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Abstract

The integration of Artificial Intelligence (AI) into education has transforma-
tive potential, providing tailored learning experiences and creative instructional
approaches. However, the inherent biases in AI algorithms hinder this improve-
ment by unintentionally perpetuating prejudice against specific demographics,
especially in human-centered applications like education. This survey delves
deeply into the developing topic of algorithmic fairness in educational contexts,
providing a comprehensive evaluation of the diverse literature on fairness, bias,
and ethics in AI-driven educational applications. It identifies the common forms
of biases—data-related, algorithmic, and user-interaction—that fundamentally
undermine the accomplishment of fairness in AI teaching aids. By outlining exist-
ing techniques for mitigating these biases, ranging from varied data gathering to
algorithmic fairness interventions, the survey emphasizes the critical role of ethi-
cal considerations and legal frameworks in shaping a more equitable educational
environment. Furthermore, it guides readers through the complexities of fairness
measurements, methods, and datasets, shedding light on the way to bias reduc-
tion. Despite these gains, this survey highlights long-standing issues, such as
achieving a balance between fairness and accuracy, as well as the need for diverse
datasets. Overcoming these challenges and ensuring the ethical and fair use of
AI’s promise in education call for a collaborative, interdisciplinary approach.

Keywords: Artificial Intelligence, Education, AI Fairness, Bias Mitigation,
Algorithmic Bias, Fairness Metrics
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1 Introduction

Artificial Intelligence (AI) has been a transformative force, reshaping the landscape of
learning and teaching methodologies. The history of AI in education, tracing its origins
to the early experiments with computer-assisted instruction in the 1960s and 1970s, is
deeply intertwined with the evolution of AI itself, which is typically traced back to the
Dartmouth Workshop in 1956 [1–3]. This period marked the beginning of exploring
how technology could cater to individual learning styles and paces, a concept that has
evolved significantly with the advent of AI [4]. The significance of AI in education lies
in its ability to provide personalized learning experiences, automate grading, and offer
language translation services, thereby addressing diverse educational needs [4–6]. AI
applications in education have grown exponentially, with systems designed to adapt to
the learning pace of students, thereby enhancing engagement and understanding [7].
For instance, AI-powered platforms can generate individualized learning paths based
on student’s goals, interests, and prior knowledge, adapting content in real-time to
meet learners’ needs [6]. Furthermore, AI’s role in automating grading systems has
revolutionized the assessment process, offering consistency and personalized feedback,
thus freeing educators to focus on more complex teaching tasks [8, 9]. Automated
grading systems like Graide1 and Top Marks AI2 have demonstrated the ability to
analyze complex subjects and provide accurate, consistent feedback, drastically reduc-
ing educators’ time on grading. Language translation and support facilitated by AI
have also significantly contributed to breaking down language barriers in education,
making learning materials accessible to a global audience [10, 11].

Despite the benefits, the deployment of AI in education raises critical issues of fair-
ness and bias [12, 13]. AI systems can inadvertently perpetuate and amplify existing
biases present in the data they are trained on, leading to unfair outcomes, particularly
for historically marginalized groups [14]. For instance, AI-powered essay grading sys-
tems may reflect the biases of the data they are trained on, which could include the
subjective preferences of human graders [4]. This could result in unfair assessments for
students whose writing style or cultural background differs from the norm established
by the training data [1]. Ethical considerations also come into play when discussing
the transparency and accountability of AI systems in education. The “black box”
nature of some AI algorithms can make it challenging to understand and contest their
decisions, raising concerns about the ethical implications of their use in educational
evaluations [15].

Addressing these issues is crucial for creating fair and equitable educational sys-
tems. Researchers and developers are actively exploring mitigation strategies, such as
pre-processing data to ensure representativeness and post-processing decisions to cor-
rect for biases [16]. However, achieving both fairness and accuracy can be challenging,
requiring careful consideration of the trade-offs involved. Ethical considerations around
prioritizing different types of bias and which groups to focus on in bias mitigation add
complexity to the development and implementation of AI systems in education [14].
Despite these challenges, the importance of addressing bias in AI is underscored by

1https://www.graide.co.uk/
2https://www.topmarks.ai/
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the need to create educational environments that benefit all individuals and promote
equality.

In order to achieve this objective, our survey thoroughly examines the connec-
tions between fairness, bias, and ethics in the field of AI applications in education.
We analyze the progress of AI in the field of education by doing a thorough exami-
nation of relevant literature and using a well-organized conceptual framework. This
investigation highlights the importance of fairness, prejudice reduction, and ethical
considerations in developing AI systems that promote equity. It also analyzes the
technical challenges and strategic actions necessary for fostering fairness. This encom-
passes an examination of various methods of gathering data, approaches for identifying
bias, and the advancement toward achieving fairness in algorithms; all demonstrated
through pertinent case studies. In addition, the study explores the ethical principles
and regulatory frameworks that govern the use of AI in educational environments. It
emphasizes the importance of a collaborative effort among educators, technologists,
ethicists, and policymakers to address these concerns comprehensively. This article
navigates the complex challenges related to fairness and bias in educational AI, advo-
cating for a cooperative approach to ensure that technical progress aligns with ethical
principles, hence promoting a more inclusive educational setting.

The survey is structured as follows: we outline our methodology for doing a lit-
erature review in Section 2. In Section 3 discusses various case studies of AI in
education and biases that can be exhibited by them. In Section 4, the approaches to
improve fairness, fairness notions and metrics to measure fairness are explored. Follow-
ing this, Section 5 describes an explanation of ethical considerations and frameworks.
Section 6 of this literature provides an overview of tools and datasets utilized in the
field of AI education. Section 7 delineates the challenges and future directions. The
survey’s conclusion is presented in Section 8.

2 Literature Selection Criteria

The literature selection for this survey follows stringent inclusion and exclusion crite-
ria to ensure source relevance and quality, conference proceedings, and authoritative
reports from the past decade related to AI’s application in education, particularly
concerning fairness, bias, and ethics. The search spans multiple databases, including
IEEE Xplore, ACM Digital Library, PubMed, Scopus, and Google Scholar, using key-
words like “artificial intelligence in education”, “AI fairness in education”, and “bias
in educational AI systems”. We employ a systematic review methodology that involves
identifying literature, screening texts based on set criteria, thoroughly evaluating texts
for relevance, and extracting pertinent data for synthesis. Multiple reviewers carry out
this process to minimize selection bias, aiming to provide a comprehensive overview
of fairness and bias in educational AI, synthesizing existing research to inform future
advancements in the field.
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3 AI in education: Case-studies and Bias perspectives

3.1 Student Assessment and Grading

Student evaluation and grading methods based on AI and machine learning techniques
are becoming more common in AI in education (AIED) applications [75]. These sys-
tems use natural language processing, computer vision, and other AI capabilities to
assess student work, automate grading and feedback, and facilitate tailored learning
experiences.

Examples of such tools include automated essay grading systems that analyze
and grade written responses [76], intelligent tutoring systems like Coursera Coach
powered by Generative AI3 that assess student learning and provide personalized
feedback, and AI-assisted grading platforms like Turnitin4 that provide automated
feedback for assignments and exams [77]. The role of these AI-driven assessment tools
is to provide consistent, objective, and efficient evaluations of student performance
while also enabling personalized feedback, identifying knowledge gaps, and informing
instructional strategies [76, 78]. They aim to reduce the workload for educators and
offer scalable assessment solutions, particularly in large-scale online education settings.

AI systems may apply uniform criteria and rubrics to all student submissions,
which can help reduce human biases and inconsistencies in grading. This is one of the
main advantages of these technologies, though [76]. Furthermore, content and assess-
ments can be modified by AI-powered adaptive learning platforms in accordance with
each learner’s unique learning preferences and advancement, resulting in individualized
and successful learning experiences [77].

Despite these advantages, inherent biases in AI assessment systems are a source of
concern. The evaluations and feedback produced by these systems may reinforce unjust
treatment or prejudices against particular demographic groups [78] if the training data
used to create them is biased or lacks variety. An AI system for essay grading, for
instance, was shown to be biased against specific demographic groups, giving essays
written by black students a lower score than those produced by white students with
comparable material, according to research [78, 79]. This prejudice most likely resulted
from societal biases shown in the training data.

3.2 Admissions and Recruitment

AI systems are being utilized more and more in college admissions procedures to
assess applications and provide recommendations or choices [80–82]. These AI systems’
function is to offer a scalable and effective mean of processing massive amounts of
applications with the goal of producing unbiased, data-driven choices [80, 81]. Using
AI in admissions could help reduce human biases and discrepancies that can occur
from manual evaluation processes. However, a number of studies have brought to
light instances of biases that AI admissions systems have shown in the real world,
raising questions about equity and justice. According to research, if the training data
is biased or lacks diversity, AI admissions models may be prejudiced against specific

3https://www.coursera.org/
4https://www.turnitin.com/
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demographic groups, including women and underrepresented minorities [83, 84]. For
example, an analysis of application essays alone revealed that an AI classifier could
accurately identify an applicant’s gender and household income level, indicating the
presence of socioeconomic and gender biases in the data or model [84].

Another research investigation that examined AI models for college admissions
discovered that the demographics of admitted students changed when standardized
test results were removed from the training set [80]. This suggested the possibility of
racial biases as well as biases against first-generation college candidates. Furthermore,
if the AI models used to train admissions systems replicate historical prejudices or
discrimination found in earlier admissions decisions, this could reinforce and magnify
the biases [83].

Although the goal of AI in admissions is efficiency and objectivity, the possibility of
biases against particular groups emphasizes the need for these systems to be developed
and implemented responsibly, with an emphasis on inclusivity, fairness, and addressing
potential biases in the algorithms and training data [80–82]. The potential advantages
of utilizing AI in education could be undermined if these biases are not addressed,
since they could exacerbate and prolong already-existing societal inequities [83, 84].

3.3 Educational Content Recommendation

AI-based recommendation systems have become essential tools in education, assisting
students in making informed decisions regarding their academic paths by analyzing
extensive datasets, including historical academic performance, course evaluations, and
individual preferences [85, 86]. These systems aim to enhance student engagement and
success by providing personalized recommendations that align with students’ goals and
abilities, thus fostering a more tailored educational experience [85, 87]. The primary
benefits of AI-based recommendation systems include their ability to offer personalized
learning experiences, which can increase student satisfaction and retention rates, and
their capacity to manage and process large amounts of data efficiently, providing timely
and accurate recommendations that are difficult for human advisors to achieve on a
similar scale [88, 89].

Despite these advantages, the AI-based recommendation systems are not free from
biases, which can significantly impact educational equity [85, 86]. Biases often arise
from the training data, which can reflect existing demographic disparities, leading to
recommendations that perpetuate these inequalities [90, 91]. For example, research has
shown that minority students are less frequently recommended for advanced courses,
thereby limiting their academic opportunities [85, 87]. Additionally, gender biases are
prevalent, with algorithms often suggesting STEM courses predominantly to male
students while steering female students towards the humanities, reinforcing societal
stereotypes and contributing to the gender gap in STEM fields [86, 90, 92]. To mitigate
these biases, researchers recommend diversifying training data, implementing fairness-
aware algorithms, and conducting continuous monitoring and audits of the AI systems
to ensure fairness over time [91]. Incorporating feedback from a diverse user base is
also essential for refining these systems to better serve all students equitably.

5



3.4 AI in Medical Curriculum Design

AI systems are increasingly utilized in medical education to design curricula that are
both relevant and up-to-date, leveraging vast amounts of data from medical literature
and clinical practices to ensure comprehensive training [93]. However, biases in these
systems can significantly impact the educational outcomes and experiences of medical
students, necessitating a careful examination of how these biases manifest and their
potential consequences. One prominent study involves a medical school that imple-
mented an AI-driven curriculum design system to integrate the latest medical research
into its courses. The system analyzed global medical literature to identify emerging
trends and best practices. While this approach enhanced the curriculum’s relevance,
it also introduced biases, particularly when the AI predominantly sourced data from
Western medical journals [94]. This bias led to an overemphasis on Western med-
ical practices and an underrepresentation of medical knowledge and practices from
other regions, such as Asia and Africa. As a result, students from these underrepre-
sented regions felt that their educational experience did not fully address the medical
conditions and treatment protocols prevalent in their home countries [95].

Another study highlighted biases in the AI systems’ recommendations based on
gender and socio-economic status. The AI, trained on historical data reflecting exist-
ing disparities, tended to recommend certain specializations more frequently to male
students while steering female students towards traditionally softer medical fields like
pediatrics and general practice. This bias not only perpetuated gender stereotypes
but also impacted the diversity of specialists in various medical fields [96]. Addition-
ally, students from lower socio-economic backgrounds received fewer recommendations
for high-cost specializations, which could perpetuate economic disparities within the
medical profession.

3.5 Types of Bias in Education

Having explored case studies demonstrating biases in AI systems within education, it
is crucial to understand the specific types of biases that these systems can exhibit.
These biases significantly affect the fairness and accuracy of AI applications in edu-
cational settings. This sub-section will explore more types of biases that AI systems
exhibit. Below are the potential biases categorized into three types: Data-related Bias,
Algorithmic Bias, and User-Interaction Bias.

3.5.1 Data-Related Biases

The topic of AIED has a notable obstacle in the form of data-related biases, which
include historical bias, measurement bias, and representation bias. The biases observed
in AI systems derive from fundamental flaws within the datasets utilized for training
and evaluation [97]. These biases reflect societal imbalances and inaccuracies inherent
in data gathering and representation methodologies. As a result, these biases have
the potential to result in AI systems that exhibit unequal performance among various
student populations, hence intensifying pre-existing imbalances within educational
environments.
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Fig. 1: Types of Bias in Education

Historical Bias: Historical bias in AI education manifests when AI systems use
data that encapsulates past inequalities, affecting decisions with outdated or discrim-
inatory norms [98]. Such biases occur because these systems are often trained on data
sets that reflect systemic biases encoded due to socioeconomic factors rather than
actual capabilities or potentials. Historical bias primarily affects groups rather than
individuals, as it reflects collective societal prejudices embedded in data [99]. For exam-
ple, AI-driven educational tools might disproportionately identify minority students
as at-risk by relying on historical data that undervalues their academic potential due
to lower past performance linked to socioeconomic disadvantages. This is similar to
biases observed in public services automation, where algorithms trained on biased data
like disciplinary records or test scores reinforce disparities. In college admissions, the
AI systems can perpetuate socioeconomic and racial disparities by favoring applicants
from specific zip codes and schools, reflecting a historical preference embedded within
the training data [100]. These examples highlight the urgent need for more inclusive
data practices and continuous oversight in the development of educational AI systems.
By integrating ethical considerations and adjusting for historical biases, it is possible
to foster equitable educational opportunities and prevent the reinforcement of past
inequalities.

Measurement Bias: Measurement bias in AIED can significantly impact the
validity and effectiveness of AI-driven tools, particularly in systems like automated
essay scoring (AES). This type of bias occurs when data collection methods system-
atically distort inputs in a way that misrepresents the true variables they aim to
measure [101]. A notable instance of measurement bias is found in the performance
of AES systems, which tend to score essays written in African American Vernacular
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English (AAVE) lower than those in Standard American English (SAE) [102]. This
was highlighted in studies such as those published in the Journal of Educational Mea-
surement, which indicate that these discrepancies are due to the system’s reliance on
training datasets primarily composed of Standard English, leading them to under-
value the linguistic structures of AAVE. Measurement bias can be considered both an
individual and group bias. It affects individuals by potentially misrepresenting their
abilities based on linguistic or cultural differences. This example underscores the need
for incorporating a wider array of linguistic data in training sets and conducting reg-
ular reviews for bias, ensuring that AI assessments in education fairly and accurately
reflect the diverse capabilities of all students [103].

Representation Bias: Representation bias in AIED refers to the systematic
underrepresentation or misrepresentation of certain groups or characteristics in the
data used to train AI models. This bias can lead to AI systems that perpetuate or
amplify existing societal biases and inequalities in educational contexts [99]. Repre-
sentation bias is primarily a group bias because it affects specific demographic groups
based on how they are represented in the training data [104]. A study [105], which
investigates the disparities in AI educational tools used for automated essay scoring.
This study focuses on how these tools can disproportionately benefit students from
linguistic backgrounds similar to those on which the models were trained. The AI sys-
tems were primarily trained on datasets composed of essays written by native English
speakers, leading to lower accuracy when scoring essays by learners of English as a
second language (ESL). This scenario is a clear instance of representation bias, where
the underrepresentation of ESL students in the training data resulted in a model that
inadequately serves a significant portion of the student population. The bias not only
impacts grades but also affects students’ learning outcomes and confidence in their
abilities.

3.5.2 Algorithmic-Related Biases

Addressing algorithmic-related biases in AIED involves a deep dive into how the design
and implementation of algorithms can inadvertently lead to unfair outcomes. This
exploration is critical, given the increasing reliance on AI to personalize learning,
assess student performance, and even make administrative decisions in educational
settings. Below, we elaborate on various facets of algorithmic-related biases, backed
by extensive research in the field.

Algorithm Bias: Algorithmic bias in AIED refers to the systematic and repeat-
able errors in a computer system that create unfair outcomes, such as privileging one
arbitrary group of users over others. This bias can stem from various sources, including
but not limited to the data used to train the AI systems, the design of the algorithm
itself, and the societal context in which the AI is deployed [106]. Algorithm bias can
affect both individual and group levels. For example, an algorithm trained on biased
data may provide inaccurate recommendations for individuals based on their unique
attributes. Additionally, it can perpetuate stereotypes and reinforce systemic inequal-
ities, disproportionately impacting specific groups of students based on race, gender,
or socioeconomic status [12]. A study that exemplifies algorithmic bias in AI education
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is found in the use of large language models (LLMs) in medical education. These mod-
els, such as those in the Generative Pre-trained Transformers (GPT) series, have been
integrated into medical curricula to assist with developing teaching materials, student
assessments, and personalized learning plans. While LLMs hold significant promise for
enhancing medical education, they also pose challenges related to algorithmic bias. For
instance, if an LLM is trained in the medical literature that historically underrepre-
sents certain populations, it may generate biased content that could influence medical
students’ learning experiences and knowledge. This could lead to the perpetuation of
existing disparities in medical treatment and outcomes for underrepresented groups.
The case study underscores the importance of recognizing and addressing algorithmic
bias in AI educational tools to prevent the reinforcement of historical inequalities and
ensure equitable educational experiences for all students. It also highlights the need
to critically examine AI technologies in education to balance their potential benefits
with the risks they pose, particularly in sensitive fields like healthcare [107].

Mapping Bias: Mapping bias refers to the bias that occurs when a universal
model is employed to analyze data that includes underlying subgroups or distinct
types of examples that require individual treatment [108]. The assumption behind
aggregation bias is that the mapping of inputs to labels is uniform across all subsets of
the data, which is frequently not the case in real-world scenarios. For example, logistic
regression models assume the relationships between input and target variables are
linear, but this may not be the case in the real world. Another real-world example is
that a particular dataset might represent people or groups with diverse backgrounds,
cultures, or norms, and a specific variable may have different meanings. The use of a
universal model in such cases can result in a suboptimal model for all groups, or one
exclusively suited to the dominant population.

Mapping bias is primarily considered group bias because it affects various sub-
groups within the dataset differently. However, it can also be an individual bias when
specific, unique cases are misrepresented due to the universal model’s assumptions.
This dual impact makes it crucial to address it in both broad and specific contexts to
ensure fair and accurate AI system performance [108].

Learning Bias: Learning bias is when modeling choices amplify performance dis-
parities across different examples in the data [109]. For example, an essential modeling
choice that can lead to learning bias is the objective function that an ML algorithm
learns to optimize during training. Typically, these functions encode some measures of
accuracy for the task. However, issues can arise when prioritizing one objective over
another, resulting in unintended consequences. For instance, minimizing cross-entropy
loss when building a classifier may lead to a model with more false positives than desir-
able in various real-world scenarios. Learning bias can affect both individual and group
levels [110]. At the individual level, this bias might result in a specific user’s unique
data being underrepresented or misclassified. At the group level, it can exacerbate
disparities among different demographic groups if the training data reflects historical
biases. This dual impact makes learning bias a critical issue in the development of AI
systems in diverse applications.

Confirmation Bias: Confirmation bias in AIED emerges when AI systems inher-
ently favor information or outcomes that affirm the pre-existing beliefs encoded within
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their algorithms or datasets. This can lead to a self-reinforcing loop where educational
AI systems might perpetuate traditional teaching methods or curricula, overlooking
innovative approaches that could benefit diverse learning styles [111, 112]. Addressing
confirmation bias requires a critical examination of the underlying assumptions in AI
models and the inclusion of diverse perspectives in the development process [113, 114].
Confirmation bias can manifest both as an individual bias and a group bias. At the
individual level, it influences personalized learning recommendations and feedback,
potentially reinforcing a student’s pre-existing beliefs and preferences. At the group
level, it can uphold systemic biases within educational institutions, preserving con-
ventional practices and sidelining alternative educational methods that might benefit
diverse student populations [115].

3.5.3 User-Interaction Related Biases

User Interaction-Related Biases in educational AI systems encompass biases that
emerge from interactions between users (such as students and educators) and AI tech-
nologies. These biases can significantly influence the behavior and evolution of AI
systems over time, potentially leading to unfair or discriminatory outcomes. Here,
we delve into three primary types of user interaction-related biases: Interaction Bias,
Stereotyping Bias, and Exclusion Bias, drawing on a range of studies to illuminate
these concepts.

Interaction Bias: Interaction Bias arises when the user’s engagement with the
AI systems influences the system’s learning and adaptation in a way that reinforces or
introduces new biases. For example, in an AI-driven educational platform, if certain
groups of students are more proactive in providing feedback or interacting with the
system, the AI may evolve to better suit the needs and preferences of these groups,
potentially neglecting others. This can lead to a feedback loop where the AI increas-
ingly reflects the biases of its most active users. This bias can be both individual and
group bias since it can affect individual interactions and amplify biases from specific
user groups. Studies by [116] and [117] have explored how user interactions can shape
AI behavior, highlighting the need for mechanisms to ensure diverse interactions are
equally represented and valued in AI systems. Further, the work of [111] emphasizes
the importance of transparency in AI systems to mitigate interaction biases, suggesting
that users should be made aware of how their interactions influence AI behavior.

Stereotyping Bias: Stereotyping Bias in educational AI occurs when AI systems
make assumptions based on generalized stereotypes, which can lead to discriminatory
outcomes. For instance, an AI-based career counseling tool might suggest careers based
on societal stereotypes, such as nursing for female students and engineering for male
students. This not only reinforces harmful stereotypes but also limits individual stu-
dents’ potential by guiding them along biased paths. Research by [118] and [119] has
demonstrated how machine learning models can amplify gender stereotypes. Efforts
to combat stereotyping bias include the development of debiasing techniques and the
promotion of inclusive design practices, as discussed by [120], who emphasizes the
critical need for inclusive and equitable AI systems in education.

Stereotyping bias can affect both groups and individuals. On a group level, it
reinforces societal stereotypes and systemic biases [12]. On an individual level, it limits
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personal opportunities and choices based on biased AI outputs. According to [118],
such biases can be perpetuated through training data that reflect historical inequities.
Similarly [120], highlights the importance of addressing these biases to ensure fair
treatment for all students.

Exclusion Bias: Exclusion Bias refers to the exclusion of certain groups due to
the design, operation, or implementation of AI systems. In the context of educational
AI, this might manifest in user interfaces, content, or interaction modalities that are
not accessible to all students, such as those with disabilities or those from non-English-
speaking backgrounds. Exclusion bias can prevent these students from fully engaging
with and benefiting from AI-enhanced educational experiences. Research by [121]
and [122] discuss the legal and ethical implications of exclusion in digital systems,
highlighting the necessity for inclusive design. Moreover, studies by [123] and [124]
emphasize the role of inclusive design in educational technology, advocating for the
active involvement of diverse user groups in the design process to ensure that their
needs and preferences are adequately represented [125]. Exclusion bias is primarily
a group bias because it systematically affects entire groups of individuals who share
certain characteristics, such as disabilities or language differences, rather than affect-
ing individuals randomly. This kind of bias can reinforce existing inequities and limit
opportunities for marginalized groups in educational settings.

4 Fairness in AI in Educational Settings

As we discussed various types of biases that exist in AI systems in the previous section
3, many studies have proposed various approaches to mitigate those biases and fairness
notions and their metrics to measure fairness.

4.1 Notations

Let D be the binary classification dataset for a class attribute Y = {+,−}, such as
Y = {pass, fail}.

Let A be a binary sensitive attribute, where A ∈ {a, ā}, e.g., A = “gender”, with
A ∈ {female,male}. In this context, a represents the discriminated or protected group,
e.g., “female,” and ā represents the non-discriminated or non-protected group, e.g.,
“male”. The predicted outcome of the classification is denoted as Ŷ = {+,−}.

To further refine the notation and differentiate between groups and their outcomes:

• a+ and a− denote instances where the protected group (e.g., females) are classified
as positive (+) and negative (−), respectively.

• ā+ and ā− represent instances where the non-protected group (e.g., males) are
classified as positive (+) and negative (−), respectively.

The metrics True Positive (TP), False Negative (FN), True Negative (TN), and
False Positive (FP) are used to evaluate the model’s predictive accuracy. The function
f(·) maps input features to the predicted outcomes, while dY (·) and dX(·) serve
as distance metrics in output and input spaces, respectively. The Lipschitz constant
L rescales input distances, and ŷi represents probabilistic classification outputs for
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Table 1: Notations

Notation Definition

Y
Class attribute with binary values {+,−}, representing the
positive and negative outcomes in model.

A
Binary sensitive attribute with values {a, ā}, indicating mem-
bership in a protected or non-protected group.

a
Protected group, the group that is safe against discrimination
by fairness constraints.

ā
Non-protected group, the group that is not main focus of fair-
ness measures but is important for analysis.

Ŷ
Predicted outcome by the model, aims to approximate the
true class attribute Y

TP
True Positive, where the model correctly predicts a positive
outcome.

FN
False Negative, where the model incorrectly predicts a nega-
tive outcome for a positive case.

TN
True Negative, where the model correctly predicts a negative
outcome.

FP
False Positive, where the model incorrectly predicts a positive
outcome for a negative case.

f(·) Predictive model function, mapping input features to the pre-
dicted outcome.

dY (·) Distance metric in output space, measuring similarity between
predicted and actual outcomes.

dX(·) Distance metric in input space, quantifying the difference
between predicted and actual outcomes.

L
Lipschitz constant, that rescales input distance between input
variables.

ŷi Probabilistic classification output for instance xi

xj
Top k-nearest neighbors for xi, used in fairness analysis to
evaluate local decision boundaries.

instances xi. The notation xj refers to the top k-nearest neighbors of xi, important
for analyzing local fairness at decision boundaries.

4.2 Fairness Notions

AI fairness in the educational context refers to the principle of ensuring that the use
of AI systems and algorithms in educational settings does not lead to unfair or biased
outcomes for students [12]. This section will discuss the two main fairness notions in
education: individual fairness and group fairness, followed by the metrics to measure
them in Section 4.3.

Individual Fairness: Individual fairness in education refers to the principle that
students with similar academic abilities and educational backgrounds should receive
similar treatment, regardless of their demographic characteristics. This fairness notion
ensures that educational opportunities, resources, and outcomes are distributed equi-
tably among students, rather than being influenced by factors such as race, gender, or
socioeconomic status [126, 127]. For example, students who demonstrate comparable
academic performance and have similar potential should have access to comparable
educational resources, experiences, support, and outcomes, without any discrimination
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or bias [128, 129]. Implementing IF in education can involve techniques like personal-
ized learning, adaptive assessment, etc., to address the unique needs and circumstances
of each student [130].

Group Fairness: Group fairness in education refers to the principle that groups
of students should be treated fairly, regardless of their individual characteristics.
This approach aims to minimize disparities in educational opportunities, resources,
and outcomes based on group membership, such as race, gender, or socioeconomic
status [127, 131]. Group fairness measures in educational data mining and student
prediction models focus on ensuring that the model’s predictions or decisions do not
systematically favor or disadvantage any particular group [130]. It is essential to ensure
that these applications avoid inequitable outcomes and negative impacts on learning
for certain groups of students [131].

4.3 Fairness Evaluating Resourses

In this section, we build on the fairness notions introduced in the previous Section 4.2
and further introduce its corresponding metrics. Specifically, we detail the mathemat-
ical equations employed to measure individual and group fairness of the model in
an educational context and introduce a method for measuring the trade-off between
model fairness and performance.

4.3.1 Individual Fairness

This concept emphasizes fairness at the individual level, ensuring that similar individ-
uals receive similar outcomes, and it does not consider any sensitive attribute. While
individual fairness offers a more granular approach to fairness, it is less commonly
addressed in the literature compared to group fairness. Below are some metrics and
definitions commonly used to evaluate individual fairness:

Distance-Based Individual Fairness: One prevalent approach to achieving
individual fairness is through the use of distance-based metrics, which adhere to the
Lipschitz condition. This condition stipulates that the distance between outcomes for
any two individuals (e.g., students) in the output space should not exceed their cor-
responding distance in the input space, typically adjusted by a scalar factor (e.g.,
Lipschitz constant). The mathematical formulation of the Lipschitz condition is as
follows:

dY (f(xi), f(xj)) ≤ L · dX(xi, xj) (1)

where f(·) is the predictive model that gives the individual level output and dY (·) and
dX(·) are the distance metrics in the output and input space, respectively. L is the
Lipschitz constant that rescales the input distance between xi and xj .

Existing work measures individual fairness based on the Lipschitz condition by
measuring the average distance of the output between each individual and its k-nearest
neighbors. Generally, a larger average distance indicates a lower level of individual
fairness for the algorithm outputs.
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1− 1

n · k

∣∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

ŷi −
k∑

j=1

ŷj

∣∣∣∣∣∣ , (2)

where ŷi is the probabilistic classification output for xi, and xj is the top k-nearest
neighbors for xi.

Ranking-Based Individual Fairness: Although the Lipschitz condition has
been widely used as an individual fairness criterion, it could be problematic in real-
world applications. Specifically, it bases fairness on the premise that similar inputs
should yield similar outputs, gauged by absolute distances. However, this approach
may not account for variations across individuals, nor does it easily accommodate com-
parisons between the distances in two different spaces due to scale differences, which
makes the appropriate Lipschitz constant hard to determine. To this end, existing
work aims to evaluate individual fairness through a ranking perspective. Specifically,
it utilizes a similarity matrix S to represent pairwise similarities among individuals
within the input space, leading to the generation of a ranking list R1 for each indi-
vidual that reflects their relative similarities to others. A corresponding ranking list
R2, derived from similarities in the output space, allows for the assessment of fairness
through comparison of the two lists. Ideally, achieving fairness means two ranking lists
(R1 and R2) are the same for each individual. Nevertheless, such a criterion is hard
to be satisfied. In practice, the average top-k similarity between R1 and R2 over all
individuals is adopted to measure individual fairness, where Normalized Discounted
Cumulative Gain (NDCG@k) [132] and Expected Reciprocal Rank (ERR@k) [133] are
two common ranking similarity metrics, offering a practical way to measure individual
fairness in ranking perspective.

4.3.2 Group Fairness

The concept of group fairness aims to ensure equitable outcomes across different demo-
graphic groups defined by sensitive attributes like race, gender, or age. We will discuss
fundamental metrics and principles that underpin group fairness, using the “Student
performance prediction” scenario as a case study [134].

Statistical Parity: Also known as Demographic Parity, this measure ensures
that the distribution of outcomes across different demographic groups is equal within
a specified tolerance ϵ [128]. For a classifier, achieving statistical parity means
that the difference in the probability of favorable outcomes (Ŷ ) between any two
groups—denoted as a (protected) and ā (non-protected)—should not exceed ϵ:

P (Ŷ |A = a)− P (Ŷ |A = ā) ≤ ϵ. (3)

Statistical Parity is calculated as the difference in the probability of a positive
predicted outcome for the protected group (a) versus that for the non-protected group
(ā):

Statistical Parity = P (Ŷ = +|A = a)− P (Ŷ = +|A = ā). (4)

14



where the value of statistical parity ranges from [−1, 1]. An SP of 0 indicates no
discrimination, values in the range (0, 1] suggest discrimination against the pro-
tected group (a), and values in [−1, 0) indicate reverse discrimination against the
non-protected group (ā).

Equal Opportunity: This concept focuses on fairness regarding positive out-
comes in a binary classifier. It is defined such that the probability of a positive
predicted outcome Ŷ should be the same for all groups with respect to a sensitive
attribute A and the true outcome Y [135]:

P (Ŷ = +|A = a, Y = +) = P (Ŷ = +|A = ā, Y = +). (5)

In simpler terms, both the protected (a) and non-protected (ā) groups should
exhibit equal true positive rates (TPR), where TPR is defined as the ratio of true
positives (TP) to the sum of true positives and false negatives (FN):

TPR =
TP

TP + FN
(6)

This definition implies that a classifier should yield similar results for members of
both groups who are actually in the “pass” class. A classifier that maintains equal
false negative rates (FNR), where FNR is calculated as:

FNR =
FN

TP + FN
(7)

will inherently possess equal TPRs as well. The measure of equal opportunity can be
quantified by:

Equal Opportunity =
∣∣∣P (Ŷ = −|Y = +, A = a)− P (Ŷ = −|Y = +, A = ā)

∣∣∣ . (8)

The value of equal opportunity ranges from 0 to 1, with 0 indicating no
discrimination and 1 signifying maximum discrimination.

Equalized Odds: Equalized Odds [135] w.r.t the sensitive attribute A and class
label Y , is defined based on the condition that the predicted outcome Ŷ and sen-
sitive attributed A are independent, given the actual outcome Y . Specifically, the
probabilities of true positive and false positive predictions should be identical across
both protected and non-protected groups(a, ā) i.e., female and male student groups.
Formally, the condition for equalized odds is expressed as:

P (Ŷ = +|A = a, Y = y) = P (Ŷ = +|A = ā, Y = y), where y ∈ {+,−}. (9)

Based on this definition, the measurement of equalized odds can be formulated as
follows:
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Equalized Odds =
∑

y∈{+,−}

∣∣∣P (Ŷ = +|A = a, Y = y)− P (Ŷ = +|A = ā, Y = y)
∣∣∣ .
(10)

The range of equalized odds is [0, 2], where a value of 0 indicates no discrimination
and a value of 2 suggests maximum discrimination.

Predictive Parity: Predictive Parity is satisfied if both protected and non-
protected groups have an equal positive predictive value (PPV) or precision between
protected groups, as follows [136].

PPV =
TP

TP + FP
(11)

This denotes the probability of an individual predicted to “pass” actually belonging
to the “pass” class. According to the principle of predictive parity, this probability
should be identical for both the protected (e.g., females) and non-protected (e.g.,
males) groups. Formally, using the modified variables, this is represented as:

P (Y = +|Ŷ = +, A = a) = P (Y = +|Ŷ = +, A = ā) (12)

where the measure of predictive parity can be reformulated as:

Predictive Parity = |P (Y = +|Ŷ = +, A = a)− P (Y = +|Ŷ = +, A = ā)| (13)

where predictive parity ranges from 0 to 1, where 0 indicates the absence of discrimi-
nation and 1 signifies maximum discrimination. This redefined formula maintains the
core objective of evaluating fairness in predictive models by ensuring that precision is
consistent across both protected and non-protected groups, thereby fostering equality
in decision-making processes.

Predictive Equality: Also referred to as False Positive Rate (FPR) balance, is
aimed at ensuring the equality of decision accuracy across protected and non-protected
groups [136, 137]. Specifically, it seeks to equalize the probability of individuals from
a discriminated group (protected group) who are actually in the “fail” class but are
incorrectly predicted to be in the “pass” class, with that of individuals from the
non-discriminated group (non-protected group) [137]. Using the variables A for the
sensitive attribute (e.g., gender), a for the protected group (e.g., females), and ā for
the non-protected group (e.g., males), the predictive equality can be defined as:

P (Ŷ = +|Y = −, A = a) = P (Ŷ = +|Y = −, A = ā) (14)

In practice, the measure of predictive equality is reported by the difference in False
Positive Rates (FPRs) between the protected and non-protected groups:

Predictive Equality =
∣∣∣P (Ŷ = +|Y = −, A = a)− P (Ŷ = +|Y = −, A = ā)

∣∣∣ (15)
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The value of predictive equality ranges from 0 to 1, where 0 indicates no dis-
crimination, and 1 indicates maximum discrimination between the protected and
non-protected groups. This metric is crucial for assessing fairness in binary classi-
fication tasks, ensuring that both groups are treated equally in terms of predictive
errors.

4.3.3 Fairness Bonded Utility

The Fairness Bonded Utility (FBU) framework addresses the issue of finding a bal-
ance between model performance and fairness in machine learning. Striking the right
balance between fairness and model performance is a challenging task. FBU tackles
this issue by organizing the impacts of different fairness techniques into five clear lev-
els of effectiveness. These scenarios can vary, with some resulting in improvements
in both fairness and performance, while others may lead to a decrease in both. The
categorization is determined by assessing the fluctuation in model performance when
different fairness techniques are applied. These variations are then presented visually
on a two-dimensional coordinate system.

Within the FBU framework, a two-dimensional coordinate system is utilized to
illustrate the correlation between model performance and fairness, as shown in graph
(a) in Fig. 2. This requires the creation of pseudo-models Nβ , where β, represents
various ratios at which the original model’s predictions are replaced with a constant
output label, ranging from 10% to 100%. This substitution aims to simulate different
levels of fairness interventions, with the idea that increasing the number of replaced
predictions should ideally improve fairness, even if it may impact accuracy.

The trade-off baseline, a fundamental concept in FBU, employs the principle of
zero-normalization. This principle aims to reduce bias by ensuring that all individ-
uals are assigned the same label, even if it may impact performance. Through the
application of this principle, several pseudo-models (a variety of different proportions)
are generated, each substituting a different value β. Nβ compare the original model’s
predictions with the same output label. The baseline is demonstrated by connecting
points obtained from the original model and the pseudo-models, revealing the balance
between fairness and performance as more predictions are systematically substituted.

FBU divides the impact of bias mitigation techniques into five effectiveness levels
(see in graph (b) Fig. 2):

• Level 1: Jointly Advantageous, a technique belongs in this level if it improves both
model performance and fairness relative to the trade-off baseline.

• Level 2: Impressive, technique in this level enhances either model performance
or fairness compared to the trade-off baseline, making it overall better than the
trade-off baseline..

• Level 3: Reversed, if a technique improves model performance but leads to a
decrease in fairness.

• Level 4: Deficient, it leads to a decline in either model performance or fairness
compared to the baseline, making it overall worse than the trade-off baseline.

• Level 5: Jointly Disadvantageous, describing techniques that reduce both perfor-
mance and fairness, representing the least favorable outcome.
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Fig. 2: Visualizations of the Fairness Bonded Utility (FBU)

The quantitative evaluation in FBU focuses on the “Impressive” region, measur-
ing the area enclosed by the fairness-performance points relative to the baseline to
determine the trade-offs’ desirability. Larger areas indicate more favorable trade-offs,
allowing for a fair comparison of bias mitigation techniques based on their effectiveness
in balancing fairness and performance, even when the baseline exhibits curvature.

By providing a clear, quantifiable framework for assessing the impact of fairness
techniques on model fairness and performance, FBU simplifies the decision-making
process for selecting the most appropriate fairness technique. This comprehensive
approach enables a nuanced understanding of the trade-offs involved, facilitating a
more informed and sophisticated approach to achieving fairness in machine learning
applications [25].

4.4 Approaches to Improve Fairness

In order to address the aforementioned problems and biases (as outlined in Section
3.5), researchers and practitioners have proposed various approaches to mitigate bias
in AI. These approaches include pre-processing, in-processing, and post-processing
techniques [12], [138]. Each method addresses distinct parts of the modeling pipeline,
giving developers a toolset to improve AI fairness as well as enhance fairness in AI
tools, This section examines ways for mitigating bias (see Fig. 3).

4.4.1 Pre-Processing

Pre-processing techniques are aimed at identifying and reducing bias in the dataset
before it is used to train an AI model [12]. These techniques are particularly important
in educational settings, where data might reflect historical or societal biases that could
lead to unfair outcomes when used by AI systems. The following are key pre-processing
techniques used to enhance fairness:

Re-weighing: Reweighting is a crucial strategy employed in educational environ-
ments to enhance the fairness of AI models. This technique involves modifying the
weights assigned to instances within datasets, so guaranteeing that student groups,
particularly those that have historically been underrepresented, are accorded equal
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significance during the training process of the model. The utilization of this approach
is crucial in mitigating biases existing in educational data, hence facilitating a more
equitable portrayal of heterogeneous student cohorts. In their study [139], Calmon and
others introduced a reweighting methodology that effectively addresses the issue of bias
reduction while maintaining the usefulness of the data. They formulated this approach
as an optimization problem. The equilibrium is crucial in educational settings, where
the objective is not alone to properly forecast results but also to guarantee impartial-
ity and equality among different student populations. Additional research, exemplified
by [140], highlights the importance of reweighting in reducing prejudiced biases in the
processing of educational data. This, in turn, fosters the development of more inclu-
sive and fair AI applications in the field of education. Hajian and Domingo-Ferrer
(2013) emphasize the efficacy of the method in improving the equity of educational
predictive models, hence emphasizing its capacity to cultivate an educational milieu
that prioritizes diversity and equality.

Resampling: In the context of educational AI applications, resampling approaches
are of paramount importance in mitigating dataset discrepancies and promoting equi-
table representation among a wide range of student demographics. The objective of
these strategies is to enhance the balance of datasets for predictive modeling in the
field of education by either oversampling minority groups or undersampling dominant
groups. This methodology holds significant importance in various contexts, including
the prediction of student performance, admission procedures, and the identification of
kids at risk. In these circumstances, the presence of skewed data has the potential to
result in inequitable outcomes. The efficacy of resampling in mitigating bias in educa-
tional data mining and enhancing fairness in automated decision-making is exemplified
in a study conducted by [140]. In a similar vein, [141] employed resampling techniques
to forecast student achievement rates in digital educational environments, emphasiz-
ing its capacity to augment the precision and equity of predictive models. Resampling
approaches are used to modify the representation of various student groups in order
to prevent AI models in education from perpetuating existing disparities. This, in
turn, promotes equal educational opportunities for all students.Resampling techniques,
including oversampling and undersampling, aim to correct imbalances in datasets by
adjusting the representation of various groups to promote fairness in AI models:

Over Sampling: Oversampling techniques such as the Synthetic Minority Over-
sampling Technique (SMOTE) and Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs) play
a crucial role in addressing class imbalances related to student demographics and
learning outcomes. SMOTE, introduced by [142] and GANs, conceptualized by [143],
are particularly beneficial for creating balanced datasets that accurately represent
diverse student groups. SMOTE generates new examples within the minority class by
interpolating between existing instances, thereby enriching the dataset with a broader
representation of underrepresented student populations. On the other hand, GANs use
a competitive network framework to create synthetic data that mirrors the minority
class, offering a novel approach to augmenting datasets without merely duplicating
instances.
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These oversampling methods are instrumental in educational settings where the
equitable representation of all student groups is vital for developing fair and effec-
tive predictive models. For instance, in predicting student success, these techniques
can help ensure that models are trained on data that adequately represents students
from various backgrounds, thus avoiding biases against underrepresented groups [144].
However, the application of these methods must be approached with caution due
to potential challenges such as overfitting and the accurate reflection of intra-group
diversity. Ensuring that synthetic instances generated through SMOTE or GANs gen-
uinely represent the complexity of minority groups is critical for maintaining both
the fairness and accuracy of predictive models in education [140]. The strategic use of
oversampling in educational data science necessitates careful validation and a nuanced
understanding of how synthetic data impacts model performance and fairness. By
meticulously implementing and evaluating these techniques, educators and data sci-
entists can significantly improve the inclusivity and effectiveness of educational AI
applications.

Under Sampling: Under-sampling techniques, notably Random Under Sampling
(RUS) and the NearMiss algorithm, play a pivotal role in rectifying class imbalances
within educational data. These strategies aim to neutralize the overrepresentation of
majority classes, thereby facilitating the development of unbiased educational mod-
els. RUS simplifies the process by randomly removing instances from the majority
class [145], whereas NearMiss adopts a more strategic approach, selecting instances
close to the minority class to ensure the data retained is most useful for training.
Such methodologies are indispensable for constructing predictive models in edu-
cation that impartially forecast student outcomes, ranging from dropout risks to
underperformance identification, without favoring more prevalent classes [146].

However, the application of under-sampling presents notable challenges, partic-
ularly the risk of losing significant information when majority class instances are
eliminated. This loss could result in models that, despite being balanced, fail to com-
prehensively represent the diverse range of student performances and characteristics,
potentially undermining the model’s effectiveness and fairness [147, 148]. Therefore,
in educational settings, the deployment of under-sampling strategies demands careful
consideration and evaluation. It is crucial for educators and data scientists to strike
an optimal balance between fairness and accuracy, ensuring that the models not only
promote equitable educational outcomes but also retain a detailed insight into student
behaviors and achievements [149, 150].

4.4.2 In-processing Techniques

In-processing techniques involve modifying the learning algorithms to incorporate fair-
ness constraints, ensuring that the resulting models make fair decisions across different
groups [12]. These techniques are diverse, ranging from regularization methods to
adversarial debiasing, and are crucial for developing equitable AI systems in education.

Regularization Methods: Regularization techniques introduce a penalty term
to the model’s loss function, which aims to minimize prediction error and miti-
gate bias within the model. This approach is highly beneficial in AIED systems to
ensure equitable performance among diverse student groups. Few pioneers introduced
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Fig. 3: The Overall Architecture of The Algorithm Fairness

a fairness-aware regularizer that mitigates predictions leading to unequal opportu-
nities, thereby ensuring balanced model performance across different demographic
groups [151]. This concept was further expanded by [152], who developed a multi-
faceted regularization framework that simultaneously addresses various aspects of
fairness, enhancing the robustness of AIED systems against biases.

Constraint-based Optimization: In educational data analysis, constraint-based
optimization applies fairness as a concrete constraint within the optimization problems
solved by machine learning algorithms. This method explicitly incorporates fairness
criteria, such as ensuring equitable treatment across different demographic groups
(e.g., gender or ethnicity) in student performance predictions or admissions processes.
Zafar in [153] introduced a groundbreaking approach by embedding fairness constraints
into convex optimization problems, thus allowing the development of models that
uphold fairness without significantly sacrificing accuracy. This technique ensures that
predictive models in education do not perpetuate or exacerbate existing disparities
among student groups.

Further extending this approach, Donini and others in [154] proposed a kernel-
based optimization framework capable of integrating multiple fairness constraints.
This advancement has significantly enhanced the flexibility and applicability of
constraint-based optimization, making it possible to address complex fairness issues
in AI models used in education. For instance, these models can be employed to
ensure that predictive analytics tools used for student success forecasting or resource
allocation are fair and unbiased across different student demographics.

In the context of education, implementing these optimization techniques can lead
to more equitable educational technologies. For example, Grgić-Hlača and others
demonstrated the use of constraint-based optimization to mitigate biases in automated
essay scoring systems, ensuring fair treatment across students from various back-
grounds [155]. Similarly, Saleiro applied these principles to develop a fair early warning
system for identifying students at risk of dropping out, highlighting the method’s
potential to foster equity in educational outcomes [156].
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Adversarial Debiasing: Adversarial debiasing in the educational context entails
the use of an innovative methodology aimed at constructing equitable and impartial
predictive models. The approach employed in this study employs a dual-model frame-
work, wherein the primary model is responsible for forecasting educational outcomes,
such as student performance or admission decisions. Simultaneously, a secondary
model, referred to as the adversary, is designed to predict sensitive attributes, such as
race or gender, based on the predictions generated by the primary model. The objective
is to enhance the core model in a manner that prevents the opponent from utilizing its
predictions to precisely deduce sensitive qualities, hence guaranteeing impartial and
fair educational predictions. In their study, Wang and Cadamuro utilized this method-
ology to mitigate racial prejudice in predictive models for student success, showcasing
its capacity to generate more equitable educational forecasts [25]. This methodology
is consistent with the ideals of equity in the field of educational data science, promot-
ing the use of models that promote fair outcomes among various student populations.
Smith and Neff investigated the use of adversarial debiasing to reduce gender bias in
online course suggestions [157]. They emphasized the adaptability of this approach
in many educational contexts. The aforementioned findings underscore the efficacy of
adversarial debiasing in fostering equity and mitigating bias within educational envi-
ronments, hence facilitating the development of educational technologies that are more
inclusive and impartial.

4.4.3 Post-Processing Techniques

Post-processing techniques in AI involve adjusting the output of already trained mod-
els to meet certain fairness criteria. These techniques are particularly useful when
modifying the training data or the learning algorithm itself is not feasible [12]. In the
context of AIED, post-processing is crucial for ensuring that AI-driven educational
tools do not perpetuate or exacerbate existing inequalities among learners. This section
delves into various post-processing approaches to enhance fairness in AI models used
within educational settings.

Threshold Adjustment: In the realm of threshold adjustment for post-
processing in AI, several methodologies aim to enhance fairness in educational systems.
A notable approach is proposed by [158], where fairness constraints are integrated into
ranking algorithms, applicable for post-processing adjustments. This is crucial for edu-
cational AI systems that rank students and resources, ensuring fairness in the ranking
process. Similarly, [159] introduces an optimization-based strategy for adjusting deci-
sion thresholds in machine learning models to meet specific fairness objectives, such
as equitable student evaluations or resource distribution. These methods align with
the foundational principles outlined by [160] in their work on achieving demographic
parity through threshold adjustments, emphasizing the need for careful calibration to
maintain the balance between fairness and model accuracy. Collectively, these studies
underscore the importance of meticulous threshold adjustment in educational AI sys-
tems to promote equitable outcomes without compromising the integrity of the models
predictions.

Outcome Perturbation: Outcome perturbation, a method that introduces noise
to a model’s predictions to mitigate biases, can be significantly enhanced by the
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methodologies presented by [161] and [162]. Johndrow and Lum’s algorithm, originally
designed for race-independent recidivism prediction, offers a blueprint for obscuring
sensitive information in predictions, making it adaptable for educational AI systems
to reduce biases without compromising outcome utility. Similarly, Feldman and others
approach to certifying and removing disparate impacts provides a systematic way to
measure and mitigate bias through outcome perturbation, ensuring that educational
AI predictions do not disproportionately disadvantage any student group. Together,
these methodologies underscore the potential of outcome perturbation to maintain fair-
ness in AI-driven educational settings, while also preserving the privacy and integrity
of individual data points through techniques like differential privacy.

5 Ethical Considerations and Frameworks in AI for
Education

This section explores the ethical dilemmas linked to the utilization of AI in education,
emphasizing the need for AI specialists to possess a profound ethical comprehension.
The subject matter encompasses ethical quandaries such as prejudice, equity, con-
fidentiality, and the social ramifications of AI technology. Furthermore, it provides
a thorough examination of worldwide standards, rules, and ethical frameworks that
seek to lead the advancement and integration of artificial intelligence in the field of
education towards more ethical, fair, and inclusive approaches, as outlined in the
accompanying table.

5.1 Ethical Dilemmas

It is very crucial to acknowledge that the dilemmas in AIED are not solely technical
but also profoundly ethical. The ethical education in AI involves instilling a deep
understanding of the societal impacts of AI technologies. One of the central ethical
dilemmas is the bias and fairness in AI algorithms. As highlighted in [98], algorithms
can perpetuate or even exacerbate existing societal biases if not carefully designed
and scrutinized. This raises the need for AI education to incorporate critical thinking
about the ethical design and deployment of AI systems.

Privacy and data protection are other significant ethical concerns. With AI sys-
tems often trained on vast datasets, including personal information, there is a pressing
need to educate future AI professionals about data ethics, consent, and privacy
laws [163]. Moreover, the potential for AI to automate jobs and impact employment
introduces ethical considerations regarding the responsible development and imple-
mentation of AI technologies, emphasizing the need for AI education to address the
societal implications of AI [164].

The challenge of ensuring ethical AI education also extends to the development of
AI systems that are transparent, explainable, and accountable. As [165] argues, there
is an urgent need for AI systems to be understandable by humans, not only to foster
trust but also to ensure that decisions made by AI systems can be scrutinized and
challenged. This necessitates an educational focus on the interpretability of AI models
and the ethical implications of opaque, “black-box” systems.
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5.2 Guidelines, Policies, and Ethical Frameworks

The landscape of guidelines, policies, and regulations for AIED reflects a growing
global commitment to ethical, equitable, and inclusive AI practices. UNESCO’s rec-
ommendations on the ethics of AI and its guidance for policy-makers emphasize the
importance of transparency, accountability, and inclusiveness, urging stakeholders to
consider the ethical implications of AI in educational settings. The European Com-
mission’s ethics guidelines for trustworthy AI propose a set of key requirements for
AI systems, including fairness and non-discrimination, which are crucial for educa-
tional technologies. The UK’s national AI strategy highlights ethical AI use, with a
focus on fairness and bias reduction in education. The IEEE’s ethical standards and
the OECD’s AI Principles both advocate respect for learner rights and the inclusion
of diverse perspectives in AI development for education. The Montreal Declaration
and the ITU’s AI for Good initiative further stress the need for AI to promote well-
being, respect autonomy, and advance equitable education for all. Collectively, these
documents form a comprehensive framework aimed at guiding the responsible develop-
ment and deployment of AI in educational contexts, ensuring that these technologies
support equitable learning opportunities and outcomes(see Table 2).

Type Document Title Organization Country Year
Ethical Guidelines UNESCO’s recommendations on

the ethics of AI
UNESCO International 2019

Policy Framework AI in education: Guidance for
policy-makers

UNESCO International 2020

Regulation Ethics guidelines for trustworthy
AI

European
Commission

European
Union

2019

National Strategy National AI strategy UK Govern-
ment

United
Kingdom

2021

Ethical Standards AI and ethics in education IEEE Stan-
dards
Association

International 2020

Policy Guidelines AI Principles OECD International 2019
Ethical Frame-
work

Montreal declaration for a respon-
sible development of Artificial
Intelligence

Université de
Montréal

Canada 2018

Regulatory Guide-
lines

AI for Good ITU International Ongoing

Table 2: Guidelines, policies, and regulations addressing fairness in AIED

6 Tools and Datasets

This section explores various tools and datasets that are used for mitigating bias in
educational settings.

6.1 Tools

Numerous tools and frameworks have emerged to assist researchers and practitioners
in recognizing and resolving biases in AI models and datasets. Presented below is
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a compilation of frequently utilized tools in the field of AIED for identifying and
addressing bias:

AI Fairness 360 (AIF360)5: Developed by IBM Research, AI Fairness 360 is an
extensible open-source toolkit designed to help researchers and practitioners detect,
understand, and mitigate bias in machine learning models. It includes a comprehensive
set of metrics for datasets and models to test for biases, along with algorithms to
mitigate bias in machine learning pipelines [166].

Fairlearn6: Fairlearn is a Python package that aims to empower data scientists
and developers to assess and improve the fairness of their AI systems. It provides
algorithms to mitigate unfairness in supervised machine learning models and tools to
evaluate the models for fairness issues [167].

TensorFlow Fairness Indicators7: TensorFlow Fairness Indicators is an open-
source library that enables easy computation of commonly-identified fairness metrics
for binary and multi-class classifiers. It is designed to help users evaluate their mod-
els’ performance across different groups, especially in large-scale machine learning
workflows [168].

What-If Tool8: The What-If Tool (WIT) is an interactive visual interface
designed by Google for probing machine learning models. It allows users to analyze how
changes to the input data points or the model itself can affect the model’s predictions,
providing insights into the model’s performance across different groups [169].

FairTest9: FairTest is a tool aimed at uncovering unwarranted associations
between an application’s outcomes (e.g., predictions of an AI system) and sensitive
attributes (e.g., race or gender). It provides developers with investigative tools to
discover and debug biases [170].

FairML10: FairML offers a Python-based solution for evaluating bias in machine
learning models. This comprehensive toolkit measures the importance of each input in
the model. By utilizing model compression and four distinct input ranking methods,
FairML determines how much a model relies on specific inputs for its predictions. This
information can be instrumental in gauging the model’s fairness and visualizing the
independence of features [171].

Aequitas11: Aequitas is an open-source bias and fairness audit toolkit for machine
learning researchers to detect machine learning models to bias and discrimination.
Aequitas is often used in Binary Classification and contains 13 descriptions of bias
metrics. Most of the metrics are described in the confusion matrix section.

6.2 Datasets

Various datasets are frequently employed in research pertaining to the identification
and reduction of bias, providing valuable insights into a wide range of educational
settings and student engagements. These datasets aid in detecting biases associated

5https://aif360.res.ibm.com/
6https://fairlearn.org/
7https://www.tensorflow.org/responsible ai/fairness indicators/guide
8https://pair-code.github.io/what-if-tool/
9https://fairtest.org/
10https://github.com/adebayoj/fairml
11http://aequitas.dssg.io/
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with demographics, performance, and engagement, hence enabling the creation of AI-
driven educational systems that are more inclusive and successful (see Table 3). Below
are several noteworthy datasets:

Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS): This
dataset includes international assessments of math and science knowledge of fourth
and eighth graders, along with extensive background data on students, teachers, and
schools. TIMSS provides a basis for examining fairness in AI applications across
different educational systems and cultures [172].

Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA): Conducted by
the OECD, PISA assesses the educational performance of 15-year-olds in reading,
mathematics, and science across various countries. The dataset includes background
information, allowing for the analysis of fairness across different national and
socioeconomic contexts [173].

National Education Longitudinal Study (NELS:88): This dataset stems
from a United States study that began in 1988, tracking students’ educational experi-
ences and outcomes over time. It includes a wide range of variables such as academic
performance, socioeconomic status, and school characteristics, making it suitable for
fairness analysis in educational predictions [174].

EdNet: EdNet is a large-scale hierarchical dataset of student interactions with
an AI tutoring service, containing detailed traces of more than 100 million inter-
actions. It’s used for studying personalized learning and fairness in educational
recommendations [175].

Education Longitudinal Study of 2002 (ELS:2002): A longitudinal study
that follows students who were in 10th grade in 2002 through their secondary and
post-secondary years. The dataset includes information on student achievement, school
experiences, and transitions to college and work [176].

Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): A system
of surveys collecting information from every college, university, and technical and
vocational institution that participates in the federal student financial aid programs
in the United States [177].

Common Core of Data (CCD): A comprehensive, annual, national database
of all public elementary and secondary schools and school districts, which includes
information on school demographics, enrollment, and teacher counts [178].

KDDCUP 20157: This data set was used in the KDDCUP competition in
2015 [179]. It includes all students’ learning activities on the Xuetang platform in
2015, combining 39 courses which enrol 180785 students. The goal is to predict stu-
dent dropouts. The KDDCUP2015 data set can be used to test sensitive attributes of
gender.

OULAD (The Open University Learning Analytics dataset): The
OULAD dataset is an internationally publicly available learning analytics data
set [180]. The dataset contains data from 2013 to 2014 about courses, students, and
their interactions with the virtual learning environment for seven selected courses. The
target is to predict the students’ learning scores. The OULAD dataset can be used to
test gender or disability discrimination.
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Dataset Domain #Samples #Features Fairness Goal sensitive attributes

TIMSS [172]
Int. Ed. Assess-
ment

>300,000 >200 Group fairness
Country (multiple), gender (2),
educational resources (multiple)

PISA [173]
Int. Ed. Assess-
ment

>500,000 >600 Group fairness
Country (multiple), gender (2),
socio-economic background (multi-
ple)

NELS:88 [174]
Longitudinal Ed.
Study

>25,000 >1,000
Both group and indi-
vidual fairness

Race (multiple), gender (2), SES
(multiple)

EdNet [175]
AI Tutoring Sys-
tems

>100M interactions 300 Individual fairness Various (multiple)

KDDCUP 2015 [179]
Online Learning
Analysis

180,785 210 Individual fairness Gender (2)

OULAD [180]
Online Learning
Analysis

Varies 6 Individual fairness Gender (2), disability (2)

TutOR [181] ITS Analysis Varies 150 Individual fairness Age (multiple)

MOOCdb [182] MOOCs Analysis Varies 22 Individual fairness
Location (multiple), educational
background (multiple)

CMU DataShop [183] ITS Analysis Varies 500 Individual fairness Various (multiple)

LAK [184] Ed. Research Varies 100 Individual fairness
Educational level (multiple), disci-
pline (multiple)

CBT [185]
Reading Comp.
Analysis

Varies 50 Individual fairness Age (multiple)

ASSISTments [186]
Online Tutoring
Analysis

>100,000 interactions 200
Both group and indi-
vidual fairness

Socio-economic status (multiple),
gender (2)

CCD [178]
U.S. Public Ed.
Analysis

>100,000 schools >500 Group fairness
Race (multiple), ethnicity (mul-
tiple), English proficiency (multi-
ple), disability status (multiple)

IPEDS
Post-secondary Ed.
Analysis

>7,000 institutions >200
Both group and indi-
vidual fairness

Race (multiple), gender (2), finan-
cial aid status (multiple)

ELS:2002 [176]
Longitudinal Ed.
Study

15,000 >1,000
Both group and indi-
vidual fairness

Race (multiple), gender (2), SES
(multiple), school type (multiple)

Table 3: Datasets Used in Fairness and Bias Research in Education

TutOR: This dataset is collected from an Intelligent Tutoring System (ITS) and
includes information on students’ ages and prior knowledge levels. It is particularly
useful for developing and evaluating adaptive learning systems [181].

MOOCdb: Derived from Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs), this dataset
contains information on students’ locations, educational backgrounds, and interaction
patterns. It is suited for learning analytics (LA) and clustering analyses to understand
engagement and learning behaviors across diverse educational backgrounds [182].

CMU DataShop: Hosted by Carnegie Mellon University. This repository con-
tains datasets from various ITSs, covering a wide range of variables. It supports
diverse research in AIED, from student modeling to the evaluation of instructional
strategies [183].

LAK Dataset: Originating from the Learning Analytics and Knowledge confer-
ence, this dataset encompasses data on educational levels and disciplines, suitable for
network analysis and learning analytics research to uncover patterns and insights in
academic performance and behaviors [184].

CBT (Computer-Based Tutoring): The CBT dataset focuses on reading lev-
els and includes data on students’ ages. It is especially suited for natural language
processing (NLP) and content analysis to study reading comprehension and literacy
development [185].

ASSISTments: This dataset originates from the ASSISTments online tutoring
platform and includes detailed student interaction data. It is valuable for examining
the impact of socio-economic status and gender on student performance, especially in
the context of educational data mining (EDM) and predictive modeling [186].
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7 Challenges and Future Directions

Despite the large number of approaches and metrics that are available in the literature,
there are still many gaps in this field of study. The primary barriers to algorithmic fair-
ness research are listed in this part to provide an overview of possible future research
topics.

Personalization Versus Data Privacy: Given the widespread use of personal-
ized learning, there is a need for more research on how artificial intelligence may be
most effectively utilized to promote personalized learning. This includes tasks such as
proposing learning materials tailored to individual learners and providing guidance in
problem-solving [187]. However, to provide customized experiences, AI model train-
ing necessitates using large-scale learner data, which may include extremely sensitive
information. Occasionally, models unintentionally retain training data that contains
sensitive information, which becomes exposed during the analysis of the model. Nev-
ertheless, the full capabilities of a machine learning model can only be actualized via
the examination of learners’ data [188]. Due to the inability of most existing models to
ensure that their output can be applied to different learners beyond specific individual
characteristics, as well as the potential risk to learners’ data and the negative impact
on the acceptance of AI in society, it is necessary to restrict instructors’ access to learn-
ers’ data in order to limit learners’ exposure to instructors’ knowledge appropriately.
Educational institutions should practice transparency about student data privacy to
address any misconceptions and concerns related to data use.

Data-Related Challenges: The challenge of biased data stands as a formidable
barrier to achieving fairness. AI systems are inherently shaped by the historical data on
which they are trained, data that often mirrors the prejudices and societal inequities of
the real world. This reality manifests starkly in educational contexts, where datasets
may underrepresent minority groups or encapsulate biased assessments of student
capabilities, thus fostering a cycle where biases are not only perpetuated but ampli-
fied. The consequences of leveraging such skewed datasets are significant, impeding the
AI’s learning efficacy and its capacity to render impartial decisions, thereby exacer-
bating the challenge of ensuring equitable educational outcomes [98, 189]. To confront
this issue, a pivotal future direction involves the meticulous curation of representa-
tive and comprehensive datasets. This task necessitates a concerted effort to integrate
diverse demographic groups and neutralize the historical biases ingrained in educa-
tional data. Approaches like participatory data collection, where input from a wide
array of stakeholders enriches dataset development, emerge as essential strategies.
Furthermore, adopting data augmentation and creating synthetic data stand as inno-
vative methods to infuse diversity into training sets, thereby diminishing the potential
for biased AI outputs and steering the path towards more equitable AI applications
in education [190].

The Definition and Measurement of Fairness: The multifaceted concept of
fairness in AI presents a formidable challenge, as it defies a one-size-fits-all definition,
varying significantly across cultural, social, and individual dimensions. This variabil-
ity complicates the translation of abstract fairness ideals into quantifiable metrics that
can effectively guide the development and evaluation of AI systems, leading to a lack
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of consensus on appropriate fairness metrics within diverse contexts [191]. Address-
ing this ambiguity demands a dual approach. First, the development of standardized
fairness metrics, specifically tailored to fit the educational sector, emerges as a criti-
cal need. Such standardization requires an interdisciplinary effort, combining insights
from ethics, sociology, computer science, and educational theory to capture the com-
plexity of fairness in educational settings. Second, adopting contextual approaches to
fairness—where metrics are dynamically adjusted to fit the unique characteristics of
specific educational contexts and their respective populations—offers a pathway to
more relevant and impactful fairness interventions. This approach acknowledges the
contextual nature of fairness, ensuring that AI applications are evaluated and refined
in alignment with the nuanced realities of their intended settings [113].

Trade-offs Between Fairness and Accuracy: The trade-off between fairness
and accuracy is a fundamental difficulty in the field of AI applications in educational
settings. The problem stems from the necessity to provide fair results among varied
student demographics while upholding the accuracy of forecasting algorithms. The
presence of trade-offs frequently requires making concessions that can substantially
impact the effectiveness and ethical integrity of educational AI systems. The issue of
reconciling fairness with performance measurements is of utmost importance, espe-
cially considering the significant consequences of AI-driven judgments in the field of
education. The future trend is towards the advancement of algorithms that consider
fairness and strategies for optimizing several objectives. The objective of these devel-
opments is to include fairness issues exclusively in the optimization process of the
model, hence diminishing the need to make concessions on accuracy. The objective
of employing these novel modeling methodologies is to balance fairness and perfor-
mance, enabling AI systems in the field of education to provide impartial conclusions
while maintaining their predictive capacities. The aforementioned strategy tackles the
immediate technological obstacles and corresponds with the wider ethical obligation to
cultivate fair and impartial educational settings by utilizing artificial intelligence [137].

Digital-divide: The digital divide poses a significant challenge in the integration
of AI in education, as highlighted by several sources [192]. The study [193] highlights
how the lack of access to digital infrastructure, devices, and internet connectivity
can exacerbate existing inequalities, particularly in developing countries like Pakistan.
emphasizes the need to bridge this digital divide in physiotherapy education specifi-
cally. To address this issue, future directions should focus on ensuring equitable access
to technology and digital resources. Providing necessary gadgets, internet access, and
training can help mitigate the digital divide’s impact on students’ performance [194],
recommends enhancing communication competence through targeted awareness cam-
paigns and infrastructure development. Moreover, it underscores the importance of
ethical considerations, such as data privacy and addressing biases, in developing
and implementing AI-powered educational solutions. Collaboration between stake-
holders, including government, industry, and civil society organizations, is crucial for
sustainable change [195].

Teacher and Student Adoption: The adaptation of teachers and students to
AI in education is a complex challenge that necessitates targeted strategies to ensure
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successful implementation. Research underscores the importance of developing adap-
tive learning systems that align with individual learning styles and needs, necessitating
comprehensive teacher training on the effective use of AI tools and their integration
into pedagogical practices [196]. Interactive language programs and virtual learning
platforms offer personalized learning experiences; however, teachers need to be adept
at guiding students through these technologies to maximize their potential [197]. Addi-
tionally, the impact of students’ metacognitive awareness on their engagement with AI
tools like ChatGPT highlights the importance of providing customized support and
training to foster effective utilization [198].

Future initiatives should include the establishment of extensive training programs
for both educators and students, which could encompass workshops, online resources,
and collaborative learning communities [199]. These resources would facilitate the
sharing of best practices and collaborative problem-solving to address emerging chal-
lenges. Moreover, the integration of emotionally aware AI systems could significantly
enhance classroom interactions by providing real-time feedback based on non-verbal
cues [200]. Nevertheless, the implementation of such technologies must also con-
sider ethical issues, including data privacy and the mitigation of biases, to prevent
unintended consequences.

8 Conclusion

This comprehensive survey paper delves into the concepts of fairness, bias, and ethics
in the realm of AI applications in education. It offers a critical perspective on the
evolution of AIED from basic computer-assisted instructions to advanced adaptive
learning systems. The paper emphasizes the significance of adopting a multidisci-
plinary approach to address the complex challenges of ensuring fairness in educational
AI, including data-related, algorithmic, and user-interaction biases. Through a thor-
ough examination of existing literature and frameworks, it not only highlights technical
obstacles like the trade-off between fairness and accuracy and the lack of diverse
datasets but also navigates the ethical quandaries associated with the implementa-
tion of AI in educational settings. By outlining future pathways, such as the creation
of comprehensive fairness frameworks and the promotion of global cooperation, this
study underscores the continuous demand for innovative solutions that harmonize
technical efficiency with ethical obligations. It advocates a collaborative endeavor
involving researchers, practitioners, and policymakers to leverage the potential of AI in
enriching educational opportunities while preventing the perpetuation of disparities,
thereby ensuring a responsible and fair integration of AI technologies in educational
environments.
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[101] Gašević, D., Dawson, S., Siemens, G.: Let’s not forget: Learning analytics are
about learning. TechTrends 59(1), 64–71 (2015)

[102] Shermis, M.D., Burstein, J.C.: Automated Essay Scoring: A Cross-disciplinary
Perspective. Routledge, New York, NY (2003)

[103] Mayfield, E., Rosé, C.P.: Lightside: Open source machine learning for text
accessible to non-experts. Instructional Science 41(4), 709–732 (2013)

[104] Shahbazi, N., Lin, Y., Asudeh, A., Jagadish, H.V.: Representation bias in data:
A survey on identification and resolution techniques. ACM Computing Surveys
55, 1–39 (2022)

[105] Holstein, K., Wortman Vaughan, J., Daumé III, H., Dudik, M., Wallach, H.:
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