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Abstract

This paper presents a scoping review of algorithmic fairness
research over the past fifteen years, utilising a dataset sourced
from Web of Science, HEIN Online, FAccT and AIES pro-
ceedings. All articles come from the computer science and
legal field and focus on AI algorithms with potential discrimi-
natory effects on population groups. Each article is annotated
based on their discussed technology, demographic focus,
application domain and geographical context1. Our analysis
reveals a growing trend towards specificity in addressed do-
mains, approaches, and demographics, though a substantial
portion of contributions remains generic. Specialised discus-
sions often concentrate on gender- or race-based discrim-
ination in classification tasks. Regarding the geographical
context of research, the focus is overwhelming on North
America and Europe (Global North Countries), with limited
representation from other regions. This raises concerns about
overlooking other types of AI applications, their adverse ef-
fects on different types of population groups, and the cultural
considerations necessary for addressing these problems. With
the help of some highlighted works, we advocate why a wider
range of topics must be discussed and why domain-, tech-
nological, diverse geographical and demographic-specific
approaches are needed. This paper also explores the inter-
disciplinary nature of algorithmic fairness research in law
and computer science to gain insight into how researchers
from these fields approach the topic independently or in
collaboration. By examining this, we can better understand
the unique contributions that both disciplines can bring.

Introduction
Research on algorithmic fairness has been present for about
15 years. What initially started as a slow movement has be-
come a popular and prominent research field, with dedicated
conferences about the topic, like ACM FAccT and AAAI
AIES. Throughout these years, the field has kept evolv-
ing, fueled by public discourses about unfair algorithms,
new legislations around AI and ever-emerging technologies.
While it is generally well known that the field develops
rapidly, less is understood about how it has developed, what
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1The data is available at https://github.com/calathea21/
algorithmic fairness scoping review

the most prominent research areas are and where the re-
search efforts come from. Yet, only when zooming out and
having a better view of the large body of literature that al-
ready exists, we get an idea of whether the research has kept
up with the pace in of technology and where the biggest
research research gaps and opportunities lay. For this pur-
pose, we have conducted a scoping review on the field of al-
gorithmic fairness. Using four scientific databases, namely,
Web of Science, Hein Online, ACM FAccT and AAAI AIES
proceedings, we have sampled a total of 1570 papers deal-
ing with this topic and have annotated them in terms of the
domain they consider, the demographic groups they focus
on and technology they discuss. By providing aggregated
results over these three metrics, we sketch an overview of
the most prominent research areas within the field, and how
these have developed over the years. In doing so, we also dif-
ferentiate between the research efforts coming from primar-
ily Computer Science and Law based perspectives. We high-
light how authors with different expertise approach research
areas differently, and which areas remain under-addressed
by either or both communities. By then highlighting some
research studies in less popular areas of the field, we empha-
size which areas need to be addressed to tackle algorithmic
discrimination in all of its forms, rather than limited to a nar-
row set of technologies and domains. To summarize, the first
part of our work addresses the following research questions:

RQ1: How has algorithmic fairness literature developed in
terms of the domains they address and what are the oppor-
tunities/gaps in adopting domain-specific approaches from a
technological and legal perspective?

RQ2: How has algorithmic fairness literature developed in
terms of the demographic groups they focus on? How does
this differ between researchers with technological and legal
expertise?

RQ3: How has algorithmic fairness literature developed in
terms of the technologies they address? How does this differ
between researchers with technological and legal expertise?

Our last research concerns the geographical context of the
research on algorithmic fairness, both in terms of the au-
thors’ affiliations and the geographical areas they address.
We showcase how much of the current literature is primarily
centred around Global Northern countries and highlight how
more recent contributions, focussing on other geographical
areas, bring to light important considerations around algo-
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rithmic fairness that should not be overlooked. Hence the
last research question of this study is:

RQ4: What is the geographical scope of algorithmic fair-
ness literature, both in terms of researchers’ geographical
affiliation and the content of their papers?

Related Literature & Motivation
There are many literature reviews available related to al-
gorithmic fairness. Different from scoping reviews, these
works dive into specific aspects of the topic, like bias mit-
igation methods for classification algorithms (Hort et al.
2023), datasets commonly used in experiments (Fabris et al.
2022), or fairness concerns related to specific technologies
like computer vision system. (Malik and Singh 2019). Their
goal is to summarize the most important contributions and
insights surrounding these topics and identify concrete re-
search gaps related to them. In comparison, scoping reviews
on algorithmic fairness are much more sparse. Rather than
summarizing the literature on one concrete topic, scoping re-
views aim to give a high-level overview of broad and general
research areas that encompass many different technologies,
domains and disciplines. Scoping revies aim to sketch the
breadth of these areas and identify the most popular research
directions. In doing so, they also highlight which areas are
currently underexplored and need more attention from the
research community.

Vilaza et al. (2022) report a scoping review on ethics in
technology and inspect 129 papers coming from the SIGCHI
conferences. In particular, they assess the themes of the
ethical considerations in each paper (e.g. privacy, discrim-
ination, mental well-being etc.), the population groups that
are discussed, and the type of technologies inspected (e.g.
web applications, social media, etc.). Similarly, a study by
Birhane et al. (2022) dives into the topic of AI ethics across
FAccT and AIES papers. They aggregate results of 535 pa-
pers, focusing on how concrete or abstract each work of
literature is regarding the ethical aspects they address. In
particular, they inspect whether papers discuss case studies
of algorithmic systems already used by industry, and how
much effort the works put into understanding how real stake-
holders are affected by these systems. A study that empha-
sizes geographical regions/contexts in which AI ethics are
addressed is conducted by Urman et al (2024). Specifically,
they inspect 200 papers describing AI auditing studies, not
just identifying which ethical aspects the AI systems are au-
dited for, but also highlighting the countries on which the
audits were focused, and the geographical affiliation of the
authors contributing to these studies. Our contribution sets
itself apart from these already existing scoping reviews in
various ways:

1. Different from other studies, we focus on algorithmic
fairness as one sub-area of AI ethics, rather than AI ethics
in general. This allows us to identify the research land-
scape and gaps more specific to this area, addressing
the research focus in terms of addressed domains, demo-
graphic groups, technologies and geographical context

2. We are the first scoping review, to inspect the develop-
ment of the research area from an interdisciplinary per-

spective, focusing on how authors with Computer Sci-
ence and Law expertise address this topic differently, and
where the research gaps in either or both of the fields lay

3. To the best of our knowledge our study is the largest
scoping review on AI ethics, aggregating the results of
a total of 1570 papers. By not merely focussing on con-
tributions coming from FAccT and AIES, we get a better
overview of the current literature.

Methodology
To conduct our scoping review we adopt the PRISMA (short
for: “Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews
and Meta-Analyses”) guidelines (Liberati et al. 2009). This
means that our methodology consisted of three key steps:
the first, was devising a search strategy, by selecting the sci-
entific databases for locating relevant papers and designing
queries to search these databases. The second step was go-
ing through the found papers and deciding which ones to
include in this review. The third and last step was annotating
the selected papers for relevant information and analysing
the results. We are going to describe each step in more detail
in the following sections.

Databases & Search Query
We used Web of Science as our main database for scien-
tific articles. Using their advanced search function, we set
up the search query as seen in Figure 1 to find papers re-
lated to algorithmic fairness, with a focus on Computer Sci-
ence or Law. The search query uses filters to scan through
papers based on their title and abstracts. It looks for spe-
cific keyword combinations in either of them. The keyword
combinations are all variations of terms like “algorithmic
fairness”, “fair Machine Learning”, or “discrimination in
AI”. By including the wildcard operator (*), we ensured that
variations of words are captured that come from the same
root (e.g., including the wild card operator before and af-
ter ‘fair’ we automatically include terms like “unfair” and
“fairly”). Further, we use the (NEAR\5) operator to spec-
ify that two words should be placed within a distance of 5
words in the text. The search query was based on an itera-
tive process, adding or removing terms depending on how
many search results we obtained. For instance, initially, the
query accounted for terms like “bias in Machine Learning”.
However, as “bias” is also a purely mathematical (and not
ethical) related concept, this yielded too many results, and
we excluded this term. After finalising our search query, we
conducted a sanity check to ensure that it captured highly
cited and well-known papers. We used variations of the same
query for the database of papers from ACM FAccT and
AAAI AIES proceedings, as well as Hein Online. We chose
the first two, as they are the the most prominent conferences
on ethics in socio-technical systems. We chose the latter be-
cause it is a database containing mostly legal sources, under-
represented in the results of Web of Science.

Selection of Papers
Once we executed our initial search query, we received a
total of 6027 papers that required screening for their rele-



((((TS=(*fairness NEAR/5 algorithm*OR *fairness NEAR/5 machine learning OR
*fairness NEAR/5 ML OR *fairness NEAR/5 artificial intelligence OR
*fairness NEAR/5 AI OR *fairness NEAR/5 classif*
OR
*fair NEAR/5 algorithm* OR *fair NEAR/5 machine learning OR *fair NEAR/5 ML OR
*fair NEAR/5 artificial intelligence OR *fair NEAR/5 AI OR
*fair NEAR/5 classif*
OR
discrimination NEAR/5 algorithm* OR discrimination NEAR/5 machine learning OR
discrimination NEAR/5 ML OR discrimination NEAR/5 artificial intelligence OR
discrimination NEAR/5 AI OR discrimination NEAR/5 classif*
OR
*justic* NEAR/5 algorithm* OR *justic* NEAR/5 machine learning OR
*justic* NEAR/5 ML OR *justic* NEAR/5 artificial intelligence OR
*justic* NEAR/5 AI OR *justic* NEAR/5 classif*))

AND SU=(Law OR Computer Science)) NOT SU = (Biology))) 

Figure 1: The Web of Science search query to capture relevant literature, based on key phrases in papers’ title and abstract

vance to the topic of algorithmic fairness. To perform the
screening, we utilised Rayyan.ai and established various in-
clusion and exclusion criteria. To be included in the review,
sources were required to have an abstract to ensure that each
source under consideration had a minimum level of informa-
tion available. Moreover, several categories of sources were
excluded from the outset. These included introductory notes,
book reviews and tutorials, as they were not expected to pro-
vide in-depth research content and were not aligned with the
intended study scope. Additionally, abstracts of workshops
and tutorials for which the full article or chapter could not be
accessed were excluded. Lastly, language was an exclusion
criterion, with sources not in English being excluded. We
then used the articles’ titles as primary indicators of their
relevance to the field of algorithmic fairness. In case of am-
biguity, we also used the papers’ abstracts to decide on their
relevance. Through this selection process we ended up with
a total of 1570 sources to be included in this scoping review.

Data Extraction
For each of the papers we included for this analysis sev-
eral features were available, namely their title, abstract and
year of publication. Many papers also had a DOI available,
which we used to automatically extract additional informa-
tion from them using pybliometrics (Rose and Kitchin
2019). This python library utilizes an API to extract infor-
mation from the Scopus database. In our case, we extracted
the names of the papers’ authors, and for each author their
affiliation at the time of writing the paper (consisting of the
name of their institution as well as the corresponding coun-
try). This information would be used for answering RQ4. To
answer parts of research questions 1-3, we also extracted the
main expertise areas of each author, as they had self-reported
in Scopus.

To extract information on authors’ affiliation and exper-
tise on papers without a DOI, we carried out a manual la-
belling process. We manually checked the papers to extract
the authors’ names and their affiliations at the time of writ-
ing. To determine their area of expertise, we used platforms
such as Google Scholar, LinkedIn, and Research Gate. It is
important to note that the different labelling processes of au-

thors’ expertise may have introduced some errors or biases
in our final dataset of papers. This is because the authors’
self-reported areas of expertise may differ from the ones
we could establish ourselves through a basic web search.
Therefore, any results that pertain to this aspect should be
regarded as a proxy. Further, many papers had authors com-
ing from mixed backgrounds, with at least one author listing
both “Computer Science” and “Law” as their main exper-
tise. Though generally, it could be interesting to inspect con-
tributions from authors with such mixed backgrounds, our
result analysis focuses on the work coming only from Law
or only Computer Science expertise. This choice was made,
because we found many of the “mixed” expertise labels to
not be completely reliable, i.e. we found that a lot of Com-
puter Scientists listed “Law” as one of their backgrounds,
mostly because “algorithmic fairness” is a topic with some
legal implications, not because their work specifically deals
with any specific legislation or other legal considerations.

To analyse papers’ domain-, demographic and technolog-
ical focus, as we address in RQ1-RQ3, we manually anno-
tated papers according to these characteristics, using their
titles and abstract. We acknowledge that reading full papers
would yield more precise results, but since our database con-
sisted of more than 1500 papers, time constraints did not
allow this. Through an iterative process, we identified re-
curring themes regarding the three dimensions and merged
similar categories into broader ones, where needed. For ex-
ample, to describe the papers’ technological focus we first
had a separate category for “Face Recognition”, but because
not many papers focussed on this topic, we decided to in-
clude them in the broader category ”Computer Vision“.

Below we list the annotation labels we ended up using for
each of the three papers’ features:

• Domain - Criminal Justice, Education, Employment, Fi-
nance, Health, Judicature, Public Sector, Other, None

• Demographic Groups as Based on - Age, Disability,
Gender, Intersectional, Race, Other, None

• Technological Approach - Computer Vision, Data Col-
lection, Hybrid Human-AI, NLP, Resource Allocation,
Social Networks, Unsupervised Learning, Ranking, Rec-



ommendation, Classification, Other, General

In the result analysis it will become clear that a lot of
our found papers do not focus on a specific domain or de-
mographic group (as denoted by the “None” label for either
of both features). It is important to note, that both features
were only assigned a “non-None” label if papers made some
demographic group or some domain the specific focus of
their research. To exemplify, many papers introduce novel
bias mitigation methods for classification tasks and test their
method among others on the COMPAS dataset. Even though
this dataset falls under the criminal justice domain, these pa-
pers were not tagged as such, unless they specified in their
abstract that they went beyond the general benchmark eval-
uation on this dataset, e.g. consulting domain experts’ opin-
ions on the matter or considering domain-specific legisla-
tion. Similarly, many papers consider “sex” or “race” as sen-
sitive attributes in their experimental settings. Again, their
demographic focus was not tagged as such, unless they dived
into specific, historically- or culturally grounded discrimina-
tion of those groups. Regarding the technological approach
of papers, the “General” label was used if a paper provided a
literature review on algorithmic fairness or discussed this as
a broad phenomenon, considering many different algorith-
mic approaches. Also, if a paper’s technological approach
fell into multiple categories, we chose the more specific one
as the primary focus. For instance, a paper on hate speech
classification was labelled as ”Natural Language Process-
ing” instead of ”Classification”.

Lastly, to provide labels for the geographical content of
papers to answer RQ4, we checked if they mentioned any
specific region (“Europe”) or country (e.g. “United States”)
in their title or abstracts and annotated them accordingly.

Results
After selecting and annotating our papers we conducted the
analyses to answer our research questions as outlined in
the Introduction of this paper. In the following sections, we
will describe the results of these analyses. For each research
question, we will first provide a high-level overview of the
results, highlighting the research trends related to the spe-
cific areas. After, we highlight some specific case studies
belonging to less popular research areas, emphasizing the
need to dedicate more research to them.

RQ1: The Need for Domain-Specific Approaches
Looking at Figure 2, we observe a rising trend in the number
of domain-specific papers over the years. Whereas in 2016
only 1̃2% of papers looked at algorithmic fairness through a
domain-specific lens, this has risen to 28% by 2023. The
most prominent domains revolve around health, criminal
justice, judicature and employment. Perhaps unsurprisingly,
the rising interest in these domains coincides with case stud-
ies within those spheres that have gained public attention.
For instance, in 2016 ProPublica published their article on
the infamous COMPAS case, an algorithmic risk assessment
tool that displayed racial biases against African Americans
(Larson et al. 2016). In the years following the publication,

there is a notable rise in papers addressing fairness in crim-
inal risk assessment. Similarly, we observe an increased in-
terest in fairness in the employment sector after information
was released in 2018 about a recruitment tool that Amazon
scrapped because of its sexist preference towards male can-
didates (Dastin 2018). As we will argue in the next para-
graphs, domain-specific approaches open up doors to not
just view algorithmic fairness as a general problem, but ap-
proach the topic with awareness of the unique challenges in
each domain. This holds both when focussing on algorith-
mic fairness from a legal and technological point of view.

When inspecting Figure 3 it is striking how legal authors
are much more likely to take this approach to algorithmic
fairness than Computer Scientists. A common theme that is
touched upon by them, is the adequacy of existing laws to
address changes brought by the ubiquitous use of AI sys-
tems in different domains. For example, Hertza examines
the regulatory landscape in the United States on credit lend-
ing, focusing on the Fair Credit Reporting Act (FCRA) and
the Equal Credit Opportunities Act (ECOA) (Hertza 2018).
He argues that these laws are inadequate in safeguarding the
rights of credit consumers in light of the increasing reliance
on big data and advanced algorithmic systems for lending
decisions. For example, the FCRA gives consumers the right
to access their credit report records, consisting of informa-
tion about their loan history, on which credit decisions were
traditionally based. However, given that the FCRA was en-
acted in the 1970s, it did not account for the type of third-
party data that banks increasingly use to make their deci-
sions, such as lenders’ social media profiles or web brows-
ing history. Lacking the right to access this information and
understanding how algorithms utilize it, makes it impossible
for consumers to challenge algorithmic decisions and assess
their fairness. To make up for these gaps in the legislation,
Hertza proposes the adoption of the EU General Data Pro-
tection Regulation (GDPR) for reforming consumer credit
regulation in the US. Because the GDPR is an industry-
agnostic framework, it gives individuals the right to access
any personal information being processed about them, not
just the information on their credit history, that comes from
financial institutions. Studies like these highlight the advan-
tage of domain-specific approaches when discussing algo-
rithmic fairness from a legal perspective: as many domains
come with their own set of laws, only specific contributions
can give insights into their adequacy and invite researchers
to challenge them.

Figure 3 shows us that Computer Scientists are less likely
to take domain-specific approaches. Still, when investigating
some of their works, it becomes apparent why specific con-
tibutions are needed to understand the technological chal-
lenges within different sectors. Take for instance Pena et al.’s
paper set in the employment domain, exploring the type of
algorithms typically used to analyse resumes or other pro-
fessional profiles (e.g., LinkedIn data) in a hiring context.
Different from the typical data in other domains, resumes are
usually multimodal, as they consist of structured data (e.g.,
standardized formats to display a person’s educational his-
tory), unstructured text (e.g., personal biographies) and even
images (e.g. profile pictures). Consequentially, automatized
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solutions for hiring decisions are also multimodal, meaning
that one or more multiple models are built to analyze the
different data types and base decisions on them. While bi-
ases in text-processing or computer vision models have been
studied in isolation, the combination of these models and
how this combination contributes to new discriminatory bi-
ases is less well studied. Another employment-specific study
by Rhea et al. even showed how in a hiring setting, simple
changes, like whether a resume is processed as raw text or in
a PDF file, can change the output of such decision-making
systems (Rhea et al. 2022). We argue that domain-specific
approaches are much more likely to reveal problems like
these, as they encourage researchers to consider the input
data and algorithmic systems that are already in use, rather
than making generic assumptions about them.

A final argument for more domain-specific approaches
is that they can foster collaborations with interdisciplinary
researchers, industry and public institutions, allowing for
more in-depth and realistic analyses of unfair practices.
Take for instance the study by Elzayhn et al. (Elzayn et al.
2023), which is a collaboration between computer scientists,
economic- and legal researchers, as well as employees of the
US Office of Tax Analysis. They analyse a real-life dataset
of taxpayers in the US and - taking domain knowledge about
the Tax Payment System into account - analyze if tax au-
dit rates (that partly depend on algorithmic decisions) differ
for black and non-black taxpayers. In working with realis-
tic data, the researchers have to deal with challenges often
ignored in algorithmic fairness literature, e.g. how to con-
duct an audit when information about sensitive attributes is
not available, but needs to be accurately inferred from the
data. Further, by collaborating with the Tax Analysis Office
they identify possibilities in reducing the found racial im-
pact, while accounting for their budget and time constraints.

Again, this paper forms a contrast to more generic work
on algorithmic discrimination, where computer scientists of-
ten work in isolation of the institutions using algorithmic
systems (Veale, Van Kleek, and Binns 2018). In those pa-
pers, researchers also commonly use benchmarking datasets
for testing their algorithms, which are publicly available
datasets, meant to standardize how algorithmic performance
is assessed. Though these datasets have their merits, re-
searchers have warned about their quality and the extent to
which they can mirror realistic industry use cases (Ding et al.
2021). Additionally, only using benchmark datasets can in-
crease the risk of overgeneralizing results obtained from
them. Hence, working with domain-specific data that comes
from interdisciplinary/industrial collaborations can provide
more realistic views on the suitability of AI technologies
aimed at addressing algorithmic biases.

To conclude this section, we believe that generic work has
been and can still be useful to lay the foundation for algo-
rithmic fairness, but that having more domain-specific case
studies will help in tackling more realistic challenges. We
have observed a clear trend towards researchers publishing
more domain-specific papers, however, as Figure 2 shows,
many papers remain generic and others revolve around sim-
ilar domains like health and criminal justice. This may come
at the risk of ignoring the risk of algorithmic discrimina-
tion in other domains, such as policing, insurance or sharing
economy platforms. Hence, broadening the scope of the re-
search field and keeping up to date with the diverse indus-
tries/institutions using algorithmic systems, will be essential
to reveal the technological challenges and legislation gaps
specific to each domain and create tailor-made solutions for
them.



RQ2: Making Diverse (Intersectional)
Demographic Groups the Focus of the Research

Over the past few years, there has been a slight trend towards
publishing more papers that focus on specific demographic
groups (e.g., based on race or sex) rather than tackling al-
gorithmic fairness from a generic perspective (see Figure
5. In 2023, around 10% of the papers made some demo-
graphic group a focus of their work, compared to only 2-6%
in 2017-2019. The most prominent categories that papers fo-
cus on are race and gender. Also, noticeably, over the years
more papers focused on fairness for intersectional groups.
Whereas the first two papers on intersectional discrimina-
tion appeared only in 2019, in 2022 and 2023, a combined
number of 18 papers have focused on this topic.

Similarly, when it comes to focusing on domains when
studying algorithmic fairness, we believe that focusing on
demographic groups comes with the advantage of account-
ing for the historical context and the social dynamics be-
hind discriminatory practices. This viewpoint echoes the ar-
gument presented by Hu & Kohler-Hausmann in their paper
on algorithmic gender discrimination (2020). Using the ex-
ample of a decision-making system for college admissions,
they highlight how viewing gender as one physical feature
in isolation from other attributes, does not do justice to the
broader societal implications that come with it. For instance,
in college admissions, there are differences across genders
in what college programs they apply for or how people’s
gender shape their opportunities in life. Hence, any fairness
considerations made in such a setting should not just con-
sider questions like “are admission ratios equally distributed
across sexes?”, but also consider why women are less likely
to apply for science departments or how societal expecta-
tions shaped their past educational and extracurricular ac-
tivities. Only when recognizing what (algorithmic) fairness
would mean in the light of these demographic-specific con-
siderations, meaningful steps can be taken to tackle historic
inequalities.

While it is encouraging, that some more papers have taken
these demographic-specific approaches over the years, the
relatively strong focus on gender and race comes with the
risk of ignoring other groups that are targets for discrim-
ination. For instance, over 15 years we only found 8 pa-
pers focusing on algorithmic discrimination faced by peo-
ple with disabilities. While one might argue that general re-
search on algorithmic discrimination is also applicable to
ableism, some papers argue why more specialised research
is necessary (Buyl et al. 2022; Binns and Kirkham 2021).
One argument is that the range of different disabilities is
much broader than the range of other sensitive attributes.
People with different types of disabilities can be affected by
algorithmic systems in vastly different ways. To illustrate,
disabilities can range from physical impairments (e.g. be-
ing in a wheelchair) to medical conditions (e.g. having can-
cer), to vision, hearing or cognitive impairments and to psy-
chological conditions (e.g. having depression) (Binns and
Kirkham 2021). From a technological point of view, Buyl
et al. use the example of job recruitment to point out how
these distinct categories of disabilities affect algorithms dif-

ferently (2022): a person with visual impairments, for in-
stance, may need more time on an automated recruitment
test, lowering their chances of making it to the next round
of a selection procedure. A person with a history of psycho-
logical/medical conditions may not have this problem but
may instead have bigger gaps on their CV that may be pe-
nalised by an algorithm. Lastly, automated video analysis
software, used, e.g. for job interviews, may perform okay
on either of both groups but not on people with speech im-
pairments. The same paper then discusses the idea of “rea-
sonable accommodation” as a possible technical solution to
address these problems: if algorithmic systems have infor-
mation on the type of disability of any individual, they can
be designed to accommodate each of them. For instance, au-
tomated video analysis software could be designed to pro-
cess sign language to accommodate people with speech im-
pairments. Additionally, algorithms for analysing CVs could
be designed to not penalize career gaps if a job applicant
has a history of medical conditions. While these are reason-
able adjustments from a technological perspective, contri-
butions from a legal perspective point out how difficult it
may be to gather data about peoples’ disabilities, as people
might prefer not to disclose this information, for fear of it
being abused or lack of discretion in handling the data (Buyl
et al. 2022; Binns and Kirkham 2021). A paper by Binns &
Kirkham (2021), therefore, explores the role of data protec-
tion and equality law, in ensuring algorithmic fairness for
disabled people, while simultaneously protecting their pri-
vacy. For instance, they highlight how data protection laws
(e.g., the GDPR) allow institutions to collect “special cate-
gory data” (including information about persons’ disability
status) if they have an appropriate lawful basis for wanting
to process this data. Further, they emphasize how these laws
can create a safer and more trustworthy environment around
sharing personal data, as they define clear boundaries re-
garding how the data should be used and with which parties
it can be shared. Hence, ensuring strict enforcement of these
laws can increase peoples’ willingness to share sensitive in-
formation and ensure that this information is only used to
provide “reasonable accommodation”, as mentioned earlier.

The example papers surrounding algorithmic fairness for
disabled people illustrate the importance of delving into spe-
cific demographic groups to gain a clearer understanding of
how they are affected by algorithmic systems. By outlining
both technologically- and legally-driven research papers, we
emphasize how expertise from both disciplines is needed to
find realistic solutions for the addressed challenges. Inspect-
ing Figure 6, this is especially a call for Computer Science
researchers to adopt such demographic-specific approaches,
as they are less likely to do so than their legal counter-
parts. Specifically, only around 7% of Computer Scientists
make specific demographic groups the main focus of their
research, while this ratio is 14% higher for Law experts.
Further, we emphasize again, how the research on algorith-
mic fairness needs to broaden its scope and include various
demographic groups that go beyond just the race and gen-
der of people. As Figure 7 points out, there are still many
demographic features that are barely considered in current
research efforts, posing the risk of overlooking the harms
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Figure 7: Most literature tackles algorithmic fairness from a generic perspective, not taking the harms faced by different demo-
graphic groups into account.

faced by diverse and intersectional communities.

RQ3: Moving beyond Classification
In Figure 8, we display how focuses on different approaches
have developed over the years. What is striking, yet un-
surprising, is that over the years “Classification” remains
the most discussed technology regarding algorithmic fair-
ness. While on the one hand, this may be a result of our
generic search query, which did not include specific terms
like “Clustering” or “Speech Recognition”, it undoubtedly
reflects an already known concern, that researchers often
do not look beyond fairness in classification tasks based on
tabular data (Holstein et al. 2019; Richardson et al. 2021;
Chouldechova and Roth 2020). Still, we observe a trend that
the range of discussed technologies gets wider and more di-
verse over the years, as in 2018 still about 64% of all con-
tributions focussed on classification while by 2023 this has
gone down to 46%. The most heavenly discussed technolo-
gies besides classification are computer vision, NLP and rec-
ommendation systems.

When inspecting where more diverse discussions on AI
technologies come from in Figure 9, we immediately see
that authors from a pure Law background are the least di-
verse, with nearly all their contributions discussing classifi-
cation tasks or “AI” as a general phenomenon. Partly, this
may result from the generic ways in which AI legislation
is phrased. Since technology develops so rapidly and un-
predictably, it is impossible to account for all its potential
forms. Hence generic guidelines around its usage allow pol-
icy writers to encompass more use cases, likely reflected
in the scientific literature about these guidelines. Still, ne-
glecting the precise shapes that algorithms can take can lead
to an incomplete understanding of their usage and substan-
tial gaps in the laws regulating them. This is exemplified

in one of the legal contributions from Keunen (2023). She
investigates data collection practices around tax audits and
the extent to which they can be considered “fishing expedi-
tions”. Specifically, she examines their privacy-intruding na-
ture, wherein an excessive amount of taxpayer information
is collected and analyzed in the pursuit of detecting fraud,
before having sufficient justification for why these taxpay-
ers are targeted as potentially fraudulent and why extra data
needs to be collected for them. In her work, Keunen alludes
to various technologies used to collect this data, namely au-
tomated web scraping and web crawling algorithms. While
she primarily raises privacy concerns related to these prac-
tices, it is clear how also from an algorithmic fairness stand-
point these techniques can be highly problematic. For in-
stance, another work by Jo & Gebru, explains how the avail-
ability and nature of data that can be crawled from online
spaces is influenced by demographic factors (2020), with
e.g. younger generations being more represented on the in-
ternet than older ones. Consequently, fraud-detection algo-
rithms relying on web-crawled data may disproportionately
impact younger groups, as more potentially incriminating
data is available about them. Despite the clear fairness and
privacy concerns around web crawling, Keunen points out
that their regulation and the extent to which they can be con-
sidered “fishing expeditions” is still unclear: explicit legis-
lation is not available and so far only case law serves as an
indication for which data collection practices are prohibited
(2023). Hence, Keunen’s work showcases, how for identify-
ing other gaps in the legislation related to privacy and algo-
rithmic fairness, more legal experts need to dive into specific
technologies, rather than primarily focusing on AI as a gen-
eral problem. Collaborating with Computer Science experts
in doing so, will be important to stay on top of the fast-paced
development of technology.
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Figure 10: Classification remains the prime technological focus of studies on algorithmic fairness. Computer Science research
is slowly getting more diverse in their addressed technologies.

To highlight some of the complex fairness considera-
tions, that Computer Scientists currently make about other
non-classification technologies consider the work of Jalal
et al. (2021), who explore image-reconstruction algorithms.
These algorithms take low-resolution images as input and
try reconstructing them into higher resolutions. In doing
so, they are known to be biased. For instance, when low-
resolution images of a black person are given as input they
are likely to reconstruct it into the image of a white person.
The work addresses the intricacies of even defining “fair-
ness” in such a setting. Unlike classification tasks, where
a classifier’s decision should be independent of sensitive
attributes (e.g., employment decisions should not be influ-
enced by race), fair image reconstruction algorithms must
produce outputs that align with the sensitive characteris-
tics in the input. This introduces the challenge of estimat-
ing race and other sensitive attributes from images, a task
complicated by their non-discrete and highly ambiguous na-
ture. Another example of non-trivial fairness issues con-
cerns the use of Generative AI systems. While our scop-
ing review found only 13 papers related to this technology,
it seems reasonable to assume that this number will rise,
given the popularity of ChatGPT, DallE, and other gener-
ative systems. Venkit et al. (2023) are some of the few au-
thors exemplifying the fairness issues arising through these
systems, examining how text generation models exhibit dif-
ferent sentiments and toxicity levels depending on the na-
tionalities they are prompted to write about. For example,
when prompted to write about Irish people, human annota-
tors perceived the articles to be mostly benign and generic,
while texts about Tunisian people were rated to be much less
positive and more focused on negative events in the country.
How such texts can perpetuate harmful stereotypes and how
to restrict these models are still largely unexplored ques-

tions. The topic is complicated considerably by the seem-
ingly infinite topics these systems can be prompted to write
about and all the ways a chatbot-human interaction could un-
fold. Hence, for just defining what it means for such a huge
system to be fair, more technological and legal research is
necessary.

While it lies outside the scope of this paper to discuss the
fairness concerns arising in all other kinds of algorithmic
systems, it should be clear that they can go far beyond
the matters addressed in the typical classification setting.
As technology advances rapidly and various algorithmic
systems become more prevalent among the public, it is
clear that researchers should make an effort to keep up
with this development and extend their focus beyond the
conventional realms.

RQ4: Considering Global Perspectives
To analyse the geographical context in which algorithmic
fairness was discussed, we both examined the authors’ affil-
iation countries as well as the geographic focus in papers’
content. For the former analysis, we considered the first au-
thors as the primary contributors.

Authors’ Affiliation In Figure 11, we display a geograph-
ical heatmap, displaying the number of papers divided by
each paper’s first author’s affiliation country. At first sight,
it is evident that most contributions come from authors af-
filiated with institutes in North America and Europe, and
papers from authors affiliated with other countries are quite
sparse. To further investigate this trend, we classified each
first author’s affiliation country according to whether it be-
longs to a Global North or Global South country2. In Figure

2We used UNCTAD’s classification in which Global North is
understood as countries in Europe and Nothern America; and in-



1a, we display how this geographical context of the first au-
thors has developed over the years. From this Figure, we see
that consistently most contributions come from authors hail-
ing from the Global North. While this predominant presence
persists, a noteworthy shift is discernible over the years, with
an almost 20% uptick in contributions from the Global South
institutions in 2023, signalling a gradual re-balancing com-
pared to earlier years where only about 5% of contributions
come from the Global South. As we will see in the follow-
ing section, this shift is crucial for challenging the Northern-
centric perspective within AI research.

Geographical Focus in Papers’ Content Next to the first
authors’ affiliation country, we analysed the papers’ geo-
graphic focus, as estimated by them mentioning any specific
country/region name in their title or their abstract. In Table
1b we display the results of this analysis.

Intriguingly, the results unveil a similar representation
gap, as we have found upon examining the authors’ affil-
iation, with most papers concentrating on countries in the
Global North. There could be several reasons for the under-
representation of work from/about the Global South, espe-
cially those from Africa:

• Databases may not systematically include publications
from the Global South, hinting at access challenges or
a predilection for regional databases.

• The search query methodology, requiring specification of
the Global South country in the title, may inadvertently
limit the breadth of results.

These, among other reasons, such as the limited resources
in research institutions in the Global South, language barri-
ers, and lack of engagement with literature from the South,
contribute to the underrepresentation of certain geographical
regions(Nakamura et al. 2023).

Nevertheless, as already mentioned, the past years have
observed a rise in both papers coming from non-northern
institutions, as well as a rise of papers concentrating on al-
gorithmic fairness in global southern countries. Notable ex-
amples include studies on Predictive Policing in New Delhi
(Marda and Narayan 2020), Early Prediction of At-Risk
Students in Uruguay (Queiroga et al. 2022), and discus-
sions on Algorithmic Fairness in China and Brazil (Wang
2020; Ponce 2023). These papers delve into the intricacies
of AI applications within diverse cultural, economic, and le-
gal contexts, emphasising the need for nuanced considera-
tions in algorithmic development. The paper “The Algorith-
mic Imprint ” by Eshan et al. (2022) provides an especially
clear example of why these kinds of considerations are nec-
essary, and why it is important to have more diverse and
inclusive voices in the narrative about algorithmic fairness.
The paper discusses the grading algorithm developed to pre-
dict students’ A Level results when the exams could not be
administered due to the Covid19 pandemic. Though there
were many unfairness complaints about the algorithm’s pre-
dictions (and they were ultimately discarded) they turned

cluding Israel, Japan, Australia and New Zealand. The Global
South consists of countries in Africa, Asia, South America and the
Caribbean. https://unctadstat.unctad.org/EN/Classifications.html

out to be especially unfair towards students from common-
wealth schools outside of the UK, in which A-Levels are
also the primary form of examination. By focussing on the
specific case of Bangladeshi schools, the authors find how
UK-based assumptions throughout the algorithm’s develop-
ment, can explain the disparity in predictions. One example
is, that the grade predictions were based on performance in
mock exams, assuming that good performance on a mock
exam is predictive of a good performance on the real one.
While intuitively this might make sense, this assumption ne-
glects the learning culture in Bangladesh where much more
emphasis is put on final examination and mock exams are
not a common part of the curriculum. To have some data to
work with, Bangladeshi students were forced to take some
hurriedly set up tests, which they were not used to and had
little time to prepare for. Needless to say, grade predictions
based on this type of data, did not reflect students’ real capa-
bilities. Another flaw in the design of the algorithm was the
decision to base grade predictions on the historical perfor-
mance of the student’s school. If such data were not avail-
able, international averages were used instead. This proved
especially problematic for Bangladeshi schools, which were
less likely to possess (digital) records of historical perfor-
mance. Consequently, predictions frequently leaned on the
international averages, even though these were lower than
the (unrecorded) actual historical performances. These are
only a few of many examples, of how a lack of cultural con-
siderations led to an algorithm, that was ultimately more un-
fair to some geographic groups than others.

Having additional papers adopting a cultural- and
geographic-specific approach can contribute to a more di-
verse and comprehensive understanding of algorithmic fair-
ness, shedding light on various perspectives and mitigating
unfairness across different regions. In addition to specific
case studies, we also found several papers contributing to
a more global discourse on algorithmic discrimination. For
instance, Amugongo et al. (2020) examine fairness from
a philosophical standpoint, exploring how African-based
“Ubuntu ethics” can enrich discussions about the essence of
fairness. Another example is Nwafor’s paper (2021), which
delves into the policies and laws from global southern coun-
tries concerning AI systems. Studies like these will be essen-
tial to make sure that legislation outside Europe and the US
is ready for upcoming technological developments. In her
paper Nwafor also advocates for a diverse representation in
AI’s design, development, deployment, and governance. Ne-
glecting to engage marginalised communities in AI’s devel-
opment, leads to technological innovation being based on a a
narrow slice of the world, lacking a comprehensive analysis
of diverse global groups. Integrating more diverse perspec-
tives not only enhances our understanding of algorithmic
fairness but also emphasizes the importance of cross-cultural
learning to create more inclusive and equitable AI systems.

Discussion & Conclusion
In this paper, we have presented a scoping review of the cur-
rent literature on algorithmic fairness. We selected and an-
notated 1570 papers to examine the evolution of the field in
terms of their domain-, demographic-, and technological fo-
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Figure 11: A world map displaying the affiliation countries of each paper’s first author
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cus and their interdisciplinary nature, while also inspecting
the geographical context in which the research takes place.

We acknowledge two major limitations in our analysis.
First, we used a basic search query to collect papers for our
dataset by using general terms such as ”machine learning”
and ”AI”. However, this approach did not account for more
specialised terms regarding papers technological approach,
their domain or demographic focus, which may have caused
us to miss valuable contributions within those areas.

The second limitation concerns our manual annotation
process, which we based on the papers’ titles and abstracts,
rather than their full text. While both should give a good re-
flection on the paper’s main topic, some important nuances
might have been missed.

Despite these limitations, our results still provide a valu-
able overview of the current research landscape surround-
ing algorithmic fairness, in particular the trending topics and
the gaps within the field. Our analysis shows that over the

years, research has started focusing on more specific and
a wider variety of topics in terms of the addressed tech-
nologies, domains and demographic groups. This stands in
contrast to early work in the field, which discussed algorith-
mic fairness concerns solely in classification tasks, without
questioning domain-specific challenges or the harms differ-
ent demographic groups might face. Through highlighting
some papers, we have made a case for why more specialised
research is necessary, both from a legal and technological
point of view, as non-specific approaches come at the risk
of ignoring the algorithmic systems that are actually used by
companies and the unique considerations that go into tack-
ling their discriminatory behaviour.

Finally, we examined the geographical context of ongo-
ing research, by analysing authors’ affiliations and the pa-
pers’ geographical focus. While the trend is slowly chang-
ing, most papers come from global north countries and fo-
cus on the algorithmic development and regulations there.



Through some case studies, we have emphasized how a lack
of diverse cultural considerations in developing algorithms,
can lead to severe discriminatory results depending on where
they are applied. Therefore, an inclusive approach is neces-
sary to comprehend the broader implications of algorithmic
fairness in distinct contexts and how to address these.
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