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Figure 1. SEREP captures facial expressions in challenging in-the-wild conditions, including extreme expressions and side views. These
are effectively retargeted to a new head geometry preserving the target identity.

Abstract
Monocular facial performance capture in-the-wild is

challenging due to varied capture conditions, face shapes,
and expressions. Most current methods rely on linear 3D
Morphable Models, which represent facial expressions in-
dependently of identity at the vertex displacement level. We
propose SEREP (Semantic Expression Representation), a
model that disentangles expression from identity at the se-
mantic level. It first learns an expression representation
from unpaired 3D facial expressions using a cycle consis-
tency loss. Then we train a model to predict expression from
monocular images using a novel semi-supervised scheme
that relies on domain adaptation. In addition, we intro-
duce MultiREX, a benchmark addressing the lack of eval-
uation resources for the expression capture task. Our ex-
periments show that SEREP outperforms state-of-the-art
methods, capturing challenging expressions and transfer-
ring them to novel identities.

*Equal contribution

1. Introduction

3D facial performance capture is essential for applica-
tions ranging from virtual communication to video games,
where users interact with avatars that can be rendered from
different viewpoints. While established technologies such
as light stages [12] and head-mounted cameras allow for
high-fidelity facial capture, they are costly and impractical
for general end-users. This motivates research on captur-
ing 3D facial expressions in natural, unconstrained envi-
ronments using everyday devices like webcams and smart-
phones.

Capturing 3D facial performance can be viewed as
two subtasks: (i) face geometry reconstruction to uncover
identity (i.e., face at a neutral expression) and (ii) time-
dependent geometry deformation capture to describe facial
expressions. Representing these two types of information
in disentangled spaces allows for 3D facial reenactment, of-
ten called animation retargeting, by applying the acting per-
formance to a character with a different morphology. This
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implies that facial expressions are represented at a semantic
level instead of direct vertex displacements which are cou-
pled with the geometry of a given identity. In addition to
allowing for reenactment, disentangled representations can
improve performance on downstream tasks [6,35,36] while
reducing sample complexity [2, 42]. In this paper, we focus
on learning a meaningful facial expression representation,
assuming that we already have access to a neutral face ge-
ometry.

Most models for in-the-wild face expression capture
[10, 11, 13, 17, 20, 39, 45] rely on 3D Morphable Models
(3DMM) [28, 33] to represent a facial mesh through inde-
pendent identity and expression bases. In these models, ex-
pressions are represented as additive vertex displacements
to a neutral mesh. In reality, a semantic facial expression
(e.g., wide smile) cannot be simply represented by vertex
displacements that can readily be applied to any identity.
Mesh deformations inherent to an expression directly de-
pend on the underlying face morphology (i.e., identity). For
instance, a smiling expression results in different displace-
ments on two persons, depending on their facial traits, such
as the shape of the mouth or the fat tissue structure. This in-
dicates that disentanglement of expression and identity must
happen at the semantic level instead of the vertex level as
formulated in 3DMMs.

In addition to not truly capturing the semantics of ex-
pression, 3DMM-based methods struggle to capture accu-
rate 3D face meshes. While they show promising results
when viewed from the original camera angle, issues appear
in novel views. This is particularly noticeable in images
where the subject does not directly face the camera. In
these cases, viewing the 3D reconstruction from other an-
gles reveals artifacts such as asymmetric mouth shapes and
distorted expressions. These issues are explained by the
self-supervised training strategy which optimizes models
using differentiable rendering [29] without explicit 3D su-
pervision. While this approach allows for training on large-
scale in-the-wild data, it primarily enforces consistency in
the original camera space but produces geometric inconsis-
tencies that are only revealed when changing viewpoints.
Some methods [46, 47] circumvent these issues by training
exclusively on realistic synthetic data, however modeling
and rendering realistic variations in skin, eyes, hair, cloth-
ing, and accessories requires significant effort and expertise.

Another key challenge in advancing in-the-wild face
capture is the lack of standardized evaluation protocols to
measure geometric accuracy. Current evaluation protocols
rely on qualitative visual comparisons and on projecting ge-
ometry into camera view to use image-space metrics like
similarity measures [27], emotion recognition [10, 39] or
alignment of face segmentation masks [1, 40]. This re-
projection step introduces inaccuracies in measurement and
does not allow for evaluating the whole face geometry due

to limited points of view. While benchmarks like NOW [41]
and REALY [7] exist for evaluating the 3D geometry of
neutral expressions, there is no public benchmark for as-
sessing the geometric accuracy of captured facial anima-
tions.

In this paper, we propose a method for monocular 3D
face capture named SEREP, that addresses the fundamental
challenges described above. We introduce a semantic face
expression basis, learned from unpaired 3D poses, without
supervision in the form of expression, FACS, or emotion
labels. We validate the expressivity of our semantic expres-
sion representation by measuring the reconstruction error
from ground truth expressive 3D meshes and measure how
identity is preserved when transferring expression between
identities. Our results indicate better identity preservation
compared to traditional 3DMM methods.

To address the lack of standardized evaluation proto-
cols measuring geometric accuracy in 3D space, we intro-
duce MultiREX, a new benchmark based on the Multiface
dataset [51]. MultiREX contains challenging expressions,
different viewpoints of the same subject, and high-quality
ground truth geometry, allowing for meaningful reconstruc-
tion accuracy evaluation. We show that SEREP is more ac-
curate for 3D performance capture than competing methods
and more robust to viewpoints than recent state-of-the-art
methods.

Finally, we present visual results for in-the-wild cap-
ture and retargeting, which demonstrate improved results
on challenging expressions. Overall, our method improves
the state-of-the-art in terms of identity preservation after ex-
pression transfer, and the geometric reconstruction of ex-
pressions from monocular images, especially on non-frontal
views. Our contributions are summed up as follows:

• We introduce an identity-aware expression representa-
tion that encodes the semantics of facial expression.

• We propose a semi-supervised training strategy that
combines synthetic and in-the-wild data through do-
main adaptation.

• We create and publicly release MultiREX, the first
video-based geometric facial expression reconstruc-
tion benchmark. We see this contribution as an im-
portant step towards the advancement of research on
face geometry reconstruction from monocular images
and videos.

2. Related work
3D Morphable Models. Facial performance capture from
monocular video is an ill-posed problem, as the task is to re-
cover 3D geometry from a 2D projection of the face in the
image. To make this problem tractable, most recent meth-
ods [8,10,11,17,20,31,45,58], rely on statistical morphable
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(a) Expression capture (b) Retargeting

Figure 2. Overview of the expression capture and retargeting processes. Given an input image, we extract a semantic expression code zexp

using the encoder Eimg. Left: The decoder Dmesh applies this code to the neutral mesh to obtain the expressive 3D mesh. Right: In a
retargeting scenario, the same semantic expression code is used with a target neutral mesh of any other subject.

models (3DMM) [16], such as [8, 28, 32, 33] to constrain
the problem. These morphable models use a large collec-
tion of scans and define: (i) a template mesh T (average
face shape), (ii) an identity (shape) basis S, and (iii) an ex-
pression basis E. An arbitrary mesh M is then defined by
identity (β) and expression coefficients (ψ) of these linear
bases: M = T+βS+ψE. We note that a given expression
vector ψ results in the same vertex displacement regardless
of the identity and, therefore, cannot capture the semantic
meaning of an expression. In other words, the same seman-
tic expression of two subjects would have different displace-
ments and, therefore, different expression codes.

Semantic expression disentanglement. Some recent
work proposed approaches for semantic expression disen-
tanglement. Facescape [53] considers a corpus of multi-
ple identities performing the same set of expressions, and
represents identity and expression with a bilinear model
for identity and expression [44]. Neural Parametric Head
Models [23] also uses a corpus of multiple identities per-
forming the same expressions. This model operates in an
implicit representation, where expression deformations are
represented with an MLP that takes both expression and
identity coefficients as input. We note that both methods
require paired data for training (multiple subjects perform-
ing the same expression). This has two drawbacks: (i) it is
costly to acquire, (ii) for a given expression label, they as-
sume that the subjects are performing exactly the same fa-
cial movements. In reality, subjects are not always capable
of following the exact instructions for these poses. Other
works [9,54] require facial animations to be decomposed in
FACS-based rigs, a task that normally requires a significant
amount of manual work. In contrast, we learn a semantic
expression space with unpaired data, without any labels or
rig decomposition, in a more similar vein to the work done
in face reenactment [15, 52].

In-the-wild face capture. Most recent methods for in-
the-wild face capture train models in a large collection of
in-the-wild images, in a self-supervised manner [10, 11, 14,
17, 20, 45, 58]. These methods estimate the identity and ex-
pression parameters of a 3DMM, as well as camera, light,
and reflectance information of a scene, then use a differen-
tiable renderer [29, 43] to render a synthetic image of the
parametrized scene. The model is trained to minimize the
difference between rendered images and ground truth, to-
gether with auxiliary losses. Since these losses are only
based on camera-space information, we observe that these
methods can sometimes produce implausible expressions
when viewed from other angles, notably when the processed
subject is not facing the camera.

Another research direction shows that training models on
photo-realistic synthetic data can generalize to in-the-wild
capture [25, 46,48]. These methods render large datasets of
synthetic images by controlling: identity, expression, tex-
ture, hair, clothes, and accessories. They use a large col-
lection of artist-made and procedurally generated assets to
reduce the gap between synthetic and real data.

In this work, we introduce a mixed training procedure,
using real and synthetic data. Rather than attempting to
close the synthetic-to-real domain gap through complex 3D
modeling, we use a simple procedure to obtain synthetic
data and bridge the domain gap with a domain adaptation
strategy.

Performance evaluation. Most existing work on monoc-
ular face reconstruction provides either (i) qualitative re-
sults, (ii) quantitative results on image-centric metrics,
or (iii) geometric error in reconstructing neutral meshes.
Image-centric metrics include emotion classification [10,
39], and the Intersection-Over-Union of segmented face
regions in the predicted mesh, compared to a pseudo-
ground truth [1, 45]. Geometric reconstruction error is
commonly computed using either the NOW [41] and RE-
ALY [7] benchmarks, which only provide data in a neutral
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Reconstruction

Retargeting

Figure 3. Expression retargeting model. The model learns to re-
construct a source expression Es given the source neutral Ns or to
retarget it to a target neutral Nt. The cycle loss aligns the codes
zexp for the same semantic expressions of different subjects.

pose, being unsuitable for evaluating expression recovery.
FaceWarehouse [5] allows for assessing expression capture
in static 3D meshes, but provides low-quality scans from
RGBD data and does not include multiview capture.

In this work, we propose a new public benchmark for
geometric expression capture based on the Multiface [51]
dataset. This dataset was collected from a light stage with
multiple cameras and provides higher-quality reconstruc-
tions. Our proposed benchmark allows for geometric eval-
uation of expression capture from monocular videos under
controlled camera angles.

3. Method
We propose a two-stage training to capture facial expres-

sions from in-the-wild images and videos. In the first stage,
we train a semantic face expression model (Sec. 3.1) that
disentangles expression from identity in 3D facial meshes.
In the second stage, we train a facial performance capture
model (Sec. 3.3) to predict expression codes from monoc-
ular images. The final 3D mesh is produced by combin-
ing the expression code with a neutral mesh, as illustrated
in Fig. 2. The target neutral mesh can be estimated using
methods such as [14, 58], and is outside of the scope of this
work.

3.1. Semantic face expression model

We train the semantic face expression model on a retar-
geting task as illustrated in Fig. 3. Training samples consist
of a neutral mesh Ns, an expressive mesh Es from the same
source subject, and a neutral mesh Nt from a target subject.
The task of the model is to (i) reconstruct the ground truth
expression Es, and (ii) retarget the expression to the target
subject.

This model is composed of an encoder Eid that encodes
identity, an encoder Eexp that encodes expression, and a sin-

gle decoder Dmesh that decodes the final mesh. All models
operate directly on mesh vertices, using spiral convolutions
[4]. Both encoders consist of 5 blocks containing a spi-
ral convolution followed by a graph pooling operation [37].
The last layer is a fully-connected layer, that produces the
identity and expression codes. The decoder consists of a
fully-connected layer followed by 5 blocks of graph upsam-
pling and spiral convolutions. We use skip connections be-
tween intermediate features of the identity encoder and the
mesh decoder. We describe the loss terms used in training
below.
Reconstruction loss. We use the squared L2 distance be-
tween vertices of the source expressive mesh Es and its re-
construction Ês: Lrec = ∥Ês − Es∥2.
Cycle consistency loss. The model should represent the
same semantic expressions for different subjects with the
same expression code. Without paired expression data,
there is no ground truth for the retargeted mesh. Thus, we
use a cycle consistency loss [55] to encourage semantic ex-
pressions to remain the same after retargeting on the target
identity: Lcycle = ∥zexp −Eexp(Êt)∥2.
Edge preservation loss. We use edge length regularization
Ledge, similar to [3], to reduce jagged edges on the decoded
meshes. This loss penalizes large changes in edge length
between the retargeted mesh Êt and the neutral Nt.
Eye closure loss. This term, noted Leyes enforces eye clo-
sure. We compute the distance between the two polylines
defined by the sequence of vertices of the upper and the
lower eyelid. This term is enforced when the source expres-
sion Es contains a closed eye.
Delta loss. We complement our data set of expressive
meshes with an additional set of neutral meshes to im-
prove generalization to new identities. These additional tar-
get neutral meshes Nt require a supplementary loss term
to stabilize the training. This term, defined as Ldelta =
∥(Êt −Nt)− (Es −Ns)∥2 prevents the decoder from col-
lapsing to a trivial solution and producing neutral meshes
regardless of the expression code.

The complete training loss for the retargeting model Lret
is consequently defined as follows:

Lret = Lrec + Lcycle + Ldelta + Ledge + Leyes (1)

Importance weights are omitted for better readability and
detailed in supplementary material.

3.2. Synthetic data generation

Once the semantic face expression model is trained, we
exploit it to generate a synthetic dataset that will be used
to train the face expression capture model. First, we sam-
ple a target identity Nt and expression code zexp from the
dataset and produce an expressive mesh Êt. We procedu-
rally place a set of teeth and eyes, and a random face albedo
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Input image
GR

Figure 4. Face expression capture. Given a synthetic or real input
image, the model estimates the expression code zexp, landmarks l,
and the domain (real or synthetic). Gradient reversal (GR) and the
classifier Cd are used to bring real and synthetic images close in
feature space.

texture, environment map, and head pose. Finally, we ren-
der a synthetic image using [21]. Unlike [46], we do not
add accessories, hair, or clothes to the scene, avoiding any
further 3D modeling. Examples of the generated images
can be visualized in the supplementary material. We also
extract 2D facial landmarks, denoted l, by projecting the
corresponding mesh vertices to camera coordinates.

3.3. Face expression capture model

Our face expression capture model estimates a semantic
expression code given an image, as illustrated in Fig. 4. The
model is jointly trained on three tasks enabling joint train-
ing on synthetic and real data. The encoder Eimg extracts
latent features ϕ from the image. From these shared fea-
tures, the head Hexp estimates the expression code ẑexp, and
the head Hlmks estimates the 2D landmarks l̂. A classifier
Cd predicts whether the sample is a real or synthetic image
for domain adaptation.

The encoder Eimg uses a ConvNeXt-B backbone [34].
The Hcode head and the domain classifier Cd each consists
of 3 blocks of linear layers and group normalization [50],
with skip-connections [24]. The Hlmks head is a single lin-
ear layer. The low capacity of the Hlmks head encourages
the encoder to produce features ϕ that encode the neces-
sary information for landmark prediction, the task shared
between both domains.

Our training loss comprises three terms:
Latent code loss. This term encourages an accurate pre-
diction of the expression code, but can only be applied
to synthetic samples since we do not have ground truth
expression data for in-the-wild images. It is defined as
Lcode = ∥ẑexp − zexp∥2.
Landmarks loss. This term is the pixel distance between
the predicted landmarks and the GT landmarks defined as:
Llmks = ∥̂l − l∥2. Landmark prediction is the shared task
between both domains; therefore, the loss term applies to

all images, real and synthetic. It ensures that the features ϕ
encode information about salient regions of the face regard-
less of the image domain.
Domain loss. To minimize the domain gap between syn-
thetic and real data, we adopt the domain adaptation ap-
proach from [22]. The classifier Cd is trained to distinguish
between real and synthetic images. During gradient descent
optimization, we reverse the sign of the gradient after Cd

and scale its magnitude by a factor λ. As a result, Cd is
optimized to discriminate between the two domains, while
the features ϕ are encouraged to discard domain-specific in-
formation, thus aligning the distributions of both domains
more closely.

The training loss for this model is defined as follows:

Lcap = Lcode + Llmks + Ldomain (2)

In summary, the model learns to encode images into a se-
mantic expression code zexp, using the ground truth codes
from the synthetic data. The landmark and domain loss
terms align the features from real and synthetic images al-
lowing the model to generalize to in-the-wild images. Im-
portance weights in Eq. (2) are omitted for clarity and de-
tailed in the supplementary material.

4. Experiments on expression representation

The experiments in this section evaluate the semantic
face expression model (Sec. 3.1). We detail its implemen-
tation and assess its performance on reconstructing expres-
sions and preserving identity in retargeting.

4.1. Implementation detail

We train the expression model using two datasets: static
neutral meshes, and expressive sequences. We use neutral
scans from 865 individuals, and dynamic sequences from 10
subjects, each captured over sessions lasting 3 to 19 min-
utes. These sequences cover a variety of expressions and
talking sequences. We evaluate our results on static scans
of 56 subjects, including a neutral mesh and 19 expressions.
All meshes share the same topology, with 13k vertices.

We jointly train the encoders Eid, Eexp, and the mesh
decoder Dmesh, to minimize Eq. (1) using the Adam opti-
mizer [30]. Training on a single A4000 GPU took 3 days.

In all experiments, we use the official implementation of
each baseline taken from their respective code repository.
For quantitative experiments, results reported in bold are
statistically significant based on a Wilcoxon signed rank test
(ρ < 0.001).

4.2. Expression reconstruction

First, we evaluate the ability of the proposed method to
reconstruct expressive face meshes from 56 identities from
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the test set. For each expressive mesh, we define an opti-
mization problem: given the subject’s neutral and expres-
sive meshes, find the expression coefficients that minimize
the reconstruction loss. We compare our method to the
widely used FLAME model [33], evaluating all 1064 ex-
pressive meshes from the test set.

In Tab. 1, we report the mean reconstruction error, aver-
aging over all meshes, and considering only a frontal mask
of the face. Our method outperforms FLAME, indicating
that our expression model is better able to capture the geo-
metric deformations caused by expressions on unseen sub-
jects. We hypothesize this improvement stems in part be-
cause it is a non-linear model, which is often more expres-
sive than their linear counterparts. Interestingly, the gen-
eralization capability does not come at the price of larger
training corpus given that our model was trained using neu-
tral meshes from 865 subjects and animated meshes from 10
subjects, while the FLAME model was trained using 3800
neutral subjects and animations from 24 subjects.

4.3. Identity preservation

We now evaluate the identity preservation of the models
on an expression retargeting task. For this evaluation, we
consider all pairs of [source, target] subjects from the test
set. For each expressive mesh, we obtain the optimal ex-
pression code (as in Sec. 4.2) and apply it to the target’s neu-
tral mesh. In total, we obtain 61,600 retargeted meshes for
each method. We render the retargeted meshes using the GT
neutral texture and a 50mm camera using Blender. Finally,
we measure the similarity between the rendered images of
the GT and the retargeted images using the cosine similar-
ity (CSIM) of identity embedding as commonly done in face
re-enactment research [15,26,38]. A higher CSIM indicates
a better preservation of the identity. In other words, a lower
source identity traits leakage on the retargeted mesh.

Tab. 1 reports the result of this experiment. As a lower
bound, we also report the mean CSIM between random sub-
jects with the same expression. Our method produces retar-
geted meshes that better preserve the identity of the target
person when compared to FLAME. This confirms that the
identity and expression bases from FLAME do not allow
for fully capturing the semantics behind a given expression
and that identity leakage occurs. In contrast, our seman-
tic expression model is better able to retarget an expression
preserving the target person’s identity.

Method Rec. Error (↓) CSIM (↑)
Random - 0.501 ± 0.11
FLAME 1.36 ± 0.34 0.766 ± 0.08

Ours 1.15 ± 0.24 0.791 ± 0.08

Table 1. Mean reconstruction error in mm and cosine identity sim-
ilarity (CSIM) of retargeted expressions against ground truth.

5. Experiments on capture and retargeting
In this section, we evaluate the performance of SEREP

(Sec. 3.3) on two applications: expression capture and re-
targeting. We first introduce MultiREX, our proposed open-
source benchmark, which enables comparison of geometric
expression capture.

5.1. MultiREX Benchmark

MultiREX (Multiface Region-based Expression evalua-
tion) is based on the Multiface dataset [51]. It evaluates
the estimated geometry of monocular face capture systems
considering complex expression sequences under multiple
camera views. In particular, the protocol evaluates mesh de-
formations related to expression alone, treating the identity
as a given.

The benchmark includes 8 identities captured simultane-
ously from five viewpoints: Frontal, two Angled views (yaw
rotation around 40 degrees), and two Profile views (yaw ro-
tation around 60 degrees). Each subject performs a range-
of-motion sequence covering a wide range of expressions,
including extreme and asymmetrical motions. The bench-
mark comprises 10k ground truth meshes and 49k images.

We obtain the ground truth identity (i.e., neutral mesh)
by manually selecting a neutral frame for each subject
and retopologizing the corresponding mesh to the FLAME
topology using commercial software. From these two
meshes, we compute a per-subject sparse conversion ma-
trix that enables fast conversion from the FLAME to the
Multiface topology.

Inspired by the REALY benchmark [7], we adopt a
region-based evaluation method, dividing the face into four
regions and performing region-based rigid alignment before
assessment. This avoids penalizing a model due to rigid
misalignment between the predicted and GT meshes, and
instead focuses on the non-rigid deformations. The regions
we evaluate are the forehead, cheek, mouth, and nose. For
each region, we find the optimal rigid alignment between
the GT and predicted meshes in the Multiface topology and
compute the per-vertex error. Masks and alignment details
are provided in the supplementary material.

We publicly release1: (i) the code to download assets, (ii)
neutral meshes in the FLAME topology alongside the code
to convert between FLAME and Multiface topologies, (iii)
code to run the benchmark and compute the metrics.

5.2. Implementation details of the capture model

We train the face expression capture model using in-the-
wild and synthetic images. For in-the-wild data, we use
WFLW [49], which contains 10k face images annotated
with landmarks. We complement with CelebV-HQ [57]
from which we sample four frames per video and apply

1Link to code and assets - Coming soon

6



Method Cheek Forehead Mouth Nose Average

DECA [18] 3.54± 1.59 1.82± 0.70 3.71± 1.81 1.30± 0.47 2.59
EMICA [11] 3.26± 1.57 1.65± 0.72 3.44± 1.86 1.10± 0.47 2.36
SMIRK [39] 4.13± 1.59 1.84± 0.66 3.69± 1.47 1.29± 0.43 2.74

Ours (synth only) 2.89± 1.38 2.13± 0.78 3.05± 1.67 1.11± 0.44 2.30
Ours 2.83± 1.28 1.89± 0.81 2.95± 1.51 1.08± 0.45 2.19

Table 2. Expression reconstruction results on MultiREX. We show per-vertex average errors (in mm) on different facial regions.

an off-the-shelf landmark detector [56] to obtain pseudo
ground truth. This amounts to 165k images.

In addition, we generate 135k synthetic images follow-
ing the procedure described in Sec. 3.2. We project mesh
vertices to camera coordinates to obtain ground truth land-
marks in image space, except for eyebrows. Recent work
[19] notes that eyebrow landmarks are not precise when ob-
tained from mesh vertices of synthetic data. The location
of eyebrows in a synthetic image depends on both mesh and
texture information. In our work, we simply obtain eyebrow
landmarks using a landmark detector [56].

During training, we minimize Eq. (2) using the Adam
optimizer [30]. We apply standard data augmentations such
as translations, rotations, scale, and occlusions with random
patches. Training took 11 hours on two A4000 GPUs.

5.3. Results on MultiREX

We now show quantitative results on geometric expres-
sion capture, on the proposed MultiREX benchmark. In all
tables, results reported in bold are statistically significant
based on a Wilcoxon signed rank test (ρ < 0.001). We pro-
cess videos from all subjects and camera views, comparing
our model to DECA [18], EMICA [10,11] and SMIRK [39].
For this experiment, we use ground truth bounding boxes,
computed from projecting keypoint vertices to the image
space.

For all models, we consider that the neutral mesh is
given, therefore only accounting for geometric deforma-
tions due to the facial expressions. For a given source image
X , with identity mesh Ns, we obtain the expressive mesh
M = Dmesh(Eexp(X),Eid(Ns)). For the other methods,
we use their image encoders to obtain the expression co-
efficients Ψ, and apply them directly to the neutral mesh
M = Nt + ΨE. For the FLAME-based models, this is
followed by the Linear Blend Skinning (LBS) function for
jaw rotation.

Tab. 2 reports the average reconstruction error in mil-
limeters for different regions of the face and the average
over all face regions. Our method outperforms other state-
of-the-art methods on average and on all individual regions
except for the forehead region. These improvements over
competing methods are explained by the expressivity of our
representation and the robustness of SEREP to viewpoints.

Method Frontal Angled Profile

DECA [18] 2.57± 1.58 2.61± 1.66 2.61± 1.70
EMICA [11] 2.17± 1.40 2.30± 1.55 2.49± 1.77
SMIRK [39] 2.25± 1.25 2.58± 1.61 3.11± 1.80

Ours 2.08± 1.19 2.08± 1.29 2.30± 1.40

Table 3. MultiREX expression reconstruction results on frontal
and side views.

GT
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Figure 5. Facial expression capture examples on MultiREX. Left:
Ground truth (GT) mesh of the target subject. Right: predictions
for different models on each camera view.

We further analyze the viewpoint robustness of each
method by reporting the average reconstruction errors for
each viewing angle independently in Tab. 3. These re-
sults indicate that our model maintains performance better
than competing methods as the viewing angle shifts from
the frontal view. In contrast, the performance of EMICA
and SMIRK decreases faster as the camera angle increases.
This can be visualized in Fig. 5, where we show results
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Figure 6. In-the-wild expression retargeting results. Expressions
estimated on the source image are applied to a target identity.

for the same expression reconstructed from five different
views. Additional examples are provided in the supplemen-
tary material. Our model produces consistent results across
views, particularly in side views when compared to compet-
ing methods. This is especially apparent in the mouth shape
of the subject. This is explained by the fact that our method
relies on a semantic space that represents facial expressions
in their entirety, rather than relying solely on image space
information where some regions may be occluded.

5.4. In-the-wild retargeting results

In this section, we compare our method with recent state-
of-the-art techniques, DECA [17], EMICA [11], SMIRK
[39], and 3DDFA-V3 [45], on the expression retargeting
task from in-the-wild images. Since ground truth data for
corresponding expressions across subjects on in-the-wild
images is not possible to obtain, we compare methods qual-
itatively. We show several examples in Fig. 6, where the
expressions from the images on the first column are trans-
ferred to the target identities of the second one.

This is done similarly to the procedure in Sec. 5.3, but
here we consider a neutral mesh from another subject, Nt,
obtained with an off-the-shelf reconstruction method [14].
3DDFAv3 uses the Basel 3DMM, which does not use LBS
for jaw movements, so this step is not applied.

As can be observed in these examples2, SEREP repro-
duces challenging asymmetrical expressions better than the
other methods. For instance, it completely shuts the eyes
and closes the mouth on lines 1 and 5. On line 3, SEREP

2More examples in the supplementary material

produces a funnel mouth. On the side views of the second
and fourth lines, SEREP produces more plausible facial ex-
pressions than other methods, which corroborate the results
of Sec. 5.3. This illustrates the benefits of representing ex-
pressions at the semantic level instead of in terms of ver-
tex displacements. A wink, a crooked smile, and a mouth
pucker semantically mean the same for everyone and do not
depend on viewpoint. Lastly, while our model is trained on
individual frames, we obtain time-consistent results apply-
ing it to videos. The supplementary video showcases this
result for both MultiREX and in-the-wild videos.

6. Limitations

We focus on facial expression capture and consequently
assume a known identity. We acknowledge that the methods
used for comparison in our experiments, while being the
best candidates to our knowledge, were designed to address
the broader task of reconstructing facial shape, expression
and textures.

In addition, our benchmark currently only supports the
FLAME topology. Although FLAME is the most widely
used 3DMM, extending the benchmark to include other
topologies such as Basel [28], ICT [32], and HiFace [8],
would facilitate the comparison of a broader range of meth-
ods. Finally, our method struggles with external occluders
such as glasses and inflated cheeks given that they are not
represented enough in the training data.

7. Conclusion

In this work, we present SEREP, a 3D facial expression
capture model that operates at a semantic level, enabling
precise capture and retargeting of in-the-wild facial expres-
sions. We introduce a semi-supervised learning framework
in which we first train a semantic expression encoder us-
ing unpaired data, subsequently used to guide the training
of our expression capture model. This capture model lever-
ages ground truth expression codes used to generate syn-
thetic image data, as well as facial landmarks from both
synthetic and in-the-wild images, to enhance accuracy.

Our experiments underscore the strengths of our expres-
sion representation, demonstrating its effectiveness for pre-
cise expression capture and retargeting from in-the-wild
images. We show that SEREP handles complex expres-
sions and remains robust across various capture conditions,
including diverse viewpoints. Additionally, we introduce
MultiREX, a new benchmark that evaluates expression cap-
ture directly in 3D space, eliminating the measurement im-
precision caused by projecting geometry back into image
space, as done in previous evaluation protocols. For future
work, we aim to make our capture model temporally aware
to improve video capture quality and plan to integrate cam-
era position information for enhanced supervision.
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A. Appendices

A.1. Implementation details

For training the semantic face expression model, we
use the following importance weight in eq. 1 of the main
manuscript. λrec = 0.001, λcycle = 1.0, λdelta = 0.01,
λedge = 10000 and λeyes = 0.01. Details for the model’s
architecture are provided Tab. 4.

For the Face capture model, the following importance
weight are used in eq. 2 of the main manuscript: λcode =
10, λlmks = 1 and λdomain = 0.005. For the gradient
reversal, we use a scale factor equal to 1. Details for the
model’s architecture are provided Tab. 5.

A.2. MultiREX additional details

We built the MultiREX benchmark from 8 identities
from the MultiFace dataset [51]. We selected a single
Range-of-Motion (ROM) sequence per identity, where the
subjects perform a large variety of facial movements, in-
cluding extreme expressions. For each ROM video, we
consider 5 camera views, with the exception of identity
‘002914589’ which only includes 4 (due to a camera fail-
ure). In total, we use 39 distinct videos. The benchmark
comprises 10k ground truth meshes and 49k images. We
note that while the original Multiface dataset contains 13
identities, we did not consider 5 subjects that either: (i) did
not contain the range-of-motion sequence, (ii) had a camera
failure for the frontal video or (iii) had videos that cropped
a large portion of the subject’s face.

Fig. 7 presents a frame for the different views used for
evaluation, using the frame we manually selected for neu-
tral representation of each individual. This is followed
by the corresponding ground-truth mesh under the multi-
face topology and finally by the wrapped equivalent under
the FLAME topology. FLAME neutrals are obtained us-
ing commercial software (Wrap 3D3), by first aligning each
multiface mesh to the FLAME basehead with a rigid align-
ment with manually selected keypoints around eyes, nose,
and mouth, then wrapping the mesh for topology conver-
sion.

The evaluation is inspired by the REALY benchmark [7].
Four masks are considered in the Multiface topology, as
illustrated in Fig. 8. For a given mesh under evaluation,
we first perform a rigid alignment of the evaluated regions
from the ground truth to the generated mesh. For cheek and
mouth, the rigid alignment is done with the combination of
the mouth and cheek mask. After rigid alignment, we com-
pute the mean vertex distance between the ground truth and
the alignment mesh part.

Figure 7. The 5 camera views used in MultiREX (left-to-right),
followed by the corresponding ground-truth mesh under the Mul-
tiface and FLAME topology. We show all 8 subjects in the bench-
mark.

A.3. More comparisons

A.3.1 Comparison on MultiREX benchmark

In this section, we show more visual comparison against
state-of-the-art methods on the MultiREX benchmark. Re-
sults are reported in Fig. 9, Fig. 10 and Fig. 11 for differ-
ent subjects under different viewing angles. Our method
shows robustness against side view changes and preserves
better the subject’s expression compared to other methods
that generate less consistent expression over different views.

A.3.2 Comparison on in-the-wild images

Here, we show more qualitative results for in-the-wild re-
targeting to other subjects and considering different source
expressions. Our model is more faithful to the source ex-
pression in most scenarios while accounting for the face

3https://faceform.com/
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Function Details
Eexp

• SpiralConv (x5) (3, 32) → (32, 32) → (32, 32) → (32, 64) →
(64, 64)

• Linear: Linear(3392, 64)

Eid

• SpiralConv (x5) (3, 32) → (32, 32) → (32, 32) → (32, 64) →
(64, 64)

• Linear: Linear(3392, 64)

Dmesh

• Linear: Linear(128, 3392)

• SpiralConv (x5) (64, 64)→ (64, 32)→ (32, 32)→ (32, 32)→
(32, 3)

Table 4. Model architecture for the semantic expression model.

Function Details
Eimg

• ConvNeXt-B()

Hcode

• ResBlock (x3): Linear(512, 512)→ GELU→ GroupNorm(32, 512)

• Linear: Linear(512, 64)

Hlmks

• Linear: Linear(512, 128)

Cd

• GradientReversal()

• Linear: Linear(512, 256)→ GroupNorm(16, 256)→ GELU

• ResBlock (x2): Linear(256, 256)→ GELU→ GroupNorm(16, 256)

• Linear: Linear(256, 1)

Table 5. Model architecture for the face expression capture model.

morphology and through its semantic expression model.

A.4. Synthetic dataset

Fig. 13 shows samples from our synthetic dataset used
to train our face capture model. Rendering is done using
Blender, with the Cycles renderer. We use randomly se-

lected environment maps4. We use the same meshes and
textures for teeth and eyes for all subjects. They are placed
procedurally based on the vertex positions of the eyelids and
jaw.

We emphasize that the generation of our synthetic

4https://polyhaven.com
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Figure 8. Visual representation of the forehead, nose, mouth, and
cheek region masks used for our part-based evaluation. Masks do
not overlap from one to another.
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Figure 9. Additional captures on the proposed MultiREX bench-
mark

dataset does not require 3D modeling for hair, facial acces-
sories, or clothes, contrary to [46].
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Figure 10. Additional captures on the proposed MultiREX bench-
mark
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Figure 11. Additional captures on the proposed MultiREX bench-
mark
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Figure 12. Additional retargeting on in-the-wild images

Figure 13. Random synthetic data samples.
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