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Abstract

Fairness in machine learning has been extensively stud-
ied in single-task settings, while fair multi-task learning
(MTL), especially with heterogeneous tasks (classification,
detection, regression) and partially missing labels, remains
largely unexplored. Existing fairness methods are predom-
inantly classification-oriented and fail to extend to con-
tinuous outputs, making a unified fairness objective diffi-
cult to formulate. Further, existing MTL optimization is
structurally misaligned with fairness: constraining only the
shared representation, allowing task heads to absorb bias
and leading to uncontrolled task-specific disparities. Fi-
nally, most work treats fairness as a zero-sum trade-off with
utility, enforcing symmetric constraints that achieve parity
by degrading well-served groups. We introduce FAIRMT, a
unified fairness-aware MTL framework that accommodates
all three task types under incomplete supervision. At its core
is an Asymmetric Heterogeneous Fairness Constraint Ag-
gregation mechanism, which consolidates task-dependent
asymmetric violations into a unified fairness constraint.
Utility and fairness are jointly optimized via a primal–
dual formulation, while a head-aware multi-objective opti-
mization proxy provides a tractable descent geometry that
explicitly accounts for head-induced anisotropy. Across
three homogeneous and heterogeneous MTL benchmarks
encompassing diverse modalities and supervision regimes,
FAIRMT consistently achieves substantial fairness gains
while maintaining superior task utility. Code will be re-
leased upon paper acceptance.

1. Introduction

Fairness has become a fundamental requirement for ma-
chine learning systems deployed in socially sensitive do-
mains such as healthcare, hiring, and credit lending [17, 20,

24]. However, research on algorithmic fairness has focused
almost exclusively on the single-task setting [18, 29, 30],
primarily in classification contexts. In contrast, fairness
in multi-task learning (MTL) remains largely unexplored.
The coexistence of multiple and often heterogeneous tasks
makes it difficult to define and enforce fairness consistently
across objectives, resulting in conflicting criteria and in-
compatible optimization goals. Thus, directly applying con-
ventional fairness methods leads to degraded performance.

Achieving fairness in MTL is impeded by several chal-
lenges: (1) Fairness by Suppression: Prevailing fairness
paradigms (Fig. 1(c)) can be broadly categorized into (i)
adversarial representation learning[15, 31], (ii) correlation-
independent regularization (e.g., HSIC fairness) [7, 21],
and (iii) constraint-based optimization [1, 30], they address
bias largely through suppression rather than enhancement.
first two Representation-based approaches enforce fairness
by decorrelating learned features from sensitive attributes,
but this often induces representational collapse and weak-
ens task-relevant semantics, degrading performance across
all groups. Constraint-based formulations directly penal-
ize disparity gaps yet tend to equalize outcomes by low-
ering the performance of well-served groups instead of el-
evating disadvantaged ones. The central challenge, there-
fore, lies in achieving fairness through directional improve-
ment—enhancing underperforming groups while preserv-
ing representational integrity and overall utility.

(2) Incompatible fairness definitions. Fairness met-
rics are predominantly defined for discrete classification or
detection [3, 18, 29], which can not naturally extend to
regression outputs. Different tasks operate under incom-
patible fairness notions, and no unified mechanism exists
to aggregate them into a single optimization objective; (3)
Head-induced residual bias of MTL. Conventional MTL
paradigms (Fig. 1(d)) constrain only the shared encoder
while leaving task heads free to internalize residual bias.
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Figure 1. Comparison of FairMT with Conventional Fair or MTL Paradigms. (a) Our proposed FairMT framework. (b) Comparison
between FairMT and conventional paradigms: the left panel highlights our advantages, and the right panel illustrates how AHFDA achieves
fairness by asymmetrically lifting only violated groups without harming advantaged groups. (c) Conventional fairness learning paradigms,
all applying symmetric penalties that simultaneously suppress advantaged groups and lift disadvantaged groups. (d) Conventional multi-
task learning paradigms, both lacking fairness awareness and unable to model head-induced geometry.

As each head independently reshapes gradients, group dis-
parities re-emerge at the prediction level and remain uncon-
trolled across tasks, revealing a lack of fairness awareness
and an inability to model head-induced geometry; and (4)
Fairness under partial supervision. Both fairness-aware
and MTL methods implicitly assume full annotations are
provided across all tasks [13, 16, 23, 28], whereas real-
world datasets contain non-overlapping labels. Under par-
tial annotation, models lack consistent supervision and joint
utility–fairness optimization becomes ill-posed.

To address the above challenges in developing fair MTL,
we propose FAIRMT, the first unified fairness-aware MTL
framework that addresses all four challenges simultane-
ously. For Challenges (1), we introduces task-dependent
asymmetric fairness disparity metric that promote direc-
tional improvement for under-served groups rather than de-
grading dominant ones. Through an Asymmetric Hetero-
geneous Fairness Disparity Aggregation (AHFDA) mecha-
nism, these task-specific disparity are consolidated into a
single, optimizable objective, which addresses both Chal-
lenges (2) and Challenges (4) by providing a principled
aggregation rule that accommodates heterogeneous outputs
and partial supervision. Challenge (3) is solved by a head-
aware optimization proxy, which not only corrects head-
induced geometric bias but also reduces the full-parameter
constrained optimization to an efficient head-space surro-
gate, preserving fairness at a fraction of the computational
cost. These components are integrated into a tractable
primal–dual formulation, enabling joint optimization of
utility and fairness under a unified theoretical framework.

The main contributions of this paper are fourfold:
• FAIRMT: The first unified fairness-aware MTL frame-

work that seamlessly supports classification, detection,
and regression, even under partial task annotation.

• AHFDA: An asymmetric heterogeneous fairness aggre-
gation mechanism that yields directional fairness gains
for under-served groups without inducing utility collapse.

• Head-aware multi-objective optimization: Eliminates
residual head-level bias and provides a tractable descent
geometry for fairness optimization.

• SOTA performance. Extensive experiments across het-
erogeneous benchmarks, spanning datasets from differ-
ent modalities and supervision regimes, shows substantial
fairness gains with superiority in utility, consistently out-
performed existing leading fairness and MTL baselines.

2. Preliminaries
We consider a fairness-aware multi-task learning (MTL)
setting with T heterogeneous tasks, indexed by [T ] =
{1, . . . , T}. The training corpus is compiled from heteroge-
neous datasets (e.g., valence-arousal regression and action-
unit detection), resulting in inherently partial task super-
vision—each sample provides labels for only a subset of
tasks. Each sample is written as (X,G, {Yt}t∈Ω), where
X ∈ X is the input, G ∈ G is a sensitive attribute, and
Ω ⊆ [T ] denotes the subset of tasks with observed labels.
The MTL model is parameterized by θ = (θs, {θt}Tt=1),
where θs denotes shared parameters and θt denotes task-
specific parameters. Each task t predicts via fθs,θt

: X →
Ŷt and incurs loss ℓt,θ(x, yt) =Mt ℓt(fθs,θt

(x), yt), where



Mt = 1[t ∈ Ω] masks unobserved labels.
Conventional MTL. For each task t, assign a nonnegative
weight ct, with

∑T
t=1 ct > 0, the MTL objective is

min
θs,{θt}

T∑
t=1

ct Lt(θs,θt),

where Lt(θs,θt) := E[ℓt,θ(X,Yt)] is task-specific risk.
Fairness in MTL. Classical fair learning imposes per-task
constraints of the form ψt(θs,θt) ≤ ϵt, where ψt measures
group disparities (e.g., equalized odds, demographic-parity
relaxations). A direct MTL extension yields

min
θs,{θt}

T∑
t=1

ctLt(θs,θt) s.t.
T∑
t=1

ψt(θs,θt) ≤ ϵ.

Differentiable Fairness Rates FAIRMT requires a unified
formulation of differentiable fairness rates for both binary
detection tasks and multi-class classification tasks, ensur-
ing consistent gradient signals across heterogeneous task
types. We therefore define soft population-level rates and
their mini-batch estimators for each task type as follows.

Binary Detection Task. For each binary detection task
t ∈ [T ] with partial-annotation mask Mt = 1[t ∈ Ω], let
pt(x) ∈ [0, 1] denote the differentiable predicted-positive
score, typically parameterized as pt(x) = σ

(
fθs,θt

(x)
)

with σ(·) the logistic sigmoid. For a sensitive group
g ∈ G, define the soft true positive rate (TPR) and
false positive rate (FPR) as the conditional expecta-
tions TPRg,t = E[pt(X) | Yt = 1, G = g], FPRg,t =
E[pt(X) | Yt = 0, G = g]. Their mini-batch estimates on
B are naturally obtained via masked averages:

T̂PRg,t =
1

|B+
g,t|

∑
i∈B+

g,t

pt(X
(i)),

F̂PRg,t =
1

|B−
g,t|

∑
i∈B−

g,t

pt(X
(i)),

where B+
g,t = {i ∈ B : G(i) = g, Y

(i)
t = 1} and B−g,t =

{i ∈ B : G(i) = g, Y
(i)
t = 0} denote the sets of positive

and negative samples for group g and task t, respectively.
Multi-Class Classification Task. For task t ∈ [T ] with

partial-annotation mask Mt = 1[t ∈ Ω], let fθs,θt
(x) ∈

RCt denote the class logits, and define temperature-scaled
probabilities pt,k(x) = softmax(fθs,θt

(x))k, where k ∈
{1, . . . , Ct}. For each class k, we treat k as “positive” and
all other classes as “negative”, yielding class-wise soft rates

T̂PRg,t,k =
1

|B+
g,t,k|

∑
i∈B+

g,t,k

pt,k(X
(i)),

F̂PRg,t,k =
1

|B−
g,t,k|

∑
i∈B−

g,t,k

pt,k(X
(i)),

where B+g,t,k and B−g,t,k denote positive and negative group.

3. FAIRMT Framework
In this section, we present FAIRMT (Fig.1(a)), a fairness-
aware Pareto-guided primal–dual framework.

3.1. Asymmetric Heterogeneous Fairness Disparity
Aggregation (AHFDA)

For classification, detection, and regression tasks, we de-
fine task-specific asymmetric fairness disparities emphasiz-
ing the worst-performing group and integrate them through
a tailored simplex-based optimization. Instead of averaging
heterogeneous disparities, AHFCA concentrates constraint
pressure on the most violated tasks, producing a unified
fairness objective via projection-free simplex updates with
sparse, vertex-structured iterates.

3.1.1. Fair Binary Detection.
For binary detection, group fairness is commonly measured
by following metric: (i) Demographic Parity (DP) enforces
equality of positive prediction rates across groups, but ig-
nores correctness and is unsuitable in settings where fair-
ness must be conditioned on true labels. (ii) Equal Oppor-
tunity (EO) instead requires equal true positive rates (TPR),
while (iii) Equalized Odds (EOD) additionally equalizes
false positive rates (FPR), In the sequel we adopt EOD as
primary detection-fairness constraint (with EO recovered as
a special case) and formalize its asymmetric variant below.

Asymmetric Equalized Odds (AEOD). Classical EOD
[10, 25, 32] evaluate symmetric discrepancies such as
|TPRg,t−TPRg′,t| and |FPRg,t−FPRg′,t|, allowing fair-
ness to be achieved by lowering the performance of well-
served groups rather than improving under-served ones. To
enforce directional improvement, each task t is anchored to
a group-wise reference (advantated group), so only lagging
groups are penalized while high-performing groups remain
unaffected. For true positives and false positives we define

τt = max
g∈G+

t

T̂PRg,t, ϕt = min
g∈G−

t

F̂PRg,t,

where τt represents the best attainable TPR among all valid
groups, and ϕt is the lowest achievable FPR, G+t = {g :
|B+g,t| > 0} and G−t = {g : |B−g,t| > 0} collect valid
groups for positives and negatives. These references pre-
vent performance collapse, ensuring fairness improvements
are driven toward the current strongest group rather than
suppressing it. We then penalize only lagging TPRs and
only exceeding FPRs via one-sided hinge gaps:

∆TPR
g,t =

[
τt − T̂PRg,t

]
+
, ∆FPR

g,t =
[
F̂PRg,t − ϕt

]
+
,

where [z]+ = max{z, 0}. To aggregate group-wise gaps
into a single per-task disparity, a worst-case reducer is used.
The AEOD ψAEOD

t for task t is defined as

Mt
1

1 + β

(
max
g∈G+

t

(
∆TPR

g,t

)2
+ η max

g∈G−
t

(
∆FPR

g,t

)2)
, (1)

where β ∈ {0, 1} recovers EO (β = 0) or EOD (β = 1),
and Mt = 1[t ∈ Ω] enforces partial annotation.



3.1.2. Fair Multi-class Classification.
Unlike the binary case, fairness in multi-class classification
is evaluated in a one-vs-rest manner, treating each class in-
dependently against all others and reducing multi-class pre-
dictions to a sequence of aligned positive–negative deci-
sions. The resulting disparities are typically measured using
Multi-EOD/EO, extending equalized TPR/FPR criteria in
the same spirit as fairness evaluation for detection tasks. we
adapt Multi-EOD to construct our asymmetric variant.

Class-wise Asymmetric Equalized Odds (CAEOD).
As in the binary case, to enforce directional fairness, each
class k is anchored to its best attainable reference level:

τt,k = max
g∈G+

t,k

T̂PRg,t,k, ϕt,k = min
g∈G−

t,k

F̂PRg,t,k,

and we penalize only lagging TPRs or exceeding FPRs
through one-sided hinge gaps

∆TPR
g,t,k = [ τt,k − T̂PRg,t,k ]+,

∆FPR
g,t,k = [ F̂PRg,t,k − ϕt,k ]+.

For each class k, group discrepancies are reduced via a
worst-case operator and squared to stabilize gradients:

ψCAEOD
t,k =

Mt

1 + η

(
max

g
(∆TPR

g,t,k)
2 + η max

g
(∆FPR

g,t,k)
2

)
, (2)

where k = 1, . . . , Ct, η ∈ {0, 1} recovers EO (η = 0) or
EOD (η = 1). Thus, a multi-class task produces a vector
[ψCAEOD
t,1 , . . . , ψCAEOD

t,Ct
], preserving per-class granularity

and avoiding any implicit averaging across classes.

3.1.3. Fair Regression.
Group fairness in regression lacks a universally adopted
metric. In practice, several criteria are commonly used:
(i) KS (KS Distributional Demographic Parity)[5, 6], re-
quiring group-wise predictive distributions to match, i.e.,
supC⊂R

∣∣P (ŷ ∈ C | g) − P (ŷ ∈ C | g′)
∣∣ = 0, (ii) CSP

(Conditional Statistical Parity)[2, 26], Split by a threshold
τ and evaluate, for each stratum S ∈ {Y ≥ τ, Y < τ},
∆S = maxg E[Ŷ | G=g, S] − ming E[Ŷ | G=g, S],
where smaller ∆S implies greater fairness. (iii) EP (Er-
ror parity)[2], enforcing similarity of group-wise expected
errors eg = E[|y − ŷ| | g]; and (iv) Binned EO/EOD[17],
continuous predictions ŷ are discretized into K bins, induc-
ing a K-way one-vs-rest task with EO/EOD.

Asymmetric Error Parity (AEP). To unify all above
heterogeneous metric within a single differentiable objec-
tive, we introduce AEP, which explicitly reduces group-
wise error parity and thereby jointly tightens multiple fair-
ness criteria. In particular, shrinking residual gaps between
groups contracts marginal prediction gaps and improves
distributional parity (KS), aligns group-conditioned predic-
tion trends and reduces E[Ŷ | G,S] discrepancies (CSP),

and limits miscalibrated score bins that induce inter-group
TPR/FPR differences (EO/EOD).

Formally, for task t ∈ [T ] with partial-annotation mask
Mt = 1[t ∈ Ω], AEP impose a one-sided, fully dif-
ferentiable penalty that only encourages under-performing
groups to catch up with the best-performing group. let
gt(x) = fθs,θt

(x) ∈ R denote the predictor, and ℓ(·, ·) ∈
{MAE,MSE} be the regression loss. On a mini-batch B,
define sample sets Bg,t = { i ∈ B : G(i) = g }, and empiri-

cal group errors Êrrg,t = 1
|Bg,t|

∑
i∈Bg,t

ℓ
(
gt(X

(i)), Y
(i)
t

)
,

and collect valid groups as Gt = {g : |Bg,t| > 0}. The best
achievable performance on task t is used as a reference, and
only groups exceeding this are penalized:

∆̂g,t =
[
Êrrg,t − êreft

]
+
, êreft = min

g∈Gt

Êrrg,t.

Larger deviations indicate greater disparity, and a worst-
case aggregation drives uniform improvement across lag-
ging groups. The resulting constraint is

ψAEP
t =Mt max

g∈Gt

(
∆̂g,t

)2
, (3)

3.1.4. Fairness Disparity Aggregation
In FAIRMT, each task t∈ [T ] produces a nonnegative viola-
tion score ψt from the asymmetric metric defined above.
Simply summing or averaging {ψt} is misaligned with
multi-task fairness: small disparities can mask severe ones,
effort may be wasted on already-fair tasks, and heterogene-
ity in task difficulty is ignored. An effective aggregator
should therefore (i) concentrate pressure on most violated
tasks, (ii) be directional, avoiding penalties on fair tasks,
(iii) adaptively allocates optimal pressure across tasks.

AHFDA Objective Formulation. To aggregate per-task
violations into a single fairness objective, we assign each
ψt a weight wt with

∑
t wt = 1, ensuring a normalized and

interpretable allocation of corrective pressure across tasks.
Let Ψ = (ψ1, . . . , ψT ) ∈ RT≥0 denote task-level violations
and w ∈ ∆T = {w≥ 0, 1⊤w = 1} be simplex weights.
We define the directional, heterogeneity-aware aggregator

Φ(Ψ) = max
w∈∆T

w⊤Ψ− µ

2
∥w∥22, µ > 0. (4)

The linear term concentrates mass on high-violation tasks,
enforcing a worst-case bias; the quadratic term prevents col-
lapse to a single task, yielding stable and smooth weights. µ
controls the aggressiveness of weight reallocation: small µ
concentrates on high-ψ tasks, sharpening worst-case correc-
tion, whereas larger µ distributes pressure more smoothly.

Projection View and Closed-Form Solution. To ob-
tain an analytically tractable characterization of the optimal
simplex weight, we rewrite the maximization in Eq. (4) as
the equivalent strongly convex minimization

w⋆ =
µ

2
∥w∥22 −Ψ⊤w, µ > 0, (5)



which yields interpolation form µ
2

∥∥∥w − 1
µΨ

∥∥∥2
2
+ const,

Hence, the minimizer admits a closed-form geometric
characterization as the Euclidean projection of 1

µΨ onto

the probability simplex: w⋆ = Proj∆T

(
1
µΨ

)
, there exists

a scalar Lagrange multiplier τ ∈ R such that

w⋆t = max
{
0, ψt

µ − τ
}
,

T∑
t=1

w⋆t = 1. (6)

This closed-form expression is the well-known water-filling
structure: coordinates falling below the learned threshold
τ are truncated to 0, while the remaining coordinates are
linearly shifted to satisfy the simplex constraint. Conse-
quently, AHFDA is intrinsically directional: tasks with neg-
ligible or vanishing violations (i.e., ψt ≈ 0) are assigned
zero weight, concentrating the fairness signal on the most
severe violators (see Appendix A for a complete derivation).

Projection-Free Aggregation. While Eq.(6) gives an
exact solution, repeated projections can be computationally
heavy and may destroy the sparsity of weight iterates within
a training loop. We instead adopt a projection-free condi-
tional gradient (Frank–Wolfe, FW) solver tailored to Eq.(5).
Writing Eq.(5) as a quadratic program

min
w∈∆T

1

2
w⊤(µI)w −Ψ⊤w, ∇f(w) = µw −Ψ, (7)

it requires only a linear minimization oracle (LMO) over the
simplex, keeping iterates as sparse convex combinations of
vertices and yielding interpretable active sets of unfair tasks.

The full procedure of projection-free AHFDA is given in
Algorithm 1. At iteration ℓ, AHFDA constructs a feasible
search direction by linearizing the objective around the cur-
rent iterate w(ℓ) ∈ ∆T : mins∈∆T

〈
∇f(w(ℓ)), s

〉
, where

⟨·, ·⟩ denotes the Euclidean inner product and s is a feasible
point on the simplex (i.e., a candidate descent direction).
Since ∆T is the convex hull of {e1, . . . , eT }, any linear ob-
jective over the simplex attains its minimum at one of these
vertices. Consequently, the LMO returns

s(ℓ) = ejℓ , jℓ ∈ arg max
t∈{1,...,T}

(
ψt − µw(ℓ)

t

)
, (8)

where ejℓ is the simplex vertex corresponding to task jℓ.
The iterate is then updated by a convex combination, with a
step size γℓ∈ [0, 1] to maintain feasibility:

w(ℓ+1) = (1− γℓ)w(ℓ) + γℓ s
(ℓ) ∈ ∆T . (9)

For quadratic objective Eq. (5), step size admits a closed
form. Let d(ℓ) = s(ℓ) −w(ℓ). Exact line search gives

γℓ = Π[0,1]

(
−⟨µw

(ℓ) −ψ, d(ℓ) ⟩
µ ∥d(ℓ)∥22

)
, (10)

Algorithm 1 Asymmetric Heterogeneous Fairness Dispar-
ity Aggregation (AHFDA)

Require: Violations Ψ ∈ Rd≥0, µ > 0, tolerance ε
Ensure: w⋆ ∈ ∆T

1: Initialize w(0) ∈ ∆T (e.g., uniform), set t = 0
2: repeat
3: ∇f(w(t)) = µw(t) −Ψ

4: jt ∈ argmaxk∈[d](ψk − µw
(t)
k ), s(t) = ejt

5: d(t) = s(t) −w(t)

6: Exact line-search:

γt = Π[0,1]

(
−⟨µw

(t) −Ψ, d(t)⟩
µ ∥d(t)∥22

)

7: w(t+1) = w(t) + γt d
(t) ∈ ∆T

8: gt = ⟨∇f(w(t)), w(t) − s(t)⟩
9: t← t+ 1

10: until gt−1 ≤ ε
11: return w⋆ = w(t)

where Π[0,1] denotes projection onto [0, 1]. Thus, each
AHFDA iteration consists of a gradient evaluation, one co-
ordinate maximization, and a scalar step-size update—an
O(T ) procedure that preserves sparsity and interpretabil-
ity of the fairness weights (Detailed derivations and conver-
gence guarantees are provided in Appendix B).

3.2. FAIRMT Framework
In conventional MTL without fairness, the training objec-
tive is cast as a multi-objective optimization (MOO) balanc-
ing task risks [8, 23]. Once the aggregated fairness dispar-
ity Φ(θ) from AHFDA in Eq. (4) is imposed as a constraint
Φ(θ) ≤ ϵ, the problem becomes a constrained MOO:

min
θs,{θt}

(
L1(θs,θ1), . . . , LT (θs,θT )

)
, s.t. Φ(θ) ≤ ϵ.

To address this, we introduce FAIRMT, a Fairness-
Aware Pareto-Guided Primal–Dual framework, which in-
troduces primal scalarization weights to balance the tasks
and a dual multiplier to enforce the fairness constraint, re-
laxing the constrained formulation into an unconstrained
one. This yields a saddle-point reformulation whose sta-
tionary solutions coincide with Pareto-stationary points.

Specifically, we seek to update the multi-task utility
along a common descent direction that simultaneously im-
proves all tasks. In line with AHFDA, we introduce the
standard simplex ∆T :=

{
α ∈ RT≥0

∣∣ ∑T
t=1 αt = 1

}
, and

letα ∈ ∆T denote the primal task weights that govern nav-
igation along the Pareto frontier. The simplex constraint en-
forces nonnegativity and unit-sum normalization, ensuring
thatα encodes valid convex combinations of task gradients.

Let the model parameters be θ :=
(
θs, {θt}Tt=1

)
, ag-

gregated fairness disparity Φ(θ), and tolerance ϵ ≥ 0 for



admissible violations. The fairness constraint is therefore
written as h(θ) ≜ Φ(θ)− ϵ ≤ 0. We form the Lagrangian

L(θ,α, η) =
T∑
t=1

αt Lt(θs,θt)︸ ︷︷ ︸
primal (task risks)

+ η h(θ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
dual (fairness)

. (11)

Here, η is the dual multiplier associated with h(θ), adap-
tively regulating the influence of the fairness constraint and
yielding a saddle-point formulation that harmonizes multi-
task learning with constraint satisfaction. Consequently, the
FAIRMT objective can be written in min–max form:

min
θs, {θt}T

t=1,α∈∆T

max
η≥0

L
(
θs, {θt},α, η

)
. (12)

KKT conditions and Pareto stationarity. An optimal sad-
dle point (θ⋆s , {θ⋆t }Tt=1,α

⋆, η⋆) satisfies:
(i) Primal feasibility (utility): h(θ⋆) ≤ 0 and α⋆ ∈ ∆T ,

i.e., Φ(θ⋆) ≤ ϵ, α⋆t ≥ 0, and
∑T
t=1 α

⋆
t = 1.

(ii) Dual feasibility (fairness): η⋆ ≥ 0. The dual multi-
plier assigns a nonnegative penalty to fairness viola-
tions, as required for inequality constraints.

(iii) Complementary slackness (fairness): η⋆ h(θ⋆) = 0.
If the constraint is active (Φ(θ⋆) = ϵ), then η⋆ ≥ 0;
otherwise (Φ(θ⋆) < ϵ), multiplier vanishes (η⋆ = 0).

(iv) Stationarity (w.r.t. model parameters): At optimal-
ity, first-order balance holds between aggregated task
risks and fairness term. In shared parameter block:

∇θs

(
T∑

t=1

α⋆
tLt(θ

⋆
s ,θ

⋆
t )

)
+ η⋆∇θsΦ(θ

⋆) = 0, (13)

and in each task-specific block, for ∀ t ∈ {1, . . . , T},

α⋆t ∇θt
Lt(θ

⋆
s ,θ

⋆
t ) + η⋆∇θt

Φ(θ⋆) = 0. (14)

Under these conditions, (θ⋆,α⋆, η⋆) constitutes a fairness-
constrained Pareto-stationary point: the task risks are
Pareto-balanced by α⋆ while feasibility of the fairness con-
straint is enforced via η⋆.

3.3. FAIRMT Optimization
Since FAIRMT jointly optimizes task risks under a global
fairness constraint, exact stationary is generally intractable.
We adopt an iterative primal–dual optimization scheme.

STEP 1: Primal Update of Task Weights. The task
weights α are explicit optimization variables in the KKT
Eq. (13). They control how task gradients mix in the shared
encoder and thus shape the descent geometry. However,
the stationary point may not correspond to a valid simplex
point α ∈ ∆T . We therefore approximate it by the least-
squares projection of fairness-adjusted direction onto the
convex hull of task gradients. Geometrically, with θ fixed,
the set {∇θs

Lt}Tt=1 spans all feasible shared-parameter de-
scent directions, and selecting bestα amounts to finding the

convex combination closest to −η∇θsΦ, which is classical
minimum-norm point problem [22, 27]. Thus, at iteration r
we compute α(r) as the minimizer of

min
α∈∆T

1
2

∥∥∥ T∑
t=1

αt∇θsLt(θ
(r)) + η(r)∇θsΦ(θ

(r))
∥∥∥2
2
. (15)

When η(r)=0, it reduces exactly to the MGDA update [23].
When T is large, solving the high-dimensional minimum-
norm point exactly becomes costly and numerically frag-
ile. We therefore introduce the Head-Aware Proxy in Sec-
tion. 3.4, which recasts residual into convex quadratic pro-
gram (QP) of Eq. (22) and yields a stable, efficient update.

STEP 2: Primal Update of Model Parameters. Given
the current task weights α(r), we update the shared param-
eters θs and the task-specific parameters {θt}Tt=1 by a gra-
dient step on the Lagrangian. With learning rate ρ > 0,

θs ← θs − ρ
( T∑

t=1

α
(r)
t ∇θsLt(θ) + η(r)∇θsΦ(θ)

)
, (16)

θt ← θt − ρ
(
∇θtLt(θ) + η(r)∇θtΦ(θ)

)
, ∀t ∈ [T ]. (17)

This corresponds to a primal descent step under the fairness-
adjusted gradient field.

STEP 3: Dual Update of the Fairness Multiplier. The
dual variable η is updated by a projected gradient-ascent
step on the fairness constraint. With step size ρη > 0,

η ←
[
η + ρη

(
Φε(θ)− ϵ

)]
+
, (18)

where [·]+ projects onto R≥0. This update preserves dual
feasibility and implicitly enforces complementary slack-
ness: when Φε(θ) < ϵ, η is driven toward 0; when the
constraint is violated, η increases, strengthening the fair-
ness term in the primal updates. Thus, the dual dynamics
automatically regulate the degree of fairness enforcement.

3.4. Head-Aware Optimization Proxy.

In STEP 1, when T is large, obtaining a fairness-aware
multi-task descent direction requires full-model gradients
for all tasks and the fairness functional, which is prohibitive
in high-dimensional spaces. Prior methods introduce surro-
gates such as MGDA-UB [23] construct a quadratic proxy
by linearizing task losses in the shared representation, but
implicitly assume that task heads are i) geometrically neu-
tral and ii) ignore the fairness constraint. In practice,
classifier heads apply heterogeneous linear transformations
to shared features, distorting the effective descent geometry
and potentially biasing updates. To address both issues, we
introduce the Head-Aware Optimization Proxy, which ex-
plicitly incorporates head-induced geometry of task heads
and their data-dependent utility-fairness sensitivities, and
recasts residual into convex quadratic program of Eq. (22).

Let Mt = 1[t ∈ Ω] indicate which samples in the mini-
batch contribute to task t, and define Bt = {i ∈ B :M

(i)
t =



1}. For each task t, let zt(X(i)) denote the logit from fθs,θt .
We compute the average logit-level sensitivities of the task
losses and the fairness functional as

ut =
1

|Bt|
∑
i∈Bt

∂Lt(θ)

∂zt(X(i))
, (uΦ)t =

1

|Bt|
∑
i∈Bt

∂Φ(θ)

∂zt(X(i))
.

(19)
Collecting {ut}Tt=1, {(uΦ)t}Tt=1 yields vectors u, uΦ.

Let W ∈ RT×D stack the final linear head weights of
the T task heads. The matrix WW⊤ ∈ RT×T is a Gram
matrix: its (i, j)-entry (WW⊤)ij = WiW

⊤
j equals the in-

ner product between the head directions of tasks i and j
in the shared representation space. Large off-diagonal val-
ues thus indicate that two heads produce similar linear re-
sponses to shared features, while small values indicate weak
alignment. To incorporate data-dependent sensitivity, de-
fine Diag(u) as the diagonal matrix with (t, t)-entry ut. We
introduce the head-aware Gram matrix

K := Diag(u)
(
WW⊤)Diag(u). (20)

The diagonal reweighting preserves the geometry ofWW⊤

while amplifying tasks with higher logit sensitivity.
To inject fairness in the same geometry, we define

b := η K
(
uΦ ⊘ (u+ ε1)

)
⊙ u, (21)

where η ≥ 0 is the dual multiplier in Eq.(18), ⊘ denotes
elementwise division, ⊙ the Hadamard product, and ε > 0
avoids division by zero. Here uΦ ∈ RT is the fairness ana-
logue of u, whose t-th entry measures the average sensitiv-
ity of Φ to the logits of task t. Consequently, utility and
fairness live in a common inner-product space, preventing
misaligned gradient updates. To solve Eq. (15), we project
the shared gradients onto the head space. Using the approx-
imations∇θsLt ≈ utWt and∇θsΦ ≈ (uΦ)tWt, the resid-
ual becomes a quadratic in α involving (K, b). This gives
head-aware convex QP

min
α∈∆T

1
2 α

⊤K α+ b⊤α, (22)

whose solution yields a head-aware approximation of the
fairness-adjusted descent direction. The problem involves
only T variables and admits projection-free Frank–Wolfe
updates at O(T 2) per iteration, negligible relative to back-
propagation. When WW⊤ ∝ IT and u ∝ 1, the proxy
reduces to MGDA-UB, recovering shared-only surrogate
(Detailed derivations are provided in Appendix C).

4. Experiments
MTL Settings We evaluate FAIRMT on three large-scale
multi-task benchmarks spanning both vision and language
modalities, mixing homogeneous and heterogeneous task
structures, and covering both full and partial supervision.

Table 1. Comparison of FAIRMT with multi-task (†), fairness-
only (∗), and hybrid fair-MTL (†∗) baselines. Utility metrics (Acc,
F1, CCC) are denoted with ↑ (higher is better), while fairness met-
rics (EOD, EO, KS, CSP) are denoted with ↓ (lower is fairer).

(a) Attribute Detection (in %)
CelebA (Binary Detection)

Method Acc ↑ Age Acc ↑ Gender
EOD ↓ EO ↓ EOD ↓ EO ↓

MGDA† 87.7 11.4 10.4 87.7 22.5 22.3
GradNorm† 84.8 9.4 8.4 84.8 19.4 18.3
LNL∗ 80.8 7.8 7.5 79.7 13.6 10.6
UFaTE∗ 76.4 6.8 5.5 75.4 12.2 10.2
MGDA-Mean†∗ 76.9 7.7 6.3 74.6 17.8 17.2
MGDA-UFaTE†∗ 78.6 6.8 4.4 77.8 12.6 9.6
FairMT 88.4 3.4 2.0 88.1 6.4 3.9

(b) Affective Analysis ( in %)
AffectNet (Classification)

Method Acc ↑ Age Acc ↑ Gender Acc ↑ Race
EOD ↓ EO ↓ EOD ↓ EO ↓ EOD ↓ EO ↓

MGDA† 59.5 23.4 23.4 59.5 8.6 8.6 59.5 13.9 13.9
GradNorm† 57.5 20.3 19.6 57.5 9.1 9.1 57.5 14.9 14.8
LNL∗ 53.6 15.1 15.9 55.4 7.1 7.0 53.6 10.9 9.9
UFaTE∗ 51.1 12.8 12.4 53.4 6.0 6.0 54.0 8.7 8.5
MGDA-Mean†∗ 51.4 19.9 18.4 56.7 7.2 6.0 55.8 8.4 7.4
MGDA-UFaTE†∗ 55.6 15.0 13.2 56.4 6.7 6.8 56.2 7.4 7.4
FairMT 60.6 9.9 8.3 59.5 4.0 3.9 59.4 5.6 4.8

EmotioNet (Binary Detection)

Method Acc ↑ Age Acc ↑ Gender Acc ↑ Race
EOD ↓ EO ↓ EOD ↓ EO ↓ EOD ↓ EO ↓

MGDA† 81.3 19.1 19.4 81.3 6.5 5.9 81.3 18.6 18.4
GradNorm† 78.4 21.4 20.4 78.4 5.8 5.6 78.4 18.5 18.4
LNL∗ 69.5 12.9 11.1 73.5 4.5 4.3 74.8 15.4 15.1
UFaTE∗ 67.3 11.1 10.9 77.4 3.3 4.8 77.8 14.3 13.3
MGDA-Mean†∗ 62.0 16.5 15.1 74.5 3.7 3.6 72.8 13.4 13.1
MGDA-UFaTE†∗ 69.6 12.5 11.2 75.4 3.9 3.5 74.7 14.9 13.7
FairMT 81.6 8.8 7.5 81.8 2.3 1.8 81.8 8.1 6.8

AffectNet-VA (Regression)

Method CCC ↑ Age CCC ↑ Gender CCC ↑ Race
KS ↓ CSP ↓ EOD ↓ KS ↓ CSP ↓ EOD ↓ KS ↓ CSP ↓ EOD ↓

MGDA† 69.3 19.1 14.0 13.0 69.3 16.5 7.4 5.5 69.2 17.1 13.3 15.7
GradNorm† 67.2 17.8 14.4 13.1 67.5 17.7 7.1 6.7 67.3 18.2 13.0 14.1
LNL∗ 60.9 16.3 12.3 11.3 63.6 14.9 6.9 5.1 64.3 12.6 8.1 9.6
UFaTE∗ 58.5 14.3 12.9 8.6 63.0 13.1 6.1 5.3 63.8 13.1 7.9 10.9

MGDA-Mean†∗ 59.0 18.5 13.8 11.5 64.1 14.9 5.5 4.7 62.1 16.6 11.9 13.6
MGDA-UFaTE†∗ 61.9 17.8 13.4 12.1 65.9 13.8 6.8 5.8 64.3 10.0 7.1 8.7
FairMT 68.9 13.9 7.1 9.6 69.6 10.7 3.7 2.2 69.7 6.2 3.3 4.9

Toxicity & Social Bias Analysis (in %)
CiviComment (Detection Task)

Method Acc ↑ LGBTQ+ Acc ↑ Race Acc ↑ Religion
EOD ↓ EO ↓ EOD ↓ EO ↓ EOD ↓ EO ↓

MGDA† 87.1 14.3 14.1 81.6 22.9 22.2 84.1 28.1 27.9
GradNorm† 86.2 13.1 12.8 78.7 23.2 23.3 83.1 29.0 29.3
LNL∗ 82.6 7.6 7.6 74.1 14.2 14.7 77.6 17.7 19.7
UFaTE∗ 80.9 6.2 6.1 65.9 14.0 13.4 73.4 14.8 14.8
MGDA-Mean†∗ 81.9 11.8 11.9 74.4 17.8 16.5 75.1 15.7 14.8
MGDA-UFaTE†∗ 82.8 9.9 9.5 75.3 16.5 16.0 76.7 13.1 13.2
FairMT 87.7 5.5 4.5 81.9 10.1 9.9 83.8 6.7 6.0

CiviComment (Toxicity Regression)

Method CCC ↑ LGBTQ+ CCC ↑ Race CCC ↑ Religion
KS ↓ CSP ↓ EOD ↓ KS ↓ CSP ↓ EOD ↓ KS ↓ CSP ↓ EOD ↓

MGDA† 73.4 34.9 12.5 27.4 69.2 42.7 18.2 38.9 72.0 39.8 15.8 35.3
GradNorm† 71.5 39.5 14.9 26.8 68.4 41.1 18.8 35.6 69.4 39.9 22.3 38.3
LNL∗ 67.7 28.3 9.7 23.9 65.3 32.9 15.1 27.9 66.1 29.9 9.5 21.6
UFaTE∗ 65.9 25.5 7.3 21.7 62.6 27.8 15.2 26.1 63.7 25.4 12.8 24.3

MGDA-Mean†∗ 67.6 31.1 11.2 24.3 63.7 36.7 16.2 31.9 64.4 33.9 12.3 31.3
MGDA-UFaTE†∗ 68.9 24.9 6.0 22.8 64.1 29.2 14.5 27.3 66.5 28.4 11.8 23.3
FairMT 73.7 21.7 4.9 19.5 69.3 23.9 10.2 21.1 71.1 20.7 7.2 19.9

These settings jointly comprise detection, classification,
and regression objectives, and require fairness assessment
across diverse demographic axes including age, gender,
race, religion, and sexual orientation, as summarized in Ta-
ble 2. Please Refer to Appendix D for comprehensive de-
scriptions of the datasets, implementation settings, evalu-
ation metrics (Fairness & Utility), and SOTA baselines.

Comparison with state-of-the-art (SOTA). As shown
in Figure 2 and Table 1, FAIRMT consistently achieves su-



Table 2. Benchmark setups for fair multi-task learning across modalities, task regimes, supervision types, and sensitive groups.

Task Name #Tasks Modality Task Regime Supervision Datasets Task Types Sensitive Groups

Attribute Detection 29 Visual Homogeneous Full labels CelebA[14] Detection: 29 Facial Attributes 2 Age {Young, Old}, 2 Gender {Male, Female}

Affective Analysis 17 Visual Heterogeneous Partial labels
AffectNet[19]
AffectNet-VA[19]
EmotioNet[9]

Classification: 7 Expressions
Regression: Valence & Arousal
Detection: 8 Action-Unit Detection

7 Age: {00–09, 10–19, 20–29, 30–39,40–49, 50–59, 60+}
2 Gender: {Male, Female}
4 Race: {Asian, Black, Indian, White}

Toxicity & Social Bias Analysis 9 Text Heterogeneous Full labels Civil Comments[12]

Detection: Rating, Identity Attack,
Insult, Obscene, Likes, Disagree,
Funny, Wow, Sad
Regression: Toxicity Value

2 Sexual Orientation: {LGBTQ+, non-LGBTQ+}
3 Religions: {Christian, Muslim, No-Religions}
5 Race: {Asian, Black,White, Latino, Other}
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Figure 2. Comparison between FairMT and state-of-the-art base-
lines across three multi-task settings: (a) Attribute Detection, (b)
Affective Analysis, and (c) Toxicity & Social Bias Analysis.

perior fairness without incurring utility trade-off, and even
attains the best task performance across most benchmarks,
modalities, and task compositions. We compare against
representative SOTA baselines across three categories.
For multi-task optimization, we include MGDA [23] and
GradNorm [4]. For fairness-oriented learning, we adopt

LNL [11] and UFaTE [7]. Since there is no comparable ap-
proach, we further construct two hybrid variants: MGDA-
Mean, which applies MGDA under a naı̈ve averaged dis-
parity constraint by enforcing Eq. (2) on mean task dispari-
ties, and MGDA-UFaTE, which integrates MGDA with the
UFaTE regularizer to jointly optimize utility and fairness.
Multi-task optimizers (MGDA, GradNorm) improve overall
utility but yield noticeable fairness gaps, whereas fairness-
driven methods (LNL, UFaTE) reduce demographic dispar-
ities at the cost of predictive accuracy. Hybrid designs such
as MGDA-Mean and MGDA-UFaTE partially alleviate this
tension but remain inferior to FAIRMT on fairness/utility.

4.1. Ablation Study and Further Analysis

We comparing conventional MTL, utility-weighted base-
lines, MGDA, and their AHFDA-augmented variants. As
shown in Fig. 3, FAIRMT attains a strictly better util-
ity–fairness Pareto point. Adding AHFDA improves MT by
lifting disadvantaged groups without degrading advantaged
ones, and similarly strengthens MGDA, though its perfor-
mance remains limited by MGDA’s geometry-agnostic sur-
rogate. Once MGDA’s proxy is replaced with our head-
aware formulation, both utility and fairness improve con-
sistently, underscoring the importance of modeling head
geometry for aligned fairness-aware MTL optimization
(Please see Appendix E for more detailed performance
and efficiency analyses).
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Figure 3. Ablation on heterogeneous AU2–Arousal tasks. We compare
conventional MTL, utility-weighted baselines, MGDA, and their AHFDA-
enhanced variants on both utility (left) and fairness (right).



5. Conclusion
We presented FAIRMT, a unified fairness-aware multi-
task learning framework capable of handling heteroge-
neous tasks under partial supervision. By introducing the
Asymmetric Heterogeneous Fairness Disparity Aggrega-
tion and a Pareto-guided optimization strategy, FAIRMT
improves under-served groups without sacrificing overall
task performance. Experiments across vision and lan-
guage benchmarks show consistent gains in both utility
and fairness across diverse datasets. This work illus-
trates that fairness and multi-task efficacy can be jointly
optimized, opening avenues for extending FAIRMT to
broader fairness notions and more complex real-world set-
tings.
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