairness metric (meta-objective). An overview of the meta-learning
optimization procedure is given in Figure 2. First, the model performs a gradient step on the predictive loss. Second, the
weight parameters are updated through evaluation over the validation set. Finally, the model parameters undergo a
meta-update according to the training sample weights learned over the validation set effectively adapting the loss that
balances fairness and predictive performance similar to the algorithm of [51].

An advantage of the meta-learned procedure over a fixed or independent update rule is that (1) it will incorporate
gradient information from the fairness metric to the gradient updates of the model parameters thus adapting the model
parameters towards fairness directly, and (2) allows for learning over a balanced validation set where the fairness metric
better generalizes to the test set compared to leveraging the fairness metric on the training set when the training loss
goes to zero. FORML does so efficiently using only a small number of stochastic gradient steps to yield both a fair and
predictive model. In contrast to model-agnostic meta-learning frameworks like learning to reweight [20, 51], FORML
can be seen as an extension where the task is specified by a different loss function rather than solely a different dataset.

In the next section, we give an efficient algorithm for computing FORML for standard deep neural networks.

3.3 Implementation of FORML

Training a model with FORML involves two additional gradient updates over the standard stochastic optimization
pipeline. Given training and validation sets D, and D, model parameters 0, training sample weights w, and losses

L and Ly, pseudocode for computation of FORML is given by Algorithm 1 and an overview is given in Figure 2. The

7
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Fig. 2. Illustration of the forward and backward passes for the model parameters and training sample weights. (1)-(2) Model parameters
are first updated using the gradient on the predictive loss, (3)-(4) Sample weights are updated using the updated parameters and the
fair metric, (5)-(6) Model parameters are updated again using the sample weights.

algorithm is as follows: (1) the model parameters are updated using standard optimization (Steps 5-7) by computing
the gradient of the weighted loss over the training metric with respect to the model parameters, (2) the training
example weights are updated based on the gradient of the fairness metric on the validation dataset using the updated
model parameters from the previous step (Steps 8-10), which serves to up-weight training examples that are helpful
for improving fairness, and (3) model parameters are updated using the updated sample weights over the original
training metric (Steps 11-12) resulting in a model which has been adapted to handle both the training metric and
fairness metric. Note that in Algorithm 1, we perform only one gradient update for the computation of the updated
model parameters and training sample weights for efficiency, however using multiple gradient updates or running
to convergence is a straightforward extension. For deep neural networks trained with gradient-based optimization
algorithms, FORML’s update rules require the computation of a gradient from a prior gradient update as in Finn et al.
[20]. These gradient updates can be easily implemented using automatic differentiation techniques, implemented in

popular software packages such as PyTorch and TensorFlow [1, 44].

4 EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

We present results to demonstrate the use of FORML as an algorithm for reweighting to learn fair neural networks. To

do so, we perform experiments on image recognition datasets and answer the questions:

(1) Does FORML learn training sample weights that improve fairness between known classes in the dataset?
Section 4.2 — Yes: We compare FORML with several other methods on image classification tasks and find that FORML
reduces the true positive rate disparity (TPRD) and maximum false negative rate (FNR) across classes. FORML
reduces the fairness gap by 1% between the best and worst performing groups by improving the worst-group fairness
performance, as shown by the reduction in maximum false negative rates in nearly all of our experiments, instead of
sacrificing the performance of the best-performing groups.

(2) Does FORML learn training sample weights that improve fairness between groups of sensitive attributes in the
dataset?

Section 4.3 — We demonstrate that FORML reduces the fairness violation (TPRD) by 5% and maximum FNR by 11%
on a Celeb-A face attribute prediction task with gender (denoted as the binary attribute “Male” in the dataset) as
8
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Algorithm 1 FORML: Fairness-Optimized Reweighting via Meta-Learning

1: Input: Training set DT, validation set Dy, model parameters 6, sample weights w € RIPTI, training loss L, meta
loss Ly, learning rates 71c, 15

2: fort=0toT—-1do
32 forb=0toB-1do

4 X7, yg, X,y < sample_minibatch(D¢-, Dq, b)
5 J7 — h(X7; 01)

6 SCZV@E[Eﬁfg%%SLC@glﬁp)]

7: ét — 0 —ncde
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10: Wesl € wr = 170f

7 Y5y
3, exp(wiy 7T

~ (i) . .
n: &:wﬁrﬂ&ﬁl&(m*ﬂ]
12: 6t+1 — 9; - ’7f‘§f
13:  end for

14: end for

the sensitive attribute, as well as reducing the FPRD by 1.5% in predicting crime rates on tabular data with race
percentages as the sensitive attribute.
(3) Does FORML learn training sample weights that improve model learning in a noisy/corrupt label setting?
Section 4.4 — Yes: We demonstrate that learning with FORML when 20% of the labels in the training set are incorrect,
FORML improves classification performance by 1% and reduces fairness violations by 5% over prior reweighting
methods.
(4) Can we use the FORML sample weights to improve datasets and model training?
Section 4.5 — We show that the weights learned by FORML can be used to distill a smaller dataset that improves
fairness while maintaining the same level of accuracy. This suggests that the datasets may contain potentially

erroneous samples that are harmful for fairness.

Note that for some experiments there is no pre-defined sensitive attribute to evaluate for fairness violations. However,
in the case with no sensitive attribute, it is still possible to have a large discrepancy in performance across classification
labels. Another difference from the standard fairness setup is that we do not only consider the class-imbalance in the
number of samples as many of classic image recognition benchmarks such as the CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 datasets
[33] have a high fairness violation but equal number of samples across classes. In all experiments, the goal of FORML
is to reduce fairness violations while maintaining accuracy. Thus, while it is possible to further reduce the fairness
violations, and prior works have reduced fairness violations to nearly 0 [29], doing so typically results in a decrease in

accuracy and is outside the scope of this work.
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4.1 Experimental Setup

In our experiments, we evaluate the performance of several different weighting schemes which have previously been
applied for improving fairness, including static weighting strategies (1) - (3) and learned weighting strategies (4) - (6):

(1) Uniform: All examples are weighted equally. This is equivalent to training without any data reweighting.

(2) Random: Each example is randomly assigned a weight sampled from a standard normal distribution N (0, 1).

(3) Class-Balanced [12]: Each example is assigned a weight depending on the effective number of samples in each
protected attribute (or label if the dataset has no sensitive attributed) using § = 0.9999.

(4) Label Bias (LB) [29]: A dynamic weighting scheme that computes sample weights using constraints correspond-
ing to the fairness metric of interest. Updates to the weights are non-gradient-based and are applied based on the
loss on the training set, not a held-out validation set. For equal comparison, we take H in Jiang and Nachum [29,
Algorithm 1] to be a model update after 1 epoch of training, and update the sample weights after each epoch. For
datasets with a sensitive attribute, we use equality of opportunity constraints, and for datasets with no sensitive
attribute, we apply a demographic parity constraint such that the number of predictions for the worst performing
class is uniform following Jiang and Nachum [29, Section 8]. Our implementation is modified from the author
code?.

(5) Metric Optimized Example Weights (MOEW) [65]: A dynamic weighting scheme is learned from the black-
box metric values observed during training, based on Gaussian process regression. For comparison, we use the
implementation provided by the authors® and only modify the dataset.

(6) FORML: Our proposed approach learns weights by optimizing directly over a validation set and bypasses
the need for a learnable function. When constructing batches for the validation set, we ensure each batch
contains a minimum number of samples per group, which is dependent on the dataset and number of sub-groups.
Maintaining a minimum number of samples per group guarantees evaluation of the fairness criteria over all

groups of the dataset.

Unless otherwise stated, the error metric during training is the standard cross entropy loss, the fairness metric is the
maximum false negative rate (maxFNR), and the fairness violation is the True Positive Rate Disparity (TPRD) also known
as equality of opportunity, which is defined as the difference between the maximum and minimum TPR across groups.

We approximate the fairness violation by the max loss discrepancy.

4.2 Image Classification: Class-based Fairness

In this section, we evaluate the empirical performance of FORML on three standard benchmarks for image classification:
MNIST, CIFAR-10, and CIFAR-100. For these experiments, there is no pre-defined sensitive attribute, therefore we
denote the sensitive attribute as the class label (e.g. for MNIST the sensitive attribute is the digit value and the objective

is to achieve equal classification performance across digit values reported as TPRD).

4.2.1  MNIST Experiments with Model Capacity. We use a train/validation/test split of sizes 55k/5k/10k. We train models
on MNIST using the ADAM optimizer with a batch size of 100 and learning rate 0.001 for 50 epochs. For the classifier,
we use a multi-layer perceptron (MLP) with sigmoid activation and one hidden layer mapping from 784 — d — 10
dimensions. To learn the training sample weights in FORML, we use SGD and the same learning rate as the model

parameter learning rate and minimize the max loss discrepancy between samples from the best and worst performing

Zhttps://github.com/google-research/google-research/tree/master/label_bias
3https://github.com/google-research/google-research/tree/master/moew
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Accuracy

maxFNR

30 30 3
Hidden Units Hidden Units Hidden Units

(a) Accuracy (b) MaxFNR (c) TPRD

Fig. 3. Accuracy and fairness violations on the MNIST dataset comparing FORML and other reweighting methods. The x-axis indicates
varying model capacity, as measured by the number of hidden units d, and the y-axis is the metric of interest. The mean of each
metric is reported over five runs.

groups in the validation set. We examine the performance of FORML and competing methods as we vary the model
capacity via the hidden dimension d € {10, 20, 30, 40, 50}. Results are summarized in Figure 3.

First, we note that all methods attain relatively similar accuracy ranging from 93% to 97%. As the accuracy is high,
and there is minimal variety in the digits, we also note the fairness violation is low, especially when d > 40 in Figure 3b
and Figure 3c. This experiment evaluates the behavior of each method in the presence of minimal fairness violation. In
this setting, since accuracy is already high, reweighting may be unnecessary as indicated by the uniform (baseline) and
random reweighting approaches performing comparably or better than other methods. Based on the results, we see
that FORML manages to remain competitive with uniform weighting with FORML performing slightly better for a few
different values of d. By contrast, proportion weightings actually perform worse, and while MOEW attains competitive

fairness, it falls below FORML and baseline approaches in accuracy for a few values of d.

4.2.2  CIFAR Experiments. For CIFAR-10/100, we train a ResNet-18 architecture [24] using SGD with Nesterov momen-
tum y = 0.9 and batch size of 128. We set the initial learning rate to 7. = 0.1 and decay by 0.1 at the 60, 120, and
160th epochs and train for a total of 200 epochs. We also penalize the model parameters with weight decay at 5e — 4.
For both CIFAR-10/100, we use standard data augmentations (normalization, random horizontal flip, translation by up
to 4 pixels). To learn the training sample weights in FORML, we use SGD with the same learning rate as the model
parameter learning rate and minimize the max loss discrepancy. For MOEW on CIFAR-10 we used twenty batches
for learning the weight function parameters and fifty batches on CIFAR-100. Both MOEW and FORML use a held-out

validation set of 5000 samples for learning weights and maintains a minimum of 3 samples per class per batch.

CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100
Method TPRD (%) ]| maxFNR (%)] Accuracy(%)T TPRD (%)]| maxFNR(%)]| Accuracy (%)7
Uniform / Proportion 8.79+0.14 10.80+0.14  95.25+0.03 46.27+0.46 49.29+043  77.80%0.06
Random 11.22+0.15 13.84+0.85 93.77+0.04 50.56 +0.43 55.56+0.38  72.54 +0.08
MOEW 23.08+0.26 30.88+0.23 83.072+0.03 67.2+0.72 80.6 + 0.68 53.94 + 0.03
LB 8.68+0.15 10.73+0.14  95.21+0.03 45.87+0.52 49.17+046  77.73+0.05
FORML 7.97+0.12 10.36+0.17 9520+ 0.03 45.17+0.35 48.80+0.32  77.51+0.08

Table 1. True Positive Rate Disparity (TPRD), Maximum False Negative Rate (maxFNR), and test accuracy on CIFAR-10/100. The
means and standard errors are from 30 runs. | denotes lower values are better. T denotes higher values are better.

For CIFAR-10/100, the task is harder than MNIST and as such accuracy is lower, because the classes have more

variety compared with digits. In this setting, we expect methods that learn a proper reweighting scheme will improve
11
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classification performance and reduce fairness violations. Also note, the number of samples per class is equal, therefore
while there is still a fairness violation, weightings based on the number of samples (class-imbalance) will not resolve
this.

Based on the results in Table 1, we find that neither random nor MOEW are able to perform competitively with
other methods, and FORML achieves ~ 1% improvement (a relative performance gain of ~ 10%) over uniform and
label bias. MOEW does not perform well due to the autoencoder and weighting function likely being too simple to
capture the variability in the CIFAR dataset and is unable to learn proper sample weights. Needing to build a new
architecture for each dataset is one cost to MOEW and similar methods, since constructing an architecture for the
autoencoder and weighting function may require domain expertise relative to the task. For CIFAR-100, we see a similar
trend as in the CIFAR-10 dataset in Table 1 where only FORML is able to outperform the uniform training method
while simultaneously maintaining accuracy. We also perform additional experiments demonstrating that FORML
outperforms meta-weight-net [56], a state of the art meta-learned reweighting approach that does not incorporate
fairness information in Section 7. On average, the performance for all methods is much lower and the fairness violation

is much higher due to the larger number of classes, higher variability and specificity of the class labels for all methods.

4.3 Fairness with Sensitive Attributes

We evaluate the empirical performance of FORML on two benchmarks for fairness in sensitive attributes, namely racial

categories in the Crimes and Communities dataset [50] and gender categories in Celeb-A dataset [40].

4.3.1 Communities and Crime. For the crimes and communities dataset, we train a linear model using the Adam
optimizer and a batch size of 100. We set the initial learning rate to . = 0.001, train for a total of 10000 steps, and
optimize the hinge loss over the training data following [65]. We use the same set of features as in [65]. The input is a 94
dimensional feature vector, the binary target attribute is the “amount of violent crime above 0.28 per 100k population”,
and the sensitive attribute is the “percentage of white population” grouped between the thresholds: 0%, 63%, 84%, 94%,
and 100%.

Method FPRD (%) | maxFPR(%)]| Accuracy (%) T
Uniform 50.54 +£2.83 50.83 +2.83 85.08 £ 0.41
Random 50.21+3.39 50.51 +3.35 84.56 + 0.37
Proportion 49.40 +2.61 49.61 +2.61 85.20 + 0.44
MOEW 48.72+3.05 4894 +3.05 85.36+0.3835
LB(p=1075) 4838+273 4853+2.73 85.16 + 0.37
FORML 46.73 £2.03  46.80 +£2.01 85.10 £ 0.42

Table 2. False Positive Rate Disparity (FPRD), maxFPR, and test accuracy on the Crimes and Communities attribute prediction task,
where the target attribute is a binary predictor for whether or not the violent crime rate for a particular community is above 0.28, and
the sensitive attribute is the percentage of white population (thresholded at 63%, 84%, and 94%) as in Zhao et al. [65]. The means and
standard errors are reported over 10 runs. | denotes lower values are better. T denotes higher values are better.

For the label bias (LB) baseline, we evaluated using both the proposed step size (n = 1 in [29, Algorithm 1]), however
this dropped accuracy significantly compared with other approaches for reweighting. Instead, we evaluate using
1 = 1075 which was the largest step size value that achieved equivalent accuracy (within 0.1% of the baseline). To
learn the training sample weights in FORML, we use SGD with the same learning rate as the model parameter learning
rate and minimize the mean loss discrepancy between the best and worst groups as in [52]. The validation set maintains

a minimum of 15 samples per class per batch. For the proportion weighting, we take the number of samples according
12
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to the sensitive attribute. For consistency with the results in Zhao et al. [65] for all methods except MOEW and FORML,
cross-validation over 50 learned models is done to select the best model based on accuracy on a held-out validation set.
The dataset train-val-test splits are unique between runs and results are evaluated over 10 runs. Results are summarized
in Table 2. FORML improves performance over all competing methods by reducing the fairness violation by 1.5 — 4%

while retaining competitive accuracy.

Method TPRD (%) | maxFNR (%) | Accuracy (%) T

Uniform 2491 +1.67 36.51+1.78 81.72 +0.04

Random 24.52+1.40 34.59 +1.68 80.63 £ 0.14

Proportion 23.44 +1.71 34.68 +1.79 81.71 £0.10

IB(np=1) 2463+162 36.94+2.63 81.91 £0.07

FORML 18.70 £2.73  25.78 £ 3.87 80.07 £ 1.06
Table 3. True Positive Rate Disparity (TPRD), Maximum False Negative Rate (maxFNR), and test accuracy on the Celeb-A attribute
prediction task, where the target attribute is “Attractive” and the protected attribute is gender. The means and standard errors are
from 5 runs. | denotes lower values are better. T denotes higher values are better.

4.3.2 Celeb-A. For Celeb-A, we train a ResNet-18 architecture [24] to predict the binary attribute “Attractive” given
images of faces. The sensitive attribute is gender denoted by “Male” in the dataset. We also experiment with an alternative
binary predictor and sensitive attribute in Section 7. The model is trained using Adam optimizer and batch size of
256. We set the initial learning rate to . = 0.001 and train for a total of 10 epochs. For pre-processing the images,
we center-crop and resize to size 128 X 128 and normalize. To learn the training sample weights in FORML, we use
SGD with the same learning rate as the model parameter learning rate and minimize the mean loss discrepancy. The
validation set maintains a minimum of 20 samples per class per batch. For the proportion weighting, we take the number
of samples according to the sensitive attribute because the number of samples in each group for the target attribute
“Attractive” are nearly identical at 51.4% in the training set and we seek to reduce fairness violations in the sensitive
attribute “Male” in the dataset. For this dataset, we use the pre-defined train, val, test split and select results with the
highest validation accuracy during training for all approaches except FORML where we take accuracy at the last epoch,
because FORML optimizes over the validation set. Metrics are reported over the test set in Table 3. In Section 7, we also
report results comparing FORML with uniform weighting on a different task within the Celeb-A dataset demonstrating
FORML improvements extend to multiple attributes and predictive tasks.

For the Celeb-A tasks, we dropped the comparison with MOEW as their weighting function is unable to give good
weights and learn good representations for the images. While it may be possible to learn better representations to
improve their learned weightings, it is outside the scope of this work. Unlike in prior datasets, both proportional
reweighting based on sensitive attribute balance and random weightings perform better when examining maxFNR,
however overall perform similarly on the fairness violation. Both approaches achieve similar performance on the
fairness violation (TPRD) because they decrease accuracy by around 1.5%. In contrast, FORML improves in fairness
metrics achieving a reduction of ~ 6% (relative reduction over the baseline of ~ 25%) on the fairness violation (TPRD),
and a reduction of ~ 10% (relative reduction in the maxFNR by ~ 30%), while dropping accuracy slightly. It is clear
that FORML and learning to reweight has clear advantages over static weighting approaches and the label bias approach

which slightly improves accuracy but only marginally over the baseline, and does not reduce fairness violations.
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4.4 Mislabeled Data in MNIST

We investigate the performance of FORML in robustness settings when the training data has incorrect labels. To simulate
this setup, we take the MNIST dataset under the standard train/test split and then randomly select 20% of the training
data points and change their label to 2, yielding a biased set of train labels, as in [29]. The objective is to learn data weights
that ignore wrongly labeled data and improve performance over training with a non-weighted loss. For this experiment,
a two hidden layer network with ReLU activations and embedding dimensions 784 — 512 — 512 — 512 — 10is
trained. We compare FORML with the label bias reweighting approach with a demographic parity constraint enforcing
the model to predict 10% of the data as a 2, as in [29], and baseline training with and without corrupted labels. For
FORML we randomly select 5k samples from the training set for validation and take test accuracy at the highest
validation accuracy*. Based on the results in Table 4, FORML achieves higher accuracy and reduces fairness violation
over training with uniform weighting and label bias weightings. When using FORML with a clean validation set
(validation set that does not have any flipped labels but the training set still has 20% flipped labels), the fairness violation
is further decreased by an additional 1%. Although FORML improves performance by ~ 4-7% over label bias and

uniform training on noisy data, it performs worse than training with clean data by ~ 2%.

Method TPRD (%) ] maxFNR (%)] Accuracy (%) T
Uniform (clean data) 3.26 £0.27 4.06 +0.27 97.85 £ 0.07
Uniform 13.84 +0.58 15.18£0.59  92.51 +0.26
Label Bias (n = 1) 10.78 +0.76  11.87+0.77  94.54+0.21
FORML 6.93 +0.79 8.22 +0.83 95.90 + 0.21

FORML (clean validation)  5.56 + 0.16 6.73 £0.43 96.27 £ 0.16

Table 4. True Positive Rate Disparity (TPRD), Maximum False Negative Rate (maxFNR), and test accuracy on the MNIST dataset
with 20% of the labels flipped to a 2. The means and standard errors are reported over 10 runs.

4.5 Using Data Weights for Building Better Datasets

To understand the impact FORML has for uncovering erroneous or unfair samples, we perform dataset condensation
using the FORML weights and remove samples according to the normalized weighted loss during training. Specifically,
we train a model with FORML using a validation set of 1000 samples corresponding to those with the lowest number
of forgetting events [59]. This validation set contains “easy” samples which will not be removed based on the train
sample weights, and allows for the removal of samples primarily based on their contribution to fairness. Note that
performance using this validation set produces similar but slightly worse results to the FORML algorithm in Table 1,
but yields good results when subsampling. We then remove 5000 samples from the training set that have the lowest
average normalized weighted loss which is computed using an exponential moving average (EMA) over training epochs.
A moving average is done over epochs in order to incorporate the impact that the weights have over all of training
rather than only considering the weights at the end of training.

To demonstrate performance with the subsampled dataset, we re-train the model using standard training with the
subsampled dataset; results are summarized in Table 5 and they indicate that on CIFAR-100, removing samples based
on the weighted EMA of the weighted losses performs similarly and reduces fairness violation over training with the

full dataset. Training on the subsampled dataset also leads to better results than the model trained with FORML, and

4We do not use a validation set for the baseline and label bias as the baselines do not use one in Jiang and Nachum [29] and reserving the validation set
dropped overall test performance at the end of training on MNIST.
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Method TPRD (%) | maxFNR (%)] Accuracy (%) T
Uniform Full Data 46.0 £0.85 49.6 +0.92 77.74 +0.18
Uniform Random 45k Data  46.8 + 0.33 50.0 £ 0.49 76.7 £ 0.09
FORML 46.4 +£0.5367 49.6 +1.0431 77.54+0.13
FORML 45k EMA Data 43.8 +0.52 47.6 £0.36 77.50 = 0.04

Table 5. True Positive Rate Disparity (TPRD), Maximum False Negative Rate (maxFNR), and test accuracy on CIFAR-100 comparing
data removal using FORML, baseline FORML, and baseline training. The means and standard errors are reported over 5 runs.

performs better than a model that has been trained on a random subset of the same size. This suggests that the weights

learned by FORML are useful in filtering examples that may be harmful to fairness.

5 DISCUSSION

FORML consistently improves fairness metrics over state of the art reweighting methods for fairness on a variety of
fairness, robustness, and image classification tasks. While prior dynamic reweighting approaches like MOEW and LB
offer improvements in some benchmarks, the improvement is inconsistent, and in some cases did not reduce fairness
violations compared to static or trivial weightings. The FORML algorithm which optimizes over a balanced validation set
yields consistent improvements motivating the importance of the meta-update and meta-loss in FORML. Performance
over MOEW indicates the advantage of learning the sample weights directly versus a function that is unique to a dataset.
FORML also improves performance under a noisy label scenario, and for data condensation over baseline approaches as
shown in Section 4.4 and Section 4.5.

Further analysis of the weighted loss demonstrated in Section 4.4 that FORML improves performance under a corrupt
label scenario in MNIST by ~ 4%. Expanding on this analysis, we analyzed the ratio of the normalized loss for digits
with the label 2 and without the label 2 in the training set, and identified that FORML reduced this ratio in Section 7.
From that analysis, we can conclude it is likely that the weights learned by FORML are reducing the model’s ability to
overfit to the incorrect labels leading to better performance on the test set. Further, we find in Table 5 that performing
dataset condensation based on the EMA of the normalized loss over epochs leads to reductions in fairness violations
and competitive accuracy while using less data. Both results motivate that the global weighting scheme of FORML
learns the importance of individual data points.

Finally, in Section 7 we examine some important choices that can can be made when evaluating FORML including
the use of reverse gradient updates consistent with the literature on Lagrange multipliers [47], different weight
weight functions, and different meta-losses. These results further motivate optimizing fairness for reweighting and the
improvements FORML makes over prior reweighting methods for fairness. Future work will study other benefits of

training with the FORML algorithm and applications for the sample weights.

6 CONCLUSION

Fairness violations are a critical challenge limiting the use of deep neural networks. In this work, we presented FORML,
a method for reducing fairness violations in classification problems. FORML is an algorithm that learns to dynamically
reweight data to promote training networks that are fairer and maintain accuracy compared with networks trained

without fairness constraints.
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Our approach has several benefits: it is simple to implement by making small modifications to the training scheme,
and it requires neither pre-processing of the data nor post-processing of the model outputs.

While the approach learns additional sample weight parameters, the additional parameters are only needed during
training to align the losses according to the fairness metric of interest but not during inference. Further, our approach is
agnostic to the model, fairness metric, and data, extending beyond classification setting described here. We believe this
work is one step towards creating fairer models without sacrificing accuracy. Further research in this area can lead to

fairness gains and towards a better understanding of building datasets with fairness in mind.
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7 APPENDIX
7.1 FORML Hyperparameter Sensitivity and Variations

We conduct ablation studies on the Celeb-A dataset to determine the impact of different hyperparameters and settings in
FORML. In the main paper, we use the best performing hyperparameters that also reduce the number of hyperparameters
needed to tune (i.e. maintaining the same learning rate, and only reported results with two meta-loss functions, although
there are many others that are compatible with FORML).

Reverse and Adversarial comparisons: Our algorithm shares many similarities with the Lagrange multipliers and
basic differentiable multipliers method (BDMM) algorithms [47], which have been applied for constrained optimization
problems and in recent work for fairness [10, 29]. In the BDMM algorithm, it is argued that standard gradient descent for
the constraint in Lagrange multipliers does not work and instead the reverse sign should be applied [47]. We experiment
with both a reverse sign in the update for the model parameters in the first update, as well as for the weights of the
model and report results in Table 6 and Table 7. Results indicate that FORML performs better when using the reverse
update on the model parameters, but the reverse update on the sample weights has little effect. While results are slightly
higher for the test accuracy, TPRD on the validation set was on average 1% lower for the reverse update on the sample
weights. Thus our algorithm in the main paper uses a reverse update for the model parameters, and not for the sample
weights indicating some differences from the BDMM algorithm.

Method TPRD (%) | maxFNR (%) | Accuracy (%) T

No Reverse 22.80+3.88 37.35+7.55 79.99£1.11

Reverse 20.41 £3.34 33.89 £8.34 79.48 +0.82
Table 6. Testing the model with a reverse update for the model parameters by comparing the True Positive Rate Disparity (TPRD),
Maximum False Negative Rate (maxFNR), and test accuracy on Celeb-A. The means and standard errors are from 5 runs. | denotes
lower values are better. T denotes higher values are better.

Method TPRD (%) ]| maxFNR (%) | Accuracy (%) T

No Reverse 20.41 +3.34 33.89+8.34 79.48 + 0.82

Reverse 2045 +2.44 33.32+6.48  80.37+0.57
Table 7. Testing the model with a reverse update for the model parameters by comparing the True Positive Rate Disparity (TPRD),
Maximum False Negative Rate (maxFNR), and test accuracy on Celeb-A. The means and standard errors are from 5 runs. | denotes
lower values are better. T denotes higher values are better.

Meta Loss Variations: In Section 4, the meta-loss optimized over the validation set is either the MaxLossD or the
MeanLossD which generally perform similarly. We demonstrate the advantage of using a loss oriented for fairness in
Table 8 by comparing with the cross entropy loss. We find that using MaxLossD and MeanLossD lower the fairness
violation, but marginally lowers accuracy; whereas using cross entropy increases accuracy slightly but does not lower
the fairness violation with respect to baseline performance from Table 3.

Sample Weight Variations: In Section 4, the weights are directly multiplied to balance the loss. However, other
variations of weights could be applied to balance the loss such as weights on the logits, or a different function of the
weight parameters to enforce different behavior. Here, we explore a reweighting based on the logits, and a weighting
based on the L1 penalty that encourages sparsity of the weights by forcing weights that are too large to zero; we denote

this weighting as the inverse square L1 [55]. Both are compared with the baseline of directly multiplying the learned
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Method TPRD (%) maxFNR (%) | Accuracy (%) T

MaxLossD 20.85 +2.88  37.66 £ 7.96 79.41 £ 0.59

MeanLossD 2041 +£3.34 33.89+834  79.48+£0.82

Cross Entropy 24.70 £2.74 38.87+4.76  81.08+0.48
Table 8. Testing the model with cross entropy as the meta-loss by comparing the True Positive Rate Disparity (TPRD), Maximum
False Negative Rate (maxFNR), and test accuracy on Celeb-A. The means and standard errors are from 5 runs. | denotes lower values
are better. T denotes higher values are better.

sample weights with the sample loss, and results reported in Table 9 indicate that the baseline reweighting performs

best across all metrics.

Method TPRD (%) | maxFNR (%) | Accuracy (%) T
Baseline 1891 +1.16 28.57+£2.27 80.91+0.30
Logits 25.32+2.36 43.81 £5.96 80.65 + 0.58

Inverse Sq. L1  24.52+3.67  44.08 + 9.50 78.90 + 1.02
Table 9. Testing the model with different methods for applying weights by comparing the True Positive Rate Disparity (TPRD),
Maximum False Negative Rate (maxFNR), and test accuracy on Celeb-A. The means and standard errors are from 5 runs. | denotes
lower values are better. T denotes higher values are better.

Alternative CelebA Fairness Tasks:. In addition to the task of predicting the “Attractive” attribute with gender
(denoted “Male”) as the sensitive attribute, we also experiment with different tasks and sensitive attributes to test
robustness of FORML to different tasks. We change the sensitive attribute to the “Pale Skin” attribute (color), and the
prediction task to the “Young” attribute. Accuracy on this task is higher than for the “Attractive” attribute, and as such
the fairness violation is lower. Nonetheless, we report in Table 10 that FORML is able to reduce fairness violations over

uniform weighting.

Method TPRD (%) | maxFNR (%)] Accuracy (%) T

Uniform 2.64 + 0.46 5.36 + 0.25 87.62 £0.09

FORML 2.51+043 4.64%0.84 87.07 £0.22
Table 10. Evaluating FORML for predicting “Young” subject to the sensitive attirbute color (*Pale Skin”) according to the metrics: True
Positive Rate Disparity (TPRD), Maximum False Negative Rate (maxFNR), and test accuracy on Celeb-A. The means and standard
errors are from 5 runs. | denotes lower values are better. T denotes higher values are better.

Comparison with Meta-learning Reweighting Approach:. We present additional results to compare FORML with
a meta-learning algorithm for reweighting that does not incorporate fairness into the meta-loss. We compare with the
meta-weight-net approach® [56] on the CIFAR-10/100 datasets and demonstrate that their approach does not offer any
reduction in fairness violations compared with FORML. We use the standard training hyperparameters and network
described in Section 4.2, and take a validation set of size 1000. The meta-network is an MLP with one hidden layer
with hidden dimension 100. Results are summarized in Table 11 and indicate that the meta-weight-net approach offers
no advantage over uniform weighting on CIFAR-10, and only marginal improvement on CIFAR-100, but still performs

worse than FORML in reducing the fairness violation.

Shttps://github.com/ShiYunyi/Meta-Weight-Net_Code-Optimization
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CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100
Method TPRD (%) | maxFNR (%)| Accuracy (%)T TPRD(%)| maxFNR(%)| Accuracy (%) T
Uniform / Proportion 8.79+0.14 10.80+0.14 95.25+0.03 46.27+0.46 49.29+0.43  77.80+0.06
Meta-Weight-Net 9.0+0.15 11.17+0.14  95.10+0.03 45.83+0.46 49.13+0.45 77.62 +0.05
FORML 7.97+0.12 10.36 £0.17 9520+ 0.03 45.17+0.35 48.80+0.32  77.51+0.08

Table 11. True Positive Rate Disparity (TPRD), Maximum False Negative Rate (maxFNR), and test accuracy on CIFAR-10/100. The
means and standard errors are from 30 runs. | denotes lower values are better. T denotes higher values are better.

7.2 Normalized Loss for Reducing Overfitting to Corrupt Labels

In Section 4.4, FORML is tested in the robustness setting with incorrect labels. We further explore how training with
FORML improves performance by examining the loss for each sample over epochs during training. The objective of this
analysus is to investigate how the loss differs for the model trained with FORML, and how this leads to improvement
on the test set.

We compute an exponential moving average (EMA) on the loss and compare the average EMA loss for samples with
label “2” to samples with another label. As expected, since many of the samples have an incorrect label “2”, the loss for
samples with label “2” is higher in both a model trained with uniform weights and the model trained with FORML.
For a model with uniform weights, the ratio of the losses for label “2” samples to other samples is 2.9. In comparison,
the model trained with FORML has a ratio of 2.61, a relative decrease of 10%. As the accuracy for both models in
predicting samples with label “2” are relatively similar, we can conclude it is likely that the weights learned by FORML

are reducing the model’s ability to overfit to the incorrect labels leading to better performance on the test set.
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