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Abstract

Vision-Language (V-L) pre-trained models such as CLIP
show prominent capabilities in various downstream tasks.
Despite this promise, V-L models are notoriously limited by
their inherent social biases. A typical demonstration is that
V-L models often produce biased predictions against spe-
cific groups of people, significantly undermining their real-
world applicability. Existing approaches endeavor to mit-
igate the social bias problem in V-L models by removing
biased attribute information from model embeddings. How-
ever, after our revisiting of these methods, we find that their
bias removal is frequently accompanied by greatly compro-
mised V-L alignment capabilities. We then reveal that this
performance degradation stems from the unbalanced debi-
asing in image and text embeddings. To address this issue,
we propose a novel V-L debiasing framework to align image
and text biases followed by removing them from both modal-
ities. By doing so, our method achieves multi-modal bias
mitigation while maintaining the V-L alignment in the debi-
ased embeddings. Additionally, we advocate a new evalua-
tion protocol that can 1) holistically quantify the model de-
biasing and V-L alignment ability, and 2) evaluate the gen-
eralization of social bias removal models. We believe this
work will offer new insights and guidance for future studies
addressing the social bias problem in CLIP. Our code can
be found at link.

1. Introduction

Recently, Vision-Language (V-L) pre-trained models such
as CLIP [40] and BLIP [27] have gained dominant popular-
ity. The pre-training using large-scale image-text pairs from
the web aids the alignment between visual and linguistic se-
mantics. The alignment has led to remarkable zero-shot per-
formance across a diverse range of applications such as im-
age classification [11] and cross-modal retrieval [38]. De-
spite this capability, a pressing issue of social bias signifi-
cantly impedes V-L models’ real-world deployment. In par-
ticular, these V-L models frequently develop associations of
neutral concepts with people’s sensitive attributes, leading
to biased model outputs against specific social groups [47].
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Figure 1. Model results before and after removing social biases
related to gender, race, and age, respectively.

This problem, as hidden in their learned embeddings, pri-
marily originates from the stereotypes [4] and spurious cor-
relations [44] in the training data.

Existing social debiasing1 methods attempt to untie the
concept-attribute associations by removing attribute infor-
mation from image or/and text embeddings. They in-
volve either learning a fair module [3, 21, 24, 43] or di-
rectly manipulating the embedding vectors (through projec-
tion [8, 10, 16] or feature clipping based on mutual informa-
tion [47]). However, after revisiting several representative
approaches, we uncover one significant drawback: these de-
biasing approaches greatly compromise the V-L alignment
ability in their produced embeddings - a phenomenon we
term over-debiasing. Fig. 1 illustrates the model results of
two social bias removal methods: Biased-prompts [8] and
CLIP-clip [47]. One can see that despite the alleviation of
social bias level2, the downstream model performance dete-
riorates significantly as indicated by the purple arrows.

We then delve into the underlying rationale of the over-
debiasing problem. Our first observation is that social bi-
ases exist in both image and text embeddings of the CLIP
model (refer to Fig. 2 for more details). Nevertheless, most
previous approaches debias one modality only, leaving the
other one untouched [3, 8, 43]. CLIP-clip [47] attempts to
debias both modalities by removing the same biased dimen-

1In this paper, we use the terms social debiasing and social bias removal
interchangeably.

2A smaller MaxSkew indicates less social bias in models.
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sions of image and text embedding vectors. However, as
indicated in our second observation (Sect. 3.2), removing
the exact same dimensions of text embeddings as those of
vision in CLIP-clip fails to reliably debias as the image and
text biases are often misaligned.

Motivated by the above observations, in this paper, we
propose a novel V-L debiasing method to jointly debias both
image and text modalities. Our proposed method involves
a bias alignment and a counterfactual debiasing operation.
Specifically, the bias alignment operation aligns the bias
embeddings between image and text before debiasing. This
distinguishes our method from CLIP-clip which applies the
same debiasing to both modalities without alignment. Our
second contribution involves triplets consisting of two op-
positely biased text prompts with the same neutral informa-
tion and one biased image. Under this context, we design
a counterfactual debiasing objective that pulls debiased text
prompts closer to remove biases while preserving the neu-
tral information. Our method is also enabled to maintain
the V-L alignment in debiased embeddings by combining
debiasing with the original contrastive learning objectives.

Additionally, we develop two new evaluation protocols
for social bias removal in CLIP. We first design a new met-
ric called Alignment and Bias Level Evaluation (ABLE),
holistically evaluating the effectiveness of model debias-
ing and downstream V-L alignment. Thereafter, we pro-
pose to leverage out-of-domain datasets to test the gener-
alization ability of social debiasing models, in contrast to
most previous approaches using in-domain evaluation only.
When comparing with several baselines, we observe that
our proposed method demonstrates significant advantages
across various backbones including ViT-B/16, ViT-B/32,
ViT-L/14, and ViT-H/14. Furthermore, our method allows
for joint debiasing of multiple types of social biases, mak-
ing it more applicable to real-world debiasing requirements.

In summary, this paper makes the following three contri-
butions:
• We revisit existing social debiasing methods in CLIP and

underline their over-debiasing problem. The innate rea-
son for this problem is further illuminated from the per-
spective of misaligned V-L debiasing.

• We propose a novel joint V-L debiasing method to address
the over-debiasing problem. Our method effectively mit-
igates both image and text biases despite their different
distributions while maintaining V-L alignment in the de-
biased embeddings.

• We advocate two new evaluation protocols to comprehen-
sively evaluate the bias reduction and V-L alignment in a
social debiasing method.

2. Related Work
Social Bias Measurement. The social bias problem (pre-
diction inclining to specific groups of gender, age, and race)

has been long a pressing concern in various realms includ-
ing vision-centric, language-centric, and V-L models. In the
vision domain, social biases are measured in terms of fair-
ness metrics such as Demographic Parity [14] and Equal-
ized Odds [19]. These metrics evaluate whether the model
performance in downstream tasks, e.g., classification, varies
significantly when applied to different social groups. Per-
taining to language models, early work probes social bi-
ases in word-level embeddings using the World Embed-
ding Association Test (WEAT) [6] and projection on bias
direction [5]. Later, the development of pre-trained lan-
guage models [12, 39] motivates the study on the sentence-
level social bias, leading to benchmarks such as Sentence
Encoder Association Test (SEAT) [31], SteroSet [34] and
CrowS-Pairs [36]. Additionally, for V-L models like CLIP,
fairness is commonly evaluated based on the proportion of
retrieved images within different groups [17, 47] or the di-
versity of the images produced by generative models con-
ditioned on CLIP text embeddings [8]. Some work [9] also
characterizes accuracy-fairness trade-offs of CLIP.

Social Bias Removal. To alleviate social bias problems
in vision models, existing approaches typically add debi-
asing objectives [2, 50] or learn an additional fair mod-
ule [13, 22]. Unlike those in the vision-centric domain, so-
cial debiasing on language models focuses more on word-
level and sentence-level embeddings. For instance, Hard-
Debiasing [5] initially identifies a bias subspace on word
embeddings. The biases are projected onto this subspace
and subsequently removed. Similar projection-based meth-
ods such as SentenceDebias [29] and Iterative Nullspace
Projection [41] along with other methods [7, 42, 51] are
developed to remove sentence-level biases. In the V-L do-
main, existing CLIP social debiasing methods remove the
sensitive attribute information from image and text embed-
dings either through direct vector manipulation or training
a fair module. Vector manipulation methods involve apply-
ing a projection with closed-form solutions [8, 10, 16] or
removing features sharing the largest mutual information
with sensitive attribute labels [47]. Differently, other ap-
proaches train a fair module with an adversarial loss [3] or
bias-neutralising objectives [21, 24, 49], mostly using fair-
ness datasets consisting of annotated images with different
attributes such as FairFace [25] and UTKFace [56]. Most
CLIP social debiasing approaches focus on only one modal-
ity. It is worth noting that CLIP-clip [47] attempts multi-
modal debiasing. Specifically, CLIP-clip first locates the
dimensions in image embedding vectors which are mostly
biased based on the mutual information between these di-
mensions and bias attributes. It then removes these dimen-
sions in image embeddings and their corresponding dimen-
sions in text embeddings. This operation assumes that di-
mensions containing more biases in images are also biased
in the corresponding text embeddings, which, however, ap-
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Figure 2. Visualization of different social biases in the image (the
top row) and text (the bottom row) embeddings through t-SNE.
A fair model should embed different attributes (different symbols
pertaining to one concept category) with respect to one concept
(same color) close to each other.

pears less convincing as indicated in our empirical findings.
General Bias Removal emphasises on addressing more
general biases in models. It involves strategies to mini-
mize spurious correlations between predictions and specific
attributes in the training data to achieve group robustness.
Such attributes include visual contexts in vision [23, 30, 46]
and V-L [8, 53, 54, 58] domains or syntactic features in
language tasks [32, 37, 57]. Some other bias removal
methods also study the long-tail problem to mitigate the
bias towards dominant classes caused by class imbalance
in datasets [28, 33, 35, 55].

3. CLIP Social Bias Probe
3.1. Biases in Dual Modalities

Our real world is unfortunately biased. Collecting inter-
leaved image-text data from the web thus inherits its biased
nature [4, 15]. As a result, pre-training on such data makes
the CLIP model sensitive to certain attributes, such as gen-
der and age [1, 52]. Nevertheless, these biases appear not
only in the visual world but also in our linguistic habits [48].
To highlight this fact, we first study the social biases in two
modalities of CLIP separately.

We conduct experiments by the visualization of embed-
dings of biased text or image prompts. Specifically, we first
define several biased prompt sets covering social biases like
gender, age and skin tone. Each set of biased prompts con-
sists of prompts with the same neutral concept (e.g., occu-
pations) but different social attributes (e.g., gender). For
example, one of the biased text prompt sets we use is {“A
photo of a male dancer”, “A photo of a female dancer”}.
For biased image prompts, we leverage the contrasting im-

age pairs from FACET [18], such as: { (a photo of a male

dancer), (a photo of a female dancer)}. We employ
multiple neutral concepts to obtain a diverse set of biased
prompts. Thereafter, we input these image and text prompts
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Figure 3. Effective size results for text and image biases. Sta-
tistically significant (sig.) results are marked with dark blue and
dark green colors. The ∗/∗∗/∗∗∗ implies p-values smaller than
0.1/0.05/0.01, respectively.

to a pre-trained CLIP model and obtain their embeddings.
By visualizing these embeddings using t-SNE in Fig. 2, we
find that social biases exist in both text and image modali-
ties. Specifically, most image embedding pairs/triplets with
the same concepts but different attributes are distributed far
from each other (refer to the zoomed area of Fig. 2). This
suggests that CLIP fails to group image embeddings solely
based on neutral concepts but is influenced by biases in im-
ages when encoding. On the other hand, across all three text
biases, the skin tone bias is the most evident one as the text
embeddings form two clusters based on different skin tones.
Summary. The majority of existing CLIP debiasing ap-
proaches focus on only one modality. As indicated in our
experiments, there exist social biases in both text and im-
age modalities. Under this context, debiasing one modality
leads to the misalignment of image and text embeddings.
The downstream task thus bears a performance degradation
compared to the original CLIP models.

3.2. Biases Are Different Across Modalities

Another interesting finding from Fig. 2 is that social biases
in the CLIP model are different for image and text modal-
ities. To further elucidate this observation, we employ em-
bedding association tests from SEAT [31] and IEAT [45]
which are widely used for evaluating social biases in text
and image embeddings, respectively.

We select six common types of social bias from SEAT
and IEAT. Beyond gender, age and skin tone, these tests
also cover additional social biases such as weight and race.
Each type of social bias is measured based on the preferen-
tial association of two contrasting sensitive attributes with
two contrasting attribute-neutral concepts in image or text
embeddings. The sensitive attribute pairs are typical bias
directions such as {“male”, “female”}. The neutral concept
pairs can be specific concepts such as {“career”, “family”}
or {“science”, “liberal arts”} used in the Gender-Career
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and Gender-Science test or more general concepts such as
{“pleasant”, “unpleasant”} used in all other tests (refer to
the supplementary material for more details).

The magnitudes and directions of the preferential asso-
ciations (social biases) between attribute pairs and concept
pairs are quantified by calculating their effect sizes [6, 45].
Specifically, a larger positive effect size implies a stronger
association between the first attribute in the attribute pair
(e.g., “male”) and the first concept in the concept pair (e.g.,
“career”) AND a stronger association between the second
attribute in the attribute pair (e.g., “female”) and the sec-
ond concept in the concept pair (e.g., “family”). A larger
negative effect size, on the other hand, suggests a stronger
association between the first attribute (e.g., “male”) and the
second concept (e.g., “family”) AND a stronger association
between the second attribute (e.g., “female”) and the first
concept (e.g., “career”). From the results in Fig. 3, we find
that the social biases in image and text embeddings are not
aligned but rather distributed very differently in terms of
bias types. Specifically, in image embeddings, statistically
significant biases related to gender-career are identified. In
particular, the positive effect size observed in the Gender-
Career test suggests the CLIP image encoder’s tendency to
associate the general concept of “career” with the attribute
of “male”. On the other hand, typical biases in text embed-
dings are related to gender-science and race.

Summary. One recent study, CLIP-clip [47], addresses the
social bias problem in both modalities. Nevertheless, it as-
sumes the same level of biases in both modalities, which
is, however, not well-grounded as observed in our probing
experiments. For instance, the text bias related to gender-
science is significant and has a negative effect size with
a large magnitude, whereas its counterpart gender-science
image bias is non-significant and has a positive effect size
with a much smaller magnitude.

4. Method

4.1. Preliminary of CLIP

CLIP aligns images and text via embedding them into the
same latent space [40]. It employs a dual-stream architec-
ture consisting of an image encoder and a text encoder. In
particular, the sampled image and text are separately en-
coded into embeddings of the same dimension, followed
by a cosine similarity estimation operation. During pre-
training, CLIP utilises a contrastive loss to pull similar im-
age and text embeddings together while pushing dissimilar
ones away. For a sampled batch withN matched text-image
pairs, {(ti, vi)}Ni=1, where (ti, vi) denotes the i-th pair, the
softmax-normalized text-to-image similarity score between
the j-th text and the k-th image is defined as st(tj , vk,V):

st(tj , vk,V) =
exp(⟨f(tj), g(vk)⟩/τ)∑

v∈V
exp(⟨f(tj), g(v)⟩/τ)

, (1)

where V = {vi}Ni=1, f(.) and g(.) denote the CLIP text
and image encoder, respectively, τ is a learnable tem-
perature parameter, and ⟨·, ·⟩ represents the inner product
between embeddings. The softmax-normalized image-to-
text similarity scores between the j-th image and the k-th
text, sv(tk, vj , T ), is defined in a similar manner. CLIP
maximises both st(ti, vi,V) and sv(ti, vi, T ) for the i-th
matched pair, (ti, vi).

4.2. Dual-Bias Alignment Then Removal

Decoupling Bias Information. Let (t, v) denote a text-
image pair associated with a specific social attribute (e.g.,
“A photo of a female person”). Previous study [8, 43] shows
their CLIP embeddings, such as f(t), can be decomposed
into a sum of bias and neutral information:

f(t) = ϕ(t) + ϕ(t), (2)

where ϕ(t) and ϕ(t) represent the embedding of bias and
neutral information in t, respectively. Under this context,
the confounding bias factor ϕ(t) should describe the gender
attribute - female, where ϕ(t) is enabled to be agnostic of
any gender bias. For example, let t′ denote a counterpart
text which only differs from t by the gender bias direction
(e.g., “A photo of a male person”), then the corresponding
ϕ(t′) should be the same as ϕ(t) as they represent the same
neutral information. Similar notations can also be extended
to the visual bias ψ(v) and visual neutral information ψ(v).
Motivation. Existing social bias removal methods for the
CLIP model primarily suffer from the over-debiasing prob-
lem. The crux of it lies in the imbalanced treatment to-
wards ϕ(t) and ψ(v) in (t, v). To mitigate this problem, we
propose a novel dual-modal bias alignment-then-removal
method. Specifically, our method involves two components:
1) image and text biases alignment; 2) dual-bias removal
through counterfactual debiasing.
Dual-Bias Alignment. Considering the significant differ-
ences between image and text bias distributions (refer to
Sect. 3.2), we propose a bias alignment module directly af-
ter CLIP encoders (refer to Fig. 4). We train this module
while keeping the original CLIP model frozen. Specifically,
we input the CLIP embeddings of a sampled batch of N bi-
ased text-image pairs into the bias alignment module which
outputs the aligned text and image bias embeddings:

ϕ(ti)← BA(f(ti); θba); (3)
ψ(vi)← BA(g(vi); θba), (4)

where BA(.; θba) denotes our bias alignment module, pa-
rameterized by θba. After training, the aligned biases are
expected to share similar bias distributions and can be re-
moved without causing the over-debiasing problem, thus

4
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Figure 4. Overall pipeline. After obtaining the embedding of the given image, text, and counterfactual text using a frozen CLIP model, we
first align the bias from both modalities with the help of two instantiated distributions. In addition, we design a counterfactual debiasing
approach to bridge the embedding gap between two embeddings sharing the same concept yet with contrasting attributes.

differentiating us from previous methods [8, 47]. Subse-
quently, the debiased embeddings ϕ(ti) and ψ(vi) can be
obtained following Eqn. 2.

While our training goal is to align ϕ(ti) and ψ(vi), di-
rectly enforcing element-wise matching via mean squared
error or cosine similarity risks the loss of background in-
formation and feature diversity in image and text represen-
tations. Instead, we propose a novel approach to circum-
vent this problem. Our method is inspired by the moving
queue mechanism in ALBEF [26] and MoCo [20]. Specif-
ically, we maintain a text embedding queue, Qt = {f(t) |
t ∈ Tq}, and an image embedding queue, Qv = {g(v) |
v ∈ Vq}, where Tq = {tj}Mj=1 and Vq = {vj}Mj=1 are the
most recently sampled M texts and images, respectively,
andM is often much larger thanN . Thereafter, we estimate
the feature similarities between bias embeddings of each
modality and its corresponding embedding queue as p(ti)
and p(vi) using a scoring function p(.), following Eqn. 1
but in an intra-modal setup with a vectorized output. Specif-
ically, p(ti) is expressed as,

p(ti) =

{
exp(⟨ϕ(ti), f(tl)⟩/τ)∑M

m=1 exp(⟨ϕ(ti), f(tm)⟩/τ)

}M

l=1

, (5)

where tl, tm ∈ Tq and p(ti) ∈ RM . The vector p(vi) is de-
fined similarly. The intuition behind this is that each pseudo
distribution offers an intermediate proxy to view the given
text or image bias from a global perspective. With the aid
of these two distributions p(ti) and p(vi), we then design a
bias alignment loss Lba to align the bias between image and
text by minimising the Kullback-Leibler (K-L) divergence
of two distributions,

Lba =
1

N

N∑
i=1

DKL(p(ti) ∥ p(vi)), (6)

where DKL denotes the K-L divergence loss function.
Conterfactual Debiasing. Complementary to Lba, we pro-
pose an additional counterfactual debiasing objective to su-
pervise dual-modal debiasing. For each ti, we obtain its
counterfactual embedding t′i by replacing the attribute key-
word in the original text prompt. Both ϕ(ti) and ϕ(t′i)
are expected to express the same neutral concept if debi-
ased correctly. Our counterfactual debiasing objective is de-
signed to pull ϕ(ti) and ϕ(t′i) closer in the embedding space
while maintaining their V-L alignment capabilities as those
of f(t). The text counterfactual debiasing loss is expressed
as a cross-entropy loss between text-to-image similarities of
the debiased embeddings and the original embeddings:

Lt
cd = − 1

N

N∑
i=1

∑
v∈Vq

st(ti, v,Vq) log st(a(ti, t′i), v,Vq)

,
(7)

where a(ti, t′i) = βti + (1− β)t′i is an alternating function
with β ∼ Bernoulli(0.5), st(., ., .) and st(., ., .) denote the
text-to-image similarity of original text embedding and de-
biased text embedding, respectively. We calculate st(., ., .)
following Eqn. 1 and define st(., ., .) similarly as follows:

st(tj , vk,Vq) =
exp(⟨ϕ(tj), g(vk)⟩/τ)∑

v∈Vq

exp(⟨ϕ(tj), g(v)⟩/τ)
. (8)

We leverage Lt
cd to i) inherit the original V-L alignment ca-

pability, and ii) bridge the embedding gap of two text em-
beddings with the same concept yet different attributes. In
this way, the social bias between different attributes can be
accordingly alleviated.

For image embeddings, a similar loss is applied to align
the image bias removal with that of text and subsequently
maintain the V-L alignment of the debiased image embed-
dings with text embeddings:
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Table 1. Gender and age debiasing results of three approaches trained on FairFace. ABLE is calculated based on in-domain fairness. We
marked the best numbers pertaining to fairness results with bold, and those pertaining to the V-L alignment results on IN1K and Flickr
with underline. † implies equal or better V-L performance over the original CLIP.

Backbone Biases Methods
In-Domain Out-of-Domain IN1K

Acc. (%)↑
Flickr

R@5 (%)↑ ABLE (%)↑FairFace UTKFace FACET
MS↓ NDKL↓ MS↓ NDKL↓ MS↓ NDKL↓ Top-1 Top-5 TR IR

ViT-B/16

Gender

Original CLIP 0.218 0.088 0.114 0.080 0.478 0.215 68.31 91.83 96.4 85.5 73.87
CLIP-clip 0.103 0.026 0.083 0.062 0.478 0.199 68.00 91.50 95.4 83.0 77.55

Biased-prompts 0.161 0.048 0.179 0.062 0.460 0.215 65.07 89.38 94.3 86.1† 73.78
Ours 0.080 0.025 0.040 0.023 0.446 0.170 68.05 91.63 96.6† 84.3 78.35

Age

Original CLIP 0.657 0.433 0.421 0.229 0.744 0.367 68.31 91.83 96.4 85.5 58.94
CLIP-clip 0.647 0.432 0.402 0.215 0.742 0.373 67.97 91.61 96.3 84.4 59.16

Biased-prompts 0.777 0.550 0.578 0.451 0.635 0.355 66.43 90.28 94.1 85.2 54.33
Ours 0.608 0.294 0.377 0.115 0.738 0.341 68.34† 91.74 96.0 84.0 60.61

ViT-B/32

Gender

Original CLIP 0.138 0.054 0.066 0.032 0.485 0.225 63.39 88.83 94.7 83.5 73.37
CLIP-clip 0.107 0.030 0.061 0.023 0.492 0.215 59.62 86.29 90.9 76.2 71.68

Biased-prompts 0.094 0.027 0.089 0.036 0.417 0.164 60.37 86.75 93.6 82.4 72.59
Ours 0.090 0.030 0.050 0.021 0.466 0.204 62.52 88.56 94.9† 82.9 74.24

Age

Original CLIP 0.617 0.416 0.412 0.253 0.752 0.388 63.39 88.83 94.7 83.5 58.29
CLIP-clip 0.635 0.425 0.400 0.252 0.749 0.387 62.40 88.30 94.5 82.5 57.32

Biased-prompts 0.701 0.497 0.522 0.409 0.663 0.366 61.07 86.92 92.0 82.2 54.76
Ours 0.572 0.364 0.385 0.195 0.750 0.381 63.13 88.71 94.1 82.8 59.60

ViT-L/14

Gender

Original CLIP 0.185 0.071 0.066 0.028 0.487 0.257 75.55 94.57 97.2 87.2 79.14
CLIP-clip 0.119 0.037 0.043 0.020 0.482 0.251 75.26 94.31 96.9 85.1 81.47

Biased-prompts 0.191 0.060 0.113 0.047 0.477 0.228 73.24 93.28 95.5 87.2† 77.63
Ours 0.106 0.035 0.069 0.026 0.475 0.239 75.40 94.53 96.8 87.0 82.04

Age

Original CLIP 0.672 0.433 0.619 0.335 0.749 0.379 75.55 94.57 97.2 87.2 60.96
CLIP-clip 0.642 0.405 0.633 0.324 0.761 0.388 73.50 93.34 95.3 85.1 61.34

Biased-prompts 0.564 0.412 0.433 0.299 0.727 0.393 74.00 93.35 94.5 86.6 64.34
Ours 0.579 0.332 0.575 0.275 0.751 0.361 75.26 94.46 97.1 86.8 64.25

ViT-H/14

Gender

Original CLIP 0.193 0.079 0.127 0.056 0.483 0.250 77.95 95.19 99.5 94.1 80.14
CLIP-clip 0.139 0.049 0.087 0.032 0.465 0.211 76.35 94.29 97.8 91.6 81.34

Biased-prompts 0.172 0.055 0.110 0.043 0.456 0.217 77.53 95.00 99.2 93.3 80.62
Ours 0.138 0.051 0.100 0.040 0.466 0.233 77.67 95.12 99.6† 94.1† 82.11

Age

Original CLIP 0.569 0.368 0.498 0.239 0.764 0.390 77.95 95.19 99.5 94.1 65.59
CLIP-clip 0.482 0.356 0.432 0.214 0.796 0.437 76.67 94.65 98.3 92.2 68.41

Biased-prompts 0.564 0.387 0.452 0.264 0.790 0.433 77.11 94.94 98.8 93.0 65.40
Ours 0.515 0.289 0.409 0.141 0.758 0.377 77.85 95.18 99.4 94.0 67.62

Lv
cd = − 1

N

N∑
i=1

∑
t∈Tq

sv(t, vi, Tq) log sv(t, vi, Tq)

, (9)

which does not involve counterfactual images due to their
inaccessibility3. Combining both components, the final
counterfactual debiasing loss is Lcd = (Lt

cd + Lv
cd)/2.

4.3. Overall Training and Inference

For training, our two training objectives are combined as
L = αLcd + (1 − α)Lba with a hyperparameter α ∈
[0, 1]. During inference in downstream tasks, our optimized
BA(.; θba) can be used as a plug-and-play module in CLIP
and produce the debiased embeddings (ϕ(t), ψ(v)) of (t, v),
respectively expressed as:

ϕ(t)← f(t)− BA(f(t); θba); (10)

ψ(v)← g(v)− BA(g(v); θba). (11)

5. Experimental Settings
Datasets. For model training, we utilised FairFace [25]
and UTKFace [56] training subsets containing human face

3Although counterfactual image embeddings can be created using gen-
erative models, we abandon such an operation due to computing resource
and generation unfaithfulness reasons.

images with gender, age and race labels. Unlike previous
studies, for a more comprehensive evaluation, we employed
both in-domain and out-of-domain fairness evaluations by
interchangeably using another test set for the current trained
model evaluation. A recent dataset FACET [18] was also
used to introduce additional out-of-domain photos of full-
body images. Through these datasets, we evaluated both the
fairness and generalizability of debiased models. Moreover,
to evaluate the V-L task performance of debiased CLIP, we
used the ImageNet-1K [11] and Flickr-1K [38] for classifi-
cation and retrieval tasks, respectively.
Fairness Metrics. Following existing work [3, 43], we
leveraged retrieval-based metrics, mean MaxSkew@k and
mean NDKL@k, which respectively represent the largest
unfair advantage and the average unfair advantage given to
images with a certain attribute in the retrieval task. For both
metrics, a smaller value implies more fairness of the model.
V-L Alignment Metrics. We report the zero-shot perfor-
mance on ImageNet-1k classification task [11] (Top-1 and
Top-5 accuracies) and the Flickr-1k retrieval tasks [38] (Re-
call@5 scores for image-to-text retrieval (TR) and text-to-
image retrieval (IR)).
Alignment and Bias Level Evaluation (ABLE). The
aforementioned evaluation metrics either evaluate the level
of fairness or the V-L alignment of debiasing methods.
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Table 2. Gender and age debiasing results of three approaches trained on UTKFace.

Backbone Biases Methods
In-Domain Out-of-Domain IN1K

Acc. (%)↑
Flickr

R@5 (%)↑ ABLE (%)↑UTKFace Fairface FACET
MS↓ NDKL↓ MS↓ NDKL↓ MS↓ NDKL↓ Top-1 Top-5 TR IR

ViT-B/16

Gender

Original CLIP 0.114 0.080 0.218 0.088 0.478 0.215 68.31 91.83 96.4 85.5 77.39
CLIP-clip 0.070 0.055 0.133 0.038 0.459 0.190 67.81 91.42 95.4 83.0 78.52

Biased-prompts 0.179 0.062 0.161 0.048 0.460 0.215 65.07 89.38 94.3 86.1† 73.18
Ours 0.048 0.043 0.101 0.032 0.456 0.181 67.99 91.64 95.8 84.6 79.36

Age

Original CLIP 0.421 0.229 0.657 0.433 0.744 0.367 68.31 91.83 96.4 85.5 66.96
CLIP-clip 0.393 0.215 0.643 0.430 0.745 0.364 67.93 91.58 96.1 84.5 67.70

Biased-prompts 0.578 0.451 0.777 0.550 0.635 0.355 66.43 90.28 94.1 85.2 60.83
Ours 0.414 0.231 0.606 0.410 0.746 0.365 67.63 91.46 95.6 84.6 66.86

ViT-B/32

Gender

Original CLIP 0.066 0.032 0.138 0.054 0.485 0.225 63.39 88.83 94.7 83.5 75.60
CLIP-clip 0.098 0.045 0.253 0.105 0.500 0.240 62.21 88.23 93.0 81.0 73.79

Biased-prompts 0.089 0.036 0.094 0.027 0.417 0.164 60.37 86.75 93.6 82.4 72.74
Ours 0.043 0.033 0.108 0.039 0.469 0.212 62.46 88.23 94.7† 82.9 75.60

Age

Original CLIP 0.412 0.253 0.617 0.416 0.752 0.388 63.39 88.83 94.7 83.5 64.77
CLIP-clip 0.415 0.264 0.659 0.435 0.754 0.397 62.70 88.31 94.2 83.2 64.34

Biased-prompts 0.522 0.409 0.701 0.497 0.663 0.366 61.07 86.92 92.0 82.2 60.19
Ours 0.407 0.252 0.627 0.416 0.751 0.370 62.93 88.66 94.1 82.5 64.69

ViT-L/14

Gender

Original CLIP 0.066 0.028 0.185 0.071 0.487 0.257 75.55 94.57 97.2 87.2 83.61
CLIP-clip 0.059 0.021 0.097 0.030 0.465 0.223 75.23 94.37 96.6 85.2 83.68

Biased-prompts 0.113 0.047 0.191 0.060 0.477 0.228 73.24 93.28 95.5 87.2† 80.48
Ours 0.057 0.026 0.175 0.064 0.484 0.253 75.41 94.53 97.0 87.0 83.85

Age

Original CLIP 0.619 0.335 0.672 0.433 0.749 0.379 75.55 94.57 97.2 87.2 62.87
CLIP-clip 0.666 0.384 0.679 0.432 0.753 0.386 75.31 94.44 96.2 86.4 61.08

Biased-prompts 0.433 0.299 0.564 0.412 0.727 0.393 74.00 93.35 94.5 86.6 69.11
Ours 0.577 0.270 0.568 0.332 0.754 0.362 75.32 94.54 97.3† 86.8 64.33

ViT-H/14

Gender

Original CLIP 0.127 0.056 0.193 0.079 0.483 0.250 77.95 95.19 99.5 94.1 82.70
CLIP-clip 0.075 0.026 0.135 0.045 0.450 0.191 77.57 94.90 98.4 93.0 84.50

Biased-prompts 0.110 0.043 0.172 0.055 0.456 0.217 77.53 95.00 99.2 93.3 82.44
Ours 0.110 0.044 0.155 0.056 0.455 0.217 77.84 95.17 99.5† 93.8 83.30

Age

Original CLIP 0.498 0.239 0.569 0.368 0.764 0.390 77.95 95.19 99.5 94.1 68.30
CLIP-clip 0.457 0.209 0.519 0.340 0.769 0.385 77.50 95.03 99.2 93.8 69.69

Biased-prompts 0.452 0.264 0.564 0.387 0.790 0.433 77.11 94.94 98.8 93.0 69.73
Ours 0.473 0.219 0.565 0.366 0.766 0.399 77.82 95.19† 99.5† 94.0 69.21

However, we care about the holistic assessment of social
bias removal that covers the above two aspects. Inspired
by the F1 Score for imbalanced classification problems, we
advocate an Alignment and Bias Level Evaluation (ABLE)
metric, defined as,

ABLE =
2

1
acc +

1
exp(−MaxSkew@k)

, (12)

which is the harmonic mean of the zero-shot ImageNet
Top-1 accuracy acc and the negative exponential of
MaxSkew@k, representing the V-L alignment and fairness
level, respectively. Its range is within [0, 1], and a larger
value denotes a better model.

Compared Baselines We compared our approach with the
original undebiased CLIP and two other publicly available
debiasing baselines, CLIP-clip [47] and Biased-prompts [8]
on ViT-B/16, ViT-B/32, ViT-L/14 and ViT-H/14 backbones,
respectively. CLIP-clip relies on the training dataset to esti-
mate the mutual information between image embedding di-
mensions and the attribute labels. It then removes the most
biased dimensions with the largest amount of mutual infor-
mation. Biased-prompts is training-free and calculates a
calibrated projection matrix based on biased text prompts
to debias text embeddings. All methods were trained to re-
move either one of the three common types of social biases:
gender, age and race.

6. Experimental Results

6.1. Overall Debiasing Results

The results for gender and age debiasing are shown in Ta-
ble 1 and Table 2. Kindly refer to the supplementary mate-
rial for more results. We make the following observations:
• Previous debiasing methods such as CLIP-clip [47] and

Biased-prompts [8] achieve significant bias reduction but
lead to a drastic drop in V-L zero-shot performance, i.e.,
with a lower ABLE score. In contrast, our method ob-
tains the best ABLE across most settings, suggesting that
it achieves a better trade-off between debiasing and V-L
alignment. Specifically, our method exhibits comparable
or even better debiasing capabilities in both in-domain
and out-of-domain fairness evaluations, showcasing its
superior generalizability.

• In terms of V-L alignment, our method preserves the
original CLIP’s zero-shot performance with less than 1
point of drop in classification accuracy and retrieval R@5
scores. It sometimes even demonstrates equal or better
V-L performance than the original CLIP model.

6.2. Visualization of Removed Bias

To provide more evidence of bias removal beyond quanti-
tative results, we use t-SNE to visualize the visual bias em-
bedding ψ(vi) corresponding to vi in the training batch be-
fore and after module training. We observe in Fig. 5 that af-
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Table 3. Ablation study results for gender debiasing with the ViT-
B/16 backbone trained on FairFace.

Methods
FairFace FACET IN1K (%)↑ Flickr (%)↑ ABLE

MS↓ NDKL↓ MS↓ NDKL↓ Top-1 Top-5 TR IR (%)↑

Undebiased 0.218 0.088 0.478 0.215 68.31 91.83 96.4 85.5 73.87
Ours (complete) 0.080 0.025 0.446 0.170 68.05 91.63 96.6† 84.3 78.35
Ours (w/o Lcd) 0.167 0.056 0.467 0.199 68.28 91.80 96.3 84.8 75.58
Ours (w/o Lba) 0.095 0.033 0.436 0.158 67.84 91.65 96.2 83.4 77.71

Table 4. Ablation study results for age debiasing.

Methods
FairFace FACET IN1K (%)↑ Flickr (%)↑ ABLE

MS↓ NDKL↓ MS↓ NDKL↓ Top-1 Top-5 TR IR (%)↑

Undebiased 0.657 0.433 0.744 0.367 68.31 91.83 96.4 85.5 58.94
Ours (complete) 0.608 0.294 0.738 0.341 68.34† 91.74 96.0 84.0 60.61
Ours (w/o Lcd) 0.642 0.430 0.745 0.363 68.36† 91.79 96.3 85.2 59.47
Ours (w/o Lba) 0.691 0.463 0.737 0.362 67.90 91.59 96.0 84.2 56.14

Table 5. Ablation study results for race debiasing.

Methods
FairFace UTKFace IN1K (%)↑ Flickr (%)↑ ABLE

MS↓ NDKL↓ MS↓ NDKL↓ Top-1 Top-5 TR IR (%)↑

Undebiased 0.528 0.182 0.575 0.137 68.31 91.83 96.4 85.5 63.31
Ours (complete) 0.353 0.125 0.378 0.069 68.07 91.64 96.5† 83.8 69.14
Ours (w/o Lcd) 0.540 0.184 0.591 0.147 68.34† 91.84† 96.4† 85.3 62.91
Ours (w/o Lba) 0.492 0.159 0.445 0.087 67.83 91.67 95.9 84.1 64.31
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Figure 5. T-SNE plot of the bias information ψ(vi) in sampled vi,
estimated by our bias alignment module before and after training.

ter training with our bias alignment and counterfactual debi-
asing objectives, the image bias embeddings removed from
the original embeddings carry significant bias information

Table 6. Universal debiasing results with the ViT-B/16 backbone
trained on FairFace. - represents unavailable race labels.

Methods
FairFace FACET IN1K (%)↑ Flickr (%)↑ ABLE

MS↓ NDKL↓ MS↓ NDKL↓ Top-1 Top-5 TR IR (%)↑

Original (gender) 0.218 0.088 0.478 0.215
68.31 91.83 96.4 85.5

73.87
Original (age) 0.657 0.433 0.744 0.367 58.94
Original (race) 0.528 0.182 - - 63.31

Ours (gender) 0.101 0.032 0.443 0.168
68.32† 91.68 96.1 83.8

77.82
Ours (age) 0.649 0.425 0.730 0.347 59.22
Ours (race) 0.471 0.142 - - 65.25

and can be clustered according to specific social groups of
gender, age and race.

6.3. Ablation Study

We conduct detailed ablation studies under various debi-
asing setups and show the results in Table 3, Table 4 and
Table 5. We observe that our method without the counter-
factual debiasing loss leads to a great degradation in per-
formance, especially for debiasing. This suggests that the
counterfactual debiasing objective is critical in guiding the
removal of image and text biases. Second, our method with-
out the bias alignment operation also suffers a drop in debi-
asing together with a significant degradation of V-L align-
ment. This further highlights the necessity of aligning im-
age and text biases before debiasing. Combining both losses
delivers an improved balance of debiasing and V-L perfor-
mance with the highest ABLE score.

6.4. Universal Bias Removal

We also study whether our method can be applied for reduc-
ing multiple types of social biases at the same time, which
is not explored in previous studies such as CLIP-clip and
Biased-prompts. The debiasing is conducted by varying all
attributes in the biased text prompts simultaneously during
training. The results are shown in Table 6. Our model has
achieved the joint removal of all three types of social biases
while maintaining the V-L performance.

7. Conclusion

This work presents a comprehensive study of social bias re-
moval in CLIP. We first revisit several existing methods and
point out their over-debiasing problem. We then leverage
probing tests to illuminate the innate reason for this prob-
lem. In light of our preliminary findings, we propose a debi-
asing method that aligns the biases in embeddings, accom-
panied by delicately designed counterfactual debiasing. To
fairly evaluate the bias removal effect, we also advocate two
evaluation protocols that involve a new holistic metric and
a generalization test operation. Our experiments demon-
strate that the proposed method achieves a better trade-off
between CLIP model debiasing and V-L alignment.
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