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Abstract.

Organizations often rely on statistical algorithms to make socially and economically impactful deci-
sions. We must address the fairness issues in these important automated decisions. On the other
hand, economic efficiency remains instrumental in organizations’ survival and success. Therefore,
a proper dual focus on fairness and efficiency is essential in promoting fairness in real-world data
science solutions. Among the first efforts towards this dual focus, we incorporate the equal op-
portunity (EO) constraint into the Neyman-Pearson (NP) classification paradigm. Under this new
NP-EO framework, we derive the oracle classifier, propose finite-sample based classifiers that
satisfy population-level fairness and efficiency constraints with high probability, and demonstrate
statistical and social effectiveness of our algorithms on simulated and real datasets.
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1. Introduction

Recently, the U.S. Justice Department and the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission
warned employers that used artificial intelligence to hire workers for potential unlawful racial
discrimination @ Earlier, Amazon was accused of gender bias against women in its deployment
of machine learning algorithms to search for top talents® Evidence that algorithmic decision-
making exhibits systematic bias against certain disadvantageous social groups has been accumu-
lating in labor markets (Chalfin et al., 2016; |Lambrecht and Tucker, 2019) and also growing in
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many other areas, including credit lending, policing, court decisions, and healthcare treatment
(Arnold et al., 2018; Kleinberg et al., 2018; |Bartlett et al., 2022; Obermeyer et al., 2019; Fuster
et al., 2022)). To address the public concern of algorithmic fairness, a number of studies pro-
pose to regulate algorithmic design such that disadvantageous groups must receive non-disparate
treatments (Barocas and Selbst, 2016; |[Kleinberg et al., 2017; |Corbett-Davies et al., 2017; Baro-
cas et al., 2019). Statistically, this means that, in carrying out its predictive task, an algorithm
ought to prioritize the fairness-related construction, such as purposefully equalizing certain error
types of concern. However, efficiency loss could occur as these fairness-related designs may limit

the prediction accuracy (Kleinberg et al., 2017).

Consider that a bank uses an algorithmic classifier to decide whether to approve a loan
application based on default status prediction. Here, fairness is a primary concern of the society
and regulations; concretely, the disparity between denial rates of qualified applicants by sensitive
attributes, such as gender or race, is not tolerated. The banks, however, concern intrinsically
more about the efficiency, which can be decoupled into two parts, the false negative rate (i.e.,
the probability of misclassifying a default case as non-default) and the false positive rate (i.e.,
the probability of misclassifying a non-default case as default). The false negative rate, due to
its connection to financial security, has a higher priority for the banks than the false positive
rate. Here and in many other examples, social fairness and economic efficiency could be in
conflict. To address this conflict, we propose a novel framework that accommodates a dual focus

on efficiency and fairness, as well as the asymmetric importance within efficiency consideration.

The efficiency part of our framework is based on the Neyman-Pearson (NP) classification
paradigm (Cannon et al., 2002; Scott and Nowak, 2005). This paradigm controls the type I error
(i.e., the probability of misclassifying a 0 instance as 1) under some desired level « (referred to
as the NP constraint) while minimizing the type II error (i.e., the probability of misclassifying
a 1 instance as 0). In the loan application example, if we label the default status as 0 and non-
default status as 1, the type I error is the false negative rate and the type II error is the false
positive rate. The asymmetric treatment of the NP paradigm permits a flexible control over
the more-consequential error type. The fairness part of our framework borrows a relaxation of
the equality of opportunity (EO) concept (Hardt et al., 2016). Assuming class 1 is the favored
outcomes, the EO constraint requires achieving the same type II error in all sensitive groups
(e.g., race or gender); in the context of loan application, this means that denial rates of qualified
applicants should be equalized in different groups. The relaxation we adopt eases the exact
rate-equality requirement by allowing a pre-specified ¢ difference (Donini et al., 2018; |Agarwal

et al., 2018). In verbal discussion, we will still refer to this relaxation as the EO constraint.

Fusing the above efficiency and fairness parts together, we have the new NP-EO paradigm.
A natural question is: for any given a,e € (0, 1), are the NP constraint for economic efficiency
and the EO constraint for social fairness feasible simultaneously? We provide a positive answer
to this question. Moreover, leveraging the generalized Neyman-Pearson Lemma, we derive an
NP-EO oracle classifier.

Guided by the NP-EO oracle, we construct finite-sample based classifiers that respect the
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population-level NP and EO constraints with high probability. The solution inspires us to take

an umbrella algorithm perspective; that is, we wish to adjust the commonly-used methods (e.g,
logistic regression, random forest, gradient boosting tree, neural nets) to the NP-EO paradigm
in a universal way and propose a provable algorithm for this overaching goal. Similar in spirit to
the original NP umbrella algorithm developed in Tong et al. (2018]) and its variant for corrupted
labels in|Yao et al. (2022), we employ an order statistics approach and do not have distributional
assumptions on data in the algorithmic development. But the technicalities here are much more
involved than in the NP umbrella algorithms, because we need to determine two thresholds
(instead of one) simultaneously. In simulation studies, we demonstrate that NP-EO classifiers
are the only classifiers that guarantee both NP and EO constraints with high probability. This

advantage of the NP-EO classifiers is further demonstrated on a credit card dataset.

This paper contributes to the emerging literature on algorithmic fairness. The overall goal of
this scholarly endeavor is to promote algorithmic decision making for the social good, especially
for the protection of socially disadvantageous groups. Existing studies have focused on algo-
rithmic bias due to data sampling and engineering (Rambachan and Roth, 2019; Cowgill and
Tucker, 2020), the construction of fairness conditions (Hardt et al., 2016} |Kleinberg et al., 2017)),
and the way of incorporating ethical concerns into algorithmic optimization (Corbett-Davies

et al., 2017), among others.

The fundamental social science problem, the tradeoff between economic efficiency and so-
cial equality, however, has not yet adequately addressed. Some researchers advocate a social-
planning approach, in which the algorithmic designer models a social welfare function that
captures an explicit preference for a certain socially desirable objective (Kleinberg et al., 2018;
Rambachan et al., 2020). While this approach provides a useful benchmark to evaluate social
welfare in the presence of ethical consideration, how to put it into practice is a great challenge.
Social preferences are often difficult to measure and have to be approximated by some measur-
able outcomes. These proxies can be mismeasured and lead the predictive outcomes astray, as
demonstrated in [Mullainathan and Obermeyer (2017)) and |Obermeyer et al. (2019).

Alternative to the social-planning approach, our approach is from a regulatory perspective,
in which a decision maker can pursue their own objective after obeying a certain regulatory
constraint. Existing algorithmic designs under the regulatory framework (Corbett-Davies et al.,
2017) do not explicitly cope with the efficiency-equality tradeoff. Regulatory failure is likely to
occur when the efficiency loss caused by the fairness constraint is significant. Our proposed NP-
EO approach provides a framework to detect algorithmic bias, evaluate the social loss caused
by self-interested algorithms, and regulate algorithms to maintain the regulatory goal while

permitting users sufficient freedom to achieve efficiency.

In the algorithmic fairness literature, many criteria were proposed to define “fairness”; see
Barocas et al. (2019) and references within. Our work does not intend to introduce another
new fairness criterion. Rather, our framework is flexible enough that the EO constraint can
potentially be replaced by other well-defined fairness criteria, and the NP constraint can also be

replaced by other efficiency priority. Such efficiency-fairness dual constraints have the potential
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to be implemented as long as their population versions are simultaneously feasible.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Mathematical settings of the Neyman-Pearson
equal opportunity (NP-EO) paradigm is introduced in Section [2| Then, Section |3| presents the
NP-EO oracle classifier. We introduce two NP-EO umbrella algorithms and provide theoretical
justification in Section {4l Numerical studies are presented in Section |5} Finally, we conclude

with a discussion. Lemmas, proofs, and other technical materials are relegated to the Appendix.

2. Neyman-Pearson equal opportunity (NP-EO) paradigm

2.1. Mathematical setting and preliminaries

Let (X,S5,Y) be a random triplet where X € X C IR represents d features, S denotes a
sensitive attribute that takes values from {a, b}, and Y denotes the class label that takes values
from {0, 1}. It is not necessary that every feature in X is neutral; we partition the features into
X and S to emphasize that we will specifically consider a classifier’s societal impacts related to
S. We denote by IP a generic probability measure whose meaning will be clear in context, and
denote respectively by IP; and IPg the probabilities taken with respect to the randomness of Z
and B, for any random variable Z and random set B. Let ¢ : X x {a,b} — {0, 1} be a classifier.
The (population-level) type I error and type II error of ¢ are defined as

Ro(¢) =P ((X,5) Y | Y =0) and Ri(¢):=P(6(X.5)#Y |V =1),
respectively. Next, we denote the type I/II error conditional on the sensitive attribute by
R (¢) =P (p(X,9) #Y |V =y, 5 =),
for y € {0,1} and s € {a,b}. Then it follows that,

Ry(¢) = IP(¢(X7 S) 7& Y’Y = y) = RZ(¢) * Paly + RZ(@ * Poly (1)

where py, = IP(S =s|Y =y) for s € {a,b}. Each p,, is assumed to be non-zero, and we use
X¥* as a shorthand of X | {Y =y, S = s} for y € {0,1} and s € {a,b}. Throughout the paper,
we consider class 1 as the ‘favored’ outcome for individuals, such as ‘being hired’, ‘receiving
promotion’, ‘admission to a college’, or ‘non-default’, and class 0 as the less-favored outcome
for individuals. In the meantime, we understand class 0 as the class that organizations concern

about and try to avoid, such as ‘default’.

2.2. Equality of opportunity (EO)

Let Ly(¢) := |Ri(¢) — Rb(¢)|. In the literature of algorithmic fairness, a popular notion of
fairness, coined as ‘equalized odds’ (or ‘separation’), requires absolute equality across social
groups for any outcome, or Lo(¢) = Li1(¢) = 0 in our notation; see Barocas et al. (2019) and
the references therein. Hardt et al. (2016) formulated a less-stringent condition, referred to as
‘equality of opportunity’, which only requires Li(¢) = 0. That is, qualified people from different

social groups have equal opportunities to obtain the ‘favored’ outcome. This weaker notion of
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fairness is consistent with the advocacy of productive equity in social science and is acceptable
in a wide range of social contexts.

The requirement of absolute equality is, however, not practical for finite-sample based clas-
sifiers: due to the randomness of data, the population-level condition Li(¢) = 0 can hardly be
achieved from any finite-sample training procedure. Thus, researchers (e.g.,|Donini et al. (2018);

Agarwal et al. (2018])) worked on a relaxed criterion:

Li(¢) <e, (2)

for some pre-specified small €. This condition states that equality of opportunity is satisfied if
for two groups, the difference in the probabilities of falsely classifying a “favored” outcome as
“unfavored” is sufficiently small. This less stringent criterion offers a flexible level of tolerance
and could be achieved by finite sample procedures with high probability. In this paper, we
adopt the relaxed EO condition described by equation (2)), and refer to it as the EO constraint.
Furthermore, we refer to Li(¢) as the type II error disparity of the classifier ¢.

2.3. Neyman-Pearson (NP) paradigm
Like other fairness criteria, the EO constraint draws a boundary to incorporate the societal con-
cern of fairness in algorithmic decision making. In the fairness literature, it was combined with
some general loss functions (e.g., Woodworth et al. (2017)). For example, it was incorporated
into the classical classification paradigm, which minimizes the overall classification error, i.e., a
weighted average of type I and type II errors, with the weights equal to the marginal probabili-
ties of the two classes. In many applications, however, these weights do not reflect the relative
importance of different error types; as a consequence, classifiers under the classical paradigm
could have undesirably high type I error (or type II error). The inclusion of a fairness criterion
can further complicate the problem by resulting in an (unintended) redistribution of the two
types of classification errors, as will be shown by Example [1]in Section

Recall the loan application example. A bank wishes to classify loan applicants so as to
controlling the default risk (controlling the type I error) and gaining ample business opportunities
(maximizing 1 — type II error). The problem is that the two types of errors are statistically in
conflict and the bank has to balance the trade-off between the goals. Regulation from fairness
concerns (e.g., through the EO constraint) may help lift the bank’s bias against certain social
groups and enlarge its business opportunities (lower type II error), but it could also expose the
bank to greater default risk (higher type I error).

To cope with the above problem, we propose using the Neyman-Pearson (NP) paradigm
(Cannon et al., 2002; |Scott and Nowak, 2005} Rigollet and Tong, 2011)), which solves:

SAmn Ri(9), (3)
where o € (0, 1) is a user-specified constant. In the loan example, an NP oracle classifier would
control the risk of classifying a default applicant as a non-default one, helping banks manage their
financial risk; after securing the financial safety, it minimizes the chances of classifying a non-

default applicant as a default one, giving banks the maximum possible business opportunities.
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2.4. NP-EOQO paradigm

We propose the NP-EO paradigm as follows:

‘ R 4
Ro(6)2anLn (6)<= 1) )

where a,e € (0,1) are pre-specified numbers. Program has joint constraints: the NP con-
straint Ry(¢) < « which ensures the most important part of economic efficiency, and the EO
constraint L;(¢) < ¢ which enforces the social fairness restriction. In this arrangement, the
direct impact of the EO constraint on the type I error Ry is isolated and the conflict between
efficiency and equality is absorbed by the type II error Ry, which is assumed to be economically
less consequential. On the population level, we will derive an NP-EO oracle classifier, i.e., a
solution to program . On the sample level, we will construct finite sample based classifiers
that respect the two constraints in with high probability.

Returning to the loan application example, a bank is concerned with two private goals—
controlling the default risk (Ry) and expanding business opportunity (R;)—and a social goal
of maintaining equal opportunity (a small difference between R¢ and R}). With the NP-EO
paradigm, the risk-control goal is achieved by the constraint Rp(¢) < «, where « is a risk
level chosen by the bank, and the social goal is achieved by the constraint Li(¢) < e, where ¢ is
determined by regulation or social norms. With these two goals, the bank has to be modest in the
business-expansion goal — potentially paying the cost of having a larger chance of misclassifying
non-defaulters as defaulters. While this cost could be more significant for startup banks at the

stage of customer expansion, it is small for established banks that have a large customer base.

3. NP-EO oracle classifier

In this section, we establish an NP-EO oracle classifier, a solution to the constrained optimization
program . The establishment of an NP-EO oracle classifier demands efforts because (i) the
simultaneous feasibility of the NP and EO constraints is not clear on surface, and (ii) the
functional form of the oracle is unknown.

Let fys(-) be the density function of X¥* and Fy s(2) =P (f1,5(X) < 2fos(X) | Y =9, 5 =),

for each y € {0,1} and s € {a,b}. Moreover, we denote, for any c,, ¢,

0% 0, (X,8) = L f1.a(X) > cafoa(X)} - I{S = a} + T{f14(X) > e fop(X)} - L{S =0}.  (5)
Then, the following theorem holds.

THEOREM 1. For each y € {0,1} and s € {a,b}, we assume (i) f, s exists, (ii) Fys(z) is
continuous on [0,00), and (iii) F,s(0) = 0 and lim, o Fys(2) = 1. Then there exist two

non-negative constants c; and cj such that qbfi’cz is an NP-EO oracle classifier.

The solution is intuitive: within each class, the choice should be a likelihood ratio and two
different thresholds are required in order to satisfy two constraints. The proof of Theorem [I] is
relegated to the Appendix. Here, we briefly sketch the idea. The existence assumption of f, s’s

is necessary to write down a classifier in the form of equation . The assumptions on Fp, and
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Figure 1. Feasibility of NP-EO oracle. The downward curve represents the critical values ¢, and ¢,
in the classifier such that the probability of type | error is «, whereas the upward curve depicts the
classifiers satisfying R¢ — R} = . The intersection of these two curves gives the critical values for the
NP-EO classifier.

Fpy,p ensure that Rj and Rg can take any value in (0, 1) by varying thresholds (¢, ¢). Therefore,
Ry, as a convex combination of Rf and RS, can achieve an arbitrary level a € (0,1). Similarly,
the conditions F7 , and F ; guarantee that R{ and Rll’ can take any value in (0,1). Thus, L; = ¢
can be achieved for arbitrary € € (0,1). In sum, the conditions in Theorem (1| easily ensure that
proper choices of thresholds are sufficient to satisfy either NP or EO constraint. The reasoning

for simultaneous feasibility is more involved and we will demonstrate it on a special case shortly.

Note the Neyman-Pearson lemma implies that the NP oracle classifier (i.e., solution to pro-
gram (3)) is of the form

[ fis(®@) pap A fia(x) I T Jip(x) oo\ e
qj(x’s)_ﬂ{fo,s(x)'psm g }_I[{fo,a(x) g pa1} Ts = }+H{f0,b($) g Pb|1} s =10},

for some constant ¢ such that the NP constraint takes the boundary condition. It is easy to
see that the last expression in the above display is of the form in equation . If the NP
oracle classifier satisfies the EO constraint, then it is also an NP-EO oracle. If the NP oracle
classifier fails to satisfy the EO constraint, the generalized Neyman-Pearson lemma (Theorem
6] in Appendix) indicates that the oracle NP-EO classifier is of the form in equation (b)), given
the existence of a pair of thresholds (c,, ¢p) that achieves Ry = a and L; = ¢.

The existence of such a pair in one scenario is illustrated by Figure [I] where we assume that
R% — R} > ¢ for the NP oracle. More general discussion can be found in the proof of Theorem
In Figure [1} the vertical and horizontal axes are ¢, and c¢p, representing respectively the
S = a and S = b part of the thresholds in the classifier in . Thus, every point in the first

quadrant represents such a classifier. In this figure, ¢} is the constant such that its corresponding
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Rl{ =1 —e. The solid downward curve represents pairs (c,, ¢p) such that Ry = «; note that

RO(QZ)ﬁ“cb) = (1 - FO,G(CG)) " Pajo + (1 - FO,b(Cb)) *Pyjo»

so when Ry is fixed at «, ¢, is non-increasing as ¢, increases, which is shown in Figure[l] At the
same time, the solid upward curve represents the threshold pairs (cq4, ¢p) such that R — R} = e.
Since R%(¢¥ o) — RY(¢¥ o) = Fla(ca) — Fip(cy), so when R? — R is fixed at ¢, ¢, is non-
decreasing when ¢; increases, and hence the curve should be upward. As indicated in Figure
it can be shown that there must be an intersection of the two curves, which satisfies both
the NP and EO constraints. Then, the generalized Neyman-Pearson lemma implies that the
intersection must be an NP-EO oracle classifier.

Now we rationalize results in Theorem [Il on an intuitive level. Theorem [1] states that an NP-
EO oracle can be formed by two separate parts, namely, S = a component and S = b component.
This is understandable because, as long as a classifier ¢ takes into consideration the protected
attribute S, it can always be rewritten as a two-part form, ie., ¢(X,S) = ¢*(X) - I{S =
al + ¢?(X) - T{S = b}, where ¢%(-) = ¢(-,a) and #°(-) = ¢(-,b). Then, given the two-part form,
it is not surprising that the best ¢¢ and ¢°, in terms of group-wise type II error performance for
a type I error level, adopt density ratios as scoring functions. Thus, as long as the two thresholds
are adjusted so that NP and EO constraints are satisfied, the classifier in the form of equation
will have smaller R¢ and R} than other feasible classifiers and thus a smaller R;.

We now present a simple example to illustrate the NP-EO oracle.

EXAMPLE 1. Let X% X1 X0b gng X0 pe N'(0,1),N(4,1), N (0,9) and N'(4,9) distributed
random variables, respectively, and set P(S = a,Y =0) =P(S =a,Y =1) =P(S =0b,Y =
1) =IP(S =b,Y =1) = 0.25. Then, the Bayes classifier is ¢payes = I{X > 2} and the NP
oracle classifier for o« = 0.1 is pyp = T{X > 2.58}.|3:I If o = e = 0.1, the NP-EO oracle classifier
is ¢np-po = I{X > 3.20}1{S = a} + I{X > 2.53}I{S = b}. The graphical illustration of this
example is depicted in Figure . We can calculate that Ro(¢Bayes) = 0.137, Ri(¢Bayes) = 0.137
and L1(¢Bayes) = 0.23, violating both NP and EO constraints. The NP oracle, compared with
the Bayes classifier, has a larger threshold. Consequently, Ro(¢np) = 0.1, Ri(¢np) = 0.198
and Li(¢np) = 0.24. The NP oracle classifier satisfies the NP constraint but violates the EO
constraint. The NP-FEO oracle classifier is more subtle. Its S = a part threshold is larger than
that of NP oracle classifier whereas the S = b part threshold is slightly smaller, resulting in
Ro(¢np-o) = 0.100, Ri(dnp-po) = 0.262 and Li(¢np.go) = 0.1, so that the NP-EO oracle
classifier satisfies both NP and EO constraints.

An NP-EO oracle classifier has a nice property: it is invariant to the changes in the propor-

tions of class labels. This insight is concretized by the following proposition.

3 In this example, the sensitive attribute S does not appear in the Bayes classifier or in the NP oracle
classifier because the thresholds are the same for the S = a and S = b components. Thus, S can be

omitted due to the specific setup of this model.
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Figure 2. Plots of three classifiers in Example[f] The three rows, from top to bottom, represent figure
illustration of the Bayes classifier, NP oracle classifier and NP-EO oracle classifier, respectively. The
left panel illustrates the densities of X% and X! and the right panel those of X%* and X'°. In every
sub-figure, the green curve represents class 0 density and the orange curve represents class 1 density.
In each row, the two thresholds of the classifier are indicated by the two black vertical lines. The type |
and type Il errors conditional on sensitive attribute are depicted respectively as the light green and light
orange regions in every sub-figure with their values marked.

PROPOSITION 1. Under conditions of Theorem/[l, an NP-EO oracle classifier is invariant to
the change in P(Y = 0) (or equivalently IP(Y = 1)), as long as the distributions of X | (Y =
y, S =s) (i.e., X¥*°) and S | (Y =y) stay the same for each y € {0,1} and s € {a,b}.

4. Methodology

In this section, we propose two sample-based NP-EO umbrella algorithms. Theorem [I] indicates
that the density ratios are the best scores, with proper threshold choices. Hence plugging the
density ratio estimates in equation would lead to classifiers with good theoretical properties.
In practice and more generally, however, practitioners can and might prefer to use scores from
canonical classification methods (e.g., logistic regression and neural networks), which we also

refer to as base algorithms. Inspired by , we construct classifiers of the generic form

(X, ) = {THX) > cg} - 1{S = a} + I{T*(X) > ¢} - T{S = b}, (6)
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where T¢(-) and T(-) are given scoring functions for groups S = a and S = b, respectively, and
our task is to choose proper data-driven thresholds ¢, and ¢, that take into account the NP and
EO constraints. This form is inspired by the NP-EO oracle classifier in the previous section by
regarding 7% and T? as the density ratios. We leave the more theory-oriented investigation on
density ratio plug-ins for the future.

The classifier qg in @ is trained on finite sample; thus it is random due to randomness of
the sample, and the constraints in program cannot be satisfied with probability 1 in general.

Therefore, we aim to achieve high-probability NP and EO constraints as follows,

P (Ro(q?) > a) <5, (7)

P (L1($) > z-:) <7, (8)

for pre-specified small 0,y € (0,1). Here, IP is taken over the randomness of the training sample.

In Sections and we will present two umbrella algorithms: NP-EOgp and NP-EOyp.
The meaning of their names will become clear later. NP-EOgp is simpler and computationally
lighter than NP-EOyp. It is also “safer” in the sense that it achieves at least 1 — § probability
type I error control whereas NP-EOyp is only theoretically guaranteed to achieve at least
1 — T probability control for some 5T \, § as sample size grows. However, NP-EOqp sacrifices
the power. In contrast, NP-EOpyp achieves smaller type II error and does not violate exact
high-probability NP constraint in numerical analysis, as demonstrated in Section [5. Moreover,
NP-EOypp is a generalization of NP-EOgp in terms of threshold selection. Thus, it is convenient

for readers to encounter NP-EOgp first.

4.1. The NP-EOQOpp umbrella algorithm

We now construct an algorithm that respects and El, and achieves type II error as small
as possible. Denote by SY® the set of X feature observations whose labels are y and sensitive
attributes are s, where y € {0,1} and s € {a,b}. We assume that all the S¥*’s are independent,
and instances within each 8¥* are i.i.d. Each S8¥* is divided into two halves: S, for training

scoring functions, and Sfé’fi_ out for estimating the thresholds in the classifier @

First, all Sﬂ’;n’s are combined together to train a scoring function (e.g., sigmoid function in
logistic regression) T': X x {a,b} — IR; then we take T%(:) = T(-,a) and T%(-) = T(-,b). To
determine ¢, and ¢, we select pivots to fulfill the NP constraint first and then adjust them for the
EO constraint. A prior result leveraged to achieve the high-probability NP constraint is the NP
umbrella algorithm developed by Tong et al. (2018). This algorithm adapts to all scoring-type
classification methods (e.g., logistic regression and neural-nets), which we now describe. For an
arbitrary (random) scoring function S : X + IR and i.i.d. class 0 observations {X), X3 .- X0},
a classifier that controls type I error under « with probability at least 1 — § and achieves
small type II error can be built as T{S(X) > s(;-)}, where 5. is the (k)™ order statistic
of {51,582, ,8n} = {S(X)),S(XY),---,9(X2)} and k* is the smallest k € {1,2,--- ,n} such

4 Strictly speaking, we only achieve v in (8, where v\, v as sample size diverges.
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that >0, (?)(1 — a)/a™J < 6. The smallest such k is chosen to achieve the smallest type 11
error. The only condition for this high-probability type I error control is n > [logd/log(1 — a)],
a mild sample size requirement. More details of this algorithm are recollected from [Tong et al.
(2018) and provided in Appendix
Motivated by the NP umbrella algorithm, we apply 7%(-) to each instance in Slz’é’f‘z_ out
TUs = {95 19" ... ,tfl’gs}, where nf = |SV7 |,y € {0,1}, and s € {a,b}. A natural starting
point is to apply the NP umbrella algorithm (Tong et al., 2018) to the data with sensitive
attributes a and b separately so that they both satisfy the NP constraint . Concretely,

th
from the sorted set 7% = {t(()i‘;, t(()é“ e ,t(()T’L%)}, the pivot 2% . is selected as the <k8’a) order

to obtain

)’ (k2)
statistic in 70, where k> is the smallest k € {1,--- ,n9} such that Z?;k (”jg) (1—a) o= < (i
The pivot t(()];%,b) is selected similarly on T If ¢, > t(()l;%*“) and ¢p > t(()];%,b), then the classifier ¢
in @ satisfies
P (Rg(a) > a> <6 and TP (Rg(a) > a) <4, (9)

by Proposition 1 in Tong et al. (2018). In view of , the above inequalities guarantee that the
NP constraint can be achieved with probability at least 1 — 2§. If we want to strictly enforce
the 1 — § probability type I error control in theory as in inequality , the § parameter in our
algorithm can be replaced by 6/ i)

The next step is to adjust the thresholds so that the resulting classifier also satisfies in-
equality , i.e., the high-probability EO constraint. To keep the NP constraint, we increase
the values of thresholds for both groups. Similar to 7% and 7°°, we denote the sorted
Ths = {tasytl’s ,tb’z)} for s € {a,b} and select ¢, from T4 and ¢, from 7' in order

(2)’
to facilitate the power calculation. Let

1 1
g U

o= 1 {t;’“ < t((’l;‘é,a)} and  lp=) 1 {t}’b < t(()];%,,,)} . (10)
J=1 Jj=1
Then, ¢, is selected from {tz]')l 1, < j <nl}and ¢ is selected from {t%jl)) : 1y < j < nj}so that
@ holds. To this end, we investigate the distributions of
12 (i) = Py (T“(Xl’a) < ta;’) and  18(j) = Py (Tb(XLb) < ty)’) :

for ¢ > I, and j > [;. They are respectively the S = a and S = b components of the type II
error of the classifier in @, if we take ¢, = t%: and ¢, = t%jil)’; they are random because only the
randomness of X% and X are taken in IPx1.. and IPyi... We need to understand these two
quantities, so as to choosing from all eligible pairs ¢ and j that satisfy the EO constraint.

The left hand side of the inequality in equation (§) can be written as IP (|r{(i) — 3 (j)| > €) ,
since we can consider the scoring function T(-) (and hence T%(-) and T°(-)) as fixed due to
independent pretraining of 7'(-). Since the random variables r¢(i) and r%(j) are independent
and admit similar definitions, we need only to study one of them as follows.

5 However, numerical results in Section [5]| suggest that this extra cautionary measure does not seem to
be necessary in practice, because the subsequent EO adjustment step gears our algorithm towards the

more conservative direction for type I error control.
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Let X and Y1,Ys,--- .Y, be continuous, independent and identically distributed random

variables. Moreover, let ¢ be a random variable that is independent of X, Y7, .- ,Y, and define
byl = Z?Zl I{Y; < c}. Our goal is to approximate the distribution of IP x (X < Y{3)) conditional
on [ for k > I, which is needed for r¢(i) and r%(j). Note that the conditional probability does

not depend on the original distribution of X and
IP)((X < Y’(k) ’l) ZIP)((X < Yv(l) ‘ l)—i—IP)((Y'(l) <X< Y(k) ’ l)

By using the property of the uniform order statistics, it can be shown that the above quantity
has the same distribuion as g.; + (1 — g¢1) Bi—in—k+1 for k > [ with independent random
variables g.; = IP(Y1 < c| ) and By_jn—p+1 ~ Beta(k—1,n—k+1). It remains to approximate
the distribution of g.;, which is {/n if ¢ is a constant. Recall that ¢ is a random variable and
gey = E(F(c)|l) where F is the cdf of Y7. Writing 6 = F(c), from the Bayesian point of view, the
distribution of g.; is the posterior distribution of 6 given n i.i.d. Bernoulli(f) observations with
sufficient statistic . By Bernstein-von Mises theorem, g.; is “close” to be normally distributed
with mean [/n (MLE in frequestist view) and variance equal to the Fisher information of the
Bernoulli trial at MLE: n='(I1/n)(1 —1/n).

The above discussion reveals that the distribution of (r¢(i) | I,) can be approximated by G1@+
(1—GY)B;_i, n1—i+1 where G1* ~ N (TZL—““ M) . Similarly, the distribution of (r(5) |

a nG.
ly) can be approximated. Let F%¢(i) and F'*(j) be two independent random variables such
that F19(i) = GY + (1 — GY)B;_y, n1_it1, in distribution and F*(j) is defined analogously.

Then, we can pick (4, j) such that

P (’Fl’“(z’) - Fl’b(j)‘ >e) <7, (11)
Among these feasible pairs, the one that minimizes the empirical type II error, which can be
calculated as ((i — 1) + (j — 1)) /(nl + n}), should be selected; i.e., we select

o
(ki k) = min L)

_ . 12
all feasible (i,5) that satisfy n}l + n}) ( )

The process to arrive at (k}, k;) is illustrated in Figure [3| We propose an NP-EO classifier
$"(X,S) = {T*(X) > t2)} - I{S = a} + {T"(X) > Ly} - T{S = b} .

Note that, if none of i € {lo +1,---,nl} and j € {ly + 1, - ,n}} satisfy inequality (11)), we
say our algorithm does not provide a viable NP-EQO classifier. This kind of exceptions have not
occured in simulation or real data studies.

We summarize the above NP-EO umbrella algorithm in Algorithm [I] Note that in Step 8,
the NP violation rate control at §/2 is needed for theoretical purpose (c.f. Theorem [2[ and its
proof). We will demonstrate through numerical analysis that it suffices to use ¢ instead. We
also note that the steps to reach (k;, k;) is summarized as the FO wiolation algorithm (Step 10)
inside Algorithm [I] also presented separately as Algorithm [3] in the appendix for clarity. The

next theorem provides a theoretical guarantee for qg* (X,8S).
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Figure 3. A cartoon illustration of the choices of k7 and k;. They are moved in the NP contrained feasible
region (to the left) to search for the pairs that satisfy the EO constraint and to pick the most powerful pair.
For every 7Y-%, the circles, or squares, in its corresponding row represent its sorted elements, ascending
from left to right.

Algorithm 1: NP-EOpp umbrella algorithm [“OP” stands for One (pair of) Pivots]
Input : SY*®: X observations whose label y € {0,1} and sensitive attribute s € {a,b}

«: upper bound for type I error
d: type I error violation rate target
e: upper bound for the type II error disparity
~: type II error disparity violation rate target
1 82 S§Yr < random split on §¥° for y € {0,1} and s € {a,b}

train’ ~left-out
2 Strain = S‘?r’gin U Stoégin U Stlljgin U Stlrﬁin
3 T < base classification algorithm(Si;ain) ; // T(,): X x{a,bt—R
4 T5() «T(,s) for s € {a,b}
5 TUS TS(Slye’fst_out) for y € {0,1} and s € {a, b}
6 nd < |TY5| for y € {0,1} and s € {a, b}
TS = {t%?t?{;, e ,tz(/;jg)} for y € {0,1} and s € {a, b}
s k2 « the NP umbrella algorithm(n?, a, §/2) for s € {a, b}

ls < max{k € {1,2,--- ,nl}: ték‘j < t?l;‘i,s)} for s € {a, b}

10 k7, k; < EO violation algorithm(i,, lb,n}l,n;,s,y) in Appendix
Output: ¢*(X,S) = T{T%(X) > tio} - T{S = a} + T{T*(X) > tbf%)} CI{S =b}

~

©

THEOREM 2. Let 5*(, -) be the classifier output by Algorithm with parameters (o, 0/2,€,7).
Assume that the scoring function T(-,-) is trained such that T(XY%) is a continuous random
variable whose distribution function is strictly monotone for each y € {0,1} and s € {a,b}, and

that all distribution functions for T*(XY*) have the same support. Furthermore, assume that
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min{nQ,n)} > log(4/2)/log(1l — a) Then it holds simultaneously that

() P (Ro(d') > a) <8 and  (5) P (|RI(&") = RYG")| > ¢) <+ E(mbyn).
in which £(nl,n}) converges to 0 as nl and n} diverge.

In Theorem the conditions for distributions of 7% (X¥*) ensure that the Bernstein-von Mises
theorem can be invoked. Indeed, take the S = a component for example, this theorem is applied
to the class of binomial sample [, defined in equation , whose probability of success rate is
Pxia (T“(lea) < tb;l) The key issue here is that this random probability needs to be in the
interior of [0, 1] with probability 1, which is guaranteed by assumptions on 7°(X¥*®). Next, the
assumptions for n? and ng, adapted from Tong et al. (2018)), are mild sample size requirements
to ensure the high-probability NP constraint (c.f. part (a) of Theorem [2). We note that part (b)
of Theorem [2] states that the type II error disparity violation rate can be controlled by v plus
a term that vanishes asymptotically. This extra term, asymptotically negligible, is the price for

the errors of Gaussian approximation on the distributions of r¢ and 7?.

4.2. The NP-EOyp umbrella algorithm

Algorithm (If (NP-EOgp) employs a “conservative” approach. Concretely, one pair of pivots,
selected to ensure high-probability control on Rf and Rg simultaneously, serves as the lower
bounds for the final thresholds. However, it could be suboptimal to control both R§ and RS,
as our goal is to control Ry; indeed, it can induce unnecessarily small Ry, leading to large
Ry and hurting the power of the classifier. To amend this, we can start from a sensitive-
attribute-agnostic NP classifier, and then adjust the thresholds for both groups while maintaining
the overall type I error control. This gives us a wider class of pivots (than in the NP-EOqgp
algorithm), and thus enables us to search for a more powerful classifier.

In our second and more general version of the NP-EO umbrella algorithm, we assume a
slightly different sampling scheme for theoretical purpose. Denote by SY the set of (X, .S) feature
observations whose labels are y, where y € {0,1}. We assume that S° and S' are independent
and the instances within each SY are i.i.d. Let S¥* be the set of X feature observations within
SY whose sensitive attribute is s, where s € {a,b}. Under this sampling scheme, we assume that
nY = |8Y| is deterministic for y € {0,1}. Denote by nf = |S¥*|; then n§ and n; are random,
and n¥ = ng 4+ nj. Recall that we also denote psly = P(S = s | Y = y). Each §7 is split
equally into %% and SY .. Training of scoring function T' (and thus 7% and T°) is the same
as in Algorithm (1} and the scoring function T is again applied to all elements in Sll(laﬁ-out to
obtain the set of scores, T%*, where y € {0,1} and s € {a,b}. Similar to the approach outlined
in Section we first address the NP constraint. However, instead of two sensitive-attribute-
specific thresholds, we start with an intermediate classifier that has the same threshold for both

groups:

$.(X,8) = I{T (X, S) > )}
= I{T(X) > t{, ) }I{S = a} + {T(X) > t{, |} I{S = b}, (13)
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where t((]k*) is the (k:*)th order statistic in 70 = 792U 70t and k, is selected by the NP umbrella
algorithm on 7°. This threshold selection guarantees that Ro(gg*) is controlled under a with
high probability. We will use qAS* as a bridge. Concretely, if a classifier of the form in @ admits
the same empirical type I error on 79 as g/i)\*, their population-level type I errors should be close,
and thus they can be both controlled under o with probability close to 1 — a. One can see that

¢« makes kO + k correct classifications on 7, where

0

~ 0,a i 0,b
KO ="M <td )} and kY= I{£X <th )} (14)
j=1 Jj=1

a

In fact, if any t?,;a) € To,q and t?,’i) € Top, where k, € [nl] and k, € [n))], are chosen as the
thresholds for 7% and T? respectively, then as long as kq + kp = KO + kg, a classifier would

have the same empirical type I error on 70 as gg* Thus, to respect the high-probability NP

constraint, we might choose any pair of thresholds c,, ¢, such that ¢, > t(()l;a) and ¢, > t((),;lz),

where the pivots t(()l;j) and t[(),’i) satisfy ko + ky = kO + kg. This larger collection of pivot pairs
makes power improvement possible.

The next goal is to satisfy the high-probability EO constraint. Here, the steps and reasoning
are similar to Algorithm Let l,(k,) and ly(kp), functions of k, and kp, be defined analo-

gously to , with t(()];%,a) and t(()l;%*b) replaced by t(()];a) and t?;i), respectively. Denote by ¢, =

{la(1), -+, la(nd)}, and &, = {ly(1), - ,lp(n}))}. Similar to (10]), as long as the two thresholds
Ca, ¢ are selected from {ta‘)‘ o(ka) +1 < § < la(ka + 1)} and {t@.’)’ (k) + 1< § < Iy (ks + 1)}
respectively® and k, + kp = kO + k2, the high probability NP constraint can be respected. Write

P (
In the above, s, stores the vector of the sensitive attributes associated with all instances in
S s for y € {0,1} and s € {a,b}. Recall that r¢(i) and r?(j) are R and R? if ¢;:" and ¢t

left-out (7) )
are selected as thresholds. The next step is to approximate the conditional distributions of 7{(7)

rG0) = 100)| > ) = B P (

ra(3) — r’;(j)} >¢ sr,éa,€b> . (15)

and 7% (j).

The arguments here are similar to the ones in Section [4.1] and we will start from a simi-
lar motivating example. Let X and Y7,Ys,---,Y, be continuous, independent, and identically
distributed random variables. Now, let c1,co, -, ¢y be i.i.d. random variables that are inde-

pendent of X, Y7, --,Y, and define l; = }%_, T{Y; < ¢;} for i € [m] and £ = {l1,--- ,l;»}. We
will approximate the distribution of IP x (X < Y{;)) conditional on ¢, which equals

Bi k16 k<lyy,
d 1
IPX(X = Yv(k)) | = Gg}) + (Gg;r ) - G((:I,DZ))Bk—l(p),th)—k-&-la l(P) <k< l(P-H)vp € [m - 1] )
GS:ZJ) + (1 B GETZ))Bk—l(m,),n—k-‘rl ; k> l(m) s

where < means “equal in distribution”, By, , ~ Beta(p, q¢) and

6 For simplicity of narrative, l,(n® + 1) and l,(n + 1) are set to n! and n}, respectively.
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Goo:= |GY)

) C,e )

¢ o a™ ey (v < Py (Y < Py (Y; < Te
ot Gop | =Py (Y1 <c), Pyvy(Y1 < c)), - Pri(Y1 S emy)] | €.

Here, G., and the Beta random variables are independent. The next step is to approximate
the distribution of G.y. With a slight abuse of notation, denote ¢y = —00, ¢(;5,41) = +00 and
Ly = 0,l(m+1) = n. It suffices to consider the joint distribution of the quantity

AG, ’ Al = []Py1 (C(jfl) <" < C(j)) ,J € [m + 1]]T | [l(z) - l(ifl)yi S [m]]T

For fixed ¢;, AG. = [Py, (¢j_1) <Y1 <¢),j € [m+ 1]]T can be viewed as the vector of
probabilities for a multinomial distribution, and Al = [I;) —l(;_1),i € [m+ 1]]7 is a multinomial
random variable of size n generated from this distribution. Then, the maximum likelihood
estimator for AG.. is %. Therefore, when ¢; is random for j € [m], the distribution of AG, | A¢
is the posterior distribution of AG, given A/, and thus, by invoking Bernstein-von Mises theorem

again, is “close to” Gaussian centered at 2¢ with covariance matrix ¥ where
) n

2Py (G- <V <)) (L=, (eg1) <Yi <)), i=1,

%=
DAy (e < Vi) Pr (g < Vi<ep).  i£d

Furthermore, we can use (I(j) —l(;—1))/n to replace Py, (c(j_l) <Y < c(]-)) and obtain an esti-
mated covariance matrix 3. Thus, the estimation of IP x (X <Yy,) | €is finished.

Despite being lengthy, it is actually straightforward to relate this example with the problem in
this section. Recall that in view of (15)), the goal is to approximate the distribution of (r{ () | £,).

. . . lLa ,1 1 .

Note that conditional on scoring function 7% and s,, the scores t5 % ;% - ,t,1" are Lid.
. 0,a ,0, 0, .. , @

random variables, and ¢;"*, 5%, - - ,tnf are also i.i.d. random variables. Furthermore, the two

groups of random variables are mutually independent. Moreover, r{(i) = IPs1.a (tl’“ < télsl ) and
l.(§) = ZZ‘; I{t,* < t(()j‘)z} for every i € [nl] and j € [n%]. Therefore, the problem setting
is in line with the previous motivating example, and thus, the distribution of 7§(i) | ¢, can be
approximated in the same way. And the same procedure can be applied to the S = b component.

To conclude, we select 7 and j such that

P <‘F’1’“(i) - Fl’b(j)‘ > g> <7, (16)
where
( ~1,a
By, y-k+1G1 k<l,(1),
a(; d ~1,a ~1,a ~1,a
FY(i) £ 8 Gy + (G;’H ~ Gy ) Bity () dapi1)—kt15 la(p) <k <la(p+1),p € [0 — 1],
é:u? +(1- @i’ga)Bk—za(ng),n;—Hla k> 1a(nd),
- r T
and Gl = G%’a, . 7G71L,0a} is a Gaussian vector with mean [I,(1)/n},...,l,(n0)/n}]T and
covariance matrix
[ (da(l)/ni)(ll—da(l)/ni) _(da(l)/ni)gda@)/ni) _(da(l)/ni)(dq(n%l)/né)
_ (da(2)/n3)(da (1)/12) (@a@)/n)(1=da(2)/m) | (da(2)/n})(da(n+1)/n})
_(da(n}ﬂrl)/m})(da(l)/ni) _(da(ni+1)/n(})(da(2)/n(£) (da(n2+1)/ni)(11—da(n2+1)/ni)
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Here,
la(1), k=1,
da(k) = lg(k+1) = lo(k), k=2,3,--,n0—1,
nl —1,(n2), k=n

Moreover, F Lb(4) is defined analogously. Details of this approximation can be found in Algo-
rithm [ in the Appendix. Next, one pair of i and j needs to be selected among all possible pairs
satisfying . In Algorithm [1} we traverse all feasible pairs of ¢ and j and choose one that
minimizes the empirical type II error. It was computationally feasible because only 4, j such that
1G5 > ey and 1y >t
has multiple pairs of pivots and it could be time-consuming to do the same. Therefore, we adopt

were considered. However, our generalized algorithm NP-EOyp

the following heuristics:

(a) Compute t?k*) by the NP umbrella algorithm. Then, select k) and k) by and set
ko = kg and kp = k:g.

(b) Given k, and ky, set i = l,(kq) + 1 and j = ly(kp) + 1, i.e., 4 is such that t%; is the smallest
element in 71 larger than t[()l;i)’ and j is selected analogously.

(c) Apply Algorithm 4| to ¢, # to calculate the approximate one-sided EO violation rates
P(FLe(i) — FY2(5) > ¢) and P(F"b(j) — FY%(i) > ¢). If the former approximation is
larger than =, i.e., Fl’“(i) is too large, increase k; by 1 and decrease k, by 1. If the latter
approximation is larger than ~, increase k, by 1 and decrease k; by 1.

(d) Repeat Steps (b)) - until the approximate value IP(|E1%(3) — FLb(4)] > ¢) is smaller

than or equal to -y, then use tb;l and t(lj’.l)’ as thresholds®

Let us briefly discuss the above procedure. After key quantities t?k*), kY. and k:g are deter-

a’
mined, k, and k; are set to kQ and kY, respectively, in Step @ In Step @ and , an iterative
method is used to find ¢ and j that satisfy . For a pair of k, and k;, we only look at ¢ and

j such that t-® and tl’.l)’ are the smallest elements in 75% and 71 that are larger than ¢:"

% ka
and t?,’i), resp(e)ctively. (ij this pair of ¢ and j fails to satisfy , we adjust k, and k;, and tl(leIi
update i and j accordingly. For example, if P(FL%(i) — F1b(5) > &) > 4, i.e., F19(i) is too
large and F Lb(4) is too small, we decrease kq by 1 and increase k;, by 1, so that k, +k, = kg + k‘g
and thus high-probability NP constraint is respected. After k, and k; are updated, 7 and j
are selected in the same way described above. This updating procedure can be done iteratively
until is reached. Then, the scores tb? and tgj’.l)’ are selected as the thresholds of the resulting
classifier.

This more general version of NP-EO umbrella algorithm is summarized as Algorithm [2 In-
stead of using only one pair of pivots in Algorithm I}, Algorithm [2Juses multiple pairs. Concretely,

the two pivots t(();:) and t(();i) can be increased or decreased based on their resulting one-sided

71,7 are inputs as k(a) and k(b) in Algorithm
8 There are exceptions where Step @ cannot be achieved by repeating Steps (]ED - . However, these

can be handled subtly by adjusting ¢ and j. Details are included in Algorithm [5|in the Appendix.
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Algorithm 2: NP-EOyp umbrella algorithm [“MP” means Multiple (Pairs of) Pivots]
Input : SY*: X observations whose label y € {0,1} and sensitive attribute s € {a,b}

a: upper bound for type I error
0: type I error violation rate target
e: upper bound for the type II error disparity
~: type II error disparity violation rate target
1 SPE SP o < random split on S¥* for y € {0,1} and s € {a,b}
2 Sizain ¢~ Syt U Stiain U Sdin U Siain
3 T < base classification algorithm (S ain) ; /] T(,): X x{a,b} =R
a T5() «T(-,s) for s € {a,b}
5 TV* < T5(SP o) for y € {0,1} and s € {a,b}
6 ng < |T¥%| for y € {0,1} and s € {a,b}
7 7O =T uTH = {tol),to () U

s TUs = {3, 1%, } for y € {0,1} and s € {a, b}

9 k. < the NP umbreIIa algorlthm(n , o, 0)

(1) L)} = {55 T < afh e S T < ) for s € o)

11ks<—k2<—2 ]I{t05<t ) for s € {a, b}

12 (k}, ki) < Order selection algorlthm(kzs,ns,ls(l), co L s(n), e, ’y) for s € {a,b}
Output: 6™ (X, §) = {T*(X) > ¢ } - IS = a} + WT*(X) > ¢} - 1{S = b}

)} where n® = nY + n)

1

o

type I error disparities. Algorithm [I| controls R and R} simultaneously to achieve the high-
probability NP constraint. Algorithm [2, however, relieves the control on one of them but uses
the empirical type I errors as a bridge to have an “approximate control” on the population-level
type I error. This increases the risk of failing the exact probability target of type I error control.
However, the advantage of this less conservative approach is obvious: lowering the pivot on one
side allows a higher classification power. Indeed, numerical evidence from Section suggests
that Algorithm [2| has a lower type II error compared to Algorithm [I] and a higher type I error.
Furthermore, both algorithms satisfy high-probability NP and EO constraints. Same as in Sec-
tion in theory there could be exceptions that no (i,j) satisfies . However, we have not
met this exception in data analysis.

Now we are ready to present the theoretical guarantee for Algorithm [2l Since the empirical
type I errors are used as a bridge to link the population-level type I errors for different pairs
of pivots, a concentration of empirical type I errors towards population-level type I error is
needed. Thus, in the following theoretical result, we allow an n-error between empirical and
population-level type I errors. That is, the target probability for type I error control will be set
at a — 1 where 7 is a small number compared with «. However, this is not needed in numerical

implementation of Algorithm

THEOREM 3. Let gg**(, -) be the classifier output by Algorithm@ with parameters (a—n, 0, &,7)

for 0 < n < a. Assume that the scoring function T'(-,-) is trained such that the same conditions
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in Theorem@ hold and that n® > log(d)/log(1 — ). Then it holds simultaneously that

1

(a) TP <R0(q§**) > a) < § 4 2e 5" @alo=n/8)N® 4 9p= 350 (Prio—n/8)0* | 9p=53n"N* 4 9p—3n N

(b) P (|RIO™) ~ B3 >¢) <7+,

1

in which & (n') converges to 0 as n' = nl +n} diverges.

The proof of this theorem is presented in the Appendix. Here, we remark that the main
difference between Theorems [2 and [3|is in part (a). In Theorem |2, the type I error is controlled
with probability at least 1 — §, whereas in Theorem qAS** only gives an “approximately” 1 —§
type I error control. This is not surprising since we use empirical type I errors to estimate
population-level type I error for 5** and thus to make sure their population-level type I errors
are close by matching the empirical type I errors. As such, the exponential terms in part (a) of

Theorem [3] compensate for this estimation.

5. Numerical results

In this section, we present simulation and real-data evidence that supports the effectiveness of
the newly proposed NP-EO algorithms. In each simulation setting, all trained algorithms are
evaluated on a large test set to the approximate the (population-level) type I and type II errors.
This procedure is repeated 1,000 times and thus 1,000 copies of (approximate) type I and type
IT errors can be acquired. Then, the NP violation rate is computed as the proportion of type I
error exceeding the target level defined in the NP constraint. Similarly, the EO violation rate
is computed as the proportion of type II error disparity exceeding the target level defined in
the EO constraint. Finally, recall that for NP-EOgp algorithm, we use ¢, instead of §/2, in

Algorithm (1)).

5.1.  Simulation

In all settings, for each y € {0,1} and s € {a,b}, we generate n¥® training observations and
100n¥® test observations. We compare the NP-EOpp and NP-EOyp algorithms with three
existing algorithms, namely, the classical algorithm, NP umbrella algorithm, and NP umbrella
algorithm mixed with random guesses. Here, the classical algorithm (e.g., logistic regression,
support vector machines) is the base algorithm without any adjustment for either the NP or EO
constraint. The NP umbrella algorithm adjusts base algorithms for the NP constraint and it is
described in Section [A1]

The NP umbrella algorithm mixed with random guesses, inspired by Hardt et al. (2016),
works as follows. We start with an NP classifier, $Np, trained by the NP umbrella algorithm.
Without loss of generality, we assume R%((ZNP) > R?((ZNP). A naive method to make the EO
constraint satisfied is to increase type II error for S = b by adding noise via a random guess
classifier prg with IP(¢rg = 1) = a. Then, for an observation in the testing sample with S = a,
we use ngSNp only; for an observation with S = b, with probability p, quSNp is selected to classify

this observation, and with probability 1—p, ¢rg is used. Note that R?(¢rg) = 1 —a. Then, for
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Table 1. Averages of type | and Il errors, along with violation rates of the NP
and EO constraints over 1,000 repetitions for Simulation [1} Standard error of the
means (x10~%) in parentheses

average of average of NP violation EO violation

type I errors  type Il errors rate rate
NP-EOop .012(1.13) .480(12.75) 0(0) .046(66.28)
NP-EOpp .039(1.92) .387(14.74) .033(56.52) .029(53.09)

NP mixed with
random guess
NP .039(1.97) .163(3.78) .047(66.96) 1(0)
classical .094(1.79) .096(1.35) 1(0) 1(0)

035(1.61)  .657(23.25)  .010(31.48)  .037(59.72)

this mixed classifier amixed, R?((Zmixed) = R?((ENP) and R’;(&mixed) = pRl{(Zb\Np) +(1-p)(1—a).
As long as gng is more powerful than ¢rg on group a, i.e., R%((ZNP) <l—aq, $mixed can achieve
equality of opportunity by choosing p properly.

In this simulation, we choose the probability p by 20-fold cross validation: we train an NP
classifier on 19 folds of the training data and compute the estimated R‘f(gng) and R} (¢xp) on
the left-out fold. Since R{(¢rc) and R}(¢rc) are explicit, we can directly estimate R‘f(g/b\mixed),
Rll’(qzmixed) and thus type II error disparity for every value of p and the option of adding random
guesses for either S = a or S = b. We traverse all the combinations of p = 0,0.1,0.2,0.3,--- ,0.9
and the options of adding random guesses to both S components. Next, for every combina-
tion, we calculate the estimated type II error disparity for every fold and thus can estimate the
estimated probability of type II error disparity exceeding €. Finally, we select the the combi-
nation such that this estimated probability is smaller than or equal to 7. If there are multiple
such combinations, we select the one with the largest p. Then the resulting $mixed satisfies
high-probability NP and EO constraints.

SIMULATION 1. Let X¥* be multidimensional Gaussian distributed with mean p, s and co-
variance matriz 2, 5 for each y € {0,1} and s € {a,b}. Here, pioo = (1,2,1)7, 1, = (0,0,0)7,
rop = (0,0, 2)" and w1y = (1,0, —1)". Moreover

1
Ey,a =1 -1 2 -1 and Zy,b =10
0

o N O
- o O

for every y € {0,1}. Furthermore, n®® = 800, n'** = 400, n% = 1200 and n"* = 1600. We set
a = 0.05, 6 =0.05, ¢ = 0.2 and v = 0.05. The base algorithm used is logistic regression. The

numerical results associated with this simulation are reported in Table 1]

SIMULATION 2. Let X¥* be uniformly distributed in a three dimensional ball B, s with radius
1 and centered at Oy s, where Og, = (0,0,0)7, O1,. = (1,0, -7, Ooyp = (1, 1,17 and O1p =
(=1,1,0)". Furthermore, n%* = 800, n'® = 400, n®® = 1200 and n'* = 1600. We also set
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Table 2. Averages of type | and Il errors, along with violation rates of NP and EO
constraints over 1,000 repetitions for Simulation 2| Standard error of the means
(x107%) in parentheses

average of average of NP violation EO violation

type I errors type Il errors rate rate
NP-EOgp .012(1.12) 478(12.67) 0(0) .053(70.88)
NP-EOpp .038(2.01) .346(14.11) .030(53.97) .070(80.72)

NP mixed with
random guess
NP 034(2.45) 101(6.43)  .029(53.09) 1(0)
classical .094(1.88) .094(1.39) 1(0) 1(0)

035(1.55)  .588(21.11)  .006(24.43)  .009(29.88)

a =0.05, 6 =0.05, ¢ = 0.2 and v = 0.05. The base algorithm used is logistic regression. The

numerical results associated with this simulation are reported in Table [9

In both simulations, the classical classifier admits the lowest type II error; the NP classifier
comes in the second place. This is not surprising as the NP paradigm controls the type I error
to a low level with high probability, thereby resulting in a higher type II error. The NP and EO
violation rates are both higher than the target levels for the classical classifier, whereas the NP
classifier fails to keep the EO violation rate under the target level. These two classifiers adopt
no design for EO adjustments; thus, it is expected that the EO requirement would fail.

The remaining three algorithms, NP-EOop, NP-EOpp and NP mixed with random guesses,
are built to achieve the high-probability NP and EO constraints. All three algorithms produce
an overall type II error larger than that of the NP paradigm. This is the price paid for equality
in our classification algorithms. For reference, we remark that the “nearly trivial” NP-EO
classifier, a random guess that return 1 with probability 0.05 and 0 otherwise, has an overall
type II error as high as 0.95. Benchmarked against this result, the classifiers listed in both
Tables[1| and [2| have much smaller type II errors. Moreover, in terms of the overall type II error,
it is clear that NP-EOgp and NP-EOyp outperform NP mixed with random guesses, suggesting
the effectiveness of our proposed algorithms. Between the two proposed algorithms, NP-EOyp
yields larger average overall type I error and type I error violation rate, and smaller overall type
IT error than NP-EOq@p, which agrees with the argument in Section that NP-EOyp uses
multiple pivots to select thresholds more effectively. In conclusion, the two simulation studies
illustrate that our proposed algorithms under the NP-EO paradigm are able to achieve the goals
of regulating equality of opportunities and controlling type I error while only paying a modest

price in terms of the less consequential type II error.

5.2. Real data analysis

In many countries, lenders’ discrimination against a certain social group other than creditwor-
thiness is either illegal or socially unacceptable. Most notably, the Equal Credit Opportunity
Act in the US explicitly makes it unlawful for any creditor to discriminate against any applicant

on the basis of race, color, sex, and other non-credit related social factors. Nevertheless, ample
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evidence shows that Hispanic and Black borrowers have less access to credits or pay a higher
price for mortgage loans in the US (Munnell et al., 1996; |Charles et al., 2008; Hanson et al.,
2016; [Bayer et al., 2018)).

With the emergence of the FinTech market, statistical and machine learning techniques have
gained increasing popularity in lending decisions by both traditional financial institutions and
peer-to-peer lending and crowd-sourcing platforms. An important regulatory concern in this de-
velopment is whether algorithmic decision-making promotes or impedes impermissible discrim-
ination. Recently, Bartlett et al. (2022) show that algorithmic lending reduces rate disparities
between Latinx/African-American borrowers and other borrowers in consumer-lending markets
but cannot eliminate the bias. |[Fuster et al. (2022)) find that, in the US mortgage market, Black
and Hispanic borrowers are disproportionately less likely to gain from the introduction of ma-
chine learning in lending decisions. Central in the welfare judgement of algorithmic lending is
the tradeoff between efficiency (controlling default risk) and equality (non-disparate treatment).
In the section, we illustrate how our proposed algorithms can help address this question with

an example of potential gender bias in credit card consumption in Taiwan.

We focus on this case for two reasons. First, gender discrimination is a significant phenomenon
in credit lending markets worldwide. |Alesina et al. (2013) find that Italian women pay more
for overdraft facilities than men. Bellucci et al. (2010) and Andrés et al. (2021)) show that
female entrepreneurs face tighter credit availability in Italy and Spain. [Ongena and Popov
(2016) document a strong correlation between gender bias and credit access across developing
countries. Second, practically, the Taiwanese credit card dataset is simple, transparent, and has

clear labelling of payment status that enables an analysis of financial risk.

The dataset is from Yeh and Lien (2009), which has been widely used to evaluate various data
mining techniques. This dataset depicts the given credit, demographic features, and payment
history of 30,000 individuals during April 2005 to September 2005. Importantly, it includes
a binary status of the payment: either default, encoded by 0, or non-default, encoded by 1.
Among all 30,000 records, 6,636 of them are labelled as 0, i.e., default. In this dataset, a person
is default if they fail to repay the credit card in October 2005. The payment status defines
the type I/II errors in the classification problem, and the protected attribute is gender. In this
dataset, 11,888 people are labelled as male and 18,112 are labelled as female. Fitting such a
typical credit-lending problem into the NP-EQO classification framework, banks primarily want to
control the risk of misclassifying someone who will default as non-default (type I error) although
they also want to minimize the chance of letting go non-defaulters (type II error). Furthermore,
by regulation or as a social norm, fairness requires banks not to discriminate against qualified
applicants on the basis of gender. Therefore, to obtain the dual goal of risk control and fairness,
our classification problem needs to satisfy the NP constraint and the EO constraint. We also
note that since we already illustrated in Section that the NP classifier mixed with random
guesses performs worse than our proposed algorithms in all simulation settings, we do not include

this classifier in this real data section.

We use 1/3 of the data for training and the other 2/3 for test, with stratification in both
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Table 3. (Averages of type | and Il errors, along with violation rates of NP
and EO constraints over 1,000 repetitions for credit card dataset. Standard
error of the means (x10~*) in parentheses

average of average of NP violation EO violation
type I errors  type Il errors rate rate
NP-EOop .081(3.11) .720(6.65) .033(56.52) .034(57.34)
NP-EOpp .089(2.99) .701(6.23) .114(100.55)  .054(71.51)
NP .088(3.02) 700(6.26)  .111(99.39)  .482(158.10)
classical .633(4.02) .059(1.31) 1(0) 0(0)

protected attribute and label. As an illustrative example, we set & = 0.1, 6 = 0.1, ¢ = 0.05 and
v = 0.1. The base algorithm used is random forest. The process is repeated 1000 times, and
the numerical results are presented in Table 3| Using the classical classifier, the high-probability
EO constraint is satisfied. Indeed, the EO violation rate in Table |3] is 0, indicating that the
random forest under the classic paradigm is “fair” and “equal” in terms of gender. This is not
entirely surprising given that gender bias in modern Taiwan is not a significant concern. The
problem with this classifier is that it produces a type I error of 0.633, which is prohibitively high
for nearly any financial institution. Benchmarked against the modest NP constraint (o = 0.1),
the violation rate is 1, imposing too much risk to the banks.

When the NP paradigm alone is employed, the EO violation rate surges to 0.482, demon-
strating a conflict between the banks’ private gain of improving risk control and the society’s
loss of achieving fairness. When the NP-EOgp and NP-EOyp algorithms are employed, both
the NP and EO constraints are satisfied with very small violation rates, and the classifiers si-
multaneously achieve the goals of risk control and fairness. The cost that the banks have to
bear is missing some potential business opportunities from non-defaulters, which is reflected in
the higher overall type II error committed by either NP-EO algorithm. Consistent with the
simulation results in Section 5.1, compared to NP-EOpp, NP-EOyp produces a smaller the

overall type II error while maintaining satisfactory (yet larger) violation rates.

6. Discussion

This paper is motivated by two practical needs in algorithmic design: a private user’s need to
internalize social consideration and a social planner’s need to facilitate private users’ compliance
with regulation. The challenge in fulfilling these needs stems from the conflict between the
private and social goals. Notably, the social planner’s promotion of fairness and equality may
constrain private users’ pursuit of profits and efficiency. In an ideal world without measurement
and sampling problems, such a private-public conflict can be best resolved by maximizing a social
welfare function with well-defined private and public components. Statistical tools hardly play
any role in this process. However, when knowledge about the social welfare function is partial,
measurement of each component in the objective is imperfect, and consequences of predictive

errors are uncertain, statistical innovation is called for to step into the endeavor of resolving the
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private-public conflict. Our work is a response to this challenge.

In a classification setting, we propose the NP-EO paradigm, in which we incorporate a
social consideration into a constrained optimization problem with the less-important private
goal (type II error) being the objective while the social goal (equal opportunity) and the more-
important private goal (type I error) as constraints. Algorithmic decisions with such restrictions
provide safeguards against deviations from the social goal and avoid significant damage to the
private goal, leaving the private-social conflict mostly absorbed by the less-consequential private
consideration. We believe that our approach can be applied to a wide range of settings beyond
the problem we are handling in this paper.

We do not claim that our proposed NP-EO paradigm is superior to other classification
paradigms. Rather, we are proposing an alternative framework to handle private-social con-
flicts in algorithmic design. Central in our analysis is a perspective of gaining security through
statistical control when multiple objectives have to be compromised. Key to our methodological
innovation is a principled way to redistribute specific errors so that the resulting classifiers have
high-probability statistical guarantees.

Possible future research direction include but not limited to: (i) extending the solutions to
multiple constraints with respects to the social norms, which can be multiple attributes such
as race and gender or multiple levels such as race, (ii) working with parametric models, such
as the linear discriminant analysis (LDA) model, to derive model-specific NP-EO classifiers
that address small sample size problem and satisfy oracle type inequalities, (iii) replacing type I
error constraint by other efficiency constraints, and replacing the EO constraint by other fairness
criteria, and (iv) studying fairness under other asymmetric efficiency frameworks such as isotonic

subgroup selection in Miller et al. (2023).
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A. Preliminaries

A.1. NP umbrella algorithm
The NP umbrella algorithm developed in Tong et al. (2018) adapts all scoring-type classification
methods (e.g., logistic regression, random forest, neural nets) so that the resulting classifiers
have the type I error bounded from above by a user-specified level a with pre-specified high
probability 1 — §. In this section, we provide a description of NP umbrella algorithm (without
the protected attributes) for readers’ convenience.

Decompose the observations S by S = S U S!, where S is the set of all instances of class
0 and S! is the set of instances of class 1. Assume that the observations in S and S' are
independent. Split S° randomly into two parts SU._. and ngt_out. The sets S and SO . are

train train

combined to train a scoring function 7" (e.g., sigmoid function in logistic regression). Apply 7" to
all instances of S ={X), .-+, X%} and denote {t1,--- ,t,} = {T(X?),---,T(X%)}. Then

eft-out —
we have
THEOREM 4. Denote T = {t(1),t(2), * ,t(n)} where ty <ty < - < tgyy. Then, for any
aec(0,1),

P (Ps (T(X) > tgy | Y =0) >a) <) (?) Q"1 - ),
j=k

where the outer IP is taken with respect to the randomness of S.

Hence, the classifier ¢(X) = T{T'(X) > t(;-)} is able to control the type I error under o with
probability at least 1 — §, where k* is the smallest integer among {1,2,--- ,n} such that

Z < ,)anj(l —a) <6.

—k J

j=

The smallest k was chosen because we want to achieve type II error as small as possible.

A.2. Bernstein-von Mises Theorem

Let { Py, 6 € O} be a family of distributions where © is a measurable set. For every 6 € ©, Py has
density function py with respect to a common measure pu. Moreover, a prior distribution whose
density 7 is defined on ©. Furthermore, let X1, Xo,---,X,, be i.i.d. random variables with
distribution Py, for some 6y € ©. Then, the posterior distribution II(-|X1,- -, X,,) is defined as
follows. By any measurable set B C ©,

B fB H?leg(Xj)w(H)dH

N f@ H?leg(Xj)ﬂ(H)dG '

Next, define gn = gn(Xl, Xo,...,X},) be the maximum likelihood estimator of 6y, i.e.,

II(B| X1, -, Xn)

0, = argmax%@ﬂ;-lzlpg(Xj)
Then, the famous Bernstein-von Mises theorem links the Bayesian and frequenists’ points of
view. Many versions of conditions for Bernstein-von Mises can be found in literature. We will

adopt the version in |Ghosh and Ramamoorthi (2011)).
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(a) {z : pg(x) > 0} is the same for all § € ©.

(b) L(0,z) = log pg(z) is thrice differentiable with respect to 6 in (0y — a, g +a) for some small
a. Denote L'(0), L"(0) and L (#) to be the first, second and third derivative, respectively.
Then, assume Fyg,L'(6p), Eg,L"(6p) to be finite and

sup IL"(0)] < M(z),
66(90—@,00-‘1‘@)

and Ey, M < oo, where Ej, is the expectation taken with respect to the measure Py, .
(c)
E, L' (00) = 8pEg, L(6p) = 0 and Eg, L" (0p) = —Eg, (L'(69))° < 0.

(d) For any § > 0, there exists an € > 0 such that

%O<am 1@A®—LA%DS—%-+L
10—65|>6 T
where Ly, () = > 7_; L(0, X;) for any 6.

(e) The prior 7 is continuous and positive at .

THEOREM 5. Under the aforementioned conditions,

~ 1
IR | Y
n TV
in probability. Here, i(0) = Ep, (L'(0o)) is the Fisher information of 6 and | - ||rv is the total

variation distance.

A.3. Generalized Neyman-Pearson Lemma

For the readers’ convenience, we reproduce the generalized Neyman-Pearson Lemma. This
version is Theorem 3.6.1 from the textbook “Testing Statistical Hypotheses” (3rd edition)
(Lehmann and Ramano, 2005)).

THEOREM 6. Let fi, -+, fin+1 be real-valued functions defined on a Euclidean space X and
integrable w, and support that for given constants ci,--- ,cm, there exsits a critical function ¢
satisfying

Let C be the class of critical functions ¢ for which holds.

(i) Among all members of C, there exists one that mazimizes
/ G fm+1dp .
(i) A sufficient condition for a member of C to mazximize

[ ot
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is the existence of constants ki,--- , ky, such that
) =1 when funr(@)> S kifila), (15)
i=1
M) =0 when  fia(e) < 3 hifio). (19
i=1
(20)
(iii) If a member of C satisfies (18)) with kyi,--- ,kpy >0, then it maximizes
/ O fmt1dp
among all critical functions satisfying
/gbfidugci, i=1,---,m. (21)

(iv) The set M of points in m-dimensional space whose coordinates are

( [ondn-. [ ¢fmdu>

for some critical function ¢ is conver and closed. If (c1,--+ ,cm) is an inner point of M,
then there exists constants ki, -+ , ky and a test ¢ satisfying and , and a necessary

condition for a member of C to mazximize

[ ot

is that holds a.e. p.

B. Proofs

B.1.  Proof of Theorem[d|
First, we state the mathematical foundation for the densities. Let p = pg X M be a measure
defined on IR x {a, b}, where 114 is Lebesgue measure on IR? and M is the counting measure on
{a,b}. Thus, the random variable (X,S) | {Y = 0} and (X, S) | {Y = 1} both have densities
with respect to u; denote them by f; and fj respectively.

Consider the NP oracle (without e-separation constraint). That is, a classifier that minimizes
R; among all classifiers ¢ such that Ry(¢) < a. Assume for simplicity that there exists a constant

cq such that

P<M>ca}’:0>:a.

By the Neyman-Pearson lemma, the classifier

v =1 { M5 > e
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f1.s(X) ]P(S:s]Y:O)}
= I : > Cq - -I{S = s},
2 0 P ay_1 ) M=)
is the NP oracle classifier. Note that

fX|S.Y =)P(S|Y = 1) B
P(ﬂX\S,Y:om(SrY:m>Z'Y‘°>

(X |5,Y = P(S
<f(X | S,Y =0)IP(S
X|SY =1P(S
v (S sy =owis v
= (1 —Fy, (zpamp;ﬁ» Pajo + (1 — Foyp (Zpb|op;‘11)) Dbjo -

Note that lim,_,o Foq(2) = 1 and Fp4(0) = 0 by assumption. Similarly, Fy; has the same

B —1)
=r r ~0)
)
0)

>2]Y:O,S:a>pa0

>Z‘Y—O S—b)pb|0

property. Then, since both Fy, and Fpj are continuous, there exists a ¢, > 0 such that the

above quantity equals . Note that ¢}" can be written in the following way.

(X, S) = ]I{fl’“(X) > c;*} I{S = a} + ]I{f“’(X) > c;;*} 1{S = b}, (22)

fo,a(X) fop(X)
where ¢* = capo,ap; a L and ¢ = caPo,pp; b Thus, ¢FF = ¢i§*,a;*~
Now, there are two cases, L1 <¢ﬁ*70;*> <eor L (‘bﬁﬁcz*) > ¢. For the first case, ¢ﬁ*,c;*

minimizes Ry over {¢ : Ro(¢) < «a,Li(¢p) < e} since it is the NP oracle classifier and thus
¢# =95 £
For the second case, assume without loss of generality, R (¢c** o ) RY ((bc** e ) > e

Consider the following optimization problem. For any classifier,

maximize P (¢(X,5)=1|Y =1) = /qu(:U |S=5Y=1)P(S=s|Y =1)dus, (23)

subject to Ro(¢) = /gbf(a: |S=s5Y =0P(S=s|Y =0)dus =« (24)
R}(¢) — R{(9) (25)
- / 6 (Fra(@)I{S = a} — frp(2)1{S = b}) dpug = ¢ . (26)

Here, recall that pg is the Lebesgue measure on IR?. By the generalized Neyman-Pearson

lemma@7 if there exist two non-negative numbers ki, ko such that the classifier

¢'(X,8) = T{f1.5(X)psp > k1fo,s(X)psjo + ka2 (f1.o(X)I{S = a} — f1,(X)I{S = b})}

_ fl,a(X) klpa|0 } . {be(X) /ﬁpblo } B
- H{fO’“(X) g Pajt — k2 HE=ap+1 fop(X) g Pj1 + k2 S =0},

satisfies Ro(¢') = a and R} (¢)—R4¢(¢) = ¢, it maximizes IP (¢(X,S) =1 |Y = 1), i.e., minimizes
R1(¢) over all ¢ such that Ro(¢) < o and R%(¢) — R(4) < &, and thus validates the assertion

9Theorem 3.6.1 in Lehmann and Ramano (2005). It is reproduced as Theorem |§| in the Appendix for

the readers’ convenience.
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in the theorem. Therefore, it suffices to show the existence of k1 and ko. In particular, k&1 > 0

and k2 € (0, pgj1). We claim that there exist two constants C' > C’ > 0 such that

#* —
RO <¢Cpa,opg|11,c/pbop;}> =, (27)
and
b # _ pa # _
Rl <¢Cpaopall,0’pbopb|}> Rl <¢Cpagpa11,0’pb|opb}> £. (28)
In view of this, take
cc c-c
A | R
Cpop + C'pat Cpap +C'oyp

and ¢’ satisfies the conditions of optimization problem . Moreover, one can see k; > 0 and
k2 € (0,pq)1) since C' > C" >0 and

c-c C

1 1 —1 all
Cpa|1 + C'/pbu Cpa|1

ko

Then, generalized Neyman-Pearson lemma validates the assertion. The remaining proof relies

on the following two key functions For ¢ € [cq, 00),

f(¢) = inf {z >0: (1 - Fo,a(cpa\op;ﬁ)) Pajo + (1 - Fo,b(zpb\opb]ll)) Pejo < a} :

Conceptually, for a classifier whose S = a section threshold is cpa|0p;ﬁ and overall type I error
is equal to or less than «, f(c) describes its smallest possible S = b section threshold. Moreover,
define

g(c) = sup {z >0:Fpp (zpbmpb_ul) —Fi, (cpa|op;|é> = 6} :

on [cq, V) where V = sup{z : Fi, (zpbmpg‘ll) < 1—¢}. If a classifier whose S = a section
threshold is ¢ satisfies the e-separation, g(c) describes the largest possible S = b section threshold.
To check the domain of g is indeed well defined, i.e., ¢, < V, note that by our assumption that
Fiy (capbmpb_'%) —Fiq (Capa|op;|(1)) > ¢, one can conclude that F7 , <capb‘0pb_|11> < 1—¢ and thus
ca <V by continuity of Fi,. Here, we make several remarks that are useful in the following

proofs
e f is non-increasing whereas ¢ is positive and non-decreasing;
e By the definition of ¢, 0 < g(ca) < cq and f(cq) < ca;
e By continuity of F), s for every y and s, if f(c) >0,
(1 - FO,a(Cpa\Op;ﬁ)> Pajo + (1 — FO,b(f(C>pb|0pb_|11)> Pojo = @,

and

Fl,b (g(c)pb‘opb_ﬁ) — Fl,a (Cpa\opg‘(l)) =c.
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Then, it remains to discuss several scenarios. If f(c,) < g(cq), then the existence of C > C’ > 0
is given by Lemma |1} The scenario where f(c,) > g(cq) is more involved. Let A~ = {c €
[ca, V) i g(c) < f(e)} and AT = {c € [¢a, V) : g(c) > f(c)}. Furthermore, denote A = sup . A~.
Depending on if A < V or A =V, this scenario is further divided into two cases. For A < V,
the proof is finished by Lemma [2 Otherwise, the proof is done by Lemma

B.2.  Proof of PropositionT|
Let p1,p2 € (0,1) be two distinct numbers. Moreover, define (X, Sp,,Y;,) and (X,,, Sp,, Yp,)
be random triplets with the same distributions except IP(Y,, = 0) = p; and IP(Y,, = 0) = po,
respectively. For any p € {p1,p2} and arbitrary classifier ¢, we denote Ry(¢ | p) to be the Rj
of ¢ based on the random variable (X, S,,Y};) for any s € {a,b} and ¢ € {0,1}. Similarly,
Ro(¢ | p) and Ri(¢ | p) are the type I error and type II errors of ¢ based on (X, Sy, Y}).

Note that by assumption, X, | (Sp, = s,Y),, = s) actually has the same distribution as
Xp, | (Sp, = 8,Yp, = s) for each s € {a,b},q € {0,1}. Then, for every z € [0, 0),

f1,5(Xp,) > <f1 s(Xp) )
P55 <2|Y, =¢S5 =s5|=P|—5<2|Y,=¢5,=5],
(fO,S(Xpl) N ‘ P o fO,S(sz) ’ P &ow

for each s € {a,b},q € {0,1}. This further implies that, given a classifier (;Sfi ., of the form in
equation (j5)) for arbitrary constants ¢, and c, Rz(qbfi o | p1) = RZ(QZ)#M% | p2). Thus,

R0(¢i,cb ‘ pl) = RS(QbZ%“Cb ‘ pl)pa|0 + RS(‘bﬁ,cb | pl)pb|0
= RY(o7 ., | p2)Pajo + RY(F ., | P2)D3jo
= RO((bﬁ,cb | p2) -

Moreover,

Rlll((bfa,cb | pl) - Rl{(¢i,cb ‘ pl) = R%(¢i,cb ‘ p2) - Rl{((bfa,cb | p2) °

Denote gbfl and qb#z to be NP-EO oracle classifiers for (X,,,Sp,, Yy, ) and (X,,, Sp,,Y},), respec-
tively. Since (;5#1 is an NP-EO oracle classifier for (X,,,Sp,,Y,), it is also an NP-EO classifier
for (X,,, Sp,, Yp,). Similarly, gb#? is also an NP-EO classifier for (X, Sp,, ¥p,)-

To this end, it suffices to verify the (b#l achieves the minimum R; for (X,,,S,,,Y),,) among
all NP-EO classifier. Indeed, since qﬁﬁ is also of the form in equation ,

Ry(¢F | p1) = RY(&F, | p1)pap + RY(6F, | p1)pops
= R§(87 | p2)pajy + RO(0F, | P2)Pen
= Ri(¢F, | p2).

Similarly, Ry (¢, | p1) = Ru( ;i, | p2). If Ry( Zi | p2) < Ri( #1 | p2), one can conclude that
Rl(qbzi | p1) < Rl(qﬂfﬁ1 | p1), violating the fact that qﬁ#l is an NP-EO oracle classifier. Therefore,
one can conclude Rl(qb#z | p2) > Rl(qb#l | p2), and since gb;;i is also an NP-EO oracle classifier,
Ri(¢% | p2) = Ri(¢] | p2). Therefore, ¢ff achieves the minimum R; for (Xp,s Sp,, Yp,) among
all NP-EO classifiers.
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B.3. Proof of Theorem[2

The first assertion in this theorem is simple. By Theorem [4]
a 0,a
P(]PXOQ (T (X© )>tk0a> >a) <5/2,
and
by 0.b 0,b
P (]PXM (T (XOb) > tkg,b) > a) <5/2.
Given Ro(qb?*) can be written as
PP x0. (T“(XO’“) > t,lﬂ;“) P(S =al|Y =0)+Pxos (Tb(XO’b) > t}cg’) P(S=0b|Y =0),

along with the fact that t > %% and t,i%b > tg;fb, one can conclude that

o,
P(Ro($)>a) <1P(1PXM (T“(XO“) >tk0a>IP(S:a|Y:O) >a1P(S:a|Y:0))

P (]Pxo,b (T“(XO by > {00

W) P(S=b]Y =0)>aP(S=b|Y =0))

<9.

Next, we proceed to the second assertion. Before presenting the proof, we remark that as
long as lq,ly,ng and np are fixed, Algorithm [3| is a deterministic procedure. That is, k) =
ki (las b, na, np) is a non-random quantity and neither is kj.

Now, let us focus on the proof. We denote the classifier given by Algorithm [1] is
qg*(X, S)=1{TY(X) > tk S = a} + T{T*(X) > tk }II{S = b}.

Letgazﬂ{t1a<t }foreveryt’ E'Tlaandfb—ﬂ{tlb<t

Note that

} for every tz’b € TH.

k‘o @ (kOb

P (RS = BE| > 2) = B, [Percon (| - BY > )] -

The probability IPjes_out is taken with respect to the randomness of all Sf’gft out”

can be shown to be at most v, then IP (’R‘f - R’{} > 5) < «. Thus, till the end of the proof, we

will only consider the randomness in Pjefiout and take 7% and TP to be fixed. Next, note that

If this quantity

]PIeft—out ()Rtll - Rl{‘ > 5) = ]ESIPIeft—out (‘Rtll - Rll)‘ > € | 5%, T ,§$a7§l1)7 s 7621,)

where IE¢ is the expectation taken with respect to £, - - - >§3a7§?’ . ,45?%. Moreover, denote £¢ =
(r.65, - ¢a ) and € = (&h,€,- - €8, ). To this end, we will show Pregou (| — RE| > ¢ | €%,¢?)
is bounded by approximately v with high probability. Consider the quantity

= R(ll(gb*) = Pleft-out (T (Xl a) < t%}f))

a
eft-out and Sleft out” Thus’ Rl

is independent of £°. Furthermore, conditional on £2, k' is fixed. Thus, denote k¥ = k,, for any

We remark that conditional on Sirain, R{ is solely determined by Sl

s € IR the conditional distribution function of R{ can be written as

IPleft—out |:R11z <s | §a7§b = ]PIeft—out [Riz <s | §a] = Et%ff |:IPIeft out (Rl <s | ga’ ko a) | 5 j|
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Define Gy = Peft-out <t <t% ko ") | ¢% (R a)> where t1® is another iid copy of t%’a, e ,t;’f, then

conditional on &% and tko ., R} is equal to distribution to G4 + (1 — G4) B, where B, is beta

distributed with parameters k‘a —1l, and n! — k, + 1 by Lemma 4 Here, [, = Z?;l & Then,
since
Preiout [R < s [ 7] = By [Ipleft out (Rl <s| &t a> | & }
=y [P, (Gat (1-Ga) By < 5) | €
= ]EBG]Pthﬁa (Go+ (1 —=Gy) B, <s|&Y
=Ep, P, (Fo + (1 - Fy)Ba < s),
where F, is a random variable such that P (F, < t) = 2 o (Gg <t &) for any constant

t. Here, we use the fact G, is constant conditional on %2 for the second equality and B, is

kO a
k" . and &% for the third equality. Therefore, the distribution of R{ | £ is equal
to F, + (1 — F,)B,. Similarly, R} | ¢® has the same distribution as F}, + (1 — F}) By where Fj,
and By are defined analogously.

Let V, = Fy+(1—W,)B, and V, = Fy+ (1 —W,)By. Given that R and R are independent,
IPleft—out ( - Rl{‘ >¢€ ’ §a7§b> = IPleft—out (’Va - ‘/b| > € | €a7€b> .

It remains to show that the distributions of F, and Fj are close to Gaussian distributions

independent of t%

described in Algorithm [3] This is true by Bernstein-von Mises theorem. In detail, it is not hard
to realize that Pp, (Fy < t) = P« (Gq <t | £7) is exactly the posterior distribution of G,
given £*. One can show that £% is exactly the vector of independent Bernoulli random variables

with success rate Gy. Moreover, for fixed t°7,, I o/n} is the maximum likelihood estimator of G,

kO ay
by the definition of [, in display (|10} . Then, Bernstein-von Mises theorem states that

lo, Gx(1-Gr
H]PFa <Fa€"€“’€b)"v(%’ <n; )>

in probability, where G}, is true success probability of the Bernoulli distribution from which the

— 0,
TV

Bernoulli trials £¢ are generated from. Furthermore,

lo Gy(1-GY, lo (la/nb)(1 —1,/n}
HN<<>) _N<17< fra)(L /na>> Lo,
ng ng ng ng ™V
in probability as l,/n} converges to G in probability. Therefore,
lo (lo/n})(1 —1,/n}
[Pr (R ene) - (o, Celml Zhimal) | oy,
Ng nl TV

in probability. That is, for any &', 7/ and sufficiently large n,,
sup ‘IPFG (FaeBle€") — Py, (Zu € B)‘ <¢
B

with probability at least 1 —~'/2 where Z, ~ N (ly/nq M) Here the supremum is

taken with respect to all measurable sets. Similarly, for sufficiently large ny

sup ‘IPFb (Fb €B| 5“,517) Py (Zy e B)) <
B
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with probability at least 1 —~//2. Therefore, denoting V, = Z, + (1 — Z,)B, and V| = Z +
(1 — Zp) By, with probability at least 1 — 4/,

]Pleft—out (‘Ril - Rl{‘ >¢€ ’ §a7§b) = ]E]Wa]EWb]EBa]EBb]I{‘Va - V;)’ > 8}
<IEz EzEpEpI{|V. - V/|>c}+ + ()2,

The expectation term on the right hand side of the inequality is v by design of Algorithm [I

Therefore,
]Eflpleft—out (’Rtlz - Rll)’ > € | £a7§b> < v + 5/ + (5/)2 + 7/ .
Let {(nl,ni) = + (¢)*++. Then, £(nl,n}) is a function of n! and n} that converges to 0 as

n! and né go to infinity and the proof is finished.

B.4. Proof of Theorem[3
We start with the proof of the NP part. By NP umbrella algorithm , with probability at least
1—9, Ro(gg*) < «, where gg* is defined in . Next, let Eg(gb) be the empirical type I error of

a classifier ¢. It is not hard to see that

Ro(dy) = Z I{E) > 10} + > e > 1) )}
j=1

n9 +nd +nb P
Next, for any cg4, ¢y € IR, define
Beper (X, 8) = T{TU(X) > ¢, }I{S = a} + T{T*(X) > c,}T{S = b} .
By the definition of k0 and k:g in (14), if t?]’%) and t?];%) are chosen as the thresholds,

TLO

1 - 0,a 0,b
Ro<¢> >: I{t,” >t oy} + 2 Ity >t }
t(ko) (ka) ng + ng ; z
— 1 i 0,a 0 & 0,b 0 -
Tl ; It > 1) + ; I{t;" >t} | = Rolos) -
Then, for any ka, ky such that kq + ky = kO + k9, R (gf)to o ?5)) = (@btg;; o )> = Ro(¢.).

Then, for any c,

0,a 0,b _R A*
‘ <¢t ’w)) oldn)

< [1o (B s, ) = o (B s, )| + 70 (52) = o (52)

Next, it suffices to bound the two quantities on the right hand side by 7/2 respectively. Note
that

70 (3) - u (3
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1 it 0,a “ 0,b
S SOME >+ > I > 1)) —]P( (X,8) >t yY_o) <n/2,
=1 j=1

with probability at least 1 — 2exp (—%nOnQ) by the Dvoretzky-Kiefer-Wolfowitz inequality. For

the concentration of Ry <¢to o 40 )>, we first consider the concentration of nd and nj. Define

(k)" (5
A, = { 2 — pajo| < g} Hoeffding’s inequality implies IP(A7) < 2 exp(—35n"n?). On the event
A, note that

Ro (G o )—ﬁ (a )
O( 100y k) O\ T 6

nU
1 - 0,b 0,a ng

b

Since the {S = a} and {S = b} parts are symmetric, we will only focus on the {S = a} part.

Note that
nO
1 a - t < ng > < )
— e, >t,7, - S— O.a 40,
”3; >t | og Pitiay i ) ol
Z]I{toa>t b (3 i ]
t(zk%) ?k%) n0_|_nb p(l|0 .

On A,, the second term on the right hand side of this inequality is at most 7/8. It suffices to
bound the first term. Note that A, is equivalent to n°(p,o —n/8) < nh < n°(pyo + 77/8) Thus,

on this event, the first term is bounded by 7/8 with probability at least 1 — 2exp(—g55 (pa|0 —
n/8)n?) by Lemma @ Apply the same procedure to {S = b} part, one can have sumlar results.
Therefore,
P sup RO g/f)\o,a 0,b — ﬁo ao,a 0,b > ﬂ
2 o f(k9) 1 (59) f(19) 1 (09) 2
(%8)"" (k)
< Qeféno(pa\o*n/?f)f + 26732 n°(pojo—n/8)n* + 26*571 7’
and thus
P sup (gbtm 0.b ) — Ro(os)| >n
92 | t0h 0 )

RO

< 9635 Palo=n/8)0* | 9= 33n’ (Poio—n/8)0* | 9o —33n°n* 4 9—3nn°

The proof of the second assertion is similar to the proof of Theorem Let us set R} :=
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R‘f(q/g**) and recall that

TLl

W =S {5 <45}

j=1

for i € [n?]. One modification we need is to show

a ,a ,a d
1 ‘ {la(1)7la(2)7‘ T 7la(n2)7t(()1)7 T 7t(()ng)} =

By, () —k+1L7s kE<l,(1),
Ly + (Lgsy = L) Bty ) tuprn) ki1, la(p) <k <la(p+1),p€[ng—1], (29)
L?Lg + (1 - L?Lg)Bk—la(ng),ni—k—i—l? k> la(ng) ,

where L} = Pief-out (tl’a < t(()]’-()l ] t(()j‘)l) for j € [nY] and 1% is another iid copy of t%’a, e ,t;’;.

However, this is true by Lemma After this point is validated, one can mimic the proof of
Theorem [2fand invoke the Bernstein-von Mises theorem to the multinomial posterior distribution
of

0 0_ 0
ng ni—1"%a nd

T
a ra a ra a a [,& 1 a
[ 1ot — by — oyttt - Ng — }

given {lo(1),1a(2), - ,la(ng)}-

Another modification is that we need to make sure n. and né diverge if n' goes to infinity.
However, since p,; and py; are strictly positive, ‘né /nt — pa‘ll converges to 0 in probability.
This implies n. diverges with probability converging to 1. Similarly, n}) diverges with probability
converging to 1. Then the remainder of this proof follows the proof of Theorem

B.5. Lemmas
LEMMA 1. If f(ca) < g(ca), there exist C > C' > 0 that satisfy equations and (28).

PRrROOF. By the definition of c,,
(1 - Fo,a(capamp;ﬁ)) Pajo + <1 - FO,b(Capb|pr_|11)) Dojo = .
Moreover,
(1 - Fo,a(capamp;ﬁ)) Pajo + (1 - Fo,b(f@a)Pb\oPﬁ)) Dpjo = @,
Since f(cq) < g(ca) < €q, we have
(1 - Fo,a(CaPamp,;ﬁ)) Pajo + (1 - F07b(g(ca)pb‘0pb’|11)> Dpjo = @,
by monotonicity of Fy,. Thus letting C' = ¢, and C’ = g(c,) yields the desired result.

LEMMA 2. If f(ca) > g(ca) and A <V, there exist C > C' > 0 that satisfy equation [27 and
[28.
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PROOF. By monotonicity of f and g, for any ¢ € [ca, V), one can conclude ¢ € A" if
c€ (A, V)and ce A if ¢ € [ca, A). Then, we claim that A € A since if A € A~, there exists
an a € (g(A), f(A)), and, for a sufficiently small positive number §, by continuity of Fp, and

F1 4, we have

(1 — Foo((A+ 5)pa\0p;ﬁ)> Dajo + (1 - Fo,b(apbmpg“l)) Dplo > €,

and

Fip (apbmpb_ﬁ) —Fia ((A + 5)pa|0p;|<1)> <E.

Thus, f(A+6) >a > g(A+ ) and A+ € A, contradicting the fact that A + 6 € A*.
Furthermore, since f(cy) > g(ca), replacing A with ¢, in all previous argument yields the
conclusion that A > c,.

Now denote F' = lim.,4- f(c¢) and G = lim._, 4- g(c), whose existence is guaranteed by f
and g being monotone and bounded by f(c¢) > 0 and g(c) < f(c) < f(ca) < cq. Furthermore,
we have G > ¢(cn) > 0 by monotonicity of g and F > G as f > g on A~. Then, by continuity
of Fy, and Fyp,

(1 - FO,a(Apa\Op;ﬁ)> Pajo + (1 - Fo,b(FPmeb_‘ll)) Db|o
= (1 - FO,a(Apa\Opgﬁ)> Pajo + lim_ (1 — FO,b(f(C)pb|0pb_|11)> Pbjo
= (1 - Fo,a(Apamp;ﬁ)) Pajo + lim_ [Oé - (1 - FO,a(Cpa\Op;ﬁ)) pa\o} =a. (30)

Similarly, we have
Fiyp (prmpb_ﬁ) — Fiq (Apa\op;‘é) = lim P, (9(0)pb|opb_‘11> — Fiq (Apa\op;é>
_ : -1 -1\ _
=c+ CEIE— Fi, (cpa|0pa|0) —Fi, (Apa‘opam) =e. (31)

Therefore, by monotonicity, Fp (zpbmpb_ul) —Fi, <Apa‘0p;|(1)) = ¢ for any z € [G,g(A)] and

(1 — F07a(Apa‘0pgﬁ)> Pajo + <1 - FO,b(Zpb|0pb_‘11)) pojo = « for any z € [f(A), F]. Since A € AT,
g(A) > f(A). Additionally, F > G. Then, [G,g(A)]N[f(A),F] # 0. Let A’ be an element in
this intersection. One can show A’ < F < f(cy) < cq < Aand A" > G > g(cy) > 0. Taking
C =Aand C'= A, we have C > C' > 0 and constraints and are satisfied.

LEMMA 3. If f(ca) > g(ca) and A=V, there exist C > C' > 0 that satisfy equation [27 and
[28.

PROOF. Let G and F' be defined as in the proof of Lemma Then, similar to equation ,
we have F (prlﬂpb_ul) —Fi, <Vpa|0p;|(1)> = e. Then, for every z € [G, ),

Fuy (zpyoyt) = Fra (Voaor,s) ==

as I 4 (Vpa‘op;‘(l)) = 1 — e. Furthermore, similar to equation (30)

(1 - FO,a(Vpa\Op;ﬁ)> Pajo + (1 - Fo,b(prmpb_ul)) Do = @,
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and 0 < G < F. Then, taking C =V and ¢’ = F suffices as C =V > co > f(co) > F =C' >
G > 0.

LEMMA 4. Conditional on &%, 1% and T, RY is equal in distribution to G4 + (1 — G4) Ba.

(ko “)
Furthermore, B, is independent of £%, (()k?’ @) and G,.
PROOF. For all Tl ¢ = {tl ’t2 y T nl }al’ld] - 1 2 ] aa let U IPleft out (Ta(XLa) < t;a)-

Then, U;’s are independent random variables uniformly distributed on (0,1). To see this, denote
FL19(2) = Plegout (T“(XL“) < z), then, for any z € (0, 1),

]Pleft—out (U] < Z) = ]Pleft—out <F1’a(t;,a) < Z>
= Presion (£ < (FY)7!(2)) = FL((FY) 7 (=) = 2,

and the independence is guaranteed by the independence of tl’a’s. Moreover, for fixed %,
1
& = {t;" < tko(l)} = W{U; < Fhoids

k0a7

)}. Then, condltlonal on F19 and €%, the

(kOa (kO a)
assertion is given by Lemma [f]
LEMMA 5. Let Uy,Us,--- ,U, be n independent random wvariables that are uniformly dis-
tributed over [0,1] and § = T{U; < ¢} for every j = 1,2,--- ,n an arbitrary deterministic

constant ¢ € [0,1]. Then, forany 1 <p<qg<nand0<c<s<1,

n n—p n— s — (1 — g)n—P—k
P U<q>§3125j=p - Z ( kp)( ()1(_C)n—)p .
j=1

k=q—p

That is, Uy | {Z;."”Zl &= q} is equal in distribution to c+ (1 —c)B where B is Beta distributed

with parameters ¢ —p and n — q+ 1. Furthermore
Proor. Note that
P (U < ¢ < Ugpyny <

n U
PlUgp<s|) &=p]|=
i=1 )

P (S8 =

The probability on the numerator equals

() 2 (57 aramar,

k=q—p

whereas the probability on the denominator is
n
(1 —¢)"P.
()
Then, elementary algebra finishes the proof.

LEMMA 6. Let {p}n>1 be an arbitrary sequence of numbers. Furthermore, let {op}n>1 and

{sn}n>1 be two positive sequences such that |0y, —¢p| — 0, then

IN (b, 02) = Nty s2) |7y — 0.
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PRrROOF. By Pinsker’s inequality, it is sufficient to show the convergence of the Kulbeck-Leibler
divergence of the two distributions. However, the Kulbeck-Leibler divergence of the two normal
distributions Dy, (N (tin, 02)||N (tin,<2)) in the assertiona equals  (log(c2/c2) + oy /sn — 1)

and converges to 0.

LEMMA 7. Let P and Q be two probability measures defined on (2, F). Assume, for some &
sup |P(B) - Q(B)| < ¢.
BeF

Then, for any non-negative measurable function f bounded by a constant c,

Ep(f) — Eq(f)] < ce.

PROOF. Let g be an arbitrary positive step function defined on €2 bounded by ¢, i.e.,
n
g(x) =Y jl{z € Az},
j=1

where A;’s are disjoint sets in F, n is a constant and ¢; < cforall 1 < j < n. Let G, = {Aj :
P(4;) > Q(4;)} and Gy = {4, : P(4;) < Q(A;)}. Then,

[Ep(9) - Eq(g)] <  max ¢j (P(4;) — Q(4;))

Ge{9,.6.} =4
< P(A;) — Q(A
Se x| eg( (45) — Q(A)))
< ce,

where the last inequality is given by the definition of total variation distance. Then, let { fy, }rm>1
be a sequence of increasing step functions that converge to f pointwise as m — oco. Then,
]Epfm — IEpf and IEQfm — IEQf. Thus,

Ep(f) —EqQ(f) < [Ep(f) — Epfm|+ [Ep(fm) — Eq(fm)| + [Eq(f) — Eqfm|
< ‘IEP<f) - IEme’ +ce+ ‘IEQ(f) - IEQfm‘ :

Letting m go to infinity on both sides of the inequality yields the result.

LEMMA 8. The equality in distribution in holds. Furthermore, the Beta distribution
By, 4 is independent of the conditional distribution L in , regardless of their indices p,q and

r.

PRrOOF. The first part of the proof follows the proof of Lemma [5| Then, let a Uq,---,U,
be n independent uniform random variables and I; = 377, I{U; < ¢;},i € [m], where ¢; <
ca < --- < ¢ is a sequence of increasing constants. Furthermore, set cg = 0,¢p41 = 1,00 = 0
and lp1 = n. It suffices to show that Uy | {l1,l2,---,ln} has a scaled and shifted Beta
distribution. That is, if [; < ¢ < l;31 for any constant s,

liya -1 liv1—
lix1—1; S — ¢ = S — ¢ 174
s -5 () )

=g Ci+1 — Ci Ci+1 — Ci
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Indeed, one can write

P (U <SU <Cl<Ul 1 Ul 1) < Cp— 1<Ulm§Cm
P (U <5 | hlosee - sl) (U () <+> (b=1) (1) S Cm)
P (U( Ih) <c < U(l +1) U(l ~1) <cpmo1 < U(l ) < Cm)
The denominator is a multinomial probability, and thus equals
m+1 ! lo—1 n—l
ey — 2=l (1 — )
<l1,l2—11,l3—52 ---,n—zm>cl("2 ) (1= em)

The numerator equals
li+1

m+1 NIl \ivi—d
§<11l07l2l15'”7j iy Ug j)"'vlm+1lWL>(8 Cl) (CZ+1 S)

lu lz+1
Loy —1
X Wpepma1) hati(Chpr — cx) 08

Then elementary algebra gives the desired result.

LEMMA 9. Let {(7},5})}?21 be i.i.d. copies of the random couple (T,S) € R x {a,b} and
Ng = 2?21 I{S; = a}. Define A= {c1 < ny < ca} for deterministic constants c1,ca. Then, for

anymn
P { dsup| - pba) < 2eton
ceR |Na

PROOF. Let 7}, = {I C [n] : |I| = j} be the collection of subsets of [n] that have cardinality
j. Note that A = UJLCZQJ Ujezi Ar where A; = {S; = a,Vi € I, and S; = b,Vi € [n]\I}. Thus,

[e1]
1
P ({sup — > 17} ﬂA)
ceR | Ma

le2)
ZZIP({sup Z]I{Ti>c}—IP(T>c]S:a)>

R
j=le1] 1€T cc i:Si=a

% Z P <sup

=[c1] 1€

E KT, >c}—P(T>c|S=a)| >
:S;=a

Y KTi>c}-P(T>c|S=a)
Zsl:(l

hoa)

Z T, >c} —P(T>c|S=a) >T]|A]>IP(.A]).

:5,=a

It is easy to check that T71,...,7T;, are independent conditional on Si,...,.S,. Therefore,

1
P | sup |- Z KT, >c}—-P(T>c|S=a)
c€R ']z':Si,:a

by Dvoretzky—Kiefer—Wolfowitz inequality. Then,
[c2] [c2]

2226 PP (Af) < 2672 ZZIPA[ ) < 267347

=lc1] I€T3, =lci] 1€T

> | Az> < 2¢73

C. Algorithms

In this section, we present the supplementary algorithms in this work.
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Algorithm 3: EO violation algorithm

Input : [,,Iy,ng,np : constants such that I, < ng and I < ny
e: upper bound for the type II error disparity

~: type II error disparity violation rate target

17«1
2 ]/3;1 +—1
3 ki« nl
4 ky <+ ni
s fori=1I,+1,1,+2,---,nl do
6 forj:lb—l—l,lb+2,---,n§do
/* Estimating P (|F1(i) — F1P(j)| > €) in by Monte-Carlo
simulation */
7 K <1000 ; // K is the number of copies of F1%(i) and FUb(j)
generated. It is set to 1000 in all numerical experiments in this
work.
8 for k=1,2,--- K do
o Go— N (la/n(lp (la/n(i)(glli—la)/ni))
10 GZ %N(lb/né,%{;lb)W) ; // Wy, Wy are two normal random
variables
11 Bj + Beta(i — lg,ng —i+1)
12 B « Beta(j — ly,np —j + 1) ; // B% BY are two Beta distributed
random variables
13 F+— Gi+(1-GY)B:
14 FP+ Gh+(1-GHGY
15 end
16 Ve 2 I{|FE - FY| > €}
o | | By ey
18 if ¥ <~ and R*" < Ry then
19 kY <1
20 ky < j
21 El — ﬁ’few
22 end
23 end
24 end

Output: (k, k})
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Algorithm 4: Adjusted EO violation algorithm

Input : k(a),k(b): orders of possible thresholds
n?, ng, nl, né: sample sizes
la(1),10(2), -+ 1a(n8), b(1),15(2), - -, lp(nY): integers such that
0 <la(1) <1a(2) <+ <1e(nd) <nland 0 < (1) <1p(2) < - < p(nl) < nj}
e: upper bound for the type II error disparity
1 for s =a,b do
2 | 15(0)«0
3 | ls(n?+1) «nl

/* Specifying parameters for the Gaussian distribution by Bernstein-von

Mises theorem */
a | ds(h) « 1s(5) = 1s(G = 1),5 € Y +1]
5 | pf <+ (d;(é1)7 d‘;(f)7~-- ,ds(?éﬂ))—r ; // p® is the mean vector for multivariate
normal
6 28—
[ (d)/n3)(A—d. (1)/n;) _@@)/n)(de@)/n) L (da()/ng)(da(nl41) /n3)
_@eml@aym)  GITae ) () ee)/m)
_(ds(niﬂ)/.z%)(ds(l)/ni) _(ds(nlﬂ)/‘z%)(ds@)/nl) (ds(n2+1)/nl)g;ds(n2+1)/nl)

// X% is the covariance matrix

/* Specifying parameters for Beta distribution */
7 | ks + max{j € [n0+1]:15(j) < k(s)}

8 | Kk} ls(ks)

9 | ki<« ls(ks+1)

10 K + 1000

11 for h=1,2,--- /K do

12 W§ «— N(p*,2°) ; // Wy is a (n? + 1)-dimensional Gaussian vector
13 Bj = Beta (k(s) — ki, k, — k(s) +1)

14 if ks =0 then

15 Zp =[Wpl s // [W§]; is the j*™ element of W
16 VS = Z3Bs

17 else if ks = n! then

18 Zi = 5 Wil

19 V=2, +(1-2%;)B;

20 else

2 Zs = 35 Wil

22 Vi = Zi + Wilk.+1 By,

23 end

24 end

25 end

26 Vg = & Yoy VE — VP > ¢}

27 Uy = 7 S VY - Ve > e} // vq,vp are one-sided violation rate

Output: (v,,vp)
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Algorithm 5: Order selection algorithm

Input : kg, ky: starting pivots
nY, ng, nl, nj: sample sizes
la(1),1a(2), -+, 1a(n2), (1), 1p(2), -+ ,Ip(nY): two increasing sequences
e: upper bound for the type II error disparity
~: type II error disparity violation rate target
1 15(0) <= 0 for s € {a,b}
2 ls(nY 4+ 1) < n! for s € {a, b}
3 k(s) < ls(ks) + 1 for k € {a,b}
a4 while TRUFE do
5 | (v4,vp) + Adjusted EO violation algorithm(k(s),n?,l5(1),---,ls(n?),¢) for
s € {a,b} and y € {0,1}
6 if vy > v and vy > v then

7 ks < ks+ 1 for s € {a,b}

8 k(s) < ls(ks) + 1 for k € {a,b}

9 else if v, > v then

10 if ko, =0 or ky = ng then

1 | k() k(D) +1

12 else

13 koY «— kg —1

14 kpeY «— kpev +1

15 kY (s) < ls(ks) + 1 for k € {a,b}
16 (v, vpY)

Adjusted EO violation algorithm(k"%(s),n¥,l5(1),--- ,15(nY),¢e) for
s€{a,b} and y € {0,1}

17 if v < v then

18 ks = k2 for s € {a, b}

19 k(s) < k" (s) for s € {a,b}
20 else

21 | K(b) ¢ K(b) + 1

22 end

23 end

24 else if v, > 7 then

25 ‘ do Step 10 - 22 with a and b switched
26 else

| Output: (kg, k)
27 end

28 end
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