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ABSTRACT

Relevance and fairness are two major objectives of recommender
systems (RSs). Recent work proposes measures of RS fairness that
are either independent from relevance (fairness-only) or condi-
tioned on relevance (joint measures). While fairness-only measures
have been studied extensively, we look into whether joint mea-
sures can be trusted. We collect all joint evaluation measures of
RS relevance and fairness, and ask: How much do they agree with
each other? To what extent do they agree with relevance/fairness
measures? How sensitive are they to changes in rank position, or
to increasingly fair and relevant recommendations? We empirically
study for the first time the behaviour of these measures across 4
real-world datasets and 4 recommenders. We find that most of these
measures: i) correlate weakly with one another and even contradict
each other at times; ii) are less sensitive to rank position changes
than relevance- and fairness-only measures, meaning that they are
less granular than traditional RS measures; and iii) tend to com-
press scores at the low end of their range, meaning that they are
not very expressive. We counter the above limitations with a set
of guidelines on the appropriate usage of such measures, i.e., they
should be used with caution due to their tendency to contradict
each other and of having a very small empirical range.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Recent increased focus on fairness in recommender systems (RSs)
has led to studies on how to evaluate different notions of fairness
in RS. A recent survey [38] shows that prior work on fairness eval-
uation in RS mainly focuses on group fairness (e.g., [1, 29, 44]), but
less so on individual fairness. Individual fairness is commonly un-
derstood as treating similar individuals similarly [9]. Unlike group
fairness evaluation, evaluating individual fairness does not require
information on sensitive attributes (e.g., gender, age) to identify
protected groups [18]. Such information is often unavailable due to
privacy and legal issues. Further, intersectionality between different
group characteristics complicates group fairness [6, 10]. Individual
fairness is known to lead into group fairness, but not vice versa
[4]. Overall, individual fairness gives a broader view by assessing
distribution across all individuals in the population [18]. For all
these reasons, we focus on individual fairness, particularly individ-
ual item fairness, which is typically broadly defined w.r.t. exposure
received by items, i.e., how uniform the exposure distribution be-
tween items is [30]. Yet, fairness beyond exposure also matters, i.e.,
the exposure should be proportional to item relevance [2, 27, 35].

Individual item fairness is measured by measures that (i) are
detached from relevance (fairness-only measures, defined by ex-
posure); or (ii) are conditioned on relevance (joint measures con-
sidering exposure w.r.t. relevance). Measures of type (i) have been
extensively analysed [30], but to our knowledge, this is not the case
for measures of type (ii). The growing number of measures of type
(ii) necessitates a thorough look into their usage in RS evaluation.

We present a comprehensive study into the empirical proper-
ties of all joint measures of individual item fairness and relevance,
motivated by the question of how much can we practically trust
these measures, particularly: RQ1. To what extent do the joint mea-
sures agree with existing relevance- and fairness-only measures?
RQ2. To what extent do the joint measures agree with each other?
RQ3. How sensitive are the joint measures across decreasing rank
positions? and RQ4. How sensitive are the joint measures given
increasingly fair and relevant recommendations?
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We identify some alarming limitations in the measures, and we
reflect on their best usage in practice. This is the first in-depth study
on individual item fairness measures that consider relevance in RS.

2 INDIVIDUAL ITEM FAIRNESS & RELEVANCE

We present the notation (§2.1) and all existing joint evaluation
measures of individual item fairness and relevance (§2.2).

2.1 Notation and definitions

Given a set of n items, I = {i1,i2,...,in}, and a set of m users,
U = {u1,uy,...,um}, an ordered list of the n items is created for
each u € U. This list is created in each recommendation round w,
where w € {1,2,..., W}; a round means an occurrence in which
a user receives a list of recommendations. If an item i is relevant
to user u, we write r ; = 1, otherwise r,,; = 0. Relevance can also
be denoted as real values, r,,; € [0,1]. The list of user u’s top k
recommended items in round w is L, ., and the rank position of
item i in user u’s recommendation list is z(u, i, w). For cases with
only one recommendation round, user u’s list of top k recommended
items is Ly, and the rank position of item i for user u is z(u, i).

While several different definitions of fairness exist, the defini-
tions commonly used in prior work on individual item fairness are
closely linked to item exposure [1, 30, 44]. An item is exposed when
it is recommended at the top k to a user. The probability of a user
seeing an item exposed to them can be modelled using various ex-
amination functions, e(-). Examination functions typically assume
that the viewing probability depends only on the position z(u, i, w)
or z(u, i). This is a common choice across all measures in §2.2.

The examination functions used in this work are shown in Tab. 1:
the linear examination function, e}; and its min-max normalised
version €}; apply a linear discount to each rank position up to k
[3]. Meanwhile, discounts based on Discounted Cumulative Gain
(DCG) [16] and Rank-Biased Precision (RBP) [24] are used in epcg
[26,34] and erpp [17, 39] respectively. The parameter y in eppp is the
user’s patience, i.e., the probability of the user examining the next
ranked item. The user patience parameter is commonly set at e.g.,
y € {0.8,0.9} [17, 39]. In the inverse examination function ej,y, the
inverse of the rank position is used as a discount factor [32]. Overall,
we use three types of examination functions (linear, discounted,
and inverse), which assume that item exposure diminishes with
decreasing ranking either linearly, or with an increasing penalty
that is either proportional to the rank decrease or the inverse of the
rank. Generally, the most punishing is the inverse function, and
the least punishing is the DCG-based discount function.

Table 1: Examination functions used in this work. ¢ is the
min-max normalised examination function.

Equation Measure Reference
linear  e(u,i,w) =k+1—2z(u,i,w) IAA [3]

~ . _eai(wiw)-1 _ k—z(uiw)

@i(u i w) = J9g— = =
DCG epcG (4, i, w) = 1/logy(z(u, i, w) + 1) IFD [26, 34]

z(u,i,w)—1

HD, II-F, AF  [17,39]
MME, IBO/IWO  [32]

RBP erpp (U, i, W) =y’
inverse ey (u,i) = 1/z(u, i)
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2.2 Joint measures of fairness and relevance

We present measures that evaluate fairness considering relevance
(FAIR+REL or joint measures henceforth). To our knowledge, we
include all FAIR+REL measures for RSs published up to October
2023. Each measure uses an exposure function, which is linked to
the fairness of item distribution in the recommendation and, there-
fore, measures item fairness jointly with relevance. We use 7 for
measures where the higher the score, the fairest the recommenda-
tion, and vice versa for |. All measures—except HD-are defined for
multiple recommendation rounds or stochastic rankings, where a
distribution over rankings is considered [2].

2.2.1 Inequity of Amortized Attention (IAA) [2]. |IAA! measures
fairness as the aggregated difference between item exposure and
its relevance in a series of rankings that have been generated by
a stochastic process [2]. The intuition behind IAA is that for a
sequence of rankings to be fair, items should be allocated exposure
proportional to their relevance to the user. The item position is a
proxy of its exposure level. IAA was modified in [3] to account for
multiple recommendation rounds (stochastic rankings):

1
IAA = — Z 1AA(u) (1)

uelU

11 v
IAA(u) = — — Z Z 1, () € (wiw) = F(wi,w)|  (2)
nW 4 .
iel lw=1
In [3], é(.) (u, i, w) is the min-max normalised linear examination
function éj;(u, i, w) (see Tab. 1) and 7(u, i, w) € [0, 1] is the min-max
normalised relevance value of item i for user u in round w, ru,,-,w.2
Both the min and max relevance values are taken from the values
associated with all items for each user per round, i.e., minjey ry,; w-
This value is the aggregated relevance over all items for user u in
round w; the higher the relevance, the closer to 1. The higher the
relevance value differs from item exposure, the more unfair. The
range of IAA is [0, 1].

2.2.2 Individual Fairness Disparity (IFD) [26, 34]. |IFD is the av-
erage pairwise difference of the combined value of item exposure
and item merit. Merit is defined as a function of relevance.? Similar
to IAA, IFD follows the principle of allocating exposure to an item
based on its relevance. While IAA computes the difference between
the exposure and relevance of each item, IFD computes the disparity
of exposure allocation between item pairs. Based on how exposure
and merit are combined, two variations of IFD exist: IFD-, where
item exposure is divided by item relevance [34], and IFDy, where
the division is replaced by multiplication [26]. The term IFD .y or
IFD refers to the measure in general. The two versions slightly differ
in the pairwise difference computation, the formation of set of item
pairs, and the exposure weighting scheme.* Both IFD versions have
been used to measure fairness in ranking [26, 34, 41, 42].

1
IFD() = — > TFD()(w) 3)
uelU

This measure is called IAA in [29] and L1-norm in [38].

2Note that the normalised exposure value for a recommended item at k is zero.

3We use the item relevance value as the item merit, as per [34].

“Exposure is weighed proportional to epcg in [34]; to simplify, we use epcg directly.
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IFD- (u) = |I;u| (ig;‘Hu max {0, J: (u,i) - J: (w. i)} (4)
IFDy () = Z D1 ki - x@)]* 6
1 z:vu el\i
Jwi) = o wzl enca (i W)/ ruiw ©
1 w
Felwi) = o Wzl ruiw 11, () - epca(wiw) ()

J(-y(w, i) is the function combining the expected exposure and rel-
evance of item i for user u and Hy, = {(i,i’) € I | ry; = ryi» > 0}
The range of IFD. is [0, c0) and it is 0 only when the exposure re-
ceived by each relevant item is exactly proportional to its relevance
[34]. The range of IFDy is [0, c0) based on empirical results [41].

2.2.3 Hellinger Distance (HD) [17]. |HD has been used as a mea-
sure of individual item fairness in top k contextual bandits, by quan-
tifying the difference between the relevance- and click-distributions
of the top k items sorted according to (ground truth) relevance [17].
The click probability is based on user patience, system-allocated
item exposure, and item relevance. A recommendation is fair based
on HD when the click probability of an item is proportional to the
relevance probability of that item. To compute the relevance and
click distributions, a list of top k items is created for each user by
sorting items based on their (ground truth) relevance; this list is the
reference list used in the next step. Another list of items is created
based on system prediction and used to get the click probability.
For each item in the reference list, we compute its click probability
based on its order in the second list. Next, the relevance probabili-
ties of items at the same position in the reference list are aggregated
across users and similarly for the click probabilities. For each rank
position, two aggregated values are obtained: relevance and click.
The aggregated values are the inputs to the distance metric (Eq. (8)).

®)
9
, 1 <,
¢) = Z P (10)
m L T Cue
" ull
Cp= 2.8 (wi)=p) -l (1)
icl
{:’“;” = C;,p if 3p : z(u, i) = p, otherwise 0 (12)
Cup = Z 8 (z(u,i) =p) - rui-yersp(wi) ~sup  (13)
icLy
Sup = l_[ - Z O(z(u,i) = j) - rui (14)

1<j<p ieLy,
where q;, and c;, are the normalised relevance and click probability
of the item at position j respectively, where click depends on both
relevance and exposure. The position of item i based on ground-
truth relevance is z* (u, i). The click probability of user u for item
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at position p, ¢y, p depends on s, the probability that items be-
fore position p were irrelevant to the user, and the user patience
y erBp (4, ). 7, ; = rui/ Xieg Tu,i is the user-wise normalised rele-

vance value of item i to user u, and Ci&,p = C":P/Z,];:l cu,p is the
user-wise normalised click probability. The value of §(-) = 1 when

the expression - is True and 0 otherwise. HD ranges between [0, c0).

2.24 Mean Max Envy (MME) [32]. [MME uses the concept of
envy-freeness, where a recommendation is fair when each item
is not disadvantaged by its own exposure allocation compared to
being allocated the exposure of any other item. In other words,
MME computes unfairness as the disadvantage suffered by the item,
if the exposure allocation of an item is swapped with another item.
The disadvantage is computed based on an impact score that uses
exposure and relevance: given full recommendation lists (size n)
across all users, we swap each item i with another item i’ and
compute the impact score before and after the swap for all rank
positions and users. If the score of the item i before the swap is
greater or equal to its score after the swap, we have envy-freeness
for item i w.r.t. item i’. MME thus computes the average maximum
difference of impact imposed if item i is replaced with another item
i’ E.g. let Ly, = [i1,i2], Ly, = [i1, i3] and let us swap item i3 with
i1. Item i3 will be exposed to both users at the top position, like iy
did, and then impact is recomputed. MME is computed as follows:

1 N
MME = - % {rir}g}dmpi(l ) Impl(z)} (15)

k
Impi(i') = Z Z’u,i “einy (1, 1) - Xy i p (16)

ueU p=1

w
11
Xuirp = 37— DL, () - 82w 1, w) = p) (17)
w=1

where Imp;(i’) is the impact when we allocate the exposure of item
i’ to item i, Xy, i p is the probability that item i” is recommended to
user u at position p in W rounds of recommendations, and ej,y (u, i’)
is the exposure weight of item i’ to user u, based on the inverse
examination function (see Tab. 1). MME ranges within [0, c0).

2.2.5 Item Better-Off (IBO) & Item Worse-Off (IWO) [32]. TIBO
and |[IWO use the principle of dominance over uniform ranking,
where fairness means each item has a better impact (as defined in
MME) under the current ranking policy, than if it were under the
uniform random ranking policy ,; ¢, which samples all possible
permutations of items uniformly at random. IBO/IWO measures
the percentage of items for which our current ranking policy in-
creases/decreases impact by at least 10% compared to 7,,,; f5:

. _
IBO = |IOO| (Impi(i) > 1.1 ~1mpj.‘"’f ) (18)
100 i
WO = — ) (Impl-(i) <0.9- Imp?mf) (19)
|I | iel”
-5 @
= uelU

5In [32], 10% is hard coded, but this can be a variable. We also use 10%.
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where [~ is the set of items with at least one user that finds the
item relevant. This ensures that the set of items that cause §(-) = 1
in IBO is disjoint from that in IWO.% Imp; (i) is as per Eq. (16) and
I mp?mf is the impact if item i is exposed according to ;¢ using
einv (1, i) as examination function (see Tab. 1). Note that the above
definitions are modifications to the formulation of [32] to avoid
computational issues that result in division by zero (undefinedness
limitation [30]).” IBO/IWO ranges between [0, 100].

2.2.6 Individual-user-to-individual-item fairness (II-F) [39]. |1I-F
was first defined by [8] to quantify unfairness as the disparity
between system exposure and target exposure in individual queries
and individual items. II-F was redefined by [39] for RSs as:

11 2
IF=—- Z Z (Eu,l. —E:,i) (21)

ueU iel
1 w
Ey;= o Z 1r,.,(0) - erpp (. i, w) (22)
w=1
r i 1 —ylRal
E, ;= =L L AT, |R;,| > 0, otherwise 0 (23)
’ |Ru| 1-

where E,, ; is the expected exposure of i to u as per a stochastic
ranking policy. E} ; is the expected exposure of i to u as per an
ideal stochastic ranking policy, which assumes that relevant items
get equal expected exposure [8]. Thus, the recommendation is fair
based on II-F if the system exposure matches the exposure allocated
to items under an ideal ranking policy. The examination function
based on RBP (see Tab. 1) is used in E; ; and the equation of EZJ. is
derived based on the same examination function [39]. |R;| is the
number of relevant items for user u. II-F ranges between [0, 1].

2.2.7  All-users-to-individual-item fairness (Al-F) [39]. |AI-F evalu-
ates how much RSs under/overexpose an item to all users as the
mean deviation of overall system exposure over target exposure:

2
1 1 1 «
AI-F= = — E .—— E . 24

PACPILT-PI (24)
Wi E;i are as per Eq. (22)-(23). Similar to II-F, AI-F also
quantifies fairness based on how close the system exposure is to
the target exposure. In II-F, this disparity is computed individually
between each user-item pair, while in AI-F item exposure is first
aggregated across users prior to computing the difference in ex-
posure. Due to this aggregation, AI-F would have a better fairness
score than II-F when there is a greater number of unique items
in the recommendation, as opposed to having the same few items
exposed to all users. The range of AI-F is [0, 1].

where E

3 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

We study the above FAIR+REL measures across different recom-
menders and datasets. Our general experimental setup follows, and
we provide the description of the experiments in §4.3

SWe exclude items with no relevant users, as for these items Imp; (i) = Imp;‘"if =0,
causing the same items being considered ‘better-off” and ‘worse-off” at the same time.

"We move the divisor I mp:.mif from the left-hand side to the right-hand side.
80ur code: https://github.com/theresiavr/can-we-trust-recsys-fairness-evaluation.
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Table 2: Statistics of the preprocessed datasets.

dataset #users (m) #items (n) #interactions sparsity (%)
Lastfm [5] 1,859 2,823 71,355 98.64%
Amazon-1b [25] 1,054 791 12,397 98.51%
QK-video [43] 4,656 6,423 51,777 99.83%
ML-10M [14] 49,378 9,821 5,362,685 98.89%

Datasets. We use four real-world datasets of varying sizes and
domains: Lastfm (music) [5], Amazon Luxury Beauty, i.e., Amazon-
Ib (e-commerce) [25], QK-video (videos) [43], and ML-10M (movies)
[14]. QK-video is as provided by [43], and the rest are as provided
by [45]. For QK-video, we use only the ‘sharing’ interactions.
Preprocessing. We keep only users and items with at least 5 inter-
actions (5-core filtering). When there are duplicate interactions, we
keep the most recent one. Ratings equal/above 3 are converted to
1, and the rest are discarded for Amazon-lb and ML-10M, as their
ratings range between [1, 5] and [0.5, 5] respectively. No conver-
sions are done for Lastfm and QK-video as they only have implicit
feedback. Tab. 2 presents statistics of the preprocessed datasets.
Data splits. Global temporal splits [23] with a ratio of 6:2:2 form
the train/val/test sets from the preprocessed datasets for Amazon-1b
and ML-10M. Global random splits with the same ratio are used for
Lastfm and QK-video as they have no timestamps. Only users with
at least 5 interactions in the train set are kept in all splits.
Recommenders. We use four well-known top k recommenders:
item-based K-Nearest Neighbour (ItemKNN) [7], Bayesian Person-
alised Ranking (BPR), [31], Variational Autoencoder with multi-
nomial likelihood (MultiVAE) [20], and Neighbourhood-enriched
Contrastive Learning (NCL) [21]. We train BPR, MultiVAE, and
NCL using RecBole [45] for 300 epochs with early stopping. The
configuration with the best NDCG@10 during validation is taken as
the final model.’ During testing, all unobserved items are selected
as candidates for recommendation and each user’s train/val items
are excluded from their own recommendations.

Fair re-ranker. As the models are not directly optimised for fair-
ness, we use a re-ranker to obtain fairer recommendations. The top
k’ items are re-ranked to provide exposure to items that were out-
side the top k, where k’ is ideally larger than the cut-off k = 10. In
RS datasets, normally there are very few relevant items per user, so
k’ should not be too big (e.g., 100). We choose k” = 25 for all datasets
and models. The re-ranking is done per user with COMBMNZ (CM)
[19] as a robust rank fusion method.!® CM fuses two lists of scores,
one based on relevance and one based on fairness, to create a new
ranking for each user. The relevance-based score is the min-max
normalised predicted relevance score. The fairness-based score is
first obtained from the coverage score of each top k’ items based
on their appearance in the top k. Then, we compute 1 minus the
normalised coverage to allocate higher score for items with lower
exposure, thus increasing fairness. The combined scores are sorted
to generate the final fused ranking of relevance and fairness.
Measures. Recommendation models are evaluated using all the
joint measures of relevance and fairness (FAIR+REL) presented in

9The hyperparameter search space and best values are in the code repository.
0Qther re-rankers exist but do not suit our setup, e.g., [37] requires computing item
similarity, but true similarity is challenging to obtain [9, 36].
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§2,2.11 As comparison to the joint measures, we evaluate relevance
only (ReL) with: Hit Rate (HR), MRR, Precision (P), Recall (R), MAP,
and NDCG. We also evaluate fairness only (FAIR) with:'? Jain Index
(Jain) [15, 46], Qualification Fairness (QF) [46], Entropy (Ent) [28,
33], Fraction of Satisfied Items (FSat) [28], and Gini Index (Gini) [13,
22]. Unless otherwise stated, all measures are computed at k = 10.

4 EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS

We present the evaluation results of all FAIR+REL, REL, and FAIrR
measures, in §4.1. We study their correlation in §4.2, their sensitivity
across different top-k positions in §4.3 and across increasing levels
of relevance and fairness in §4.4.

4.1 Evaluation results of all measures

Tab. 3 shows the scores of all FAIR+REL, REL, and FAIR measures, per
dataset and recommender/re-ranking. T means the higher the score,
the better, and vice versa for |. Overall we observe the following.

Best model agreement. We aim to study whether the measures
agree on the same best model. We note two main trends. First, for all
datasets, the best model based on REL measures is always different
from the one based on FAIR measures, except for QF in Amazon-lb.
This means that the fairest model is not necessarily the best in
terms of relevance. Second, while all REL measures agree on the
same best model per dataset (except MRR and MAP for Amazon-lb)
and all the FAIR measures always agree on the same best model
(except QF), the FAIR+REL measures disagree on the best model.
Occasionally, some FAIR+REL measures agree with another more
often (e.g., IBO with IWO, or IAA with HD and II-F, or MME with
AI-F and sometimes IFD), but there is no overall consistency. The
agreement between some joint measures may be due to their similar
formulations: both IBO/IWO are the fractions of items with an
impact score greater/lower than a threshold; MME/AI-F aggregate
exposure across users prior to computing the exposure difference,
while JAA/HD/II-F do not; and MME/IFD are pairwise measures.

Range of scores. We identify three issues on the score range of
the FAIR+REL measures: (1) extremely small scales for several joint
measures; (2) scale mismatch between single-aspect measures and
joint measures; and (3) scale mismatch between joint measures.
About (1), for all datasets and models, several |FAIR+REL scores
are extremely small (< 1073), and these scores do not allow to
distinguish across models per dataset. For example, IFDy is always
close to 0 across all datasets, as the term Eq. (7) is often 0 due to the
low number of relevant items per user.'> For MME and II-F/AI-F,
Eq. (16) and Eq. (23) often result in 0 for the same reason as IFDx.
About (2), while the above FAIR+REL scores differ in the fourth
or later decimal point, the differences in the REL and FAIR scores
are in the second decimal point or before. E.g., the NDCG (REL
score) of MultiVAE-CM and NCL for Lastfm differs by ~0.16 and
their Jain (FAIR score) differs by ~0.14. These examples imply non-
negligible differences, but the joint scores of IAA/IFDy/MME/II-
F/AI-F only differ by < 1073, which may seem negligible.!# These

HEor IAA, the ground truth relevance is used to compute the relevance score. For HD,
y = 0.9 as per [17]. For II-F and AI-F, y = 0.8 as per [39]. Note that IBO/IWO are
normalised to [0,1] for consistency with the other measures.

12We use the modified versions of these measures as per [30].

3For all four datasets, the median number of relevant items per user is at most 46.
4We use NDCG and Jain as they are more sensitive to changes than HR and QF.
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inconsistencies in the difference of magnitude make the scores hard
to understand. About (3), we see large gaps in the score range of all
joint measures, e.g., between IWO, HD, and AI-F, despite all of them
being lower-is-better measures. E.g., in ML-10M, |[IWO = 1 (very
unfair) based on its theoretical [0, 1]-range, |HD is about a quarter
of the |[IWO score (somewhat fair), while | AI-F ~ 0 (extremely fair).
This discrepancy causes confusion in score interpretation.

Finally, we group all FAIR+REL measures into 3 clusters: (i) IJAA
/HD/II-F, which align more with REL measures; (ii) [FD/MME/AI-F,
which align more with FAIR measures; and (iii) IBO/IWO, which do
not consistently align with any single-aspect measure. Within the
same cluster, especially in (i), measures often have large differences
in their score ranges (up to A = 0.7).

4.2 Correlation between measures (RQ1 & RQ2)

We compute Kendall’s 7 correlation between the orderings of the
recommenders produced by the scores of each measure, to study
how much the FAIR+REL measures agree among themselves but
also with ReL-only and FAIR-only measures, when ranking recom-
menders (Fig. 1). As REL and FAIR measures do not always correlate
strongly with each other [30], we do not expect FAIR+REL measures
to correlate strongly with either REL or FAIR measures.

RQ1. Agreement of joint and single-aspect measures. Over-
all, there is no consistent correlation between REL and FAIR+REL
measures. IBO/IWQO’s correlations vary wildly (7 € [-0.64,0.77]);
IAA, HD, and II-F have moderate-to-strong positive correlations
(r € [0.57, 1]); IFD and MME have weak-to-strong negative corre-
lations (r € [—1,-0.29] for IFD and r € [-0.79, —0.14] for MME);
and AI-F has non-positive correlations (r € [—0.64, 0]).

The correlations between FAIR and FAIR+REL measures are in-
consistent. The correlations of IBO/IWO vary largely again, albeit
less than with REL measures. IAA/HD/II-F have two distinct trends
across groups of datasets: they have negative moderate-to-strong
correlations (7 € [—0.79, —0.57]) for Lastfm and QK-video, but weak
correlations for Amazon-1b and ML-10M (r € [—0.29,0.14]). Simi-
larly, IFD has high correlations for Lastfm and QK-video (except
with QF for QK-video), 7 € [0.57,0.86], and weak or zero correla-
tions for the other datasets (r € [0, 0.29]). Conversely, MME and AI-
F have strong correlations except with QF for Lastfm (z € [0.5, 1]).

Note that FAIR+REL measures strongly agreeing with REL mea-

sures do not always strongly disagree with FAIR measures, and vice
versa. E.g., IAA/HD/II-F strongly correlates with REL measures for
Amazon-lb, but they correlate weakly with FAIR measures.
RQ2. Agreement between joint measures. Overall we find that
the three clusters of joint measures identified in §4.1 show strong
positive correlations between measures inside the same cluster
and strong negative correlations between measures from different
clusters. E.g., IBO always perfectly correlates with IWO, due to
their similar formulation. IAA, HD, and II-F agree strongly with one
another, 7 € [0.57,1]. IFD. correlates highly with IFDy, 7 € [0.5, 1],
as their formulations are similar. MME always agrees strongly
with AI-F, 7 € [0.79,0.93]. IFD sometimes has moderate-to-strong
correlations with MME and AI-F, 7 € [0.43, 0.86] for Lastfm and QK-
video, but the correlations are weaker for Amazon-lb and ML-10M,
7 € [0.07,0.29]. In contrast, IAA/HD/II-F strongly disagrees with
IFD, 7 € [-0.71,-0.5] except for IFD- in Amazon-lb (r = —0.43).
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Table 3: Relevance (REL), fairness (FAIR), and joint FAIR+REL scores at k = 10 without and with re-ranking the top k’ = 25 items
using COMBMNZ (CM). Bold marks the most relevant/fair score per measure. The score 0.000 does not mean the scores are
exactly 0; this is due to the measures having small scores (< 10~3) and rounding to 3 d.p.

model ItemKNN |  BPR | MuliVAE |  NCL model ItemKNN |  BPR | MuliVAE |  NCL
re-ranker - M| - oM - M| - oM re-ranker - M| - M| - oM - oM
THR 0.765 0.581 | 0.773  0.587 | 0.778 0.523 | 0.793  0.571 THR 0.040  0.047 | 0.099 0.045 | 0.109 0.061 | 0.130  0.077
T MRR 0484 0.270 | 0492 0.280 | 0.476 0.232 | 0.503  0.260 T MRR 0.013  0.013 | 0.039 0.015 | 0.039 0.021 | 0.048 0.024
g TP 0172 0.089 | 0.178  0.092 | 0.176 0.076 | 0.184  0.087 = TP 0.004 0005 | 0.011 0.005 | 0.012 0.006 | 0.014 0.008
& T MAP 0.137  0.053 | 0.141 0.058 | 0.138  0.045 | 0.148  0.050 & T MAP 0.005 0.005 | 0.017 0.006 | 0.018 0.009 | 0.022 0.010
TR 0218  0.114 [ 0.224 0.119 | 0224 0098 | 0.234  0.110 TR 0.014 0019 | 0.043 0019 | 0.051 0.027 | 0.061 0.033
TNDCG 0.245 0.119 | 0.252 0.126 | 0.247 0.102 | 0.261 0.115 TNDCG 0.009  0.010 | 0.029 0.011 | 0.031 0.016 | 0.038 0.019
T Jain 0.042  0.094 | 0.058 0.140 | 0.097 0.222 | 0.082 0.215 1 Jain 0.483 0.589 | 0.081 0.379 | 0.012 0.032 | 0.020 0.071
- 1OF 0474 0.679 | 0.362 0528 | 0517 0678 | 0.453 0.657 o TOF 0.901 0790 | 0.625 0.823 | 0.100 0.163 | 0.201 0.365
2 T Ent 0.589  0.735 | 0.610 0.740 | 0.707 0.826 | 0.671 0.810 2 T Ent 0.933 0937 | 0.755 0.903 | 0.420 0.547 | 0.507 0.674
= T FSat 0.129  0.216 | 0.147 0.228 | 0.202 0.321 | 0.178  0.286 -“3 T FSat 0.443 0.547 | 0.212 0.382 | 0.052 0.090 | 0.077 0.150
ko | Gini 0904 0790 | 0.910 0818 | 0.839 0.696 | 0.872 0728 ¥ | Gini 0472 0.442 | 0807 0.570 | 0.982 0.959 | 0.966 0.902
3 TIBO 0.209  0.256 | 0.208 0.253 | 0.261 0.278 | 0.242 0.292 é TIBO 0.033  0.038 | 0.054 0.036 | 0.031 0.036 | 0.043 0.054
LIWO 0791 0744 | 0.792 0747 | 0739 0722 | 0.758 0.708 L wWo 0.967 0962 | 0.946  0.964 | 0.969 0.964 | 0.957 0.946
. LIAA 0.004 0.004 | 0.004 0.004 | 0.004 0.004 | 0.004 0.004 N LIAA 0.001  0.001 | 0.001 0.001 | 0.001 0.001 | 0.001 0.001
2 LIFD: 0074 0053|0075 0054 | 0073 0.049 | 0.076 0.052 2 LIFD: 0009 0.007 | 0014 0008 | 0.014 0.009 | 0.015 0.010
L LIFDx 0000 0.000 | 0.000 0.000 | 0.000 0.000 | 0.000 0.000 £ LDy 0000 0.000 | 0.000 0.000 | 0.000 0.000 | 0.000 0.000
5 | HD 0.099  0.177 | 0.104 0.174 | 0.095 0.203 | 0.092 0.177 E | HD 0.576  0.560 | 0.490  0.565 | 0.478 0.535 | 0.457 0.519
| MME 0.001  0.001 | 0.001 0.001 | 0.001 0.001 | 0.001 0.001 | MME 0.000 0.000 | 0.000 0.000 [ 0.000 0.000 | 0.000 0.000
| I-F 0.001  0.002 | 0.001 0.002 | 0.001 0.002 | 0.001 0.002 LI-F 0.001  0.001 | 0.001 0.001 | 0.001 0.001 | 0.001 0.001
| ALF 0.000  0.000 | 0.000 0.000 | 0.000 0.000 | 0.000 0.000 | ALF 0.000 0.000 | 0.000 0.000 | 0.000 0.000 | 0.000 0.000
THR 0.046 0016 | 0011 0021 | 0.039 0014 | 0034 0.011 THR 0487 0443 | 0512 0.386 | 0.417 0.387 | 0.521 0.402
TMRR 0.020  0.011 | 0.003 0.007 | 0.023 0.004 | 0.022 0.003 T MRR 0.282  0.225 | 0.299 0.185 | 0.237  0.191 | 0.302  0.203
2 TP 0.005 0.002 | 0.001 0.002 | 0.004 0.002 | 0.004 0.001 2 TP 0.137  0.105 | 0.146  0.088 | 0.107 0.096 | 0.154 0.094
& TMAP 0006 0004|0002 0004 | 0.006 0.003 | 0.006 0.001 & TMAP 0089 0060 | 0.095 0047 [ 0.067 0.054 | 0.101 0.052
TR 0.013  0.005 | 0.005 0.010 | 0.010 0.008 | 0.012  0.003 TR 0.022  0.018 | 0.025 0.012 | 0.020 0.016 | 0.026 0.013
TNDCG  0.011  0.005 | 0.003  0.006 | 0.010 0.004 | 0.011 0.002 TNDCG 0.150  0.113 | 0.160 0.092 | 0.119  0.100 | 0.167  0.100
7T Jain 0.271 0.431 | 0.223 0.359 | 0.035 0.097 | 0.026  0.080 T Jain 0.011  0.027 | 0.037 0.115 | 0.003 0.006 | 0.024  0.069
- TQF 0.650 0.612 | 0.549 0.594 | 0.222 0.286 | 0.229 0.310 = T QF* 0.044 0.068 | 0.145 0.216 | 0.014 0.025 | 0.086 0.132
o % TEnt 0802 0.839 | 0.747 0809 | 0418 0558 | 0.371 0.534 Z [Ent 0407 0514 | 059 0.716 | 0.238  0.324 | 0519 0.638
E = 7T FSat 0.370 0.438 | 0.314 0.376 | 0.114 0.152 | 0.091 0.138 § = 1 FSat* 0.044 0.068 | 0.145 0.216 | 0.014 0.025 | 0.086 0.132
§ | Gini 0.665 0.598 | 0.747 0.660 | 0.949 0.899 | 0.959 0.910 : | Gini 0.987 0.971 | 0.945 0.879 | 0.997 0.993 | 0.969 0.930
g T1BO 0.062 0029|0019 0038 | 0.029 0029 | 0038 0024 = TIBO 0.031 0.046 | 0.069 0.091 [ 0012 0.018 | 0.054 0.074
< L IWO 0.938 0971 | 0981 0.962 | 0971 0971 | 0.962 0.976 L IWO 0.969  0.954 | 0.931 0.909 | 0.988 0.982 | 0.946 0.926
LIAA 0.011 0.011 | 0.011 0.011 | 0.011 0.011 | 0.011 0.011 LIAA 0.008  0.009 | 0.008 0.009 | 0.009 0.009 | 0.008 0.009
5 |IFD. 0.005 0.003 | 0.003 0.002 | 0.005 0.002 | 0.005 0.003 5 LIFD. 0.018 0.012 | 0.019 0.011 | 0.016 0.010 | 0.020 0.012
£ LIFDx 0000 0.000 | 0.000 0.000 | 0.000 0.000 | 0.000 0.000 £ LIFDx 0000 0.000 | 0.000 0.000 | 0.000 0.000 | 0.000 0.000
E | HD 0.580 0.630 | 0.661 0.626 | 0.597 0.653 | 0.598 0.667 = | HD 0.221  0.255 | 0.226  0.262 | 0.265 0.273 | 0.218  0.257
IMME 0001 0.001 | 0.001 0001 | 0.003 0.001 | 0.004 0.001 UMME 0001 0001 | 0001 0.001| 0003 0.001 | 0.001 0.001
| I-F 0.006  0.006 | 0.006 0.006 | 0.006 0.006 | 0.006 0.006 LI-F 0.000  0.000 | 0.000 0.000 | 0.000 0.000 | 0.000 0.000
| ALF 0.000 0.000 | 0.000 0.000 | 0.001 0.000 | 0.002 0.000 | ALF 0.000  0.000 | 0.000 0.000 | 0.000 0.000 | 0.000 0.000

*For ML-10M, QF = FSat, as QF is computed based on the % of recommended items from all items, which in this case is equivalent to FSat.

Based on the above, we conclude that: IBO/IWO has inconsistent
relationships with single-aspect and joint measures; IAA/HD/II-F
do not align with fairness; and IFD/MME/AI-F highly disagree with
relevance (even if IFD sometimes disagrees with FAIR measures
too). Among the joint measures, IBO/IWO weakly correlate with
the single-aspect measures for QK-video, and similarly with IFD..
for Amazon-1b, but this is not consistent. We thus argue that no
joint measures reliably account for both relevance and fairness.

4.3

We now study how sensitive the joint measures are at decreasing
rank positions, compared to REL and FAIR measures. When moving
down the rank, REL scores are known to decrease while FAIR scores
are known to improve [30]. For this analysis, we use only the runs of
the non-reranked NCL model as it generally has the best REL scores.
We compute all measures at k = 5 for each sliding window, where
the windows consist of items at decreasing rank positions: 1-5, 2-6,

Measure sensitivity at different ranks (RQ3)

..., 5-9. Fig. 2 shows the results for Lastfm, Amazon-lb, and ML-
10M, which represent the overall trends in all our datasets; results
for QK-video are shown in the appendix (in our code repository).
We find that, as expected, as we move down the rank, REL overall
decreases and FAIR improves. However, the joint measures are
notably less sensitive to changes in rank position. Changes with
decreasing rank position in the single-aspect scores are up two
magnitudes greater than in the joint measures, and the latter do
not reflect these differences to the same scale. We posit that the
insensitivity is due to the effect of changing relevance being masked
by that of fairness and vice versa. This masking makes the scores
hard to interpret. Further, the very small scores of |IAA, IFDx, MME,
II-F, and AI-F imply extremely fair recommendations (we explain
the reasons for this in §4.1), even if REL and FAIR scores are low.
Thus, these joint measures do not account well for relevance and
fairness simultaneously. Last, we note that as we move down the
rank, IAA/HD/II-F worsen, IFD/MME/AI-F improve, and IBO/IWO



Can We Trust Recommender System Fairness Evaluation? The Role of Fairness and Relevance

Lastfm

0.5 LT -0.5

L1--0.64 -0.5 0.710.570.640.640.79 1

093093 1 1 093 1 .0.7 0.64-0.64-0.79:

M -0.86 -1 -0.93-0.93-0.86-0.930.64 0.790.71 0.71 0.86 0.64 0.64-0.9.

JOINT
JOINT

0.930.93 1

1093 1

IFDx

Al-F

SIGIR 24, July 14-18, 2024, Washington, DC, USA.

Amazon-lb

-0.4-0.43-0.43-0.29-0.29-0.360.29 0.14 0.29 0.29 0.29}0.08-0.08-0.43

O CREE VL VL -0.5 1v£10.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07(0.46-0.4600U%f 0.5
0.980.71 1 0.860.710.93 JEvENEVERS RN N 0.69 0.69 0.86, 0.43”

Iwo

IFD.
IFDx

JOINT
JOINT

MME

Al-F m 0.64-0.64-0.64 0.860.64 0.86 0.86 0.86 (WNEJINE:}
0 i
IAA_IFD. IFD,

JOINT

o i '
Jain_QF Ent FSat Gini|IBO IWO HD _MME I-F_AL-F

FAIR

0
HR_MRR_P__MAP R NDCH
REL

IBO
IWo
IAA
IFD.
IFDx

MME

Al-F

1.00
80.29-0.14-0.29:0.29-0. 2 A IVESWE 0.15-0.15-0.140.29 0.21-0.14 075
0.910.79 0.930.790.64 0.86 -0.5 0.07
-0.50
0 029007 o [JKHo.07
o o EE -0.25
HR_MRR_P_MAP R NDC{Jain QF Ent FSat Gini|IBO IWO IAA IFD, IFD. HD MME II-F_AI-F
-0.00
ML-10M
--0.25
0.07-0.14-0.21-0.21-0.21-0. 2 JCEIKE IS RR-E IS Y
0.07-0.14-0.21-0.21-0.21-0.2 OR-EN Ak I Bl K- Jn § 1 --0.50
EBRB0.29-0.14-0.21-0.14-0.21£0.21-0.21 -0.75
NECIEERECIEEIECES0.14 0 0.07 0 0.07[0.07 0.07 WL ~1.00

AR RN R ORE SRk SVRCESVREE]0.21 0.07 0.14 0.07 0.14]0.14 0.14 JUASE{YAE]

' ' (.
HR_MRR _P__MAP R NDCQJain QF Ent FSat Gini|IBO IWO IAA IFD, IFD, HD MME Il-F_AL-F
FAIR

Figure 1: Kendall’s 7 correlation between joint FATR+REL measures, REL, and FAIR measures.

are inconsistent across datasets. This follows the three groups of
joint measures discussed above.

4.4 Artificial insertion of items (RQ4)

Lastly, we study how sensitive the joint measures are to different
proportions of relevant items and item fairness in the ranking. As-
sessing this sensitivity is important as it affects score interpretation;
if a joint measure is unresponsive to significant changes in rele-
vance and fairness distribution, its score may not reflect both the
fairness and relevance of the recommendations accurately.

We start with a recommendation list having the worst REL and
FAIR scores, and gradually insert more relevant and fair items to it
(we explain ‘fair items’ below). We observe how the joint measures
respond to these changes, compared to the REL and FAIR measures.

We cannot use real-life datasets for this analysis, so we build
a synthetic dataset with m = 1000 and n = 10000, and artificially
generate rankings of items per user, as per [30]. The initial ranking
contains the same k = 10 items for all users, to whom these items
are irrelevant, except for one user.’® In each iteration, an item from
the bottom of each user’s top k ranking is replaced by a relevant
item having less exposure (hence more fair). The final ranking
thus contains km unique items across all users, where each item is
relevant only to the user that receives that item in the top k. We
expect all measures to initially score the worst possible, and then
gradually improve as more relevant and fair items enter the ranks.

Fig. 3 shows the results of this analysis. Overall, we see that most
joint measures are not very sensitive to changes in REL and FAIR
scores, i.e., they may vary, but negligibly. This verifies the scale mis-
match between most joint measures and the single-aspect measures
observed in §4.1 & §4.3. While the overall change is negligible for
most measures, a common observation between the joint measures
is that their scores become (slightly) better as ReL and FAIR scores
improve. An exception to this is IFD. This is because IFD measures

5This is to keep the number of items exactly km.

fairness based on the pairwise difference in the combined value
of exposure and relevance. Thus, when the relevant items start to
be moved to the top k, the gap between the exposure weight of
relevant items in and outside the top k increases, and so does un-
fairness. Among joint measures that (slightly) improve with more
insertion, there are also differences. IBO/IWO improve linearly; as
both measures are percentages of items, the change is proportional
to the amount of inserted items. HD also improves, but its improve-
ment fluctuates due to randomness introduced by the unstable sort
in the computation, as per the original implementation in [17].
|TAA/TFD«/MME/II-F/AI-F improve non-linearly. However, their
scores are extremely close to 0, i.e., on the scale of 1073 or less. The
lower bound of the measure is 0, hence these small scores indicate
that the recommendation is close to the fairest, even at the start
of the process where the REL and FAIR scores are the worst in the
entire progression. These joint measures are also rather insensitive
to changes in REL and FAIR scores. Here, their score range is (0,
0.0015), while the range of ReL, FAIR, and IBO/IWO scores is [0,1].

5 RELATED WORK

Fairness evaluation in RSs. Among prior work on fairness evalu-
ation in RSs [1, 29, 30, 38, 44], our study is close to Amigé et al. [1],
who study RS relevance and fairness for groups/individuals and
between items and users. Yet, the focus of our work, i.e., individual
item fairness, is not covered in [1]. Raj and Ekstrand [29] overview
evaluation measures for item group fairness. Their study includes
the JAA measure as a group fairness measure (whereas we focus
on individual item fairness). Lastly, Rampisela et al. [30] survey
individual item fairness measures that are exclusively linked with
fairness and identify the limitations within them, while we focus
on measures that jointly account for both fairness and relevance.

Joint measures of relevance and fairness. Outside the strict
domain of individual item fairness for RS, there exist other measures
that quantify relevance and fairness jointly: Gao et al. [11] present
a measure combining KL-divergence and IDCG to jointly quantify
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Figure 2: Sliding window evaluation (k = 5) of NCL for Lastfm, Amazon-1lb, and ML-10M. The last column is in exponential scale.

relevance and group fairness in IR [11]. In [40], utility and provider
fairness in RSs are simultaneously evaluated with a weighted sum
between relevance and fairness. Another approach used in [12] to
evaluate individual fairness in ranking is to compare item position
based on ground truth relevance against its position in system-
produced rankings. None of the joint measures in our work is a
combination of two single-aspect measures as in [11] or in the
form of weighted sum as in [40]. The measure in [12] is similar to
HD [17]. However, we do not use it in our work because it was
not defined for RS fairness, and considerable modifications and
assumptions are required prior to using it to evaluate RS fairness.

6 APPROPRIATE USAGE OF JOINT MEASURES

We find that joint measures of relevance and fairness (1) tend to
align differently with single-aspect measures; (2) most of them con-
sistently score almost perfect fairness, even when recommendations
are highly irrelevant and unfair based on single-aspect measures;
and (3) are rather unresponsive to changes in the recommenda-
tion relevance and fairness, especially compared to single-aspect
measures. Next, we suggest how to best use these joint measures.

Avoid using similar joint measures. In §4.2 & §4.3 we find three
groups of similar joint measures: (i) [AA/HD/II-F, (ii) IFD/MME/AI-
F, and (iii) IBO/IWO. Only one measure per group should be used.
Yet, considering that typically recommendations are evaluated with
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Figure 3: Artificial insertion of items with m = 1000 (users).

REL measures, we discourage using measures in (i), as they are
highly aligned with REL measures. Measures in (ii) correlate strongly
with FAIR measures, and can be viable options, and likewise for
measures in (iii) that do not consistently correlate with single-aspect
measures. However, we argue that measures in (iii) are more useful
than those in (ii). Measures in (ii) can be replaced by FAIR measures,
which are faster to compute and do not need complete relevance
judgements, while still achieving highly similar conclusions.

Be aware of the unintuitive or inconsistent behaviour, insen-
sitivity, and computational complexity of the measures. We
recommend that practitioners be aware of the measure limitations
in groups (ii) and (iii). Specifically, both IFD versions worsen with
higher percentages of jointly relevant and fair recommendations,
while the opposite should happen in a healthy measure. IFD. is
unaffected by different cut-off k values, as its original formulation
only considers full rankings, so it should not be used when different
k matters. MME is costly to compute as it is a pairwise measure (~30
mins for the larger datasets), and the same applies to |IFDy, albeit
to a lesser extent. Further, IFDx/MME/AI-F tend to have extremely
small scores, which are therefore hard to interpret and discriminate
across runs. They are also rather insensitive to changes reflected by
single-aspect measures, meaning that their overall expressiveness is
limited. IBO/IWO is sensitive in this aspect. Considering the limita-
tions and the redundancy between measures, IBO/IWO seem to be
the most viable measure out of the existing ones, but it is the least
consistent between all other measures, due to varying alignments
for different datasets, so it should be interpreted cautiously.
Avoid score misinterpretation in measures with small empir-
ical scales. Due to the small empirical scales of |IAA/IFD/MME/II-
F/AI-F, their scores tend not to represent fairness, or relevance and
fairness jointly, i.e., scoring very close to 0 even if the recommenda-
tion is very irrelevant and unfair based on REL and FAIR measures.
Moreover, different systems can have very similar scores which do
not translate to similar performance. E.g., two models differing in
scores by only 0.001 can be interpreted as performing the same,
even though the measure has a small empirical range and is not very
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sensitive to begin with. This issue can be fixed via apriori/posthoc
normalisation based on experimental values of the measures [39].
Measure fairness separately from relevance. As most joint mea-
sures (IAA/IFD/MME/II-F/AI-F) are difficult to interpret because
their scores tend to be compressed in a very low range, and are also
rather insensitive to changes in fairness and relevance, we recom-
mend measuring individual item fairness and relevance separately.
Otherwise, the joint scores can be close to the theoretical fairest
value even if REL and FAIR scores are low (§4.4). Overall, the above
joint measures have unreliable scores, are not as sensitive as the
FAIR measures, and are subject to more under/overestimation of
fairness than FAIR measures which have more consistent empir-
ical range. The remaining joint measures are not reliable either:
IBO/IWO aligns inconsistently to the single-aspect measures, while
HD is almost always consistent with REL measures and thus does
not add another dimension of fairness measurement. It is also un-
stable due to sorting of items with identical relevance level.
Overall, the joint measures cannot be compared easily as they
have different scales, and they quantify two aspects that are hard to
combine due to mismatching scales. The measures tend to correlate
highly with either REL or FAIR measures, instead of having a good
balance between them. As such, optimising for a joint measure
directly may not result in a simultaneously optimal recommenda-
tion based on REL and FAIR scores. Another obstacle in measuring
fairness is the need to consider user-item relevance in the entire
dataset (not just the recommended items), which can be an issue
with extremely sparse datasets. It is thus inherently difficult to
devise a measure that can jointly quantify relevance and fairness.

7 CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

We presented a novel empirical study on the properties of all evalu-
ation measures that jointly account for individual item fairness and
relevance in recommender systems. We found that out of 9 joint
measures, 3 align with traditional relevance-only measures, 4 agree
more with fairness-only measures, and the rest behave inconsis-
tently. We also found that only a few joint measures are sensitive to
a simultaneous decrease in relevance and increased fairness in the
recommendation. Most surprisingly, nearly all joint measures are
almost unresponsive to increases in relevance and fairness. Even
worse, the majority tend to compress scores at the low end of their
range, giving the illusion of an extremely fair recommendation,
even when the relevance- and fairness-only scores are close to the
theoretical worst value. Based on these findings, we formulated
recommendations on the appropriate usage of these measures.

Future work includes improving the design of joint measures by
addressing or mitigating the limitations of the current measures
outlined, to have a single score that reflects recommendation rel-
evance and fairness more accurately and in a more balanced way.
The individual fairness and relevance measures can also be opti-
mised jointly with multi-objective approach, to obtain both fair
and relevant recommendations. Future work can also investigate
whether the findings hold when the models are directly optimised
for fairness, or when different family of models are used.
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