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Abstract—With the rapid advancement of deep learning tech-
nologies, artificial intelligence has become increasingly prevalent
in the research and application of dermatological disease di-
agnosis. However, this data-driven approach often faces issues
related to decision bias. Existing fairness enhancement techniques
typically come at a substantial cost to accuracy. This study aims
to achieve a better trade-off between accuracy and fairness in
dermatological diagnostic models. To this end, we propose a novel
fair dermatological diagnosis network, named FairDD, which
leverages domain incremental learning to balance the learning of
different groups by being sensitive to changes in data distribu-
tion. Additionally, we incorporate the mixup data augmentation
technique and supervised contrastive learning to enhance the
network’s robustness and generalization. Experimental validation
on two dermatological datasets demonstrates that our proposed
method excels in both fairness criteria and the trade-off between
fairness and performance.

Index Terms—Fairness, Trade-off, Dermatological disease, In-
cremental learning

I. INTRODUCTION

Dermatological diseases are a major public health issue,
threatening the health of millions globally. With the increasing
performance refinement of deep learning techniques, artificial
intelligence has achieved significant results in aiding the diag-
nosis of dermatological disease [1]. This data-driven approach
enables networks to learn task-specific features, achieving
high accuracy in target tasks. However, when applied to large
datasets, these methods exhibit a strong dependency on data
quality and may suffer from biases due to the imbalanced
distribution of training data [2]. A critical concern is that,
to enhance model accuracy, neural networks may rely on
demographic attributes, particularly sensitive features like skin
color or gender, to differentiate between diseases [3]. This
reliance can lead to notable performance disparities across
different demographic attribute subgroups, i.e., model bias.
When such biased models are deployed in real-world, they

Tianlong Gu is the corresponding author.
This work was supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China
(Grant No.U22A2099, 62336003).

can have adverse effects on individuals and society. Therefore,
there is an urgent need for an in-depth study of diagnostic bias.

Numerous studies in the academic domain have focused
on diagnostic model fairness [4]. For instance, Wu et al. [5]
proposed a method to prune pre-trained diagnostic models by
assessing feature importance disparities between subgroups,
thereby mitigating model unfairness. However, as a post-
processing method [6], this approach inevitably increases extra
computational time. In contrast, FairAdaBN [7] employs an in-
processing method that dynamically integrates common infor-
mation across subgroups by sharing network parameters while
introducing only a few additional parameters for subgroup-
specific feature map representation. Although these methods
demonstrate significant improvements in fairness, they often
incur substantial accuracy losses. Thus, achieving a balance
between fairness enhancement and accuracy retention remains
challenging [7]. Our research aims to maximize fairness while
preserving model performance, striving for a more optimal
trade-off between accuracy and fairness.

Firstly, we focus on the fairness problem. The core principle
of most fairness enhancement methods involves learning from
and adapting to the inherent imbalances in data distribution.
This is typically achieved by either balancing the data distri-
bution or adapting the learning algorithm [8], [9]. Similarly,
domain incremental learning follows this thought, enabling
continuous adaptation to new information and integration of
new knowledge without compromising previously acquired
information, thereby achieving balanced learning across dif-
ferent domains [10]. Thus, we propose leveraging the unique
property of domain incremental learning to mitigate bias.

However, incremental learning faces a significant challenge:
“catastrophic forgetting,” [11] where acquiring new knowledge
often leads to the gradual erosion of previously learned infor-
mation, potentially harming the model’s overall performance.
To address this issue, we integrate a memory replay [12] with
the Mixup data augmentation technique to enhance the model’s
anti-forgetting ability and robustness. Furthermore, to counter
the overfitting commonly seen in deep learning models, we
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Fig. 1: The main framework of Network. At each stage, the student model is jointly trained on the input new domain
samples and old domain samples from memory. During training, the teacher model provides knowledge to the student model

while keeping its parameters fixed. After each stage of training, the student model’s parameters are copied to serve as the
teacher model for the next stage. At the end of each epoch within a stage, the model undergoes distillation fine-tuning, and
the memory is updated. Note that memory updates cease in the final phase. In the first stage, the student model is trained

independently.

introduce contrastive loss to bolster the model’s generalization
capability. Finally, by incorporating a distillation fine-tuning
module, we effectively balance the model’s performance. Our
main contributions are as follows:

• we propose a fair domain-incremental-based dermato-
logical diagnosis model, named FairDD, which aims to
achieve a better trade-off between accuracy and fairness.

• A cross-domain Mixup module is introduced, facilitating
the model in learning more robust feature representations
by mixing data from both new and old domains.

• We designed a distillation fine-tuning module, which
balances the weights of old and new knowledge by
distilling old knowledge and fine-tuning new knowledge,
thus enabling the model to learn new information while
retaining previously acquired knowledge.

• Experiments on two dermatological datasets demonstrate
that FairDD exhibits significant advantages in the trade-
off between diagnostic performance and fairness.

II. METHODS

A. Model Overview

In domain incremental learning, data is loaded incrementally
in batches. Each batch represents a new domain or a set of
new domains. After completing the training on one batch of
data, the model will enter the next training stage. The current
batch data is considered a new domain, while previously
learned data is collectively termed old domains. Additionally,
the data domains of the training and test sets are updated
simultaneously to ensure accurate evaluation.

Given a dermatological image dataset S containing N
samples, each sample includes an input image X , a sensitive

attribute A, and a categorized truth label Y . The dataset S is
systematically divided into different domain groups based on
the sensitive attribute A. For instance, based on gender, the
data is classified into male and female domains. This study
primarily aims to achieve an optimal trade-off between the
model’s diagnostic performance and fairness. Specifically, we
seek to maintain the overall performance of the model while
minimizing differences in diagnostic accuracy across various
sensitive attribute groups.

Our FairDD incorporates a bounded replay buffer M =
{(xb

i , a
b
i , y

b
i )

B
i=1} of fixed size B to prevent catastrophic for-

getting. The buffer is updated using a reservoir algorithm that
randomly selects samples from the training data stream with
equal probability. The main framework is shown in Fig. 1.

B. Cross-Domain Mixup Module

Data augmentation extends a training dataset by generating
new examples using prior knowledge. Mixup, a specific data
augmentation method, creates new training samples through
convex combinations of sample pairs [13]. Specifically, given
two training samples and their corresponding labels, mixup
constructs virtual training samples by linear interpolation. This
strategy helps to improve the model’s generalization ability.

In this paper’s setup, the model incrementally learns data
from different domains. During training with new domain data,
only a small portion of old domain data is retained in memory
and participates in the training. This can lead the model to
favor new domain data. To address this issue, we introduce
the mixup method, which combines data from both new and
old domains to encourage the model to learn a more robust
feature representation. Additionally, the interpolated samples



generated by mixup enhance the diversity of the training data
and help mitigate the risk of overfitting to the original data.
The implementation details of mixup are provided below:{

xm = λxi + (1− λ)xj

ym = λyi + (1− λ)yj
, λ ∼ Beta(θ, θ) (1)

where (xi, ai, yi) ∈ XB, is the input data of the current stage.
(xj , aj , yj) ∈ XB ∪M . λ ∈ [0, 1] and θ is set to 0.8.

C. Supervised Contrastive Loss

Supervised contrastive learning leverages label information
to enhance model representation learning [14]. This method
pulls together points within the same category in the em-
bedding space while pushing apart clusters of samples from
different categories, enabling the model to learn more compact
and discriminative data representations.

Building on this concept, we incorporate a contrastive loss
into the model. Specifically, we introduce a learnable projector
that maps sample features to the embedding space where the
contrastive loss is applied, thereby learning marginal distribu-
tions for improved generalization. The projectors are updated
using gradient-based optimization. The supervised contrastive
loss is calculated as follows:

Lsup =
∑
i∈I

−1

|P (i)|
∑

p∈P (i)

log
exp (sim (zi, zp) /τ)∑

o∈O(i) exp (sim (zi, zo) /τ)

(2)
where I denotes the index set of the current batch and the

memory buffer batch data. P (i) represents the indexed set
of samples sharing the same label (i.e., positive samples) as
sample i, while O(i) = P (i) ∪ {j | j ∈ I ∧ j ̸= i} includes
the indexed set of all samples (both positive and others) in the
same batch as sample i. z denotes the feature representation
of the sample obtained through the projector. The function
sim() measures cosine similarity, and τ is a temperature
hyperparameter, set to 0.07, to control the concentration degree
of the distribution.

D. Statistical Parity Disparity Loss

A core objective of this paper is to enhance the fairness
of the student model, ensuring equitable treatment of samples
across different sensitive attribute domains. Specifically, we
focus on statistical parity disparity, a definition that measures
the difference in predictions across sensitive attribute domains
when the model predicts a positive (or target) class [15].

Therefore, we introduce statistical parity disparity loss as
a fairness optimization objective to minimize the discrepancy
between the model’s predictions for target classes across dif-
ferent sensitive attribute groups. The input data here includes
not only data from the current domain but also data from the
buffer M. The statistical parity disparity loss is:

Lspd =
U∑

y=1

∥EXi∼SA=0
|(q (Xi) = y)− EXi∼SA=1

| (q (Xi) = y)∥2
(3)

E. Distillation Fine-Tuning

Given that only a limited number of samples from the
old domain are stored in memory, there are significantly
fewer old domain samples than new domain samples in the
training set. To address this imbalance, a balancing fine-tuning
phase is commonly introduced [19]. During this phase, the
model is fine-tuned on a carefully constructed balanced subset
containing an equal number of samples from each class of
both the new and old domains, using a smaller learning rate
to optimize performance.

In this paper, the parameters of the student model are
initially aligned with those of the teacher model at the start
of each new learning stage. As the student model learns from
the new domain data, its parameters are iteratively updated.
However, the training samples from the old and new domains
are often unbalanced during this process. Therefore, it is
crucial to ensure that the student model retains the knowledge
of the old domain while incorporating new domain knowledge.

In general, samples from the same class should have sim-
ilar embeddings in the feature space. Therefore, the student
model’s embeddings should align with those of the same class
in the teacher model. Distillation loss effectively measures
the difference in output distributions between the student and
teacher models, aiding the student model in approximating the
teacher model’s output. Building on the benefits of balanced
fine-tuning, we introduce a distillation fine-tuning component
that directly uses small batches of buffer data as inputs without
requiring additional balanced subsets. The specific distillation
loss function is defined as follows:

Ldis = −
N∑
i=1

U∑
j=1

qt
(
x′
i,j

)
log

(
qs

(
x′
i,j

))
(4)

qt
(
x′
i,j

)
=

(qt (xi,j))
1
T∑

i (qt (xi,j))
1
T

, qs
(
x′
i,j

)
=

(qs (xi,j))
1
T∑

i (qs (xi,j))
1
T

(5)

where T represents the distillation temperature coefficient (set
to 2). qt(xi,j) and qs(xi,j) represent the predicted probabilities
of the teacher and the student model, respectively.

F. Overall Objective

In summary, the overall training objective of our proposed
FairDD can be expressed as:

L = Lce + Lsup + αLdis + βLspd (6)

Lce = − 1

N

N∑
i=1

U∑
j=1

p (xi,j) log (q (xi,j)) (7)

where weighting factors α and β adjust the degree of
constraints on knowledge transfer and fairness. p (xi,j) and
q (xi,j) denote the true and predicted probabilities respectively.



TABLE I
RESULT ON FITZPATRICK-17K AND ISIC 2019 DATASET (MeanStd × 10−2). BEST AND SECOND-BEST ARE

HIGHLIGHTED. E0: FATEEOpp0. E1: FATEEOpp1 . E2 : FATEEOdd.

Fitzpatrick-17k Dataset
Method Accuracy ↑ Precision ↑ Recall ↑ F1 ↑ EOpp0 ↓ EOpp1 ↓ Eodd ↓ E0 ↑ E1 ↑ E2 ↑
Vanilla 87.530.14 79.600.33 80.220.19 78.410.15 1.000.30 10.401.43 10.540.98 / / /

Resampling [8] 87.730.27 79.210.40 80.010.35 78.270.42 1.110.26 10.431.91 10.782.06 −10.86 −0.03 −2.05
Ind [8] 86.330.12 76.110.38 77.480.18 75.200.09 0.780.33 10.130.51 9.720.94 20.63 1.23 6.41

GroupDRO [16] 86.620.19 77.210.62 78.290.52 76.560.56 0.940.34 8.040.90 8.231.25 5.07 21.66 20.91
EnD [17] 86.800.52 77.320.60 78.580.53 76.900.66 1.220.31 9.011.60 9.201.59 -22.83 12.53 11.88
CFair [18] 87.910.35 78.620.49 79.730.37 78.120.38 0.930.28 9.831.65 10.171.57 10.03 12.15 10.09

FairAdaBN [7] 84.720.40 74.430.22 75.740.33 73.310.48 0.480.09 7.673.86 7.733.95 48.79 23.04 23.45
QP-Net [2] 83.160.06 70.170.10 72.610.20 70.410.18 0.610.08 9.110.23 9.410.33 34.01 7.41 5.73

FairDD 86.530.16 76.700.14 77.160.18 76.750.06 0.480.07 5.731.43 5.651.43 51.19 43.72 45.22
ISIC 2019 Dataset

Method Accuracy ↑ Precision ↑ Recall ↑ F1 ↑ EOpp0 ↓ EOpp1 ↓ Eodd ↓ E0 ↑ E1 ↑ E2 ↑
Vanilla 92.520.12 82.640.31 82.940.36 82.600.32 0.850.12 6.121.83 6.021.66 / / /

Resampling [8] 92.810.28 83.150.50 83.420.51 83.120.52 0.860.15 5.652.83 5.762.78 -0.80 -2.48 -5.49
Ind [8] 92.430.11 82.160.15 82.460.12 82.110.08 0.850.11 7.040.96 7.370.77 -0.10 -15.13 -22.52

GroupDRO [16] 91.860.22 81.300.52 81.440.47 81.170.50 0.820.12 6.783.20 6.623.21 2.41 -22.99 -22.01
EnD [17] 92.130.08 81.420.48 81.640.35 81.360.38 0.980.09 5.180.99 5.101.06 -15.72 14.94 14.86
CFair [18] 87.390.77 72.392.67 72.602.22 71.282.12 2.831.09 9.213.53 10.804.15 -238.49 -56.03 -84.95

FairAdaBN [7] 89.110.09 74.240.13 74.790.18 74.180.14 0.690.07 4.852.50 4.762.73 15.14 17.07 17.24
QP-Net [2] 88.000.22 74.050.27 72.550.26 71.490.31 1.130.10 4.560.54 4.940.38 -37.83 20.60 13.05

FairDD 90.700.21 81.280.49 80.700.40 80.840.41 0.590.04 4.580.25 4.210.16 28.62 23.25 28.10

III. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

We evaluated our proposed FairDD on the datasets
Fitzpatrick-17k [20] and ISIC 2019 [21]. The sensitive at-
tributes of these two datasets are skin type and age, respec-
tively. The parameter α and cache size were set to 1 and 300,
respectively. For the Fitzpatrick-17k and ISIC 2019 datasets,
the parameter β was set to 0.6 and 1, respectively.

A. Evaluation Metrics

To provide a comprehensive assessment of model perfor-
mance, we conducted an in-depth analysis from multiple per-
spectives, including diagnostic accuracy, fairness, and trade-
off. Accuracy, precision, recall, and F1 scores were used in
evaluating diagnostic performance. The fairness criteria in-
clude Equal Opportunity (EOpp) [22] and Equal Odds (EOdd)
[22]. For Equal Opportunity, we consider both EOpp0 and
EOpp1 based on actual labels. The indicator FATE [7] is
used to quantify the trade-off.

The formula is as follows:

FATEFC =
ACCe −ACCb

ACCb
− λ

FCe − FCb

FCb
(8)

where FC denotes fairness criteria. ACC indicates accuracy.
Subscripts e and b are used to distinguish the fairness-
enhanced model from the baseline model. λ is set to 1.0.

B. Comparison with Other Methods

Results on Fitzpatrick-17k Dataset. FairDD demonstrates
superior performance to other methods on all fairness assess-
ment criteria, as shown in Table I. Specifically, compared
with the suboptimal results, FairDD decreased by about 2%
in both EOpp1 and Eodd. Second, although FairDD does
not achieve the best in terms of diagnostic performance, it

improves on accuracy, precision, and F1 scores when com-
pared to FairAdaBN, the model with sub-optimal fairness.
There was a 3.4% improvement in F1. Further analyzing the
trade-off between diagnostic accuracy and fairness, we observe
that FairDD achieves the highest values in each trade-off
criterion. These combined results provide strong evidence that
FairDD significantly improves the fairness of the model while
maintaining diagnostic performance.

Results on ISIC 2019 Dataset. Unbalanced data distribu-
tion is a major factor affecting the fairness of decision making.
Compared to the Fitzpatrick-17k dataset, the distribution of
sensitive attributes of the ISIC 2019 Dataset is more balanced,
but the comparative models perform poorly, as shown in Tabl
I. Against this challenging backdrop, FairDD still stands out
as the best result for all fairness and performance trade-offs,
except for EOpp1, which is 0.02 higher than the next best
result. Although FairDD has not yet surpassed the Vanilla
model in terms of accuracy, it has significantly improved its
performance compared to the FairAdaBN and QP-Net models,
which are the next best in terms of fairness. These demonstrate
its advantage in the trade-off between diagnostic performance
and fairness.

C. Ablation Study

Impact of training order. Incremental learning technology
can balance the learning of each domain and effectively
transfer previously learned feature knowledge to subsequent
training. We found that the effect of incremental learning
on balanced learning is closely related to the training order.
Specifically, as demonstrated in Table II, the model’s perfor-
mance and its balance across different skin color groups are
notably better when the training sequence follows a dark-light
order compared to the opposite order.



TABLE II
IMPACT OF TRAINING ORDER, CROSS-DOMAIN MIXUP MODULE AND SUPERVISED CONTRASTIVE LOSS.

order Mixup Lsup Accuracy ↑ Precision ↑ Recall ↑ F1 ↑ EOpp0 ↓ EOpp1 ↓ Eodd ↓ E0 ↑ E1 ↑ E2 ↑

light-dark
83.69 73.41 72.95 73.08 1.00 10.87 11.09 −4.38 −8.90 −9.60

✓ 84.88 74.81 74.98 74.86 1.24 12.08 13.08 −27.02 −19.18 −27.12
✓ ✓ 85.41 75.23 76.30 75.29 1.47 10.98 12.14 −49.42 −7.99 −17.60

dark-light
85.48 75.06 75.39 75.16 0.69 6.06 6.58 28.65 39.38 35.22

✓ 86.10 76.36 76.68 76.46 0.58 6.63 6.14 40.36 34.61 40.11
✓ ✓ 86.56 76.77 77.36 76.80 0.47 6.05 5.99 51.89 40.71 42.06

(a) Diagnostic accuracy of FairDD (b) Fairness of FairDD (c) Trade-off of FairDD

Fig. 2: Impact of distillation fine-tuning module.

(a) Diagnostic accuracy of FairDD (b) Fairness of FairDD (c) Trade-off of FairDD

Fig. 3: Impact of statistical disparity loss.

Impact of cross-domain mixup module. Compared to
FairDD without mixup, the diagnostic performance of FairDD
with mixup integration shows consistent improvement across
all training orders. This finding indicates that the interpolated
samples generated by mixup enhance the diversity of the
training data and encourage the model to learn more robust
feature representations.

Impact of supervised contrastive loss. Adding supervised
contrastive loss improves the model’s accuracy, fairness, and
trade-off metrics, except for EOpp0 in the light-dark order.
This enhancement indicates that supervised contrastive loss
encourages embeddings of the same class to converge, leading
to better generalization. However, the effectiveness of this loss
may be influenced by the training order.

Impact of distillation fine-tuning module. In Equation
7, the coefficient α of the distillation loss controls the
contribution of the balanced fine-tuning component to the
overall performance. As α increases from 0.2 to 1, diagnostic
performance metrics initially decrease, then slowly increase,
and generally remain stable. At α=0.6, the fairness metrics and

trade-offs reach optimal values, as shown in Fig. 3b and 3c.
However, as the value of α continues to increase, the model’s
fairness rapidly declines, despite a gradual improvement in
diagnostic performance. This is because the balanced fine-
tuning process relies on data from the old domain. Excessive
fine-tuning stabilizes performance in the old domain but sig-
nificantly diminishes performance in the new domain.

Impact of statistical parity disparity loss. For this part of
the experiment, the coefficient α is set to 0.6. As illustrated
in Fig. 4a, changes in the coefficient β have a minimal impact
on the model’s diagnostic performance, which remains stable.
Fairness initially improves and then diminishes. Thus, while
the constraint imposed by statistical disparity loss enhances
fairness, excessive constraint limits this enhancement. Con-
sidering diagnostic performance and fairness, the trade-off
of model also first increases and then gradually declines, as
depicted in Fig. 4c.

Impact of buffer size. In this part, the α and β are set to
0.6 and 1. In Fig. 5a, the accuracy fluctuates within a specific
range as buffer size gradually increases. Regarding fairness,



(a) Diagnostic accuracy of FairDD (b) Fairness of FairDD (c) Trade-off of FairDD

Fig. 4: Impact of buffer size.

EOpp1 and Eodd values decrease as buffer size increases,
while EOpp0 initially decreases and then slowly increases once
the capacity exceeds 300. Increased buffer size provides more
samples from old attribute classes, enriching the information
available for balance fine-tuning and statistical disparity loss.
The model’s trade-off metric rises initially and then stabilizes
during this process.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose a fair domain-incremental-based
dermatological diagnosis model named FairDD, aiming to
achieve a better trade-off between diagnostic performance and
fairness. The model is optimized using various components to
enhance both diagnostic accuracy and fairness. The effective-
ness of each component is also validated by exhaustive abla-
tion experiments. Experimental results on two dermatological
disease datasets demonstrate that FairDD achieves favorable
outcomes in fairness and trade-offs. However, there remains a
gap in diagnostic performance between FairDD and the Vanilla
model. Therefore, future research will focus on enhancing
FairDD’s diagnostic accuracy while maintaining fairness and
trade-off.
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