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ABSTRACT

We present a novel approach to mitigate bias in facial expression recognition (FER) models. Our
method aims to reduce sensitive attribute information such as gender, age, or race, in the embeddings
produced by FER models. We employ a kernel mean shrinkage estimator to estimate the kernel
mean of the distributions of the embeddings associated with different sensitive attribute groups,
such as young and old, in the Hilbert space. Using this estimation, we calculate the maximum
mean discrepancy (MMD) distance between the distributions and incorporate it in the classifier loss
along with an adversarial loss, which is then minimized through the learning process to improve the
distribution alignment. Our method makes sensitive attributes less recognizable for the model, which
in turn promotes fairness. Additionally, for the first time, we analyze the notion of attractiveness
as an important sensitive attribute in FER models and demonstrate that FER models can indeed
exhibit biases towards more attractive faces. To prove the efficacy of our model in reducing bias
regarding different sensitive attributes (including the newly proposed attractiveness attribute), we
perform several experiments on two widely used datasets, CelebA and RAF-DB. The results in terms
of both accuracy and fairness measures outperform the state-of-the-art in most cases, demonstrating
the effectiveness of the proposed method.

Keywords Fairness · Bias in facial expression recognition · Fair loss functions

1 Introduction

Facial expressions are widely recognized as one of the primary means of conveying human emotions [1, 2]. Consequently,
the problem of automatic facial expression recognition (FER) has been extensively investigated in the literature [3].
Given the advancements in machine learning, especially deep learning, numerous data-driven solutions have been
recently proposed to tackle this problem [4, 5]. The majority of these approaches require access to large, labeled
FER datasets. One of the primary drawbacks of data-driven methods developed to address the FER problem is their
vulnerability to various forms of biases in the dataset, which can lead to discrimination against certain demographic
groups [6]. For instance, well-known datasets such as RAF-DB [7], which are frequently used for training FER models,
exhibit skewed distributions with respect to sensitive attributes like age and gender [8]. These imbalanced distributions
in the training data often result in output distributions from the machine learning algorithms that favor the majority
group. Due to the severe consequences that such biases in FER systems can cause, addressing bias in FER has recently
gained increased attention in the area [9].

It has been previously shown that FER methods may learn representations that contain sensitive attribute information
beyond the intended facial expressions alone [10, 11]. This latent information can in turn be exploited by classifiers
to aid with the decision-making process, which can influence the fairness of the outcome. To further motivate this
discussion, we show an example in Figure 1 where the embeddings obtained from a ResNet18 expression classifier for
male and female input samples have been processed (using t-SNE [12]) to generate the depicted distributions. Here, we
observe a considerable shift between these distributions, which indicates that gender-related information can indeed be
used to adversely impact the fairness of the classifier for the detection of particular facial expressions. Similarly, it has
been demonstrated in prior works such as [13] that some FER models recognize happiness more accurately in women
than in men. Consequently, bias-dispelling methods have been proposed in the context of FER to enhance fairness by
eliminating sensitive attribute information from the learned embeddings [14, 15]. These approaches have relied on a
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Figure 1: The difference in conditional distributions given two groups of gender as a sensitive attribute.

number of different strategies such as adversarial models [16, 17], data-level methods [18, 19], and statistical techniques
[10], all of which have shown promising results. Yet, further reduction of sensitive attribute-related information in the
learned embeddings is still an open problem in the area. Additionally, we observe that while attributes such as gender
and age have been well-explored in this area, the notion of ‘attractiveness’ which can cause considerable biases in
human perception [20], has not been studied at all in the area of bias in FER.

In this paper, to address the notion of bias in FER, we propose a new solution that reduces sensitive attribute information
from the learned embeddings of FER models. To this end, we utilize the kernel mean shrinkage (KMS) estimator [21] to
achieve a robust estimate of the kernel means of the distributions of the embeddings given the sensitive attributes (e.g.,
male vs. female). We then use this notion to measure the maximum mean discrepancy (MMD) distance between the
distributions, and add this to our classifier loss to be minimized throughout the learning process. We call this the KMS
loss. Additionally, to further remove sensitive attribute information from the embeddings, we employ an adversarial
mechanism. The underlying concept of this adversarial mechanism is to decrease the accuracy of a classifier designed
to identify sensitive attributes (e.g., male vs. female) from the embeddings, thereby minimizing the presence of such
information throughout the learning process. It is worth mentioning that we show that the contribution of the proposed
KMS loss is higher than the adversarial mechanism in promoting fairness. The proposed method ensures that when the
FER model is trained, an accurate measure of the distance between the distributions of sensitive attributes is minimized,
rendering that attribute unidentifiable for the model, hence improving fairness with respect to those attributes. We
test the performance of our proposed method on two commonly used datasets in the area: RAF-DB [7] and CelebA
[22]. The results indicate that our devised method achieves strong results that outperform or are competitive to the
state-of-the-art bias-dispelling solutions. Additionally, we define attractiveness as a new sensitive attribute for which to
reduce bias in FER models. We perform various experiments on this newly defined parameter and demonstrate that FER
models are indeed biased toward more attractive faces. We also demonstrate that our solution for enhancing fairness in
FER alleviates bias toward attractiveness as well.

In summary, our contributions in this paper are three-fold:

1. For promoting fairness in FER, we propose a new loss term based on KMS to reduce the MMD distance
between the distributions of the representations learned by the FER model across different sensitive attribute
groups. We demonstrate that our approach effectively estimates the misalignment between the distributions of
the sensitive attribute groups.

2. For the first time, we analyze the notion of attractiveness as an important and sensitive attribute in FER models.
Our experiments demonstrate that attractiveness is a sensitive attribute that can adversely impact the fairness
of FER models.

3. We perform various experiments on two datasets and demonstrate that our method exhibits strong results
on reducing bias toward gender, age, race, and attractiveness in FER, setting new state-of-the-art in several
scenarios and achieving competitive performances in others.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we present an overview of related work on bias in machine
learning systems in general. The section then presents a literature review on measuring and reducing bias in facial
analysis systems. In Section 3, we present our proposed method. This is followed by Section 4, which presents the
experiment setup, and implementation details along with the results and ablation/sensitivity studies. Finally, Section 5
concludes the paper with a summary and a discussion on possible future lines of inquiry.
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2 Related Work

In this section, we present an overview of the notion of bias in machine learning. We follow this up with a more
focused review of the related work on bias and fairness in the context of facial analysis, which includes FER and facial
recognition systems.

2.1 Bias in Machine Learning

Bias can occur due to various factors such as data imbalance, demographic distributions, and pre-processing steps [23].
Generally, bias-dispelling methods in machine learning can be applied in one of the following three stages [24]: pre-
processing, in-processing, and post-processing. Pre-processing approaches usually apply some type of transformation
on the data to reduce the amount of information regarding the sensitive attributes. In-processing methods aim to modify
the underlying learning algorithms, for instance by modifying the loss terms. Post-processing methods are carried out
after training. They usually rely on a test set which is not involved during the training phase to further process and
modify the initially assigned labels.

In [25], an innovative pre-processing technique is introduced which is aimed at reducing bias in machine learning
applications. Specifically, the method augments the dataset by incorporating synthetically generated samples, thereby
ensuring an equal distribution of instances across various groups within a given sensitive attribute. An example of an
in-processing method is presented in [26], where the authors emphasize the utilization of MMD to promote fairness in
deep generative models, such as variational autoencoders. In [24], a post-processing method is outlined. The method
works by using a bias detector which prioritizes certain samples for processing by a fairness algorithm.

2.2 Bias in Deep Facial Analysis

Several methods have been proposed to study and address the issue of bias in deep facial analysis. In [6], the authors
investigate gender, age, and race bias in the context of FER and show that FER systems can indeed be biased. To
mitigate this, they employ adversarial and disentangled (DA) approaches to remove sensitive information from the
generated embeddings and thus produce sensitive-attribute-agnostic embeddings. The effects of the data imbalance
on the fairness of FER systems are studied in [27]. Specifically, the authors focus on gender bias and experimentally
demonstrate that imbalanced datasets can alter the fairness of FER methods. The authors in [28], suggest the use of
Continual Learning (CL) for bias mitigation in FER. Particularly, they use domain incremental CL for learning across
different domains, each defined by sensitive attributes (e.g. female domain and male domain). They test different
CL methods like elastic weight consolidation (EWC) [29], synaptic intelligence (SI) [30], memory aware synapses
(MAS) [31], and naive rehearsal (NR) [32].

Domain discriminative classification (DDC) is proposed in [33] to mitigate bias in FER methods. The authors argue
that injecting the sensitive attribute information into the neural network would result in “fairness through awareness”.
In [15], it is contended that DDC methods would make false classification boundaries within each class, and thus a
domain independent classification (DIC) method is proposed. A new classifier is then trained for each sensitive attribute
group. Strategic sampling (SS) [28] methods highlight data imbalance as the cause of the bias, and thus address it by
either re-sampling the original dataset to have equal samples across different sensitive attribute groups, or weighting the
minority group. Although SS methods perform well on some sensitive attributes, recently in [34], it has been shown
that balanced datasets are not enough to remove the bias.

The authors in [8] study the effect of model compression on bias in the context of FER. They found inconclusive
results for Extended Cohn-Kanade (CK+DB) and RAF-DB datasets. It appears that the effect of model compression
on bias is still an open question in the area. Counterfactual data augmentation is used in [35] for promoting fairness
in FER systems. The authors perform data augmentation in three different stages, pre-processing, in-processing, and
post-processing, and find that in-processing outperforms the others in terms of fairness. The authors in [36] argue that
one of the underestimated sources of bias in FER lies in dataset annotations. To remove the annotation biases, a network
was trained with facial action units and triplet loss.

3 Proposed Method

3.1 Problem and Solution Overview

Let us represent an FER training set as D = {(xi, yi, zi)}Ni=1, where xi, yi, and zi denote the ith input face image, its
corresponding expression label (happy, sad, etc.), and the associated sensitive attribute (e.g., old, young, child, etc.). For
simplicity, we can assume that the training samples are independent and identically distributed (IID). Additionally, let
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Figure 2: The proposed pipeline. LFER update both the encoder and the corresponding classification head, Lconf and
LKMS update the encoder, and Lz , indicated by the dashed arrow, exclusively updates the classification head.

X , Y , and Z be the random variables associated with the input images, their labels, and the sensitive attributes. Let
the distribution of Z be defined over the set Z . Also, let the cardinality of the set Z be equal to ζ; for example, in the
CelebA dataset, ζ = 2 for gender, which corresponds to male and female.

Accordingly, for a fair classifier, the optimum condition is:

PŶ (ŷ|Z = zi) = PŶ (ŷ|Z = zj) ∀zi, zj ∈ Z, (1)

where Ŷ represents the random variable associated with the output of the classifier, i.e., the predicted class. This
criterion is also known as demographic parity. Bias-dispelling methods employ various strategies to achieve this parity
criterion. A well-known approach is to use some form of adversarial learning to force the embeddings from which ŷ
is generated, to carry less information about zi. However, it has been demonstrated that these embeddings may still
contain such information, which can subsequently impact the fairness of the classifier. Therefore, in this paper, to
further penalize the distance between the conditional distributions of the embeddings given the sensitive attribute zi
, we calculate their relative MMD distance. MMD distance between two distributions is defined as the difference in
the norm of their kernel means in the Hilbert space. In this paper, we calculate the kernel means of the distributions
of the embeddings given the sensitive attributes using the KMS estimator. The resulting MMD is then incorporated
into the classifier’s overall loss as LKMS . Additionally, we employ the adversarial strategy proposed in [11] to further
ensure that the embeddings carry minimal information about the sensitive attribute. The adversarial strategy functions
by steering the classifier, which aims to classify the sensitive attributes from the embeddings (e.g., detecting the age
of the samples from the embeddings), towards a random classifier throughout the learning process. The proposed
pipeline is illustrated in Figure 2. As shown in this figure, the pipeline consists of a base feature extractor, an expression
classification head, an adversarial component, and an MMD loss term, which enforces the network to extract fair
embeddings. Following we describe the main components of our method in detail.

3.2 Kernel Mean Shrinkage Loss

Let P denote a probability measure defined over X , and k be a positive-definite kernel. Then, P can be embedded into
the Hilbert space, H , using µp =

∫
Φ(x)P (x)dx = E

X∼P
Φ(X), where Φ(x) = k(x, .) is a feature mapping from X to

R, and µp is called the kernel mean. Assuming that the space H is equipped with the norm ||.||H , the MMD defines the
distance between two probability measures P (x) and Q(y) as the norm of the difference between their corresponding
kernel means as

MMDP,Q = ||µP − µQ||H . (2)

In practice, estimates of µP and µQ are typically used. One of the most common estimates is the simple mean:
µ̂P = 1

mΣm
i=1k(xi, .), where m is the number of IID samples drawn from distribution P . Although widely adopted, it

has been shown that better estimators exist, which can improve the simple mean estimator in terms of mean squared
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error [21]. This is especially the case when the distributions are not perfectly normal, for instance highly skewed
or long-tailed [37]. We can show that if a specific model (the encoder) generates data from a standard multivariate
Gaussian distribution, the distribution of their Mahalanobis distance will follow a chi-square distribution. By plotting
the quantiles of the Mahalanobis distance against the quantiles of the chi-square distribution, the resulting graph should
follow y = x. This graph is called a quantile-quantile (Q-Q) plot. When we create a Q-Q plot using the data generated
by the ResNet18 model trained for FER, we find that the distribution is indeed not normal (see Figure 3). As a result, to
improve the estimation of the kernel mean, we suggest using the KMS estimator for calculating the MMD.

The KMS estimator, is defined by
µ̃P = (1− ρP )µ̂P , (3)

where, ρP represents the shrinkage factor and defined as

ρP =
Λ̂P

Λ̂P + ||µ̂P ||2H
. (4)

In this equation, ||µ̂P ||2H represents the squared norm of the µ̂P in H which can be calculated using the Riesz
representation theorem [38], also referred to as kernel trick. The kernel trick states that < Φ(x),Φ(y) >H= k(x, y).
Thus, for the given ||µ||2H we have:

||µ||2H =< µ, µ >H =< E
X∼P

Φ(X), E
X∼P

Φ(X) >H

= E
X∼P

E
X∼P

< Φ(X),Φ(X) >H

= E
X∼P

E
X∼P

k(x, x).

(5)

The simple mean estimate of Equation 5 gives ||µ̂P ||2H = 1
m2Σ

m
i=1Σ

m
j=1k(xi, xj). Additionally, in Equation 4, Λ̂P

represents the risk associated with the KMS, and is defined as:

Λ̂P =

1
mΣm

i=1k(xi, xi)− 1
m(m−1)Σ

m
i=1Σ

m
j ̸=ik(xi, xj)

m
. (6)

By plugging Equation 3 into Equation 2 and using the kernel trick, we obtain the MMD through KMS, as:

MMD2
P,Q =

(1− ρP )
2

m2
Σm

i=1Σ
m
j=1k(xi, xj)

+
(1− ρQ)

2

n2
Σn

i=1Σ
n
j=1k(yi, yj)

− 2(1− ρP )(1− ρQ)

mn
Σm

i=1Σ
n
j=1k(xi, yj),

(7)

where ρQ is defined similar to ρP and n indicates the number of IID samples drawn from the distribution Q. Using
Equation 7, we define the KMS loss, LKMS , as follows:

LKMS = Σζ−1
i=1Σ

ζ
j=i+1MMD2

Pi,Qj
, (8)

which we use as one of the loss terms in our proposed method. In this equation, Pi and Qj are the distributions of
the output of the base feature extractor given zi and zj , respectively. Recall, ζ is the cardinality of the set Z , i.e., the
number of elements in our sensitive attribute.

3.3 Adversarial Loss

To further ensure that the base feature extractor generates embeddings that are agnostic to the sensitive attributes, we
utilize an adversarial method inspired by [11, 6]. As shown in Figure 2, a classification head is applied to the output of
the base feature extractor to classify the sensitive attributes. The idea is to aim to minimize the discriminability of these
attributes. We use the following loss to train the base encoder:

Lconf = − 1

ζN
ΣN

j=1Σ
ζ
i=1log

p(zi|X=xj). (9)

Here, p(zi|X = xj) indicates the predicted probability that the output of the feature extractor for xj is assigned to
the class zi ∈ Z . It should be noted that the minimum of Lconf occurs when the classification head predicts equal
probabilities for all zi given xj .
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Figure 3: Quantile-quantile plot of the Mahalanobis distance for the output embeddings of the ResNet18, indicating
that the embeddings do not follow a multivariate Gaussian distribution.

However, it has been shown in prior works such as [11] that the encoder in this scenario may learn a trivial solution that
does indeed show poor discriminatory behavior, while the embeddings still contain strong attribute-related information.
To avoid this trivial solution, an attribute predictive Cross Entropy loss is also added, as follows:

Lz = − 1

ζN
ΣN

j=1Σ
ζ
i=11[Z = zi]log

p(zi|X=xj). (10)

In the equation above, 1[Z = zi] demonstrates the indicator function, 1 if Z = zi, and otherwise 0. This equation acts
as the adversary to Equation 9. It should be noted that Equation 9 is used to train the encoder with the classification
head fixed, while Equation 10 is only used to update the classification head.

3.4 Total Loss

To learn the FER-related representations which is the main goal of the model, we use LFER, which is the cross-entropy
loss for the expressions, as follows:

LFER = − 1

ϑN
ΣN

j=1Σ
ϑ
i=11[Y = yi]log

p(ŷi|X=xj). (11)

Here, ϑ indicates the number of expressions in the dataset. Accordingly, we can now define the overall loss of our
proposed method as follows:

Ltotal = γLKMS + βLconf + Lz + LFER. (12)
In this equation, β and γ are two hyperparameters, which indicate the contribution of the adversarial and KMS losses,
respectively.

4 Experiments

In this section, we first present the datasets used in our study. We then describe the pre-processing and data augmentation
steps performed on the data. We then describe the implementation details of our method, followed by evaluation metrics.
Next, for the first time, we propose attractiveness as a new sensitive attribute and numerically and statistically show that
there are indeed biases when considering this new attribute. Finally, we present the impact of our proposed method on
the reduction of bias and compare our results to others in the area, along with ablation studies to evaluate the impact of
different components and parameters of our method.

4.1 Datasets

4.1.1 CelebA

CelebA [22] is a large-scale, real-world, and diverse facial dataset, encompassing 202,599 images from 10,177 unique
subjects. The dataset features 40 distinct attribute annotations for each face image. In our study, we employ four

6



Table 1: Distribution of the CelebA dataset with regards to attractiveness as a sensitive attribute.

Smiling Not Smiling
Attractive 0.28 0.23

Less Attractive 0.20 0.29

attributes corresponding to facial expressions, age, gender, and attractiveness. Although CelebA does not cover the full
spectrum of facial expressions, it does offer sensitive attribute information for face images, making it a widely-used
benchmark in bias-mitigation research [6]. To the best of our knowledge, no other dataset provides annotations for
both facial expression recognition and attractiveness; thus, we rely solely on the CelebA dataset for the analysis of the
bias caused by this attribute. Additionally, we utilize CelebA to evaluate our proposed method for bias reduction. The
dataset offers official training, validation, and test sets.

4.1.2 RAF-DB

RAF-DB [7] is a large-scale, real-world facial dataset sourced from the internet. The dataset provides expression
annotations (fear, sadness, disgust, anger, happiness, surprise, and neutral) and sensitive attribute annotations (race,
age, and gender). We employ RAF-DB to assess our proposed method. To ensure a fair comparison other works in the
area [28], we utilize a subset of RAF-DB containing 14,388 images featuring expression annotations, of which 11,512
images are utilized for training and the remaining for testing.

4.2 Pre-processing and Augmentation

For both datasets, images are aligned and cropped to ensure that faces appear approximately centered. Subsequently, we
resize the images to 224× 224 and normalize pixel values by dividing them by 255. We also perform data augmentation
to increase the size and diversity of our training sets. During training, each input image undergoes random rotation
within the range of −18◦ to +18◦, horizontal flipping with a probability of 0.4, and histogram equalization applied
with a probability of 0.2.

4.3 Implementation Details

To ensure a fair comparison with other works focusing on fairness [28, 6], we employ a ResNet18 [39] as the base
feature extractor. Hyperparameters β and γ in our total loss are tuned empirically with β = 0.14 and γ = 0.17.

Our proposed model is implemented using TensorFlow [40] version 2.9, and training is conducted on two Nvidia
RTX 2080 Ti GPUs. Furthermore, we utilize ADAM optimizer [41] with a batch size of 64. The learning rate,
first-momentum decay, and second-momentum decay in ADAM are set to 0.001, 0.9, and 0.99, respectively. The
maximum number of epochs for each experiment is fixed at 50.

4.4 Evaluation

We report accuracy, precision, recall, F1 score, receiver operating characteristic curve (ROC), and the area under the
ROC, also known as AUC. Additionally, we also report the fairness measure, which is widely used by literature in the
area [28, 6], defined as:

F = min(
Σϑ

c=1p(ŷ|Y = c, Z = z, x)

Σϑ
c=1p(ŷ|Y = c, Z = d, x)

) ∀z ∈ Z. (13)

Here, d denotes the z ∈ Z with the highest mean classification accuracy (e.g., if female accuracy is higher than that of
males, then d = female). In essence, F is the ratio of the lowest accuracy achieved for a given sensitive attribute (e.g.,
gender) to the highest accuracy attained for that specific attribute. Higher values of F indicate higher fairness in the
classification task.

4.5 Analysis of the Bias towards Attractiveness

It has been well-observed that humans perceive and often discriminate favorably towards more attractive appearances
[20]. This prompted us to investigate whether the same pattern holds true for neural networks, in this particular case, in
the context of FER. As a first line of analysis, we explore the distribution of data with respect to attractiveness in the
CelebA dataset, which contains a measurement for this attribute. Table 1 displays this distribution. As evident from the
table, the number of attractive samples exceeds that of less attractive ones. Next, we make two hypotheses in regards to
attractiveness as a source of bias in FER systems:
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Table 2: The results for the attractiveness and expression classifiers.
Classifier Group Accuracy F1 Score Precision Recall AUC Fairness

Attractiveness Classifier 0.72 0.70 0.70 0.71 0.78

Expression Classifier Attractive 0.92 0.93 0.92 0.93 0.97 0.95Less attractive 0.88 0.87 0.84 0.90 0.96

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
False Positive Rate

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Tr
ue

 P
os

iti
ve

 R
at

e

Attractive group, expression classifier
Less attractive group, expression classifier
Attractiveness classifier
Random classifier

Figure 4: ROC curves for the expression classifier, as well as the attractiveness classifier.

Table 3: T-test applied on the classification metrics for the attractive and less attractive groups as obtained from the
expression classifier.

Measure Accuracy F1-score Precision Recall AUC
P-value 1.38 × 10-20 2.33 × 10-38 1.54 × 10-33 3.14 × 10-17 3.49 × 10-21

(1) information pertaining to attractiveness are encoded in the learned embeddings;
(2) given that this attribute is both learned and the samples are imbalanced, classification results are biased towards
more attractive samples.
In this section, we test these hypotheses, and in the subsequent sections, we demonstrate that our method reduces such
information and mitigates the bias in this regard.

To show that the embeddings generated by the feature extractor contain information about attractiveness, we perform
the following steps, we first train the base feature extractor followed by a fully connected layer (classification head) for
FER using the cross-entropy loss described in Equation 11, which henceforth we refer to as ‘expression classifier’. Next,
we remove the fully connected layer from the trained expression classifier and freeze the weights of the feature extractor
and add a new, untrained fully connected layer. We then train the fully connected layer to predict the attractiveness
of samples, using cross-entropy loss, while keeping the weights of the base feature extractor unchanged. We call this
newly trained network the ‘attractiveness classifier’. Table 2 presents the results. As shown in the table, the accuracy of
the attractiveness classifier is 72%, which is significantly higher than chance level. Moreover, the AUC is 0.78, which
also surpasses that of a random classifier by a large margin. We illustrate the ROC curve of the attractiveness classifier
in Figure 4 alongside the ROC of the random classifier. Evidently, the ROC of the attractiveness classifier is above
chance level, reinforcing the notion that the embeddings carry information about the attractiveness of the samples.

To better visualize the output of the attractiveness classifier, we apply t-SNE [12] to map the embeddings generated
by the feature extractor onto a 2-dimensional space. The results are illustrated in Figure 5. In this figure, the mapped
embeddings with ground truth labels of ‘attractive’ are displayed with on the left, while the ‘less attractive’ samples are
displayed on the right. Furthermore, the colors represent the probability of classifying a sample as attractive by the
classifier with warmer colors (red) indicating higher probabilities of a sample being labeled as attractive while colder
colors (blue) denote the probabilities of samples being labeled as less attractive. As demonstrated, we observe that the
model attains a strong ability to classify samples based on the attractiveness scores.

Considering the second hypothesis, we present the results of the expression classifier for both attractive and less
attractive groups in Table 2. As demonstrated in the table, there are differences of 4% and 6% between the accuracy
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Figure 5: Visualization of the output of the attractiveness classifier. Here, t-SNE is used to depict the embeddings of
different input samples, along with the probabilities of the model classifying them as attractive. The formation of a
clear red cluster on the left indicates the ability of the model to identify features relating to attractiveness.

Table 4: Accuracy and fairness scores for gender on the RAF-DB dataset.

Method Accuracy FairnessMale Female
Offline [28] 0.72 0.75 0.95

Focal Loss [42] 0.71 0.75 0.95
DDC [33] 0.71 0.74 0.96
DIC [15] 0.72 0.75 0.96
SS [28] 0.72 0.76 0.95
DA [28] 0.74 0.74 0.99

EWC [29] 0.73 0.74 0.98
EWC-Online [43] 0.73 0.75 0.97

SI [30] 0.73 0.73 0.99
MAS [31] 0.74 0.75 0.99
NR [32] 0.73 0.79 0.92

Ours 0.75 0.75 0.99

and F1 scores of the two groups, respectively. Furthermore, the fairness score for the expression classifier is 0.95.
These findings illustrate that the expression classifier is biased towards the attractive group, exhibiting better expression
recognition for this group. To provide a clearer visualization of the differences between the attractive and less attractive
groups, we plot the ROC curves for both groups in Figure 4. As depicted in the figure, the yellow curve, corresponding
to the less attractive group lies below the black curve, which corresponds to the attractive group, confirming the
existence of bias towards the attractive group.

Lastly, to statistically evaluate whether the difference between the results of the attractive and less attractive groups as
per the expression classifier is significant or not, we employ a two-sample t-test. For this purpose, we randomly select
500 samples from both attractive and less attractive groups and calculate the classification metrics for each group. We
repeat this process 100 times and apply the two-sample t-test on the computed metrics. The null hypothesis assumes that
there is no significant difference between the average of the metrics, while the alternative hypothesis suggests otherwise.
Table 3 presents the obtained p-values. Assuming an extremely strong significance level of 0.001, we reject the null
hypothesis for all metrics, indicating significant differences between the metrics calculated for the attractive and less
attractive groups. This experiment further verifies the possibility of bias towards the attractive group in FER systems.

4.6 Performance of Our Method

We train the FER system comprising the ResNet18 feature extractor and expression classification head illustrated in
Figure 2 using the loss proposed in Equation 12. We employ both RAF-DB and CelebA datasets as discussed earlier.
Considering gender as the sensitive attribute, we report the obtained fairness measure and accuracy in Table 4 for
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Table 5: Accuracy and fairness scores for gender on the CelebA dataset.

Method Accuracy FairnessMale Female
Baseline [6] 0.91 0.93 0.97

Attribute-aware [6] 0.91 0.93 0.97
Disentangled [6] 0.91 0.93 0.97

Ours 0.93 0.94 0.99

Table 6: Accuracy and fairness scores for race on the RAF-DB dataset.

Method Accuracy FairnessCaucasian Af.-Am. Asian
Offline [28] 0.74 0.76 0.76 0.93

Focal Loss [42] 0.73 0.75 0.75 0.97
DDC [33] 0.72 0.73 0.74 0.97
DIC [15] 0.74 0.76 0.77 0.96
SS [28] 0.74 0.75 0.76 0.97
DA [28] 0.75 0.76 0.70 0.91

EWC [29] 0.79 0.78 0.79 0.99
EWC-Online [43] 0.77 0.78 0.78 0.99

SI [30] 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.99
MAS [31] 0.78 0.77 0.78 0.97
NR [32] 0.78 0.79 0.80 0.99

Ours 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.99

Table 7: Accuracy and fairness scores for age on the RAF-DB dataset.

Method Accuracy Fairness0-3 4-19 20-39 40-69 70+
Baseline [6] 0.80 0.61 0.74 0.73 0.60 0.75

Attribute-aware [6] 0.71 0.63 0.75 0.74 0.54 0.71
Disentangled [6] 0.65 0.69 0.76 0.72 0.62 0.81

Ours 0.69 0.72 0.78 0.75 0.66 0.84

the RAF-DB dataset. We observe that our method achieves an accuracy of 75% for both male and female groups,
surpassing other state-of-the-art methods in the male group, while NR [32] achieves a higher accuracy for the female
group. However, it should be noted that we achieve a fairness score of 99% which is considerably higher than [32]
and equal to the state-of-the-art. Moreover, our method is one of the few that achieves equal performance across both
groups. For the CelebA dataset, we report the results in Table 5. In this experiment, we observe that our proposed
method outperforms the current state-of-the-art in terms of the accuracy for both male and female groups, as well as the
fairness measure, setting a new state-of-the-art. Moreover, the performance of our approach across both groups is closer
in comparison to the prior works.

Regarding the sensitive attribute of race, we present the results in Table 6 for the RAF-DB dataset. In terms of accuracy
for Caucasian, African-American, and Asian groups, our method achieves 78%, making it and SI [30] the only methods
that obtain similar accuracies across all race groups. Furthermore, the fairness measure for our proposed method is
0.99, which is equal to the current state-of-the-art for race as the sensitive attribute. Recall, CelebA does not provide
race-related ground truth labels.

The results of the proposed method for age as the sensitive attribute on RAF-DB and CelebA datasets are reported in
Tables 7 and 8, respectively. The proposed method achieves the highest accuracy for the 4-19, 20-39, 40-69, and 70+
age groups. However, in the 0-3 age group, the baseline [6] method achieves the highest accuracy. Furthermore, our
proposed method attains a fairness score of 0.84, which sets a new state-of-the-art. Regarding the CelebA dataset, our
method acquires a fairness score of 0.98, which equals the current state-of-the-art.

We also test our proposed method on attractiveness as the sensitive attribute. Since, this is the first work to study this
attribute in the context of bias, there are no prior papers that report fairness measures in this context. We therefore
compare our method against the expression classifier discussed earlier (see Section 4.5) as a baseline. The results are
reported in Table 9 for the CelebA dataset. As it is shown in the table, our proposed method not only increases FER
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Table 8: Accuracy and fairness scores for age on the CelebA dataset.

Method Accuracy FairnessOld Young
Baseline [6] 0.91 0.93 0.97

Attribute-aware [6] 0.91 0.93 0.97
Disentangled [6] 0.91 0.93 0.98

Ours 0.92 0.94 0.98

Table 9: Accuracy and fairness for attractiveness on CelebA dataset

Method Accuracy FairnessAttractive Less Attractive
Expression classifier 0.92 0.88 0.95

Ours 0.95 0.93 0.98

Table 10: Ablation study. The drops in the fairness are provided when the specific terms from the loss function is
removed.

Removed Term Drop in the Fairness
Gender Attractiveness

LKMS 0.02 0.02
Lz + Lconf 0.01 0.01

LKMS + Lz + Lconf 0.04 0.03

performance for both attractive and less attractive groups, it also promotes fairness at the same time. Furthermore,
we evaluate whether our proposed method reduces the amount of attractiveness-related information in the learned
embeddings generated by the base feature extractor. To this end, we use a setup similar to the attractiveness classifier;
however, this time, we train the model using Equation 12. We then remove the FER classification head, freeze the
weights of the base feature extractor, and train a new head (FC layer) to classify attractiveness. We observe that, in
comparison to the attractiveness classifier which achieved an accuracy of 72%, the accuracy of the model trained using
our proposed approach drops to 54%. This clearly demonstrates that the embeddings carry less information about
attractiveness.

4.7 Ablation Study

We perform ablation studies to evaluate the contribution of each term in the proposed total loss (see Equation 12). This
is accomplished by removing one specific term from the loss function and measuring the drop in fairness. We use
CelebA dataset and report the results in Table 10. As it is shown in the table, the ablation of each term results in a drop
in performance. Moreover, we observe that the proposed LKMS term is the most effective term in the loss function in
comparison to the other terms as its removal results in the highest drop in fairness.

4.8 Limitations

One of the potential limitations of our work is its computational complexity. Since the proposed LKMS involves
computing the output of the more advanced KMS estimator instead of the sample mean, it requires more training time
and computational resources. Given that ground truth labels for attractiveness have only been provided in the CelebA
dataset, this was our only means of studying this sensitive attribute in this paper. For more concrete analysis, more
datasets with different setups should be eventually collected and considered. Lastly, the notion of attractiveness is
subjective and can vary across cultures and individuals. As a result, our approach to reducing bias in this context is
limited to the dataset that was available to us at the time of performing this study.

5 Conclusion and Future Work

This paper presented a novel method to address the notion of bias in FER systems. To this end, our devised method
minimizes the sensitive attribute information like gender, existing in the embeddings generated by the feature extractor
(encoder). Motivated by the fact that these embeddings do not follow multivariate Gaussian distribution, we use the
more advanced KMS estimator for calculating the embeddings’ kernel means in the Hilbert space and subsequently we
calculate the MMD distance using the estimated kernel means. The MMD distance calculated using the KMS estimator
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is incorporated in the total loss of the network. Additionally, we use adversarial term in the proposed loss to further
ensure that embeddings do not carry information about sensitive attributes. We, also, highlight attractiveness as an
important sensitive attribute and for the first time analyze the resulting bias in the context of FER. Both experimentally
and statistically, we show that the FER systems are biased toward more attractive faces. Our bias-distilling method not
only reduces the attractiveness bias but also it sets new state-of-the-art fairness scores in the case of gender and age
sensitive attributes.

Future work could include the theoretical analysis of the KMS estimator to demonstrate the reason behind its superiority
in promoting fairness, and whether potential limitations exist in its usage. Lastly, the notion of robustness in the context
of our work can be examined, for instance by considering noisy and partially occluded samples. Such experiments
could determine how our method deals with such challenging scenarios in comparison to others.
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