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Abstract—The limited size of pain datasets are a challenge
in developing robust deep learning models for pain recognition.
Transfer learning approaches are often employed in these sce-
narios. In this study, we investigate whether deep learned feature
representation for one type of experimentally induced pain can
be transferred to another. Participating in the AI4Pain challenge,
our goal is to classify three levels of pain (No-Pain, Low-Pain,
High-Pain). The challenge dataset contains data collected from
65 participants undergoing varying intensities of electrical pain.
We utilize the video recording from the dataset to investigate
the transferability of deep learned heat pain model to electrical
pain. In our proposed approach, we leverage an existing heat
pain convolutional neural network (CNN) - trained on BioVid
dataset - as a feature extractor. The images from the challenge
dataset are inputted to the pre-trained heat pain CNN to obtain
feature vectors. These feature vectors are used to train two
machine learning models: a simple feed-forward neural network
and a long short-term memory (LSTM) network. Our approach
was tested using the dataset’s predefined training, validation,
and testing splits. Our models outperformed the baseline of the
challenge on both the validation and tests sets, highlighting the
potential of models trained on other pain datasets for reliable
feature extraction.

Index Terms—pain recognition, facial expressions, transfer
learning, LSTM, ANN, deep learning

I. INTRODUCTION

Pain assessment is a complex yet critical aspect of health-
care, influencing treatment strategies and patient well-being.
Traditional methods of pain evaluation often rely on subjective
patient reports, which can be inconsistent and difficult to
quantify objectively [1]. In the recent years, researchers have
demonstrated the potential of machine learning methods in
pain assessment by analyzing various behavioral and physio-
logical data.

The International Association for the Study of Pain (IASP)
describes pain as “an unpleasant sensory and emotional ex-
perience associated with, or resembling that associated with,
actual or potential tissue damage” [2]]. While many researchers
have raised the need for refining this definition, most of them
agree on the presence of an emotional component in pain [3]].
Similar to emotions, pain manifests through various behavioral
(e.g., facial expressions, body pose) and physiological changes
(e.g., elevated heart rate, breathing rate).
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Among the various modalities, facial expressions of pain is
particularly interesting for pain recognition models. Research
has shown that pain expressions are perceived similarly be-
tween different cultures (e.g., western vs. eastern cultures) [4].
Moreover, pain expressions involve certain muscles - espe-
cially around the eyes - that are not controlled voluntarily [5]],
[6]]. This implies that pain facial expressions are difficult to be
completely masked or faked, making them a reliable modality
for recognizing pain. Furthermore, pain facial expressions can
be analyzed using RGB images/videos, which represent a non-
intrusive and non-contact solution.

Previous research has shown that deep learning models
perform better than hand-crafted features (e.g., facial action
units) in predicting pain [[7], [8]]. However, large amounts of
data are required to train robust deep learning models. So,
training deep pain recognition models are challenging due to
the typical small size of pain datasets [9]—[13]]. To mitigate
this, transfer learning approaches are often employed. These
approaches involve utilizing features learned for a task in
another related task.

In this paper, we investigate the transferability of facial pain
features for experimentally induced pain datasets. Specifically,
we assess whether the features learned for binary pain detec-
tion in a heat pain dataset can be leveraged to train a model for
electrical pain. Aligning with this goal, we participated in the
Al4Pain challenge [[14f], which involved developing a model
for three-class pain recognition. The challenge dataset com-
prises facial videos and functional near-infrared spectroscopy
(fNIRS) data collected from 65 participants undergoing vary-
ing intensities of electrical pain stimuli. Since our focus was
on transferability, we utilized only the facial videos as it is a
popular modality used in other pain datasets.

Our approach involves utilizing an existing convolutional
neural network (CNN) trained on a heat pain dataset as a
feature extractor. The face-cropped images from the Al4Pain
dataset are fed to this pre-trained model for producing feature
vectors, which are used to train three-class (No-Pain, Low-
Pain, High-Pain) pain recognition models. We validate our ap-
proach using training two Al4Pain models: a simple artificial
neural network (ANN) with majority voting and a long short-
term memory (LSTM) network. Both models outperformed
the challenge baseline on validation and test sets. Our results



indicate that features learned by an experimental pain model
can be transferred for pain recognition in another experimental
pain stimuli.

II. RELATED WORK

Although the AI4Pain challenge dataset contains video
and fNIRS recordings, we focus on pain recognition through
facial images/video. So, we discuss some of the works that
utilized facial expressions to predict pain, especially focusing
on transfer learning. Since our work relies on pain features
learned from another pain dataset, we also discuss the findings
of previous works that investigated cross-dataset applicability
of pain models.

A. Transfer Learning in Facial Pain Recognition

Facial expressions is a behavioral signal that is the most
informative form of nonverbal communication [|15]], [16]. The
development of facial action coding system (FACS) led to a
surge in identifying facial expression patterns of pain [17].
The recent advancements in machine learning methods led to
an increasing focus on automatic pain recognition systems.

Florea et al. [18] presented one of the earlier works on
transfer learning in pain prediction. They first trained a model
to learn data distribution of hand-crafted geometric features
for an emotion recognition task. These learned representations
were utilized in training a support vector machine in pain
intensity estimation.

The state-of-the-art pain facial expression recognition mod-
els rely on deep learning methods that learn relevant features
from the raw input [[19]. However, deep learning models are
typically trained on large datasets, whereas pain datasets are
often small. As mentioned above, transfer learning approaches
are often employed to circumvent this limitation. One transfer
learning technique is to use pre-trained models as feature
extractors and subsequently training pain recognition models
on the extracted features. For example, Zamzmi et al. [[7]] used
a face recognition model (VGG-Face) and object recognition
models (VGG trained on ImageNet dataset) as feature ex-
tractors. The features obtained from the CNN models were
used to train a neonatal pain recognition model. Similarly,
Egede et al. [8] utilized an action unit (AU) detection CNN
as a feature extractor to estimate pain in a shoulder pain
dataset. Both these works found that CNN-extracted features
outperformed the hand-crafted features.

Another transfer learning technique involves fine-tuning the
pre-trained CNN using the target dataset. Unlike the feature
extractor method, this technique changes the learned represen-
tation of the source model. Examples of fine-tuning method
include the works of Wang et al. [[9] and Prajod et al. [[12], [20].
Wang et al. fine-tuned the VGG-Face CNN for pain estimation,
whereas Prajod et al. transfer learned pain detection from
emotion recognition CNN. Their models showcased good
performances, plausibly due to the similarity between the
source and target tasks.

Most existing facial pain datasets consists of consecutive
video frames or pain video snippets. These datasets contain

temporal information that are seldom used by CNNs. Hence,
some studies proposed LSTMs to capture time-series data
from the pain videos/image sequences. For example, Ro-
driguez et al. [21] used fine-tuned the VGG-Face network
using pain images and used the fine-tuned network as a
feature extractor. The feature vectors from the CNN were then
used to train an LSTM for a binary pain detection task. The
LSTM architecture led to an improved performance compared
to frame-wise CNN predictions. However, Haque et al. [22]]
obtained a contradicting result. They fine-tuned the VGG-Face
network using pain images and connected the CNN network
to LSTM layers. They used RGB, depth information, and
thermal video frames as input images. Their results showed
that incorporating temporal information did not improve pain
prediction.

The works discussed above predominantly utilize VGG-
Face or facial expression models (emotions, AU) for extracting
features for pain recognition. In our work, we use an existing
pain detection model as a feature extractor and subsequently
train a pain recognition model on the challenge dataset.

B. Cross-Dataset Pain Applicability

Existing pain datasets can be broadly classified as clinical
and experimental pain [20]], [23]]. Clinical pain originates from
existing clinical conditions such as surgery or back pain,
whereas experimental pain is induced through stimuli like heat
or electricity. While selecting a pain detection model as a
feature extractor, it is important to ensure that the model is
capable of detecting features relevant for the given dataset.
One indicator is good cross-dataset performances of a model,
which suggests that the model learned generic pain features.

There are limited number of works that perform cross-
dataset evaluations of pain models. To address this limitation,
Othman et al. [24] conducted cross-dataset evaluations of their
pain models trained on a heat pain dataset and an electrical
pain dataset. Both heat and electrical pain models achieved
comparable performances in both within-dataset and cross-
dataset evaluations.

Dai et al. [25]] trained pain detection models using a
shoulder pain dataset. They tested their models on a heat
pain dataset and found a decline in performances. Similarly,
Tavakolian et al. [26] investigated the same datasets and
assessed cross-dataset performances of both models. They
observed lower cross-dataset performance for both models.
Furthermore, Prajod et al. [20] also conducted cross-dataset
evaluations on models trained on the same datasets. They ob-
served that the heat pain dataset was more robust and achieved
comparable within-dataset and cross-dataset evaluations. They
further validated the features learned by the models using
explainable Al techniques.

The above results indicate that a clinical pain dataset (e.g.,
shoulder pain) may not be ideal for representing features of
electrical pain images. On the other hand, the findings of
Othman et al. suggest that two experimental pain models (e.g.,
heat and electrical pain) may be more compatible.



III. APPROACH

Our model development follows a typical machine learn-
ing pipeline involving pre-processing, feature extraction, and
training phases. The pre-processing involves face cropping and
scaling of the input images. The relevant facial pain features
were extracted using a pre-trained CNN which was trained
on another pain dataset. This pre-trained model was chosen
because it has been demonstrated to learn well-known facial
pain patterns. In the training phase, we trained two different
pain recognition models to evaluate our approach. These steps
followed in each phase are detailed in Sections
and respectively. Figure [T] shows an overview of the
various components involved in the model development.

A. Dataset

The Al4Pain dataset includes data from 65 participants and
is designed to distinguish between three pain categories: No-
Pain, Low-Pain, and High-Pain.

This dataset consists of recordings from 23 women and
42 men, with an average age of 29.06 years (SD = 8.28).
Participants were seated with their arms resting on a table.
Each participant wore a functional near-infrared spectroscopy
(fNIRS) headset positioned on the frontal area, and their facial
video data was captured using a Logitech StreamCam at a
sampling rate of 30Hz.

Transcutaneous electrical nerve stimulation (TENS) elec-
trodes were placed on the inner forearm and the back of the
hand of the participants’ right arms. To prevent habituation
and order effects, the location and intensity of the pain stimuli
were counterbalanced. Each session began with approximately
60-second baseline period representing the No-Pain condition.
The experimental design included six repetitions of each
stimulus (Low Pain and High Pain) at each anatomical location
(Arm and Hand), totaling 12 repetitions for both Low Pain
and High Pain stimuli. Specific stimulus locations have been
omitted from the dataset. The dataset collection procedure has
been detailed in [27]]. The dataset is divided into three sets
Train (41 participants), Validation (12 participants), Test (12
participants For our experiments, we use the Train for training
and Validation splits for hyper parameter optimization. Results
are reported for Validation and Test.

B. Preprocessing

The preprocessing step involves extracting and cropping
facial regions from video frames, and preparing the data for
subsequent analysis. Initially, the face-alignment [28|] library
detects facial landmarks in each video frame, ensuring accu-
rate identification of facial regions. Once the landmarks are
detected, a bounding box is calculated around the face, which
is then used to crop the face from the frame. The cropped
faces are resized to a standard target size of 224 x 224 pixels
to ensure uniform input dimensions for further processing.
Videos are read frame-by-frame using OpenC and face
detection and cropping procedures are applied for each frame.

Uhttps://pypi.org/project/opencv-python/

The videos are processed at a resampled frame rate of 30
frames per second (fps) to maintain uniformity across the
dataset. Each cropped face is saved as an image in a specified
output directory, resulting in a series of images representing
the facial expressions over time.

C. Feature Extraction

Recent facial expression recognition systems employ deep
learning models that are capable of extracting features from the
raw images and subsequently making predictions. However,
such models need to be trained on large amounts of data
for reliable performance. But pain datasets are typically small
due to ethical considerations and data collection challenges
involved in inducing pain [9]-[11]], [13]. In these cases, prior
research [9], [12]], [29] adopted a transfer learning approach
to train deep learning models using small pain datasets. These
studies leverage the weights of a CNN model trained on
another dataset (source) for training the target model. In other
words, the features learned for the source task are transferred
to the target task.

A special case of this type of transfer learning is utilizing
the source model as a feature extractor [7]], [8[, [12], [[L8&]].
The weights of the source models are intact and the output
produced by the model for an input image is used as fea-
ture vectors for a target model. This approach is similar to
traditional machine learning models that rely on hand-crafted
features, though the features in this case are obtained through
a pre-trained model.

The ideal feature extractor would be a model that generates
features relevant to pain recognition. A straightforward choice
is an existing pain model trained on another dataset that
performs well in predicting pain. We use the features extracted
from this existing pain model to train a simpler model that
predicts pain in the target dataset. However, it is important to
note that multiple images/videos of the pain datasets originate
from the same participant, which reduces the variations in the
pain responses. Hence, well-performing existing pain models
may learn features specific to their training datasets. To
mitigate this risk, the ideal feature extraction model should
be validated on other datasets (cross-dataset evaluations).

We considered a few existing models that have shown
good cross-dataset performances. In this paper, we leveraged
an existing model developed by Prajod et al. [20] for pain
detection. This is because, in addition to cross-dataset eval-
uations, the authors also applied explainable AI methods to
visualize the learned representations of their model. We note
that the saliency maps they presented correspond to some
of the established facial expression patterns. For example,
their saliency maps (see Figure [2) showed patterns typically
associated with pain expressions such as nose wrinkling, lips
apart, and eye closure [17], [23]].

The model follows a VGG16 architecture and takes as input
face-cropped images scaled to 224 x 224 pixels. The final
pooling layer of the original VGG16 architecture was modified
to a Global Average Pooling instead of the Max Pooling.
After the final pooling layer, the model is connected to a
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Fig. 1. An illustration of the machine learning pipeline with an overview of the various components.
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Fig. 2. Few saliency maps taken from Prajod et al. [20] showing the features learned by their model.
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Fig. 3. Visualization of our CNN feature extractor.

fully connected layer of size 1024, followed by the prediction
layer. We utilize the model until the fully connected layer
as the feature extractor (see Figure , i.e., the output of the
fully connected layer serves as the feature vector (length =
1024) for subsequent training. This model was trained on
face images from the BioVid heat pain dataset [30]], which
contains data from 87 participants. While the dataset contains
five classes of pain, the model was trained as a binary classifier

to differentiate between no-pain and high-pain images. The
model achieved an accuracy of 0.70, and an F1-score of 0.69.
We refer to the original model paper [20] for the details of
the training procedure and hyperparameters.

We note that the BioVid dataset has instances of heat pain,
whereas the AI4Pain challenge dataset involves electrical pain.
While these pain stimuli are different, the literature suggests
that these stimuli lead to similar facial expressions [17],
[23]], [31]]. Moreover, previous study by Othman et al. [24]
demonstrated that pain models trained on heat (BioVid) and
electrical (X-ITE [32]]) pain datasets have good cross-dataset
performances.

While we expect the BioVid model to be a good feature
extractor, there are a couple of considerations that may affect
the effective transferability of learned features. First, the cho-
sen BioVid model was trained as a binary classifier (no-pain
vs. high-pain). The subsequent performance and explainability
assessments may have been influenced by this choice. In other
words, while the BioVid model learned features to detect
high-pain, it is not clear if these features are sufficient to
differentiate low-pain and high-pain in the Al4Pain dataset.
We address this gap by evaluating the performance of models
trained on the Al4Pain dataset using the BioVid model as a
feature extractor. Second, this model was trained and evaluated
on images that were suggested by dataset creators as pain
frames. Hence, the efficiency of this model in detecting the
subtle changes in facial expressions during the entire pain
experience is yet to be investigated. Similarly, the lack of
time series information leads to the model not distinguishing
between eye closures due to blinks and pain. Hence, our
models are designed to capture the time series information



for improved pain detection.

D. Models

1) Simple ANN with Majority Voting: For our initial clas-
sifier, we use a straightforward neural network architecture to
predict each frame in a video. The model comprises four fully
connected layers with a decreasing number of neurons in each
successive layer (1024, 128, 32, 3). Each layer employs the
ReLU activation function. To mitigate overfitting, dropout is
applied between each fully connected layer at a rate of 0.3. To
generate a single label for the entire video, we predict each
frame individually and then determine the final label through
a majority vote. Figure [] illustrates the model architecture for
our simple neural network.

Input (1024)

4

Fully Connected Layer (1024, RelLU)

Dropout (rate = 0.2)
Fully Connected Layer (128, ReLU)
Dropout (rate = 0.2)
Fully Connected Layer (32, ReLU)
Dropout (rate = 0.2)
Prediction Layer (3, Softmax)

4

Majority Voting (Over Whole Video)

4

No-Pain/
Low-Pain/
High-Pain

Fig. 4. Visualization of our simple ANN model with majority voting scheme
for video level prediction.

2) LSTM: The LSTM layers in deep learning models are
typically used to capture time series information. In this work,
we utilize a relatively simple architecture involving two LSTM
layers. The low-pain and high-pain videos were recorded at
30 frames per second and lasted for 10 seconds, resulting
in 300 frames per video. So, the input to the model was
300 stacked arrays of length 1024 each, where each array
represents features extracted for a frame of the video. A batch
normalization layer was applied to the input to ensure stable
training and faster convergence. The model contained two
LSTM layers with 32 and 16 units. A batch normalization
and a dropout layer (rate = 0.3) were added after each LSTM
layer to mitigate overfitting. Finally, the model was connected

to a fully connected layer (16 units with ReLU activation)
and a prediction layer (3 units with Softmax activation). The
LSTM architecture is visualized in Figure [3

Input (300 x 1024)

¥

Batch Normalization
LSTM (32 units)

Batch Normalization

Dropout (rate = 0.3)
LSTM (16 units)
Batch Normalization
Dropout (rate = 0.3)
Fully Connected Layer (16, ReLU)

Prediction Layer (3, Softmax)

¥

No-Pain/
Low-Pain/
High-Pain

Fig. 5. Visualization of our LSTM model for 10-second videos (300 frames).

The model was trained using weighted categorical cross-
entropy loss and Adadelta (learning rate = 1.0) optimizer.
The loss function weights for each class were determined as
inverse class frequencies. The training input was provided in
batches of 32 and lasted for a maximum of 100 epochs. We
employed the early stopping mechanism (patience = 5) to
avoid overfitting, i.e., the training stopped if the validation
error did not reduce for five consecutive epochs.

Unlike low-pain and high-pain videos, the no-pain videos
lasted around 60 seconds. The no-pain videos were divided
into 10-second segments to maximize the training data, yield-
ing 5-6 segments from the no-pain video. However, the vali-
dation and test sets utilized the first 300 frames of every video
for comparing results with the baseline.

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The challenge evaluates the performances using the Ac-
curacy metric. We report the precision, recall, Fl-score, and
accuracy of the models on the validation set. Since the labels
for the test set were not available, only the accuracy computed
by the organizers is reported. To highlight our approach’s
effectiveness, we compare our model’s performance on the
validation and test sets to the baseline results on these sets.

Table || presents the performance of models on the vali-
dation set. Interestingly, the fNIRS baseline model achieved



TABLE I
PERFORMANCE OF OUR MODELS AND BASELINE ON THE VALIDATION SET

Models . Precision . ' Recall ] ' F1-score ] Accuracy
No-Pain | Low | High | Avg. | No-Pain | Low | High | Avg. | No-Pain | Low | High | Avg.
Baseline (Video) 0.40
Baseline (fNIRS) 0.43
Baseline (Video + fNIRS) 0.40
Simple ANN + Voting 0.10 0.60 | 0.66 | 045 0.17 0.67 | 055 | 046 0.12 0.63 | 0.60 | 045 0.59 con
LSTM 0.24 059 | 0.71 | 0.51 0.42 074 | 0.49 | 0.5 0.30 0.65 | 0.58 | 051 0.60
TABLE 11 feature vector representations. These feature vectors were then

PERFORMANCE OF OUR MODELS AND BASELINE ON THE TEST SET

Models Accuracy
Baseline (Video) 0.40
Baseline (fNIRS) 0.43

Baseline (Video + fNIRS) 0.42
Simple ANN + Voting 0.49
LSTM 0.43

the highest accuracy among all configurations of baseline
evaluation. There was an decrease in the performance when
video and fNIRS modalities were combined. Nevertheless,
both our models outperformed all baseline models, with LSTM
model achieving the highest accuracy of 0.60. Moreover, the
class-wise recalls indicate that the chosen CNN features did
not ignore one class, while achieving high prediction accuracy
for other classes. In other words, the BioVid CNN features
shows promising discerning capabilities for all three classes
in the Al4Pain dataset.

The performance of the models on the test set are presented
in Table The baseline values are similar to that of the
validation set. Again, the unimodal fNIRS model performed
better than combining video and fNIRS. However, our models
saw a considerable drop in accuracy, with around 0.1 drop
in simple ANN accuracy and 0.17 drop in LSTM accuracy.
Despite this drop, the LSTM model matched the best baseline
performance, whereas the simple ANN model outperformed
all the models.

We emphasized transferability through our approach and
hence, adopted a unimodal pain recognition approach. How-
ever, typically multimodal data results in an improved recog-
nition performance. Although the baseline performances show
otherwise, the multimodal approach may potentially improve
the performance with a different feature extraction or model
architecture.

V. CONCLUSION

In this study, we explored the transferability of feature rep-
resentation learned by a pain prediction model to another pain
recognition model. Specifically, we assessed if the features
learned by a heat pain model can be applied in training an
electrical pain recognition model. Although the stimuli are
different, the literature suggests that pain facial expressions
caused by these stimuli share similarities. So, our assessment
involved using an existing model trained on a heat pain dataset
as a feature extractor. The facial images from the electrical
pain dataset were fed to this feature extractor CNN to generate

used to train two electrical pain models: a simple ANN and
an LSTM network. This assessment was carried out as a part
of the AI4Pain challenge, which provided us the access to
an electrical pain dataset. The challenge aimed at classifying
participant data into three levels of pain: No-Pain, Low-Pain,
and High-Pain. Although the challenge dataset includes videos
and fNIRS data, we utilized only the video modality due to
our focus on transferability. Our models outperformed the
challenge baseline models on validation and test sets. Our
results indicate that features learned during heat pain training
can be leveraged to train electrical pain models. Our findings
contribute to improving deep learned pain recognition with
limited data, which is a typical characteristics of pain datasets.
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