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ABSTRACT
With the ubiquity of smart devices that use speaker recognition (SR)
systems as a means of authenticating individuals and personaliz-
ing their services, fairness of SR systems has becomes an important
point of focus. In this paper we study the notion of fairness in recent
SR systems based on 3 popular and relevant definitions, namely Sta-
tistical Parity, Equalized Odds, and Equal Opportunity. We examine
5 popular neural architectures and 5 commonly used loss functions
in training SR systems, while evaluating their fairness against gen-
der and nationality groups. Our detailed experiments shed light on
this concept and demonstrate that more sophisticated encoder archi-
tectures better align with the definitions of fairness. Additionally,
we find that the choice of loss functions can significantly impact the
bias of SR models.

Index Terms— Deep speaker recognition, bias, fairness.

1. INTRODUCTION

Speaker recognition (SR) systems are being used in a variety of dif-
ferent smart devices for identifying or authenticating users. Their
uses include granting access to individuals [1] who intend to use the
products/services provided by the smart devices or customize the
provided services by personalizing the experience towards each user
[2]. Recently, deep neural networks (DNN) have become the pre-
dominant mechanism used in SR systems [3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8]. This is
mainly due to factors such as improved performance in comparison
to traditional SR techniques as a result of state-of-the-art neural ar-
chitectures and loss functions used in training [9].

In recent years, it has been well-reported that deep learning mod-
els are susceptible to biases, which leads to ‘unfair’ decision making
[10]. An unfair SR system may perform well in favor of a particular
group of people while performing poorly for others. On the other
hand, a ‘fair’ SR system avoids any favoritism towards any partic-
ular group based on the characteristics of that group [10]. In case
of smart devices, an unfair SR system could result in the device be-
ing only usable by some people while rendering it useless for other
groups of people. In the context of fairness, the group of people that
may receive disadvantages from the decisions made by a biased sys-
tem are referred to as the ‘protected’ group [11] and the other groups
are referred to as ‘unprotected’.

In this paper we evaluate recent SR systems in terms of fairness
and report the results of our evaluation using 3 widely used defini-
tions of fairness. For this study, we select 5 of the most popular neu-
ral encoders which are frequently used in SR systems. Moreover, to
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consider the impact of different loss functions towards fairness, we
train each model with 5 different common loss functions. The pro-
tected groups in this study are defined as ‘gender’ and ‘nationality’
of speakers. The VoxCeleb dataset [4] is used in this study given
that it is the most widely used dataset in training SR systems and the
wide range of diversity among its speakers.

In summary we make the following contributions: (1) We evalu-
ate fairness of the current widely used architectures in SR and cross-
examine them with different loss functions used in training. (2) Our
study provides a new and comprehensive perspective on fairness in
SR systems by incorporating several popular encoder architectures,
comparing different methods of training, and evaluating the impact
of different factors of bias (both gender and nationality). (3) We
report the results of our experiments in the form of a comparative
analysis that shows the impact of using each combination of archi-
tecture/loss function on fairness of SR systems.

The remainder the paper is organized as follows. First, we
briefly review existing works in the area. Next, we provide a detailed
explanation of definitions of fairness used in our study, followed by
our study design, including a description of the architectures of the
networks used. Further, the loss functions used in the training of
SR systems are described. In the following section, we provide
the details of the performed experiments, including the dataset and
training details. Finally, we report the results of our experiments
and provide a comparative discussion on these results. Lastly, we
conclude our study by presenting a summary of the work.

2. RELATED WORK

To the best of our knowledge, a comprehensive study of fairness
in SR systems has been studied in two prior works in the litera-
ture [12, 13]. Both works evaluate 2 ResNet-based models, namely
ResNet34V2 and ResNet34L in their studies. Although they provide
a thorough analysis on the performance of these 2 DNNs with re-
spect to the protected and unprotected groups, their work does not
consider all the factors that are involved in the training of the DNNs,
for instance loss functions. Furthermore, these works only take 1
definition of fairness into consideration, despite the availability of a
variety of different definitions for fairness [11].

Other studies such [14] and [15] aim to improve the fairness of
SR systems. The study done in [14] studies the effect of modifying
the training set of SR systems to balance the representations of the
protected and unprotected groups. The work done in [15] proposes
a novel fusion network by training multiple DNNs. Each network is
trained using data from 1 group. A different model is trained to re-
ceive scores from these networks and calculate a fusion score which
is then used for making the final decision. While these studies help
the fairness of the SR systems, they do not analyse the fairness of
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SR models with regards to different architectures and training pro-
cedures. In this paper, we aim to address and extend these short-
comings to include the effect of different architectures and training
methods on fairness of SR systems.

3. METHODS

In this section, we describe the different components of our study
design including definitions of fairness, SR neural architectures, and
training loss functions.

3.1. Fairness Definitions

The notion of fairness has been widely studied, and a number of dif-
ferent formulations have been proposed to capture its essence [11].
In this study, we select 3 popular definitions that we believe to be
relevant to our study: Statistical parity, Equalized odds, and Equal
opportunity. All these 3 formulations depend on statistical measures,
which can be defined by the output of SR systems being either ‘pos-
itive’ (the test and reference utterances are spoken by the same per-
son) or ‘negative’. Following we provide the detailed formulations
of these 3 definitions.
Statistical parity. The system meets the requirements for statistical
parity when the probability of a positive decision made by the system
for both protected and unprotected groups are equal. This definition
can be formulated using:

P (d = 1|A = 1)− P (d = 1|A = 0) = 0, (1)

where P (d = 1|A = 1) is the probability of positive decision d = 1
for the protected group A = 1 and P (d = 1|A = 0) is the same
probability for the unprotected group.
Equalized odds. The system satisfies the definition of equalized odds
when the system has an equal probability of making correct positive
decisions and equal probability of making incorrect positive deci-
sions, for both the protected and unprotected groups. This can be
formulated as:

P (d = 1|A = 1, Y )− P (d = 1|A = 0, Y ) = 0, (2)

where the ground truth labels are shown by Y and can take values of
0 or 1.
Equal opportunity. The system satisfies the definition of equal op-
portunity if the probability of incorrect negative decisions made by
the system is equal for both the protected and unprotected groups.
This can be formulated as:

P (d = 0|A = 1, Y = 1)− P (d = 0|A = 0, Y = 1) = 0. (3)

In the formulations above, probability values higher than 0 in-
dicate the presence of bias in the learned model. These values can
be directly related to the amount of bias in SR system with higher
values indicating more bias in the systems.

3.2. Speaker Recognition Systems

Figure 1 (Top) portrays the training pipeline of a general SR system.
The first step in the pipeline is extraction of frequency features from
raw audio signals. The extracted features, namely, spectrograms are
then passed onto a DNN. The prediction made by the DNN, denoted
in the figure by Y ′, is then compared to the ground-truth labels, de-
noted in the figure by Y , using the loss function L. The main com-
ponents of this pipeline that have attracted the most interest in the
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Fig. 1. The general training and inference pipelines of a speaker
recognition system.

recent literature are the DNN and L [5]. During the inference stage,
shown in Figure 1 (Bottom), the DNN component generates embed-
dings from 2 utterances, namely, reference and test. The Backend
component then makes a decision D by comparing the embeddings
and calculating a cosine distance of the embeddings. In order to
evaluate the performance of SR systems, Equal Error Rate (EER) is
used which is calculated by measuring the error rate after selecting
a threshold on the calculated cosine distance. The threshold is se-
lected at a point where the number of incorrect negative decisions
and incorrect positive decisions are equal to each other.

3.2.1. DNN architectures

We study 5 different architectures that are used widely in the recent
literature. These 5 models are based on VGG, ResNet, and SERes-
Net family of networks. Following, we present a brief description of
each of the 5 DNNs.
VGG-M-40: The VGG-based [16] model studied in this work is
proposed in [17]. This model consists of 5 convolution layers, 3
maxpooling layers, an average-pooling layer, and 3 fully connected
(FC) layers. Additionally, the model uses temporal average pooling
(TAP) to aggregate the embeddings generated by the last FC layer
across time.
ResNet34L: The next architecture studied in this paper is based on
the thin-ResNet model used in [18, 19], and is proposed in [5]. It
uses 34 convolution layers incorporated into residual blocks. Each
residual block consists of 3 convolution layers, each coupled with a
batch-normalization layer. The input of each residual block is con-
nected to its output through a shortcut connection. The difference
between ResNet34L and the original thin-ResNet is the smaller in-
put and larger strides in the early layers of the model. Also the model
uses self-attentive pooling (SAP) for aggregation of the embeddings
across time.
ResNet34V2: The second ResNet-based model reviewed in this
study is proposed in [20]. Similar to ResNet34L, the architec-
ture details of this model is also based on thin-ResNet model used
in [18, 19]. However, unlike ResNet34L the input shape of the
DNN has not changed compared to thin-ResNet and the model uses
smaller strides as well. Additionally, the model utilizes attentive
statistical pooling (ASP) for aggregation of embeddings.
SEResNet34L: The SEResNet-Based model studied in this paper is
proposed in [7] and is a modified version of ResNet34L [5]. In this
model the residual blocks of the ResNet34L have been replaced by
Squeeze-and-Excitation (SE) [21] blocks. The SE blocks, in addition
to the shortcut connections, utilize an average pooling mechanism to



DNN Statistical parity Equalized odds Equal opportunity
LS LAMS LAAMS LT LP LS LAMS LAAMS LT LP LS LAMS LAAMS LT LP

VGG-M-40 0.151 0.143 0.138 0.159 0.141 0.098 0.091 0.088 0.102 0.087 0.081 0.078 0.073 0.086 0.075
ResNet34L 0.147 0.139 0.135 0.152 0.140 0.085 0.078 0.074 0.092 0.081 0.072 0.070 0.063 0.077 0.068
ResNet34V2 0.126 0.121 0.119 0.132 0.121 0.079 0.075 0.072 0.085 0.075 0.065 0.062 0.057 0.068 0.061
SEResNet34L 0.136 0.131 0.127 0.141 0.130 0.082 0.078 0.075 0.091 0.075 0.074 0.068 0.061 0.081 0.065
SEResNet34V2 0.131 0.128 0.123 0.134 0.127 0.079 0.076 0.074 0.088 0.075 0.070 0.061 0.058 0.072 0.061

Table 1. Results of evaluation of SR systems on definitions of fairness by taking gender as the basis for defining the protected group

obtain channel information from the input of the block and generate
an excitation score for each channel. The generated score is then
multiplied over the respective channel.
SEResNet34V2: Similar to SEResNet34L, this model is a modified
version of ResNet34V2 [20]. The residual blocks in ResNet34V2
model are replaced by the SE blocks.

3.2.2. Loss functions

We study 5 most commonly used loss functions in the recent litera-
ture [5] for training SR systems. These functions can be divided into
two categories of classification and metric learning [5]. The general
difference between classification and metric learning loss functions
lies in their consideration of intra-speaker relations while training
the models. This difference raises an interest towards their effect
on fairness of SR models trained by each of them. Following we
describe these categories in more detail.
Classification. In cases where the SR system is trained using a clas-
sification loss, the last layer of the DNN is an FC layer with M
nodes where each node represents one speaker from a predefined set
of speakers. Given a batch of N utterances, the DNN then gener-
ates latent embeddings X prior to the last layer. In this category
of loss functions we select the popular and widely used Softmax,
AM-Softmax, and AAM-Softmax functions.
Metric Learning. In this category, SR systems aim to learn a dis-
tance or similarity function between pairs of speakers in the dataset.
The goal of these models is therefore to optimize the metric so that
it maps utterances of the same speaker closer together and dissimi-
lar data points further apart in high-dimensional space. To evaluate
the notion of bias in this category of SR systems, we consider two
popular losses, namely Triplet loss and Prototypical loss.
Triplet loss: In triplet loss [22], the DNN is given 3 utterances.
Among the given utterances, 2 utterances (referred to as anchor and
positive) are spoken by the same speaker and 1 utterance (referred to
as negative) is spoken by a different speaker. Triplet loss then min-
imizes the distance between the embeddings generated by the DNN
for the anchor xa and positive utterances xp, while maximizing the
distance for xa and the negative utterance xn using:

LT = max(0, ‖xa − xp‖22−‖xa − xn‖22) (4)

Prototypical loss: In prototypical loss [23], at each step of training,
a subset of N speakers are selected. A support set is then created by
selecting m utterances for each speaker of the subset. Among the
utterances selected for speaker i, m−1 utterances are used to create
a prototype ci from embeddings generated by the network xi,j by:

ci =
1

m− 1

m−1∑
j=1

xi,j . (5)

The squared Euclidean distance between the remaining utterance
xi,m and the prototype ck is then calculated using:

Si,k = ‖xi,m − ck‖22. (6)

The prototypical loss LP is finally calculated by:

LP = − 1

N

N∑
i=1

log
eSi,i∑N

k=1 e
Si,k

. (7)

4. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

In this section, we first give a detailed description of the dataset used
for evaluating the SR systems in terms of fairness and discuss the
protected and unprotected groups defined for our experiments. We
then describe the implementation details and training protocols. Fi-
nally, we present the results of the experiments and report our obser-
vations.

4.1. Dataset

We use the Voxceleb2 [4] for training our models. This dataset is
the most widely used dataset for training SR systems. At the time
of this study, the dataset contained utterances from more than 7000
speakers. The utterances are collected from open-source media and
are recorded in uncontrolled environments. For evaluation purposes,
we use VoxCeleb1 [4]. This dataset contains utterances from 1251
speakers from 11 different nationalities.

In this study, we perform 2 sets of experiments by taking ei-
ther gender or nationality as the basis of defining the protected and
unprotected groups. In the first set of experiments we consider the
female group of speakers as the protected group and perform fairness
evaluation based on the 3 definitions of fairness. The measurements
for the male group can be calculated as the complimentary value of
the female group. For the second set of experiments we consider the
nationality of the speaker as the basis of defining the protected and
unprotected groups. We take each nationality as a protected group
and accumulate all the other nationalities together as the unprotected
group.

4.2. Training

We use Adam optimizer for training the SR models. We use a step
decay for scheduling the learning rate during the training of the mod-
els, and set the initial learning rate to 10−3. We train the models on
a single Nvidia Titan RTX (24 GB vRAM) GPU, and set the batch-
size to 64.

4.3. Results

Table 1, shows the result of our experiments for evaluation of fair-
ness in SR systems when taking gender as the basis to define the
protected and unprotected groups. We measure the fairness metrics
for systems using the same thresholds that are used when calculat-
ing EER in order to evaluate the fairness of the models with the same
conditions that are present during inference. The results show that



Fig. 2. Results for evaluation of the SR systems on definitions of fairness by taking nationality as the basis for defining the protected groups

the ResNet34V2 architecture better satisfies the definitions of fair-
ness followed by SEResNet34V2, SEResNet34L, ResNet34L, and
finally VGG-M-40. By comparing ResNet34V2 and ResNet34L in
terms of number of parameters (see Table 2) we can observe that us-
ing larger and more complex models seems to reduce the amount
of bias in SR systems. This is further confirmed by comparing
SEResNet34V2 and SEResNet34L or by comparing any of the larger
models with VGG-M-40. This may be due the fact that contrary to
the belief that larger models are more prune to over-fitting and thus
being more biased, the popular models used in SR when trained with
Voxceleb2 do not reach the over-fitting state during the training. We
can also observe that using SE modules instead of normal residual
blocks has no consistent impact on bias.

The result of the experiments also show that the choice of loss
functions can significant impact fairness in SR systems. We see the
least amount of bias in systems that are trained by AAM-Softmax
loss followed by the prototypical loss function. The highest amount
of bias is present in the systems trained by Triplet-loss and Softmax
loss functions. Comparing the fairness of all the models trained us-
ing AAM-Softmax with the models trained using AM-Softmax and
regular Softmax suggests that by using angular margin the bias of the
system can be reduced. Furthermore by comparing the prototypical
loss function with triplet-loss function, it can be observed that using
multiple prototypes in training of the SR systems instead of only 1
positive and 1 negative sample, results in a considerably less bias in
the system.

Next, we repeat the experiments by defining the protected
groups based on nationality of the speakers. We take each nation-
ality to be a protected group while all the other nationalities are
combined together as the unprotected group. Figure 2, presents the
results of this experiment. We sort the nationality of the speakers
based on the number of speakers from each nationality. Comparing
the fairness of the systems based on nationality suggests the pres-
ence of more bias while working on nationalities with fewer number
of speakers, as expected. However, the bias seems to be commonly

Method Num. of parameters
ResNet34L 1.4M
ResNet34V2 2.0M
SEResNet34L 1.4M
SEResNet34V2 2.0M

Table 2. Comparison between the number of parameters on ResNet
and SE-ResNet-based models.

lower for 5 countries of US, UK, CA, AU, and NZ despite the num-
ber of speakers for NZ being lower. This may be because of the
common characteristics (such as language and word pronunciations)
of the speakers of these nationalities.

Lastly, similar to the experiment with gender based groups, we
observe that larger and more complex models such as ResNet34V2
contain the least amount of bias followed by SEResNet34V2,
SEResNet34L, ResNet34L, and VGG-M-40. We can also see that
the models trained using AAM-Softmax loss show the least amount
of bias followed by prototypical loss, AM-Softmax loss, Softmax
loss, and Triplet-loss.

5. CONCLUSION

Considering the ubiquity of smart devices that use SR systems, fair-
ness of these systems is of major importance. This paper presents a
comprehensive study on fairness in SR systems using 3 definitions
of fairness, namely Statistical parity, Equalized odds, and Equal op-
portunity. We study 5 of the most popular DNN architectures and 5
different loss functions that are most commonly used in SR systems.
We choose gender and nationality for defining the protected and un-
protected groups. Our experiments show that larger models, such as
ResNet34V2 and SEResNet34V2, trained with AAM-Softmax and
prototypical loss functions better comply with the definitions of fair-
ness.
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