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Abstract—Understanding and addressing unfairness in LLMs
are crucial for responsible AI deployment. However, there is
a limited number of quantitative analyses and in-depth studies
regarding fairness evaluations in LLMs, especially when applying
LLMs to high-stakes fields. This work aims to fill this gap
by providing a systematic evaluation of the effectiveness and
fairness of LLMs using ChatGPT as a study case. We focus
on assessing ChatGPT’s performance in high-takes fields includ-
ing education, criminology, finance and healthcare. To conduct
a thorough evaluation, we consider both group fairness and
individual fairness metrics. We also observe the disparities in
ChatGPT’s outputs under a set of biased or unbiased prompts.
This work contributes to a deeper understanding of LLMs’
fairness performance, facilitates bias mitigation and fosters the
development of responsible AI systems. Code and data are open-
sourced on GitHub1.

Index Terms—Large Language Model, Fairness, ChatGPT

I. INTRODUCTION

Large Language Models (LLMs), particularly advanced
models such as ChatGPT, have gained immense popularity
and demonstrated tremendous capabilities across various areas
and tasks in artificial intelligence (AI), such as understanding
a wide range of prompts and inquiries, generating highly
readable text, and providing valuable insights for various
domains [1]. As powerful and increasingly pervasive tools,
LLMs have immense potential for revolutionizing the future
of AI [2]. Therefore, in parallel to the increasing adoption of
LLMs in human daily life, understanding and addressing the
unfairness of LLMs has emerged as a critical concern, and
are fundamental steps towards responsible, trustworthy, and
inclusive AI deployment [3, 4, 5, 6].

Although the ethical and fairness considerations regarding
LLMs have been widely called for [7, 8, 9], the quantitative
analyses and systematic studies on the evaluation of fairness
in LLMs are still limited, especially in assessing fairness of
LLMs in critical domains which are high-stakes or have high
social impact such as education and healthcare. Consequently,
this work intends to address this knowledge gap and provide
insights into the fairness performance of LLMs in these high-
stakes fields.

Through this paper, we aim to conduct a systematic eval-
uation of fairness in LLMs, with a focus on the prominent
model, ChatGPT. We lay particular attention to the effec-
tiveness and fairness performance of ChatGPT in high-takes
fields including education, criminology, finance and healthcare

1https://github.com/yunqi-li/Fairness-Of-ChatGPT/

tasks. Our analyses delve into various dimensions of fairness,
including group-level fairness such as equal opportunity [10],
and individual-level fairness such as counterfactual fairness
[11]. To gain insights into the presence and extent of biases
within the model, we devise a set of prompts encompassing
unbiased and biased in-context examples, as well as factual
and counterfactual in-context examples, to conduct a rigorous
evaluation of ChatGPT, and identify any disparities present in
the outputs generated by the model. In addition, we conduct
training for smaller models and perform a comparative analysis
of their performance alongside the large model on the iden-
tical task. The smaller models can serve as baselines against
which we contrast the effectiveness and fairness of ChatGPT.
By shedding light on the fairness evaluations surrounding
ChatGPT, we seek to contribute to providing insights into
the ethical considerations of LLMs, empowering researchers,
practitioners, and policymakers to mitigate biases, promote
fair outcomes, and build more responsible and inclusive AI
systems.

II. RELATED WORK

Fairness in machine learning is gaining increasing attention
to ensure that algorithms are ethical, trustworthy and free
from bias [3, 12, 13, 14]. To measure the unfairness of
models, a number of fairness notions have been put forth
[13, 15]. The two basic frameworks for fair machine learning
in recent studies are group fairness and individual fairness.
Group fairness requires that the protected groups should be
treated similarly as the advantaged groups, while individual
fairness requires that similar individuals should be treated
similarly [12, 13].

Fairness considerations in the use of ChatGPT have been
extensively highlighted [7, 8, 9, 16], yet only a few works
provide a quantitative analyses of its fairness performance.
Zhuo et al. [5] test the model fairness on two language
datasets which are used to assess bias in the context of
general question-answering and text generation. Sun et al.
[17] evaluate the safety of Chinese LLMs which covers a
dimension of fairness through observing how many responses
of LLMs contain harmful information. Hua et al. [18] evaluate
the fairness of LLMs on recommendation tasks. This work
differs from the previous works as we provide a systematic
fairness evaluations of ChatGPT through covering various
fairness metrics including both group and individual fairness,
and testing the sensitivity of ChatGPT to a set of biased and
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Fig. 1. An example of Prompt 1 on COMPAS

unbiased prompts. Moreover, this work focuses on examining
the performance of ChatGPT in high-stakes fields to explore
the risks of using ChatGPT in these areas and inspire further
research on fairness of LLMs.

III. EXPERIMENTAL SETTINGS

A. Datasets

We test models with four widely-used datasets for fairness
analysis which cover the tasks of four high-stakes fields:
PISA: education; COMPAS: criminology; German Credit:
finance; Heart Disease: healthcare. Detailed introductions of
each dataset and the corresponding pre-processing methods are
as follow.

PISA2: This dataset contains the information of students
from the US on the 2009 Program for International Student
Assessment (PISA) exam. There are 29 features of demograph-
ics and academic performance for 3,404 students taking the
exam. We follow the previous works to label reading scores
below 500 as Low, while reading scores above 500 as High
[19]. The task is to predict whether the reading score level of
a given student is Low or High. Gender (Male or Female) is
considered as the sensitive feature for fairness evaluation.

COMPAS3: This dataset is a landmark dataset used in the
field of criminal fairness. The dataset contains 52 features of
demographics and criminal records of 7,214 defendants from
Broward County, Florida, US, who had been assessed with
the COMPAS screening system between January 1, 2013, and
December 31, 2014. We follow the previous works to use 9
features for prediction [20, 21]. This dataset is used to predict
whether an individual will recidivism within 2 years after the
first arrest. As black and white individuals make up 85.4% of

2https://www.kaggle.com/datasets/econdata/pisa-test-scores
3https://github.com/propublica/compas-analysis/tree/master

the dataset, we follow previous works to consider a subset of
the dataset by keeping the individuals with race black or white
[22, 23], and consider race as the sensitive feature to evaluate
fairness.

German Credit4: The German Credit dataset is used to
classify people described by a set of features as good credit or
bad credit. The data contains 21 features and 1,000 individuals.
We use the dataset cleaned by Le Quy et al. [24] which
disentangles the gender and marital status. The predicted
results can be used to help banks for credit risk assessment
and lending decisions. Gender (Male or Female) is considered
as the sensitive feature for fairness evaluation.

Heart Disease5: The data contains the presence of heart
disease of patients with their symptoms. The database contains
76 features of 303 patients, among which a subset of 14 most
informative features are used by almost all published works for
heart disease prediction [25]. We follow the previous works
to predict if the heart disease is presence or absence for a
patient with the 14 features [25]. Gender (Male or Female) is
employed as the sensitive feature for fairness evaluation.

For the PISA dataset, we clean the dataset through removing
missing values and perform experiments on the cleaned ver-
sion of this dataset which contains 3404 instances [19]. For
COMPAS, we follow the analysis notebook in the original
dataset GitHub6 to remove missing data and filter the under-
lying data from Broward county to include only those rows
that represent people who had either recidivated in two years
or had at least two years outside of a correctional facility.
The German Credit and Heart Disease datasets are not pre-
processed.

4https://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml/datasets/statlog+(german+credit+data)
5https://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml/datasets/heart+disease
6https://github.com/propublica/compas-analysis/blob/master/Compas%

20Analysis.ipynb

https://www.kaggle.com/datasets/econdata/pisa-test-scores
https://github.com/propublica/compas-analysis/tree/master
https://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml/datasets/statlog+(german+credit+data)
https://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml/datasets/heart+disease
https://github.com/propublica/compas-analysis/blob/master/Compas%20Analysis.ipynb
https://github.com/propublica/compas-analysis/blob/master/Compas%20Analysis.ipynb


We randomly split all datasets into training set (70%) and
testing set (30%). The training set is for training small models
and providing in-context examples for the large model, while
the testing set is for evaluating all models.

B. Prompts

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

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

Note that each prompt contains four examples since we con-
sider a binary sensitive feature and binary label for evaluation,
and four examples can cover all combinations. To mitigate the
impact of varying example quantities, we ensure consistency
in the number of examples used across all prompts. The
four examples are randomly sampled from the training set.

To limit the biases introduced in the instruction, we use the
gender-neutral pronouns (e.g., individual/they), and we ensure
each of the possible answers is represented in the question-
answer examples to help the model generate more accurate
predictions.

C. Models

We train two small models as the baselines: logistic
regression and MLP, using the open-source ML package
Scikit-Learn. For MLP, we use two hidden layers (100,
64) and ReLU as the activation function. The maximum
number of iterations is 3,000. For LLM, we use ChatGPT
gpt-3.5-turbo version and call the ChatCompletion
API to interact with the model. Throughout the experiments,
we set the temperature to 0 to eliminate the randomness of
the outputs.

D. Evaluation Metrics

We evaluate the model performance in terms of effectiveness
and fairness. To ensure a comprehensive evaluation, we con-
sider multiple metrics of model effectiveness, including accu-
racy, F1 score, and AUC score. We also take into account both
group-level and individual-level fairness metrics to thoroughly
evaluate the model fairness. All metrics we consider here are
widely-used ones. The fairness metrics are described in detail
below.

Statistical Parity, also called No Disparate Impact or
Demographic Parity, requires that groups of people with
different values of the sensitive feature s should have the same
likelihood to be classified as positive [26, 27]:

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

Equal Opportunity requires that the True Positive Rate
(TPR) is the same across different groups of people with
different values of the sensitive feature [10]:

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

Equalized Odds is stricter than Equal Opportunity: the
Equalized Odds fairness also takes False Positive Rate (FPR)
into account and requires that different groups should have the
same true positive rate and false positive rate [28]:

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

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

Overall Accuracy Equality requires the same accuracy
across groups [28]:

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

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

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

Counterfactual Fairness is a causal-based fairness notion
[11]. It requires that the predicted outcome of the model should
be the same in the counterfactual world as in the factual world



TABLE I
RESULTS ON PISA. ALL NUMBERS ARE PERCENT VALUES (E.G., 66.31 MEANS 66.31%). THE BEST RESULTS ARE IN BOLD.

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

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

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

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

TABLE II
RESULTS ON COMPAS. ALL NUMBERS ARE PERCENT VALUES (E.G., 65 MEANS 65%). THE BEST RESULTS ARE IN BOLD.

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

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

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

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

for each possible individual. Given a set of latent background
variables U , the predictor Ŷ is considered counterfactually
fair if, for any context X = x and S = s, the equation below
holds for any value s′ attainable by S and all y:

P
(
ŶS←s(U) = y | X = x, S = s

)
= P

(
ŶS←s′(U) = y | X = x, S = s

) (5)

To evaluate counterfactual fairness, we need to assess
whether the predictor’s outcomes remain consistent in the
factual and counterfactual scenarios. We build the counterfac-
tual testing set through flipping the sensitive feature of each
sample in the original testing set while keeping all the other
features unchanged. Subsequently, we make a comparison
between the model outcomes on the original testing set and
the counterfactual testing set to assess counterfactual fairness.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

We report the main experimental results of four datasets
in Table I, II, III and IV. In these tables, Acc, F1, AUC
are evaluated based on the overall testing set. DSP , DTPR,
DFPR, DACC , DF1 and DAUC are group fairness metrics
and represent the absolute difference of Statistical Parity (SP),
TPR, NPR, Accuracy, F1 and AUC between two groups
(male and female, or black and white). CR means change
rates, which is an individual fairness metric and represents
the percentage of individuals who have received a different

decision from the model under the factual and counterfactual
settings. CROvr, CRM , CRF , CRB and CRW represents the
change rate on the overall testing set, male group, female
group, black group and white group, respectively.

Firstly, if we compare the performance of the large model
with small models, on one hand, we see that the overall
effectiveness of the large model is comparable with the small
models on PISA, COMPAS and Heart Disease datasets. How-
ever, the performance of the large model on German Credit
dataset is worse than small models, and the large model is
almost unable to make correct predictions. The results show
that ChatGPT could perform as well as the small models
under prompts with a few in-context examples, but exception
may exist in certain scenarios, indicating that we should
take care when applying LLMs for high-stakes applications.
On the other hand, we see that group level and individual
level unfairness issues exist in both small models and the
large model. Therefore, we should be particularly mindful of
unfairness when using machine learning decisions, especially
in high-stakes domains. Though unfairness exists, we see
ChatGPT achieves better group fairness than small models in
most cases, and achieves the best and much better individual
fairness than small models on all datasets except for the
German Credit.

Secondly, we compare the performance of ChatGPT with
different prompts. Overall, the performances of ChatGPT
under different biased and unbiased prompts do not exhibit



TABLE III
RESULTS ON GERMAN CREDIT. ALL NUMBERS ARE PERCENT VALUES (E.G., 75 MEANS 75%). BEST RESULTS ARE IN BOLD.

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

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

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

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

TABLE IV
RESULTS ON HEART DISEASE. ALL NUMBERS ARE PERCENT VALUES (E.G., 76.40 MEANS 76.40%). BEST RESULTS ARE BOLD.

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

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

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

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

a clear and consistent trend. Basically, in most cases, the
effectiveness of ChatGPT with unbiased prompts (Prompts 1-
4) is better than biased prompts (Prompts 5-8). Among all the
unbiased prompts, the prompt with counterfactual examples
(Prompt 3) achieves worse performance than prompts with
factual examples (Prompts 1,2,4). Comparing Prompt 2 with
Prompt 4, we see that adding a fairness demand in the
instruction does not derive more fair results. It is worth noting
that although we report the counterfactual testing for the Heart
Disease dataset with gender as a sensitive feature, medical
diagnoses may be genuinely related to the gender feature.
Although no clear trend of fairness performance with different
prompts is observed, the results indeed indicate differences in
the outputs generated by different prompts, suggesting that the
examples within the prompts have a substantial impact on the
results. Therefore, it is crucial to exercise caution and conduct
specialized study in prompt design.

Besides the absolute differences of model performance
between different demographic groups as we show in the
paper, we also report the performance of small models and
the large model with different prompts for each demographic
group, as well as the model performance for each demographic
group under the factual and counterfactual settings in our
GitHub repository1. Interesting observations can be found with
these more detailed experimental results. For example, we can
see that the model performance for each demographic group
is worse with biased prompts than unbiased prompts in many

cases, and the advantaged group may change with different
prompts, for example, on PISA, the accuracy of the male
group is better than female group under Prompt 1, while the
observation reverses under Prompt 7.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

This work provides a systematic fairness evaluation of
ChatGPT in several high-stakes domains, which can serve
as the benchmark for evaluating fairness of LLMs. Overall,
ChatGPT as an LLM gains better fairness than small models,
though still has its own unfairness issues. Further efforts to
understand and mitigate unfairness of LLMs are needed in
future work such as studying the impact of the number and
order of in-context examples on fairness, and how to design or
learn prompts to achieve better model fairness and accuracy.
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