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Abstract. While utilizing machine learning models, one of the most
crucial aspects is how bias and fairness affect model outcomes for diverse
demographics. This becomes especially relevant in the context of machine
learning for medical imaging applications as these models are increasingly
being used for diagnosis and treatment planning.
In this paper, we study biases related to sex when developing a machine
learning model based on brain magnetic resonance images (MRI). We in-
vestigate the effects of sex by performing brain age prediction considering
different experimental designs: model trained using only female subjects,
only male subjects and a balanced dataset. We also perform evaluation
on multiple MRI datasets (Calgary-Campinas(CC359) and CamCAN)
to assess the generalization capability of the proposed models.
We found disparities in the performance of brain age prediction mod-
els when trained on distinct sex subgroups and datasets, in both final
predictions and decision making (assessed using interpretability mod-
els). Our results demonstrated variations in model generalizability across
sex-specific subgroups, suggesting potential biases in models trained on
unbalanced datasets. This underlines the critical role of careful experi-
mental design in generating fair and reliable outcomes.

Keywords: Sex· Brain Aging · Magnetic Resonance Imaging · Convo-
lutional Neural Network

1 Introduction

Machine Learning (ML) has shown great promise in healthcare applications,
from assisting with diagnoses to informing treatment strategies. However, when
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deploying ML models in such critical areas, we need to ensure that the algo-
rithms are reliable and do not perpetuate existing biases [2]. If an ML model is
systematically biased towards a specific demographic group, it can lead to unfair
outcomes, and in the worst cases, even harmful consequences [14]. Such biases
could arise from the development data, either due to existing historical biases or
the under-representation of certain groups. Even using unbiased data, the out-
come might be unfair if protected features are used for prediction. Recognizing
and minimizing these biases is essential for creating fair and trustworthy ML
models, particularly in healthcare where stakes are high [19,12].

Machine learning’s (ML) increasing application in predicting brain age through
T1-weighted MRI scans has become a key area of focus [13], related to brain
development, cognitive decline, and neurodegenerative diseases [5]. ML models
often aim for a ‘global’ brain age index, reflecting brain maturity and serving as
a biomarker to assess structural changes and aging [3,21]. Exploring what these
models learn and the significant brain regions they identify may offer insights
into individual brain variations. .

A crucial aspect to consider when developing these models is the sex dif-
ferences in brain volumes, which could significantly influence their predictions.
Existing literature has demonstrated considerable sex-related differences in the
total and regional brain volumes, including Gray Matter, White Matter, and
Cerebrospinal Fluid [6,22]. These differences, and their interaction with age, can
have significant impacts on cognitive impairment, especially in the elderly [9].
Therefore, ensuring our ML models account for these variations and perform
equally well across different sex subgroups is crucial for fairness and reliability.

In this paper, we aim to investigate how the performance of brain age predic-
tion models varies across sex subgroups: males only, females only, and balanced
datasets. Our goal is to develop accurate and interpretable ML models, while
also ensuring their fairness. By understanding how predictions vary across these
different subgroups, we seek to offer valuable insights for the development of
more reliable and fair ML models, and to promote transparency in ML pro-
cesses. While focusing on brain age prediction using MRI, our experimental
design also can be translatable for other tasks, examining sex differences and
dataset variations, enhancing transparency and reliability.

Our experimental design followed a similar approach presented in [10]. We
trained and validated different models to perform brain age prediction, consid-
ering the following experimental design: a) using only female samples, b) using
only male samples, and c) using a balanced mix of both sexes. We also performed
experiments using different datasets, with varying data distributions, evaluating
inconsistencies for different populations or equity-deserving groups.

The rest of the paper unfolds as follows: Section 2 covers materials and
methodologies. Section 3 outlines our experimental results. Section 4 discusses
these findings and their implications. The paper concludes with a summary and
potential future work.
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2 Materials and Methods

2.1 Brain MR Datasets

In this study, we utilized the Calgary-Campinas-359 (CC359) [17] and the Cam-
bridge Centre for Ageing and Neuroscience (CamCAN) [16,20] datasets. CC359
is a multi-vendor (General Electric (GE), Philips, and Siemens), multi-field
strength (1.5 T and 3 T magnetic field strengths) volumetric brain MRI dataset,
comprising 359 T1-weighted three-dimensional (3D) volumes. It has balanced sex
distribution, with 183 (50.97%) female and 176 (49.03%) male healthy subjects,
aged 29 to 80 years. Brain masks are also available for this dataset.

The CamCAN data set comprises MR images that were collected at a sin-
gle site (MRC-CBSU) using a Siemens TIM Trio scanner at 3 T magnetic field
strength. The dataset is composed of T1-weighted reconstructed brain MR vol-
umes and segmentation masks for certain structures. From the total number of
651 Samples 329 (50.54%) correspond to female subjects, and 322 (49.46%) cor-
respond to male subjects aged 18 to 88 years. Fig. 1 depicts the distribution of
age and sex subgroups in CC359 and CamCAN datasets.

(a) (b)

Fig. 1. Age and sex distribution across the CC359 and CamCAN datasets: (a) The
CC359 dataset exhibits an age distribution close to normal and a smaller age range
compared to CamCAN. (b) Sex distribution in both datasets reveals a balanced rep-
resentation of male and female samples.

2.2 Pre-processing

In this study, the preprocessing pipeline consisting of skull stripping, registration,
and intensity scaling. We trained a UNet model using the CC359 images and their
corresponding brain masks for the skull stripping step. The UNet architecture
was chosen for its effectiveness in handling high-resolution brain MR images.
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This trained model achieved 97% dice score on the validation set and was then
used to perform brain extraction on the CamCAN dataset, thereby effectively
stripping non-brain tissues.

We registered the skull-stripped brain MR images to the MNI152 standard
atlas [4]. This registration was performed using FSL’s FLIRT tool [8,7], which
allows for a 6 Degrees-of-Freedom rigid registration. This process involves only
rotations and translations without distorting the brain’s shape and size. This
step ensures that the brain images are comparable and consistent for further
analyses. Image intensities were also scaled to fall between 0 and 1.

2.3 Brain Age Prediction Task

We utilized a Convolutional Neural Network (CNN) architecture, the Simple
Fully Convolutional Network (SFCN) proposed in [13] for estimating brain age
based on 3D T1-weighted images. This model comprises seven convolutional
blocks. The initial five blocks down-sample the input after each 3 × 3 × 3 con-
volutional layer, followed by a 1× 1× 1 convolutional block and a classification
head. To stabilize the training process, batch normalization is incorporated. The
only modification to this model was replacing the classification head with a
ReLU-activated linear regressor for brain age prediction.

During the training and validation stages of our study, we employed Mean
Absolute Error (MAE) as our loss function. This loss function played a vital role
in assessing the disparity between the predicted brain age and the ground truth
age labels, evaluating the model’s ability to estimate brain age accurately.

2.4 Grad-CAM Interpretability

Gradient-weighted Class Activation Mapping (Grad-CAM) [15] is an interpretabil-
ity method for deep learning models, especially CNNs. It highlights important
regions in an input image by calculating gradients of the target class score with
respect to the final convolutional layer’s feature maps. It then creates a heatmap
showing regions crucial for the model’s decision, offering insights into its behav-
ior. This helps understand why the model makes certain predictions and is useful
for transparency and bias detection in critical applications.

Grad-CAM’s interpretability is limited by coarse localization from lower reso-
lution in deeper layers [11]. To overcome this limitation, we averaged maps from
both early-stage and final convolutional layers. By blending low-level features
like textures with high-level insights, this approach offers a multifaceted inter-
pretation of the model’s reasoning, and enhances the robustness of visualizations
by potentially mitigating noise.

2.5 Experimental Setting

We established test sets to evaluate the performance of our models through a
stratified sampling approach based on vendor and magnetic field, while taking
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into consideration both sex and dataset. A total of four test sets were constructed
in this manner: 30 females from CamCAN (CamF ); 30 males from CamCAN
(CamM ); 30 females from CC359 (CCF ) and 30 males from CC359 (CCM ).

The remaining samples from each dataset (591 CamCAN and 299 CC359
samples) were used to create three distinctdevelopment sets: female subjects
only, male subjects only, and larger balanced sets combining both male and
female subjects. This resulted in a total of 6 development datasets. Each of
these sets was then stratified by vendor and magnetic field strength, and divided
into 80% training and 20% validation sets.

This process led to the generation of six separate models. Three were de-
veloped using the CC359 dataset, named as CC359-F (trained on female data),
CC359-M (trained on male data), and CC359-A (trained on data from all sub-
jects). The remaining three models were trained on the CamCAN dataset, sim-
ilarly named as CamCAN-F, CamCAN-M, and CamCAN-A. An illustration of
this design is provided in Fig. 2.

To mitigate overfitting, we employed an augmentation step where 50% of
the training and validation samples were randomly subjected to a 15◦ rotation
on-the-fly. Training was carried out using the Adam optimizer with a Mean
Absolute Error (MAE) loss function and a batch size of 8. The learning rate was
initially set to 0.001, then halved every 10 epochs, across a total of 50 epochs.

For our experiments, we implemented data transforms, and Grad-CAM heat
maps using MONAI [1] which is a robust, open-source platform developed by
NVIDIA built upon PyTorch. The University of Calgary Advanced Research
Computing (ARC) cluster, specifically gpu-a100 and gpu-v100, were also utilized.

3 Results

Table 1 provides a summary of the results (MAE) of models trained on CC359
dataset (CC359-F, CC359-M, and CC359-A), evaluated against the defined test
sets: CamF , CamM , CCF , and CCM (detailed in section 2.5). To compare mod-
els performances across sex subgroups regardless of dataset source, we created
two aggregated test sets, one each for Males (CCM and CamM combined) and
Females (CCF and CamF combined). Table 2 presents similar results for models
trained using CamCAN dataset (CamCAN-F, CamCAN-M, and CamCAN-A).

In addition, we have produced averaged Grad-CAM maps on each model’s
predictions for all test sets, using only the aggregated Females test set for vi-
sualization and comparisons purposes (Fig. 3). These maps represent the mean
saliency maps across all samples in this test set. They highlight the regions that
each model, on average, considered significant for prediction [18]. The same ap-
proach was applied to all test sets, yielding similar outcomes across the board.
However, we focused on the Females test set to discuss the observed differences.
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CamCAN-F

CamCAN

CC359

Select 30 Females

CCF

Select 30 Females

CCM

Select 30 Males

CamM

Select 30 Males

CamF
Females only

( n = 292)

Males only
(n = 299)

remaining
591

Females only
(n = 153)

Males only
(n = 146)

remaining
299

Development Sets Models Test Sets

CamCAN-A

CamCAN-M

CC359-F

CC359-A

CC359-M

* F: Females, A: All, M: Males

Fig. 2. Overview of the experimental design. We utilized 3 development sets: Females
only, Males only, and All Subjects, extracted from the CamCAN and CC359 datasets
separately. These sets were split in a stratified manner based on vendor and magnetic
field strength, resulting in training (80%) and validation (20%) subsets. Subsequently,
each model was evaluated on four test sets: CamF , CamM , CCF , and CCM

Fig. 3.Averaged Grad-CAM heatmaps represents a comparative snapshot of significant
regions for brain age prediction between models trained on distinct datasets and sex-
specific groups, predicted on Females test set (CCF and CamF combined). Although
our model is 3D based, we are showing a 2D slice for visualization and comparison
purposes (same slice is shown for each model variation.). Models are identified above
each map: CC359-F, CC359-M, CC359-A, CamCAN-F, CamCAN-M, CamCAN-A.
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Table 1. Mean Absolute Error (MAE) comparison for three CC359 model: CC359-F
(Females Only), CC359-M (Males Only), and CC359-A (All Subjects) across 4 test
sets CamF , CamM , CCF , CCM , and 2 aggregated sets combining female (CamF and
CCF ) and male (CamM and CCM ) samples.

Test Sets CC359-F CC359-M CC359-A

CamF 17.91± 8.864 17.347± 9.387 14.355± 8.117
CamM 16.269± 9.452 16.408± 8.983 13.804± 7.564
CCF 5.588± 5.929 6.47± 5.238 5.428± 5.291
CCM 8.311± 6.432 7.056± 4.883 5.535± 4.844
Males 12.29± 9.011 11.732± 8.61 9.669± 7.578
Females 11.749± 9.737 11.909± 9.346 9.892± 8.177

Table 2. Mean Absolute Error (MAE) comparison for three CamCAN models:
CamCAN-F (Females Only), CamCAN-M (Males Only), and CamCAN-A (All Sub-
jects), across 4 test sets CamF, CamM, CCF, CCM, and 2 aggregated sets combining
females (CamF and CCF) and males (CamM and CCM) samples.

Test Sets CamCAN-F CamCAN-M CamCAN-A

CamF 7.801± 6.186 6.105± 4.018 6.366± 5.386
CamM 7.002± 4.69 6.504± 4.721 5.763± 4.403
CCF 9.973± 6.913 9.571± 6.581 9.018± 5.963
CCM 10.049± 5.949 12.614± 10.144 10.549± 7.264
Males 8.526± 5.569 9.559± 8.481 8.156± 6.466
Females 8.77± 6.63 7.838± 5.721 7.692± 5.834

4 Discussion

The observed results in Table 1, which relate to CC359 models, and Table 2,
which relate to CamCAN models, present a considerable degree of variability.
Despite being trained for the same task, using the same architecture, and un-
dergoing the same preprocessing within a closely aligned experimental design,
divergent outcomes emerged due solely to differences in the development sets.

Our experiments suggest that models trained on a specific dataset fail to
generalize effectively to an external dataset. For instance, in Table 1, the MAE
of all three models was significantly lower on CCF and CCM (sourced from
CC359) compared to CamF and CamM . This pattern is also observed on Table
2, although the difference in performance is less significant.

The improved generalizability of CamCAN models can likely be attributed to
development set size, as shown in Fig. 2. While increased diversity in data (e.g.,
different vendors and magnetic field strengths) typically improves generalization,
this could lead to less accurate predictions if the training samples are insufficient
to capture these variations. Therefore, a balance is necessary between dataset
size and variability. With increased variability, a larger sample size is required
for optimal model function.

The evaluation outcomes on the combined Male and Female test sets demon-
strates no consistent trend. Certain models exhibited superior performance on
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female data, while others were more effective with male data. Interestingly, these
performance variations do not seem to be associated with either the origin of
the development data or the sample size.

A closer observation of the model performances on sex-specific test sets (es-
pecially females) reveals minimal variation among the F, M, and A model vari-
ants, as depicted in each table. To better comprehend whether these models
were focused on similar features, we used the GradCAM saliency maps as an
interpretability method. Fig. 3 shows that even models trained on a specific
dataset identified significantly different features when trained using a single-sex
subgroup versus a mixed-sex group. This highlights the importance of model’s
interpretabiliy to ensure that they are learning the appropriate features.

One model (CC359-F) considered regions outside of the brain highly impor-
tant (red edges in Fig. 3), which ideally should not have affected decision-making.
For CC359-M, almost all the regions in the brain were relatively important.
CC359-A seems to be focused on smaller regions, however, one of those regions
is almost outside of the brain. Similarly, CamCAN-F model is also focused on
more specific regions and most of the brain tissue is not important in predicting
brain age. Interestingly, CamCAN-M seems to be focused on more specific re-
gions compared to CamCAN-A, despite the fact that CamCAN-A had twice as
many training samples and was thus anticipated to learn more specific features.

Our proposal has limitations related to the size of the development sets, po-
tentially impacting the comparisons. However, the performance of models trained
on combined males and females was not very different from models trained using
only half of the samples (single-sex subgroups). Another limitation is the dis-
regard of age distribution during the split of training, validation, and test sets.
Since the CC359 and CamCAN have different age distribution (Fig. 1.a), an
improved way of splitting training, validation, and test sets should consider the
stratified age distribution. Additionally, the use of Grad-CAM, which generates
relatively coarse saliency maps may impact the detailed comparison between
models and restrict the interpretation of intricate relationships between specific
brain regions and predictions. Lastly, the straightforward averaging used to pro-
duce an aggregated map for a population presents some challenges, such as po-
tential loss of specificity and alignment complexities. However, these challenges
do not diminish the method’s promising potential to improve interpretability.

5 Conclusion

In this study, we examined the influence of sex and dataset variations on brain
age prediction. Our findings emphasize that thoughtful experimental design is
crucial in shaping the performance and feature learning of models, leading to
outcomes that are both reliable and fair. This underscores the broader need for
interpretability methods to ensure trustworthy results. We aimed to evaluate
how these variations and sex differences impact the model’s performance and
generalizability, rather than achieving state-of-the-art accuracy. We intend to
make our code available for easy reproduction and benchmarking of our findings.
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Future work should delve into two key areas: a more rigorous examination of
performance disparity through statistical tests (e.g., Wilcoxon signed-rank test),
complemented by using more precise saliency maps and a more reliable method
for aggregating these maps. This will foster greater confidence in conclusions.
Concurrently, efforts must be directed towards designing and optimizing pre-
dictive models that specifically address sex-related differences. This dual focus
aims to reduce biases and ensure reliable and consistent results across varied
populations, strengthening the overall impact of the study.
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