
Towards Equal Opportunity Fairness through Adversarial Learning

Xudong Han1 Timothy Baldwin1,2 Trevor Cohn1

1The University of Melbourne
2MBZUAI

xudongh1@student.unimelb.edu.au, {tbaldwin,t.cohn}@unimelb.edu.au

Abstract

Adversarial training is a common approach for
bias mitigation in natural language processing.
Although most work on debiasing is motivated
by equal opportunity, it is not explicitly cap-
tured in standard adversarial training. In this
paper, we propose an augmented discrimina-
tor for adversarial training, which takes the tar-
get class as input to create richer features and
more explicitly model equal opportunity. Ex-
perimental results over two datasets show that
our method substantially improves over stan-
dard adversarial debiasing methods, in terms
of the performance–fairness trade-off.

1 Introduction

While natural language processing models have
achieved great successes across a variety of classifi-
cation tasks in recent years, naively-trained models
often learn spurious correlations with confounds
like user demographics and socio-economic fac-
tors (Badjatiya et al., 2019; Zhao et al., 2018; Li
et al., 2018a).

A common way of mitigating bias relies on “un-
learning” discriminators during the debiasing pro-
cess. For example, in adversarial training, an en-
coder and discriminator are trained such that the
encoder attempts to prevent the discriminator from
identifying protected attributes (Zhang et al., 2018;
Li et al., 2018a; Han et al., 2021c). Intuitively,
such debiased representations from different pro-
tected groups are not separable, and as a result, any
classifier applied to debiased representations will
also be agnostic to the protected attributes. The
fairness metric corresponding to such debiasing
methods is known as demographic parity (Feldman
et al., 2015), which is satisfied if classifiers are in-
dependent of the protected attribute. Taking loan
applications as an example, demographic parity is
satisfied if candidates from different groups have
the same approval rate.

Figure 1: The black solid, yellow dashed, and blue
dotted lines are the decision boundaries of linear dis-
criminators for demographic trained over all instances,
y = positive, and y = negative, resp. The decision
boundaries learned by our proposed class-specific dis-
criminators (yellow ashed and blue dotted) are distinct
to the previous discriminator setting (black solid).

However, demographic parity has its limitations,
as illustrated by Barocas et al. (2019): a hirer that
carefully selects applicants from group a and ar-
bitrarily selects applicants from group b with the
same acceptance rate of p > 0 achieves demo-
graphic parity, but is far from fair as they are more
likely to select inappropriate applicants in group b.

In acknowledgement of this issue, (Hardt et al.,
2016) proposed: (1) equalized odds, which is sat-
isfied if a classifier is independent of protected
attributes within each class, i.e., class-specific in-
dependent; and (2) equal opportunity, which is a
relaxed version of equalized odds that only focuses
on independence in “advantaged” target classes
(such as the approval class for loans).

Similar to demographic parity, standard adver-
sarial training does not consider the target label
for protected information removal, which is fun-
damental to equal opportunity. Figure 1 shows a
toy example where hidden representations are la-
belled with the associated target labels via colour,
and protected labels via shape. Taking the target
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label information into account and training sepa-
rate discriminators for each of the two protected
attributes, it can be seen that the linear decision
boundaries are quite distinct, and each is different
from the decision boundary when the target class
is not taken into consideration.

To enable adversarial training to recognize the
correlation between protected attributes and target
classes, we propose a novel discriminator archi-
tecture that captures the class-specific protected
attributes during adversarial training. Moreover,
our proposed mechanism is generalizable to other
SOTA variants of adversarial training, such as
DAdv (Han et al., 2021c). Experiments over two
datasets show that our method consistently outper-
forms standard adversarial learning.

The source code has been included in
fairlib (Han et al., 2022), and is available at
https://github.com/HanXudong/fairlib.

2 Related Work

2.1 Fairness Criterion

Various types of fairness criteria have been pro-
posed, which Barocas et al. (2019) divide into three
categories according to the levels of (conditional)
independence between protected attributes, target
classes, and model predictions.

Independence, also known as demographic par-
ity (Feldman et al., 2015), is satisfied iff predictions
are not correlated with protected attributes. In prac-
tice, this requires that the proportion of positive
predictions is the same for each protected group.
One undesirable property of independence is that
base rates for each class must be the same across
different protected groups, which is usually not the
case (Hardt et al., 2016).

Separation, also known as equalized
odds (Hardt et al., 2016), is satisfied iff pre-
dictions are independent of protected attributes
conditioned on the target classes. In the case
of equal opportunity, this requirement is only
applied to the positive (or advantaged) class. In the
multi-class classification setting, equal opportunity
is applied to all classes, and becomes equivalent to
equalized odds.

Sufficiency, also known as test fair-
ness (Chouldechova, 2017), is satisfied if
the target class is independent of the protected
attributes conditioned on the predictions.

In this paper, we focus on the separation cri-
terion, and employ the generalized definition of

equal opportunity for both binary and multi-class
classification.

2.2 Bias Mitigation
Here we briefly review bias mitigation methods
that can be applied to a STANDARD model (i.e., do
not involve any adjustment of the primary objective
function to account for bias).

Pre-processing manipulates the input distribu-
tion before training, to counter for data bias. Typ-
ical methods include dataset augmentation (Zhao
et al., 2018), dataset resampling (Wang et al., 2019),
and instance reweighting (Lahoti et al., 2020). One
limitation of these methods is that the distribution
adjustment is statically determined based on the
training set distribution, and not updated later. To
avoid this limitation, Roh et al. (2021) proposed
FAIRBATCH to adjust the input distributions dy-
namically. Specifically, FAIRBATCH formulates
the model training as a bi-level optimization prob-
lem: the inner optimizer is the same as STANDARD,
while the outer optimizer adjusts the resampling
probabilities of instances based on the loss differ-
ence between different demographic groups and
target classes from the inner optimization.

At-training-time introduces constraints into the
optimization process for model training. We mainly
focus on the adversarial training (ADV), which
jointly trains a STANDARD model and a DIS-
CRIMINATOR component to alleviate protected
attributes Elazar and Goldberg (2018); Li et al.
(2018a). More recently, Han et al. (2021c) present
DADV, which employs multiple discriminators
with orthogonality constraints to unlearn protected
information.

Post-processing aims at adjusting a trained clas-
sifier based on protected attributes, such that the
final predictions are fair to the different protected
groups. A popular method is INLP (Ravfogel et al.,
2020), which trains a STANDARD model, and then
iteratively projects the last-hidden-layer’s represen-
tations to the null-space of demographic informa-
tion, and uses the projected hidden representations
to make predictions.

2.3 Model Comparison
In contrast to single-objective evaluation, evalua-
tion of fairness approaches generally considers fair-
ness and performance simultaneously. Typically,
no single method simultaneously achieves the best
performance and fairness, making comparison dif-
ficult.

https://github.com/HanXudong/fairlib


(a) Tuning ADV trade-off hyperparameter

(b) ADV trade-off

Figure 2: An example of performance–fairness trade-
off with respect to different values of the strength for
the additional loss for discriminator unlearning in ADV.
The shaded area refers to 95% CI. Figure 2b also pro-
vides an example for DTO. The green dashed vertical
and horizontal lines denote the best performance and
fairness, respectively, and their intersection point is the
Utopia point. The length of the green dotted lines from
A and B to the Utopia point are the DTO for candidate
models A and B, respectively.

Performance–Fairness Trade-off is a com-
mon way of comparing different debiasing meth-
ods without the requirement for model selection.
Specifically, debiasing methods typically involve a
trade-off hyperparameter, which controls the extent
to which the final model sacrifices performance
for fairness, such as the strength of discriminator
unlearning in ADV, as shown in Figure 2a.

Typically, instead of looking at the performance/-
fairness for different trade-off hyperparameter val-
ues, it is more meaningful to focus on the Pareto
plots (Figure 2b), which show the maximum fair-
ness that can be achieved at different performance
levels, and vice versa.

DTO is a metric to quantify the performance–
fairness tradeoff, which measures the Distance To
the Optimal point for candidate models (Saluk-
vadze, 1971; Marler and Arora, 2004; Han et al.,
2021a). Note that the DTO can not only be used to
compare different methods, but also for early stop-
ping and model selection. Figure 2b provides an
example of model selection based on DTO, where
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Figure 3: Proposed model architectures. Dashed lines
denote gradient reversal in adversarial learning. Green
and blue rounded rectangles are the trainable neural net-
work layers for target label classification and bias miti-
gation, resp. Red circles are operations.

the optimal (Utopia) point at the top-right corner
and DTO scores are the normalized Euclidean dis-
tance (length of green dotted lines) between the
optimal points and candidate models.

In this paper, we use DTO for early stopping
and method comparison, while selecting the best
model for each method based on the results of
STANDARD.

3 Methods

Here we describe the methods employed in this pa-
per. Formally, as shown in Figure 3a, given an input
x annotated with main task label y and protected
attribute label g, a main task model consists of
two connected parts: the encoder h = m(x;θm)
is trained to compute the hidden representation
from an input x, and the classifier makes predic-
tion, ŷ = f(h;θf ). During training, a discrimi-
nator d, parameterized by φd, is trained to predict
ĝ = d(h;φd) from the final hidden-layer repre-
sentation h. The discriminator is only used as a
regularizer during training, and will be dropped at
the test time, i.e., the final model with adversarial
training is the same as a naively trained model at
the inference time.



3.1 Adversarial Learning

Following the setup of Li et al. (2018a); Han et al.
(2021c), the optimisation objective for standard
adversarial training is:

min
θm,θf

max
φ∗
X (y, ŷ)− λX (g, ĝ) (1)

where φ∗ = {φd}, X is the cross entropy loss, and
λ is a trade-off hyperparameter. Solving this min-
imax optimization problem encourages the main
task model hidden representation h to be informa-
tive to f and to be uninformative to d.

3.2 Discriminator with Augmented
Representation

As illustrated in Figure 3b, we propose augmented
discrimination, a novel means of strengthening
the adversarial component. Specifically, an extra
augmentation layer a is added between m and d,
where a takes the y into consideration to create
richer features, i.e., ĝ = d(a(h;y;φa);φd).

Augmentation Layer Figure 3c shows the archi-
tecture of the proposed augmentation layer. In-
spired by the domain-conditional model of Li
et al. (2018b), the augmentation layer a con-
sists of one shared projector and |C| specific
projectors,{ms,m′1,m

′
2, . . . ,m

′
|C|}, where |C|

is the number of target classes.
Formally, letms(h;φs) be a function parameter-

ized by φs which projects a hidden representation
h to hs representing features w.r.t g that are shared
across classes, and m′j(h;φj) be a class-specific
function to the j-th class which projects the same
hidden representation h to h′j capturing features
that are private to the j-th class. In this paper,
we employ the same architecture for shared and
all private projectors. The resulting output of the
augmentation layer is

ha = a(h;y;φa) = hs +

|C|∑
j=1

yi,jh
′j ,

where φa = {φs,φ1, . . . ,φ|C|}, and yi,: is 1-hot.
Moreover, let φ∗ = {φd,φa}, the training objec-
tive is the same as Equation 1.

Intuitively, d is able to make better predictions
over g based on ha than the vanilla h due to the
enhanced representations provided by a. More for-
mally, as the augmented discriminator models the
conditional probability Pr(g|h, y), the unlearning

of the augmented discriminator encourages condi-
tional independence h ⊥ g|y, which corresponds
directly to the equal opportunity criterion.

4 Experiments

In order to compare our method with previous work,
we follow the experimental setting of Han et al.
(2021c). We provide full experimental details in
Appendix B.

4.1 Evaluation Metrics

Following Han et al. (2021c); Ravfogel et al.
(2020), we use overall accuracy as the performance
metric, and measure TPR GAP for equal opportu-
nity fairness. For multiclass classification tasks, we
report the quadratic mean (RMS) of TPR GAP over
all classes. While in a binary classification setup,
TPR and TNR are equivalent to the TPR of the
positive and negative classes, respectively, so we
employ the RMS TPR GAP in this case also. For
GAP metrics, the smaller, the better, and a perfectly
fair model will achieve 0 GAP. We further measure
the fairness as 1-GAP, the larger, the better.

More specifically, the calculation of RMS TPR
GAP consists of aggregations at the group and
class levels. At the group level, we measure the
absolute TPR difference of each class between
each group and the overall TPR GAP TPR

G,y =∑
g∈G |TPRg,y − TPRy|, and at the next level,

we further perform the RMS aggregation at the
class level to get the RMS TPR GAP as GAP =√

1
|Y |

∑
y∈Y (GAP

TPR
G,y )2.

4.2 Dataset

Following Subramanian et al. (2021), we conduct
experiments over two NLP classification tasks —
sentiment analysis and biography classification —
using the same dataset splits as prior work.

MOJI This sentiment analysis dataset was col-
lected by Blodgett et al. (2016), and contains tweets
that are either African American English (AAE)-
like or Standard American English (SAE)-like.
Each tweet is annotated with a binary ‘race’ label
(based on language use: either AAE or SAE) and
a binary sentiment score determined by (redacted)
emoji contained in it.

BIOS The second task is biography classifica-
tion (De-Arteaga et al., 2019; Ravfogel et al., 2020),
where biographies were scraped from the web, and



(a) MOJI (b) BIOS

Figure 4: Pareto frontiers of trade-offs between performance and fairness. The top-right represents ideal model
with the idea performance and fairness.

annotated for the protected attribute of binary gen-
der and target label of 28 profession classes.

Besides the binary gender attribute, we addi-
tionally consider economic status as a second pro-
tected attribute. Subramanian et al. (2021) semi-
automatically label economic status (wealthy vs.
rest) based on the country the individual is based
in, as geotagged from the first sentence of the bi-
ography. For bias evaluation and mitigation, we
consider the intersectional groups, i.e., the Carte-
sian product of the two protected attributes, leading
to 4 intersectional classes: female–wealthy, female–
rest, male–wealthy, and male–rest.

4.3 Models

We first implement a naively trained model on each
dataset, without explicit debiasing. On the MOJI

dataset, we use DeepMoji (Felbo et al., 2017) as
the fixed encoders to get 2304d representations
of input texts. For the BIOS dataset, we use un-
cased BERT-base (Devlin et al., 2019), taking the
‘AVG’ representations extracted from the pretrained
model, without further fine-tuning.

For adversarial method, both the ADV and aug-
mented ADV, we jointly train the discriminator and
classifier. Again, we follow Han et al. (2021c) in
using a non-linear discriminator, which is imple-
mented as a trainable 3-layer MLP.

A common problem is that a large number of in-
stances are not annotated with protected attributes,
e.g. only 28% instances in the BIOS dataset are
annotated with both gender and economic status
labels. The standard adversarial method has re-

quired all training instances are annotated with pro-
tected attributes, and thus can only be trained over
a full-labelled subset, decreasing the training set
size significantly. To maintain the performance of
the debiased model, we follow Han et al. (2021b)
in decoupling the training of the model and the dis-
criminator, making it possible to use all instances
for model training at a cost of the performance-
fairness trade-off.

4.4 Main results

Figure 4 shows the results. Each point denotes a
candidate model, and we take the average over 5
runs with different random seeds.

We compare our proposed augmented discrim-
inator against the standard discriminator and vari-
ous competitive baselines: (1) STANDARD, which
only optimizes performance during training; (2)
ADV (Li et al., 2018a), which adjusts the strength
of adversarial training (λ); (3) DADV (Han et al.,
2021c), which is the SOTA ADV variation that re-
moves protected information from different aspects,
and both λ and the strength of orthogonality con-
straints are tuned; (4) INLP (Ravfogel et al., 2020),
which is a post-processing method, and we tune
the number of iteration for null-space projections
to control the trade-off, and (5) FAIRBATCH (Roh
et al., 2021), which is the STOA pre-processing
method, and we tune adjustment rate for the outer
optimization to achieve different trade-offs.

In terms of our own methods, we adopt the
Augmentation layer (Figure 3c for both ADV

and DADV, resulting the Augmented ADV and



Trade-off 5% Trade-off 10%

Model Accuracy↑ Fairness↑ DTO ↓ Accuracy↑ Fairness↑ DTO ↓

STANDARD 72.30± 0.46 61.19± 1.44 47.68 72.30± 0.46 61.19± 1.44 47.68
ADV 68.06± 10.13 92.92± 4.08 32.71 62.51± 11.59 93.20± 6.25 38.10
DADV 71.86± 0.48 94.72± 1.35 28.63 64.12± 12.87 95.87± 3.72 36.12
INLP 70.92 85.36 32.56 61.92 91.33 39.06
FAIRBATCH 74.18± 0.62 90.47± 1.40 27.52 74.18± 0.62 90.47± 1.40 27.52

A-ADV 70.30± 0.47 95.19± 1.17 30.09 67.40± 1.17 96.72± 0.64 32.77
A-DADV 72.36± 1.00 95.91± 1.56 27.94 64.23± 9.18 95.72± 2.43 36.02

(a) MOJI

Trade-off 5% Trade-off 10%

Model Accuracy↑ Fairness↑ DTO ↓ Accuracy↑ Fairness↑ DTO ↓

STANDARD 81.52± 0.24 55.54± 2.95 48.15 81.52± 0.24 55.54± 2.95 48.15
ADV 77.22± 2.97 61.99± 2.22 44.31 74.59± 2.59 62.87± 2.81 44.99
DADV 78.10± 1.38 62.60± 1.88 43.34 73.44± 3.76 68.76± 4.91 41.01
INLP 80.41 59.39 45.09 80.41 59.39 45.09
FAIRBATCH 80.57± 0.63 61.80± 2.04 42.86 80.57± 0.63 61.80± 2.04 42.86

A-ADV 77.64± 2.36 63.71± 2.60 42.63 73.76± 5.19 66.41± 5.73 42.62
A-DADV 77.47± 1.68 63.73± 3.45 42.70 73.07± 2.88 71.64± 4.67 39.11

(b) BIOS

Table 1: Evaluation results ± standard deviation (%) on the test set of sentiment analysis (MOJI) and biography
classification (BIOS) tasks, averaged over 5 runs with different random seeds. DTO is measured by the normalized
Euclidean distance between each model and the ideal model, and lower is better. Due to the fact that INLP is a
Post-processing approach which cannot be run end to end, we only report the its results for 1 run. Least biased
models within a given performance tradeoff thresholds are chosen from development set.

Augmented DADV, respectively. Except for the
trade-off hyperparameters, other hyperparameters
of each model are the same to STANDARD.

Over both datasets, augmented methods achieve
better performance–fairness trade-off. I.e., the
adversarial method with augmented discriminator
achieves better fairness at the same accuracy level,
and achieves better accuracy at the same fairness
level. A-ADV, A-DADV, and DADV achieve sim-
ilar results (their trade-off lines almost overlap),
while these methods outperform ADV consistently.

Moreover, our proposed methods also achieved
better trade-offs than other baseline methods:
INLP achieves the worst trade-off over two
datasets, as it is a post-process method and the
model will not be updated during debiasing; and
FAIRBATCH can achieve a similar trade-off as our
proposed methods, but its ability of debiasing is
limited due to its resampling strategy.

4.5 Constrained analysis

As shown in Figure 4, Pareto curves of different
models highly overlap with each other. They can
even have multiple intersections, making it hard
to say which model strictly outperforms the others.
Alternatively, we follow Subramanian et al. (2021)
in comparing the fairest models under a minimum
performance constraint, where the fairest models
that exceed a performance threshold on the devel-
opment set are chosen, and evaluated on the test set.
We provide results under two constrained scenarios
— fairest models on the development set trading off
5% and 10% of accuracy.

Table 1a shows the results over MOJI dataset.
With a performance trade-off up to 5%, both A-
ADV and A-DADV are strictly better than their
base models ADV and DADV, respectively. Also,
A-DADV shows the best fairness than others and
consistently outperforms A-ADV.

In terms of other baseline methods, INLP shows



Trade-off 5% Trade-off 10%

Model Accuracy↑ Fairness↑ DTO ↓ Accuracy↑ Fairness↑ DTO ↓

ADV 68.06± 10.13 92.92± 4.08 32.71 62.51± 11.59 93.20± 6.25 38.10
A-ADV 70.30± 0.47 95.19± 1.17 30.09 67.40± 1.17 96.72± 0.64 32.77

ADV + Large 72.47± 2.28 92.02± 3.13 28.66 72.47± 2.28 92.02± 3.13 28.66

A-ADV + BT 71.39± 4.14 90.42± 5.40 30.18 66.18± 9.82 93.41± 4.48 34.46

ADV +y 67.89± 10.07 93.73± 3.89 32.72 67.89± 10.07 93.73± 3.89 32.72
ADV + Sep 68.30± 10.34 95.31± 3.30 32.04 63.72± 12.48 96.20± 4.21 36.48

(a) MOJI

Trade-off 5% Trade-off 10%

Model Accuracy↑ Fairness↑ DTO ↓ Accuracy↑ Fairness↑ DTO ↓

ADV 77.22± 2.97 61.99± 2.22 44.31 74.59± 2.59 62.87± 2.81 44.99
A-ADV 77.64± 2.36 63.71± 2.60 42.63 73.76± 5.19 66.41± 5.73 42.62

ADV + Large 77.88± 2.87 62.06± 1.27 43.92 75.38± 5.35 64.02± 4.95 43.60

A-ADV + BT 77.33± 3.06 63.00± 5.02 43.39 74.86± 5.12 65.37± 6.87 42.80

ADV + y 77.64± 1.10 59.88± 2.65 45.93 71.93± 3.56 64.11± 4.51 45.57
ADV + Sep 77.55± 3.34 65.50± 4.63 41.16 72.39± 4.89 67.04± 6.86 43.00

(b) BIOS

Table 2: Evaluation results ± standard deviation (%) on the test set of sentiment analysis (MOJI) and biography
classification (BIOS) tasks, averaged over 5 runs with different random seeds. Least biased models within a given
performance tradeoff thresholds are chosen from development set. ADV + Large trains larger discriminators with
more parameters than A-ADV as discussed in Section 5.1. A-ADV + BT employs the instance reweighting for
the A-ADV (Section 5.2). ADV +y and ADV + Sep are alternative ways of conditional unlearning as discussed in
Section 5.3 which takes class labels as inputs and trains class-specific discriminators, respectively.

Model MOJI BIOS

ADV 181,202 181,202
A-ADV 542,402 5,057,402
ADV + Large 680,450 9,013,250

Table 3: Number of parameters of discriminators over
MOJI and BIOS datasets.

worse performance and fairness than others. While
for FAIRBATCH, although it shows the smallest
DTO (i.e., best trade-off), its ability of bias mitiga-
tion is limited. In both settings, FAIRBATCH can
only achieve a 0.90 fairness score, while A-ADV

and A-ADV can achieve a 0.95 fairness score.
For a slack of up to 10% performance trade-off,

augmented adversarial models strictly outperform
their base models. However, when focusing on
the A-DADV, it can be seen that given a 10% per-
formance trade-off, the fairness score is even not
as good as that at the 5% level. The less fairness
is caused by the inconsistency between the results

over the development set and test set, i.e., the fairest
model is selected based on the development set but
does not generalize well on the test set.

For the occupation classification, results are sum-
marized in Table 1b. Similarly, our proposed meth-
ods consistently outperform others for both 5% and
10% performance settings, confirming the conclu-
sion based on trade-off plots that adding augmenta-
tion layers for adversarial debiasing leads to better
fairness.

5 Analysis

To better understand the effectiveness of our pro-
posed methods, we perform three sets of experi-
ments: (1) analysis of the effects of extra param-
eters in the Augmentation layer, (2) an ablation
study of the effect of balanced discriminator train-
ing, and (3) a comparison with alternative ways
of incorporating target labels in adversarial train-
ing. Similar to constrained analysis, we report the



fairest models under a minimum performance con-
straint in Table 2.

5.1 Affects of extra parameters
Augmentation layers increase the number of pa-
rameters in discriminators, and thus an important
question is whether the gains of augmentation lay-
ers are because of additional parameters.

We conduct experiments with two scenarios by
controlling the number of parameters of a discrimi-
nator in ADV, namely ADV + Large, and compare
it with A-ADV models. Specifically, we employ a
larger discriminator with an additional layer and
more hidden units within each layer, leading to
roughly the same number of parameters as the aug-
mented discriminator.

Table 3 summaries the number of parameters of
discriminators under different settings. For ADV,
the discriminators are 2-layer MLP. Thus its param-
eter size is only affected by its architecture, result-
ing in the same amount for two datasets. While for
A-ADV, the amount of class-specific components
within the augmentation layer is determined by the
total distinct target classes, which are 2 and 28 for
MOJI and BIOS, respectively, leading to a much
larger discriminator for the BIOS dataset.

As shown in Table 2, although ADV + Large
contains more parameters than others, it is not as
good as A-ADV. Over the MOJI dataset, ADV

+ Large achieves a better trade-off, however, the
best fairness that can be achieved is limited to 0.92,
which is similar to the FAIRBATCH method. Simi-
larly, for BIOS (Table 2b), ADV + Large leads to
less fair models, and worse trade-offs than A-ADV.

5.2 Balanced discriminator training
One problem is that the natural distribution of the
demographic labels is imbalanced. E.g. in BIOS,
87% of nurses are female while 90% of surgeons
are male. A common way of dealing with this la-
bel imbalance is instance reweighting (Han et al.,
2021a), which reweights each instance inversely
proportional to the frequency of its demographic
label within its target class when training the dis-
criminators.

We experiment with the balanced version of dis-
criminator training to explore the impact of such
balanced training methods. The instance weight-
ing is only applied to the discriminator training,
while during unlearning, instances are assigned
identical weights to reflect the actual proportions
of protected groups.

A-ADV methods with balanced training are de-
noted as A-ADV + BT, and corresponding results
over two datasets are shown in Table 2. In contrast
to our intuition that balanced training enhances the
ability to identify protected attributes and leads to
better bias mitigation, the A-ADV + BT methods
can not improve the trade-offs in any setting. This
might be because of the imbalanced training of
the main task model, which mainly focuses on the
majority group within each class, in which case
the imbalanced trained discriminator is also able to
identify protected information properly.

5.3 Alternative ways of conditional
unlearning

Essentially, our method is one way of unlearning
protected information conditioned on the class la-
bels. Alternatively, we can concatenate the hidden
representations h and target labels y as the inputs
to the discriminator (Wadsworth et al., 2018), as
well as train a set of discriminators, one for each
target class (Zhao et al., 2019).

Taking target labels y as the inputs (ADV +y)
can only capture the target class conditions as a
different basis, which is insufficient. As such, it
can be seen from Table 2 that, ADV +y only leads
to minimum improvements over the ADV, but is
not as good as A-ADV.

The other alternative method, ADV + Sep which
trains one discriminator for each target class, is the
closed method to our proposed augmentation lay-
ers. However, ADV + Sep has two main limitations:
(1) discriminators are trained separately, which can-
not learn the shared information across different
class like the shared component of augmentation
layers, and (2) the training and unlearning process
for multiple discriminators are much complicated,
especially when combined with other variants of
adversarial training, such as Ensemble Adv (Elazar
and Goldberg, 2018) and DADV (Han et al., 2021c)
that employs multiple sub-discriminators.

As shown in Table 2, although ADV + Sep shows
improvements to ADV +y, A-ADV still outper-
forms ADV + Sep significantly (1 percentage point
better in in terms of trade-off on average).

6 Conclusion

We introduce an augmented discriminator for ad-
versarial debiasing. We conducted experiments
over a binary tweet sentiment analysis with binary
author race attribute and a multiclass biography



classification with the multiclass protected attribute.
Results showed that our proposed method, consid-
ering the target label, can more accurately iden-
tify protected information and thus achieves better
performance–fairness trade-off than the standard
adversarial training.

Ethical Considerations

This work aims to advance research on bias mit-
igation in NLP. Although our proposed method
requires access to training datasets with protected
attributes, this is the same data assumption made
by adversarial training. Our target is to remove pro-
tected information during training better. To avoid
harm and be trustworthy, we only use attributes that
the user has self-identified for experiments. More-
over, once being trained, our proposed method can
make fairer predictions without the requirement of
demographic information. All data in this study
is publicly available and used under strict ethical
guidelines.
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Profession Total male_rest male_wealthy female_rest female_wealthy

professor 21715 0.092 0.462 0.073 0.374
physician 7581 0.084 0.424 0.080 0.411
attorney 6011 0.099 0.512 0.062 0.327
photographer 4398 0.111 0.531 0.056 0.303
journalist 3676 0.093 0.407 0.086 0.414
nurse 3510 0.011 0.075 0.149 0.764
psychologist 3280 0.065 0.307 0.105 0.523
teacher 2946 0.061 0.351 0.095 0.492
dentist 2682 0.113 0.521 0.063 0.303
surgeon 2465 0.124 0.727 0.024 0.126
architect 1891 0.116 0.641 0.034 0.208
painter 1408 0.089 0.473 0.075 0.363
model 1362 0.025 0.149 0.130 0.696
poet 1295 0.073 0.459 0.082 0.385
software_engineer 1289 0.137 0.697 0.025 0.140
filmmaker 1225 0.096 0.556 0.059 0.289
composer 1045 0.142 0.704 0.017 0.137
accountant 1012 0.095 0.553 0.063 0.289
dietitian 730 0.012 0.051 0.121 0.816
comedian 499 0.090 0.693 0.030 0.186
chiropractor 474 0.143 0.618 0.032 0.207
pastor 453 0.146 0.594 0.035 0.225
paralegal 330 0.027 0.124 0.148 0.700
yoga_teacher 305 0.030 0.134 0.121 0.715
interior_designer 267 0.041 0.165 0.124 0.670
personal_trainer 264 0.098 0.413 0.068 0.420
dj 244 0.156 0.709 0.025 0.111
rapper 221 0.154 0.747 0.009 0.090

Total 72578 0.089 0.451 0.075 0.386

Table 4: Training set distribution of the BIOS dataset.

A Dataset

A.1 MOJI

We use the train, dev, and test splits from Han
et al. (2021c) of 100k/8k/8k instances, respectively.
This training dataset has been artificially balanced
according to demographic and task labels, but ar-
tificially skewed in terms of race–sentiment com-
binations, as follows: AAE–happy = 40%, SAE–
happy = 10%, AAE–sad = 10%, and SAE–sad =
40%.

A.2 BIOS

Since the data is not directly available, in order to
construct the dataset, we use the scraping scripts
of Ravfogel et al. (2020), leading to a dataset
with 396k biographies.1 Following Ravfogel et al.
(2020), we randomly split the dataset into train
(65%), dev (10%), and test (25%).

Table 4 shows the target label distribution and
protected attribute distribution.

B Reproducibility

B.1 Computing infrastructure
We conduct all our experiments on a Windows
server with a 16-core CPU (AMD Ryzen Thread-
ripper PRO 3955WX), two NVIDIA GeForce RTX
3090s with NVLink, and 256GB RAM.

1There are slight discrepancies in the dataset composition
due to data attrition: the original dataset (De-Arteaga et al.,
2019) had 399k instances, while 393k were collected by Rav-
fogel et al. (2020).

B.2 Computational budget
Over the MOJI dataset, we run experiments with
108 different hyperparameter combinations (each
for 5 runs with different random seeds) in total,
which takes around 300 GPU hours in total and
0.56 hrs for each run. Over the BIOS dataset, we
run experiments with 162 different hyperparameter
combinations for around 466 GPU hours and 0.58
hrs for each run.

B.3 Model architecture and size
In this paper, we used pretrained models as fixed
encoder, and the number of fixed parameters of
DeepMoji (Felbo et al., 2017) for MOJI and un-
cased BERT-base (Devlin et al., 2019) for BIOS

are approximately 22M and 110M, resp. The num-
ber of remaining trainable parameters of the main
model is about 1M for both tasks.

As for the standard discriminator, we fol-
low (Han et al., 2021b) and use the same archi-
tecture for both tasks, leading to a 3-layer MLP
classifier with around 144k parameters.

B.4 Hyperparameters
For each dataset, all main task model models in
this paper share the same hyperparameters as the
standard model. Hyperparameters are tuned using
grid-search, in order to maximize accuracy for the
standard model. Table 5 summaries search space
and best assignments of key hyperparameters.

To explore trade-offs of our proposed method at
different levels, we tune λ log-uniformly to get a
series of candidate models. Specifically, the search
space of λ with respect to MOJI and BIOS are both
loguniform-float[10−3, 103].



Best assignment

Hyperparameter Search space MOJI BIOS

number of epochs - 100

patience - 10

embedding size - 2304 768

hidden size - 300

number of hidden layers choice-integer[1, 3] 2

batch size loguniform-integer[64, 2048] 1024 512

output dropout uniform-float[0, 0.5] 0.5 0.3

optimizer - Adam (Kingma and Ba, 2015)

learning rate loguniform-float[10−6, 10−1] 3× 10−3 10−3

learning rate scheduler - reduce on plateau

LRS patience - 2 epochs

LRS reduction factor - 0.5

Table 5: Search space and best assignments.


