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Abstract—This paper focuses on the research of micro-expression recognition (MER) and proposes a flexible and reliable deep
learning method called learning to rank onset-occurring-offset representations (LTR3O). The LTR3O method introduces a dynamic and
reduced-size sequence structure known as 30, which consists of onset, occurring, and offset frames, for representing
micro-expressions (MEs). This structure facilitates the subsequent learning of ME-discriminative features. A noteworthy advantage of
the 30 structure is its flexibility, as the occurring frame is randomly extracted from the original ME sequence without the need for
accurate frame spotting methods. Based on the 30 structures, LTR30 generates multiple 30 representation candidates for each ME
sample and incorporates well-designed modules to measure and calibrate their emotional expressiveness. This calibration process
ensures that the distribution of these candidates aligns with that of macro-expressions (MaMs) over time. Consequently, the visibility of
MEs can be implicitly enhanced, facilitating the reliable learning of more discriminative features for MER. Extensive experiments were

conducted to evaluate the performance of LTR3O using three widely-used ME databases: CASME Il, SMIC, and SAMM. The
experimental results demonstrate the effectiveness and superior performance of LTR3O, particularly in terms of its flexibility and

reliability, when compared to recent state-of-the-art MER methods.

Index Terms—Micro-expression recognition, learning to rank, reduced-size sequence, facial motion magnification, deep learning.

1 INTRODUCTION

HE research of micro-expression recognition (MER)
T aims to enable computers to accurately recognize micro-
expressions (MEs) from facial video clips [1], [2], [3]. Unlike
ordinary facial expressions, MEs are subtle, rapid, and re-
pressed, often occurring when individuals try to conceal
their true emotions. Therefore, MER has significant value
in various applications, such as lie detection [4], and has
received extensive attention from researchers in the fields
of affective computing, computer vision, and psychology in
recent years. However, current MER methods still perform
poorly and fail to meet practical application requirements.
This is mainly due to the subtle nature of MEs, which
correspond to low-intensity facial motion variations [5]. As
a result, any frame in ME video clips appears very similar
to its adjacent frames. Thus, deep neural networks, which
exhibit expertise in other video-based vision tasks, may
fail to be sensitive enough to the minor motion variations
associated with MEs, resulting in their inability to learn ME-
discriminative features from facial video clips.

To overcome the challenges posed by low-intensity MEs,
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researchers have proposed several beneficial ideas to en-
hance the learning of discriminative features for MER. One
notable idea can be summarized as ”less is more” [6],
inspired by Ekman’s finding that “a snapshot taken at the
peak of an expression can easily convey emotional infor-
mation” [7]]. Based on this viewpoint, instead of using all
frames, we can extract a reduced-size sequence that retains
vital and necessary information from the original ME video
clip to represent MEs for MER, disregarding the abundance
of similar frames caused by low-intensity MEs. For example,
Li et al. [8], [9] attempted to spot the apex frame in ME
samples for MER. Their works demonstrate that the deep
features learned from apex frames outperform those learned
from complete ME sequences. Additionally, the significant
works of Liong et al. [6], [10] introduce a novel reduced-size
structure called the onset-apex structure for representing
MEs. In this structure, the onset frame is included with
the apex frame to calculate their optical flow representa-
tion, facilitating subsequent learning of ME-discriminative
features. Compared to using only the apex frame, this struc-
ture considers the dynamic information of MEs, thereby
learning more discriminative features for MER. Many ex-
isting works [11]], [12], [13] have demonstrated effectiveness
and superior performance of this structure in addressing
MER challenges. Recently, Sun et al. [14] introduces another
reduced-size structure: the onset-apex-offset structure. Com-
pared to the onset-apex structure, this structure additionally
incorporates temporal information between the apex and
offset frames into the representation of MEs, surpassing the
performance of ultilizing all frames for MER tasks.

Another prominent idea is “magnifying facial motions”,
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which involves explicitly magnifying the original ME video
clip using video motion magnification techniques. This ap-
proach provides a direct solution to overcome the low-
intensity interference of MEs. By magnifying the facial
movements in MEs, the magnified facial motions become
more visibly intense compared to the original movements.
This enhancement makes it easier for deep neural networks
to learn ME-discriminative features. Representative tech-
niques applied in MER include Eulerian Video Magnifica-
tion (EVM) and its variants, such as Global Lagrangian
Motion Magnification (GLMM) and Learning-based
Video Motion Magnification (LVMM) [17]. Experimental
results in many existing works [8], [16], [18], [19], [20],
[21], have demonstrated that handcrafted or learned
features of magnified ME samples exhibit better discrim-
inability than the original samples. In addition, inspired by
the effectiveness of EVM and its variants, some recent deep
learning-based MER methods [20], also incorporate
magnification modules into the feature learning process,
enabling the learning of more discriminative ME features.

However, it is important to note that the two aforemen-
tioned mainstream ideas, “less is more” and “magnifying
facial motions”, are not always perfect in facilitating the
learning of discriminative features for MER. The main rea-
sons can be summarized as follows:

(1) Regarding the “less is more” approach, it has been
observed that reduced-size structures, such as onset-apex
and onset-apex-offset structures, may still be susceptible to
low-intensity interference in MEs and may not effectively
learn more discriminative features for MER. This is because
the gap between the frames in these structures remains
small and does not vary significantly compared to the orig-
inal ME video clips. Therefore, most existing MER methods
based on the “less is more” idea typically incorporate the
magnification of facial motions [8], [9], [24]. Additionally,
these MER methods rely heavily on accurate apex frame
spotting, which limits their flexibility. It is known that
accurate apex frame spotting remains a challenging task
in ME analysis research and has not yet been sufficiently
resolved. Many previous works [9], have shown that
directly using ground truth apex frames for MER methods
consistently outperforms using the apex frames spotted by
the MER methods themselves.

(2) As for the “magnifying facial motions” approach,
determining the appropriate magnification factor for dif-
ferent ME samples often poses an unavoidable issue for
corresponding MER methods. Since the intensity of the
original ME samples is not visible to us, an unsuitable pre-
determined magnification factor will inevitably result in ex-
cessive magnification and introduce additional noise, such
as distortion in some magnified ME video clips [3], [24].
This diminishes the ability to design or learn discriminative
features for MER. Therefore, further research is required to
develop more flexible and adaptive magnification methods
that can avoid amplification noise in MER methods based
on this idea.

In this paper, we propose a flexible and reliable method
called learning to rank onset-occurring-offset representa-
tions (LTR30) for MER. Our method draws on strengths
of two constructive ideas mentioned above, while over-
coming their limitations. Fig. [1| depicts the basic idea be-
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Fig. 1. Motivation and Basic Idea of the Proposed LTR30 for MER: (a)
Comparative Analysis of Emotional Expresiveness Between MaEs and
MEs in CK+ and CASME Il Databases. Frames are Randomly
Extracted From MaE and ME Video Clips, From Onset to Apex, with a
Fixed Interval. Emotional Expressiveness is Manually Compared Based
on Expression Discriminative Ability. (b) lllustration of the Proposed
LTR3O Idea: Measuring and Calibrating Emotional Expressiveness of
30 Structure Candidates to Align with MaEs Distribution.

hined LTR30. As shown in Fig. a), unlike MEs, emotional
expressiveness of frames in the macro-expression (MaE)
increases significantly along the time axis, peaking at apex
frame and its neighboring ones. As a result, the MaE can
be easily recognized from these salient frames. On the other
hand, it can be seen that the ME exhibit a similar trend.
However, due to its low-intensity characteristic, the emo-
tional expressiveness of apex and its neighboring frames
is insufficient. This means that there is a small emotional
expressiveness gap between these frames and the remaining
frames in MEs, which differs from the distribution from
MaMs. This observation motivates us to calibrate the emo-
tional expressiveness distribution of ME frames to enlarge
this gap, making them resemble MaEs and be easily recog-
nized.

To achieve this goal, we raise the idea shown in Fig. b)
to guide the design of LTR30 for MER. Specifically, we
first present an onset-occurring-offset (30) structure, con-
sisting of three key frames: onset, occurring, and offset, to
represent MEs. Unlike apex frame structure, this reduced-
size structure preserves dynamic information in MEs. More-
over, the occurring frame in this structure can be flexibly
extracted from the original ME video clips, avoiding the
apex frame spotting and increasing the method’s flexibil-
ity. Then, for each ME sample, we generate a set of 30
structure candidates corresponding to different occurring
frames and incorporate a ruler module to measure their
emotional expressiveness based on their ME-discriminative
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Fig. 2. Overall Structure of the Proposed LTR3O for MER: (a) Generation of Onset-Occurring-Offset (30) Structure Candidates and Extraction
of Optical Flow Descriptors. (b), (c), and (d) Depict the Three Major Modules in LTR3O: Raw Feature Extraction, Emotional Expressiveness
Measurement and Calibration, and ME Prediction with Calibrated 30 Structure Candidates.

ability. The emotional expressiveness distribution of these
30 structure candidates is subsequently calibrated by en-
larging the gap between highly discriminative candidates
and the remaining. This calibration process aims to make the
emotional expressiveness distribution of MEs similar to that
of MaEs along the time axis, which ensures that deep neural
networks can reliably learn ME-discriminative features from
30 structures of MEs. Extensive experiments conducted on
three widely-used ME databases have demonstrated the
effectiveness of the proposed LTR30O method. Compared
with existing MER methods based on the ideas of “less
is more” or “magnifying facial motions”, LTR30 has three
major advantages:

1) The 30 structure designed for representing MEs
helps manage the abundant information caused by
the low-intensity of MEs, while preserving dynamic
cues like onset-apex and onset-apex-offset struc-
tures.

2) LTR30O avoids the need for apex frame spotting,
which is a necessary but challenging prior step
required by the apex frame involved MER methods.
Instead, we define the occurring frame, which can
be flexibly extracted from the original ME video
clips, to compose the dynamic reduced-size se-
quence with onset and offset frames.

3) LTR3O implicitly magnifies the emotional expres-
siveness of MEs by enforcing that the emotional
expressiveness of 30 structure candidates is dis-
tributed similarly to that of MaMs with respect to
time. This eliminates the need to consider magni-
fication factors and enables the reliable learning of
discriminative features for ME recognition, without
being affected by low-intensity interference in MEs.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2]

provides a detailed description of the proposed LTR30O
method and explains how it addresses the MER tasks.
In Section |3} extensive experiments on widely-used ME
databases are conducted to evaluate the effectiveness of
the proposed LTR3O. Finally, we conclude the paper in
Section @

2 PROPOSED METHOD
2.1 Overall Picture of LTR30 for MER

In this section, we present the proposed LTR30 method
and describe how it can be applied to the task of MER.
The overall framework of LTR3O is illustrated in Fig.
Given an ME video clip, LTR30 generates a set of 30
structure candidates and calculates their optical flow (OF)
descriptors, which are then utilized as the inputs to the
LTR30 model. The LTR30 model consists of three major
modules: raw feature extraction, emotional expressiveness
measurement and calibration, and ME prediction. These
modules collaborate to enable LTR3O to effectively learn
ME-discriminative features from the generated 30 structure
candidates.

2.2 A Set of 30 Structure Candidates for Representing
MEs

For a given ME video clip, we partition it into K non-
overlapping segments of equal length. From each segment,
we randomly extract a frame as the occurring frame and
combine it with the onset and offset frames of the original
ME video clip to create a 30 structure, as shown in Fig. 2| (a).
This procedure generates K 30 structure candidates for
a single ME video clip. We then utilize the FlowNet2
model [28] to estimate the OF descriptors between the onset
and occurring frames, as well as between the occurring
and offset frames, for these 30 structure candidates. The
two OF representations are subsequently fused using an
averaging operation, resulting in a 3-channel pseudocolor
image, denoted as {X; ;}1<,, where i and j represent the
indices of the ME sample and its associated 30 structure
candidate, respectively.

2.3 Raw Feature Extraction for 30 Structure Candi-
dates

The first major module of LTR3O is the raw feature extrac-
tion, which aims to convert the OF representations associ-
ated with a set of 30 structure candidates from the sample
space to a raw feature space. To achieve this goal, we employ
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a set of parameter-shared baseline convolutional neural net-
works (CNNs), such as ResNet [29], with the same number
as the 30 structure candidates. These CNNs serve as the
backbones of the raw feature extraction module in LTR30,
as shown in Fig. 2] (b). Let f; be chosen CNN function.
With this setup, we can extract the raw features for the
ith ME sample from its corresponding OF representations
of K 30 structure candidates, which can be formulated as
x;; = [1(X;;), where j =1,--- | K.

2.4 Emotional Expressiveness Measurement and Cali-
bration for 30 Structure Candidates

As mentioned earlier, deep neural networks still struggle
to learn discriminative features from reduced-size structure.
Therefore, it becomes necessary to explicitly magnify the
emotional expressions in advance, as the reduced-size struc-
tures only remove redundant information while the inten-
sity of emotional expressions remains unchanged. However,
determining an appropriate magnification factor for existing
video motion magnification methods poses a significant
challenge. To address this, we design a reliable module in
LTR30, illustrated in Fig. fc). This module measures and
calibrates the emotional expressiveness of 30 structure can-
didates based on their discriminative ability in recognizing
MEs. Specifically, we design an attention mechanism-based
module consisting of a fully connected (FC) layer and a
sigmoid activation function. This module serves as a ruler to
measure the specific emotional expressiveness scores of 30
structure candidates. Mathematically, the emotional expres-
siveness score of the j* 30 structure candidate associated
with the i'" ME sample, denoted as «; j, can be expressed
as follows:

PO L16.F)))
TR o(falxiy))

where o(-) represents the sigmoid function, and f, denotes
the operation performed by the FC layer, respectively.

It is worth noting that if we directly used the fusion
of raw features, ie., Zfil @; jX; j, to learn LTR30 with
the guidance of its corresponding ME label, the obtained
values of o; ; measuring their contributions in recognizing
MEs would be very close due to the similarity in emotional
expressiveness among its corresponding 30 structure can-
didates. To address this issue, we further enable LTR30O to
calibrate the distribution of emotional expressiveness for
30 structure candidates so that they are distributed with
a larger intensity gap like the MaM sample shown in Fig.
This objective can be achieved by minimizing the following
ranking operation loss (RO-Loss) function, which enlarges
the gap between highly ME-discriminative 30 structure
candidates and the remaining ones:

Lro = max{0,0 — (af’ — aé)}. (2)
In Eq. , ol =
1 @

K ~
Kok, 2uj—K,+1%i,j represent the mean values of emo-
tional expressiveness associated with the highly and lowly
ME-discriminative 30 structure candidates, respectively.
The parameter § determines the margin that separates
the two groups. Here, {@;;}/<, = {oy;}I<, satisfying
Qi1 > Qi1 > - > &k, K, = Ceil(y x K) is the number

7j:{1,"'aK}7 (1)

l

%

1 Kn =~
ij=1az,J and o

4

of highly ME-discriminative 30 structure candidates, and
«v is the highly ME-discriminative 30 structure candidate
ratio, which is a value between 0 and 1. It is important to
note that the designed RO-loss in Eq. (2) is derived from the
triplet loss [30], which is commonly used in learning-to-rank
(LTR) research [31], [32]. This is one of the main reasons why
we refer to the proposed method as LTR30.

2.5 ME Prediction with Calibrated 30 Structure Candi-
dates

The last module in LTR3O is the ME prediction, shown
in Fig. [2| (d). In this module, we start by merging the raw
features of K 30 structure candidates by multiplying them
with their corresponding calibrated emotional expressive-
ness scores. This can be formulated as follows:

K
X; = Zai,jxi,j- ©)
=1

We can then predict the ME label of such ME sample
with the fused feature through an FC layer and a softmax
operation, expressed as:

yi = softmax(fs(x)), @

where softmax(+) is the softmax function and f3 represents
the operation performed by FC layer. To achieve this, we
employ the cross-entropy loss (CE-Loss) to establish the
relationship between the ME label predicted by LTR30 and
the ground truth. The CE-Loss can be written as:

where J (+) is the cross-entropy function, and y? is the one-
hot label vector of the i'* ME video clip generated according
to its corresponding ground truth.

2.6 Total Loss Function

Assume that we have NV ME samples for training the LTR30
model. To learn the optimal model parameters of LTR30,
we minimize the following objective function, which is a
combination of the CE loss in Eq. and the RO loss in
Eq. (), summed over N ME training samples:

N

S Ty + Amax{0,6 — (af — o))}, (6)

i=1

min
Wfl )Wf2 7va3
where ) is a trade-off parameter that controls the balance
between the CE and RO losses, and Wy, , Wy,, Wy, are the
parameters of the networks, fi, f2, and fs3, used in LTR30,
respectively.

3 EXPERIMENTS
3.1 ME Databases and Experimental Protocol

To evaluate the proposed LTR30 method, we carry out ex-
tensive experiments using three widely-used ME databases:
CASME 1I [27], SMIC [33], and SAMM [34]. CASME 1I
consists of 247 ME video clips from 26 subjects, recorded
by a high-speed camera. Each ME sample is labeled as
one of five ME categories: Disgust (64 samples), Happy (32
samples), Repressed (27 samples), Surprise (25 samples), and
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Others (99 samples). SMIC has three subsets: HS, VIS, and
NIR, recorded by different cameras (high-speed, visual, and
near-infrared, respectively). In our experiments, we only
utilized the HS subset, which includes 16 subjects and 164
ME samples. Each SMIC sample is labeled as one of three
ME categories: Negative (70 samples), Positive (51 samples),
and Surprise (43 samples). SAMM, also recorded using a
high-speed camera, contains 159 ME image sequences from
32 subjects, belonging to eight ME categories. For our MER
experiments, we selected the samples of Angry (57 samples),
Contempt (12 samples), Happy (26 samples), Surprise (15 sam-
ples), and Others (26 samples) associated with 27 subjects
from SAMM, following the experiment setting of previous
works [9], [20], [21], [22], [25], [35].

We employ the leave-one-subject-out (LOSO) protocol
for our MER experiments on all the ME databases. Under
this protocol, we conduct S folds of experiments, where S
represents the number of subjects in the ME database. In
each fold, the ME video clips of a specific subject are used as
the testing samples, while the remaining subjects” samples
are used for training. The performance metrics chosen in our
experiments are Accuracy and F1-Score, which are calculated

YT

ZleNi x 100, where T; is the
number of the correct predictions for the i'" subject, and
N; is the total number of this subject’s speech samples, and

F1-Score = % 210:1 251 JFX:, where p; and r; represent the
precision and recall of the i** ME class, respectively, and C

is the total number of ME classes.

as follows: Accuracy =

3.2 Comparison Methods and Implementation Detail

In order to evaluate the performance of the proposed LTR30
method in addressing the challenge of MER, we compare it
with recent state-of-the-art MER methods, including;:

1) MER Methods without Using the Ground Truth Apex
Frame: DSSN [35], TSCNN [25], LGCconD [9],
SLSTT-LSTM [36], STLBP-IP + KGSL [37], OFF-
ApexNet [10], STRCN-G [38], TS-AUCNN [14], and
KTGSL [39].

2) MER Methods Directly Using the Ground Truth Apex
Frame: DSSN [35], TSCNN [25], LGCcon [9]], SLSTT-
LSTM [36], MicroNet [40], TS-AUCNN [14], Graph-
TCN [20], MiNet [41], MER-Supcon [21]], GRAPH-
AU [42], Tiny-I3D [43], and MAP [22].

For our experiments, we use ResNet18 [29] as the CNN
backbone for LTR30O. The face images from the original ME
video clips are cropped and resized to 112 x 112 pixels.
The implementation of the LTR30 model is done using
the PyTorch 1.9 platform, utilizing an NVIDIA RTX 3090
GPU. During training, we employ the Adam optimizer
with a batch size of 64. To augment the training data,
random horizontal flipping and random resized cropping
are applied to generate diverse ME samples. Additionally,
we utilize a cosine annealing scheduler to dynamically
update the learning rate, which had an initial value of 1le~%.
LTR30O has four important hyperparameters: K (segment
number), § (margin value), v (highly ME-discriminative
30 structure candidate ratio), and A (trade-off parameter).
These hyperparameters are set to fixed values of 8, 0.7, 0.1,

5

and 1, respectively, throughout the experiments on all three
ME databases. As for the comparison methods mentioned
above, we directly obtain the results from their respective
works because they adopt the same experimental protocol
as ours.

3.3 Results and Discussions

The experimental results are presented in Tables (1| and
which compare the performance of MER methods without
and with the use of ground truth apex frames from the
ME database, respectively. The first four methods in both
tables, highlighted with underlines, necessarily rely on the
apex frame and hence provide results for their own spotted
frames and direct use of ground truth frames, respectively.
Several interesting observations can be made from these
tables.

Firstly, Table [1| clearly demonstrates that our LTR30O
method achieves the best results in terms of Accuracy and
F1-Score on all three ME databases among methods that do
not use ground truth apex frames. Even compared to meth-
ods that utilize EVM to enhance original ME video clips
in advance, LTR30O consistently outperforms them on all
databases with remarkable improvements. These findings
highlight LTR30 as a flexible and high-performing MER
method that does not rely on apex frame spotting or pre-
processing facial motion magnification.

Secondly, comparing the results for the first four meth-
ods in both tables, it is evident that using spotted apex
frames leads to a noticeable decrease in performance com-
pared to using ground truth frames directly. This empha-
sizes the importance of accurately spotting apex frame
for apex frame involved deep learning methods to learn
discriminative features for MER. Moreover, it also suggests
that these methods have limited flexibility and reliability,
as accurately spotting the apex frame remains a challenging
task that has not been fully addressed.

Lastly, in Table 2, most methods that directly use ground
truth apex frames, including LGCcon, Graph-TCN, MER-
Supcon, and MAP, employ video motion magnification
techniques to enhance facial motions in MEs, resulting
in promising MER performance. However, our LTR30
method, which only requires the original ME video clips,
performs better than three of these methods in terms of both
Accuracy and F1-Score. Although MAP outperforms LTR30
on the CASME II and SAMM databases, it is important to
note that LTR3O still demonstrates strong competitiveness
against MAP. Additionally, it should be mentioned that
MAP relies on accurate apex frame information, and its
performance may suffer if the apex frame was not accurately
spotted by existing automatic spotting methods. Consider-
ing these factors, LTR30 proves to be a more flexible MER
method with satisfactory performance.

3.4 Comparison Results for the MEGC Challenge

We also evaluate our LTR30 method for addressing the
MER tasks under the procotol of composite database evalua-
tion (CDE) adpoated in the MEGC challenge [44]. In contrast
to LOSO, CDE provides a more realistic evaluation scenario,
in which subjects come from diverse backgrounds, such as
ethnicity, for MER methods. In CDE, the CASME 11, SMIC,
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TABLE 1
Comparison Results in Terms of Accuracy / F1-Score with Recent State-of-the-art MER Methods without Using the Ground Truth Apex Frame
Provided by the Database. The Best Results for Each Database are Highlighted in Bold.
Method Year | USing Apex | Magnifying Faclal | ¢ AomE 11 SMIC SAMM
DSSN [35] 2019 No No N/A 63.41 / 64.62 N/A
TSCNN [25] 2019 No No 74.05 / 73.27 | 72.74 / 72.36 | 63.53 / 60.65
LGCconD [9] 2020 No Yes (EVM) 65.05 / 64.00 | 63.41 / 62.00 | 35.29 / 23.00
SLSTT-LSTM [36] 2022 No No N/A 75.00 / 74.00 N/A
STLBP-IP + KGSL [37] | 2018 No No 65.18 / 62.54 | 66.46 / 65.77 N/A
STRCN-G [38] 2019 No Yes (EVM) N/A 72.30 / 69.50 N/A
TS-AUCNN |[14] 2020 No No N/A 76.06 / 71.00 N/A
KTGSL [39] 2022 No Yes (EVM) 72.58 / 68.20 | 75.64 / 69.17 | 56.11 / 49.30
| LTR30 (Ours) | 2023 | No \ No | 78.95 / 76.46 | 80.49 / 80.11 [ 76.47 / 70.22 |
TABLE 2
Comparison Results in Yerms of Accuracy / F1-Score with Recent State-of-the-art MER Methods Directly Using the Ground Truth Apex Frame
Provided by the Database. The Best Results for Each Database are Highlighted in Bold.
Method Year | USing Apex:| Magnifying Facial | ¢\ gpE 11 SMIC SAMM
DSSN [35] 2019 Yes No 70.78 / 72.97 N/A 57.35 / 46.44
TSCNN [25] 2019 Yes No 80.97 / 80.70 N/A 71.76 / 69.42
LGCcon [9] 2020 Yes Yes (EVM) 65.02 / 64.00 N/A 40.90 / 34.00
SLSTT-LSTM [36] | 2022 Yes No 75.81 / 75.30 N/A 72.39 / 64.00
MicroNet [40] 2020 Yes No 75.60 / 70.10 | 76.80 / 74.40 | 74.10 / 73.60
TS-AUCNN [14] 2020 Yes No 72.61 / 67.00 N/A N/A
Graph-TCN [20] 2020 Yes Yes (LVMM) 73.98 / 72.46 N/A 75.00 / 69.85
MiNet [41] 2021 Yes No 79.90 / 75.90 | 78.60 / 77.80 | 76.70 / 76.40
MER-Supcon [21] | 2022 Yes Yes (LVMM) 73.58 / 72.86 N/A 67.65 / 62.51
MAP [22] 2022 Yes Yes (LVMM) 83.30 / 82.70 N/A 79.40 / 75.80
[ LTR30 (Ours) [ 2023 | No | No | 78.95/76.46 | 80.49 / 80.11 | 76.47 / 70.22 |
TABLE 3
Comparison Results in Terms of UF1/ UAR with Recent State—of—the—i?]rtBl\éIER Methods under the CDE Protocol. The Best Results are Highlighted
Method Year lé:;l;geAGP;;( I\&aft?;i};l?f ll:/[a]c:j;a;l CASME 11 SMIC SAMM Composite
OFF-ApexNet [10] | 2019 Yes No 87.64 / 86.81  68.17 /66.95 54.09 / 53.92 | 71.96 / 70.96
MicroNet [40] 2020 Yes No 87.00 / 87.20 86.40 / 86.10  82.50 / 81.90 | 86.40 / 85.70
GRAPH-AU [42] 2021 Yes Yes (LVMM) 8798 /87.10 7192 /7215 7751 /7890 | 79.14 / 79.33
MiNet (CK+) [41] 2021 Yes No 88.10 / 88.10  87.30 / 86.70  89.60 / 88.40 | 88.30 / 87.60
MiNet (MMI) [41] | 2021 Yes No N/A N/A N/A 86.30 / 86.00
MERSiamC3D [45] | 2021 Yes No 88.18 / 87.63  73.56 / 7598 74.75 / 72.80 | 80.68 / 79.86
SLSTT-LSTM [36] 2022 Yes No 90.10 / 88.50  74.00 / 72.00  71.50 / 64.30 | 81.60 / 79.00
Tiny-13D [43] 2023 Yes No 93.70 / 92.71 77.39 / 7584 79.19 / 74.04 | 83.69 / 80.92
| LTR30 (Ours) [ 2023 |  No | No | 9330 /91.78 87.00 / 86.60 85.13 / 8047 | 89.13 / 87.44 |

and SAMM databases are combined into a single composite
database based on the shared ME classes: Positive, Negative,
and Surprise, including 68 subjects (16 from SMIC, 24 from
CASME 11, and 28 from SAMM). Then, LOSO is applied
to determine the training and testing spits in the experi-
ments on this composite database. The official performance
metrics for this challenge are unweighted F1-score (UF1) and
unweighted average recall (UAR), where UF1 is equivalent to
the F1-Score defined in Section while UAR is defined as
the average accuracy across the ME classes. The comparison

methods include recent state-of-the-art MER methods: OFF-
ApexNet [10], MicroNet [40], GRAPH-AU [42], MiNet [41],
MERSiamC3D [45]], SLSTT-LSTM [36], and Tiny-I3D [43].

Table [3| presents the experimental results. It is evident
from the table that our LTR30 method achieves the best
results in terms of UF1 among all the comparison methods,
demonstrating the effectiveness and superior performance
in coping with the MER tasks under the CDE protocol.
Although our LTR30 method does not surpass MiNet in
terms of UAR, the discrepancy between their results is min-
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imal. Moreover, according to the work of , it is known
that MiNet leverages the knowledge of MaEs to guide the
networks to be more aware of the facial motion variation.
Therefore, it requires MaE samples to jointly learn features
for recognizing MEs alongside ME samples. It is clear from
Table 3| that the performance of MiNet varies with respect
to the choice of the macro-expression database, decreasing
from 88.30/87.60 to 86.30/86.00 when the MaE database
CK+ is replaced by MMI [46]. Additionally, it should
be noted that unlike all comparison methods including
MiNet, our LTR30 method does not directly utilize ground
truth apex frames provided by these ME databases, further
demonstrating the flexibility and more comprehensive per-
formance of the proposed LTR30 method.

3.5 Delving Deeper into LTR30 for MER
3.5.1 Investigating the Reliability of LTR30

As demonstrated in the previous experiments, one signif-
icant advantage of LTR3O is its flexibility, as it does not
heavily rely on apex frame, whose spotting task currently
remains challenging. Instead, LTR30 utilizes a 30 structure
that efficiently represents MEs by extracting only the occur-
ring frames, without the need for a specific frame spotting
method. Therefore, it is crucial to examine the reliability
of the randomly extracted occurring frames employed in
LTR3O. In order to achieve this, we propose to conduct
experiments to investigate how the performance of LTR30 is
affected by two factors associated with occurring frames: (1)
variations in the number of segments, denoted as K, set for
randomly extracting occurring frames, and (2) stability of
results corresponding to multiple times of random occurring
frame extraction within a fixed number of segments.

The experimental results are depicted in Fig. [3| where
(a) and (b) correspond to the results associated with the
two aforementioned factors, respectively. In (a), we fixed
the segment number K at 8 and randomly generated the
occurring frame index for each segment four additional
times. Using the extracted occurring frames, we conducted
experiments of LTR30O on the SMIC and SAMM databases.
For (b), we utilized LTR3O to conduct experiments on both

ME databases, varying the values of segment number K
from 4 to 16. As illustrated in Fig. B} the performance of
LTR30 shows minimal variation among the five cases of
random occurring frame extraction and remains consistent
despite changes in the segment number. These findings
provide evidence supporting the reliability of the proposed
LTR30O method.

3.5.2 Evaluation of the Emotional Expressiveness Mea-
surement and Calibration Module in LTR30

The reliability of the proposed LTR30, as demonstrated
in the previous experiments, is largely due to the well-
designed emotional expressiveness measurement and cali-
bration module in LTR3O. This module has three important
hyperparameters that need to be set beforehand for LTR30
to function: ¢ (margin value), v (highly ME-discriminative
30 structure candidate ratio), and A (trade-off parameter
balancing the module loss and cross-entropy loss). There-
fore, we conduct additional experiments on SMIC and
SAMM databases to investigate how the performance of
LTR30 for MER is affected when adjusting these three hy-
perparameters. We changed one hyperparameter at a time
while fixing the others, with § values ranging from 0.4 to 0.9
with an interval of 0.1, v values ranging from 10% to 50%
with an interval of 10%, and X values ranging from 0.1 to 0.9
with an interval of 0.1. The experimental results are shown
in Fig. El From these results, we observed that while the
performance of LTR30 varies with changes in these three
hyperparameters, it is overall less sensitive to their choice.
Therefore, it is not necessary to meticulously select these
three hyperparameters to enable LTR3O to flexibly and
reliably learn ME-discriminative features from 30 structure
candidates.

3.5.3 Evaluation of the 30 Structure in LTR30

In LTR30, the occurring frames can effectively facilitate the
flexible and reliable learning of ME-discriminative features,
as their corresponding 30 structure provides an efficient
representation of ME. This raises an interesting question: Is
the 30 structure truly a satisfactory reduced-size structure
for representing ME? To address this issue, we aim to
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TA

BLE 4

Comparison Results in Terms of Accuracy / F1-Score Between 30 and Other Reduced-size Structures Used for MER. The Best Results Among
All the Types of Structures are Highlighted in Bold and Among Each Type are Highlighted with the Underline.

Reduced-Size Structure Baseline Model Meagls;:rient? Cal}{)s::t%on? SMIC SAMM

Apex Frame ResNet18 - - - 72.79 / 65.72

10 Structure#l ResNet18 - - 7195/ 71.09 | 72.06 / 65.40

Single-Frame | 10 Structure#3 ResNet18 - - 7256 / 70.89 | 72.06 / 65.14

Structure 10 Structure#5 ResNet18 - - 71.34 / 69.57 | 71.32 / 59.88

(Static) 10 Structure#7 ResNet18 - - 68.90 / 68.77 | 69.85 / 58.14

{10 Candidates} LTR30 (ResNet18) Yes No 64.63 / 64.50 | 68.38 / 58.48

{10 Candidates} | LTR3O (ResNet18) Yes Yes 71.95 / 7140 | 72.79 / 61.20

Onset-Apex ResNet18 - - - 74.26 / 69.70

20 Structure#1 ResNet18 - - 74.39 / 74.10 | 72.79 / 65.43

Two-Frame 20 Structure#3 ResNet18 - - 7744 / 78.08 | 72.06 / 69.81

Structure 20 Structure#b ResNet18 - - 74.39 / 74.83 | 74.26 / 66.08

(Dynamic) 20 Structure#7 ResNet18 - - 73.78 / 73.65 | 66.18 / 60.06

{20 Candidates} | LTR3O (ResNet18) Yes No 76.22 / 76.85 | 73.53 / 68.90

{20 Candidates} LTR30 (ResNet18) Yes Yes 78.66 / 78.98 | 75.00 / 69.36

Onset-Apex-Offset ResNet18 - - - 73.53 / 68.06

30 Structure#l ResNet18 - - 74.39 / 73.76 | 72.79 / 65.38

Three-Frame 30 Structure#3 ResNet18 - - 7744 / 76.83 | 74.26 / 68.06

Structure 30 Structure#5 ResNet18 - - 75.00 / 75.64 | 72.06 / 63.68

(Dynamic) 30 Structure#7 ResNet18 - - 75.00 / 7432 | 7353 / 67.71

{30 Candidates} LTR30 (ResNet18) Yes No 7744 /7757 | 71.32 / 63.20

{30 Candidates} LTR30 (ResNet18) Yes Yes 80.49 / 80.11 | 76.47 / 70.22
compare our 30 structure with other widely-used reduced- optical flow representation calculated between the
size structures and conduct comparative experiments on onset and apex frames), 20 Structure#1, #3, #5, #7
the SMIC and SAMM databases. Specifically, we include (the optical flow representations calculated between
the following three types of reduced-size structures in the the onset and the occurring frame randomly ex-
comparison: tracted from the 1%¢, 274, 3th and 7' segment,
respectively, for LTR30 set in Section , and {20
1) Single-Frame Structure (Static): Apex Frame, 10 Candidates} (a set of optical flow representations
Structure#1, #3, #5, #7 (the 1%¢, 2"¢, 3th and 7'" calculated between the onset and one of all eight

occurring frames randomly extracted from K = 8 occurring frames, respectively).

segments for LTR30 set in Section [3.2), and {10 3)  Three-Frame Structure (Dynamic): Onset-Apex-

2)

Candidates} (a set containing all eight occurring
frames).
Two-Frame Structure (Dynamic): Onset-Apex (the

Offset, 30 Structure#1, #3, #5, #7 (the optical flow
representations calculated among the onset, offset,
and occurring frames randomly extracted from
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the 1°¢, 24, 3" and 7' segment, respectively, for
LTR30 set in Section [3.2), and {30 Candidates} (a
set of optical flow representations calculated among
the onset, offset, and one of all eight occurring
frames, respectively).

We also employ ResNetl8 as the baseline model to
learn features from these reduced-size structures. It is worth
noting that for {10 candidates}, {20 candidates}, and {30
candidates}, we fuse the features by using LTR30 with
ResNet18 as the CNN backbone. The experimental results
are shown in Table [4] Several interesting observations and
conclusions can be drawn from Table 4

Firstly, in both the comparison between 10/20/30
structures and the comparison between apex/onset-
apex/onset-apex-offset structures, features learned from
20/30/ onset-apex-offset structures (Dynamic) outperform
those from 10/apex structures (Static). This suggests that
considering the dynamic information in ME is indeed neces-
sary for representing MEs. Additionally, it can be observed
that our designed 30 and onset-apex-offset structure per-
form better than the 20 and onset-apex structures, even
though they both consider the dynamic information in MEs.
This might be because that the 30 and onset-apex-offset
structures consider the complete dynamic information from
start to occurring/apex to end, while the 20 and onset-
apex structure only involve incomplete and partial dynamic
information. In summary, these observations indicate that
compared to the static information in MEs (single-frame
structures), incorporating the complete dynamic informa-
tion characterizing facial movements in MEs can facilitate
the learning of ME-discriminative features.

Secondly, it is evident from the comparison between all
three types of reduced-size structures (single-frame/two-
frame/three-frame) that the learned features involving oc-
curring frames generally perform worse than those involv-
ing apex frames, indicating that apex frames inherently
contain more informative and essential ME-related discrim-
inative cues. Hence, our comparative results serve as addi-
tional empirical evidence supporting the feasibility of MER
approaches based on apex frames. However, by introducing
more 10/20/30 structure candidates, i.e., {10 candidates},
{20 candidates}, and {30 candidates}, and fusing them
with LTR30O, remarkble performance improvements are ob-
served for all three reduced-size structures compared to
using a single candidate alone, as well as the apex frame.
Particularly, the proposed 30 structure (LTR3O) achieves
the best results. This further demonstrates the effectiveness
and reliablity of LTR3O for MER, benefiting from the flexible
30 structure for representing ME and its emotional expres-
siveness measurement and calibration module.

4 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have proposed a novel method called
LTR3O0 to address the issue of MER by mitigating the inter-
ference caused by the low-intensity facial motions in MEs.
Our approach combines the strengths of existing concepts
such as "less is more” and “facial motion magnification”,
while overcoming their limitations, i.e., the need for accurate
spotting of the apex frame in advance and the potential
introduction of magnification noise. To achieve this, we
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introduce a new frame called the occurring frame, which
can be flexibly extracted from the original ME video clip.
This frame, along with the onset and offset frames, forms a
reduced-size structure called 30 for effectively representing
MEs and facilitating the learning of ME-discriminative fea-
tures. Additionally, we design an emotional expressiveness
measurement and calibration module, allowing LTR30O to
reliably learn ME-discriminative features from a set of 30
structure candidates in MEs by leveraging their distribution
similar to MaMs with respect to time. Extensive experiments
conducted on three publicly available ME databases demon-
strate that our proposed LTR30 method outperforms recent
state-of-the-art MER methods. Importantly, LTR30 offers
considerable flexibility, as it does not rely on accurate apex
frame spotting or video motion magnification techniques.
It even achieves superior performance compared to many
MER methods that utilize ground truth apex information or
employ EVM to magnify facial motions in MEs beforehand.
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