arXiv:2304.06910v2 [eess.AS] 9 Jan 2024

HCAM - Hierarchical Cross Attention Model for
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Abstract—Emotion recognition in conversations is challenging
due to the multi-modal nature of the emotion expression. We
propose a hierarchical cross-attention model (HCAM) approach
to multi-modal emotion recognition using a combination of
recurrent and co-attention neural network models. The input
to the model consists of two modalities, i) audio data, pro-
cessed through a learnable wav2vec approach and, ii) text data
represented using a bidirectional encoder representations from
transformers (BERT) model. The audio and text representations
are processed using a set of bi-directional recurrent neural
network layers with self-attention that converts each utterance in
a given conversation to a fixed dimensional embedding. In order
to incorporate contextual knowledge and the information across
the two modalities, the audio and text embeddings are combined
using a co-attention layer that attempts to weigh the utterance
level embeddings relevant to the task of emotion recognition. The
neural network parameters in the audio layers, text layers as well
as the multi-modal co-attention layers, are hierarchically trained
for the emotion classification task. We perform experiments on
three established datasets namely, IEMOCAP, MELD and CMU-
MOSI, where we illustrate that the proposed model improves
significantly over other benchmarks and helps achieve state-of-
art results on all these datasets.

Index Terms—Hierarchical learning, Co-attention models,
Multi-modal fusion, Emotion recognition.

I. INTRODUCTION

UMAN emotions, expressed in a complex multi-modal

manner, play a central role in human interactions and
inter-person communications. As automated systems play a
ubiquitous role in day-to-day lives, the understanding of the
human emotions becomes a crucial step in the design of these
systems. The machines capable of performing emotion recog-
nition can enable the development of personalized human-
computer interfaces like conversational agents [1]], social me-
dia analytics [2], customer call centres [3] and mental health
monitoring systems [4]]. The key task is termed as emotion
recognition in conversation (ERC).

Emotion recognition in conversational data entails a number
of challenges, namely multiple (overlapping) speakers, short-
term and long-term dependencies [3], short duration of turn
events, background noise in audio etc. Further, emotion recog-
nition task is inherently multi-modal, where the information is
expressed in a variety of ways such as facial expressions [6],
speech [[7]], gestures [8], physiological signals [9] or through a
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combination of these. The different modalities contain varying
degrees of information relating to the underlying emotion and
hence, designing a joint multi-modal approach for emotion
recognition is usually considered [L10].

The previous works have explored the use of audio with
visual signals [11]], [12] and text with audio signals [13],
[14]. Further, there have been attempts to use all the three
modalities namely visual, audio and text [[15]. While the ability
to perceive emotions in a multi-modal way is required, it is
also necessary to recognize the emotions from each modality
in a robust manner, for scenarios where the data from some
of the modalities is unavailable or noisy.

In this paper, we propose a novel hierarchical cross attention
model (HCAM) for the problem of multi-modal emotion
recognition. Our modeling framework, involving large rep-
resentation learning networks from speech and text, uses a
hierarchical training process. The training paradigm consists
of three distinct stages, where the first stage trains uni-
modal predictors in a context-agnostic fashion. The contextual
information, being an essential component in conversational
emotion recognition, is added subsequently in the second
stage. The final stage involves the fusion of the acoustic
and textual streams using a co-attention module. The audio
features are extracted using a wav2vec model [16] while
textual representations are derived using RoBERTa [[17]] model.
The co-attention is a mechanism that jointly models auditory
and textual information. With a natural symmetry between the
audio based and text based embeddings, this fusion technique
guides the model to attend to the multi-modal contextual
information for emotion recognition. In order to train this
model in a hierarchical fashion, we explore the usage of the
supervised contrastive loss [18]].

The experiments are performed on three established
datasets, namely IEMOCAP [19], MELD [20] and CMU-
MOSTI [21]]. Although the type of emotions, duration of the
utterances, length of the conversations, noise or distortion in
the audio and style of the conversations are different across
the datasets, the same HCAM architecture is proposed.

The key contributions from this work are:

e We propose a hierarchical approach for the multi-modal
emotion recognition, where the information is first pro-
cessed at the utterance level in each of the modali-
ties, followed by inter-utterance conversation modeling
and subsequently, multi-modal processing with cross-
attention. We experimentally establish that the hierar-
chical modeling is important for improving the emotion
recognition performance.



« As the model learns different aspects of the conversations
in every stage, we propose to combine the model predic-
tions from the previously trained stages and the current
stage during test time to further improve the performance

« We use the supervised contrastive loss in addition to
cross-entropy loss in model training. The supervised
contrastive loss allows the model to focus more on the
hard training examples.

o We test the proposed model on three benchmark datasets
and achieve state-of-the-art results for all these datasets.
Further, we also experiment with replacing the ground-
truth text with ASR transcripts during test time in order
to test the robustness of our model.

II. RELATED WORKS
A. Audio feature extraction

The initial approaches for emotion recognition used features
that were mostly knowledge driven like amplitude, pitch and
spectral profile, as proposed by Sauter et. al. [22]. Luengo et.
al. [23]] used prosodic parameters for SER, while segment level
prosodic features were used by Koolagudi et. al. [24]. The mel-
frequency cepstral coefficients (MFCCs) were highlighted to
provide the best emotion classification performance by Eyben
et. al [25]. Recently, the statistical descriptors of a number
of knowledge driven features were found to be significantly
better for the SER task by Schuller et. al, as part of the In-
terspeech para-linguistics challenge [26]. These features were
further refined [27]] to create a minimalist set of parameters
(Opensmile toolkit [28]]).

The progress in deep learning in the recent years have moti-
vated researchers to develop audio feature extractors which are
learnable in nature, like the SincNet features by Ravanelli et.
al. [29], learnable audio front-end (LEAF) by Zeghidour et. al.
[30] and interpretable Gaussian filters by Agrawal et.al [31]],
[32]. Recently, unsupervised and self-supervised approaches
have been proposed using a large corpus of unlabeled speech
data [33], [16]. Several recent works in emotion recognition
have explored the use of these representations [34], [35], [36].

B. Text feature extraction

Early approaches for text feature extraction used the bag-
of-words approach in conjunction with word relation features,
as proposed by Xia et. al. [37]. The recent models, inspired by
deep learning, use prediction tasks to learn text embeddings.
One such attempt, termed the word2vec model by Mikolov et.
al [38]], is widely used for feature extraction in text sentiment
analysis [39], [40], [41]. With the development of recurrent
and attention networks such as bidirectional long short term
memory networks (B-LSTM), gated recurrent unit (GRU) and
transformers [42]], improved language models were developed
like BERT [43] and RoBERTa [17]. The BERT embeddings
have resulted in improvements for a variety of downstream
tasks like sentiment analysis [44]].

C. Multi-modal fusion

The fusion of multiple modalities has been shown to be
effective in emotion recognition [45]]. The early attempts using

a concatenation of the representations has been replaced with
sophisticated techniques like multi-modal transformers [46]],
[47]. A multi-view sequential learning architecture was pro-
posed by Zadeh et. al [48]. This was further improved using
a dynamic fusion graph [49]. The attention based fusion
approach is also pursued in various vision-language tasks [50],
(511

D. Incorporating contextual information in ERC

The presence of multiple speakers in a conversation may
result in short-term and long-term dependencies. This presents
a significant challenge in ERC, as highlighted by Poria et.
al [5]. To address this, Poria et. al [45] used LSTM networks
to capture inter-utterance context in the conversation. This was
further refined by Majumder et. al [52] in their model, named
DialogueRNN. The work by Ghosal et. al proposed the use of
graph convolutional networks [53].

E. Contrast with prior works

In contrast to the prior works, the proposed HCAM frame-
work is novel in the following aspects.

« We propose a curriculum learning [54] based design of
the modeling stages. In this design, the easy task of
recognizing the emotion states at an utterance level of
a conversation is learned initially. The more complex
task of inter-utterance contextual modeling is designed
on top of the utterance level model with recurrent layers.
Further, the neural attention based modeling layers enable
the multi-modal integration. This hierarchical modeling
framework is shown to efficiently learn the underlying
emotion labels from speech and text representations.

« The supervised contrastive loss is explored for emotion
recognition task. This loss improves the learning capacity
of the modeling by focusing on the harder training
examples.

o The ability of the model to classify emotions from a
conversation varies in accordance with the modeling
stage. We propose to ensemble the model predictions at
different stages during inference.

III. BACKGROUND
A. wav2vec

The wav2vec is a representation learning framework based
on principles of self-supervision [33]]. In the wav2vec 2.0
model [16], the audio signal is windowed into short over-
lapping frames. Each windowed segment is passed through
convolutional feature extractor layers, following which a quan-
tization module allows encoding of the representations in a
discrete space. These representations are contextualized by
means of transformer encoder layers. The network is pre-
trained with a self-supervised contrastive loss.

B. RoBERTa

In the recent years, one of the significant contributions
towards creating a large scale language model, is by Devlin
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Fig. 1: Block diagram of the proposed model. Here, Sy, Sz and Sj refer to the speech utterances in a conversation. Similarly,
the 77, T5 and T3 refer to the text transcripts for the corresponding speech signals. Y7, Y5 and Y3 refer to the predicted emotion
labels for the three utterances. The three stages of training are also marked in the diagram.

et.al [43]. This architecture, called bidirectional encoder rep-
resentations from transformer (BERT), was trained with two
tasks on a corpus of textual data, namely, predicting a word
masked out in a sentence (called masked language modeling)
and to predict whether two sentences semantically follow each
other (referred to as next sentence prediction). Liu et. al [17]
trained this architecture on a larger corpus of textual data
after removing the next sentence prediction task. This pre-
trained model, known as robust optimized BERT approach
(RoBERTa), also optimizes several other hyper-parameters in
the design of the model.

C. Self and cross attention

The self-attention mechanism, as proposed by Vaswani et.
al [42], considers a sequence of length N, and of dimen-
sion of di. This sequence is converted into three matrices,
Q e RN*d | € RN%dk and V € RNV ¥4k Self-attention is
involved in computing the similarity between query represen-
tation (denoted by @) with key representation (denoted by K).
This similarity matrix, converted to a probability distribution
by the softmax function, is then used to take a weighted sum
of the value representations (denoted by V). Finally, the query
matrix (Q) is added to this weighted sum followed by a layer
normalization block.

Attention(Q, K, V) = softmax(%)‘/ (1)
Q = Q + Attention(Q, K, V) 2)
output = Layer Norm(Q) 3)

The cross-attention network is similar to the self-attention
module with a key difference. Here, the query matrix and
the key/value matrices are constructed from representations
of different modalities. If we consider the query matrix from
audio modality (denoted as (Q4), and the key/value matrices
from the text modality (denoted as K1/Vr), the cross-attention
network operations are,

Atten(Qa, K1, Vr) = softmax( Q\‘}%% Wr (€))
Qa = Qa + Atten(Qa, K7, Vr) &)
Qa = LayerNorm(Qa4). (6)

IV. PROPOSED ARCHITECTURE

The block diagram of the proposed model is shown in Fig.
[I} As the entire model is a relatively large architecture, driven
by the two modalities of text and audio, our model has three
distinct stages which are trained hierarchically, where each
stage uses the pre-trained model parameters of the previous
stage without fine-tuning.

All the stages are trained hierarchically using a weighted
combination of cross-entropy loss and the supervised con-
trastive loss function (Sec. [[V-D). The model implementation
is made available publicly[

1 https://github.com/iiscleap/Multimodal_emotion_recognition_with_
coattention,
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Fig. 2: Block diagram of the contextual GRU with self-
attention. Here, U, Ur4+1 and Up4o refer to the uni-modal
embeddings from stage I of the model for each utterance in
the conversation.
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A. HCAM Stage 1

In the first stage, we train utterance-level embedding ex-
tractors from audio and text. The models are trained to
classify individual utterances without considering the inter-
utterance conversational context. The models trained in this
stage classify the individual utterances into the corresponding
emotion classes based on cues present in either the audio
signal or the text transcript. The pre-trained feature extractors
are generally models with large computational requirements,
and this constrains the number of utterances that can be
processed in every iteration. The large number of utterances in
a single conversation inhibits the fine-tuning of these feature
extractors in previous works, as they process conversations
as a whole. Our hierarchical modeling allows us to fine-tune
the embeddings from the pre-trained feature extractors for
improved emotion classification for each individual utterance
in this training stage.

1) Audio embedding extractor: The audio is input to the
wav2vec2.0 large model [[16]], pre-trained on Libri-light [S5I],
CommonVoice [56], Switchboard [57] and Fisher [58]]
datasets. The model is further fine-tuned on 300 hours of
noisy telephone conversation data in the Switchboard corpus.
Inspired by the strategy proposed in Pepino et. al. [36], we
fine-tune the transformer layers in the wav2vec2.0 network
while keeping the lower convolutional layers unchanged. The
hidden layer outputs from the wav2vec model, for all the
transformer layers, are summed at the frame-level, and passed
through a 1-D CNN network. Finally, the embeddings from
the CNN network are average pooled over the utterance level
to generate audio embeddings for the given utterance. The
embeddings obtained at the output of the 1D-CNN network
are considered for the contextual GRU layer.

2) Text embedding extractor: The embedding extractor on
the text data follows a similar architecture to that of the
audio feature extraction. We obtain the word embeddings
through a pre-trained RoBERTa model [17] and splice the
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Fig. 3: The co-attention network used in the proposed model.
It consists of two sub-blocks - the cross-attention and the self-
attention blocks.
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last four hidden layer representations from the model. A bi-
GRU layer allows the incorporation of intra-utterance context
to generate utterance level embeddings. Unlike the audio
embedding extraction, all the layers of the ROBERTa and bi-
GRU model are fine-tuned.

B. HCAM Stage 11

The utterance-level embeddings obtained from the previous
modeling stage are used in this stage, where we introduce
inter-utterance context by means of a bidirectional gated recur-
rent unit (Bi-GRU) architecture with self-attention mechanism.
The representations extracted from models trained on each
individual utterance in stage I are further enhanced with the
conversational context information.

1) Inter-utterance contextual GRU: We propose a simple
block, called the contextual-GRU, which takes into account
the information from all utterances in the conversation. The
block diagram of the contextual GRU is shown in Fig.[2| While
the bi-GRU itself can incorporate contextual information, it
may not capture long term dependencies in the conversations
that have a large number of utterances. For this reason, self-
attention is used, which allows effective modeling of the
long-term context. The output from the self-attention block
is processed by a position wise feed forward layer with ReLU
activation.

C. HCAM Stage 111

The third stage of the model consists of the effective fusion
of the embeddings from the different modalities.

1) Multi-modal fusion: The network architecture of the
co-attention block, is shown in Fig. E], and it consists of
two sub-blocks, namely cross-attention and self-attention. The
self-attention and cross attention schemes were discussed in
Sec. In the co-attention network, we exploit the cross-
attention between the modalities. There are two ways of
performing the cross-attention between audio and text, one
where the query representations are derived from the audio
data, while the key and value representations are derived from
the text data. The other way is the reversal of the roles of
the audio and text. The cross-modal embeddings at the output
of the cross-attention blocks are further enriched by adding a



self-attention block. The two arms of cross-attention, as shown
in Fig. 3] are concatenated and this forms the multi-modal
representation.

The final representations, which combines the information
from audio and text, is passed through a position-wise feed
forward layer.

D. Loss function

1) Supervised contrastive loss across conversations: We
explore the supervised contrastive loss function, proposed
by Khosla et.al [18], that encourages similarity between
utterance representations from the same emotion class. Let
us consider a mini-batch size of B, where the utterance-
level representations, derived from multiple conversations,
are denoted as {z1,z2,...,z5}. The features that appear
in this loss formulation are normalized, that is, ||x;|]|
1 Vi ={1,2,...,B}. We denote the corresponding labels
as {y1,¥2,...,ys}. Considering the sample with index j, the
set of positive examples from the mini-batch is denoted by
P;:{ieB s.t. y;=uy;} The supervised contrastive loss
is,

exp(a] x,/T)

Z exp(z] Tao/7)’

)

[sup—con _ Z Z

JEB' jl pEP;

where, 7 is a hyper-parameter indicating the temperature of
this loss. Generally, contrastive losses have been used in
representation learning tasks. The dependence of the con-
trastive loss on the ground truth labels enables one to use
these losses in supervised settings too. In addition to the
cross-entropy loss, this loss makes the system focus on the
hard-to-classify samples. However, unlike in representation
learning tasks, the datasets for ERC are not large enough to
be able to classify the utterances by means of a contrastive
loss alone. We therefore, use the supervised contrastive loss
in combination with the cross-entropy loss for training our
emotion recognition modules.

2) Combined loss: We use a convex combination of the
the cross entropy loss and the supervised contrastive loss. The
final loss, used to train all the stages of our model, is given
by,

Ltot — BCE(y, ?Q) + (1 _ 5)Lsup—con, (8)

where  is a hyper-parameter in the range of [0, 1].

E. Inference

During the inference in a particular stage, we combine the
predictions of the model from the previous stage. Thus, once
the contextual GRU model is trained in stage II, we combine
the predictions of the audio and text models from stage I.
During the inference in stage III, after fusion of the audio
and text representations, we combine the predictions of the
contextual GRU model (for audio and text separately). Let the
softmax outputs for an utterance z at the end of stage I be
pi (for audio) and p% (for text). These are combined with the

unimodal contextual GRU predictions (denoted by p? and p?),

with weights denoted by o} 72 and o} 72, as follows,
Ja(@) = a7 ?pi(2) + (1 — ag7?)pg (@) 9
Ji(x) = OétHg f(2) + (1 - aj7%)p(x) (10)

Similarly, we combine the outputs from stage II with the
predictions from the co-attention module (p.) as follows,

9(x) = cepe(x) + 027292 (x) + o7 P97 (z) (A1)

where () refers to the final predictions used for classifica-
tion. All the combination weights used in equations (9),
and are decided based on validation set performance.

V. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS
A. Datasets

We evaluate our work on three widely used datasets, IEMO-
CAP [19], MELD [20] and CMU-MOSI [21]. Unlike the first
two, CMU-MOSI is not multi-speaker in nature as it has single
speaker monologues. Further, we use only text and audio
modalities for emotion recognition task in this paper.

1) IEMOCAP: The IEMOCAP dataset consists of 151
video recordings split into 5 sessions. Each of these sessions
is a conversation between a pair of people, one male and
one female. Each recording is split into multiple utterances.
There are a total of 10,039 utterances, each of which is
labeled by human annotators as belonging to one of the
10 emotions - angry, happy, sad, neutral, frustrated, excited,
fearful, surprised, disgusted or “other”. Keeping in line with
previous works, we do a four-way classification task where
we consider angry, happy, sad, neutral and excited categories
(with excited and happy categories merged). We have a total
of 5531 utterances from the four emotion labels. We also have
a separate setting of 6 emotional classes, as has been done in
some of the prior works such as [52]. The first 6 emotion
classes are considered resulting in a total of 7433 utterances.
The dataset is imbalanced with the least number of samples
for the happy emotion (648 utterances during training). For
both these cases, we consider session 5 for testing purposes.
We choose session 1 for validating our models and sessions
2 — 4 for training.

2) MELD: The MELD dataset is a multi-party dataset cre-
ated from video clippings of the popular TV show, “Friends”.
The training data consists of 9988 utterances, validation data
consists of 1108 utterances and test data consists of 2610
utterances. A seven way classification task is performed on
this dataset, with each utterance being labeled as one of the
7 emotions - angry, sad, joy, neutral, fear, surprise or disgust.
Like the IEMOCAP 6-way classification problem, this is also
an imbalanced dataset with neutral being the most dominant
class label and disgust being the least frequent label (4710 and
271 training utterances respectively).

3) CMU-MOSI: The CMU-MOSI dataset has a total of 93
monologues divided into 2199 utterances. Each monologue is
divided into several utterances and is labeled in the range of
[—3, 3]. Following previous works, we treat this as a binary
classification problem with utterances having sentiment values
in the range [—3, 0) being classified as negative sentiment and



TABLE 1. Results on the different datasets in terms of

weighted Fl1-score.

Modality (Training Stage) ‘ [EMOCAP ‘ MELD ‘ CMU-MOSI
| 4way | 6 way | |

Audio (Stage I) 64.3% | 55.6% | 48.2% 64.4%

Audio (Stage II) 78.7% | 65.7% | 50.1% 67.4%

Text (Stage I) 68.4% | 53.8% | 63.3% 84.3%

Text (Stage II) 81.4% | 64.4% | 65.6% 85.4%

Audio + Text (Stage II) | 85.9% | 70.5% | 65.8% | 85.8%

those with values in the range [0,3] as positive sentiment.
For dataset partitioning, we follow the prior work by Poria et.
al [45]], where the first 62 monologues are used for training and
validation while the last 31 monologues are used for testing.
Of the 62 monologues, we use 49 for training our model and
the rest 13 for validation.

B. Implementation details

The models are trained with Adam optimizer using a
learning rate of 1le — 5 and a batch size of 32 in MELD and
IEMOCAP dataset, while the batch size is reduced to 8 for
the CMU-MOSI dataset. All the experiments reported in this
work use 5 random weight initialization choices. The mean
performance using the random initializations are reported in
all the experiments below. We run the different stages of our
model for 100 epochs as we found the validation performance
to saturate within this limit. We also employ gradient clipping
with a L2 norm of 0.25 in all our implementation.

C. Results

We report the performance of the proposed model for each
individual modality followed by the performance of the model
on the multi-modal setting. The key results on the three
datasets are shown in Table [Il

The following are the observations from these results,

(i) In the IEMOCAP dataset, the audio and the text modal-
ities perform relatively similarly, while in the MELD
and CMU-MOSI datasets, the audio results in an inferior
performance compared to the text domain

(i) The context addition framework proves to be effective
for all the three datasets. The proposed contextual GRU
architecture with self-attention, though a simple architec-
ture, leads to an improvement for both the modalities.
For audio, the relative improvement over the stage I
performance is 40.3%, 22.7%, 3.7% and 8.4% for IEMO-
CAP 4-way, IEMOCAP 6-way, MELD and CMU-MOSI
datasets, respectively. Similarly, for the textual modality,
we notice a relative improvement of 41.1%, 22.9%, 6.3%
and 7% respectively. IEMOCAP has the largest number
of utterances per conversation among the three datasets
while MELD has the lowest. As the number of utterances
increase in the datasets, the contextual modeling becomes
more effective

The final multi-modal fusion achieves the best perfor-

mance on all the three datasets over any of the individual

(iii)

TABLE II: Comparison with other works for IEMOCAP 4-
way classification. All scores are the weighted F1 scores.

System | Audio | Text | Audio+Text
Majumder et al. [39] 57.1% 73.6% 76.1%
Mai et al. [S9] 38.2% 81.5% 80.6%
Li et al. [60] 69.3% - 79.1%
Mittal et al. [15] - - 82.4%
Mai et al. [61] - - 82.5%
Dutta et al. [47] 73.5% 78.9% 83.7%
Lian et al. [44)] - - 84.8%
HCAM (this work) 78.7% | 81.4% 85.9%

TABLE III: Comparison with other works for IEMOCAP 6-
way classification. All scores are the weighted F1 scores. *
indicates our implementation.

System | Audio | Text | Audio+Text
Majumder et al. [52] - - 62.8%
Ghosal et al. [53] - - 64.2%
Shen et al. [62] - - 65.9%
Mao et al. [63] - - 69.7%
Lian et al. [44] - - 70.5%
Li et al. [64] - - 69.3%*
HCAM (this work) | 65.7% | 64.4% | 70.5%

modality. The relative improvements of 24.2%, 14%,
0.6% and 2.7% are observed for multi-modal results
over the best individual modality in the IEMOCAP 4-
way, IEMOCAP 6-way, MELD and CMU-MOSI datasets,
respectively. These results show that, even when some
modalities are inferior to the others in the emotion
classification task, the co-attention mechanism is able to
effectively improve over the best individual modality

VI. DISCUSSION
A. Comparison with other works

We present a comparative study of our work along with
other existing works in the literature. The comparison with
the relevant works are shown in Table [ for the IEMOCAP
dataset with 4-way classification. We see that the performance
of our model on audio signals is significantly better than other
works (by a relative margin of about 20%). This is attributed to
the efficient contextual modeling of the audio representations
from the wav2vec model.

While we do not improve the state-of-the-art results in the
text modality, we achieve state-of-the-art results on the multi-
modal fusion task by a relative margin of 7% over the previous
best result. We also show a comparison with prior works
reporting on the 6-way classification in the IEMOCAP dataset
(Table . For this unbalanced classification setting, we notice
that our model matches the results reported by Lian et al [44].

We compare with other relevant works on the MELD dataset
in Table Similar to IEMOCAP, we notice a considerable
improvement in the audio only performance. We improve the
current state-of-the-art results in audio signal performance
by a relative margin of approximately 14%. We improve
the performance of our model on textual modality alone as



TABLE IV: Comparison (in terms of weighted F1 scores) with
prior works on the MELD dataset.

System | Audio | Text | Audio+Text

Poria et al. [45] 39.1% 56.4% 59.3%
Majumder et al. [S2] 41.8% 57% 60.3%
Zhang et al. [65] 42.2% | 57.4% 59.4%
Ghosal et al. [53] - 58.1% -

Li et al. [66] - 61.9% -
Shen et al. [62] - 62.4% -
Mao et.al [63] - - 63.6%
Lian et al. [44] - - 64.5%
Li et al. [64] - - 64%
HCAM (this work) 50.1% | 65.6% 65.8%

TABLE V: Comparison with other works for the CMU-MOSI
dataset. All scores are the weighted F1 scores.

System | Audio | Text | Audio+Text
Poria et al. [67] 60.1% | 79.1% 80.1%
Zadeh et al. [68] 67.4% 75.6% -
Chen et al. [69] - 67.3% -
Lian et al. [44] - - 80.8%
HCAM (this work) | 67.4% | 85.4% | 85.8%

TABLE VI: Weighted F1 score of our system with different
training paradigms

Training Paradigm ‘ IEMOCAP ‘ MELD ‘ CMU-MOSI

| 4 way | 6way | |

85.9% | 70.5% | 65.8%
82.3% | 68.5% 65%

85.8%

84.4%

Hierarchical
Non-hierarchical

well, where we achieve a relative improvement of 8.5%.
Subsequently we get a relative improvement of approximately
4% after the fusion module. It is noteworthy that, MELD is the
most imbalanced of the three datasets with maximum number
of speakers in a conversation. Our model, however, does not
depend on any speaker information for emotion modeling
unlike some prior works [63].

In Table [V] we compare our proposed model with other
works on the CMU-MOSI dataset. Due to the small size of
the dataset (only 2199 utterances), the proposed model is
prone to overfitting in this dataset. However, we note that the
performance of the model in the audio modality is comparable
to the previously reported best results on audio inputs alone.
We improve upon the best reported text-only performance by
a relative margin of 30%, while the model working on audio
and text together improves upon the previous state-of-the-art
performance by a relative margin of 26%.

B. Impact of hierarchical modeling

In order to understand the advantages of our hierarchical
modeling approach, we modify our training paradigm where
we combine stages II and III of training. The results for these
modifications in the training paradigm are shown in Table [VI]
We note that, for all the four dataset settings, we achieve a
better performance with the proposed hierarchical modeling
with no change in the model architecture. These experiments

TABLE VII: Weighted F1 score of our system for the two
modalities when the self-attention block is removed from the
contextual GRU.

Modality ‘ Stage II model ‘ [EMOCAP ‘ MELD ‘ CMU-MOSI

| | 4-way | 6-way | |

Bi-GRU without
Audio self-attention 5:2% | 63.8% | 50.1% o7
Bi-GRU with 78.7% | 65.7% | 50.1% 67.4%
self-attention
Bi-GRU w1§h0ut 79.9% | 62.5% 65% 85.8%
Text self-attention
Bi-GRU with 81.4% | 64.4% | 65.6% 85.4%
self-attention

highlight the benefits of a curriculum style design of the stages
proposed in the HCAM framework.

C. Importance of self-attention in stage Il

In order to understand the role of self-attention in the
contextual GRU, we run an ablation experiment where we
remove the self-attention block from the contextual GRU.
The results from this experiment are shown in Table We
note that self-attention improves the performance for both the
modalities in [IEMOCAP. This is expected as the conversation
length is more in the case of IEMOCAP (conversation length
of 110 utterances). In a departure from the other datasets,
we see an absolute drop of 0.4% for the textual modality for
CMU-MOSI dataset on the introduction of the self-attention
block. This may partly be due to the small size of this dataset,
which leads the Bi-GRU model to overfit.

D. Testing with ASR generated transcripts

In order to understand the robustness of our model to noise
in the text modality, we test our model with ASR transcripts
in place of the provided transcripts. The training of the model
is not modified from the previous experiments

We use a pre-trained ASR system || for providing the
transcripts. The word error rate (WER) of this ASR system
is reported in Table for each of the three datasets.
As seen here, the WER on emotional conversational speech
is significantly higher than those seen on other controlled
datasets. The ASR performance in the case of MELD is the
lowest, partly due to the high levels of background noise in
the dataset. In spite of the high WER, the model performs well
on the IEMOCAP and CMU-MOSI datasets (with an absolute
drop of 2.4% for IEMOCAP 6-way classification and 5.7% for
the CMU-MOSI) as shown in Table [IX| For the baseline result
in this setting, we use our previous work [47], as we have
not found a similar inference setting elsewhere. We achieve
a significant relative improvement of 32% over our previous
work.

Zhttps://cloud.google.com/speech-to-text
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TABLE VIII: The Word Error Rate (WER) (%) for the Google ASR system on the three datasets used. Abbreviations used:
Happy:Hap., Neutral:Neu., Angry:Ang., Excited:Exc., Frustrated: Fru., Disgust:Dis., Positive:Pos. and Negative:Neg.

Dataset | IEMOCAP | MELD | CMU-MOSI
Splits | Hap. | Sad | Neu. | Ang. | Exc. | Fru. | Ang. | Sad | Neu. | Fear | Sur. | Dis. | Joy | Pos. | Neg.
Train 50.1 50.1 | 50.2 | 548 | 59 475 | 54.1 | 37.3 | 379
Val 36 44 312 | 234 365 | 28 47.4 499 | 464 | 52.8 | 58.8 | 46.6 | 50.7 | 34 37.9
Test 345 | 475 | 302 | 273 36 30.5 | 50.5 49.2 | 48.1 595 | 61.2 | 493 | 545 | 382 | 404
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Fig. 4: Confusion matrices for the different stages of our model when run on IEMOCAP dataset with 6 classes. Abbreviations
used: Happy:Hap., Neutral:Neu., Angry:Ang., Excited:Exc., Frustrated: Fru.

TABLE IX: Weighted F1 score of our system with ASR
transcripts during test time on the datasets.

[ IEMOCAP 4-way B cMu-moslI

86
Q\"’
. [
Text Transcripts | IEMOCAP | MELD | CMU-MOSI £ 855
using test time 3
| 4-way | 6-way | | .
ASR 84.6% | 68.1% | 50.2% 80.1% B
Original 85.9% | 70.5% | 65.8% 85.8% f» 84.5
Previous SOTA [47] | 77.3% | - \ - \ - 2
84
02 03 04 05 306 07 08 1
TABLE X: The weighted F1 scores (in %) with and without _ &9
the supervised contrastive loss. %
5 857
3
Loss | IBMOCAP | vipip | emu-most 3 °°
| 4-way  6-way | | 5 853
CE 84.5% 69.9% | 65.5% 84.7% 2 g
CE+Supcon 859% 705% 658% 858% ’ T=01 T=0.5 T=1 T=2

Fig. 5: Variation of the test performance with change in
(Eq8) and temperature parameter in the sup-con loss for
E. Role of the supervised contrastive loss IEMOCAP 4-way and CMU-MOSI datasets.

The performance of the proposed model is evaluated when
the training is performed without and with the supervised
contrastive loss. These results are shown in Table [Xl For all
the datasets, we observe an improvement in the performance
of our model with the inclusion of the supervised loss.

However, the performance improvements from the super-
vised contrastive loss varies from one dataset to the other. The
improvement after adding the sup-con loss is only 0.6% and
0.3% for IEMOCAP-6 and MELD (in absolute terms). When - Performance on different emotion classes
the number of classes reduce, the introduction of sup-con In order to show the performance of our models in recogniz-
loss improves the performance of the model by a significant ing the different classes, we show the confusion matrices for
margin (1.4% and 1.1% for IEMOCAP-4 way classification the 6-way classification in IEMOCAP in Figl] It is seen that

and CMU-MOSI respectively). This loss involves two hyper-
parameters, namely the temperature and the weight used for
combining with the cross-entropy loss. We show the variation
in the test performance with change in these parameters for
IEMOCAP 4-way classification and CMU-MOSI in Fig[5]



TABLE XI: Weighted Fl-scores with and without inference
time ensembling

Modality | Inference Time |  IEMOCAP | MELD | CMU-MOSI
Ensemble
| | 4 way | 6way | |

. Yes 78.7% | 65.7% | 50.1% 67.4%
Audio (Stage IT) ‘ No ‘ 78.7% ‘ 65.7% ‘ 49.6% ‘ 63%
Yes 81.4% | 64.4% | 65.6% 85.4%
Text (Stage I) ‘ No ‘ 81.4% ‘ 64.4% ‘ 65.4% ‘ 85.4%
Audio + Text Yes 85.9% | 70.5% | 65.8% 85.8%
(Stage III) No 85.3% | 70.3% | 65.5% 85.8%

68

66.5

65

63.5

Weighted F1-score (%)

62

0 01 0.2

03 04 05 06 07

1-2
g

08 09 1

1—2

Fig. 6: Variation of the test performance with change in o

(Eq[) for CMU-MOSIL.

the models have considerable error in differentiating happy
and excited class. This is somewhat expected as these emo-
tional classes are closely related to each other. The confusion
matrices also highlight that the proposed model is not biased
towards any particular emotion category class.

G. Role of test time ensembling

As mentioned in Sec[[V-E| we take an weighted combina-
tion of the predictions of the model in a particular stage of
training with those of the previous stage. The effect of this
test time combination is shown in Table We compare this
strategy with the one when we do not use any ensembling in
stage II and III of inference. We note that for CMU-MOSI,
this improves the performance of the audio modality by 4.4%
in stage II. While a small improvement is noticed for MELD,
the ensemble predictions does not yield any improvement for
IEMOCAP. For the combination in stage III, we note that with
the exception of CMU-MOSI, we see a slight improvement for
all the other test settings. We show the variation of the test
performance for the audio modality at the end of stage II for
CMU-MOSI in Figle]

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, a hierarchical multi-modal neural architecture
is proposed for conversational emotion recognition task. The
proposed architecture improves the representation of the utter-
ance level speech and text, first by learning the representations
and then, by employing self-attention over other utterances in
the recording. A co-attention mechanism is used for effective
multi-modal fusion of the two modalities. On three benchmark

datasets, we establish new state-of-the-art results. We further
show the robustness of our model when tested with ASR
generated text transcripts. Through extensive ablation studies,
we also show the impact of different aspects of the modeling
framework and the hyper-parameter choices. In future, we
plan to extend these approaches to also incorporate the visual
modality for emotion recognition.
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