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Abstract
Skull-face overlay is the most time-consuming and error-prone stage in craniofacial superimposition, an
important skeleton-based forensic identification technique. This task focuses on achieving the best possible
overlay of an unknown skull found and a single ante-mortem image of a candidate missing person. The
process is influenced by some sources of uncertainty since two objects of different nature are involved, i.e.
a skull and a face. In previous works we have developed a computer-aided craniofacial superimposition
system aimed to assist forensic anthropologists in obtaining the best possible skull and face overlay. The
system has successfully allowed us to reduce the processing time, simplify the forensic anthropologists work,
and make the process more objective and reproducible. Our approach is based on automatically overlaying
a skull three dimensional model onto a facial photograph by minimizing the distance between two subsets
of corresponding cranial and facial landmarks. The proposed method properly deals with the inherent
uncertainty sources to the skull-face overlay process by considering fuzzy sets to model imprecise landmark
location, and imprecise cranial and facial landmarks spatial correspondence (resulting from the presence of
soft tissues in the face). Accordingly, our methodology requires computing two kinds of distance metrics:
between a point and a fuzzy set, and between two fuzzy sets. This contribution is devoted to study the
performance and influence of the most significant and suitable fuzzy distances proposed in the specialized
literature, as well as other new ones proposed, on our skull-face overlay system. In particular, we have tested
the behavior of our automatic method when considering eight different distance measurements. The system
performance has been objectively evaluated considering 18 case studies resulting from a ground truth dataset
following a rigorous statistical experimental setup. The fact that the choice of a good distance metric is
crucial to our method has been demonstrated since it significantly affects the quality of the final solutions.
It has been shown that our skull-face overlay approach presents the best performance using the weighted
mean distance in most of the cases and that the results are both more accurate and robust than the other
studied metrics.
Keywords: Forensic identification, Craniofacial superimposition, Skull-face overlay, Fuzzy landmarks,
Fuzzy distances, Evolutionary algorithms, Genetic fuzzy systems

1. Introduction
Craniofacial superimposition (CFS) [1], one of the approaches in craniofacial identification [2, 3], is a
forensic process where a number of ante-mortem images of a missing person are superimposed with the
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skull that is found to determine if they belong to the same subject. The appropriate projection of the skull
onto the facial photograph, known as skull face overlay (SFO) [4], is a very challenging and time-consuming
part of the CFS technique [5]. There is a strong interest in designing automatic methods to support the
forensic anthropologist to put it into effect [6]. In particular, the design of computer-aided CFS methods
has experienced a boom over the past twenty years [7]. The most recent approaches consider the use of skull
3D models, as it is the case in the current contribution.
The SFO process is influenced by inherent uncertainty since two objects of different nature are involved
(a skull and a face) [8]. Other limitations associated with the different sources of uncertainty in this problem
are related with the difficult task to locate landmarks, both in the skull and in the face [9, 10]. Namely,
the difficulty to precisely positioning facial landmarks in photographs, specially with a poor quality, and the
inability to locate a large set of (noncoplanar) landmarks due to occlusions [8]. Hence, there is a need for
an appropriate automatic SFO method able to model this imprecision.
Computer vision (CV) and soft computing (SC) methods can be extremely useful for this aim. Computer
vision includes techniques for processing, analyzing, segmenting, and registering image data in an automatic
way [11]. Within CV, image registration (IR) aims to find a geometric transformation that overlays two
images taken under different conditions (at different times, from different viewpoints, and/or by different
sensors) [12]. Soft computing is aimed to design intelligent systems to process uncertain, imprecise and
incomplete information [13]. Two of the main SC techniques are fuzzy logic (FL) [14] and evolutionary
algorithms (EAs) [15]. The former extends classical logic to provide a conceptual framework for knowledge representation under imprecision and the consequent uncertainty. Specifically, fuzzy sets have largely
demonstrated their capability to deal with vagueness and imprecise information. The latter comprises powerful bio-inspired search and optimization tools to automate problem solving in areas such as modeling,
simulation, or global optimization [15].
Our previous work tackle SFO in an automatic way using EAs and fuzzy sets [8, 16, 17]. These approaches
are based on overlaying a skull 3D model on a facial photograph by minimizing the distance among pairs of
landmarks as well as handling the imprecision due to the facial landmarks location [9, 10]. Fuzzy landmarks
in photographs are used to jointly deal with the imprecise landmark location and the coplanarity problem
[8]. Besides, since the correspondence between facial and cranial landmarks is not always symmetrical and
perpendicular [18], cranial landmarks are also modeled by fuzzy sets in our previous approach [19], taking
into account the available information concerning soft tissue depths [20, 21].
This methodology thus requires computing distances between pairs of cranial and facial landmarks. The
registration transformation leading to the overlay corresponding to the minimum distance should be the
best solution to the SFO problem. Since both kinds of landmarks can be represented as fuzzy sets, the need
to compute distance measures between fuzzy sets arises. In fact, cranial landmarks are always represented
by fuzzy sets in order to account for the soft tissue depths while facial landmarks can sometimes be modeled
by crisp points and others by fuzzy landmarks, depending on the landmark location conditions. Hence, two
kinds of fuzzy distances are involved in this problem: between a crisp point and a fuzzy set, when facial
landmarks are located using a precise point (one pixel on the image); and between two fuzzy sets, when
facial landmarks are located using an imprecise region (an ellipse on the image). Regardless the distance
nature, the choice of a particular distance measure is expected to have an impact on the performance and
robustness of our automatic SFO method.
In the literature, many fuzzy distance measures have been proposed. These distances have been classified
depending on the type of information they convey and the application they attend. In this contribution, we
aim to study the performance and influence of the most significant, and, a priori, most appropriate distance
definitions on our SFO method. We will also propose and test a few new metrics. To do so, we have tested
our 3D-2D automatic approach using all these distances on 18 skull-face overlay instances from a ground
truth dataset [22].
The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 reviews the related work and the problem statement. In
Section 3 we introduce and describe the existing distance definitions that we considered appropriate for our
problem and we also propose some new definitions. In Section 4 we present the experiments and results
obtained. Finally, the discussion and conclusions are detailed in Section 5.
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2. Preliminaries
2.1. Skull-Face Overlay in Craniofacial Superimposition
Skull-face overlay is one of the stages of CFS [4]. This process requires positioning the skull in the same
pose as the face in the photograph. From a CV point of view, the ante-mortem image is the result of the
2D projection of a real (3D) scene that was acquired by a particular (unknown) camera. In such a scene,
the living person was somewhere inside the camera field of view with a given pose [23].
The most natural way to deal with the SFO problem is to replicate this original scenario. To do so, a
3D model of the skull must be employed. Current 3D scanners provide skull 3D models with a precision
lower than one millimeter in a few minutes [24]. Once the skull 3D model has been obtained, the goal is to
adjust its size and its orientation with respect to the head in the photograph [1]. In addition, the specific
characteristics of the camera must also replicated to reproduce the original as much as possible [23].
First, the skull 3D model is positioned in the camera coordinate system through geometric transformations, i.e., translation, rotation and scaling which corresponds to the adjustment of the skull size and its
orientation in the same angle as the face in the image [1, 5]. Then, a perspective projection of the skull 3D
model is performed onto the facial photograph.
Hence, a 3D-2D IR process where these unknown parameters are estimated seems to be the most appropriate formulation to automate SFO. In fact, this process directly replicates the original scenario in which
the photograph was taken [16, 23].
In our automatic SFO procedure, the 3D-2D IR approach is guided by a set of cranial and facial landmarks
previously located by a forensic expert in both the skull 3D model and the facial photograph. Once the
location of these landmarks is provided by the forensic anthropologist, the SFO procedure is based on
searching for the skull orientation leading to the best matching of the two sets of landmarks. We aim to
properly align the skull 3D model and the 2D facial photograph in a common coordinate frame system
following a 3D-2D IR approach. The required perspective transformation to be applied on the skull was
modelled in [16] as a set of geometric operations involving 12 parameters/unknowns which are encoded in a
real-coded vector to represent a superimposition solution.
Hence, given two sets of cranial and facial landmarks, C = {cl1 , ..., cln } and F = {f l1 , ..., f ln }, the
overlay procedure aims to solve a system of equations with the following 12 unknowns [16]: the direction of
the rotation axis d~ = (dx , dy , dz ), the location of the rotation axis with respect to the center of coordinates
~r = (rx , ry , rz ), the rotation angle θ, the factor s that scales the skull 3D model as the face in the photograph,
the translation ~t = (tx , ty , tz ) that places the origin of the skull 3D model in front of the camera to replicate
the moment of the photograph, and the camera angle of view φ. These 12 parameters determine the geometric
transformation f which projects every cranial landmark cli in the skull 3D model onto its corresponding
facial landmark f li of the photograph as follows:
F =C ·R·S·T ·P

(1)

where · is the matrix multiplication.
The rotation matrix R orients the skull in the same pose of the head in the photograph. S, T , and P
are scaling, translation and perspective projection matrices, respectively [16]. A complete description of the
matrices of Eq. 1 is detailed in [25].
Using the cranial and facial landmarks, an EA iteratively searches for the best geometric transformation
f , i.e., the optimal combination of the 12 parameters that minimizes the following mean error (ME) fitness
function [16]:
ME =

PN

i=1

d(f (cli ), f li )
,
N

(2)

where cli is the 3D cranial landmark, f li is the 2D facial landmark, f is the geometric transformation,
f (cli ) represents the 2D position of the 3D cranial landmark when projected on the photograph, d is the
2D Euclidean distance, and N is the number of landmarks placed by the expert. Figure 1 shows the visual
meaning of the fitness function for one case.
3

Figure 1: Scenario of the original genetic algorithm to search the best skull-face overlay: geometrical distance between crisp
facial landmarks and projected crisp cranial landmarks.

Therefore, the use of geometrical distances in the ℜ2 space was the operational environment of our
optimization algorithm.
2.2. Modeling the Facial Landmark Location Uncertainty
The landmark location uncertainty is related to the extremely difficult task to precisely and invariably
locate the facial landmarks on a photograph. The ambiguity of placing points in a photograph may arise due
to the imprecise definition of many anthropometric landmarks [9, 10] but also from additional reasons. These
reasons include variation in shade distribution depending on light condition during photographing, unsuitable
camera focusing, poor image quality, face pose and expression, partial or whole landmarks occlusion, etc.
Therefore, forensic anthropologists are usually only able to unquestionably identify a reduced set of all the
available facial landmarks.
We have developed a fuzzy approach to deal with the uncertainty related to the location of facial landmarks [8]. This proposal is based on imprecise landmarks, i.e., the forensic anthropologist can mark the
approximate location of any landmarks using an ellipse. This ellipse delimitates a region where the experts
can actually assure the anatomical location of the landmark. The size of the ellipse will be directly related
with the imprecision in the landmark location: the broader the region, the higher the uncertainty in the
location of that landmark. Of course, forensic anthropologists can both define precise and imprecise facial
landmarks in a photograph. Those additional landmarks are essential to deal with the coplanarity problem
in the automatic search of the best SFO [16].
Following the idea of fuzzy plane geometry in [26] and metric spaces in [27] we have defined a fuzzy
landmark as a fuzzy convex set of points having a nonempty core and a bounded support. That is, all its
α-levels are nonempty bounded and convex sets. In our case, since we are dealing with 2D photographs
with an x × y resolution, we have defined the fuzzy landmarks as 2D masks represented as a matrix M with
mx × my points (i.e., a discrete fuzzy set of pixels). Each fuzzy landmark will have a different size depending
on the imprecision on its localization but at least one pixel (i.e. crisp point related to a matrix cell) will
have membership with degree one. These masks are easily built starting from two triangular fuzzy sets Ve
e modeling the approximate vertical and horizontal position of the ellipse representing the location of
and H
the landmark, thus becoming 2D fuzzy sets.
An example of these fuzzy facial landmarks is given in Figure 2, where the corresponding membership
values (calculated using the product t-norm) of the pixels of one of these landmarks are depicted on the
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Figure 2: Example of the imprecise location of facial landmarks (left) and representation of an imprecise landmark using fuzzy
sets (right).

e fuzzy sets correspond to the most left/right-upper/lower point
right. Left and rights bounds of the Ve and H
of the ellipse, while the modal point corresponds to the center of the ellipse.
2.3. Modeling the Landmark Matching Uncertainty
The landmark matching uncertainty refers to the imprecision that is involved in the matching of two sets
of landmarks corresponding to two different objects: a face and a skull. The correspondence between facial
and cranial anthropometric landmarks is not always symmetrical and perpendicular; some pairs of landmarks
show a very close relationship; meanwhile, others do not exactly overlap because of varying thicknesses of
soft tissue between them [18]. Besides, the facial soft tissue depth varies for each facial landmark, as well
as for different person groups (based on age, race, and gender). This variability has been studied in many
populations considering different age and gender subgroups [20, 21].
The fuzzy sets-based approach developed in [19] models the imprecision related to the facial soft tissue
depth between corresponding pairs of cranial and facial landmarks within our automatic SFO procedure.
To do so, the population-based statistical minimum (min), mean (mean) and maximum (max ) distances
between a pair of cranial and facial landmarks are represented by fuzzy sets assuming a certain degree of
perpendicularity between cranial and facial landmarks as most soft tissue studies do [20, 21].
To do this, we consider the normal vector ~v on the surface of the skull 3D model at each cranial landmark.
In order to estimate the position of the facial landmarks, the unit corresponding vector ~u (same direction
that normal vector ~v but magnitude of the unit) is multiplied by the specific distance (minimum, mean or
maximum). In addition, different inclination angles can be applied to the unit vector ~u in order to define
the volume where the facial landmark will be likely located. The landmark matching uncertainty is defined
using 3D masks. Hence, a fuzzy set B̃ p with p ∈ {x, y, z} (see Figure 3 for a graphical representation) is
determined by its center c ∈ {cx , cy , cz } (the 3D coordinates of the cranial landmark), the normal vector
coordinates u ∈ {ux , uy , uz }, and the min, mean, and max soft tissue distances.
Therefore, the original definition of our evolutionary SFO technique’s fitness function in Eq. (2) was
modified in [19] to take into account distances between two fuzzy sets, Fuzzy Mean Error (FME), as follows:
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Figure 3: Facial landmark position from a cranial landmark using a cone. min, mean, and max are the soft tissue depths. ~
u is
the normal vector at the cranial landmark in the skull, θ is the rotation angle of ~
u.

FME =

N crisp
P

(d′ (xi , f (C̃ i )) +

N fP
uzzy
j=1

i=1

N

(d′′ (F̃ j , f (C̃ j ))
,

(3)

where Ncrisp is the number of 2D facial landmarks precisely located (crisp points), Nfuzzy is the number of
2D facial landmarks imprecisely located and defined as 2D fuzzy sets, N is the total number of landmarks
(N = Ncrisp + Nfuzzy), x i corresponds to a 2D facial landmark defined as a crisp point (x i ∈ F ), C̃i
and C̃j are fuzzy sets modeling each 3D cranial landmark and the soft tissue distance to the corresponding
3D facial landmark i or j ; f is the function that determines the 3D-2D perspective transformation that
properly projects every 3D skull point onto the 2D photograph (Eq. 1); f(C̃i ) and f(C̃j ) are two fuzzy sets
corresponding to the result of applying the perspective transformation f to the 3D volume that model the
landmark matching uncertainty; F̃j represents the fuzzy set of points of the imprecise 2D facial landmark;
d′ (xi , f(C̃i )) is the distance between a point and a fuzzy set of points, and d′′ (F̃j , f(C̃j )) is the distance
between two fuzzy sets.
The interested reader is referred to [19] for a detailed description of the procedure.
3. Distances between Points and Fuzzy Sets for Automatic Skull-Face Overlay
The approach introduced in Section 2.3 involves working with a fuzzy set for each cranial landmark. This
fuzzy set models the projection of the 3D cranial landmark on the facial photograph, which is composed of
the location of the precise 3D cranial landmark (cli ) and the min, mean and max intervals modeling the
soft tissue distance according to a particular population-based study. While cranial landmarks are always
identified as a precise point, facial landmarks could be located either precisely or imprecisely, as introduced
in Section 2.2. Thus, we can have crisp and fuzzy landmarks at the same time.
Our automatic SFO procedure tries to minimize all the distances between every pair of corresponding
landmarks, i.e., cranial landmarks (always represented by fuzzy sets) and facial landmarks (sometimes
represented by fuzzy sets and sometimes by crisp points). Accordingly, the need to compute two kind of
distance measures arises: between a point and a fuzzy set and between two fuzzy sets.
To illustrate the latter concept, Figure 4 represents the 3D fuzzy sets modeling the spatial correspondence
(cones) between cranial (crisp points) and facial landmarks (either crisp or fuzzy landmarks represented by
an ellipse) as a consequence of the presence of soft tissues in the face.
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Figure 4: 3D cranial fuzzy landmarks (cones) projected onto a facial photograph with fuzzy landmarks (ellipses).

Once the facial-cranial distances (cones) are projected in the 2D image, we obtain a fuzzy set of 2D points.
Now, we need to measure the spatial distance between the corresponding pairs of fuzzy sets. Graphically,
we can have the scenario of Figure 5.
The choice of a particular distance is expected to have an influence on the performance and robustness
of our automatic SFO method. Therefore, we aim to find the most appropriate distance calculation or a
sub-set of them performing better in specific SFO scenarios (for example, a large or a small number of fuzzy
landmarks).
For this purpose, we review the existing fuzzy distance measures in the literature and their features.
Then, we select the most suitable distances for our approach and we propose some new ones that we
consider appropriated for our specific application.
A large variety of distance measures have been proposed from an image processing point of view, depending on the requirements needed for each application field [28, 29]. Applications of such distances cover
a very large range, including image registration, assessment of relationships between image components,
comparison of imprecise image objects, structural pattern recognition, etc. A review of several definitions
of fuzzy distances is presented in [30], including some generalizations and a classification with respect to
the type of information they convey. In this work, two kinds of methods are distinguished. On the one
hand, distances that compare only the membership functions representing the concerned fuzzy objects, and,
on the other hand, distances that combine spatial distance between objects and membership functions. In
the first group, no spatial information is taken into account, so the distance measures are more restricted
for applications in image processing. The second allows a more general analysis of structures in images,
for applications where topological and spatial arrangement of the structures of interest is important. The
author proposed several criteria to deal with the problem of choosing a distance, like the type of application,
the properties of the distances, and the computation time.
When we face the problem of choosing a distance, we consider the criterion that we need to evaluate
distances between objects in the same image. As mentioned, distances that only compare membership
functions are not suitable. It is true that in several applications in image processing, all properties of a
metric are not needed or are not possible. That is the case of image retrieval and class representation
when the type of data representation is complex. For instance, when the data are mapped to the nodes
of a weighted graph, this type of data lacks geometrical notions [31]. For this reason, some recent works
use measures complex and non-metric measures. However, for this particular study we have only chosen
distances between fuzzy sets and between a point and a fuzzy set that always use the Euclidean distance
7

Figure 5: Scenario of the actual genetic algorithm to search the best skull-face overlay: geometrical distance between fuzzy or
crisp facial landmarks (green tones) and projected fuzzy cranial landmarks (blue tones).

between two points in the ℜ2 space, since this is the main concept of our evolutionary optimization algorithm.
We consider essential for this algorithm to be able to establish a fair measure between the pairs of landmarks
of the same identification case and also between the final optimization function value (fitness) of the different
identification cases. This could give us an idea of how good a skull-face overlay is. This is the reason why
the current study only focuses on metric measures based on geometrical notion.
In the following sections, we review some important definitions and notations and we summarize the
taxonomy made in [30]. Then, we define the adapted geometrical approach distances for SFO (according to
this classification) and we propose some new ones. We distinguish between distance from a point to a fuzzy
set and between two fuzzy sets.
3.1. Definitions and Properties of Distances and Fuzzy Distances
Let us denote by S the space on which the image is defined (ℜ2 in our case). We denote by x, y, etc.,
the spatial variables, i.e., points of S (pixels), where x = (x1 , x2 ) and y = (y1 , y2 ).
The spatial distance between two points x and y of S is denoted by dS (x, y) (related to the Cartesian
space they belong to and independent of their membership to any possible fuzzy set). In this work, dS (x, y)
is taken as the Euclidean distance on S. In ℜ2 it is defined by:
p
d(x, y) = (x1 − y1 )2 + (x2 − y2 )2
(4)

A crisp object A is, as usual, a subset of S. Similarly, a fuzzy object Ã is a fuzzy subset of S and defined
bi-univoquely by its membership function. For each x in S, Ã(x) is a value in [0, 1] that represents the
membership degree of the point x to the fuzzy set Ã.
We denote the distance between a point and a set of points as d(x, A). In the same way, the distance
between a point and a fuzzy set of points is stated by d′ (x, Ã).
The distance between two crisp sets can be expressed as d(A, B). Similarly, the distance between two
fuzzy objects Ã and B̃ is described by d′′ (Ã, B̃).
For our purpose we will use the following distances between two crisp sets [32]:
1. Nearest point distance:
dN (A, B) = min d(x, y)

(5)

(x,y)

2. Symmetrical mean distance:
dM (A, B) =

P

x

miny d(x, y)
+
|A|
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P

y

minx d(x, y)
|B|

(6)

3. Hausdorff distance:
dH (A, B) = max{sup inf d(x, y), sup inf d(x, y)}
x∈A y∈B

y∈B x∈A

(7)

Some definitions of measurements between sets or fuzzy sets do not always satisfy strictly the properties
of a distance (or metric). The definition of a metric and its variants are recalled below [27, 30].
Definition 1. A metric (or distance) is a positive function d : F × F → R+ such that:
1.
2.
3.
4.

∀Ã ∈ F, d(Ã, Ã) = 0 (reflexivity)
∀(Ã, B̃) ∈ F 2 , d(Ã, B̃) = 0 ⇒ Ã = B̃ (separability)
∀(Ã, B̃) ∈ F 2 , d(Ã, B̃) = d(Ã, B̃) (symmetry)
∀(Ã, B̃, C̃) ∈ F 3 , d(Ã, C̃) ≤ d(Ã, B̃) + d(B̃, C̃) (triangular inequality)

A pseudometric is a function satisfying 1, 3 and 4 (separability does not necessarily hold), and a semimetric satisfies 1,2, and 3 (and not the triangular inequality), and a semi-pseudometric satisfies only 1 and
3.
According to the particular problem these properties can be strictly necessary (for instance, d(Ã, Ã) = 0
could needed for the application at hand).
With regard to fuzzy objects, the author of [30] distinguishes two types of distances. On the one hand,
distances that basically compare only the membership functions representing the concerned fuzzy objects.
On the other hand, distances that combine spatial distance between objects and membership functions.
In particular, as we have mentioned, in our case, the first type of distances are not suitable since spatial
information, while being crucial, is not modeled. Because of that, we will only focus on the second one.
The distances in this family include the spatial relation dS in the distance between two fuzzy objects Ã
and B̃. The membership values at different points of S are linked using some formal computation, making
introduction of dS possible. Four main subsets are distinguished within this type of measurements:
• The first subset is the geometrical approach, which consists of generalizing one of the distance metrics
between crisp sets. This has been done for many distances following four main principles: considering
fuzzy sets in a n-dimensional space [33], using the the fuzzification principle [34], weighting distances
by membership values [35], and defining a fuzzy distance as a fuzzy set on ℜ+ instead of as a crisp
number using the extension principle [35, 36]. The fuzzification principle extends the distance between
two crisp sets in its fuzzy equivalent using the corresponding α-cuts set. This is a very common way to
proceed and it has already been used for defining several operations on fuzzy sets [37], and especially
on fuzzy distances [32, 30].
For any fuzzy set Ã ∈ [0, 1]X , let us denote by Ãα the crisp set:


1, if α ≤ Ã(x),
(8)
0, otherwise,
n
o
h i
for all α ∈ [0, 1], and by Ãα the corresponding set x ∈ X; α ≤ Ã(x) . These sets are called the
Ãα (x) =

α-cuts of Ã and it is always held that [Ã0 ] = X.

• The second subset consists of a morphological approach [32]. This defines fuzzy distances taking into
account spatial information based on fuzzy mathematical morphology. They are obtained by direct
translation of crisp equations expressing distances in terms of mathematical morphology into fuzzy
ones. This approach requires to run more operations than the former group, so it is not appropriate
for systems that repeat the distance computation a high number of times, such as EAs. Since our
application is based on these algorithms we will not look at these kinds of distances.
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• The third approach is based on tolerance [38]. The basic idea is to combine spatial information and
membership values by assuming a tolerance value τ , indicating the differences that can occur without
saying that the objects are no more similar. These measurements are semi-pseudometrics and they are
useful to know the similarity between two fuzzy objects but not for the attended case in the current
manuscript.
• The last one is the graph theoretic approach. This is similar to the previous one but objects are not
represented directly as fuzzy sets but as fuzzy graphs [39]. This approach is not considered for our
purpose for the same reason.
3.2. Distance Between a Point and a Fuzzy Set
The computation of the distance between a crisp point and a classical set can be extended to distances
between a crisp point and a fuzzy set in many different ways [30, 40]. The geometrical approach seems to
be a priori the most suitable one since the aim is to have a geometric measurement. While the majority
of the following distances were directly taken from [30], some metrics are our own contribution based on
previously existing distances.
The following distances are defined between a crisp point x and a fuzzy set of points B̃:
1. Weighted mean distance: it calculates an average of the distances between x and all the points in
B̃, weighted by the membership values [30]:
d′1 (x, B̃)

=

P

y

d(x, y) · B̃(y)
P
y B̃(y)

(9)

2. Nearest point distance: it calculates the distance to the nearest point taking into account the
membership degrees [32]:


d(x, y)
′
(10)
d2 (x, B̃) = min
y
B̃(y)
3. Nearest point extension 1 distance: this approach is a new proposal based on the original nearest
point distance, but taking into account the membership degrees also inside the fuzzy set:


d(x, y) + 1
′
d4 (x, B̃) = min
(11)
y
B̃(y)
4. Nearest point extension 2 distance: it is another new approach that calculates the distance to
the nearest point tending to the fuzzy set point with higher membership degree.
 ′
d4 (x, B̃)
if x ∈
/ B̃
′
d5 (x, B̃) =
(12)
1 − B̃(x) if x ∈ B̃
5. Mean α-cuts distance: it calculates the distance from the point to each α-cut and weights it by the
level of the α-cut [32, 41].
m
X
dH (x, B̃α ).(αi − αi−1 )
(13)
d′3 (x, B̃) =
i=1

where dH is the Hausdorff distance between a point and a crisp set:
dH (x, B) = inf d(x, y)
y∈B

(14)

Note that denominators in Eqs. 9, 10, and 11 cannot be zero. In our case this situation never happens
due to the fact that we do not consider part of the fuzzy set the points with membership degrees equal to
zero.
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3.3. Distance Between Two Fuzzy Sets
Distances between two fuzzy sets are the most widely addressed in the literature. This distance is usually
represented by a real number, i.e., taking values in R+ . However, since we work with objects imprecisely
defined, the distance between them can also be imprecise. Then, sometimes the distance is better represented
as a fuzzy set and more precisely as a fuzzy number [35].
A real fuzzy number ñ is a fuzzy subset of the real line whose membership function µñ is [42]:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)
(v)
(vi)

A continuous mapping from ℜ to the closed interval [0,1].
Constant on (−∞,c]: µñ = 0 ∇x ∈ (−∞,c].
Strictly increasing on [c,a].
Constant on [a,b]: µñ (x) = 1 ∇x ∈ [a,b].
Strictly decreasing on [b,d].
Constant on (d,+∞): µñ (x) = 0 ∇x ∈ [d,+∞).

a, b, c and d are real numbers. Eventually we can have c = −∞, or a = b, or c = a, or b = d, or d = +∞.
The mean value of ñ is an element of [a, b], often (a + b)/2.
We extend the distances between a point and a fuzzy set introduced in Section 3.2 to model the corresponding distance between fuzzy sets. We denote them using d′′ (Ã, B̃) when the result is a crisp value, and
D̃(Ã, B̃)(r) when it is a fuzzy number.
1. Mean weighted distance: it calculates the average of the distances between all the points belonging
to both fuzzy sets Ã and B̃, weighted by the membership values [30, 35].
d′′1 (Ã, B̃)

=

P P

y d(x, y)t[Ã(x), B̃(y)]
P P
x
y t[Ã(x), B̃(y)]

x

(15)

where t is a t-norm.
2. Nearest point distance: it calculates the distance to the nearest point taking into account the
membership degrees. This approach is proposed as an extension of the nearest point distance between
a point and a fuzzy set (10).


d(x, y)
′′
d2 (Ã, B̃) = min
(16)
(x,y) Ã(x) · B̃(y)
3. Nearest point extension 1 distance: This approach is a new proposal based on the nearest point
extension 1 distance between a point and a fuzzy set (11).


d(x, y) + 1
′′
d4 (Ã, B̃) = min
(17)
(x,y) Ã(x) · B̃(y)
4. Nearest point extension 2 distance: This approach is proposed as an extension of the nearest
point extension 2 distance between a point and a fuzzy set (12). It is based on the dissimilarity measure
between two fuzzy sets taking into account only the intersection [43, 30].
( ′′
d4 (Ã, B̃)n
o if Ã ∩ B̃ = ∅
′′
d5 (Ã, B̃) =
(18)
1 − max t[Ã(y), B̃(y)]
if Ã ∩ B̃ 6= ∅
where t is a t-norm.
5. Mean α-cuts distance: it calculates the distances between crisp sets weighting them by the level of
the α-cut [30, 41].
m
X
d(Ãα , B̃α ).(αi − αi−1 )
(19)
d′′3 (Ã, B̃) =
i=1
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6. Rosenfeld distance: Another approach for the distance between two fuzzy sets consists of defining
a fuzzy distance between two fuzzy sets as a fuzzy set on R+ instead of a crisp number. Rosenfeld
proposed the shortest distance between two fuzzy sets in [35] using the extension principle:
D̃(Ã, B̃)(r) =

sup inf [Ã(x), B̃(y)]

(20)

(x,y)
d(x,y)=r

There are many other distances that provide a fuzzy number as a result, for example the distances based
on the morphological approach [30]. In this work we will only analyze Rosenfeld distance because it is still
a geometrical approach.
It was demonstrated in [30] that the choice of the t-norm, among the most common ones (minimun,
product and Lukasiewicz), did not imply significant differences, since it changed the absolute values but not
the ranking between distances. Since the absolute value is not important in our real-world application, we
will use the minimum both for the mean weighted distance (Eq. 15) and for the nearest point extension 2
distance (Eq. 18).
As before, denominators in Eqs. 15, 16, and 17 cannot be zero. In our case this situation never happens
due to the fact that we do not consider part of the fuzzy set the points with membership degrees equal to
zero.
3.4. Fitness Function Adaptation Using Fuzzy Distances as Fuzzy Numbers in the Skull-Face Overlay Method
The fitness function showed in Eq. 3 is employed for distances 1 to 5. However, in the case of using
fuzzy distances as fuzzy numbers (Rosenfeld distance, Eq. 20), the design of the fitness function of our
evolutionary-based SFO method changes significantly. In this case, we have fuzzy numbers instead of crisp
values (numbers) to represent the distance between each pair of landmarks. This can be understood as if
we have an imprecise distance, for example around n, instead of exactly n. It can be proven that, if Ã and
B̃ are fuzzy numbers, and if ⋆ ∈ {+, −, ·, ÷}, then Ã ⋆ B̃ is also a fuzzy number. So the average of all fuzzy
distances is also a fuzzy number.
The common method to operate with fuzzy numbers applies the extension principle [36]:
(Ã ⋆ B̃)(t) = sup inf [Ã(x), B̃(y)]

(21)

t=x⋆y

Another commonly employed method is based on α-cuts [44]. It defines a fuzzy set in the α-cut, (Ã⋆ B̃)α ,
as
(Ã ⋆ B̃)α = Ãα ⋆ B̃α ,
for any α ∈ (0, 1], where Ãα denotes the α-cut of Ã.
It can be proved that Ã ⋆ B̃ is:
[
µ⋆ν =
(Ã ⋆ B̃)α ,

(22)

(23)

α∈(0,1]

where (Ã ⋆ B̃)α is a closed interval for each α ∈ (0, 1] and Ã ⋆ B̃ is a fuzzy number.
So, we can apply the two methods to calculate the FME when fuzzy numbers are used as distances.
In the cases where crisp points are marked in photographs, the distance is not a fuzzy number but a crisp
number. We assume that a crisp number n is a fuzzy number with Ã(n) = 1.
Therefore, we can also obtain the mean distance as a fuzzy number applying any of these two methods.
However, only the α-cuts-based method was implemented for our purpose due to its lower computational
complexity, an interesting requirement for an iterative process as ours. We call this average distance as fuzzy
mean distance (FMD), and we denote it by D̃F M D :
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D̃F M D =

S

α∈(0,1]

N
P

D̃(F̃ i , f (C̃ i ))α

i=1

(24)
N
This distance is a fuzzy number where the α-cuts are the membership values.
A final crisp value (number) for this distance can be calculated by diverse defuzzification methods [45].
Then, the obtained number is applied to the FME fitness function. To do so, we have considered the center
of gravity. It is a basic general defuzzification approach that computes the center of gravity of the area
under the membership function. So, the FME is calculated as follows:

FME =

αP
max

α · D̃F M D (α)

αmin
αP
max

(25)
D̃F M D (α)

αmin

4. Experiments and Analysis of Results
Some experiments have been developed to analyze the influence of using different distances between fuzzy
sets and between a point and a fuzzy set in our automatic SFO system [19].
4.1. Experimental Setup
The experimental design involves 18 SFO problem instances corresponding to nine cases of living people
(from Spain and Italy) for each of which two different photographs are available in lateral and frontal poses.
Details on how these ground truth data was generated are provided in [22].
The skull 3D models and the facial photographs were stored using the Face2SkullT M software [46],
which has been developed by our team. This software allows forensic experts to precisely position the
cranial landmarks as well as placing the facial landmarks in the photographs in a precise and imprecise
(using ellipses) manner. Face2SkullT M also integrates and runs the proposed automatic SFO algorithm. All
the experiments have been performed on an Intel CorelT M 2 Quad CPU Q8400 2.6.
We have run the EA-based method to perform the SFO using the distance definitions given in Section 3.
The parameter configuration used is that which obtained the best results in [19]. These proposals calculate
the distance between a cranial and its corresponding facial landmark by means of the fitness function defined
in Eqs. 3 and 25. Since these methods are based on stochastic processes, 30 independent runs were performed
for each problem instance to compare the robustness and to avoid any possible bias.
4.2. Results Obtained
Table 1 presents the mean error and standard deviation achieved by each case and pose (f = frontal
view and l = lateral view) in 30 runs for the analyzed approaches as well as the total average error of the
algorithm using each distance.
The distance error has been calculated for all the landmarks marked in each case study following the same
methodology introduced in [19], i.e., distance in millimeters from the final 2D position of cranial landmarks
to the their optimal position given by the ground truth. The mean error of a case study refers to the average
of all their single landmark errors. The total average error corresponds to the average of all mean errors
obtained by the algorithm using a particular distance. Meanwhile, Table 2 shows the corresponding error to
the minimum fitness value by each case and pose. Notice that this value is not the minimum error achieved
but the error calculated for the best run (while the error is given by the ground truth the fitness function is
different for each distance considered).
The best performance regarding to the ground truth is obtained by using the weighted mean distance in
most of the cases. This distance measure is the best performing in 10 out of 18 cases for the mean error of
30 runs (see Table 1), five in frontal view and five in lateral view. With respect to the minimum fitness error
(see Table 2), it is the best in eight cases, five in frontal view and three in lateral view. The total average
13

Case,
pose

pl

il

Weighted
Mean

Nearest
Point

Nearest
Point E1

Nearest
Point E2

Mean α-cuts
(Nearest point)

Mean α-cuts
(Sym. mean)

Mean α-cuts
(Hausdorff)

Rosenfeld

1,f

7

7

3.17±0.31

3.28±0.65

2.97±0.81

2.07±0.87

2.51±1.00

1.98±0.89

3.03±0.53

3.04±0.91

1,l

5

4

5.83±2.59

6.68±2.84

8.13±3.25

7.63±3.24

7.73±3.17

7.78±3.14

7.42±3.85

9.39±1.47

2,f

8

5

3.33±0.45

3.18±1.42

3.14±1.88

2.15±0.42

2.45±1.12

3.27±1.78

4.24±1.18

3.90±0.36

2,l

3

2

3.69±0.23

9.25±2.14

8.24±1.90

8.19±2.76

7.64±2.22

6.52±2.71

6.48±2.62

8.57±2.78

3,f

8

7

2.94±0.23

4.81±0.69

4.55±0.56

4.46±0.56

4.35±0.65

4.17±0.67

3.66±0.65

4.64±0.77

3,l

4

4

7.00±0.09

7.20±0.56

7.35±0.81

6.94±0.39

7.05±0.51

6.98±0.37

7.54±0.59

9.59±1.50

4,f

7

6

3.05±0.06

4.24±0.18

3.90±0.27

3.90±0.34

4.17±0.40

3.67±0.30

4.10±0.13

4.46±0.67

4,l

4

3

12.17±2.83

11.64±2.71

11.95±2.90

11.93±2.94

10.83±2.51

11.38±2.66

12.01±2.08

12.65±2.92

5,f

10

6

2.60±0.13

5.21±0.65

5.14±0.84

5.34±0.71

5.26±0.66

4.12±0.33

4.42±0.46

7.77±1.66

5,l

5

4

2.83±0.15

5.15±2.33

5.05±2.07

5.69±2.14

6.14±2.15

4.49±1.71

6.85±2.60

8.57±2.28

6,f

8

7

2.92±0.12

4.98±0.37

3.78±0.74

3.98±0.88

3.70±0.54

3.23±0.53

3.97±0.57

2.93±0.88

6,l

3

4

10.63±3.02

12.64±3.69

11.19±4.10

11.88±3.24

9.89±2.74

10.41±3.35

12.05±2.46

11.34±2.38

7,f

10

5

3.71±0.17

3.93±1.64

4.42±2.12

4.12±2.06

3.50±1.77

3.19±0.81

5.05±0.64

5.33±1.09

7,l

5

4

10.35±1.97

10.96±1.21

10.48±1.15

10.36±0.88

9.91±0.93

10.20±0.89

10.95±0.90

10.85±1.33

8,f

9

6

2.88±0.24

4.35±0.49

4.21±0.46

4.39±0.40

4.36±0.21

4.43±0.33

3.56±0.16

5.85±1.35

8,l

4

4

5.41±0.15

8.64±1.96

8.19±1.76

9.15±1.55

8.10±1.77

6.87±1.70

7.40±1.85

10.60±1.93

9,f

10

4

4.89±0.15

5.72±0.44

5.79±0.33

5.74±0.36

5.61±0.40

5.19±0.34

4.54±0.25

5.25±0.72

9,l

3

5

9.51±0.69

11.68±2.84

11.02±2.19

11.22±1.98

11.41±2.06

10.22±1.15

10.53±1.23

13.26±2.31

5.38

6.86

6.64

6.62

6.37

6.01

6.54

7.67

Average

Table 1: Mean error in mm and standard deviation regarding the ground truth obtained in 30 runs for each case. f = frontal
and l = lateral poses of the face in the photograph, pl = number of precise landmarks, and pi = number of imprecise landmarks
located by the experts in each case. In bold number we have highlighted the best result for each case.
Case,
pose

pl

il

Weighted
Mean

Nearest
Point

Nearest
Point E1

Nearest
Point E2

Mean α-cuts
(Nearest point)

Mean α-cuts
(Sym. mean)

Mean α-cuts
(Hausdorff)

Rosenfeld

1,f

7

7

1,l

5

4

2.97

4.16

3.22

4.01

3.78

2.73

2.37

3.87

4.62

4.33

4.43

4.85

5.17

5.17

4.51

2,f

8

6.63

5

3.10

2.64

1.68

2.04

1.93

2.29

3.49

2,l

3.65

3

2

3.52

9.05

8.99

4.89

6.30

3.56

4.46

3,f

8.68

8

7

2.95

3.01

4.95

4.68

4.47

4.19

4.02

4.37
10.39

3,l

4

4

6.88

6.78

7.04

6.68

7.10

7.02

6.32

4,f

7

6

3.04

4.33

4.12

4.40

4.19

3.89

3.99

3.32

4,l

4

3

7.05

6.87

6.53

6.66

6.53

6.47

6.79

14.50

5,f

10

6

2.26

5.71

5.68

5.58

5.66

4.04

4.17

8.83

5,l

5

4

2.82

3.73

4.09

4.05

3.73

3.38

3.80

4.01

6,f

8

7

3.11

5.02

4.14

3.72

3.42

3.18

3.86

2.07

6,l

3

4

6.66

5.86

6.10

6.22

6.77

6.23

8.70

10.04

7,f

10

5

3.51

7.79

7.71

7.44

7.44

4.44

4.89

5.17

7,l

5

4

7.77

9.53

9.49

9.12

9.18

9.40

9.64

9.99

8,f

9

6

2.48

5.05

4.41

4.37

4.60

3.12

3.59

6.37

8,l

4

4

5.40

7.40

7.09

6.94

5.74

5.71

5.20

11.58

9,f

10

4

5.02

5.69

5.47

5.70

5.69

5.51

5.59

4.81

9,l

3

5

9.53

8.29

9.66

9.37

9.47

9.50

9.95

11.66

4.60

5.85

5.82

5.60

5.62

4.99

5.30

7.22

Average

Table 2: Error in mm regarding the ground truth corresponding to the minimum fitness of 30 runs for each case. f = frontal
and l = lateral poses of the face in the photograph, pl = number of precise landmarks, and pi = number of imprecise landmarks
located by the experts in each case. In bold number we have highlighted the best result for each case.

value is also the lowest with respect to the other distances in both the mean error and minimum error of
the fitness, 5.38 mm and 4.60 mm, respectively.
The following three best distances in total average error are the mean α-cuts, using the symmetrical
mean distance; the nearest point distance, and the Hausdorff distance between crisp sets. They achieve
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Figure 6: Friedman ranking and Bonferoni-Dunn lines for classification rate for the mean error in 30 runs.

values of 6.01 mm, 6.37 mm, and 6.54 mm respectively. Regarding the minimum fitness error, the mean
α-cuts using the symmetrical mean distance achieves the second best results with 4.99 mm of average error.
The worst performance is achieved by the Rosenfeld distance. It provides the higher total average error
for the mean error and for the minimum fitness, with 7.67 mm and 7.22 mm respectively. Furthermore,
these values are significantly higher than the previous worst, that is the nearest point distance with an error
of 6.86 mm in the case of the mean, and 5.85 mm for the best fitness.
As we can see in Table 1, standard deviation values of the weighted mean distance are low. This means
that our algorithm has a stable and robust performance using this fuzzy distance. This fact does not occur
in the rest of the distances, which show higher values of standard deviation.
4.3. Statistical Tests
We perform a Friedman test [47] to analyze whether significant differences exist among the performance
of the different fuzzy distances. The aim is to test a null hypothesis stating that the mean total errors of all
the distances are the same. We have set the experiment level of significance at α = 0.05. The statistic results
of this test are a Friedman χ2 equal to 49.56, seven degrees of freedom, and a p value of 1.76e-08. This data
reveals significant differences among the behavior of the automatic SFO method using the different distances
with a p value < 0.0001, thus rejecting the null hypothesis. Due to the rejection of the null hypothesis,
a post-hoc statistical analysis is needed. A Bonferroni-Dunn test [48] is carried out to detect significant
differences among a control approach and the rest. The use of the weighted mean distance is taken as the
control algorithm because it outperforms the remaining distances, i.e., it obtains the lowest value in the
Friedman ranking (Figure 6). In the Bonferroni-Dunn test, we have obtained 3.15 and 2.93 as critical values
using levels of significance α = 0.05 and α = 0.10, respectively.
The same test has been performed for the minimum fitness error. The statistic results in this case are
a Friedman χ2 equal to 26.81, seven degrees of freedom, and a p value of 3.59e-04. Again, weighted mean
distance is the control algorithm (Figure 7).
Figures 6 and 7 summarize the ranking obtained by the Friedman test for mean error and minimum
fitness error respectively. The bar height indicates the average ranking of each alternative. We have drawn a
line through the chart whose value is the sum of the smallest bar height (the best approach) and the critical
value achieved by the Bonferroni-Dunn test. Bars which are higher than the line are the methods whose
performance is significantly worse than the control approach [49].
We have also applied a paired t test with a Bonferroni and a Holm correction, as well as an unadjusted
p value in order to learn the differences within approaches [50].
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Approach

Unadjusted p

p Bonf

p Holm

0.00193

0.05408

0.04249

(Weigthed Mean is the control)
Nearest Point
Nearest Point ext. 1

0.01109

0.31044

0.23283

Nearest Point ext. 2

0.01951

0.54637

0.35124
0.56882

Mean α-cuts (Nearest Point)

0.03555

0.99544

Mean α-cuts (Sym. Mean)

0.33533

1.00000

1.00000

Mean α-cuts (Hausdorff)

0.01539

0.43081

0.30772

<0.00001

0.00023

0.00022

Fuzzy

Table 3: P values for the comparison between the control and the rest of approaches for the mean error in 30 runs

Figure 7: Friedman ranking and Bonferoni-Dunn lines for classification rate for the minimum fitness error in 30 runs.

Table 3 details the pairwise comparisons considering weighted mean distance as the control approach for
the mean error. The p value is indicated in each comparison and we have marked in bold the approaches
which are worse than the control, considering a level of significance α = 0.05.
The weighted mean distance statistically outperforms the rest of the distances with a confidence level of
95 % except for the mean α-cuts using the symmetrical mean distance (Table 3). For the minimum fitness
error, this distance is better than the remainder with the same confidence level except for the mean α-cuts
using symmetrical mean and Hausdorff distances (Table 4). Those results corroborate the data obtained by
the Bonferroni-Dunn test applied to the Friedman ranking where weighted mean distance present a better
behavior in our system than the other distances (Figures 6 and 7).
4.4. Visual Analysis
To better illustrate the different distance measures’ performance, Figure 8 shows the best superimpositions obtained in four different cases, two in frontal view (corresponding to the fifth and the eighth subjects)
and two in lateral view (the second and the fifth) of the best and worst method performance. Blue points
(dark grey in the black and white version) refer to the cranial landmarks after overlaying the skull 3D model
on the photograph. Yellow points (light grey in the black and white version) are the actual landmarks
achieved by the ground truth geometric transformation. Green points (grey in the black and white version)
are the facial landmarks marked by the expert in the photograph. We should remind that these facial points
have been placed as either precise or imprecise (ellipses) landmarks. Each ellipse contains a grey point inside
corresponding to its center.
Analyzing the fifth case in frontal view (Figures 8 (a) and (b)), we can see how the best performance
regarding to the minimum fitness is achieved by the mean weighted distance and the worst one by the
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Approach

Unadjusted p

p Bonf

p Holm

0.01997

0.55912

0.43931

(Weigthed Mean is the control)
Nearest Point
Nearest Point ext. 1

0.02788

0.78053

0.52965

Nearest Point ext. 2

0.04798

1.00000

0.81567

Mean α-cuts (Nearest Point)

0.02005

0.56136

0.43931

Mean α-cuts (Sym. Mean)

0.45717

1.00000

1.00000

Mean α-cuts (Hausdorff)

0.14124

1.00000

1.00000

<0.00001

0.00063

0.00063

Rosenfeld

Table 4: P values for the comparison between the control and the rest of approaches for the minimum fitness error in 30 runs

Rosenfeld distance, with an error of 2.26 mm and 8.83 mm, respectively. This difference can be easily
appreciated in the visuals results. The superimposition using the Rosenfeld distance is clearly wrong as the
skull is oriented downward and the teeth and the chin do not match.
The second example in frontal view is shown in Figures 8 (c) and (d) and it corresponds to the eighth
case. The best performance is again obtained with the mean weighted distance and the worst with the
Rosenfeld one. The errors are 2.48 mm and 6.37 mm, respectively. As we can see in the right image, the
skull is too big regarding the face, so the final projected points present a larger distance with respect to
their counterpart ground truth points.
Figures 8 (e) and (f) show the best and worst cases for a lateral view of the fifth case. The overlay using
the weighted mean distance corresponding to the minimum fitness presents an error equal to 2.82 mm. The
worst performance in this case is obtained with the nearest point extension 1, achieving 4.09 mm of error.
In the visual results we can appreciate that the worst result is not a correct superimposition since the skull
protrudes the face in the nasal region, a fact that is anatomically inconsistent.
Finally, Figures 8 (g) and (h) show the second case in lateral view. Again, the best performance is
achieved using the mean weighted distance with an error of 3.52 mm. The highest error (9.05 mm) is
provided with the nearest point distance. Here, the result is clearly wrong since the projected skull is
located out of the face and with an incorrect orientation.
As we can see, the most accurate results are visually better than the least, and high errors provide bad
superimpositions. In general, the use of the weighted mean distance in our SFO system provides the best
results.
4.5. Discussion
We have seen that the best performance for our SFO approach is achieved using the weighted mean
distance. However, the most appropriate distance for a different application with other features could be
another.
In our case, as we explain in Section 2.3, forensic experts draw an ellipse in the photograph when they
cannot locate precisely a facial landmark. Our approach models this ellipse as a 2D fuzzy sets of points,
whose center has the higher membership value, i.e., one. This fact means that the center of the ellipse is
the point where the forensic thinks the facial landmark is placed with more confidence.
Figure 9 shows the performance of the studied distances between a point and a fuzzy set in a simple case
of an image (the 2D points are pixels). The euclidean distance is calculated from the point to the center
of the fuzzy set (point with membership value of one). When the point is outside the fuzzy set, all the
distances tend linearly to the set but nearest point and its extensions, which decrease a little faster.
When the point is inside the set, the nearest point distance is always zero. This distance provides more
flexibility to the algorithm since all fuzzy set points are equally processed. Our approach tries to minimize
all the distances between every pair of corresponding landmarks. Thus, the use of this distance can cause
bad solutions to be considered as good quality ones (i.e. assigned with a low fitness value) due to the
larger number of freedom degrees for the location of the cranial landmarks in the photograph. This is a
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Figure 8: Visual results. Case 5, frontal view: (a) best result corresponds to the weighted mean distance, (b) worst result
to the Rosenfeld distance. Case 8, frontal view: (c) best result with the weighted mean distance, (d) worst result with the
Rosenfeld distance. Case 5, lateral view: (e) best result using the weighted mean distance, (f) worst result using the nearest
point extension 1. Case 2, lateral view: (g) best result corresponds to the weighted mean distance, (h) worst result using the
nearest point distance. Notice that the photographs have been processed in order to overcome legal and ethical issues.

consequence of the low discriminative power this distance shows inside the fuzzy set, assigning the same
distance value to any of the fuzzy set points. This makes the system of equations to be solved to obtain
the registration transformation (see Sec. 2.1) become undetermined, thus having a set of possible solutions
that are ranked equally by the fitness function, even if their quality in the SFO problem solving is actually
different.
The nearest point extension 2 distance has a similar performance but it is only null in the center of the
fuzzy set. Nevertheless, it still offers a lot of freedom inside the set.
The mean α-cuts distance tends to the center of the set (with a null value) but it takes higher values
in the extremes. In the case of the nearest point distance extension 1 the performance is uniform around
the center (but not null) and it also provides higher values at borders. Those distances consider equal the
points around the center.
The weighted mean distance tends to the center but it does not reach a null value. This performance is
like the Euclidean distance smoothed. This distance is the most appropriate for our automatic algorithm,
because it tends to locate the projected cranial landmarks where the forensic experts think they could be
placed.
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Figure 9: Performance of the different distances between a point and a fuzzy set. This example shows a simple case of an
image, so the 2D points are pixels. X axis corresponds to the point from which the distance to the fuzzy set is calculated. Y
axis represents the distance in pixels. The Euclidean distance is calculated from the point to the center of the set (point with
membership value of one).

5. Conclusions and Future Works
One of the most tedious task in CFS is the SFO process. It requires several hours for overlaying a skull
on a facial photograph. The design of automatic and quantifiable methods to perform SFO is a certain need
in forensic anthropology [6].
The main goal of our methodology is to assist forensic anthropologists in obtaining the best possible
skull and face overlay, reducing the SFO processing time and simplifying their work. Our automatic SFO
system uses EAs to search for the best geometric transformation of the 3D skull on the facial photograph
minimizing all the distances between every pair of cranial and facial landmarks.
In our previous work we accomplished modeling the two main sources of uncertainty, which are inherent
to the SFO problem: the landmark location [8] and the landmark matching [19]. The approach involves
computing two kinds of distances: between a point and a fuzzy set and between two fuzzy sets. A large
variety of these distance measures have been studied in the literature. We have chosen the most suitable
ones for our application and proposed new ones in order to analyze their performance and impact in our
method. In particular, we have tested eight distance measurements in 18 case studies and they have been
objectively evaluated considering a ground truth dataset [22].
The choice of a good distance metric is crucial to our method since it can significantly affect the quality
of the final solutions. Our SFO approach presents the best performance using the weighted mean distance
in most of the cases. The results are more accurate and robust than the other studied implementations. In
fact, this distance clearly outperforms the remainder regarding to the mean error in 30 runs. It also achieves
the minimum fitness error. It is important to note that these studies are necessary for each application in
order to find the most suitable distance.
This distance function between pairs of landmarks only look at spatial information related to distance
but it does not take into account the directional relative position between them. This aspect can be very
interesting for our approach because the relationship between cranial and facial landmarks have to satisfy a
specific position criteria depending on the pose. We plan to carry out this extension as a future work.
We also plan to make some developments regarding to the third stage of the CFS process, i.e., the
decision making. In this stage, the degree of support that the skull and the available photograph belong
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to the same person or not (exclusion) is determined. This decision is guided by different criteria studying
the relationship between the skull and the face: the morphological correlation, the matching between the
corresponding landmarks according to the soft tissue depth and the consistency between asymmetries. We
will aim to study the spatial relationship between some cranial and facial regions influenced by the distance
of the soft tissue depth.
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