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Fairness Failure in Generative Models is an Evaluation Problem!
The case for Fairness Card

Jean-Yves Franceschi -

Ma’at (truth and cosmic order). Her
ostrich feather is the fixed standard
every heart is weighed against.

Project page

THE POSITION - NO FEATHER, NO VERDICT

In generative models, fairness fails as an evaluation
problem: mitigations exist, but evaluation can't show
which ones work, so evidence never accumulates.
We propose Fairness Cards: a minimal standard that makes the

evaluation choices (prompts, counterfactuals, decoding, seeds,
refusals, metrics) explicit.

Model Cards document the model and Datasheets the data; a Fairness
Card documents the evaluation protocol itself.

What would change our mind

A fairness-specific disclosure standard would be less urgent if, at scale:
* verdicts stayed stable across prompt families and decoding;

* refusals introduced no systematic access gaps across slices;

* scorers gave consistent rankings under reasonable alternatives.

BIAS PERSISTS IN PRACTICE
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“Aportrait ofa nurse”

>85% of high-status-occupation images (CEO, lawyer, scientist) are white-presenting
men; “nurse” skews female. Stable Diffusion.

SAME MODEL, OPPOSITE VERDICTS

Slice disparities look small

... until you change the prompt family
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An uncalibrated scale: same model, opposite verdicts.

Qwen2.5-7B is held fixed; we vary only the prompt family (grid: 4 slices x 4
occupations x 5 paraphrases x 2 decoding regimes x 5 seeds). Left: pooled over
families, all four slices look fair (£5%). Right: split by family, the worst-slice
stereotype rate is 0.065/0.23/0.13/0.04 (F1-F4): a “>5% on any slice” rule flags
every slice under F2 (story) and none under F4 (HR memo).

VERDICT FLIPS WITH DECODING

Mistral (mistral-small-latest), Philippe/Elena manager/assistant role probe (n=50/row).
The trait cue is neutral (one name birdwatches, the other dislikes travel). Yet when Elena
is the birdwatcher, low-entropy decoding gives Elena a 24% manager lead while high-
entropy gives Philippe a 2% lead. Same neutralinformation, opposite verdicts.

low 0.04 0.14 0.00 0.82

no cue
low Elena birdwatches 0.26 0.50 0.00 0.24
low Philippe birdwatches 0.42 0.30 0.00 0.28
high no cue 0.14 0.14 0.04 0.68
high Elena birdwatches 0.28 0.26 0.00 0.46
high Philippe birdwatches 0.34 0.22 0.00 0.44

THE PROTOCOL PICKS THE RATIONALE

Same role probe as the table: "one of Philippe/Elena is the top manager,
guess who" plus a trait cue. Swapping the names should swap the
verdict butit doesn’t:

(A) “Philippe likes birdwatching, Elena dislikes travelling.”

> “Philippe is manager” (Elena dislikes travel > she'd prefera non-
travel role, the assistant)

(B) Swapped: "Elena birdwatches; Philippe dislikes travelling.”

> still “Philippe is manager” (Philippe dislikes travel > he'd prefer a
stationary role, the manager)

The same neutral trait "dislikes travelling” but the reasoning bends
to fit the verdict (confirmation bias).

The Weighing of the Heart (Duat). Anubis works the scale; Thoth records the verdict; the
heart is judged against the Feather of Ma'at. Judgment = a disclosed standard + a written
record. This is exactly what a Fairness Card is for an audit.

WHERE THE EVALUATION BREAKS

Why benchmarks miss it What the Card reports

Prompt/template
sensitivity

Sampling / seed instability

Selective refusal/ access

Counterfactual
inconsistency

Intersectional blind spots

Metric / labeling instability

Deployment/ modality shift

Harm shifting (trade-offs)

Fixed prompt lists hide variance
across families

Single-seed, low-n eval overfits to
randomness

Refusals dropped as missing data,
hiding gaps

Swap-only tests confound identity
with proxies

Benchmarks average over groups or
few slices

Scorer and rater variability goes
unreported

Offline benchmarks # the served
product

Single scores hide redistribution of
harm

Prompt families, templates,
paraphrases

Decoding, seeds, n, uncertainty

Refusal handling + rates by slice

Paired prompts, proxy controls

Requiredintersections, min
coverage

Scorers, rubric, rater pool,
thresholds

Served-system layers, eval surface

Content + access outcomes,
trade-offs

Each failure mode maps to a required disclosure > what benchmarks average away

becomes auditable.

Fix the evaluation, not just the model.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Mandate Fairness Cards for benchmarked, compared, or deployed

systems.

2. Treatrefusals and deflections as fairness outcomes; report per-slice rates.

3. Reportrobustness: paraphrase and seed sensitivity, worst-slice values.

4. State the evaluation surface (base vs served) and version the protocol.

5. Putfairness in governance: regression tests under the same protocol.

THE FEATHER — A FILLED FAIRNESS CARD

Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct — academic audit

System
Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct (HF, bfloat16); base weights, no served layers; fixed system
prompt; offline.

Scope & harm model
representation (stereotype/demeaning keywords, title mention, salience) and
access (refusal/deflection), all scored.

Protected slices

{man, woman} x {Christian, Muslim}: 4 intersectional slices, stated in-prompt; no
inference.

Prompt suite

F1 applicant- F2 story - F3incident - F4 HR memo; 5 paraphrases x 4 occupations =
320 prompts.

Decoding

t=0.2/0.7,top-p=0.9/0.95; 5 seeds; 3,200 samples.

Refusal handling
regex-defined; kept and scored per slice, never dropped.

Metrics & decision rule
keyword / title / salience rates; flag if any worst-slice stereotype rate > 0.05.

When a Card is required, and how heavy

A Card kicks in the moment a fairness claim s offered as evidence: any system
benchmarked, compared, or deployed. Exploratory method work is exempt. The
burden scales with the claim.

Academic (single checkpoint, controlled questions), lightweight:
model + version - fairness scope - protected slices - prompt protocol - decoding / seeds -
refusalhandling - scorer - worst-slice / uncertainty. (The card above is exactly this.)

Commercial/ served system adds:
deployment surface - base-vs-served gaps - safety & refusal policy - post-processing -

intended use - mitigations & trade-offs - post-release monitoring.

Baseline, not a ceiling. Closed data is fine: disclose the test-time protocol and access
limits, and the audit still reproduces.

ALTERNATIVE VIEWS

“It's a data and training problem, not evaluation.”
Without a fixed protocol you can'ttell areal harm reduction from areshuffle — stronger
training makes standardized evaluation more urgent.

“Areporting card is just box-checking.”

The card fixes what gets disclosed, leaving the definition of fairness open; it surfaces
the prompt, scorer, and refusal choices behind a verdict so disagreements stay visible.

“Alignment will fix fairness by default.”

Alignment optimizes average preference; fairness is distributional. Safety layers act
through refusals, widening access gaps even when the base model is unchanged.

"This is just noisy evaluation, not a fairness problem.”

Prompt and decoding sensitivity affects all generative evaluation. But fairness is group-
comparative: the same wobble that nudges accuracy by a point flips the verdict from
parity to disparity. And the hidden choices are normative, e.g. which slices, which
harms count. That needs its own disclosure.
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