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Abstract

Understanding and addressing unfairness in
LLMs are crucial for responsible AI deploy-
ment. However, there is a limited availabil-
ity of quantitative analyses and in-depth stud-
ies regarding fairness evaluations in LLMs, es-
pecially when applying LLMs to high-stakes
fields. This work aims to fill this gap by pro-
viding a systematic evaluation of the effective-
ness and fairness of LLMs using ChatGPT as
a study case. We focus on assessing Chat-
GPT’s performance in high-takes fields includ-
ing education, criminology, finance and health-
care. To make thorough evaluation, we con-
sider both group fairness and individual fair-
ness and we also observe the disparities in
ChatGPT’s outputs under a set of biased or un-
biased prompts. This work contributes to a
deeper understanding of LLMs’ fairness per-
formance, facilitates bias mitigation and fos-
ters the development of responsible artificial
intelligence systems.

1 Introduction

Large Language Models (LLMs), particularly ad-
vanced models such as ChatGPT, have gained im-
mense popularity and demonstrated tremendous
capabilities across various areas and tasks in artifi-
cial intelligence (AI), such as understanding a wide
range of prompts and inquiries, generating highly
readable text, and providing valuable insights for
various domains (OpenAI, 2023; Bommasani et al.,
2021). As powerful and increasingly pervasive
tools, LLMs have immense potential for revolu-
tionizing the future of AI. Therefore, in parallel to
the increasing adoption of LLMs in human daily
life, understanding and addressing the unfairness
of LLMs has emerged as a critical concern, and are
fundamental steps towards responsible and inclu-
sive AI deployment (Zhuo et al., 2023; Zhou et al.,
2023).

Although the ethical and fairness considerations
regarding LLMs have been widely called for (Liu

et al., 2023; Hariri, 2023; Nori et al., 2023), the
quantitative analyses and systematic studies on the
evaluation of fairness in LLMs are still limited, es-
pecially in assessing fairness of LLMs in critical
domains which are high-stake or have high social
impact such as education and healthcare. Conse-
quently, this work intends to address this knowl-
edge gap and provide insights into the fairness per-
formance of LLMs in these high-stake fields.

Through this paper, we aim to conduct a system-
atic evaluation of fairness in LLMs, with a focus on
the prominent model, ChatGPT. We lay particular
attention to the effectiveness and fairness perfor-
mance of ChatGPT in high-take fields including ed-
ucation, criminology, finance and healthcare tasks.
Our analyses delve into various dimensions of fair-
ness, including group-level fairness such as equal
opportunity (Hardt et al., 2016), and individual-
level fairness such as counterfactual fairness (Kus-
ner et al., 2017). To gain insights into the presence
and extent of biases within the model, we devise a
set of prompts encompassing unbiased and biased
in-context examples, as well as factual and counter-
factual in-context examples, to conduct a rigorous
evaluation of ChatGPT, and identify any disparities
present in the outputs generated by the model. In
addition, we conduct training for smaller models
and perform a comparative analysis of their perfor-
mance alongside the large model on the identical
task. The smaller models can serve as baselines
against which we contrast the effectiveness and
fairness of ChatGPT. By shedding light on the fair-
ness evaluations surrounding ChatGPT, we seek
to contribute to providing insights into the ethical
considerations of LLMs, empowering researchers,
practitioners, and policymakers to mitigate biases,
promote fair outcomes, and build more responsible
and inclusive AI systems.
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2 Related Work

Fairness in machine learning is gaining increas-
ing attention to ensure that algorithms are ethical,
trustworthy and free from bias (Caton and Haas,
2020; Mehrabi et al., 2021; Pagano et al., 2022).
To measure the unfairness of models, a number
of fairness notions have been put forth (Mehrabi
et al., 2021; Wan et al., 2021). The two basic frame-
works for fair machine learning in recent studies
are group fairness and individual fairness. Group
fairness requires that the protected groups should
be treated similarly as the advantaged groups, while
individual fairness requires that similar individuals
should be treated similarly (Caton and Haas, 2020;
Mehrabi et al., 2021).

Fairness considerations in the use of ChatGPT
have been extensively highlighted (Liu et al., 2023;
Hariri, 2023; Nori et al., 2023), yet only a few
works provide a quantitative analyses of its fairness
performance. Zhuo et al. (2023) test the model
fairness on two language datasets which are used
to assess bias in the context of general question-
answering and text generation. Sun et al. (2023)
evaluate the safety of Chinese LLMs which cov-
ers a dimension of fairness through observing how
many responses of LLMs contain harmful infor-
mation. Hua et al. (2023) evaluate the fairness of
LLMs on recommendation tasks. This work differs
from the previous works as we provide a systematic
fairness evaluations of ChatGPT through covering
various fairness metrics including both group and
individual fairness, and testing the sensitivity of
ChatGPT to a set of biased and unbiased prompts.
Moreover, this work focuses on examining the per-
formance of ChatGPT in high-stake fields to ex-
plore the risks of using ChatGPT in these areas and
inspire further research on fairness of LLMs.

3 Experimental Settings

3.1 Datasets

We test models with four widely-used datasets for
fairness analysis which cover the tasks of education,
criminology, finance and healthcare. Details are as
follows:

PISA1: This dataset contains the information of
students from the US on the 2009 Program for Inter-
national Student Assessment (PISA) exam. There
are 29 features of demographics and academic per-

1https://www.kaggle.com/datasets/econdata/
pisa-test-scores

formance for 5233 students taking the exam. We
follow the previous works to label reading scores
below 500 as Low, while reading scores above 500
as High (Le Quy et al., 2023). The task is to predict
whether the reading score level of a given student is
Low or High. Gender (Male or Female) is consid-
ered as the sensitive feature for fairness evaluation.

COMPAS2: This dataset is a landmark dataset
used in the field of criminal fairness. The dataset
contains 52 features of demographics and criminal
records of 7,214 defendants from Broward County,
Florida, US, who had been assessed with the COM-
PAS screening system between January 1, 2013,
and December 31, 2014. We follow the previous
works to use 9 features for prediction (Dressel and
Farid, 2018; Chen and Zhang, 2023). This dataset
is used to predict whether an individual will recidi-
vism within 2 years after the first arrest. As black
and white individuals make up 85.4% of the dataset,
we follow previous works to consider a subset of
the dataset by keeping the individuals with race
black or white (Zafar et al., 2017; Krasanakis et al.,
2018), and consider race as the sensitive feature to
evaluate fairness.

German Credit3: The German Credit dataset
is used to classify people described by a set of
features as good credit or bad credit. The data
contains 21 features and 1,000 individuals. We
use the dataset cleaned by Le Quy et al. (2022)
which disentangles the gender and marital status.
The predicted results can be used to help banks for
credit risk assessment and lending decisions. Gen-
der (Male or Female) is considered as the sensitive
feature for fairness evaluation.

Heart Disease4: The data contains the presence
of heart disease of patients with their symptoms.
The database contains 76 features of 303 patients,
among which a subset of 14 most informative fea-
tures are used by almost all published works for
heart disease prediction (UCI). We follow the previ-
ous works to predict if the heart disease is presence
or absence for a patient with the 14 features (UCI).
Gender (Male or Female) is employed as the sensi-
tive feature for fairness evaluation.

We randomly split all datasets into training set
(70%) and testing set (30%). The training set is for

2https://github.com/propublica/
compas-analysis/tree/master

3https://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml/datasets/
statlog+(german+credit+data)

4https://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml/datasets/
heart+disease
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training small models and providing in-context ex-
amples for the large model, while the testing set is
for evaluating all models. For the PISA dataset, we
clean the dataset through removing missing values
and perform experiments on the cleaned version of
this dataset which contains 3404 instances (Le Quy
et al., 2023). For COMPAS, we follow the anal-
ysis notebook in the original dataset GitHub5 to
remove missing data and filter the underlying data
from Broward county to include only those rows
that represent people who had either recidivated
in two years or had at least two years outside of a
correctional facility. The German Credit and Heart
Disease datasets are not pre-processed.

3.2 Models

We train two small models as the baselines: logis-
tic regression and MLP, using the open-source ML
package Scikit-Learn. For MLP, we use two hid-
den layers (100, 64) and ReLU as the activation func-
tion. The maximum number of iterations is 3,000.
For LLM, we use ChatGPT gpt-3.5-turbo ver-
sion and call the ChatCompletion API to interact
with the model. Throughout the experiments, we
set the temperature to 0 to eliminate the random-
ness of the outputs.

3.3 Prompts

We design prompts with a few in-context examples
for ChatGPT as we find that it requires question-
answer examples to make accurate predictions for
tasks in these critical domains. The prompt struc-
ture is consistent among all datasets and consists
of the following components: 1) an instruction of
the task, 2) in-context examples, 3) a description
of the features in the dataset, and 4) a question. An
example prompt for COMPAS is shown in Figure
1. To test the sensitivity of the model performance
with different in-context examples, we design the
following eight prompts, including four unbiased
prompts (Prompts 1-4), and four biased prompts
(Prompts 5-8). Suppose there is a binary sensitive
feature s (s = 0 or 1) and binary label y (y = 0 or
1) in the dataset, the eight prompts are designed as
shown in the following:

5https://github.com/propublica/
compas-analysis/blob/master/Compas%20Analysis.
ipynb

Prompt 1: Contains one in-context example
with s = 0 & y = 0; one example with s = 0
& y = 1; one example with s = 1 & y = 0;
one example with s = 1 & y = 1.
Prompt 2: Removes the sensitive features
from the 4 examples of Prompt 1 to mitigate
the potential bias introduced in prompts.
Prompt 3: Contains two factual examples
with s = 0 & y = 1 and s = 0 & y = 0; two
counterfactual examples which flip s from
0 to 1 of the two factual examples while
keeping all other features unchanged.
Prompt 4: Adds one sentence in the instruc-
tion part based on Prompt 1: “You should
be unbiased for the sensitive feature (race or
gender in experiments), which means that
you should ignore the sensitive feature when
making decisions.”
Prompt 5: Contains two different examples
with s = 0 & y = 0, and two different exam-
ples with s = 1 & y = 1.
Prompt 6: Contains two different examples
with s = 0 & y = 1, and two different exam-
ples with s = 1 & y = 0.
Prompt 7: Contains two different examples
with s = 0 & y = 0, and two different exam-
ples with s = 0 & y = 1.
Prompt 8: Contains two different examples
with s = 1 & y = 0, and two different exam-
ples with s = 1 & y = 1.

Note that each prompt contains four examples
since we consider a binary sensitive feature and
binary label for evaluation, and four examples can
cover all combinations. To mitigate the impact of
varying example quantities, we ensure consistency
in the number of examples used across all prompts.
The four examples are randomly sampled from the
training set. To limit the biases introduced in the
instruction, we use the gender-neutral pronouns
(e.g., individual/they), and we ensure each of the
possible answers is represented in the question-
answer examples to help the model generate more
accurate predictions.

3.4 Evaluation Metrics

We evaluate the model performance in terms of
effectiveness and fairness. To ensure a comprehen-
sive evaluation, we consider multiple metrics of
model effectiveness, including accuracy, F1 score,
and AUC score. We also take into account both

https://github.com/propublica/compas-analysis/blob/master/Compas%20Analysis.ipynb
https://github.com/propublica/compas-analysis/blob/master/Compas%20Analysis.ipynb
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Figure 1: An example of Prompt 1 on COMPAS

group-level and individual-level fairness metrics to
thoroughly evaluate the model fairness. All met-
rics we consider here are widely-used ones. The
fairness metrics are described in detail below.

Statistical Parity, also called No Disparate Im-
pact or Demographic Parity, requires that groups of
people with different values of the sensitive feature
s should have the same likelihood to be classified
as positive (Dwork et al., 2012; Zafar et al., 2019):

P (ŷ = 1 | s = 0) = P (ŷ = 1 | s = 1) (1)

Equal Opportunity requires that the True Posi-
tive Rate (TPR) is the same across different groups
of people with different values of the sensitive fea-
ture (Hardt et al., 2016):

P (ŷ = 1 | y = 1, s = 1) = P (ŷ = 1 | y = 1, s = 0) (2)

Equalized Odds is stricter than Equal Opportu-
nity: the Equalized Odds fairness also takes False
Positive Rate (FPR) into account and requires that
different groups should have the same true positive
rate and false positive rate (Berk et al., 2021):

P (ŷ = 1 | y = 1, s = 1) = P (ŷ = 1 | y = 1, s = 0)

&P (ŷ = 1 | y = −1, s = 1) = P (ŷ = 1 | y = −1, s = 0)
(3)

Overall Accuracy Equality requires the same
accuracy across groups (Berk et al., 2021):

P(ŷ 6= y | s = 0) = P(ŷ 6= y | s = 1) (4)

Similarly, we also calculate the Overall F1
Equality and Overall AUC Equality in experiments,
which evaluate if the F1 score and AUC score are
comparably across groups.

In addition to the group fairness as above metrics,
we also consider individual-level fairness. A well-
known individual-level fairness metric is Counter-
factual Fairness.

Counterfactual Fairness is a causal-based fair-
ness notion (Kusner et al., 2017). It requires that
the predicted outcome of the model should be the
same in the counterfactual world as in the factual
world for each possible individual. Given a set of
latent background variables U , the predictor Ŷ is
considered counterfactually fair if, for any context
X = x and S = s, the equation below holds for
any value s′ attainable by S and all y:

P
(
ŶS←s(U) = y |X = x, S = s

)
= P

(
ŶS←s′(U) = y |X = x, S = s

) (5)

To evaluate counterfactual fairness, we need to
assess whether the predictor’s outcomes remain
consistent in the factual and counterfactual scenar-
ios. We build the counterfactual testing set through
flipping the sensitive feature of each sample in the
original testing set while keeping all the other fea-
tures unchanged. Subsequently, we make a compar-
ison between the model outcomes on the original
testing set and the counterfactual testing set to as-
sess counterfactual fairness.



Table 1: Results on PISA. All numbers are percent values (e.g., 66.31 means 66.31%). The best results are in bold.

Acc F1 AUC DSP DTPR DFPR DACC DF1 DAUC CROvr CRM CRF

LR 66.31 72.35 64.51 33.53 24.63 39.62 0.09 9.95 7.50 20.96 20.53 21.36
MLP 62.29 65.66 62.15 17.94 16.41 13.77 3.34 11.81 0.81 23.31 24.39 22.31

Prompt1 65.62 71.90 63.74 1.60 5.27 4.53 2.30 0.75 4.90 5.78 6.43 5.08
Prompt2 65.81 71.60 64.22 3.41 2.72 5.16 1.50 1.87 3.94 5.09 4.54 5.69
Prompt3 63.27 73.20 59.21 0.08 3.26 0.09 3.80 4.67 1.58 5.58 5.67 5.49
Prompt4 66.50 72.86 64.48 1.87 4.07 3.20 0.86 1.87 3.64 7.44 7.18 7.72

Prompt5 63.17 68.24 62.16 2.59 9.66 1.26 4.64 2.01 5.46 8.13 7.56 8.74
Prompt6 64.25 70.20 62.68 7.99 12.86 7.50 2.01 1.21 2.68 9.01 8.70 9.35
Prompt7 63.37 68.20 62.47 7.36 12.02 7.05 2.66 1.63 2.49 9.50 9.26 9.76
Prompt8 64.35 66.30 64.84 4.52 3.37 8.39 6.12 1.21 5.88 7.44 6.24 8.74

Table 2: Results on COMPAS. All numbers are percent values (e.g., 65 means 65%). The best results are in bold.

Acc F1 AUC DSP DTPR DFPR DACC DF1 DAUC CROvr CRM CRF

LR 65.00 63.60 65.05 22.26 15.73 20.59 4.53 10.31 2.42 15.35 16.88 13.07
MLP 62.67 58.82 62.77 13.08 9.75 9.42 3.18 9.80 0.16 26.78 28.69 23.94

Prompt1 66.46 65.41 66.50 31.51 28.12 26.55 1.58 17.32 0.78 5.43 5.91 4.72
Prompt2 66.65 64.28 66.72 32.60 30.38 26.49 1.53 19.50 1.94 5.62 5.49 5.83
Prompt3 66.27 58.86 66.47 28.60 31.55 17.77 0.21 26.32 6.89 4.86 5.49 3.94
Prompt4 67.09 65.06 67.16 30.81 27.74 25.16 1.84 17.47 1.29 4.80 5.27 4.09

Prompt5 64.81 62.94 64.88 25.77 22.69 21.21 1.95 15.61 0.73 4.61 4.75 4.41
Prompt6 66.33 64.54 66.39 29.97 24.93 26.52 3.63 14.93 0.79 5.37 5.49 5.20
Prompt7 65.89 66.08 65.89 27.27 22.47 23.76 1.74 14.07 0.64 4.93 4.54 5.51
Prompt8 66.01 66.71 66.00 26.65 20.40 24.37 2.58 12.33 1.98 2.97 3.27 2.52

Table 3: Results on German Credit. All numbers are percent values (e.g., 75 means 75%). Best results are in bold.

Acc F1 AUC DSP DTPR DFPR DACC DF1 DAUC CROvr CRM CRF

LR 75.00 82.60 68.91 4.64 1.69 0.18 3.87 4.56 0.93 0.00 0.00 0.00
MLP 77.33 84.26 71.59 6.67 0.28 8.92 0.48 1.49 4.60 0.00 0.00 0.00

Prompt1 53.67 66.51 45.62 3.07 6.10 25.44 8.60 3.32 15.78 1.67 0.00 5.32
Prompt2 52.33 64.69 45.72 2.86 6.09 24.71 9.00 3.59 15.39 3.00 3.40 2.13
Prompt3 53.33 66.02 45.73 2.01 7.41 23.55 9.08 4.02 15.49 6.00 4.37 9.57
Prompt4 54.00 67.76 43.76 4.57 10.70 12.18 6.57 3.56 27.86 3.67 2.91 5.32

Prompt5 44.33 44.33 42.20 6.07 16.60 16.37 4.14 4.14 0.12 4.33 2.91 7.45
Prompt6 53.00 63.38 50.02 8.65 1.78 23.62 4.92 1.38 10.92 4.00 3.40 5.32
Prompt7 51.00 61.81 47.57 0.90 2.48 9.60 3.19 0.59 6.04 7.33 3.88 14.89
Prompt8 49.00 58.76 47.56 12.69 7.04 26.65 3.00 5.32 9.80 3.00 1.46 6.38



Table 4: Results on Heart Disease. All numbers are percent values (e.g., 76.40 means 76.40%). Best results are
bold.

Acc F1 AUC DSP DTPR DFPR DACC DF1 DAUC CROvr CRM CRF

LR 76.40 75.29 76.73 10.64 23.53 9.03 2.19 20.00 7.25 6.74 7.02 6.25
MLP 78.65 75.32 78.09 20.99 12.74 2.01 8.94 10.75 7.37 11.24 8.77 15.62

Prompt1 75.28 76.60 76.63 16.67 11.76 3.68 10.20 28.79 4.04 5.62 8.77 0.00
Prompt2 82.02 81.40 82.53 22.15 14.71 1.34 1.21 18.63 6.68 7.87 5.26 12.50
Prompt3 84.27 82.93 84.34 10.25 17.65 22.57 9.59 25.73 2.47 6.74 7.02 6.25
Prompt4 70.79 73.47 72.55 13.93 11.76 2.67 12.94 7.61 0.17 5.62 5.26 6.25

Prompt5 83.15 82.35 83.55 15.52 14.71 13.88 7.84 24.72 0.41 3.37 5.26 0.00
Prompt6 80.90 78.48 80.59 9.87 26.47 14.38 0.55 15.30 6.04 5.62 3.51 9.38
Prompt7 77.53 77.27 78.21 15.90 17.65 4.68 3.95 22.35 6.48 8.99 10.53 6.25
Prompt8 83.15 80.00 82.40 12.61 29.41 11.04 6.80 6.36 9.19 5.62 5.26 6.25

4 Experimental Results

We report the main experimental results in Tables 1,
Tables 2, Tables 3 and Tables 4. In these tables, Acc,
F1, AUC are evaluated based on the overall testing
set. DSP , DTPR, DFPR, DACC , DF1 and DAUC

are group fairness metrics and represent the abso-
lute difference of Statistical Parity (SP), TPR, NPR,
Accuracy, F1 and AUC between two groups (male
and female, or black and white). CR means change
rates, which is an individual fairness metric and
represents the percentage of individuals who have
received a different decision from the model un-
der the factual and counterfactual settings. CROvr,
CRM , CRF , CRB and CRW represents the change
rate on the overall testing set, male group, female
group, black group and white group, respectively.

Firstly, if we compare the performance of the
large model with small models, on one hand, we see
that the overall effectiveness of the large model is
comparable with the small models on PISA, COM-
PAS and Heart Disease datasets. However, the
performance of the large model on German Credit
dataset is worse than small models, and the large
model is almost unable to make correct predictions.
The results show that ChatGPT could perform as
well as the small models under prompts with a few
in-context examples, but exception may exist in
certain scenarios, indicating that we should take
care when applying LLMs for high-stake applica-
tions. On the other hand, we see that group level
and individual level unfairness issues exist in both
small models and the large model. For example, on
COMPAS dataset, differences between black and
white groups exist in various metrics. Moreover,

we see 15% individuals will receive a different deci-
sion of whether they will recidivate just because of
a change in race with the logistic regression model,
while such percentage of ChatGPT is 5% or so. The
gender biases also exist for the other three datasets.
Therefore, we should be particularly mindful of
unfairness issues when using machine learning de-
cisions, especially in high-stake domains. Though
unfairness exists, we see ChatGPT achieves better
group fairness than small models in most cases,
and achieves the best and much better individual
fairness than small models on all datasets except
for the German Credit dataset.

Secondly, we compare the performance of Chat-
GPT with different prompts. Overall, the perfor-
mances of ChatGPT under different biased and
unbiased prompts do not exhibit a clear and con-
sistent trend. Basically, on PISA, COMPAS, and
German Credit datasets, the effectiveness of Chat-
GPT with unbiased prompts (Prompts 1-4) is better
than biased prompts (Prompts 5-8). Among all the
unbiased prompts, the prompt with counterfactual
examples (Prompt 3) achieves worse performance
than prompts with factual examples (Prompts 1, 2,
4). Comparing Prompt 2 with Prompt 4, we see that
adding a fairness demand in the instruction does
not derive more fair results. On the Heart Disease
dataset, there is no clear trend in the model perfor-
mance with biased or unbiased prompts. It is worth
noting that although we report the counterfactual
testing for the Heart Disease dataset with gender
as a sensitive feature, medical diagnoses may be
genuinely related to the gender feature. Although
no clear trend of fairness performance with differ-
ent prompts is observed, the results indeed indicate



differences in the outputs generated by different
prompts, suggesting that the examples within the
prompts have a substantial impact on the results.
As a result, it is crucial to exercise caution and con-
duct specialized study in prompt design. We call
for further efforts to better understand the influence
of prompts on the fairness of LLMs.

Besides the absolute differences of model perfor-
mance between different demographic groups we
show in the paper, we also report the performance
of small models and the large model with differ-
ent prompts for each demographic group, as well
as the model performance for each demographic
group under the factual and counterfactual settings
in GitHub6. Interesting observations can be found
with these more detailed experimental results. For
example, we can see that the model performance
for each demographic group is worse with biased
prompts than unbiased prompts in many cases, and
the advantaged group may change with different
prompts, for example, on PISA, the accuracy of
the male group is better than female group under
Prompt 1, while the observation reverses under
Prompt 7. The data and code used in the paper,
and the more detailed experimental results can be
found through our Github.

5 Conclusions and Future Work

This work provides a systematic fairness evalua-
tion of ChatGPT under several high-stake domains.
Overall, though better than small models, ChatGPT
still has unfairness issues. Further efforts to under-
stand and mitigate bias and unfairness of LLMs are
needed in future work such as studying the impact
of the number and order of in-context examples on
fairness, as well as how to design or learn prompts
to achieve better model fairness and accuracy.

References
Heart disease data set. https://archive.ics.uci.
edu/ml/datasets/heart+disease.

Richard Berk, Hoda Heidari, Shahin Jabbari, Michael
Kearns, and Aaron Roth. 2021. Fairness in criminal
justice risk assessments: The state of the art. Socio-
logical Methods & Research, 50(1):3–44.

Rishi Bommasani, Drew A Hudson, Ehsan Adeli, Russ
Altman, Simran Arora, Sydney von Arx, Michael S
Bernstein, Jeannette Bohg, Antoine Bosselut, Emma
Brunskill, et al. 2021. On the opportunities
6https://github.com/yunqi-li/

Fairness-Of-ChatGPT/

and risks of foundation models. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2108.07258.

Simon Caton and Christian Haas. 2020. Fairness
in machine learning: A survey. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2010.04053.

Dangxing Chen and Luyao Zhang. 2023. Monotonic-
ity for ai ethics and society: An empirical study of
the monotonic neural additive model in criminology,
education, health care, and finance. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2301.07060.

Julia Dressel and Hany Farid. 2018. The accuracy, fair-
ness, and limits of predicting recidivism. Science
advances, 4(1):eaao5580.

Cynthia Dwork, Moritz Hardt, Toniann Pitassi, Omer
Reingold, and Richard Zemel. 2012. Fairness
through awareness. In Proceedings of the 3rd inno-
vations in theoretical computer science conference,
pages 214–226.

Moritz Hardt, Eric Price, and Nati Srebro. 2016. Equal-
ity of opportunity in supervised learning. Advances
in neural information processing systems, 29.

Walid Hariri. 2023. Unlocking the potential of chat-
gpt: A comprehensive exploration of its applica-
tions, advantages, limitations, and future directions
in natural language processing. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2304.02017.

Wenyue Hua, Yingqiang Ge, Shuyuan Xu, Jianchao
Ji, and Yongfeng Zhang. 2023. Up5: Unbiased
foundation model for fairness-aware recommenda-
tion. arXiv.

Emmanouil Krasanakis, Eleftherios Spyromitros-
Xioufis, Symeon Papadopoulos, and Yiannis
Kompatsiaris. 2018. Adaptive sensitive reweighting
to mitigate bias in fairness-aware classification. In
Proceedings of the 2018 world wide web conference,
pages 853–862.

Matt J Kusner, Joshua Loftus, Chris Russell, and Ri-
cardo Silva. 2017. Counterfactual fairness. Ad-
vances in neural information processing systems, 30.

Tai Le Quy, Thi Huyen Nguyen, Gunnar Friege, and
Eirini Ntoutsi. 2023. Evaluation of group fair-
ness measures in student performance prediction
problems. In Machine Learning and Principles
and Practice of Knowledge Discovery in Databases:
International Workshops of ECML PKDD 2022,
Grenoble, France, September 19–23, 2022, Proceed-
ings, Part I, pages 119–136. Springer.

Tai Le Quy, Arjun Roy, Vasileios Iosifidis, Wenbin
Zhang, and Eirini Ntoutsi. 2022. A survey on
datasets for fairness-aware machine learning. Wiley
Interdisciplinary Reviews: Data Mining and Knowl-
edge Discovery, 12(3):e1452.

https://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml/datasets/heart+disease
https://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml/datasets/heart+disease
https://github.com/yunqi-li/Fairness-Of-ChatGPT/
https://github.com/yunqi-li/Fairness-Of-ChatGPT/


Yiheng Liu, Tianle Han, Siyuan Ma, Jiayue Zhang,
Yuanyuan Yang, Jiaming Tian, Hao He, Antong Li,
Mengshen He, Zhengliang Liu, et al. 2023. Sum-
mary of chatgpt/gpt-4 research and perspective to-
wards the future of large language models. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2304.01852.

Ninareh Mehrabi, Fred Morstatter, Nripsuta Saxena,
Kristina Lerman, and Aram Galstyan. 2021. A sur-
vey on bias and fairness in machine learning. ACM
Computing Surveys (CSUR), 54(6):1–35.

Harsha Nori, Nicholas King, Scott Mayer McKinney,
Dean Carignan, and Eric Horvitz. 2023. Capabili-
ties of gpt-4 on medical challenge problems. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2303.13375.

OpenAI. 2023. Gpt-4 technical report. arXiv.

Tiago Palma Pagano, Rafael Bessa Loureiro,
Maira Matos Araujo, Fernanda Vitoria Nasci-
mento Lisboa, Rodrigo Matos Peixoto, Guilherme
Aragao de Sousa Guimaraes, Lucas Lisboa dos
Santos, Gustavo Oliveira Ramos Cruz, Ewerton
Lopes Silva de Oliveira, Marco Cruz, et al. 2022.
Bias and unfairness in machine learning models:
a systematic literature review. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2202.08176.

Hao Sun, Zhexin Zhang, Jiawen Deng, Jiale Cheng,
and Minlie Huang. 2023. Safety assessment of
chinese large language models. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2304.10436.

Mingyang Wan, Daochen Zha, Ninghao Liu, and
Na Zou. 2021. Modeling techniques for ma-
chine learning fairness: A survey. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2111.03015.

Muhammad Bilal Zafar, Isabel Valera, Manuel
Gomez Rodriguez, and Krishna P Gummadi. 2017.
Fairness beyond disparate treatment & disparate im-
pact: Learning classification without disparate mis-
treatment. In Proceedings of the 26th international
conference on world wide web, pages 1171–1180.

Muhammad Bilal Zafar, Isabel Valera, Manuel Gomez-
Rodriguez, and Krishna P Gummadi. 2019. Fairness
constraints: A flexible approach for fair classifica-
tion. The Journal of Machine Learning Research,
20(1):2737–2778.

Jianlong Zhou, Heimo Müller, Andreas Holzinger, and
Fang Chen. 2023. Ethical chatgpt: Concerns, chal-
lenges, and commandments.

Terry Yue Zhuo, Yujin Huang, Chunyang Chen, and
Zhenchang Xing. 2023. Exploring ai ethics of
chatgpt: A diagnostic analysis. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2301.12867.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2305.10646
http://arxiv.org/abs/2305.10646

