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Abstract

It is broadly accepted that there is a “gender gap” in
face recognition accuracy, with females having higher false
match and false non-match rates. However, relatively lit-
tle is known about the cause(s) of this gender gap. Even
the recent NIST report on demographic effects lists “ana-
lyze cause and effect” under “what we did not do”. We first
demonstrate that female and male hairstyles have important
differences that impact face recognition accuracy. In par-
ticular, compared to females, male facial hair contributes
to creating a greater average difference in appearance be-
tween different male faces. We then demonstrate that when
the data used to estimate recognition accuracy is balanced
across gender for how hairstyles occlude the face, the ini-
tially observed gender gap in accuracy largely disappears.
We show this result for two different matchers, and analyz-
ing images of Caucasians and of African-Americans. These
results suggest that future research on demographic varia-
tion in accuracy should include a check for balanced qual-
ity of the test data as part of the problem formulation. To
promote reproducible research, matchers, attribute classi-
fiers, and datasets used in this research are/will be publicly
available.

1. Introduction

Deep learning algorithms rule the world of face recogni-
tion research. Thus the natural reaction to observing differ-
ent face recognition accuracy across demographic groups is
to point to imbalance in the quantity of training data across
the demographic groups. But what if the difference in test
accuracy is not caused by imbalance in the quantity of train-
ing data? What if the difference in test accuracy is caused
by imbalance in the quality of test data? We show that the
observed gender gap in face recognition accuracy largely
disappears when female and male test images are balanced
on basic elements of how hairstyle affects appearance.

The observation that face recognition algorithms achieve
different accuracy for females and males goes back at least
to 2002 [31]. The general observation that has been re-
peated in various recent research results, including the NIST
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Figure 1: Hairstyle balance of impostor image pairs. Each
of the first four columns contains a male impostor pair. The
rightmost column contains a female impostor pair. Which
of the male impostor pairs is best hairstyle-balanced to the
female impostor pair?

report on demographic effects [30], is that females tend to
have a worse impostor distribution (higher false-match rate)
and worse genuine distribution (higher false non-match
rate). We confirm this effect for both African-Americans
and for Caucasians, for both the ArcFace matcher and also
for a matcher trained with explicitly gender-balanced train-
ing data. We then consider some basic elements of hairstyle
that differ strongly between females and males, and how
those elements impact face recognition accuracy. Based on
this, we select a fair subset of the original test data that
has hairstyle-balanced female / male face visibility. The
originally-observed gender gap in face recognition accu-
racy largely disappears, for both matchers, when accuracy
is evaluated with the gendered-hairstyle-neutral test data.

This work suggests that differences in hairstyle-related
occlusion of the face are sufficient to explain nearly all of
the observed difference in face recognition accuracy be-
tween females and males. To promote open and repro-
ducible research, the face matchers, face attribute classifiers
and datasets used in this research are all ones that are avail-
able to other researchers.

2. Related Work

Face recognition accuracy differences across demo-
graphic groups have been observed in research results at
least since 2002 [31]. In recent years, the topic has attracted
substantial attention from news media [16, 25, 34, 38]. For
a broad overview of the topic, see recent surveys [0, |8].



Here we briefly touch on selected related works.

The earliest work we are aware of to report lower ac-
curacy for females is the 2002 Face Recognition Vendor
Test (FRVT) [31]. Evaluating ten algorithms of the pre-deep
learning network era, identification rates of the top systems
are 6% to 9% higher for males. Klare et al. [26] analyzed
demographic accuracy differences using multiple matchers
(commercial, nontrainable, and trainable) and reported that
“The female, Black, and younger cohorts have worse ROC
curves and thus have lower accuracy”. They also showed
impostor and genuine distributions with the same qualita-
tive relation as shown in the results in Figure 2.

There is relatively little work that attempts to identify
the cause of the gender gap in face recognition accuracy.
For example, even the most extensive study in this area, the
recent NIST report [30] on demographic effects, lists “an-
alyze cause and effect” under the heading of “what we did
not do”.

Past researchers have speculated causes such as the use
of cosmetics [14, 26, 28], more varied hairstyles [10], or
shorter height for women, leading to non-optimal cam-
era angle [14, 22]. Since the advent of deep learning,
imbalanced training data is often suggested as the cause
[18, 29, 32]. Few works have made any experimental anal-
ysis to attempt to determine the cause or causes.

Imbalance in the training data is explored as a possible
cause of the the gap in recognition accuracy in [ 1]. Exper-
iments with VGGFace2 [13] and MS-Celeb [23], various
loss functions, and multiple test sets did not reveal evidence
supporting the premise that gender-balanced training data
results in balanced accuracy on test data. Experiments ex-
amining different pose, expression, makeup use and fore-
head occlusion by hair between females and males in the
MORPH dataset were reported in [10]. Differences were
found between females and males in each of these factors,
but balancing for the factors individually or together did not
equalize female/male accuracy in the test data.

Research on how facial hair and hairstyles affect recogni-
tion accuracy is limited. Studies published before the deep-
learning era [20, 21] reported that accuracy is better if there
is facial hair in one of the images. However, Lu et al. [28]
used deep learning matchers to study effects of facial hair
and reported that facial hair does not change the key fea-
tures of faces, and state-of-the-art deep learning models can
handle most facial hair variations. Terhorst et al. [35] in-
vestigate the influence of 47 attributes on the verification
accuracy using the MAADface datset. However, this work
does not evaluate effects of hair-related attributes across de-
mographics. Also, the MAADFace dataset is based on VG-
GFace2 [13], and issues have been reported with the accu-
racy of identity labels in VGGFace?2 [8], which may carry
over to affect MAADFace.

The closest related works are [7, 2], which attempt to

explain the difference in female/male genuine distributions
by balancing the test image sets on the fraction of the im-
age occupied by the face. However, they do not take into
account facial hair and beards. Also, they do not clearly
identify a cause for the difference in female/male impostor
distributions, and speculate that it is due to biological dif-
ferences in face appearance. Our work goes beyond this
by using a more detailed and complete analysis of hair and
hairstyle to show that the observed female/male differences
in both impostor and genuine distributions can be largely
accounted for by differences in hairstyle.

3. Baseline Gender Gap In Accuracy

The impostor and genuine distributions in Figure 2 are
representative of the gender gap in recognition accuracy
observed by various researchers. The top row shows re-
sults from ArcFace and the bottom row shows results from
a matcher whose training data was explicitly balanced on
number of female and male identities and images [ 1]. The
plots in the first column of Figure 2 are based on the Cau-
casian subset of the MORPH dataset [5, 33], the plots in
the second column are for the African-American subset of
MORPH, and the last column is based on a smaller dataset
of our own, comprised of Caucasian images. In all six in-
stances of (different matcher x different racial group), the
female impostor distribution (and so the FMR) and the fe-
male genuine distribution (and so the FNMR) are worse.
This is the baseline “gender gap” that this work seeks to
understand the cause of. To quantify the gap, the d-prime
difference between the corresponding female and male dis-
tribution is given. A larger d-prime indicates a larger gap
between the female and male distributions.

The MORPH dataset [5, 33] was initially collected to
support research in face aging and it has recently been
widely used in the study of demographic variation in ac-
curacy [7, 10, 11, 17, 19, 27, 37]. MORPH contains
mugshot-style images that are approximately frontal pose,
neutral expression, acquired with controlled lighting, and
have an 18% gray background. In this work, we use the
same version of MORPH that [12] reported results on.
This version has 35,276 images of 8,835 Caucasian males,
10,941 images of 2,798 Caucasian females, 56,245 images
of 8,839 African-American males, and 24,857 images of
5,929 African-American females. MORPH faces were de-
tected and aligned using [9]. MORPH is particularly appro-
priate for this research, as noted by Drozdowski et al. [ 18],
“due to its large size, relatively constrained image acqui-
sition conditions, and the presence of ground-truth labels
(from public records) for sex, race, and age of the subjects”.

The second dataset used is one acquired, with human
subjects approval, at our own institution (to be released af-
ter publication). Using a second dataset acquired indepen-
dently of MORPH guards against results being an accident
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Figure 2: The “gender gap” in face recognition accuracy. The observation that females have worse impostor and genuine

distribution was made by Klare et al. [

] a decade ago. The same qualitative pattern is seen here. The top row compares

impostor and genuine distributions for the MORPH and our own dataset using standard ArcFace matcher; bottom row shows
comparisons for a version of ArcFace trained on a smaller, explicitly gender-balanced dataset.

of a particular dataset. Images in our dataset were acquired
indoors, and are roughly frontal pose and neutral expres-
sion. The dataset is composed of 5,444 images of 575 Cau-
casian females and 7,003 images of 687 Caucasian males.

ArcFace is a popular deep-learning face matcher with
state-of-the-art accuracy [15]. ArcFace uses the Additive
Angular Margin Loss function to optimize the feature em-
bedding to enforce higher similarity for intra-class samples
and diversity for inter-class samples. The instance of Arc-
Face used here is publicly-available [3]. The input to Ar-
cFace is an aligned face resized to 112x112, and the out-
put is a 512-d feature vector that is matched using cosine
similarity. The gender-balanced matcher [1 1] used here is
an ArcFace-like, ResNet-based [24] matcher whose training
data is explicitly balanced on number of female and male
identities and images, and we use the publicly-available
trained model [11]. Again, the input is a 112x112 face im-
age, and the output is a 512-d feature vector that is matched
using cosine similarity. We will refer to this matcher as
gender-balanced matcher. The gender-balanced matcher is
used here to have results from a second matcher, and to em-
phasize that balancing number of identities and images in
the training data is no guarantee of balanced accuracy on

test data.

4. Gender-Based Differences In Hairstyle

This section discusses three dimensions of hairstyle:
baldness; beard, mustache and other facial hair; the “size”
of the hairstyle as measured by the fraction of the 112x112
cropped face image that is occupied by hair. Each of these
three dimensions of hair is observed to have large differ-
ences between female and male face images. And a differ-
ence in any of these three dimensions can cause a noticeable
difference in the impostor and / or genuine distribution.

4.1. Bald Hairstyle

A bald hairstyle is simply one in which there is little to no
visible hair on the top of the head. A person may choose to
have a bald hairstyle, or may be bald due to age or medical
condition. On average, a person who is bald and another
who is not bald look less alike, compared to two persons
who are both bald, or to two who are both not bald.

We used a fusion of the modified Bilateral Segmenta-
tion network (“BiSeNet”) algorithm [ 1, 39] results and Mi-
crosoft Face API [4] results to automatically detect face im-
ages with a bald hairstyle. A pre-trained version of BiSeNet
segments a face image into semantic regions, with region 17

corresponding to hair flowing from the top of the head, not
including facial hair such as beard or mustache. A 112x112
cropped (frontal) face image with less than 2% of its pixels
labeled as hair by BiSeNet generally corresponds to a bald
hairstyle. The Microsoft Face API predicts baldness with a



Facial Hair / No Facial Hair Classification Using MS Face + Rekognition Fusion

Dataset Prediction Caucasian Males Caucasian Females African-American Males African-American Females
MORPH Facial Hair 24,958(70%) 2(0.1%) 50,570(90%) 132(0.5%)
No Facial Hair 10,646(30%) 10,938(99.9%) 5,640(10%) 24.721(99.5%)
Our Own Facial Hair 1710(25%) 0 (0%) - -
No Facial Hair 5293(75%) 5444(100%) - -
Bald/ Not-bald Classification Using BiSeNet Hair Ratio + MS Face
Dataset Prediction Caucasian Males Caucasian Females African-American Males African-American Females
MORPH Bald 1,371(4%) 3(0.1%) 5,868(10.5%) 30(0.2%)
Not Bald 33,873(96%) 10,937(99.9%) 50,342(89.5%) 24,823(99.8%)
Bald 30(0.4%) 0(0%) - -
OurOwn o Bald 6973(99.6%) 5444(100%) - .

Table 1: Facial hair and bald classification for Caucasians and African-Americans across gender. Females and males differ

strongly in facial hair and baldness.

confidence ranging from 0 to 1. We found that a threshold
of 0.97 results in high confidence for a bald hairstyle. We
use a simple conjunction to fuse the results of the two al-
gorithms, and label an image as having a bald hairstyle if
(a) less than 2% of pixels are labeled as hair in the BiSeNet
segmentation and (b) the Microsoft Face API baldness pre-
diction is greater than or equal to 0.97.

Using this fusion algorithm, the fraction of MORPH and
our own data labeled as bald hairstyle for each of the demo-
graphic groups is given in Table 1. For MORPH, almost no
female images were labeled as having bald hairstyle, just
0.1% of Caucasian female and 0.2% of African-American
female.In contrast, 4% of Caucasian male and over 10% of
African-American male images were labeled as having bald
hairstyle. For our own dataset, no female images and 0.4%
of male images were labeled as having bald hairstyle.

As an example of how the frequency of bald hairstyle
in a set of images can impact the observed face recognition
accuracy, Figure 3a shows the impostor and genuine differ-
ences for MORPH African-American male face images bro-
ken out by pairs of images that both have bald hairstyle, that
are both not bald, and that are a bald/not-bald mix. The im-
postor distribution for the bald/not-bald image pairs shows
the lowest similarity, followed by impostor distribution for
not-bald image pairs, and then bald pairs. Thus, on average,
images of two different persons, one with bald hairstyle and
one not, look less similar than images of two different per-
sons who are both bald or both not bald.

4.2. Beard and Facial Hair

Beard, mustache, sideburns, five o’clock shadow and re-
lated facial hair are elements of hairstyle that are generally
limited to male images. There is great variety in the facial
hair that males may choose as part of their hairstyle, includ-
ing the option of clean-shaven (no facial hair). On average,
one male face image that is clean-shaven and one that has
facial hair will appear less similar that two images that are
both clean-shaven or that both have similar facial hair.

We used a three-part fusion of results from the Microsoft
Face API and Amazon Rekognition [2] to classify images as
clean-shaven or having facial hair. Microsoft Face predicts
presence of beard, mustache, and sideburns, individually,
each with a confidence score that can take on values 0, 0.1,
0.4, 0.6 and 0.9. In our experience, a confidence score of 0.6
or 0.9 is generally accurate for the presence of facial hair,
but some instances of facial hair still occur at lower confi-
dence values. For this reason, images with Microsoft Face
confidence less than 0.6 are filtered with results from Ama-
zon Rekognition. Amazon Rekognition gives a True/False
for facial hair along with a confidence score from 50 to 100.
An Amazon Rekognition result of True with a confidence
greater than 85 is taken as indicating facial hair. Lastly, an
image with a Microsoft Face confidence of 0.4 and an Ama-
zon Rekognition True with confidence greater than 55 or an
Amazon Rekognition False with confidence less than 65 is
taken as indicating facial hair. This fusion approach is rea-
sonably accurate but not perfect in separating facial hair and
clean-shaven images.

Using this fusion algorithm, the fraction of the MORPH
and our own images labeled as facial hair / clean-shaven for
each of the four demographic groups is given in Table 1. For
MORPH, almost no female images were labeled as having
facial hair, but 90% of African-American male and 70% of
Caucasian male images were labeled as having facial hair.
For our own dataset, no female face images were labeled as
having facial hair, but 25% of Caucasian male images were
labeled as having facial hair.

As an example of how the frequency of facial hair can
impact recognition accuracy, Figure 3b shows the impostor
and genuine differences for MORPH Caucasian male face
images broken out by pairs where one is classified as facial
hair and one clean-shaven, both classified as facial hair, and
both classified as clean-shaven. Image pairs with one clas-
sified as facial hair and one clean-shaven have an impostor
distribution and a genuine distribution with lower average
similarity than pairs with both images having facial hair, or



with both being clean-shaven.

4.2.1 Misclassification in Facial Hair Prediction

As explained above, we use a fusion algorithm based on Mi-
crosoft Face and Amazon Rekognition results to classify a
given image as having facial hair or not. To check the sen-
sitivity of this algorithm, we randomly selected 300 images
for MORPH African-American male and 300 for MORPH
Caucasian male. Each group of 300 had 100 with promi-
nent beard and facial hair, 100 with a small amount of fa-
cial hair, and 100 appearing clean-shaven. For Caucasian
male, all 100 of the prominent facial hair group were clas-
sified as having facial hair, 97 of 100 with smaller facial
hair were classified as having facial hair, and 81 of 100 with
no facial hair were classified as clean-shaven/no-facial hair.
For African-American male, all 100 of the prominent fa-
cial hair group were classified as having facial hair, 99 of
100 with smaller facial hair were classified as having facial
hair, and only 32 of 100 with no facial hair were classified
as clean-shaven/no facial-hair. This experiment shows that
we can be fairly confident about the no-facial hair subsets
used in our experiments. However, it also shows that a sub-
stantial number of clean-shaven images will also be clas-
sified as having facial hair, and that the over-classification
of clean-shaven images as having facial hair is worse for
African-American. This over-classification also shows in
the number of African-American female images incorrectly
classified as having facial hair as shown in Table 1. Small
amounts of shadow or variation in skin pigmentation can
cause a clean-shaven image to be incorrectly classified as
having facial hair. Developing a more accurate facial at-
tribute classifier for facial hair would allow more accurate
hairstyle-balanced comparisons of recognition accuracy.

4.3. Fullness of Hairstyle

In general, an increasing fraction of the image contain-
ing hair means increasing occlusion of the face by hair, as
illustrated in Figure 4. The distribution of the fraction of
the image that is labeled as hair in the BiSeNet segmenta-
tion (the “hair ratio”), is shown for the demographic groups
in Figure 5. Note that for MORPH, both African-American
and Caucasian males have a spike at 0%, representing bald
hairstyles, and then another broader peak under 20%, rep-
resenting hairstyles that generally do not occlude much of
the face. In contrast, Caucasian females have a broad peak
in the 40% to 50% range, implying substantially more oc-
clusion of the face by hair. And African-American females
have a broad plateau in the 10% to 50% range, indicating a
varied range of hairstyles that occlude different amounts of
the face. For our own dataset, there is a peak for males at
slightly above 20%, whereas for women there is peak in the
range 35% to 45%. It is clear from the distributions in Fig-

ure 5 that females have a broader range of hairstyles than
males, and that on average a female face image has more of
the face occluded by hair than a male face image.

As an example of how different distributions of ‘“hair
ratio” translate into occlusion that impacts accuracy, we
divide the MORPH Caucasian female distribution in Fig-
ure 3c into a lower tail (below 25% hair ratio) and an upper
tail (above 50% hair ratio). Figure 3c shows the impos-
tor and genuine distributions computed for image pairs in
the lower tail (less occlusion of face by hair), the upper tail
(more occlusion of face by hair), and across the lower and
upper tail (different patterns of hair occluding face). Image
pairs from across the tails result in an impostor distribution
and a genuine distribution centered at lower similarity than
the distributions from image pairs with similar face occlu-
sion by hair. Image pairs from either tail result in similar
impostor distributions, but image pairs from the lower tail
(Iess occlusion of face) give a better genuine distribution.

5. Hairstyle-Balanced Accuracy Comparison

How does accuracy of face recognition compare for fe-
males and males when the test data is balanced on hairstyle?
To approach this question, we first define what it means to
“balance on hairstyle”.

We know that bald hairstyle is more frequent for males,
and that mixed bald/not-bald) image pairs have different
impostor and genuine distributions than not-bald/not-bald
image pairs. Therefore, to get a hairstyle-balanced com-
parison, we drop images with bald hairstyle. Based on the
numbers in Table 1, we can see that this reduces the number
of images.

We know that facial hair is common for males and
non-existent for females, and that mixed facial-hair/clean-
shaven image pairs have different impostor and genuine
distributions than clean-shaven/clean-shaven image pairs.
Therefore, to get a hairstyle-balanced comparison we also
drop images with facial hair. This step reduces the number
of images by a larger fraction.

We also know that changes in the distribution of fraction
of the image representing hair impact the impostor and gen-
uine distribution. Therefore, we want to balance the female
and male image sets based on the portion of the 112x112
cropped face image that represents hair. This is done by es-
tablishing a correspondence between female and male im-
ages based on the intersection-over-union (IoU) of the pix-
els in the hair regions of the images. For each female image,
select the male image with the highest IoU of the hair re-
gions, and if this IoU is above a threshold of 0.8, the images
are kept for the hairstyle-balanced accuracy evaluation.

The resulting hairstyle-balanced comparison of impostor
and genuine distributions for females and males is shown in
Figure 6. The change in the d-prime differences are tabu-
lated in Table 2.



JAA_M_baid Authentic  [—JAA_M_nobald Authentic  E——AA_M_bald_vs_nobald Authentic
ZZ1AA_M bald Impostor = Z1AA_M_nobald Impostor = ZIAA_M_bald_vs_nobald Impostor

[C1C_M _beard Authentic [—1C_M_nobeard Authentic [—1C_M_beard \
= IC_M_beard Impostor = =IC_M_nobeard Impostor = =IC_M_beard_\

per_tail Authentic
Vs_upper_tail Impostor

CIC_F_lowertail Authentic L—1C_F_uppertail Authentic C—IC_F o,
TTIC_F_lowertail Impostor = ZIC_F_uppertail Impostor < Z1C_F_loy

;
e85
- ntic 41919 S 755 n
Ml impostor-authent authentic d':7.7 I '
6 s H i
;
5 ; . Hqon
a i ion
- 5 i > 4R
2 .
. \ g . o
£ i ¢ i g iR
£ ! L £ i g 1 v
[N : ; g0
s’ ! ‘| k] ! H ,‘:‘ i
3 3 s i i
E [ g, i i i
I \ i '
5 ! \ A H W
! \ W
i \ i b
i/ ) 1 1 ) R
1
'i" ‘a'.‘“ jﬂ “.\
i R ] 2
o - o o e Y

-0.4 -02 0.0 02 04 06 08 10 -04 -0.2 00
Match Scores

(a) Impact of Bald Hairstyle On Accuracy

(b) Impact of Facial Hair on Accuracy

°
°
=
°

04 06 08 10 -04

(c) Impact of Fullness of Hairstyle

Figure 3: Bald hairstyle, facial hair, and “fullness” of hairstyle impact the genuine and impostor distributions.

Impostor Genuine
d-prime d-prime delta d-prime d-prime delta
Matcher Dataset Category before after d-prime  before after d-prime
MORPH CMvsCF 0.246 0.185 -24% 0.208 0.004 -98%
ArcFace AAMvsAAF 0509 0.129 -715% 0.283 0.003 -99%
Our Own CMvsCF 0.224 0.061 -73% 0.228 0.000 -100%
MORPH CMyvsCF 0.287 0.113 -61% 0.260 0.028 -89%
Gender Balanced AAMvsAAF 0410 0.085 -719% 0.375 0.042 -89%
Our Own CMvsCF 0.204 0.023 -89% 0.261 0.091 -65%

Table 2: d-prime for female / male impostor and genuine distributions. “d-prime before” is for original test data, and “d-prime
after” is for hairstyle-balanced. Balancing on hairstyle decreases the gap between female and male impostor distributions
and between female and male genuine distributions, for both African-Americans (AA) and Caucasians (C). The text in red is
to show that the results might not be very reliable due to: (a) very few genuine pairs, and (b) shoulder in the high similarity

tail of original genuine distribution.

Figure 4: Increased hair ratio means greater face occlusion.
Images in top row have ~10% of the 112x112 image oc-
cupied by pixels representing hair, middle row ~30%, and
bottom row hair ~60%. Different distribution of hair ratio
for a set of images can cause differences in the impostor and
genuine distribution.

The results in Figure 6b are for a balanced subset
from MORPH, with 2,127 images of African-American
males(1024 subjects) and 2,127 images of African-

sz T =:
bl A .
: |
Dol |/ A ) E ™ }{ 1
oat| || \w S on JJ‘ - TL_L
(a) MORPH C (b) MORPH AA (c) Our Own

Figure 5: Distributions of fraction of cropped face image
containing hair. Female images have, on average, a much
larger of the face occluded by hair.

American females(1564 subjects). The impostor and gen-
uine distributions for the images balanced on hair dimen-
sions show a fundamental change from the original dataset.

For ArcFace, the original d-prime score between male
and female impostors is 0.509, whereas it is 0.129 after
balancing hair dimensions. Thus, balancing hairstyles re-
duces ~75% in the false match rate gap between African
males and females. A similar pattern holds for the gender-
balanced matcher. The original d-prime score between male
and female impostors is 0.410, whereas it is 0.085 after bal-
ancing hair dimensions. Thus, balancing hair dimensions
reduces ~=79% in the false match rate gap between African
males and females.

The genuine distribution for males in the balanced sub-
set is relatively unchanged but is slightly better for females



C3C_M Authentic
S Z1C_M Impostor
CIC_F Authentic

E3C F _balanced Authentic
S ZIC_F _balanced Impostor

CIAA_M Authentic
ZIAA_M Impostor
CIAA F Authentic

CZICF Impostor
[CIC_M_balanced Authentic
Z1C_M_balanced Impostor

TZIAAF Impostor
[IAA_M_balanced Authentic
IAA_M_balanced Impostor

EJAA_F_balanced Authentic

F E3C_M Authentic
1A F _balanced Impostor

| ZZ1C_M Impostor
CIC_F Authentic

E1C_F_balanced Authentic

CZICF Impostor, T
ZICF_balanced Impostor

C1C_M_balanced Authentic
£ Z1C_M_balanced Impostor

6 1 Original M-F Impostor d':0.25

Original M-F Authentic d':0.21
Balanced M-F Impostor d':0.19
Balanced M-F Authentic d':0.0

7 4 original M-F Impostor d':0.51
Original M-F Authentic d':0.28
Balanced M-F Impostor d':0.13
6 Balanced M-F Authentic d':0.0

Original M-F Impostor d':0.22
Original M-F Authentic d':0.23
Balanced M-F Impostor d':0.06
Balanced M-F Authentic d':0.0 L

i

Eruza

Relative Frequency
Relative Frequency

ez,

\
\
’ \

. 02 04 06 08 10 -04 -02 00 02 04
Match Scores Match Scores Match Scores
CIAA_M Authentic CIC_M Authentic

1AM Impostor = =1C_M Impostor
CIAA_F Authentic CIC_F Authentic

TIC_M Authentic
TZIC_M Impostor
CICF Authentic

C ZIC_F Impostor
[1C_M_balanced Authentic
C ZIC_M_balanced Impostor

E3C_F _balanced Authentic
S ZIC_F _balanced Impostor

‘T ZIAA_F Impostor
1A _M_balanced Authentic
T ZIAA_M_balanced Impostor

CJAA_F_balanced Authentic
Z1AA F_balanced Impostor

CZIC_F Impostor,
[C=IC_M_balanced Authentic
©Z1C_M_balanced Impostor

EIC_F _balanced Authentic
ZIC_F _balanced Impostor

5 { original M. Impostor 40,20
Original M-F Authentic d'0.26

Balanced M-F Impostor d0.11

Balanced M-F Authentic d0.03

Original M-F Impostor d':0.41
Original M-F Authentic d':0.38

Balanced M-F Impostor d":0.09
Balanced M-F Authentic d':0.04

Original M-F Impostor d':0.2
Original M-F Authentic d':0.26

Balanced M-F Impostor d":0.02
Balanced M-F Authentic d':0.09

Relative Frequency

Relative Frequency

Match Scores Match Scores Match Scores

(a) MORPH Caucasian (b) MORPH African-American (c) Our Own

Figure 6: Impostor and genuine distributions for image sets that are hairstyle-balanced across female / male. Top row results
are for ArcFace, bottom row results are for the gender-balanced matcher.

Impostor Genuine
Matcher Dataset Category d-prime Mean d-prime Std.dev d-prime d-prime Mean d-prime Std.dev d-prime
balanced random random balanced random random
MORPH CMvsCF 0.185 0.235 0.030 0.004 0.402 0.252
ArcFace AA Mvs AAF 0.129 0.503 0.019 0.003 0.305 0.147
Our Own CMyvsCF 0.061 0.239 0.091 0.000 0.276 0.236
MORPH CMvsCF 0.113 0.274 0.003 0.028 0.430 0.263
Gender Balanced AA Mvs AAF 0.085 0.410 0.018 0.042 0.390 0.151
Our Own CMyvsCF 0.023 0.214 0.085

Table 3: Mean male-female impostor/genuine d-prime and std. dev. for 1000 random samples without replacement. ‘“d-
prime balanced” is for hairstyle-balanced subset, “Mean d-prime random” and “Std.dev. d-prime random” are for 1000
random samples. The hairstyle-balanced d-primes are not within one std. dev. of randomly sampled mean. The text in red is
to show that balanced d-prime doesn’t fall within one standard deviation. The most likely cause is mentioned in caption of
Table 2.

in the balanced subset than the original dataset, reducing
the gap in genuine distribution. In other words, the differ-
ence in false non-match rate between males and females sig-
nificantly reduces after balancing for hair dimensions. For
ArcFace, the original d-prime score between male and fe-
male genuine is 0.283, whereas it is 0.003 after balancing
hair dimensions. Thus, balancing hair dimensions reduces
~99% in the false non-match rate gap between African-
American males and females. Similar pattern holds for the
gender-balanced matcher. The original d-prime score be-
tween male and female genuine is 0.375, whereas it is 0.042
after balancing hair dimensions. Thus, balancing hair di-
mensions reduces ~89% in the false non-match rate gap
between African-American males and females.

After filtering for the hair dimensions, we present the re-
sults in Figure 6a for a balanced subset from MORPH. with

684 images of Caucasian males (522 Subjects) and 684 im-
ages of Caucasian females (481 Subjects). The impostor
and genuine distributions for the images balanced on hair
dimensions show a fundamental change from the original
dataset. Comparing to the original distributions, the gap in
impostor distributions has reduced considerably. In other
words, the difference in false match rate between males and
females significantly reduces after hairstyle balancing. For
ArcFace, the original d-prime score between male and fe-
male impostors is 0.246, whereas it is 0.187 after balanc-
ing hair dimensions. Thus, balancing hair dimensions re-
duces ~24% in the false-match rate gap between Caucasian
males and females. A similar pattern holds for the gender-
balanced matcher. The original d-prime score between male
and female impostors is 0.287, whereas it is 0.113 after bal-
ancing hair dimensions. Thus, balancing hair dimensions



reduces ~61% in the false match rate gap between African
males and females.

In addition, the genuine distribution seems to improve
for both males and females after hairstyle balancing. This,
in turn, causes the false non-match rate for the hairstyle-
balanced subset to be significantly lower than the original
dataset. For Arcface, the original d-prime score between
male and female impostors is 0.208, whereas it is 0.004
after balancing hair dimensions. Thus, balancing hair di-
mensions reduces ~98% in the false non-match rate gap be-
tween Caucasian males and females. Similar pattern holds
for the gender-balanced matcher. The original d-prime
score between male and female genuine is 0.260, whereas
it is 0.028 after balancing hair dimensions. Thus, balancing
hair dimensions reduces ~89% in the false non-match rate
gap between African-American males and females.

Results for our own dataset are presented in Figure 6c¢.
The balanced subset is 344 images of Caucasian males (178
Subjects), and 344 images of Caucasian females (149 Sub-
jects). A similar patterns of shifts in impostor and genuine
distribution is evident for our own dataset as for MORPH.
For ArcFace, the original d-prime between male and fe-
male impostors is 0.224, whereas it is 0.061 after hairstyle-
balancing. Thus, hairstyle balancing accounts for ~73%
of the false-match rate gap between Caucasian males and
females. A similar pattern holds for the gender-balanced
matcher. The original d-prime score between male and fe-
male impostors is 0.204, whereas it is 0.023 after hairstyle-
balancing. Thus, hairstyle-balancing accounts for ~89% of
the false match rate gap between males and females.

The genuine distribution for males in the balanced sub-
set seems to be relatively unchanged but is slightly better
for females in the balanced subset than the original dataset,
reducing the gap in genuine distribution. In other words,
the difference in false non-match rate between males and
females significantly reduces after balancing for hair di-
mensions. For ArcFace, the original d-prime score between
male and female genuine is 0.228, whereas it is 0.000 after
hairstyle-balancing.

A similar pattern holds for the gender-balanced matcher.
The original d-prime score between male and female gen-
uine is 0.261, whereas it is 0.091 after hairstyle-balancing.
Thus, hairstyle-balancing reduces ~65% in the false non-
match rate gap between African-American males and fe-
males.

6. Bootstrap Confidence Analysis

The number of images in our hairstyle-balanced ac-
curacy comparison is greatly reduced from the original
dataset. To analyze whether the results could possibly be
due to a random sampling of that amount of data from the
original dataset, we randomly selected 1000 times from the
original dataset the number of subjects and images as in the

final hairstyle-balanced subset. For both matchers, the d-
prime for male-female impostors and genuine of hair di-
mensions balanced subset is not within one standard devi-
ation of the mean of the randomly-sampled subsets, sug-
gesting that these results are highly unlikely to be just by
random chance. All the results are shown in Table 3.

7. Conclusions and Discussion

Cause of observed gender gap in accuracy. One main
contribution of this work is to document and explain a
cause-and-effect understanding of the gender gap in face
recognition accuracy. The gender gap in accuracy that is
initially observed with both ArcFace and with a gender-
balanced matcher (as shown in Figure 2) largely disappears
when the test image set is balanced for females and males
based on the amount of the image that represents the face
(as shown in Figure 6).

Quality of test data, not quantity of training data. One
initial reaction to the observed gender gap in face recogni-
tion accuracy is that it must be caused by imbalance in the
quantity of training data [11].

Table 2 contains a comparison of the d-prime differences
between the ArcFace matcher, which was trained on the un-
balanced MS1MV?2 dataset, and a matcher resulting from
explicitly balanced training data. For the original test data,
the gender-balanced matcher had a smaller d-prime only
for African-American impostor distributions. For the hair-
balanced test data, the gender-balanced matcher had smaller
d’ for the impostor distributions, but larger d’ for the gen-
uine distributions. Thus the gender-balanced matcher made
no consistent improvement toward more gender-balanced
accuracy in the test data.

Accuracy of face attributes. Algorithms for classifica-
tion of face attributes such as presence of beard or mustache
is an active area of research [36, 40]. Our experiments sug-
gests that there is still substantial room to improve the ac-
curacy of such algorithms, especially for purposes such as
detecting elements of facial hair. It may also be useful to ex-
plore whether the accuracy of such algorithms varies across
demographic groups.

In-the-wild, celebrity images. Our analysis is based on
a controlled-scenario image set, rather than an in-the-wild,
celebrity image set. In-the-wild images will bring greater
variation in pose, illumination, expression and occlusion.
Celebrity images will likely bring greater use of makeup
and of photo-shopping of images. Thus for some other
datasets, analyzing the cause of an observed accuracy dif-
ference may involve characterizing levels of makeup use.
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