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Abstract

Facial expression recognition (FER) plays a significant role in our daily
life. However, annotation ambiguity in the datasets could greatly hinder
the performance. In this paper, we address FER task via label distribution
learning paradigm, and develop a dual-branch Adaptive Distribution Fusion
(Ada-DF) framework. One auxiliary branch is constructed to obtain the
label distributions of samples. The class distributions of emotions are then
computed through the label distributions of each emotion. Finally, those
two distributions are adaptively fused according to the attention weights to
train the target branch. Extensive experiments are conducted on three real-
world datasets, RAF-DB, AffectNet and SFEW, where our Ada-DF shows
advantages over the state-of-the-art works. ∗

Keywords: Facial Expression Recognition, Adaptive Distribution Fusion,
Label Distribution Learning, Dual Branch

1. Introduction

Facial expression plays a pivotal role in human communication, which
serves as a crucial medium for conveying emotions. In the realm of affective
computing, automatic facial expression recognition (FER) has found exten-
sive applications in many fields such as psychotherapy [1], remote teaching
[2], etc.

Notably, recent advancements in deep learning coupled with the availabil-
ity of large-scale datasets have made great progress in FER [3], surpassing the
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performance of traditional methods. Deep learning methods, including con-
volutional neural networks (CNNs) [4] and recurrent neural networks (RNNs)
[5], have revolutionized the filed by effectively capturing intricate facial fea-
tures, consequently enhancing the accuracy and robustness of FER systems.
Moreover, many comprehensive FER datasets encompassing diverse facial
expressions captured under various conditions have emerged, which facilitate
the training of deep learning models, enable the improved generalization
and refine the real-world applicability. The integration of deep learning and
large-scale datasets has opened up new avenues for FER methods, holding
immense potential for understanding and interpreting human emotions in a
wide range of practical contexts.

However, the performance of deep-learning-based FER methods is often
hindered by the inherent ambiguity of real-world FER datasets. Comparing
to facial images captured in the lab, human faces in the wild exhibit varia-
tions in illumination, head pose and identity, making it challenging to capture
consistent and reliable facial expressions. These expression-unrelated vari-
ations introduce ambiguity that is difficult to mitigate. More attention are
paid to the ambiguity introduced by uncertain annotations. Most datasets
are annotated with 7 basic emotions [6] by multiple volunteers, and follow
the majority voting scheme to assign the most chosen single label to each
sample. Nevertheless, these annotations often fall short of meeting the ac-
tual requirements for FER due to the unprofessional labeling caused by the
subjectiveness of annotators. Furthermore, recent studies have demonstrated
that individuals from different cultural and social backgrounds tend to cat-
egorize the same facial image into different emotions [7], resulting in both
intra-class similarity and inter-class variation. To illustrate this point, we
randomly selected an image from the RAF-DB [8] dataset and invited 50
volunteers with diverse genders, ages, and nationalities to annotate the im-
age shown in Figure 1. The original annotation for this image was happy.
Although a majority of volunteers identified it as happy, the total number
of volunteers choosing sad and disgusted was comparable to those selecting
happy, indicating that assigning a single label to this sample is not appro-
priate. Moreover, this face image looks quite different from another face
annotated with happy, but similar to the face annotated with neutral, show-
ing the great inter-class variation and intra-class similarity.

To address the ambiguity problem in FER, the label distribution learn-
ing (LDL) [9] is introduced, which assigning different weights to all emotions.
However, LDL-based methods still face challenges in obtaining high-quality
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Figure 1: Annotations by 50 volunteers on an image from RAF-DB. The face is annotated
with 7 basic emotions, including surprise, fear, disgust, happiness, sadness, anger and
neutral. Another two faces are chosen to show the inter-class similarity and intra-class
variation.

label distribution annotations, further exacerbating the ambiguity problem.
In this paper, we present a straightforward yet effective approach to address
the challenges in FER by focusing on two key aspects: class distribution
mining and label distribution fusion. For the former, an auxiliary branch is
constructed to extract the label distributions of samples. Due to the ambigu-
ity in those samples, these distributions lack the accuracy to describe facial
features in the label space. To overcome this limitation, the class distribution
mining is introduced to exclude the biases existing in the label distributions
and mine the rich sentiment behind each emotion. For the latter, we design
an adaptive distribution fusion module that leverages attention weights to
effectively merge the label distributions of samples and the class distributions
of emotions.

The main contributions of our research can be summarized as follows:
(1) We present a multi-task LDL framework which can discriminate am-

biguous or mislabeled samples jointly by attention module while optimizing
label distribution generation on the auxiliary branch and facial expression
classification on the target branch.

(2) We propose a class distribution mining module which extracts the
class distributions of emotions for each class of expressions from the label
distributions of samples output by the auxiliary branch, thus excluding biases
in the label distributions and mining the rich sentiment information behind
each class of expressions.
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(3) We propose an adaptive distribution fusion module which adaptively
fuse the label distributions of samples and the class distributions of emotions
according to ambiguity degrees of samples to obtain the fused distributions
with more accuracy, thus providing more accurate and richer supervision for
training the model.

2. Related Work

2.1. Facial Expression Recognition

In recent years, numerous FER methods have emerged, mostly encom-
passing several essential steps: data acquisition, feature extraction, and
expression classification, which collectively contribute to the overall FER
pipeline.

FER methods mostly rely on public FER datasets for training, such as
JAFFE [10], CK+ [11] from controlled lab environments. While these in-
the-lab datasets promote the early FER research, their limitations arise in
real-world scenarios where face images exhibit variations in illumination, pose
and occlusion. Consequently, models trained on these datasets struggle to
perform and generalize well in practical applications. However, with the
rapid development of internet, large real-world datasets based on online face
images have emerged, such as RAF-DB and AffectNet [12], which offer a more
diverse and representative collection of facial expressions, greatly boosting
the performance of deep learning-based FER methods. Additionally, face
detectors, such as MTCNN (Multi-Task Cascaded Convolutional Networks)
[13] and RetinaFace [14], are commonly deployed for facial alignment to
localize faces in real-world face images.

Based on different extracted features, FER methods can be roughly di-
vided into handcrafted features and deep learning-based methods. Hand-
crafted features mainly focus on texture information of face images, such as
local binary patterns (LBP) [15] and histogram of oriented gradients (HOG)
[16]. On the other hand, motivated by CNNs and large-scale datasets, deep
learning-based methods can automatically learn expressive features from face
images. While handcrafted features-based methods have computational effi-
ciency and strong interpretability, deep learning-based methods have shown
superior performance and generalization with more computation cost and
time consumption. Thanks to the rapid advancement of computing hard-
ware, especially GPUs, deep learning-methods can be more easily trained
and employed.
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Expression classification serves as the final step in a FER system. Once
the features are extracted, they are input into a classifier which assigns the
corresponding emotion label to each face image. Classification algorithms,
including support vector machines (SVMs) [17], decision trees [18], or CNNs,
are commonly employed. Specially, deep learning-based methods can per-
form in an end-to-end manner, which means the model classifies samples
and optimizes itself without explicit feature extraction, eliminating the com-
plex manual feature engineering and potentially improving the overall FER
performance.

2.2. Label distribution learning

Previous learning paradigms, such as single label-learning and multi label-
learning, can hardly satisfy real applications. Motivated by existing data
with various importance, a new learning paradigm called label distribution
learning (LDL) was proposed in 2016, which replaces single labels with differ-
ent weights of labels. Comparing to single labels, label distributions contain
richer information and can effectively mitigate overfitting, thus providing
better supervision for model training. However, most methods still rely on
single label-learning because it is challenging to obtain label distributions as
most datasets are only annotated with single labels.

To overcome the difficulty of obtaining label distributions, two simple
but effective approaches are employed by recent LDL methods: construct-
ing Gaussian distributions and using probability distributions. The former
assumes that the actual label distributions of samples follow the Gaussian
distributions centered around the original labels of samples, commonly used
in regression tasks such as age prediction [19], and occasionally in few classi-
fication tasks like image emotion recognition [20]. The latter directly utilizes
the probability distributions output by the model as label distributions, com-
monly used in classification tasks such as object recognition [21]. As facial
expression recognition can be viewed as an image classification task, we adopt
the latter approach to extract the label distributions.

2.3. Learning against Uncertainties

Though deep learning has significantly improved FER performance, deep
learning-methods still suffer from the inherent ambiguity of FER datasets,
which can be divided into data ambiguity and label ambiguity. Data ambigu-
ity is introduced by various factors, including illuminations, head poses and
identity biases, which greatly affect the data quality. To address these issues,
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facial alignment and data cleaning [22] are commonly employed to reduce the
impact of FER-unrelated factors. On the other hand, label ambiguity pri-
marily arises from discrete annotations which are against the consumption
that individuals under different backgrounds tend to categorize facial expres-
sions differently. Furthermore, FER datasets often exist inter-class similarity
and intra-class variation, making it hard to classify an expression accurately.

Many recent methods have been proposed to cope with label ambigu-
ity. Semi-supervised learning (SSL) methods have shown promising results,
especially pseudo-labeling, a prominent SSL approach assigning labels to un-
labeled data based on model predictions. Sohn etc. [23] proposed a SSL
framework, which acquired pseudo labels base on a fixed threshold. Further-
more, Li etc. [24] further boosted SSL performance via adaptive confidence
learning which set unique threshold for each emotion.

In recent years, LDL-based methods have been raised to cope with label
ambiguity as label distributions have richer information than single labels,
thus mining the relationships between labels and eliminating the ambiguity.
DMUE [25] generated the label distributions of samples by constructing mul-
tiple auxiliary branches which corresponded to different classes of expressions
respectively, excluding interference from samples of different classes. LDL-
ALSG [26] improved the performance by minimizing the distance between
the logical label and the label distribution of a sample, and the distance be-
tween the label distribution of a samples and the label distributions of its
neighbors in the label space of action unit recognition and facial landmark
detection. Motivated by these previous works, our methods adopts LDL as
the overall learning paradigm.

3. Method

We propose a novel dual-branch adaptive distribution fusion network
Ada-DF to tackle the ambiguity problem in FER, as shown in Figure 2.
In this section, we first introduce how we extract the label distributions of
samples. Then, we explain the class distribution mining and dynamic distri-
bution fusion in detail. Finally, the joint multi-task loss is introduced, which
optimizes the overall framework.

3.1. Label Distribution Extraction

According to convention, we typically use the probability distributions
output by the model as the label distributions of samples. However, directly
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Figure 2: Ada-DF contains an auxiliary branch for label distribution generation, and a
target branch for final emotion prediction. The attention weights of two attention modules
are normalized to integrate the label distributions and the class distributions. The final
fused distributions are used to train the target branch via label distribution learning.

training the model using the probability distributions can lead to perfor-
mance degradation. To address this, we construct an independent auxiliary
branch to extract the label distributions of samples. The details of the auxil-
iary branch are as follows: First, we pretrain our model on the MS-Celeb-1M
[27] dataset following the convention, enabling the model to benefit from
transferred knowledge in face recognition. Then, we divide the model into
two parts: freezing the first few convolutional layers as the feature extractor,
and using the latter few convolutional layers as the feature discriminator.
Finally, we construct an auxiliary branch with parameters and structure
consistent with the feature discriminator to extract the label distributions of
samples. We refer to the feature discriminator in the original model as the
target branch, corresponding to the auxiliary branch. The process of con-
structing an auxiliary branch is applicable to all deep learning-based models,
such as deep neural networks, visual transformers, and so on. Specially, our
auxiliary branch construction is based on the ResNet18 [28] backbone net-
work, with the feature extractor composed of the first convolutional layer and
the feature discriminator composed of the last three convolutional layers of
ResNet18. The label distributions of samples can be formulated as follows:
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dlabel,xi
= {dyjlabel,xi

, j = 1, 2, . . . , C} (1)

with
d
yj
label,xi

= pyjaux,xi
(xi, θaux) (2)

where yj is the j-th label, d
yj
label,xi

is the description degree of yj to sample

xi, p
yj
aux,xi (xi, θaux) is the prediction probability of sample xi for class yj by

the auxiliary branch.
The auxiliary branch will keep training via the cross-entropy loss to en-

hance and maintain the capability of the auxiliary branch in extracting the
label distributions of samples. The loss function is formulated as follows:

Lce = − 1

N

N∑
i=1

C∑
c=1

yci log
(
pcaux,xi

(xi, θaux)
)

(3)

where yj is the j-th label, p
yj
aux,xi (xi, θaux) is the prediction probability of

sample xi for class yj by the auxiliary branch.

3.2. Class Distribution Mining

Due to the sensitivity of deep neural networks to ambiguous or misla-
beled samples, we employ class distribution mining to identify the underly-
ing invariants within the label distributions of samples. This module aims to
mitigate the impact of distribution errors on model performance. The class
distributions of emotions are formulated as follows:

dc
class =

∑Nc

i=1 d
c
label,xi

Nc

, c = 1, 2, . . . , C (4)

where dc
class is the class distribution of class c, Nc is the number of samples

belonging to class c.
During the initial epochs of training, the parameters of the auxiliary

branch may be unstable, leading to an inability to output robust class distri-
butions that accurately describe each facial expression category. To prevent
erroneous class distributions from degrading the predictive performance of
the model, we introduce a threshold t to assess the stability of the class dis-
tributions at each epoch. If the description degree for a particular category
does not meet the threshold, we temporarily replace the class distribution
with a threshold distribution for model training. This approach ensures that
the model receives more reliable and consistent supervision, preventing the
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negative impact of unstable class distributions on the training process. The
improved class distributions of emotions are formulated as follows:

dc
class =

{∑Nc
i=1 d

c
label,xi

Nc
dc,ycclass ≥ t

dc
thre dc,ycclass < t

(5)

with
dc
thre = {dc,yjthre, j = 1, 2, . . . , C} (6)

with

d
c,yj
thre =

{
t j = c
1−t
C−1

j ̸= c
(7)

where d
c,yj
thre is the description degree of yj for the threshold distribution cor-

responding to class c.

3.3. Dynamic Distribution Fusion

In our preliminary experiments, both label distributions dlabel and class
distributions dclass achieve good results on benchmark datasets. However,
they still cannot exceed SOTA due to unstable label distribution generation
and intra-class variations. To further boost the model’s performance, we try
to solve the ambiguity problem via dynamic distribution fusion.

Dynamic distribution fusion is based on class distributions of emotions
and adaptively combines them with label distributions of samples according
to attention weights of each sample. Therefore, adaptive distribution fusion
can be divided into two steps: attention weights extraction and adaptive
distribution fusion.

3.3.1. Attention Weights Extraction

To obtain the attention weights of samples, we embed two attention mod-
ules into the last layer of each branch. The attention module consists of a
fully connected layer and the sigmoid function. The overall process of atten-
tion weights extraction is as follows: First, for a batch of samples, we input
the facial features extracted by the feature extractor into both the auxiliary
branch and the target branch. Next, the features output by each branch are
input into their respective attention modules to extract the attention weights
for each samples. The features from each branch are then multiplied by their
corresponding attention weights and input into their respective classifiers.
We calculate the average attention weights from both branches to benefit
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from the ambiguity discernment of both branches. The averaged attention
weights can be represented as follows:

wavg,xi
=

waux,xi
+ wtar,xi

2
(8)

where waux,xi
and wtar,xi

are attention weights of the i-th sample from
two attention modules. The rank regularization is then used to adjust the
attention weights to avoid the degradation of discernment ability in both
branches:

LRR = max (0, δ − (wH − wL)) (9)

with

wH =
1

M

M∑
i=1

wavg,xi
, wL =

1

N −M

N∑
i=M+1

wavg,xi
(10)

where δ is a fixed margin, wH and wL are the mean values of the high
weight group with M samples and the low weight group with N−M samples.
For simplicity, values of δ and M are directly adopted from SCN [29], which
are 0.07 and 0.7N respectively. Finally, we normalize the attention weights
to wmin 1 to ensure that the sum of description degrees for each class
distribution is equal to 1 during adaptive distribution fusion:

w =
wavg −min (wavg)

max (wavg)−min (wavg)
· (1− wmin) + wmin (11)

where wmin is the value of the lower limit for the attention weights after
normalization.

3.3.2. Adaptive Distribution Fusion

After obtaining the attention weights of samples, we employ adaptive
distribution fusion to balance the robustness of class distributions of emotions
and the diversity of label distributions of samples. The fused distributions
are formulated as follows:

dfused,xi
= wxi

· dyi
class,xi

+ (1− wxi
) · dlabel,xi

(12)

where dfused,xi
is the fused distribution of sample xi.

We then explain why adaptive distribution is effective. Due to the pres-
ence of ambiguous or mislabeled samples, the label distributions of samples
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output by the model often fluctuates around their ground-truth distributions.
We assume that the fluctuations follow the normal distribution and use class
distribution mining to eliminate those biases introduced by the fluctuations.
However, class distributions are only able to accurately describe the emo-
tions contained in certain samples since they are directly associated with
the original single labels, which means that class distributions of emotions
cannot properly describe ambiguous samples. Therefore, we need to balance
the label distributions of samples and the class distributions of emotions to
obtain the actual distributions.

We define the difference between the class distribution and the label dis-
tribution as the relative distribution of a sample. For samples with high
attention weights, which are often clear samples, their relative distributions
mainly represents the biases introduced by the fluctuations. Therefore, we
assign relatively lower weights to the relative distributions of these sam-
ples. By directly using the class distributions to train these samples, we can
achieve good results. For samples with low attention weights, which are often
ambiguous or mislabeled samples, their relative distributions differs signifi-
cantly from the that of clear samples. In this case, the differences of emotion
information contained in these relative distributions are much larger than
the biases. Thus, we assign relatively higher weights to the relative distri-
butions of samples. The fused distributions are closer to the ground-truth
distributions of the samples, helping the model better learn from ambiguous
samples.

The target branch is trained by the Kullback-Leibler divergence loss be-
tween the fused distributions and the predicted distributions as follows:

Lkld = − 1

N

N∑
i=1

C∑
c=1

dcfused,xi
log

(
dcfused,xi

pctar,xi
(xi, θtar)

)
(13)

where dcfused,xi
is the description degree of class c to sample xi, p

c
tar,xi

(xi, θtar)
is the prediction probability of sample xi for class c by the target branch.

3.4. The Joint Multi-task Loss

Combining the above modules, we get a multi-task FER framework, as
shown in Figure 2. By optimizing label distribution generation and facial
expression prediction together, the model’s performance is advanced. The
overall loss is formulated as follows:
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L = LRR + α1 · Lce + α2 · Lkld (14)

with

α1 =

{
1 e ≤ β

exp
(
−
(
1− β

e

)2)
e > β

(15)

α2 =

exp

(
−
(
1− e

β

)2
)

e ≤ β

1 e > β
(16)

where α1 and α2 are the weighted ramp functions w.r.t the epoch e, and
β is the epoch threshold. In the first few epochs, we focus on training the
auxiliary branch to ensure that it robustly outputs both label distributions
and class distributions. In the latter epochs, we shift our focus to training
the target branch and avoid overfitting of the auxiliary branch. During the
inference phase, the auxiliary branch is removed, and only the target branch
is used to predict the expressions of the samples. Therefore, our framework
is an end-to-end framework and incurs no additional training cost.

4. Experiments

4.1. Datasets

RAF-DB [8] contains 29672 real world images obtained from the internet
which are splited into single-label dataset and multi-label dataset. We use
its single-label subset which has a train set of 12271 images and a test set of
2478 images. The single-label subset is annotated with 7 basic expressions
(i.e. neutral, happiness, surprise, sadness, anger, disgust and fear).

AffectNet [12] collects over 1 million real word images online, but only
291650 images are labeled with the 8 basic expressions labels and the Arousal/Valence
values. Its training set has 287651 images and its test set has 3999 images.
We will only use samples that are labeled with 7 basic expressions labels.
The samples labeled with contempt are abandoned for fair comparison.

SFEW [30] are composed of static frames chosen from the AFEW dataset
based on facial point clustering. SFEW has a training set of 958 images, a
validation set of 436 images and a test set of 272 images, which are all
labeled with the 7 basic expression label. As the label list of the training set
are not public, we measure our model performance on its validation dataset
by convention.
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4.2. Experimental Details

Training Details: We train our Ada-DF on CUDA 10.2, PyTorch 1.12.0,
torchvision 0.13.0 and Python 3.9 with a Tesla V100 GPU. We use MTCNN
to detect faces and locate their landmark points in RAF-DB, AffectNet and
SFEW, and then align them via similarity transformation. All images are fur-
ther resized to 100 × 100 before training. The backbone network is ResNet18
by default, which is pre-trained on the MS-Celeb-1M dataset for face recog-
nition. RandAugment [31], random horizontal flipping and random erasing
[32] are used for data augmentation in an online manner. Specially, SFEW
makes additional use of TenCrop strategy for its lack of examples. The batch
size for RAF-DB and AffectNet is set as 64 and the batch size for SFEW
is set as 16 due to its lack of samples. The learning rate is initialized to
0.001. We use Adam optimizer and ExponentialLR learning rate scheduler
with the gamma of 0.9 to decay the learning rate after each epoch. The
training process ends at epoch 75.

Evaluation Metric: The most used metric in FER is total accuracy,
so we record our experimental results with the evaluation indicator accuracy
Acc, which is computed as follows:

Acc =
1

N

N∑
1

I (yi == ŷi) (17)

where I (·) is the indicator function, yi and ŷi are the true label and the
predicted label of the i-th samples xi respectively.

4.3. Parameter Analysis

In this section, we aim to explore the different contributions of different
hyper-parameters using ResNet18 as backbone.

Analysis of minimum weight wmin: The minimum weight wmin is
used to control the degree of distribution fusion. For samples with low at-
tention weights, their label distributions extracted from the auxiliary branch
are not trustworthy, so we choose to normalize the attention weights to be-
tween wmin and 1 in order to fuse more class distributions in the final fused
distributions. As shown in Table 1, we find the default setting wmin = 0.2
achieves the best result. When the minimum weight wmin is too high, the
final distributions will be more like class distributions of emotions which
can not describe those ambiguous samples well. When the minimum weight
wmin is too low, the fused distributions for samples with low weights will be

13



Table 1: Ablation study on hyper-parameters

(a) Performance of different minimum weights wmin

wmin 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4

RAF-DB 89.55% 89.85% 90.04% 89.80% 89.88%
AffectNet 65.26% 65.13% 65.34% 65.13% 65.17%
SFEW 59.36% 59.95% 60.46% 59.01% 58.99%

(b) Performance of different distribution thresholds t

t 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8

RAF-DB 89.71% 89.83% 89.96% 90.04% 89.80%
AffectNet 65.14% 65.34% 65.12% 65.07% 65.22%
SFEW 57.80% 60.46% 41.10% 37.25% 23.12%

(c) Performance of different epoch thresholds β

β 1 3 5 7 9

RAF-DB 89.91% 90.04% 89.83% 88.95% 89.72%
AffectNet 65.16% 65.30% 65.34% 65.00% 65.12%
SFEW 57.85% 56.29% 60.46% 59.72% 59.34%

close to label distributions of samples, which contains more biases and could
deteriorate the model’s performance.

Analysis of distribution threshold t: In case that the auxiliary
branch can not produce robust label distributions of samples in the first
few epochs and fail to obtain the desired class distributions of samples, we
set the threshold t to form the threshold distributions when both label and
class distributions are not well prepared for training the target branch. The
results are shown in Table 1. For the dataset RAF-DB, the best accuracy
is achieved at t = 0.7, while AffectNet and SFEW get the highest accu-
racy at t = 0.5. For relatively certain and professionally annotated datasets
like RAF-DB, the corresponding description degree of each emotion is high
because less ambiguous samples lead to less uncertainty in the final distribu-
tions, thus a higher distribution threshold t can train the auxiliary branch
better. But for datasets containing more uncertain and ambiguous samples
such as AffectNet and SFEW, the samples in datasets tend to contain more
emotions, making description degrees of other categories higher and the de-
scription degree of corresponding emotion lower, so threshold distributions

14



Table 2: Ablation study on different distributions

y dclass dlabel dfused RAF-DB AffectNet SFEW

✓ 88.71 64.58 53.90
✓ ✓ 89.28 64.63 56.05
✓ ✓ 89.50 64.95 60.23
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 90.04 65.34 60.46

with a lower distribution threshold t can fit the ground-truth distributions
better.

Analysis of epoch threshold β: The parameter β decides how fast
the auxiliary and target branches are trained. As shown in Table 1, the best
results are achieved when β is 3, 5 and 5 respectively. It is intuitive that for
datasets with more uncertain samples, we would better train the auxiliary
branch with more effort to extract more trustworthy label distributions in
the first few epochs, which provide more robust supervision for the target
branch in the following epochs.

4.4. Distribution Analysis

To separately evaluate the roles of different modules and distributions,
we conduct extensive ablation studies on RAF-DB, AffectNet, and SFEW
using ResNet18 as backbone. The results are shown in Table 2.

Label Distribution Extraction: The label distributions of samples
dlabel are directly extracted from the auxiliary branch, which facilitate the
training of the target branch on three datasets. Compared to the base-
line (single-label learning on ResNet18), the accuracy is advanced by 0.79%,
0.37%, and 6.33%. It indicated that the information implied by label dis-
tributions effectively avoids the overfitting and enables the model to better
learn ambiguous samples.

Class Distribution Mining: The class distributions of emotions dclass

are obtained by simply averaging the label distributions of corresponding
emotions respectively. By replacing dlabel with dclass, the accuracy of Ada-
DF becomes worse, but still superior to the baseline. Assuming the biases
in the label distributions of samples follow the normal distribution, the class
distribution mining not only eliminates those biases, but also the diversity
of samples, thus making it hard to avoid intra-class variations.

Adaptive Distribution Fusion: To utilize both label distributions of
samples dlabel and class distributions of emotions dclass, we finally adaptively
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Table 3: Comparison with the state of the art

Method RAF-DB AffectNet SFEW

LDL-ALSG [26] ∗ 85.53 / 56.5
SCN [29] ∗ 87.03 / /
DDL [33] 87.71 / 59.86
OADN [34] 89.83 64.06 /
KTN [35] 88.07 63.97 /

DMUE [25] ∗ 89.42 / 58.34
PT [36] 89.57 / /

LAENet-SA [37] ∗ / 64.09 /
PAT [38] 88.43 / 57.57

IPD-FER [39] 88.89 62.23 58.43
EAC [40] 90.35 65.32 /
ReSup [41] 89.70 65.46 /

ContraWarping [42] 89.18 64.94 /
Ours (ResNet18) 90.04 65.34 60.46
Ours (ResNet50) 90.35 65.68 20.32

∗ These methods have results on AffectNet of 8 labels, which we
do not compare with for our model is trained on AffectNet of
7 labels.

fuse two distributions bases on attention weights to obtain more precise dis-
tributions. We can find that the final accuracies significantly exceed the
baseline by 1.33%, 0.76% and 6.56% respectively, which reflects that the
fused distributions better fit with samples’ actual distributions than either
label or class distributions.

4.5. Performance Comparison

We compare our Ada-DF with existing state-of-the-art methods to mea-
sure the model performance. As shown in Table 3, we outperform the pre-
vious works and achieve the best results on all datasets. Our method is
evaluated on ResNet18 and ResNet50 respectively.

Most FER methods of recent years are single-label learning methods.
Since single labels lack rich sentiment information, single-label enhances ex-
pression feature extraction by applying attention mechanism and excluding
expression-independent distractors such as occlusion, imbalanced data, sam-
ple identity, etc.
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Our method is a label distribution learning method, which can provide
rich supervision for training the model than single-label learning methods,
thus achieving superior performance comparing to single-label learning meth-
ods. Nevertheless, few FER methods utilize label distribution learning as
most FER datasets only provide single labels. We select two typical LDL
methods for comparison and discussion. DMUE generates the label distri-
butions of samples by constructing multiple auxiliary branches which corre-
sponds to different classes of expressions respectively, excluding interference
from samples of different classes. However, the multi-branch framework of
DMUE consumes much time and space, and cannot omit mislabeled sam-
ples in the dataset. LDL-ALSG improves the performance by minimizing
the distance between the logical label and the label distribution of a sample
and the distance between the label distribution of a sample and the label
distributions of its neighbors in the label space of action unit recognition
and facial landmark detection. However, LDL-ALSG requires to generate
action units and facial landmarks of samples before training, which make it
not an end-to-end method. In contrast, our method only constructs one aux-
iliary branch and obtains accurate distributions of samples via the adaptive
distribution fusion module without introducing extra information, showing
superior performance over other LDL methods.

Specially, Ada-DF achieves better results on RAF-DB and AffectNet us-
ing ResNet50 compared with ResNet18, but the accuracy of SFEW drops a
lot as for a relatively bigger model ResNet50 SFEW contains too few samples
to generate enough robust distributions in the first few epochs, thus deterio-
rating the overall performance, so it is better to train the dataset containing
much fewer samples with a smaller model.

4.6. Evaluation on Synthetic Ambiguity

We evaluate our proposed Ada-DF under different levels of label noises
(10%, 20%, 30%) on RAF-DB to demonstrate its effectiveness using ResNet18
and ResNet50 as the backbone respectively. The label noises are generated
following the previous works [25, 29].

The results, as shown in Table 4, demonstrate the superior performance
of our Ada-DF compared to other state-of-the-art noisy label learning meth-
ods. For instance, Ada-DF outperforms EAC [40] by 0.93%, 1.21% and 1.69%
under 10%, 20% and 30% label noise respectively, which shows the effective-
ness of Ada-DF becomes more obvious when the label noise increases. It is
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Table 4: Evaluation of Ada-DF on noisy RAF-DB dataset

Methods Backbone Noise RAF-DB

SCN [29] ResNet18 10 82.18
DMUE [25] ResNet18 10 83.19
RUL [43] ResNet18 10 86.22
EAC [40] ResNet50 10 88.02
Ours ResNet18 10 87.81
Ours ResNet50 10 88.95

SCN [29] ResNet18 20 80.10
DMUE [25] ResNet18 20 81.02
RUL [43] ResNet18 20 84.34
EAC [40] ResNet50 20 86.05
Ours ResNet18 20 86.67
Ours ResNet50 20 87.26

SCN [29] ResNet18 30 77.46
DMUE [25] ResNet18 30 79.41
RUL [43] ResNet18 30 82.06
EAC [40] ResNet50 30 84.42
Ours ResNet18 30 84.38
Ours ResNet50 30 86.11

worth noting that Ada-DF and EAC achieves the same accuracy on RAF-
DB using ResNet50, but for synthetic noise our method could get the similar
results just using ResNet18 with fewer parameters, showing the robustness
and superiority of Ada-DF against the ambiguity.

For single-label learning methods, SCN tries to solve the ambiguity prob-
lem by modifying the original labels, which may introduce the risk of chang-
ing the correct labels to incorrect labels, whereas Ada-DF automatically tells
apart clear samples and noisy samples via the attention module and extracts
robust label distributions to avoid the defects of label noises. For label dis-
tribution learning methods, DMUE introduces a multi-branch framework to
extract the label distributions, which can hardly omit the mislabeled sam-
ples during training. Our Ada-DF solves it via adaptive distribution fusion
to obtain more robust and accurate distributions.

18



(a) (b)

Figure 3: T-SNE visualization of the outputs in the final hidden layer of the baseline and
our approach

4.7. Visualization Analysis

4.7.1. Visualization of Features

To better understand our Ada-DF intuitively, we employ t-SNE [44], a
popular dimensionality reduction technique, to plot the learned features on
RAF-DB. As shown in Figure 3, the learned features are represented as clus-
ters corresponding to 7 basic expressions. Comparing to baseline, we observe
that our method achieves more compact and well-separated clusters. Fur-
thermore, our Ada-DF can achieve a clear boundary between sadness and
other categories, while the learned features of baseline are not discrimina-
tive enough for some categories. This outcome indicates that our method
effectively learns more meaningful features, reducing the intra-class feature
differences and increasing the inter-class feature variations.

4.7.2. Visualization of Class Distributions

As shown in Figure 4, we visualize the class distributions of 7 basic emo-
tions mined in RAF-DB to demonstrate how the rich sentiment information
and the relations between emotions are found. It’s obvious that the descrip-
tion degree of the corresponding emotion for each distribution is the highest,
but their values vary. For expressions with large facial muscle movements,
such as surprised, happiness and anger, the description degree of the cor-
responding emotion in the class distribution is higher than that of other
emotions. However, the description degree of the corresponding emotion
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Figure 4: Class distributions of 7 basic emotions mined in RAF-DB. The sum of each
distribution may not be equal to 1 due to rounding.

for other emotions are lower because these expressions are more similar and
harder to classify.

4.7.3. Visualization of Adaptive Distribution Fusion

We choose the image shown in Figure 1 to show the effectiveness of adap-
tive distribution fusion, and the distributions are shown in Figure 5. The
attention weight of this sample is 0.2. We consider the probability distri-
bution of annotations by 50 volunteers as the ground-truth distribution for
this sample. When comparing the ground-truth distribution with the la-
bel distribution of this sample, we observe that the description degree of
happy is higher in the ground-truth, while the description degree of neutral
is lower. Directly training the model with this label distribution will de-
grade the model’s predictive performance. By utilizing adaptive distribution
fusion, we can effectively supplement the description degree of happy and
suppress the description degree of neutral in the fused distribution which is
more closer to the ground-truth distribution, demonstrating the effectiveness
of this step.

4.7.4. Visualization of Multi-epoch Distributions

To further explain the efficiency of our Ada-DF, we extract the label
distributions and the fused distributions of multiple epochs for the sample
shown in Figure 6. Consistent to our assumption, the label distributions
extracted from the auxiliary branch vary in the preliminary epochs. The de-
scription degrees of surprise, disgust, happy, fear are tend to be equal, which
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Figure 5: An example of adaptive distribution fusion. The sum of each distribution may
not be equal to 1 due to rounding.
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make this label distribution more like a random output and thus deteriorate
the final performance. After adaptive distribution fusion, the description of
angry are boosted, which partly eliminate the ambiguity and keep the variety
at the same time.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we propose a novel multi-task framework that integrates
label distribution generation as an auxiliary task for FER. Our framework
comprises an auxiliary branch responsible for label distribution extraction
and a target branch for facial expression classification. By extracting label
distributions, we are able to mine the class distributions of emotions. These
distributions are then adaptively fused, leveraging the strengths of both dis-
tributions and obtaining precise fused distributions that provide more ac-
curate supervision for model training. Through extensive experiments on
RAF-DB, AffectNet, and SFEW, we demonstrate the effectiveness and ro-
bustness of our method. Detailed analysis of different modules and distri-
butions reveals the significant contribution of Label Distribution Extraction.
Additionally, the inclusion of Class Distribution Mining and Adaptive Dis-
tribution Fusion further improves the accuracy of our method. Our approach
successfully applies label distribution generation in FER and has the poten-
tial for broader applicability in other deep-learning based tasks.

For future work, we intend to explore the generation of more robust dis-
tributions by incorporating more additional FER-related tasks such as facial
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landmarks detection and facial action units detection. Additionally, we aim
to focus on extracting more representative features using multiple modalities,
including 3D face images, audio, and other relevant sources of information.
These efforts will contribute to advancing the field of FER and expanding
the capabilities of our proposed method.
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[15] T. Ahonen, A. Hadid, M. Pietikäinen, Face recognition with local binary
patterns, in: European Conference on Computer Vision, Springer, 2004,
pp. 469–481.

[16] N. Dalal, B. Triggs, Histograms of oriented gradients for human detec-
tion, in: IEEE Computer Society Conference on Computer Vision and
Pattern Recognition, Vol. 1, Ieee, 2005, pp. 886–893.

[17] S. R. Gunn, et al., Support vector machines for classification and regres-
sion, ISIS Technical Report 14 (1) (1998) 5–16.

[18] S. R. Safavian, D. Landgrebe, A survey of decision tree classifier method-
ology, IEEE Transactions on Systems, Man, and Cybernetics 21 (3)
(1991) 660–674.

[19] R. Rothe, R. Timofte, L. Van Gool, Deep expectation of real and ap-
parent age from a single image without facial landmarks, International
Journal of Computer Vision 126 (2-4) (2018) 144–157.

[20] J. Yang, D. She, M. Sun, Joint image emotion classification and distri-
bution learning via deep convolutional neural network, in: International
Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence, 2017, pp. 3266–3272.

25



[21] B.-B. Gao, H.-Y. Zhou, Learning to discover multi-class attentional re-
gions for multi-label image recognition, IEEE Transactions on Image
Processing 30 (2021) 5920–5932.

[22] E. Rahm, H. H. Do, et al., Data cleaning: Problems and current ap-
proaches, IEEE Data Engineering Bulletin 23 (4) (2000) 3–13.

[23] K. Sohn, D. Berthelot, N. Carlini, Z. Zhang, H. Zhang, C. A. Raf-
fel, E. D. Cubuk, A. Kurakin, C.-L. Li, Fixmatch: Simplifying semi-
supervised learning with consistency and confidence, Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems 33 (2020) 596–608.

[24] H. Li, N. Wang, X. Yang, X. Wang, X. Gao, Towards semi-supervised
deep facial expression recognition with an adaptive confidence margin,
in: Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and
Pattern Recognition, 2022, pp. 4166–4175.

[25] J. She, Y. Hu, H. Shi, J. Wang, Q. Shen, T. Mei, Dive into ambiguity:
Latent distribution mining and pairwise uncertainty estimation for facial
expression recognition, in: Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2021, pp. 6248–6257.

[26] S. Chen, J. Wang, Y. Chen, Z. Shi, X. Geng, Y. Rui, Label distribution
learning on auxiliary label space graphs for facial expression recognition,
in: Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and
Pattern Recognition, 2020, pp. 13984–13993.

[27] Y. Guo, L. Zhang, Y. Hu, X. He, J. Gao, Ms-celeb-1m: A dataset and
benchmark for large-scale face recognition, in: European Conference on
Computer Vision, Springer, 2016, pp. 87–102.

[28] K. He, X. Zhang, S. Ren, J. Sun, Deep residual learning for image
recognition, in: Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision
and pattern recognition, 2016, pp. 770–778.

[29] K. Wang, X. Peng, J. Yang, S. Lu, Y. Qiao, Suppressing uncertain-
ties for large-scale facial expression recognition, in: Proceedings of the
IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition,
2020, pp. 6897–6906.

26



[30] Z. Yu, C. Zhang, Image based static facial expression recognition with
multiple deep network learning, in: Proceedings of the ACM Interna-
tional Conference on Multimodal Interaction, 2015, pp. 435–442.

[31] E. D. Cubuk, B. Zoph, J. Shlens, Q. V. Le, Randaugment: Practical
automated data augmentation with a reduced search space, in: Pro-
ceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition Workshops, 2020, pp. 702–703.

[32] Z. Zhong, L. Zheng, G. Kang, S. Li, Y. Yang, Random erasing data
augmentation, in: Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial
Intelligence, Vol. 34, 2020, pp. 13001–13008.

[33] D. Ruan, Y. Yan, S. Chen, J.-H. Xue, H. Wang, Deep disturbance-
disentangled learning for facial expression recognition, in: Proceedings
of the ACM International Conference on Multimedia, 2020, pp. 2833–
2841.

[34] H. Ding, P. Zhou, R. Chellappa, Occlusion-adaptive deep network for
robust facial expression recognition, in: IEEE International Joint Con-
ference on Biometrics, IEEE, 2020, pp. 1–9.

[35] H. Li, N. Wang, X. Ding, X. Yang, X. Gao, Adaptively learning facial ex-
pression representation via cf labels and distillation, IEEE Transactions
on Image Processing 30 (2021) 2016–2028.

[36] J. Jiang, W. Deng, Boosting facial expression recognition by a semi-
supervised progressive teacher, IEEE Transactions on Affective Com-
puting (2021).

[37] C. Wang, J. Xue, K. Lu, Y. Yan, Light attention embedding for facial
expression recognition, IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems for
Video Technology 32 (4) (2021) 1834–1847.

[38] J. Cai, Z. Meng, A. S. Khan, Z. Li, J. O’Reilly, Y. Tong, Probabilistic
attribute tree structured convolutional neural networks for facial expres-
sion recognition in the wild, IEEE Transactions on Affective Computing
(2022).

[39] J. Jiang, W. Deng, Disentangling identity and pose for facial expression
recognition, IEEE Transactions on Affective Computing (2022).

27



[40] Y. Zhang, C. Wang, X. Ling, W. Deng, Learn from all: Erasing attention
consistency for noisy label facial expression recognition, in: European
Conference on Computer Vision, Springer, 2022, pp. 418–434.

[41] X. Zhang, Y. Lu, H. Yan, J. Huang, Y. Ji, Y. Gu, Resup: Reliable
label noise suppression for facial expression recognition, arXiv preprint
arXiv:2305.17895 (2023).

[42] F. Xue, Y. Sun, Y. Yang, Unsupervised facial expression representation
learning with contrastive local warping, arXiv preprint arXiv:2303.09034
(2023).

[43] Y. Zhang, C. Wang, W. Deng, Relative uncertainty learning for facial
expression recognition, Advances in Neural Information Processing Sys-
tems 34 (2021) 17616–17627.

[44] L. Van der Maaten, G. Hinton, Visualizing data using t-sne, Journal of
Machine Learning Research 9 (11) (2008).

28


	Introduction
	Related Work
	Facial Expression Recognition
	Label distribution learning
	Learning against Uncertainties

	Method
	Label Distribution Extraction
	Class Distribution Mining
	Dynamic Distribution Fusion
	Attention Weights Extraction
	Adaptive Distribution Fusion

	The Joint Multi-task Loss

	Experiments
	Datasets
	Experimental Details
	Parameter Analysis
	Distribution Analysis
	Performance Comparison
	Evaluation on Synthetic Ambiguity
	Visualization Analysis
	Visualization of Features
	Visualization of Class Distributions
	Visualization of Adaptive Distribution Fusion
	Visualization of Multi-epoch Distributions


	Conclusion

