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Abstract—Infant sleep is critical to brain and behavioral de-
velopment. Prior studies on infant sleep/wake classification have
been largely limited to reliance on expensive and burdensome
polysomnography (PSG) tests in the laboratory or wearable
devices that collect single-modality data. To facilitate data col-
lection and accuracy of detection, we aimed to advance this field
of study by using a multi-modal wearable device, LittleBeats
(LB), to collect audio, electrocardiogram (ECG), and inertial
measurement unit (IMU) data among a cohort of 28 infants. We
employed a 3-branch (audio/ECG/IMU) large scale transformer-
based neural network (NN) to demonstrate the potential of such
multi-modal data. We pretrained each branch independently with
its respective modality, then finetuned the model by fusing the
pretrained transformer layers with cross-attention. We show that
multi-modal data significantly improves sleep/wake classification
(accuracy = 0.880), compared with use of a single modality
(accuracy = 0.732). Our approach to multi-modal mid-level fusion
may be adaptable to a diverse range of architectures and tasks,
expanding future directions of infant behavioral research.

I. INTRODUCTION

Sleep is a physiological and behavioral process central to
brain development during infancy [1]–[4]. During the first six
months of life, infants spend more time sleeping than awake
[5]. Further, indices of infant sleep quality and quantity are
associated with subsequent cognitive and language develop-
ment [6]–[11], attention regulation [12]–[14], social-emotional
functioning [10], [12], and physical health [15], [16]. Given
the importance of infant sleep to development, automated and
unobtrusive monitoring of sleep is critical. Thus, we focus on
the task of sleep/wake classification in this study.

Laboratory-based polysomnography (PSG) is the gold-
standard sleep assessment for adults and infants alike [18],
[19]. However, given the high level of burden and expense
of laboratory PSG, researchers have used wearable devices
for sleep monitoring [20]. Notably, past studies of sleep/wake
classification using wearable devices typically extract sleep
features from single-modality data. For example, with actigra-
phy data, [21] carried out extensive studies on adult sleep/wake

Fig. 1. LittleBeats (center) is capable of collecting audio, ECG, and IMU data.
Reproduced with permission from [17]

classification using traditional signal processing methods, clas-
sic machine learning methods, and several deep learning
methods. Electrocardiogram (ECG) signals are also often used
because stable QRS complex and longer R peak period can
indicate sleep stages [22]. Studies such as [23] used ECG
data to classify adult sleep/wake with a 5-layer convolutional
neural network (CNN) concatenated with 2 fully connected
(FC) layers. A signal-processing-based approach was sug-
gested by [24], where audio recordings of adults’ respiratory
sounds were used to estimate sleep/wake likelihood from signal
level features such as autocorrelation. All published studies
of automatic sleep/wake classification use different datasets,
therefore their accuracies are not strictly comparable, but the
accuracies reported in all four of these studies are between 81%
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and 84% (see Table I for details). A few studies have used
bimodal data to further improve classification performance.
Ref. [25] concatenated the frequency bins from respiratory
signals and ECG to feed into a FC based network, achieving
classification accuracy of 85.3%. Ref. [26] uses random forest
to classify sleep/wake from acceleration and heart rate data
collected by Apple Watch, achieving 87.3% accuracy. Recent
work tend to focus on a more involved sleep classification
with 5 stages. Ref. [27] extracted infant vocalizations from
audio recordings and physical motions from video recordings,
and classified sleep stages using a random forest, resulting in
an average accuracy near 85%. Supratak et al.’s DeepSleepNet
[28] and their subsequent stage of the art (SOTA) TinySleepNet
[29] used only electroencephalogram (EEG) to reach 87.5% in
accuracy.

To achieve further improvements in accuracy, we leveraged
trimodal data collected by an infant wearable device, Little-
Beats (LB), as shown in Fig. 1. LB can synchronously record
infant sounds (via microphone [audio]), physiology (via 3-lead
ECG), and motion (via inertial measurement unit [IMU]) for
extended periods of time (8-10 hours) in the home context.

To perform sleep/wake classification using LB multi-modal
data, we developed an ensemble of three large scale trans-
former networks pretrained on unimodal audio, ECG, and
IMU datasets, and fine-tuned using trimodal data. This system
has the potential to combine all important feature extraction
done by the research mentioned above, including the extraction
of vocalization and breathing patterns from audio recording,
QRS complex features from ECG, and position and motion
from IMU. To the best of our knowledge, our study is the
first to access these three modalities jointly on sleep/wake
classification. We show superior classification performance
using all three modalities compared with any single modality
or pairs of modalities combined.

In contributing to neural network (NN) architectures, we
explore the benefits of pretraining large scale transformer
networks on unlabeled audio, ECG, and IMU data, then
finetuning a cross-attention based fusion architecture on a
small LB labeled dataset. Unsupervised pretraining involves
training a NN on a large, diverse dataset, which enables it
to learn generic latent features that can be applied to a wide
range of tasks. There is a wide range of pretraining schemes for
audio, ECG, and IMU data. Specifically, wav2vec 2.0 (W2V2)
[30] showed the benefits of pretraining audio using contrastive
loss, achieving state of the art performance in tasks such
as automatic speech recognition. Ref. [31] combined W2V2
and contrastive multi-segment coding to pretrain on ECG sig-
nals, achieving outstanding performance on cardiac arrhythmia
classification and patient identification. LIMU-BERT [32] is
derived from bidirectional encoder representations from trans-
formers (BERT) [33], and is used to pretrain transformers with
unlabeled IMU data. Inspired by the above architectures, we
pretrained three branches of large scale transformer networks,
one for each modality, and were able to extract latent features
useful for sleep/wake classification.

To utilize features from all three modalities, we implemented
a fusion strategy that relies on cross-attention among pretrained
transformer layers. Multimodal fusion is often done by early
fusion, where the input from each modality is concatenated
and fed into the network as a single input, or late fusion,
where each modality is processed separately and the outputs
are combined at the final stage. We define early fusion as
fusing right after feature extraction and not fusion of raw
data. Much work has been done on these 2 fusion techniques.
Ref. [34] employed early fusion by cascading learned features
from ECG and IMU directly, and passed them through a dense
network. Ref. [35] described a simple late fusion of different
branches by summing or averaging the logit outputs. Recently,
intermediate fusion has become more common. This type of
feature fusion happens in the middle of the NN, and uses a
variety of architectures depending on the tasks. Ref. [36] exten-
sively used so-called “cross-stitch” modules for soft parameter
fusion, taking multiple linear weighted sums of each feature
extraction layer as input for the next layer. Cross-attention
based fusion techniques were explored in recent papers such as
[37] [38], where the attention layers take concatenated features
from different modalities as input, and [39], where a single
cross-attention layer is used to share information between
branches. Our approach is innovative, first, in that it relies on
the pretrained transformer layers from each branch, rather than
training a feature sharing mechanism from scratch. Second,
we fuse the three transformer networks by alternating self and
cross-attention at different layers, which both preserves each
branch’s transformer features and incorporates attention from
other modalities.

In sum, in addition to being the first study to combine
audio, ECG, and IMU for classification of infant sleep/wake
states, we develop an innovative cross-attention based fusion
for large scale pretrained transformer networks to combine
three modalities. We not only reiterate the well known benefit
of pretraining, but also demonstrate the ability of pretrained
unimodal transformers to be fine-tuned using cross-attention-
based multi-modal fusion to improve accuracy. We believe our
work lays the groundwork for improved accuracy in a wide
variety of signal processing tasks by the use of multimodal
wearable devices such as LB.

II. METHOD

Our architecture is an ensemble of three similarly structured
transformer networks, with each branch targeting audio, ECG,
or IMU data respectively, as shown in Fig. 2.

For the audio branch, we utilize a standard 12-layer W2V2
[30] network because W2V2 repeatedly shows superb per-
formance in various speech-related tasks such as automatic
speech recognition and phoneme recognition. A recent study
[40] showed an oracle W2V2 pretrained on 4300 hours of
unlabeled infant-family audio data collected by LB or the
Language ENvironment Analysis (LENA) system [41] in-
creased performance of speech diarization and vocalization
type classifications. As infant vocalization features may well



Fig. 2. The LittleBeats Model Architecture. Each of the audio (top), ECG (cen-
ter), and IMU (bottom) branches consists of feature extraction (convolutional
and/or feedforward projection), positional encoding, and 12 transformer layers.
Each branch is pretrained individually on unlabeled data. During labeled
finetuning, the three branches are combined via cross-attention at the feature
level. Their outputs are then concatenated and fed into dense layers to output
logits.

include cues of sleep, we adopt pretrained weights from [40]
for the audio W2V2 branch.

As for ECG data, we were inspired by the similarity between
speech and ECG. As early as 1940, researchers [42] were
actively using impulse trains to imitate glottal excitation for
speech generation. R-peaks in ECG data have a similar time
domain structure, so a speech-centric NN should be able to
learn ECG features. Speech and ECG differ in one respect:
speech contains periodicity at many frequencies (pitch and
formants), while ECG is dominated by the inter-beat interval,
therefore ECG features may be learnable using less pre-
training than speech. We pretrain a standard 12-layer W2V2
using 574 hours of unlabeled ECG data to utilize our obser-
vations above and to match the structure of the audio branch.

IMU data does not share similar structure as audio or ECG:
an IMU signal is composed of parallel 3-axis accelerometer
and 3-axis gyroscope signals, whose correlations are impor-
tant for signal interpretation. To take full advantage of the
information contained in our IMU data, we used a pretraining
paradigm based on LIMU-BERT [32]. In place of W2V2’s
CNN feature extraction layers, LIMU-BERT begins with a sin-
gle fully-connected feature projection layer per input sample,
followed by several layers of transformers. This network is
pretrained with Masked Language Model objectives and a Span
Masking mechanism. We pretrained 574 hours of IMU data
collected from LB, on a modified LIMU-BERT architecture
where we lifted the restriction that all transformers share
weights, extended the number of layers to 12, and matched
the transformer implementation to the one found in W2V2.

To maximize the model’s ability to learn across modalities,
or to extend the transformer attention beyond a single modality,
we utilized linear transformation and cross-attention every 4
transformer layers, as inspired by [43] and their work using
cross-attention across audio channels. An example of the cross-

Fig. 3. Cross-attention for the audio branch. Multiheaded attention layer
(MHA) takes the audio embedding as query. IMU and ECG outputs from
the other two branches first get linearly projected and concatenated into
a 2-channel embedding. The embedding is reduced to 1-channel by a 1-d
convolution layer and passed into MHA as key and value.

attention mechanism for the audio branch is shown in Fig. 3. A
cross-attention layer for the audio branch consists of multiple
cross-attention heads, each of which takes its query from the
previous layer’s audio embedding, and its values and keys from
a fusion of the previous layer’s ECG and IMU branches. ECG
and IMU embeddings are first passed through two different
linear layer projections producing an output with the frame
rate and embedding dimension of the audio, then concatenated
to create a 2 channel embedding. A channel-wise 1d convolu-
tional layer is then used to create the vector that serves as key
and value of the audio cross-attention layer. The multiple audio
cross-attention heads are then concatenated, added to a residual
connection (from the previous audio layer), normalized, and
passed through a feedforward layer. The ECG and IMU cross-
attention layers have the same architecture, with each modality
receiving query inputs from its own previous layer, while each
modality’s key and value inputs come from the other two
modalities.

Mathematically, we can denote each hidden input embed-
ding to the transformer layer as Hk ∈ RN×Le , where the
indices (k, l,m) are any permutation of {audio,ECG, IMU},
N is the number of samples in the input, and Le is the
architecture embedding size. Let’s define the query, key, and
value projection of each branch to be W{Q,K,V } ∈ RLe×Le .
Let’s constrain the discussion of attention regarding one head
of one branch where k = audio. The attention layers can be
self attention or cross-attention depending on the layer index
i. We found using cross-attention at layers 1, 5, and 9 (i.e.
i%4 = 1 for layers 0 ≤ i ≤ 11) gives the best performance.
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where A ∈ RLe×2 is a trainable mixing weight. This discus-
sion is applicable to the other heads and other branches.

The three branches’ outputs are concatenated and passed
through three dense layers with ReLU activations to produce
binary logits for sleep and wake. With the pretrained weights
loaded onto each branch and the ensemble in place, we use
frame-wise cross entropy loss to finetune the network.

III. EXPERIMENT

A. Dataset

Participants were recruited via study flyers distributed to lo-
cal community organizations as well as online listservs serving
families of young children. In the context of larger studies
of child behavioral development, study coordinators provided
participating families with a LB or LENA kit, along with
instructions for conducting associate recordings in the home.
Families were asked to complete 2 to 3 daylong (8+ hours)
recordings over a 2-week period. All study procedures were
approved by the Institutional Review Board at the University
of Illinois Urbana-Champaign.

Unlabeled data included (a) 4300hr of audio home record-
ings (1000hr collected by LB and 3200hr by LENA) from
245 families with children under 5 years of age (see [40]
for further details), as well as (b) 574hr of ECG data and
(c) 574hr of IMU data collected by LB from 28 families
with children (54% female) under 5 years of age (Mean =
26 months, Range: 3-65 months). For the labeled data, we
gathered 68.5hr of synchronized audio, ECG, and IMU data
from the same 28 families. Four trained human annotators
labeled infant sleep and wake states from 1.5hr segments of
LB audio files. Annotation of sleep states was facilitated by
referring to (a) parental reports of their child’s activities while
wearing the LB device in the home, (b) visual inspection of the
wav form of the audio file, and (c) listening to audio recordings
for indicators of infant sleep (e.g., slowed steady breathing, no
vocalizations or movement).

We randomly divide the labeled data into training set (50hr,
25 families), validation set (4.5hr, 1 family), and testing set
(14hr, 2 families). Data from families/infants in the training,
validation, and testing datasets did not overlap.

B. Data Preprocessing

As a first step, we synchronized data across modalities. LB
records each modality in slightly different time segments. For
each segment, LB records the timestamps in absolute UTC
start time and end time, and the associated start and end sample
index. Formally, let’s define

Tstart
k ,Tend

k ,Sstart
k ,Send

k ∈ RLk

Fig. 4. Zeroing data according to timestamp. For each data segment, the
recorded UTC time multiplied by sampling frequency (Fs,k ∗ (Tend

k [i] −
Tstart

k [i])) is longer than the recorded number of samples (Send
k [i]− Sstart

k [i]).
The missing data are simply filled with zeros.

where for each modality, each element in T is the absolute
UTC start or end time, each element in S is starting or ending
data sample index, L is the number of data chunks.

LB is designed to function continuously despite variability
in the number of nonzero IMU samples, therefore it sometimes
fails to record all samples in a given audio or ECG segment.
Such missed samples can be detected by comparing the known
ground truth duration of a segment, Fs,k ∗ (Tend

k [i]−Tstart
k [i]),

to the number of samples it contains, (Send
k [i]−Sstart

k [i]), where
Fs,k is the sampling frequency for modality k. When an
incomplete segment is detected, we fill in the missing data
with zeros. We obtain Ẑk where each of the vectors has length
Fs,k ∗ (Tend

k [i]−Tstart
k [i]). This is shown in Fig. 4.

Timestamps of different modalities are approximately but
not precisely aligned, because the writing to SD card on
LB is asynchronous. In order to make multimodal processing
possible, we simply discard the data that did not overlap
according to the timestamp and truncate Ẑk to Zk ∈ RL where
L is the same across all modalities. Zk is then segmented into
30s segments Xk.

Human annotators mark the beginning and ending of each
period of sleep. These times are used to assign, to each 30s
segment Xk, a binary label Yk ∈ {0, 1} where 0 is wake and
1 is sleep. If both sleep and wake labels are present in segment
k, Yk is set equal to the label with longer duration.

C. Metric

Because this is a binary classification task, we evaluated
standard accuracy, precision, recall, F1-score, and Cohen’s
kappa κ.

D. Implementation Details

Audio sample rate is downsampled from 24000Hz to
16000Hz and ECG sample rate is upsampled from 2381Hz to
16000Hz, to match the default sampling rate of W2V2. IMU
data are kept at a sampling rate of 150Hz because upsampling
to 16000Hz might introduce too many artifacts. We did not
experiment with data interpolation to fill out the zeros during
time synchronization nor with data augmentation to diversify
the data.

For audio and ECG W2V2 branch, we used almost the same
baseline structure as described in [30], with 12 transformer



TABLE I
RESULTS COMPARING ARCHITECTURES WITH DIFFERENT NUMBER AND TYPES OF MODALITIES. RESULTS IN THE FIRST SECTION ARE OUR WORK;
RESULTS IN THE SECOND SECTION ARE BASELINES COMPUTED USING THE SAME TEST SET; RESULTS IN THE THIRD SECTION ARE COPIED FROM THE

CORRESPONDING REFERENCE PAPERS, AND WERE THEREFORE COMPUTED USING INCOMPARABLE TEST SETS.

Test Set Architecture Modality ↑ Accuracy ↑ Precision ↑ Recall ↑ F1 ↑ Kappa

LB 68.5 hr W2V2-mod Audio 0.797 0.794 0.909 0.848 0.546
W2V2-mod ECG 0.732 0.704 0.980 0.819 0.347

LIMU-BERT-mod IMU 0.786 0.837 0.815 0.826 0.549
Proposed Audio + ECG + IMU 0.880 0.881 0.934 0.907 0.741

LB 68.5 hr FFT + Dense [25] mod Audio + ECG 0.444 0.729 0.168 0.273 0.0523
CNN [23] mod ECG 0.565 0.494 0.434 0.634 0.0991

Random Forest [26] ECG + IMU 0.717 0.729 0.799 0.762 0.410
CNN + LSTM [29] ECG 0.843 0.825 0.778 0.748 0.639

Adult 7.1 hr Signal Processing [24] Audio 0.833 - 0.922 - 0.508
Adult 37k hr LSTM [21] Actigraphy 0.831 0.816 0.914 0.855 -
Adult 292 hr FFT + Dense [25] Respiratory + ECG 0.853 - - - -
Adult 110 hr CNN [23] ECG 0.815 0.478 0.930 0.360 0.260
Adult 244 hr Random Forest [26] ECG + IMU 0.873 - 0.895 - 0.396

layers, hidden size 768, intermediete size 3072 and 16 attention
heads. Convolution feature extraction structure remain the
same with hidden size 512, kernel size [10,3,3,3,3,2,2] and
strides [5,2,2,2,2,2,2]. For IMU branch, the feature extraction
is done by a linear layer, a normalization layer, and adding
a position embedding. The decoding part has 12 transformer
layers, hidden size 72, intermediate size 144 and 4 attention
heads. Outputs of the three branches are concatenated into
a vector of size 1608, passed through a dense structure as
follows: a linear layer from size 1608 to size 1608, ReLU,
linear layer from size 1608 to 804, dropout of rate 0.1, linear
layer from 804 to 2.

Each experiment was run for 2 epochs with batch size 16,
with the standard Adam optimizer. This was done on a single
RTX A6000 GPU. Training code was based on Huggingface
Transformers and the code is available for inspection and
further development. 1

E. Baseline Implementation
The majority of sleep/wake classification baselines did not

release code, so we implemented some of their algorithms
with modification based on their description in the paper.
Specifically, for [25] we replaced the respiratory input with
LB audio data, and trained with gradient descent instead of
Levenberg–Marquardt back-propagation algorithm. For [23],
we used increasing strides ([1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6]) for the CNN
layers instead of using [2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2] because each LB ECG
segments has more samples than theirs. We also modified the
dropout value to 0.1 based on empirical testing. [26] used 3-
axis acceleration and heart rate data collected on Apple Watch
as their dataset. We calculated heart rate at each recorded seg-
ment from LB ECG data, using the python package HeartPy.
We then input our timestamp, acceleration data, and calculated
heart rate to their released code. Finally, state of the art sleep

1This footnote will be replaced by a github URL containing an open-source
implementation upon acceptance of the manuscript.

stage classifier [29] released their code online. We used ECG
as input to the model instead of EEG in the original paper.

IV. RESULTS

A. Benefits of Three Modalities

The first section in Table I shows how using all modalities
together compares to using each of the modalities alone for
the purpose of sleep/wake classification. The single modality
architecture takes each branch in Fig. 2, with pretrained
weights, and adds the final three FC layers for classification.
The proposed architecture is the entire model pretrained on
unlabeled data and finetuned with proposed cross-attention at
every 4 layers. We see that, by quite a large margin, using
all three modalities together as proposed, the network is able
to learn more about infants’ sleep patterns and achieve better
performance across the board than using just a single modality.
Note that while recall for the ECG branch outperforms the
proposed network by 5%, its precision is lower by 20%,
suggesting that the unimodal ECG network is a worse classifier
since it too frequently classifies segments as “sleep.”

The second section in Table I presents results of key baseline
implementation on the LB dataset, as described in Section
III-E. Because [25] and [23] have not released their code and
[26] and [29] are not designed to work strictly on ECG data,
results need to be interpreted with caution. However, we can
still observe that our proposed model using all three modalities
outperforms all key baselines, which only use one or two
modalities.

Numbers in the last section in Table I are results reported
in other papers, using other datasets, and are therefore not
strictly comparable to the numbers in the first two sections.
The classifiers summarized by these results are sleep/wake
classifiers using audio only [24], ECG only [23], ECG and
respiratory signals [25], motion [21], and ECG and IMU [26].
While all datasets are different and comparison of the accura-
cies is therefore not theoretically justifiable, such a comparison



TABLE II
RESULTS WHEN PRETRAINING DIFFERENT BRANCHES OF THE

ARCHITECTURE

Pretrained ↑ Accuracy ↑ Precision ↑ Recall ↑ F1 ↑ Kappa

None 0.797 0.829 0.850 0.839 0.565
IMU 0.837 0.874 0.863 0.868 0.655

Audio+IMU 0.871 0.858 0.949 0.901 0.715
ECG+IMU 0.875 0.866 0.944 0.904 0.726

All 0.880 0.881 0.934 0.907 0.741

TABLE III
RESULTS OF EARLY, LATE, AND THE PROPOSED FUSION TECHNIQUE

Fusion ↑ Accuracy ↑ Precision ↑ Recall ↑ F1 ↑ Kappa

Early 0.779 0.857 0.773 0.813 0.544
Late 0.798 0.781 0.947 0.856 0.530

Proposed 0.880 0.881 0.934 0.907 0.741

nevertheless supports the conclusion displayed in the top half
of the table, viz., that sleep/wake classification performed using
three modalities is more accurate than sleep/wake classification
performed using only one or two modalities.

B. Benefits of Pretraining

Table II shows how pretraining affects the performance of
the proposed architecture. Here we configured the model to
use all three branches, but only load the pretrained weights
for specific modalities. Cross-attention is applied at every 4th

layer for the 12 layers of transformers. We see that every
time we add pretrained weights for a particular branch, we
have a performance increase across all metrics. This reinforces
our understanding of pretrained networks. By pretraining each
branch using the unlabeled data, then fine-tuning the entire
system together against a small number of labeled data, we
are able to get better performance.

C. Fusion Techniques

Our discussion is incomplete without comparison to early
and late fusion techniques discussed in the literature [35].
Table III presents performance of 2 fusion methods against the
proposed cross-attention-based intermediate fusion technique.
Early fusion is inspired by [34], where convolutional features
extracted from ECG and IMU data are concatenated with
anthropometric data as input to a downstream neural network.
In our variation, we concatenate the three outputs from the
feature extractor for each branch as shown in Fig. 2, skipping
the transformer layers, and pass through the dense network
for fine-tuning. As for late fusion, we leave in the transformer
layers, triplicate the FC layers to generate logits for each
modality, and average the three logits for evaluation. The
proposed cross-attention fusion achieved better performance in
almost every metric except that it has a lower recall than late
fusion. Similar to the trend found in Table I, this high recall
for late fusion results from a disproportional confusion matrix,
as shown by late fusion’s low precision score. Therefore, the
proposed fusion architecture is still favorable in general.

TABLE IV
RESULT WITH CROSS-ATTENTION APPLIED AT VARIOUS LAYERS. THE

EQUATION IN THE FIRST COLUMN SPECIFIES THE LAYERS IN WHICH
CROSS-MODAL ATTENTION IS APPLIED, E.G., i%4 = 1 MEANS THAT

CROSS-MODAL ATTENTION WAS PERFORMED IN LAYERS 1, 5, AND 9,
WHERE LAYERS ARE NUMBERED 0 ≤ i ≤ 11.

Cross ↑ Accuracy ↑ Precision ↑ Recall ↑ F1 ↑ Kappa

None 0.765 0.788 0.851 0.818 0.487
i%2=1 - - - - -
i%4=1 0.880 0.881 0.934 0.907 0.741
i%6=1 0.836 0.870 0.865 0.868 0.652

0 ≤ i < 4 0.755 0.811 0.791 0.801 0.484
4 ≤ i < 8 - - - - -
8 ≤ i < 12 - - - - -

D. Ablation Study

Table IV shows the effect of using cross-attention at different
layers. All models were fine-tuned on labeled multimodal
data after loading pretrained weights for all three modalities
separately. “-” means the architecture did not converge. We
empirically found that cross-modal attention once every 4
layers (i%4 = 1) gives the best performance across the board.
Many models with cross-modal attention fail to converge:
convergence failure occurs with cross-modal attention every
second layer, and with cross-modal attention in the middle four
layers (4 ≤ i < 8) or the last four layers (8 ≤ i < 12). Cross-
modal attention in the first four layers (0 ≤ i < 4) converged
to a system with accuracy lower than that of the system with no
cross-modal attention. The sensitivity of cross-modal attention
to architectural configuration was an unexpected result. We
defer this to future studies.

V. CONCLUSION

With the development of multi-modal wearable devices, we
are able to gather synchronized audio, ECG, and IMU data
for the task of infant sleep/wake classification. We demon-
strated the best classification performance when using all three
modalities compared with our own single modality network
or single/double modality network found in the literature.
In addition, we developed an ensemble of large scale pre-
trained transformer neural network, by fusing the pretrained
transformer layers with cross-attention at every 4 layers. This
fusion method is not limited to the task of wake/sleep clas-
sification, but seems likely to generalize successfully to any
multi-modal network in which all modalities have the same
number of pretrained transformer layers. Our work presents
exciting directions for multi-modal studies of infant and child
development.
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