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Abstract

Emotional Artificial Intelligences are currently one of the most anticipated developments of AI. If
successful, these AIs will be classified as one of the most complex, intelligent nonhuman entities
as they will possess sentience, the primary factor that distinguishes living humans and mechanical
machines. For AIs to be classified as “emotional,” they should be able to empathize with others and
classify their emotions because without such abilities they cannot normally interact with humans.
This study investigates the CNN model’s ability to recognize and classify human facial expressions
(positive, neutral, negative). The CNN model made for this study is programmed in Python and
trained with preprocessed data from the Chicago Face Database. The model is intentionally designed
with less complexity to further investigate its ability. We hypothesized that the model will perform
better than chance (33.3%) in classifying each emotion class of input data. The model accuracy was
tested with novel images. Accuracy was summarized in a percentage report, comparative plot, and
confusion matrix. Results of this study supported the hypothesis as the model had 75% accuracy over
10,000 images (data), highlighting the possibility of AIs that accurately analyze human emotions and
the prospect of viable Emotional AIs.

Keywords: Robotics and Intelligent Machines, Machine Learning, Convolutional Neural Network (CNN),
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1 Introduction

Artificial Intelligence systems, most commonly
referred to as AI systems, are computer-based
systems or machines that perform tasks that
have traditionally been thought to require human
intelligence or higher order thinking. AI systems
are most commonly used to help solve human
problems and better procedures [1]. Because AI
systems are developed to imitate human cogni-
tion, scientists constantly compare the limits and

abilities of an AI system to those of a human.
Currently, studies still find that humans are bet-
ter than AI systems in solving broader problems
under various circumstances, especially in social
interactions [2]. However, unlike simple machines
that can only perform one task without further
development, AI systems can constantly evolve
and learn by themselves to expand their limits
by developing their own decision-making process
based on the given information. The subset of
processes by which an AI develops its own way
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of thinking is called machine learning. Accord-
ing to the National Library of Medicine, machine
learning or deep learning refers to the various algo-
rithms that generate educated predictions based
on a large dataset [3].

Artificial neural networks are a popular type
of machine learning algorithm. According to the
National Library of Medicine, artificial neural
networks are developed based on the biological
concept of human neurons [4]. Within each artifi-
cial neural network are multiple nodes, which each
act like a human neuron. Each node is connected
to corresponding layers that help pass on and
assess the initial message. A typical artificial neu-
ral network contains an input layer, various nodes,
a couple of hidden layers, and an output layer.
When an input is given, each node connected
to the input layer uses its individually assigned
weight and threshold to assess the input’s aver-
age numeric values, which represents how close the
input is to the stored data for classification. When
the output (input’s average numeric value) of any
singular node is above the threshold value, it acti-
vates the node to pass on its output to the next
layer, and the process continues until it reaches
the final output node and layer. If the input of a
node is below the threshold, it will not continue
any process and halt.

Among the various kinds of neural networks
are convolutional neural networks, also known
as CNNs. Convolutional neural networks are the
most popular neural network for computer vision
and image analysis [5]. While they can be used in
other applications like natural language process-
ing as well, CNNs are mostly used for classification
of images. Although looking at an object and
being able to classify it is a basic human trait
in vision, computers cannot differentiate simple
objects before they go through complex deep
learning like CNNs. With multiple hidden (con-
volutional) layers, pooling layers, and fully con-
nected layers, CNNs allow AI to assess each image
data with more accuracy and store more data.
The reason why CNNs are most often used for
image analysis is because traditional neural net-
works, also called multilayer perceptrons (MLP),
are quite inefficient in their way of processing
images. When MLP tries to process large images,
they run out of storage space and lose crucial
information about the input images. While MLPs
struggle just to store an image in its network to

process, CNNs quickly find patterns in an image
and assess the classification based on the features
it detects by itself through their convolutional lay-
ers that each assess a different feature of the image
and altogether compile the closeness of an image
to an existing class in the neural network’s realm
of information. While the input data for MLPs
are vectors, CNNs accept matrices as input and
compile them into tensors, containers of numeric
data, expanding the number of hidden layers and
increasing the range of patterns it can detect.
By having multiple layers, the CNN will have a
larger compile of hidden layers (larger tensor),
which means that it is “deeper” in terms of tensor
dimensions. Because CNNs have a more complex
structure with more advanced mathematical com-
ponents, they are able to process images with
higher accuracy.

Emotional AI systems are machines that can
recognize and classify human emotions. While
current AI systems have already exhibited the
potential to surpass the limits of human intelli-
gence, they are still not the equivalent to humans
because AIs lack the ability to feel and understand
human emotions. If successful, emotional AIs will
be regarded the most similar to human minds
and be considered the most intelligent form of AI.
As AIs become more and more sophisticated and
intelligent compared to real human beings, a key
question that determines the relationship between
human beings and AI systems emerges: can AIs
ever be considered sentient? In 2022, an engineer
working for Google, Blake Lemoine, was placed
on paid administrative leave after arguing that
Google’s AI chatbot LaMDA is sentient, showing
signs of being “alive.” One of the key examples
Lemoine used to support his argument was how
LaMDA said it feels its own emotions, such as
“pleasure, joy, love, sadness, depression, content-
ment, anger, and many others.” From this it can
be inferred that LaMDA could be considered sen-
tient if it is validated as a functioning emotional
AI.

In order for Lemoine’s theory to be accepted
as true, LaMDA not only has to show the ability
to generate its own emotions but also prove that
it has emotional intelligence, commonly described
as empathy or the ability to understand others’
emotions. According to a journal-published study
by neuroscientist Aron K. Barbey et. al., in 2012,
scientists proved that “emotional intelligence and
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cognitive intelligence share many neural systems
for integrating cognitive, social, and affective pro-
cesses,” so “there are interdependencies between
emotional intelligence and general intelligence”
[6]. An important factor of emotional intelligence
is empathy, a feeling that unites every well human
being. According to the European Journal of Per-
sonality, psychopaths are people who have shallow
emotions and lack empathy. In relation to these
facts, according to the European Journal of Per-
sonality, psychopaths scored significantly lower
on intelligence tests when tested against normal
humans without any mental illnesses [7]. Often-
times, psychopaths are distinguished from others
because their lack of empathy and understanding
in human emotions cause them to only think for
themselves, preventing them from normally inter-
acting with others. It is therefore crucial for an
emotional AI to have emotional intelligence since
they will be classified more similar to socially iso-
lated psychopaths than normal humans without
it.

One possible way for an AI to gain emo-
tional intelligence and show empathy is to be
able to assess and classify others’ emotions. To
assess the possibility of emotional AIs and learn
how well AIs can recognize emotions, this study
investigates the accuracy of a CNN model in
classifying human facial expressions. This study
investigates the classification of human emotions
through facial expression exhibited within the
Chicago Face Database where pictures of individ-
uals may display a positive, neutral, or negative
expression [8]. The model CNN is programmed
with Python and PyTorch. Based on other simi-
lar research, we hypothesize that this model will
perform better than chance (33.3%) in classifying
each class of given emotions based on the input
data. This study’s results will not only be help-
ful in determining the possibility of developing an
emotional AI but will also be useful in developing
technology that simply requires AIs to read facial
expressions. Example uses of this study’s results
are managing workplace and employee satisfac-
tion, student stress monitoring, remote therapy
and guidance, etc [9].

Over the last few years, studies on AIs and
machine learning models that recognize facial
expressions have increased. Though there are some
previous studies on the same subject, this study
differs with them for various reasons. Unlike how

this study aims to investigate the possibility of an
Emotional AI and the accessibility of CNN-based
Facial Expression Recognition Systems (FER),
the study published in 2017 by V. Tümen aimed
to diversify computer vision applications through
building a CNN based FER [10]. Tümen’s model
was not trained with CFD but was trained with
the popular FER2013 database, and had a 57.1%
success rate [11]. The study published in 2019 by
I. Larsi took this subject at another angle and
elaborated how CNNs can be used to analyze stu-
dents’ emotions, but like Tümen’s study they too
used the FER2013 dataset [11]. Some other differ-
ences between this study and Larsi’s was that they
kept the RGB color factor of the pictures for their
model to process, had a smaller pixel size for the
input compared to this study, had more emotion
classes than the three this study has, and thus had
a different model architecture [11]. One major dif-
ference between the studies of Tümen and Larsi
was their success rate. While they used the same
dataset, their results varied by a lot in percentage,
with Tümen’s model producing a 57.1% accuracy
while Larsi’s producing a 70.1% accuracy [10][11].
To clarify and investigate if CNN-based FERs are
actually viable, this study uses CFD’s Expres-
sion Morph dataset besides the popular FER2013
dataset commonly used for CNN-based FERs. To
mitigate racial bias during training, this study
uses grayscale to normalize all images (data), and
uses a simpler model architecture to match the
smaller size of the dataset.

2 Methods

2.1 Dataset

The dataset used in this study was provided by
the Chicago Face Database developed by Debbie
S. Ma, Joshua Correll, and Bernd Wittenbrink of
the University of Chicago [8]. The specific dataset
used in study is the “Expression Morphs” set
based on the original CFD dataset developed by
Vikhanova, Mareschal, and Tibber Queen Mary
University of London [12]. The data contained
in the datasets were 320 headshots of multiple
human individuals with varying facial expressions
per individual. The individuals in the data var-
ied in sex (male and female), race (Black and
White), and age (unspecified), but all headshots
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were taken with the same white background and
all individuals wore the same gray shirt.

2.2 Data Processing

Data was preprocessed before it was used for
training the CNN model. Figure 1 shows the pro-
cedure of data processing with examples of the
data. Firstly, all headshots were manually labeled
as displaying “positive,” “negative,” or “neutral”
expressions before they were used to train the
model. All data manually sorted from the CFD
datasets with labeled emotions were uploaded to
the Google Drive folder connected to the model
and each emotion label was set as classes. Then
the data was processed to all have the same pixel
size because the layers of the model require a fixed
input size to produce comparable outputs. During
resizing the headshots were also centered in order
to focus on the facial features that display human
expression. Finally, the data was all processed
in grayscale to mitigate possible racial bias and
reduce another factor for the model to practice so
that the model runs with better efficiency.

Fig. 1 Image processing procedure including resizing and
scaling.

2.3 Experimental Design

The model CNN is designed with various archi-
tectures for the best performance. Figure 2 shows
the model architecture and each layer’s dimen-
sions. The model is built with four convolutional
layers and three fully connected layers to amplify
its accuracy. The images are separated into two
data groups, train data and test data. The dataset
went through full randomization when it was split

into train data and test data. Because it was fully
randomized, the train and test data have a chance
of having data (headshot) of the same individ-
ual. However, since the two groups of data were
completely randomized the expression that the
individual displays in train and test data is differ-
ent and there is no headshot that exists in both the
train data group and test data group. The train
data is 75% (240 pictures), and the test data is
25% (80 pictures) of the total data.

Fig. 2 Model architecture diagram.

After the model was trained with the train
data over 100 epochs, the model went through
two tests to assess its accuracy. First it iterated
over the entire train data again. Second, the model
was tested with novel images (a.k.a. the test data)
to investigate if it is intelligent enough to assess
new data. The model’s performance was evaluated
using three methods: classification accuracy (%),
confusion matrix, and graphing test accuracy over
100 epochs.

3 Results

When commanded to calculate the model’s accu-
racy, the code printed that the accuracy of the
network on the 10,000 test images is 75%. Figure
3 displays how the model’s accuracy reaches for
both the train and test data were similar to chance
(33.3%) for the first 35 epochs, but after the 35th
epoch the training accuracy reaches 100% and the
validation (testing) accuracy reaches 75%.

Figure 4 shows the model’s testing accuracy
on predicting each emotion class through a con-
fusion matrix. On Figure 4, the vertical column
represents true labels and the horizontal row rep-
resents predicted labels. Each centered number
on the boxes of the matrix represents the per-
centage of data in each true emotion class to be
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Fig. 3 Graph of the model’s accuracy (%) history over
each epoch run.

Fig. 4 Confusion matrix illustrating types of misclassified
observations.

classified as a certain predicted emotion class by
the model. As shown in the rightmost color leg-
end, the darker the color of the box the higher
the probability is for that box. For example, the
upper leftmost box with the true label “Nega-
tive” and predicted label “Negative” shows that
about 80% of data with the true class “Nega-
tive” is classified “Negative” by the model. Figure
4 shows that the model had about 80% accu-
racy in classifying “Negative” data, 39% accuracy
in classifying “Neutral” data, and 91% accuracy
in classifying “Positive” data. In conclusion, the
results supported the hypothesis.

4 Discussion

The results supported the hypothesis, with the
model producing an overall accuracy rate of 75%
even with a limited dataset and less layers. There
are many factors which lead up to this achieve-
ment of the model. Starting with the positive

factors, the model’s performance met the expec-
tations, and was higher than Tümen’s study with
the conventional FER2013 dataset.10 As shown
in Figure 3, the model had varying accuracy
between the three emotion classes. The model
showed significantly high accuracy in classifying
data with classes “Negative” and “Positive,” each
with about 80% accuracy and 91% accuracy. In
contrast, the model did not show high accuracy in
classifying “Neutral” data, with about 39% accu-
racy that is slightly higher than chance (33.3%).
A possible explanation of this result could be
that while facial features displaying negative and
positive expressions are more distinguishable and
similar, neutral expressions of individuals can eas-
ily vary depending on their original facial features
such as existing wrinkles.

One factor that might have allowed the model
to perform better is the data normalization of
colors. According to a study in 2012 by Klare
et al., FERs often have a negative racial bias
towards certain races, especially towards people of
color [13]. Klare’s study highlights that their mod-
els showed the most bias towards Black females
between the ages of 18 and 30 [13]. Though it
may be important for the model to differentiate
race for identification AIs, this study focused on
assessing the model’s ability to recognize human
expressions and emotions, so it was decided that
the RGB factor would be removed from all data
through normalization before training the model,
thus having all data in grayscale. Besides elimi-
nating possible racial bias, removing colors from
the pictures has also allowed the model to run
faster since there was one less component for it to
process. One concern regarding racial bias is that
CFD’s Expression Morph dataset did not have any
data from races besides Black andWhite [12]. This
may cause the model to show racial bias against
races other than Black and White if it encounters
other novel data because even though all train-
ing data is normalized with grayscale, people from
other races have physically different facial features
(i.e. eye shape, mouth shape, etc.) that the model
was not trained to recognize. In order to avoid
such possible racial bias, more data of other races
should be added to the training and testing data
for future models.

Another factor that could have influenced the
model’s performance is the small dataset and
minimal layers in its architecture. The model’s
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architecture was purposefully designed minimally
with only four convolutional layers and three
fully connected layers to investigate if such CNN
FER models can be simple enough to implement
accessibly for various purposes. The architecture
seemed to work well with the inputted dataset,
and it ran through well over the 100 epochs.
This showed that the minimalistic model architec-
ture can be applicable for classification of other
datasets in use cases with acceptable speed and
accuracy. The size of the dataset had both pros
and cons. While the small dataset with fewer
classes allowed the model to run and train faster,
it might have also caused the model to overfit over
the training data. Evidence of this can be seen in
Figure 2, where the epoch accuracy for the train
data remains near 100% starting from about 45
epochs run while the epoch accuracy for the test
data stabilizes around 75% starting from about 70
epochs run. Adding more data and classes for the
model or reducing the number of epochs in train-
ing could possibly enhance the model’s accuracy
by avoiding overfitting.

The last factor to consider for future refer-
ences is the amount of information the model
has to process when it trains and tests through
the inputted data. It is a possible concern that
CFD and its Expression Morph dataset might
have too many unnecessary components for the
model to process, including hair, clothes, ears,
and other components of the picture that do not
reflect a person’s emotion through facial expres-
sion. It is also possible that those components
irrelevant to the person’s facial expressions not
only slow down the model but also create biases
that tie those components with emotion labels.
An example could be that a person’s ear shape
may be considered by the model in classifying her
emotions. To make the model more efficient and
accurate, it may be beneficial to process the data
even more before training so that the model only
focuses on facial components (i.e. eyes, wrinkles,
eyebrows, mouth, etc.) that actually display the
emotions.

5 Conclusion

In conclusion, the CNN model meets the expec-
tations that provide the possibility of emotional
AIs and how well they can recognize emotions.

There are definitely some areas that can be bet-
ter supported with more data within this study,
but the model has shown potential in accuracy
and efficiency with minimal architecture and an
unconventional dataset, adding support to the
conclusion that CNN FERs can be pretty accu-
rate. If more improvements are implemented, it
is possible that the model can show greater accu-
racy that introduces more feasibility in creating
an Emotional AI in the future.
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