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Abstract

Many fairness criteria constrain the policy or choice of predictors. In this work, we propose

a different framework for thinking about fairness: Instead of constraining the policy or choice of

predictors, we consider which utility a policy is optimizing for. We define value of information fairness

and propose to not use utilities that do not satisfy this criterion. We describe how to modify a utility

to satisfy this fairness criterion and discuss the consequences this might have on the corresponding

optimal policies.

1 Introduction

A challenge in algorithmic fairness is to formalize the notion of fairness. Often, one attribute S is
considered protected (also called sensitive) and a quantity Y is to be predicted as Ŷ from some covariates

X. Many criteria for fairness correspond to constraints on the joint distribution of (S,X, Y, Ŷ ) that can
often be phrased as (conditional) independence statements or take the causal structure of the problem
into account [see, for example, Barocas et al., 2023, Verma and Rubin, 2018, Nilforoshan et al., 2022, for
an overview].

In this work, we propose an alternative point of view that considers situations where an agent aims
to optimize a policy as to maximize a known utility. In such scenarios, unwanted discrimination may
occur if the utility itself is unfair. Suppose that the agent has access to a set of features that are
considered essential for the problem at hand. Suppose further that, given these essential features, the
utility incentivizes the agent to infer the protected attribute, that is, an optimal policy based on the
essential features and the protected attribute receives a strictly higher expected utility than an optimal
policy based on the essential features. We call such a utility unfair. We formalize this notion using
value of information (VoI) [Howard, 1966] and call the corresponding criterion VoI-fairness. We discuss
examples of VoI-unfair utilities that would lead to unwanted discrimination if used (Example 2.2, 3.11,
and 4.4). We provide a graphical criterion for VoI-fairness for when the underlying causal structure is
known. We discuss how VoI-unfair utilities may be improved to obtain VoI-fair utilities that are close to
the original utility and apply this concept to concrete examples. (Appendix G contains an overview of all

∗Parts of this work were done while JP was at the University of Copenhagen
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examples in this paper.) Finally, we show that, in general, the proposed utility-centric approach yields
different implications than existing concepts of fairness.

2 Setting and an example

We now introduce the model class that we use throughout the paper. We will consider variables X,
a decision D, and a utility U . Our setting is similar to a contextual bandit setup where we usually
say ‘action’ instead of ‘decision’ and ‘reward’ instead of ‘utility’ [see, e.g., Sutton and Barto, 2018].1

Formally, we consider a structural causal model [Pearl, 2009] with one node being the decision D and one
sink node being the utility U , similar to the framework of Everitt et al. [2021]. However, we only consider
interventions on the utility and decision nodes. Graphical models of a similar type have been discussed as
influence diagram graphs and influence diagrams [Nilsson and Lauritzen, 2003, van Merwijk et al., 2022,
Dawid, 2002].

Setting 2.1. We have variables (X, D, U) = (X1, . . . , Xd, D, U), where D is the decision and U is the
utility. One of the features, denoted by2 S ∈ X, is a protected attribute. We assume that S is a non-
descendant of D in the graph defined below. We assume that X, U , and D take values in R

d, R, and a
finite set D, respectively. Let OD ⊆ {X1, . . . , Xd} and O

U ⊆ {X1, . . . Xd, D} represent variables that can
be used as input for the decision and the utility, respectively, which, in particular, implies that they are

observed. We assume that OD ⊆ O
U . Let Υ := {υ | υ : R|OU | → R} denote the set of utility mechanisms.

For υ ∈ Υ, let PAU ⊆ O
U (the parents of U) be the unique smallest subset of OU for which there exists

a function υ∗ : R|PA
U | → R such that υ∗(paU ) = υ(oU ) for all oU ∈ R

|OU |, where paU is the coordinate

projection of oU onto PAU . We can then regard υ as a function R
|PA

U | → R.

We further consider measurable structural assignments fX = (f1, . . . fd) and jointly independent noise
variables (ε1, . . . , εd) with distribution PεX = P1 ⊗ . . . ⊗ Pd. Each variable Xi ∈ X is given by Xi :=
fi(PA

i, εi) for some PAi ⊆ X ∪ {D}. Within each example that we discuss in this paper, we consider
C := (fX , PεX ,OD,OU ,D) as fixed. Given C and utility mechanism υ, we let G be the graph over X,
D, and U induced by fX ,OD, and PAU . We assume that C and υ are such that G is a DAG, in which
U is a descendant of D, and U has no children (Everitt et al. [2021] call this a causal influence diagram).
We indicate O

D by red dashed arrows, see Figure 1, for example. Let ∆(D) denote the set of probability
distributions on D, and for M ⊆X\DED, let ΠM denote the set of policies taking M as input.3 If there
exists a d ∈ D such that π(M )(d) = 1, we may write π(M ) = d. Even though we have introduced O

D as
the input variables for D, we do not require that M ⊆ O

D; that is, we sometimes consider hypothetical
situations where the decision is a function of variables that an actual decision could not be a function of.
In the graph, we let O

D be the parents of D. We call OD the usable decision inputs and M ⊆X\DED

the hypothetical decision inputs. If π ∈ ΠO
D

is a policy taking O
D as input, we say that π is realizable.

In summary, we consider models of the form (C,M , π, υ) containing a background model C, hypothetical
decision inputs M , a policy π ∈ ΠM , and a utility mechanism υ ∈ Υ. Sometimes, we consider a class of
models in which some components are left unspecified. For example, if the policy π ∈ ΠM is unspecified,
we write (C,M , ·π , υ). This construction with unspecified policy is sometimes called a structural causal
influence model [Everitt et al., 2021], see also Saengkyongam et al. [2023].

Any model (C,M , π, υ) with C = (fX , PNX
,OD,OU ,D) induces a structural causal model and a unique

distribution over (X, D, U) [Pearl, 2009, Bongers et al., 2021]. This distribution is described by the
following procedure:

1In this work, we assume that the structural assignment of the utility is known. This is usually not assumed in a
reinforcement learning setting. This assumption comes without loss of generality: we can create an additional node U := R,
where R is the reward, thereby translating a traditional problem in reinforcement learning into our framework.

2By slight abuse of notation, we sometimes regard vectors, such as X, as a set.
3Formally, ΠM := {π : R|X| → ∆(D) | ∃πM : R|M | → ∆(D) s.t. ∀x π(x) ≡ πM (xM )}. By slight abuse of notation, for

such π, we write expressions such as π(M).
We require that υ depends non-trivially on all variables in PA

U , but π ∈ ΠM is allowed to depend trivially on variables
in M .
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D U

Qualifications

Application
material, A

Parental status

Unknown
factors

Quality of work, Q

Work hours, W

Figure 1: Graph induced by C and υ from Example 2.2. The graph contains utility node U and decision
node D. The usable decision inputs are O

D = {A}. In this made up example, when looking for an
optimal policy in (C,OD, ·π , υ), there could be (depending on the structural assignments), an incentive
to infer parental status: Formally, we say that the graph admits value of information (VoI) for parental
status relative to application material, see Definition 3.1 and Proposition 3.2. This would hold true even
if we used Q as the decision input: The graph admits value of information for parental status relative to
{Q}. If parental status has VoI relative to {Q}, we say that U is not {Q}-VoI-fair, see Definition 3.3.

(1) Fix the utility mechanism υ ∈ Υ.
(2) Fix hypothetical decision inputs M ⊆X\DED.
(3) Fix the policy π ∈ ΠM .
(4) Sample X\DED, decision D ∼ π(M ), DED\{U}, and utility U := υ(PAU ).

The sampling in (4) is done independently for different observations. We say that a policy π ∈ ΠM is
optimal in (C,M , ·π , υ) if E(C,M ,π,υ)(U) ≥ E(C,M ,π′,υ)(U) for all π′ ∈ ΠM . ◦
We now consider an example of the class of models described in Setting 2.1.

Example 2.2 (Parental status at hiring). Consider (C, ·M , ·π , υ) with unspecified policy and induced
graph shown in Figure 1. Here, the usable decision inputs are O

D = {A}. Quality of work and work
hours cannot be used by the policy since the values of these variables are only realized after the decision.
We further make the following simplifying assumptions (recognizing that they may be violated in reality):
Qualifications and unknown factors cannot be used as these are unobserved, and parental status cannot be
used because of legal restraints. Parental status may have an effect on application material, for example,
through the number of years of work experience. We further assume that parental status has a direct
effect on work hours but not on the quality of work.

Consider a hiring setting where the utility U is the number of satisfied customers, which is a function
of the applicant’s future quality of work Q, work hours W , and the hiring decision D ∈ {0, 1}; for
example, υ(D,Q,W ) := D · Q · W . When we design policies to maximize the utility in this setting,
there may, depending on the structural assignments, be an incentive to infer parental status (which
carries information about work hours W ) from the application material A. Formally, we will see that
the graph admits that parental status has value of information relative to {A} (see Definition 3.1 and
Proposition 3.2). Furthermore, one could argue that Q, if it were available during decision time, should be
used by the policy even though it may depend statistically on parental status. We will call such variables
essentials features. Since work hours is a (noisy) function of parental status and enters the utility, the
graph admits that parental status has VoI relative to {Q} (see Definition 3.1 and Proposition 3.2). So
even in a hypothetical situation where we could use quality of work as a decision input, there may still
be an incentive to infer parental status.

If, however, we remove the dependence on W and change the utility to υ̃(D,Q) := D ·Q, parental status
does not have VoI relative to {Q}. Under this utility, there would be no incentive to infer parental status
if we knew quality of work: parental status does not have VoI relative to {Q}, see Proposition 3.4. ◦
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3 Value of information fairness

3.1 Value of information

The concept of value of information dates back to Howard [1966]; see also Everitt et al. [2021]. A variable
S has VoI relative to M if one can obtain a strictly larger expected utility if the policy π is allowed to
be a function of S in addition to M compared to when π is only a function of M . More formally, we
have the following definition.

Definition 3.1 (Value of information, VoI). We say that a variable S ∈ X\DED has value of
information (VoI) in (C,M , ·π , υ) if

max
π∈ΠM∪{S}

E(C,M∪{S},π,υ)(U) > max
π∈ΠM

E(C,M ,π,υ)(U).

We sometimes say that S has VoI relative to M as shorthand for ‘S has VoI in (C,M , ·π , υ)’.

We further say that a DAG G over (X, D, U), where U is a descendant of D and U has no children,
admits value of information for S relative to M ⊆ X\DED if there exists a background model C and
utility mechanism υ such that S has VoI in (C,M , ·π , υ) and the induced graph equals G. ◦
Whether S has VoI in (C,M , ·π , υ) does not depend on O

D. The concept of VoI has already proven
useful for analyzing algorithmic fairness: Ashurst et al. [2022] use it to analyze conditions under which al-
gorithms may amplify disparities. We use it, instead, to analyze unfair utilities. The following proposition
establishes a graphical criterion for the concept of admitting VoI.

Proposition 3.2 (Graphical criterion for admitting VoI). A DAG G over (X, D, U), where U is a
descendant of D and U has no children, admits VoI for S ∈ X\DED relative to M ⊆ X\(DED ∪ {S})
if and only if

S 6⊥G
PAD :=M

U |M . (1)

Here, ⊥G
PAD:=M

denotes d-separation in the DAG GPAD :=M obtained from G by modifying the parents
of D to be M . ◦
We provide a proof in Appendix A. The statement follows from Theorem 9 in Everitt et al. [2021].
Saengkyongam et al. [2023] discuss a non-invariance property that is similar to (1) with S being the
environment.

3.2 Value of information fairness

Assume that we are given a protected attribute S ∈ X\DED and a set of essential features4 F ⊆
X\(DED ∪ {S}). If there is an incentive to infer S in the situation where the essential features are
known, we say that a utility violates value of information fairness.

Definition 3.3 (Value of information fairness). Let C and a set F ⊆ X\(DED ∪ {S}) of essential
features be given. We say that a utility U := υ(OU ) satisfies F -VoI-fairness if S does not have VoI in
(C,F , ·π , υ). ◦
This definition does not depend on the policy being used. It does not depend on the usable decision
inputs O

D, either, that is, whether or not a utility satisfies VoI-fairness does not hinge on what variables
are available for making decisions.

The following result provides a graphical criterion for VoI-fairness; it follows from Proposition 3.2.

Proposition 3.4 (Graphical criterion for VoI-fairness). Let (C,F , ·π , υ) be given for F ⊆X\(DED∪
{S}) and let G be the induced graph. If

S ⊥G
PAD :=F

U | F ,

then υ is F -VoI-fair. ◦
4In some situations, even S might be an essential feature. We ignore these cases.
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Grade D U

SEffort

Figure 2: This figure depicts the graph G of (C, ·M , ·π , υ) from Example 3.8 with O
D = {Grade, S}.

G does not admit VoI for S relative to {Effort}, so U is {Effort}-VoI-fair, but G does admit VoI for S
relative to {Grade}. Indeed, an {Effort}-VoI-fair policy will use S to obtain a better estimate of effort.

Proposition 3.4 implies that VoI-fairness holds if the utility is a function only of essential features and
the decision.

Corollary 3.5. Let (C,F , ·π , υ) for F ⊆ X\(DED ∪ {S}) be given. If PAU ⊆ F ∪ {D}, then U is
F -VoI-fair. ◦
We now illustrate the above concepts and results in the context of the hiring example from the previous
section.

Example 3.6 (Parental status at hiring; Example 2.2 continued). We assume that quality of work,
Q, is the only essential feature, F = {Q}, and that parental status is a protected attribute. The graph
admits VoI for parental status relative to {Q}, see Proposition 3.2. Assume that parental status does

indeed have VoI relative to {Q}.5 Then, U is not {Q}-VoI-fair. However, the utility Ũ := υ̃(Q,D) = D ·Q,
is {Q}-VoI-fair since S does not have VoI in (C, {Q}, ·π , υ̃). We modified the utility such that it is a
function of only D and essential features. By Corollary 3.5, this results in a {Q}-VoI-fair utility. ◦
Given an F -VoI-fair utility, we define an F -VoI-fair policy as an optimal policy that is a function only of
useful variables, that is, π ∈ ΠH for a subset H ⊆ O

D where each variable X ∈ H has VoI relative to
H\{X}. This requirement ensures that an F -VoI-fair policy is not arbitrarily discriminating based on
irrelevant features (see Appendix B for details). More precisely, we have the following definition.

Definition 3.7 (VoI-fair policy). Let background model C = (fX , PNX
,OD,OU ,D), utility mechanism

υ, and essential features F ⊆X\(DED ∪ {S}) be given. Assume that υ is an F -VoI-fair utility. We say

that π ∈ ΠO
D

is a F -VoI-fair policy if it is an optimal policy in (C,OD, ·π , υ), and there exists a subset

H ⊆ O
D such that π ∈ ΠH ⊆ ΠO

D

and each variable X ∈H has VoI relative to H\{X}. ◦
Whether a policy satisfies the above definition does not only depend on essential features F but also on
usable decision inputs O

D, see Section 3.3 and Section 3.4. Sections 3.3–3.6 discuss various properties
of VoI-fair policies. For example, a policy being F -VoI-fair does not imply that we necessarily avoid all
unwanted discrimination, see Section 3.4. Based on these insights, we propose the decision diagram in
Figure 5.

3.3 A VoI-fair policy may need to be a non-constant function of S

Even when S does not have VoI relative to F , it is still possible that S has VoI in the context where the
decisions are actually being made, that is, relative to O

D\{S}. The corresponding F -VoI-fair policy may
then be a non-constant function of S, as the following example illustrates.

Example 3.8 (College admission based on grade and S). We consider the case of college admission
based on high school grades and S, that is, OD = {S,Grade}, see Figure 2. Here, we consider as essential

5If, for example, U = Q ·W +D, then parental status would not have VoI relative to {Q}.
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S Hair length

Physical strength

D U

Figure 3: In Example 3.9, where O
D = {Hair length}, it seems impossible to make fair decisions. Even

though it may seem repugnant to base decisions on hair length only, it is not clear that it is worse than
choosing a constant policy in Π∅. If physical strength is an essential feature, a VoI-fair policy will be a
policy that tries to infer physical strength based on hair length.

features F = {Effort}. We have that S⊥G
PAD :={Effort}

U | {Effort}, so any U that is a function only of

effort is {Effort}-VoI-fair by Proposition 3.4. But G does admit VoI for S relative to O
D\{S} = {Grade}.

Let us assume the following assignments (using E as shorthand for effort and G for grade):

S := εS ∼ Unif ({−1, 1}) E := εE ∼ N (0, 1)

G := E + αS U := υ(D,E) = 1(D = 1) · E,

where α ∈ R\{0}. Here, αS is a term describing unwanted discrimination based on S. The policy
π(G,S) = 1(G − αS ≥ 0) is {Effort}-VoI-fair since it is optimal in (C,OD, ·π , υ). The fact that S has
VoI relative to O

D\{S} does not imply that the utility is not {Effort}-VoI-fair. Indeed, if the policy
did not use S, that is, if π ∈ Π{G}, then the policy could not adjust for the discrimination αS in grade.
However, observing S is not always sufficient to adjust for unwanted discrimination in the data, see
Example C.2. ◦

3.4 A VoI-fair policy may be considered intuitively unfair

In some situations, the data available for a realizable policy, OD, may provide an insufficient foundation
for choosing an intuitively fair policy. We now provide two examples, where a VoI-fair policy may be
considered intuitively unfair. In Appendix C, we provide two more examples, considering unfairness due
to unavailability of S and entangled unwanted discrimination in data. In all of these examples, we regard
it as unclear which realizable policy should be preferred over the VoI-fair policy.

Example 3.9 (Unfairness due to unavailability of relevant data). Assume that we are hiring a
person to perform physically demanding labor, and for some reason, we only have information about
the applicant’s hair length, OD = {Hair length}, see Figure 3. We assume that we have the following
structural assignments (using P and H as shorthand for physical strength and hair length, respectively):

S := εS ∼ Unif({−1, 1}), P := θPS S + εP , H := θHS S + εH , U := 1(D = 1) · P,

where εP , εH ∼ N (0, 1) and θHS , θPS > 0. Assume that physical strength is an essential feature, F = {P}.
Then π(H) = 1(H > 0) is a {P}-VoI-fair policy. Intuitively, it seems unfair to base a decision on hair
length, and a person could, for example, influence the hiring decision by getting a hair cut before the
interview. In this example, the available data seems insufficient for choosing a fair policy. ◦
Example 3.10 (Unfairness due to unequal data quality). Consider the structural assignments:

S := εS ∼ Ber(0.99), M := εM ∼ N (0, 1)

G := 1(S = 0)(M +
√
2εG0

) + 1(S = 1)(M + εG1
), U := 1(D = 1) · (M − 1)

with εG0
, εG1

∼ N (0, 1) and assume that the usable decision inputs are O
D = {G,S}. The situation is

similar to Example 3.8, but now, the grade is a noisy function of medical qualifications M (rather than
effort), and it is more noisy for group S = 0 than for group S = 1. U is {M}-VoI-fair and

π(G,S) = 1(S = 1)1(G ≥ 2) + 1(S = 0)1(G ≥ 3). (2)

6



S

M ′

N ′

M

N

D U

Figure 4: This figure depicts the graph of (C, ·M , ·π , υ) from Example 3.11. The original utility suggests
optimizing for a quantity that contains a human bias, causing the utility to not be {M}-VoI-fair. Using
the concept of VoI-fairness (Definition 3.3), we can identify this bias and adjust for it.

is an {M}-VoI-fair policy since it is optimal in (C,OD, ·π , υ) (and no policy using only either G or S
is optimal). The same arguments apply if the groups have similar sizes. This policy seems intuitively
unfair since S ⊥⊥M but P (G ≥ 2|S = 1) > P (G ≥ 3|S = 0). It is not clear if there is a better realizable
alternative. In Appendix D, we consider what would happen if we enforce demographic parity, equalized
odds, or counterfactual fairness in this example. In summary, they all suggest different solutions than (2)
and seem to have undesired consequences. ◦

3.5 An unfair utility and a possible improvement

The following example shows an unfair utility and suggests a way to improve it. The example further
illustrates that the condition in Corollary 3.5 is not necessary for F -VoI-fairness.

Example 3.11 (Hiring medical staff). Consider the following variables from a hiring setting:

S := εS ∼ Unif({−1, 1}) Protected attribute of applicant.

M ′ := θM
′

S S + εM ′ Objective measure of medical qualifications.

N ′ := θN
′

S S + εN ′ How much the interviewers like the applicant.

M := θMM ′M ′ + εM Recovery rate of applicant’s patients.

N := θNN ′N ′ + εN An evaluation by colleagues.

U := υ(D,M,N) = 1(D = 1) · (θUNN + θUMM) Job performance evaluation after first year.

see Figure 4. We assume εM ′ , εN ′ , εM , εN ∼ N (0, 1) and θM
′

S , θN
′

S , θMM ′ , θNN ′ , θUM , θUN > 0. We assume that
O

D = {M ′, N ′, S}, D = {0, 1}, and that the recovery rate is the only essential feature, that is, F = {M}.
We assume that colleagues and interviewers have an unwanted bias in their evaluations, corresponding
to the term θN

′

S S. Because of this bias, S has VoI in (C, {M}, ·π , υ), so U is not {M}-VoI-fair. One
possible way to modify U is to instead consider

Ũ := υ̃(M,N, S) = 1(D = 1) · (θUMM + θUNN − θN
′

S θNN ′θUNS)

= 1(D = 1) · (θMM ′θUMM ′ + θNN ′θUNN ′ − θN
′

S θNN ′θUNS)

As Ũ = 1(D = 1) ·
(
θUN (εN + θNN ′εN ′) + θUMM

)
, S does not have VoI in (C, {M}, ·π , υ̃), so Ũ is {M}-

VoI-fair. The corresponding {M}-VoI-fair policy is

π̃(M ′, N ′, S) = 1

(
θMM ′θUMM ′ + θNN ′θUNN ′ − θN

′

S θNN ′θUNS ≥ 0
)
.

The optimal policy in (C,OD, ·π , υ) is

π(M ′, N ′, S) = 1

(
θMM ′θUMM ′ + θNN ′θUNN ′ ≥ 0

)
.

The difference between the two policies, −θN ′

S θNN ′θUNS, is a penalty/bonus given on the basis of S to
correct for the unwanted bias in evaluations by colleagues and interviewers. Here, the algorithmic nature

7



of the hiring method, the quantifications of variables, and explicit knowledge of the utility’s structural
assignment make it possible to adjust for biases in a way that would not be possible in a non-algorithmic
setting.

Other {M}-VoI-fair utilities exist. Given an original utility υ, in Section 4, we discuss the notion of an
F -VoI-fair utility corresponding to υ (see Example 4.2 for a continuation of this example).

Under the original utility υ, even an oracle policy D = 1 :⇔ υ(D = 1,M,N) > 0, that is, hiring exactly
those people who would get a positive score under the original performance measure, would be intuitively
unfair because the performance measure includes an unwanted human bias. Hiring exactly those who
would get a positive score under the modified performance measure,

D = 1 :⇔ υ̃(D = 1,M,N, S) > 0, (3)

seems intuitively fair but is not realizable. ◦

3.6 A VoI-fair policy may be a realizable policy closest to the unrealizable

oracle policy

In Example 3.11, the oracle policy (3) under the modified utility Ũ is intuitively fair but not realizable.

Now, consider a general situation where the utility has the form U = 1(D = 1)Û for some function Û
and U is F -VoI-fair for essential features F ⊆X\(DED ∪ {S}). We propose to measure the distance of
a policy to the oracle policy as

δ := 1(D = 1)1(Û < 0)|Û |+ 1(D = 0)1(Û > 0)Û . (4)

This quantity may be called undesert. Since δ = −1(D = 1)Û +1(Û > 0)Û , an optimal policy minimizes
the expected amount of undesert. Thus, no realizable policy is better than a VoI-fair policy from the
perspective of minimizing undesert. It is possible that a VoI-fair policy yields

E (δ | S = 1) 6= E (δ | S = 0) , (5)

for example, which may seem intuitively unfair: Members of one group receive more undeserved treatment
in expectation, but as long as S ∈ O

D both sides of the inequality in Equation (5) are minimized by a
VoI-fair policy.

4 Improving utilities

In Section 3.5, we have seen an example of how an unfair utility can be modified to become VoI-fair.
Often, there are several F -VoI-fair utilities (for example, a constant utility is always F -VoI-fair, for any
F ⊆ X\(DED ∪ S)). How do we decide which one to use? We now introduce corresponding VoI-fair
utilities as one possibility. Given a utility υ that is not F -VoI-fair, we aim to find an F -VoI-fair utility
υ̃ such that υ(OU ) and υ̃(OU ) are similar under all policies.

Definition 4.1 (Corresponding VoI-fair utility). Let background model C, utility mechanism υ, and
essential features F ⊆X\(DED ∪ {S}) be given. Let ΥF ⊆ Υ be the set of utility mechanisms that are
F -VoI-fair. A modified utility mechanism υ̃ ∈ ΥF is an υ-corresponding F -VoI-fair utility if

υ̃ ∈ argmin
υ′∈ΥF

sup
π∈ΠOD

E(C,OD ,π, ·υ )(υ(O
U )− υ′(OU ))2.

◦
In practice, it is sometimes easier to find a υ-corresponding F -VoI-fair utility when we restrict the set of
utilities to a subset Υ∗ ⊆ Υ. In this case, we say that υ̃ ∈ Υ∗

F
⊆ Υ∗ is the υ-corresponding F -VoI-fair

utility in Υ∗.

8



Example 4.2 (Hiring medical staff, Example 3.11 continued). We have seen one possible way to
modify the utility such that it satisfies F -VoI-fairness. Consider now the following class of utilities

Υ∗ := {(S,N,M) 7→ 1(D = 1) (w1S + w2N + w2M) | (w1, w2, w3) ∈ R
3}.

Then,

υ̃(D,S,N,M) :=1(D = 1)

(
−θN ′

S θNN ′θUNS + θUNN +

(
θUM +

cov(N,M)θUN
var(M)

)
M

)

is the unique υ-corresponding F -VoI-fair utility in Υ∗, see Appendix E.1 (throughout the paper, we
identify objects that are equal up to measure zero). This utility differs from the utility found in

Example 3.11 only by the term
cov(N,M)θU

N

var(M) . In Appendix E.2, we obtain this υ-corresponding F -VoI-fair

utility based on simulated data. ◦
Which utilities satisfy Definition 4.1 may depend on which features one considers essential. A question-
able choice for the set of essential features can lead to a υ-corresponding F -VoI-fair utility that seems
unintuitive. We illustrate this with the following example.

Example 4.3. (The essential features may affect which utilities are υ-corresponding F -VoI-
fair). Consider the setting from Example 3.9. If we consider physical strength essential for the task,
F = {P}, then a {P}-VoI-fair policy uses hair length to infer physical strength. If physical strength is
not considered an essential feature, the υ-corresponding ∅-VoI-fair utility in

Υ∗ := {(D,S,H, P ) 7→ 1(D = 1) (w1S + w2H + w3P ) | (w1, w2, w3) ∈ R
3}

is Ũ := υ̃(D,S, P ) := 1(D = 1)(P − θPS S). All ∅-VoI-fair policies under υ̃ are policies in Π∅. ◦
In Example 4.2, the original utility is a function of several features that have been reweighted to obtain
a υ-corresponding F -VoI-fair utility. We now provide an example, in which the utility depends on an
outcome Y (that we may want to predict from the available data) and the υ-corresponding F -VoI-fair
utility is obtained by adding an offset wS, that is, υ̃(D,Y, S) = 1(D = 1)(Y + wS).

Example 4.4 (Improving the utility for college admission). Suppose we are choosing a subset
of applicants for admission to a university’s mathematics department. We have three features for each
applicant i ∈ {1, . . . , n} on which we can base our policy.

• Si ∼ Bernoulli (2/3), the protected attribute.
• Ti: A score from a mathematics test taken as part of the admission process.
• Ri: A score based on the applicant’s resume.

Based on the three features, we try to predict Yi, representing whether applicant i would graduate if
admitted. We assume that the minority group S = 0 is the disadvantaged group. For illustrative
purposes, we assume that there are n = 100 000 applicants and that we admit exactly half of them. We
assume that (S1, T1, R1, Y1), . . . , (Sn, Tn, Rn, Yn) are identically distributedand

Y ∈ {0, 1}n, D = π(S, T,R) ∈ {0, 1}n, U := D⊤Y

using notation S := (S1, ..., Sn) and similar. Here, the policy is a function of the entire feature vectors.
We specify the data-generating model in Appendix F.1. Under the induced distribution, Si and Yi are
not independent, that is, there is a difference in graduation between the two groups. We do not interpret
the assignments in Appendix F.1 as the causal mechanisms of the data-generating process but only as a
model for the observational distribution.

Assume for now that we choose {Y } to be the set of essential features. Then, U is {Y }-VoI fair. We now
investigate the implications of F = {Y }. The data-generating process in Appendix F.1 implies that for
all i, t, r,

E(Yi | Si = 0, Ti = t, Ri = r) > E(Yi | Si = 1, Ti = t, Ri = r),
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that is, under an optimal policy based on S, T , and R, the university will, given Ti = t and Ri = r, be
more likely to admit a person from the minority group. We do not think that this would be considered
intuitively unfair. (Some may interpret this inequality as the university applying affirmative action, but
this conclusion may be misleading since it is not a deliberate choice by the university but a consequence of
optimally predicting graduation given the available data.) However, if resume scores Ri were unavailable,
U is still {Y }-VoI fair but it turns out that

E(Yi | Si = 0, Ti = t) < E(Yi | Si = 1, Ti = t);

that is, under an optimal policy based on S, and T , the university will, given Ti = t, be more likely
to admit a person from the majority group. In other words, a {Y }-VoI-fair policy would use a higher
test score threshold for admitting applicants from the minority group compared to the majority group if
O

D = {S, T }. That the utility creates this incentive may be considered intuitively unfair.

Let us now, instead, consider {T } as the set of essential features, which avoids this incentive. Then,
U is not {T }-VoI fair (it is not {R, T }-VoI fair, either). We now find a {T }-VoI-fair utility in the
class Υ∗ = {D⊤ (Y + wS) | w ∈ R} by using simulated data from the data-generating process, see Ap-
pendix F.2. When considering a specific realization of the data-generating process and O

D = {S, T,R},
the U -corresponding {T }-VoI-fair utility in Υ∗ results in 61 fewer total graduates and 452 more gradu-
ates from the minority group (compared to the optimal policy under the original utility). We provide all
numbers in Table 3; Appendix F.3 contains results on different realizations.

There is a trade-off between avoiding intuitively unfair discrimination and a slight decrease in the total
number of people graduating. In this example, VoI-fairness provides a principled approach for making the
trade-off by requiring that S does not have VoI relative to {T }. Nilforoshan et al. [2022] also advocate
for adding a term wS to the utility, but, to the best of our knowledge, they do not provide a method
or framework for choosing w. Even though the choice of essential features is sometimes debatable (as in
this example), we think it is useful to anchor the discussion on a concrete set of essential features. ◦

5 Summary and future work

We have proposed value of information fairness, a formal criterion that utilities should satisfy and have
presented corresponding graphical criteria. In concrete examples, we have investigated how an unfair
utility could be improved. The flow chart in Figure 5 outlines a possible approach for handling questions
of fairness based on our findings. VoI-fairness should not be applied blindly: even if a utility is VoI-fair,
one needs to scrutinize if the corresponding optimal policy is ethically acceptable, see step (2) of Figure 5.

There are several open questions related to the framework we introduced. For example: (1) How can
we infer a υ-corresponding F -VoI-fair utility from observed data? (2) When can a VoI-fair policy be
considered ethically acceptable (see Figure 5)? (3) How can we collect data such that VoI-fair policies
will be considered ethically acceptable? (4) Corresponding VoI-fair utilities can be defined using other
metrics, too (this may be necessary if D is continuous); what do different choices entail?

We believe that considering utilities, rather than focusing exclusively on policies, adds an important
puzzle piece to the literature on algorithmic fairness and could help to reduce unwanted discrimination

6In this paper, we do not propose a formal criterion that policies must satisfy to be considered fair/ethically acceptable
(existing fairness definitions have focused on constraining the policy [Verma and Rubin, 2018]). In some situations, it seems
that an F -VoI-fair policy is not intuitively fair (see Section 3.4), but it is not clear to us that there is an alternative realizable
policy that better captures our intuitive notion of fairness.

7Technically, one needs to make sure that the optimal policy is not using variables that do not have VoI, see Definition 3.7
and Appendix B.

8See Example 4.3 where the VoI-fair policy changes depending on which features we consider essential. VoI-fairness is
an attempt at formalizing one criterion that a utility should satisfy. A utility can be unfair in ways that VoI-fairness does
not detect. In Example 3.11, U = 1(D = 1) · (−M) is a {Medical qualifications}-VoI-fair utility, but it would probably be
considered unethical to have a preference for hiring unqualified doctors. In this case, you need to reconsider the original
utility.

9See Section 3.6; see Example 3.10 for why requiring additional fairness constraints may be undesirable.
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1: Pick a utility υ.
Pick the features F that
you consider essential.

Is the utility F -VoI-fair?

2: Do you consider the
optimal policy

ethically acceptable?6

3: This utility should
not be used.

Find a F -VoI-fair utility,
e.g., υ-corresponding.

Go to 2.

4: Use this policy.
It is an F -VoI-fair policy.7

5: Is it possible
to collect better data,

e.g., more variables, for O
D?

6: Try that. Go to 2.

7:Are you sure
that the original

utility is reasonable,
and did you pick the

right essential features?8

8: Unclear what to do.
We are not sure whether

there is a realizable policy
that can be agreed on to be
strictly preferable over an

F -VoI-fair policy.9

9: Consider changing either
the original utility or
the essential features.

Go to 1.

Yes Yes

Yes

Yes

No No

No

No

Figure 5: Possible approach for handling decision problems with protected attributes. We discuss some
open problems related to this framework in the section on future work.

in real-world applications.
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A Proof of Proposition 3.2

Everitt et al. [2021] prove that a DAG G over (X, D, U), where U is a descendant of D and U has no
children, admits VoI for S ∈X\DED relative to M ⊆X\(DED ∪ {S}) if and only if

S 6⊥G
PAD:=M∪{S}

U |M ∪ {D}.

Since we assume that S /∈M this simplifies to the following d-separation.

Proposition 3.2. A DAG G over (X , D, U), where U is a descendant of D and U has no children, admits
VoI for S ∈ X\DED relative to M ⊆X\(DED ∪ {S}) if and only if

S 6⊥G
PAD :=M

U |M .

Here, ⊥G
PAD:=M

denotes d-separation in the DAG GPAD :=M obtained from G by modifying the parents
of D to be M .

Proof. Assume that G admits VoI for S relative to M . Then,

S 6⊥G
PAD:=M∪{S}

U |M ∪ {D}.

Since in this statement, we condition on M = PAD\{S} and D, an open path cannot go through the
edge S → D. Thus, there also exist an open path in GPAD :=M :

S 6⊥G
PAD:=M

U |M ∪ {D}.

If there is an open path between S and U given M ∪ {D}, then this path is also open given M . The
only ways an open path could be blocked by no longer conditioning on D are

(1) if D is a collider relative to the path, or
(2) if the path goes through a collider that is an ancestor of D.

(1) is impossible as we also condition on M = PAD. If (2) occurs, then either the collider is in M = PAD

and the path is still open, or the collider is an ancestor of a node in M = PAD, which also implies that
the path is still open. So

S 6⊥G
PAD:=M

U |M .

Assume now that S 6⊥G
PAD:=M

U | M . An open path between S and U given M = PAD cannot go
through D. Therefore, this path is also open given M ∪ {D}:

S 6⊥G
PAD:=M

U |M ∪ {D}.

Finally, adding an edge S → D does not block any paths.

B On the definition of VoI-fair policies

We now provide an example to illustrate why we require that all variables X ∈H ⊆ O
D have VoI relative

to H\{X} in Definition 3.7.

S : = εS ∼ Unif{0, 1}
E := εE ∼ N (0, 1)

U := υ(D,E) = 1(D = 1) ·E

Assume that O
D = {S}, see Figure 6. U is {Effort}-VoI-fair.

π(S) = 1(S = 1)
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S

Effort

D U

Figure 6: This graph visualizes the example in Appendix B. Here, we can construct an optimal policy
depending on S, but this seems intuitively unfair. Since there also exist optimal policies in Π∅ that do
not use S, we require that the {Effort}-VoI-fair policy is in Π∅, see Definition 3.7.

is an optimal policy in (C,OD, ·π , υ), but in this example, it seems intuitively unfair to base the decisions
on S since S does not have VoI relative to ∅. Therefore, in this example, if π is an {Effort}-VoI-fair policy,
π ∈ Π∅.

If there is an optimal policy in (C,OD, ·π , υ), then it is always possible to find a subset H ⊆ O
D and

a policy π ∈ ΠH such that every variable X ∈ H have VoI relative to H\{X} and π is optimal in
(C,OD, ·π , υ). This follows immediately from the definition of VoI.

C Further details on Section 3.4

Example C.1. (Unfairness due to unavailability of S). Consider Example 3.8 but with O
D =

{Grade}. Then, the policy π(G) = 1(G ≥ 0) is {Effort}-VoI-fair but seems unacceptable. This policy
does not manage to adjust for the unwanted discrimination αS in grade. In this case, it seems that no

policy in ΠO
D

is acceptable, and we suggest that we need to collect better data (see Figure 5).

This example also highlights a known fundamental problem with fairness through unawareness: If the
policy is not allowed to be a function of S, this may reduce our ability to choose an intuitively fair policy
because we cannot adjust for biases in the data (Kusner et al. [2017] make a similar point). ◦
Example C.2 (Unfairness due to entangled unwanted discrimination in data.). Consider again
Example 3.8 with O

D = {Grade, S}. Assume now that

G := 1(S = 1) ·E + 1(S = −1)1(E > 0) · (−E) + 1(S = −1)1(E ≤ 0) ·E,

corresponding to a situation where people from group S = −1 with effort E > 0 are experiencing
unwanted discrimination. If we, for example, observe (S = −1, G = −1), the posterior will be P (E =
1 | S = −1, G = −1) = P (E = −1 | S = −1, G = −1) = 0.5. Any optimal policy in (C,OD, ·π , υ)
is {Effort}-VoI-fair. Thus, there are policies that are {Effort}-VoI-fair even though they do not admit
anyone from group S = −1. In this example, we consider it unclear what the intuitively fairest policy in

ΠO
D

is. ◦

D Further details on Example 3.10

D.1 Consequences of fairness constraints

Equalized odds and counterfactual fairness: The policy in (2) does not satisfy some existing defi-
nitions of fairness. For example, it does not satisfy

S ⊥⊥ D |M, (6)

which is sometimes called counterfactual equalized odds [Coston et al., 2020]. It does not satisfy counter-
factual fairness [Kusner et al., 2017],

P (DS:=0 = 1) = P (DS:=1 = 1) (7)
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(with DS:=0 and DS:=1 being the counterfactuals of D had S been 0 or 1, respectively), either. If a

realizable policy π ∈ ΠO
D

is to satisfy counterfactual fairness, then π ∈ Π∅, that is, the policy is purely
random (see Appendix D.2).10 If we assume a threshold policy, π(G,S) = 1(S = 1, G ≥ c1) + 1(S =
0, G ≥ c0) for c1, c0 ∈ R∪{−∞,∞}, based on O

D = {S,G}, then equalized odds can also only be satisfied
if π ∈ Π∅ (see Appendix D.3). Since E(M − 1) < 0, the optimal policy under either equalized odds or
counterfactual fairness would be π(G,S) = 0, corresponding to never making a hire. While this might
be a good meta-incentive to collect better data, it does not seem like a serious answer to the question of
what should be done given the data available. It is possible to satisfy equalized odds using a threshold
policy by adding extra independent noise ε∗ ∼ N (0, 1) to the grade measurement for group S = 1 such
that var(εG1

+ε∗) = var(
√
2εG0

). This increases the amount of undesert (see Section 3.6) in group S = 1,
E(δ | S = 1), without affecting group S = 0 [Mittelstadt et al., 2023].

Demographic parity: It may seem that since M ⊥⊥ S, an intuitively fair policy must satisfy demo-

graphic parity, that is, S ⊥⊥ D. But the policies in ΠOD

that satisfy demographic parity seem to be
neither fair nor realistic. The only way to satisfy demographic parity would be to either hire people from
group S = 0 that are unqualified (in expectation) or reject people from group S = 1 that are qualified
(in expectation). This is especially counterintuitive if var(εG0

)≫ var(εG1
). We probably would not want

to hire someone who we expect does in fact not have the required medical qualifications. On the other
hand, if we only hire people from group S = 0 that we expect to be qualified, demographic parity would
imply that we have to reject many people from group S = 1 who we expect to be qualified doctors, which
seems unfair and may not be economically feasible. Demographic parity would be an attractive property
to satisfy in this example (indeed, an oracle policy would satisfy demographic parity), but we do not
think that this is something that one should force upon the algorithm by doing constrained optimization.

When we have to choose a realizable policy π ∈ ΠO
D

, it is too late to satisfy demographic parity. We
think that future work should investigate how to collect data such that optimal policies under VoI-fair
utilities result in intuitively fair policies. In this example, it seems that we should try to reduce var(εG0

).

D.2 Further details on counterfactual fairness

We consider the setup from Example 3.10 and want to show that counterfactual fairness implies choosing
a policy in Π∅. Assume that π ∈ Π{S,G} satisfies counterfactual fairness. Then,

P (π(GS:=0, 0) ≡ π(GS:=1, 1)) = 1.

Since the normal distribution and the Lebesgue measure are equivalent measures, this implies that

π(x, 0) ≡ π(y, 1)

for almost all (x, y) ∈ R
2. Let

A := {x ∈ R | π(x, 0) ≡ π(y, 1) for almost all y ∈ R}
Bx := {y ∈ R | π(x, 0) ≡ π(y, 1)}
B := {y ∈ R | π(x, 0) ≡ π(y, 1) for almost all x ∈ R}
Ay := {x ∈ R | π(x, 0) ≡ π(y, 1)}

Take x1 ∈ A, y ∈ Bx1
∩B, and x2 ∈ Ay. We then have that

π(x1, 0) ≡ π(y, 1) ≡ π(x2, 0).

Since Ay has full measure, we conclude that

π(x1, 0) ≡ π(x2, 0)

10Nilforoshan et al. [2022] show that under mild assumptions, π cannot be a function of S or descendants of S if it is to
satisfy counterfactual fairness.
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for almost all x2 ∈ R. This implies that there exists p0 ∈ [0, 1] such that

π(x, 0)(1) = p0

for almost all x ∈ R. An analogous argument shows that

π(x, 1)(1) = p1

for almost all x ∈ R. So π ∈ Π{G,S} is almost surely equal to a π′ ∈ Π{S}, and since a policy satisfying
counterfactual fairness is not allowed to depend on S only, we also have that π ∈ Π{G,S} is almost surely
equal to a π′′ ∈ Π∅.

D.3 Further details on counterfactual equalized odds

Assume that π ∈ Π{G,S} satisfies counterfactual equalized odds,

π(G,S) ⊥⊥ S |M

Assume that there are constants c0, c1 ∈ R ∪ {−∞,∞} such that

π(g, 1) =

{
1 g ≥ c1

0 g < c1

π(g, 0) =

{
1 g ≥ c0

0 g < c0

First, assume that c1, c0 ∈ R. Counterfactual equalized odds implies that there is an e > c1, c0 such that

P (εG1
∈ [c1 − e,∞)) = P (

√
2εG0

∈ [c0 − e,∞)).

Since var(
√
2εG0

) > var(εG1
), this implies that c0 < c1. Likewise, there must be an e < c1, c0 such that

P (εG1
∈ [c1 − e,∞)) = P (

√
2εG0

∈ [c0 − e,∞)),

but now this implies c0 > c1. So either c0 ∈ {−∞,∞} or c1 ∈ {−∞,∞}. Counterfactual equalized odds
implies that c0 =∞ if and only if c1 =∞, and similarly, c0 = −∞ if and only if c1 = −∞. So π ∈ Π∅.

E Further Details on Example 4.2

E.1 Derivation of the corresponding VoI-fair utility

Let υw ∈ Υ∗ with w = (w1, w2, w3) ∈ R
3 be given by υw : (D,S,N,M) 7→ 1(D = 1)(w1S+w2N+w3M).

The optimal policy in (C, {S,M}, ·π , υw) is

π(S,M) = 1(E(w1S + w2M + w3N | S,M) > 0)

We have that

E(w1S + w2N + w3M | S,M)

= w1S + w2θ
N ′

S θNN ′S + w3M.

So, υw ∈ Υ∗ is {M}-VoI-fair if and only if

w1 = −w2θ
N ′

S θNN ′
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Under the policy that hires everyone (which maximizes the term appearing in Definition 4.1), we can
expand the expectation of the squared difference of the modified and original utility as follows:

E(θUNN + θUMM − w1S − w2N − w3M)2

= (θUM − w3)
2
(
(θMM ′θM

′

S )2 + (θMM ′)2 + 1
)

+ (θUN − w2)
2((θNN ′θN

′

S )2 + (θNN ′)2 + 1)

+ w2
1

+ 2(θUM − w3)(θ
U
N − w2)(θ

N ′

S θNN ′θM
′

S θMM ′)

− 2w1(θ
U
M − w3)θ

M ′

S θMM ′

− 2w1(θ
U
N − w2)θ

N ′

S θNN ′

Substituting w1 ← −w2θ
N ′

S θNN ′ and minimizing with respect to w2 and w3 yields

w2 = θUN

w3 = θUM +
cov(N,M)θUN

var(M)
.

So

υ̃(D,S,N,M) :=1(D = 1)

(
−θUNθN

′

S θNN ′S + θUNN +

(
θUM +

cov(N,M)θUN
var(M)

)
M

)

is the unique υ-corresponding {M}-VoI-fair utility in Υ∗.

E.2 Estimation of the corresponding VoI-fair utility by simulation

We can illustrate the result from the previous section with simulated data. To do so, we recall that
finding the υ-corresponding {M}-VoI-fair utility υw in Υ∗ corresponds to minimizing E(θUNN + θUMM −
w1S − w2N − w3M)2 under the constraint that S does not have VoI relative to {M}. Let

L1(w) :=
(
βM
w,1 − β

(S,M)
w,1

)2

+
(
βM
w,M − β

(S,M)
w,M

)2

+
(
β
(S,M)
w,S

)2

,

where the β coefficients are such that Eπ=1(Uw | S,M) = β
(S,M)
w,1 +β

(S,M)
w,S S+β

(S,M)
w,M M and Eπ=1(Uw |M) =

βM
w,1 + βM

w,MM with Uw := υw(D,S,N,M). Here, the subscript π = 1 indicates that the expectation
is taken under the policy that hires everyone. L1(w) = 0 if and only if S does not have VoI relative to
{M}. Let

L2(w) := E(θUNN + θUMM − w1S − w2N − w3M)2.

L2(w) is the expected squared difference between υw(N,M,S) and υ(N,M) under the policy that hires
everyone (which maximizes the term appearing in Definition 4.1). Finding the υ-corresponding {M}-
VoI-fair utility in Υ∗ corresponds to minimizing L2(w) subject to L1(w) = 0. Assume for simplicity
that we have n = 10 000 observations from the constant policy π(M ′, N ′, S) = 1. We estimate the
υ-corresponding {M}-VoI-fair utility in Υ∗ by minimizing the loss

L̂(w,K) := KL̂1(w) + L̂2(w),

where L̂1(w) is obtained by fitting linear regressions, L̂2(w) is the empirical mean, and K ∈ R is a

constant chosen to enforce L̂1(w) < ǫ for a given ǫ > 0, see Algorithm 1.
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Algorithm 1 Algorithm for estimating υ-corresponding {M}-VoI-fair utility

Input: n observations ((S,M,N)i)i∈{1,...,n}; ǫ ∈ R.

1: K ← 1
2: solution_found ← false
3: while solution_found=false do

4: Find a w that minimizes L̂(w,K)

5: if L̂1(w) > ǫ then
6: K ← 2K
7: else
8: solution_found ← true
9: end if

10: end while
11: Return w

We run the algorithm on 100 different sets of observations and ǫ = 0.0001, see Table 1 and Table 2. The
code is provided at github.com/FrederikHJ/Unfair-Utilities. It runs on a standard laptop in less than 5
minutes. The empirical estimates match the theoretical derivations from above. In a realistic setting, we
usually do not have observations from the policy π = 1 and would need to estimate the distribution of
(S,M,N).

Table 1: Here, we simulate data using the parameters (θN
′

S , θM
′

S , θNN ′ , θMM ′ , θUN , θUM ) = (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6), so
that the original utility equals υ(D,N,M) = 1(D = 1)(5N+6M). We run the simulation and estimation
100 times using n = 10 000 observations. We report the mean estimate and, in parentheses, the empirical
5% and 95% quantiles.

w1 w2 w3

Analytic -15 5 7.48

Estimate
-15.00

(-15.62,-14.46)
5.00

(-4.99,5.01)
7.48

(7.43,7.55)

Table 2: Here, we simulate data using the parameters (θN
′

S , θM
′

S , θNN ′ , θMM ′ , θUN , θUM ) = (6, 5, 4, 3, 2, 1), so
that the original utility equals υ(D,N,M) = 1(D = 1)(2N +M). We run the simulation and estimation
100 times using n = 10 000 observations. We report the mean estimate and, in parentheses, the empirical
5% and 95% quantiles.

w1 w2 w3

Analytic -48 2 4.06

Estimate
-47.96

(-48.78,-47.16)
2.00

(1.99,2.01)
4.06

(4.00,4.11)
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Table 3: We modify the utility U from Example 4.4 by adding a term −0.071S, making the utility
{T }-VoI-fair. We apply optimal policies under the original and modified utility.

Utility

Original Modified

Number of students graduating
from both groups

25 578 25 517

Number of students admitted
from minority group

11 334 13 496

Number of students admitted and
graduating from minority group

5 073 5 525

F Further details on Example 4.4

F.1 Data-generating process

We consider the following assignments for i ∈ {1, . . . , n}:

Si := εSi
∼ Ber

(
2

3

)

S∗
i := 1(Si = 1)− 1(Si = 0)

Ei := εEi
∼ N (0, 1)

εTi
∼ N (0.3, 1)

Ti := Ei + εTi
S∗
i

εRi
∼ N (1, 1)

Ri := Ei + εRi
S∗
i

εY ∗
i
∼ N (0, 2)

Y ∗
i := Ei + 0.5Ri + 0.5Ti + εY ∗

i

Yi := 1(Y ∗
i > F̂−1

Y ∗ (0.7)),

where F̂−1
Y ∗ is the ‘empirical’ quantile function based on Y ∗

1 , . . . , Y
∗
n , and S∗

i is a transformation of Si such
that S∗

i ∈ {−1, 1}, where Ei are variables introducing additional dependence between the variables.

F.2 Approximation of w

This appendix shows how to approximate w given knowledge about the data-generating process. In
practice, this derivation may not be feasible because, for example, we may not have access to data from
the policy that admits every applicant. We want to find w such that S does not have VoI relative
to {T } under utility Ũw := υ̃w(D,Y, S) := D⊤(Y + wS). We simulate a training set and a test set
(n = 100 000 for each) from the policy that admits everyone, π(S, T,R) = 1. Based on the training
data, we fit logistic models to estimate E(Yi | Ti), E(Yi | Si, Ti), E(Si | Ti), and E(Yi | Si, Ti, Ri).
The optimal policy in (C, {T }, ·π , υw) is the policy that admits applicant j if and only if E(Yj | Tj) +
wE(Sj | Tj) is larger than the median of (E(Yi | Ti) + wE(Si | Ti))i∈{1,...,n}. Similarly, the optimal policy

in (C, {S, T }, ·π , υw) is a policy that admits applicant j if and only if E(Yj | Sj, Tj)+wSj is larger than the
median of (E(Yi | Sj , Ti) + wSi)i∈{1,...,n}. So we can use the estimated expected values to approximate

the optimal policies π
{T}
w and π

{S,T}
w in (C, {T }, ·π , υw) and (C, {S, T }, ·π , υw), respectively. On the test

data, we estimate E
π
{T}
w

(Ũw) and E
π
{S,T}
w

(Ũw) and choose (using automatic differentiation) w such that

E
π
{S,T}
w

(Ũw) = E
π
{T}
w

(Ũw).
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F.3 Multiple realizations of simulations

We run the entire simulations and estimations of ω 100 times. We report averages and empirical 5%
and 95% quantiles rounded to the nearest whole number: On average, 77 (34–123) fewer persons end
up graduating after modifying the utility, 2128 (1898–2349) more persons from the minority group are
admitted, and 432 (372–483) more persons from the minority group graduate. The code is provided at
github.com/FrederikHJ/Unfair-Utilities. It runs on a standard laptop in less than 5 minutes.

G Overview of examples

Table 4: Overview of the examples

Example 2.2 Introduces the setting.

Example 3.6 Shows how the utility from Example 2.2 can be modified to be VoI-fair.

Example 3.8 Illustrates that a VoI-fair policy may need to be a function of S.

O
D may provide an insufficient foundation for choosing intuitively fair policies.

We provide four examples:

Example 3.9 Illustrates unfairness due to unavailability of relevant data.

Example 3.10
Illustrates unfairness due to unequal data quality.
It also shows that our notion yields different implication than
demographic parity, equalized odds, and counterfactual fairness.

Example C.1 Illustrates unfairness due to unavailability of S.

Example C.2 Illustrates unfairness due to entangled unwanted discrimination in data.

Example 3.11
Shows how a human bias may make a utility unfair and
discusses a modification that makes the utility VoI-fair.

Example 4.2 Provides the υ-corresponding VoI-fair utility for Example 3.11.

Example 4.3
Shows that the υ-corresponding VoI-fair utility depends on the choice of F .
If the VoI-fair policy seems intuitively unfair, it may be that you should reconsider F .

Example 4.4
Illustrates a possible improvement of the utility for college admission
by using test scores as the essential feature.
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