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ABSTRACT

Facial Expression Recognition (FER) from videos is a crucial
task in various application areas, such as human-computer
interaction and health monitoring (e.g., pain, depression, fa-
tigue, and stress). Beyond the challenges of recognizing subtle
emotional or health states, the effectiveness of deep FER mod-
els is often hindered by the considerable variability of expres-
sions among subjects. Source-free domain adaptation (SFDA)
methods are employed to adapt a pre-trained source model us-
ing only unlabeled target domain data, thereby avoiding data
privacy and storage issues. Typically, SFDA methods adapt to
a target domain dataset corresponding to an entire population
and assume it includes data from all recognition classes. How-
ever, collecting such comprehensive target data can be difficult
or even impossible for FER in healthcare applications. In
many real-world scenarios, it may be feasible to collect a short
neutral control video (displaying only neutral expressions) for
target subjects before deployment. These videos can be used
to adapt a model to better handle the variability of expres-
sions among subjects. This paper introduces the Disentangled
Source-Free Domain Adaptation (DSFDA) method to address
the SFDA challenge posed by missing target expression data.
DSFDA leverages data from a neutral target control video
for end-to-end generation and adaptation of target data with
missing non-neutral data. Our method learns to disentangle
features related to expressions and identity while generating
the missing non-neutral target data, thereby enhancing model
accuracy. Additionally, our self-supervision strategy improves
model adaptation by reconstructing target images that main-
tain the same identity and source expression. Experimental
results1 on the challenging BioVid and UNBC-McMaster pain
datasets indicate that our DSFDA approach can outperform
state-of-the-art adaptation methods. Our code is available at:
github.com/MasoumehSharafi/DSFDA-for-Pain-Assessment.

1Our code is provided in suppl. materials and will be made
public.

Keywords: Disentangled Learning, Domain Adaptation, Pain
Estimation, Emotion Recognition

1 Introduction

Facial expression recognition (FER) has attracted much atten-
tion in computer vision due to the breadth of its applications,
such as pain assessment, stress estimation, and driver fatigue
monitoring. Although state-of-the-art (SOTA) deep FER mod-
els [33, 40, 41, 59] have made significant progress, developing
applications and models capable of characterizing expression
remains a challenge. Deep learning models [31], [32], [50]
have shown promising performance on various FER tasks.
However, their performance can degrade significantly when
there is a shift in data distributions between the source (lab)
and target (operational) domains. Various unsupervised adap-
tation (UDA) methods [25, 29, 56, 61] have been proposed
to address the distribution shifts between the source and the
target domain. For instance, the work by Zeeshan et al. [56]
introduces a subject-based multi-source domain adaptation
(MSDA) method specifically tailored for FER tasks, where
each subject is considered as an individual domain for fine-
grained adaptation to the variability of expressions among
subjects.

State-of-the-art UDA methods [5, 19, 25, 26, 61] rely on
the availability of the labeled source data during adaptation,
which is impractical in real-world scenarios due to concerns
for data privacy, data storage, transmission cost, and compu-
tation burden. Therefore, to reduce the reliance on source
data during the adaptation process, several source-free (un-
supervised) domain adaptation (SFDA) methods have been
proposed [11, 24, 28, 54, 57].

SFDA methods typically focus on the scenario where unla-
beled target data from all classes is available for the adaptation
process (see Fig. 1(a)). However, in real-world video-based
health applications, person-specific data representing non-
neutral expressions is typically costly or unavailable. A short
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Figure 1: Illustration of SFDA settings using pain estimation
as an example. (a) A standard subject-based SFDA setting
where the source pre-trained model FS is adapted through a
pseudo-labeling approach using unlabeled target video data
from all classes (neutral and pain levels). (b) Our proposed
subject-based disentangled SFDA (DSFDA) setting with neu-
tral control target data. The generator G is employed to syn-
thesize the missing classes in the target domain based on the
neutral control video. (c) Comparison of accuracy on BioVid
data [46] of a source-only pre-trained Inception-V3 CNN (Fs

before adaptation), after adaptation with only neutral control
data, and with our DSFDA method on neutral and generated
pain data. (Locks denote that labeled source data is not avail-
able during adaptation.)

neutral control video may, however, be collected for target
individuals and used to personalize a model to the variability
of an individual’s diverse expressions. In practice, collect-
ing neutral target data for adaptation is generally easier than
gathering non-neutral emotional data. Annotating neutral ex-
pressions is more straightforward and less subjective than
interpreting emotional expressions, which can vary consid-
erably among expert annotators. Creating scenarios to elicit
specific emotions is complex, time-consuming, and raises
ethical and privacy concerns. In contrast, capturing neutral
expressions is less intrusive and may encourage more willing
participation, as it avoids the need to act out emotional states.

This paper introduces a new setting for SFDA, where data
from all classes is available for source domain subjects to
pre-train a deep FER model, while only neutral control data
is available for target domain subjects to adapt this model. In
the standard SFDA setting, data from all classes is available
for the source and target domains. In contrast, our proposed
setting assumes that only neutral data is available for adapta-
tion. At inference time, however, the FER model will process
data from all classes. Fig. 1(c) shows the limitation of using
a source-only pre-trained deep FER model without adapta-
tion (in blue) or when fine-tuning with only neutral control
target data (in orange). The accuracy of models is compared
across neutral and pain classes (all pain levels combined). A
model adapted only to neutral data becomes biased toward
the neutral class and struggles to generalize to non-neutral
expression. This is shown by its significantly lower accuracy
on pain expressions compared to the source-only model.

In this paper, a new personalized SFDA method is proposed
for FER with our new setting (see Fig. 1(b)). The Disen-
tangled SFDA (DSFDA) method is proposed to address the
challenges of personalized SFDA using neutral control target
data by generating the missing non-neutral expressive image
data for target subjects. Using a dual-generator architecture
pre-trained on source subjects, a neutral image is transformed
into one that exhibits the missing non-neutral expression. By
combining features from two input images, the method synthe-
sizes expressive images that belong to the missing non-neural
target expressions, enabling accurate FER predictions for tar-
get subjects even without explicit data for those expressions.
Our approach is further enhanced using self-supervised learn-
ing, which ensures the reconstruction of input target images
with the same identity and source expression. This process
improves the model’s adaptability and prediction accuracy in
the absence of source data. As shown in Fig. 1(c), DSFDA
overcomes the challenges of domain shifts and incomplete tar-
get data, ensuring a high level of performance across diverse
target domains.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows. (1) A novel
SFDA setting is introduced, where all classes in the source
data are utilized to pre-train the source model. For target
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adaptation, however, only neutral control target data is avail-
able to adapt the model for a target subject. (2) We propose
the DSFDA method, a one-stage approach tailored to our
novel setting, that combines data generation and target do-
main adaptation to simultaneously generate non-neutral target
image data and adapt a FER model. (3) An extensive set of
experimental results indicating that the FER model adapted
using our DSFDA method outperforms state-of-the-art SFDA
methods on the BioVid and UNBC-McMaster datasets. The
method scales well to the number of subjects and is robust
across various subjects, target domains, and datasets.

2 Related Work

2.1 Source-Free Domain Adaptation

UDA methodologies [5, 19, 26, 61] require simultaneous
access to both labeled source domain and unlabeled target
domain data during training. Some facial analysis datasets
are characterized by concerns about privacy and sensitivity.
SFDA methods have been proposed to address the challenges
of privacy and memory storage. SOTA methods SFDA can
be classified into two distinct groups [11]: data-based meth-
ods [10, 17, 18, 23, 43, 51] and the model-based methods
[12, 28, 52].

Data-based methods: [18] used BN statistics to generate
source-like images, which transfer the style by aligning batch-
wise feature statistics of generated source-like image features
to that stored in the BN layer. Instead of directly generating
source-like data, other studies focus on approximating and
generating the underlying data distribution. For example, [10]
utilized source classifier weights and target pseudo-labels
computed through spherical k-means clustering to estimate
the source feature distribution. Next, the proxy source data can
be extracted from the approximated source distribution, and
a conventional DA approach is used to achieve cross-domain
alignment.

Model-based methods: Conti et al. [8] introduced a cluster
purity score to obtain reliable pseudo-labels using k-means
clustering. The target feature extractor is then trained us-
ing two augmentations of input images instead of raw input
data. Then, the reduced target dataset is trained using the ob-
tained reliable pseudo-labels with the self-supervised feature
extractor. Guo et al. [13] incorporate Tsallis entropy into
the information maximization constraint to enhance the con-
fidence of prediction labels while reducing confidence bias.
Moreover, the method utilizes virtual adversarial training by
employing perturbed data alongside original target domain
data to improve the model’s domain generalization ability.

Unlike the promising results of SFDA methods in benchmark
classification tasks, current SFDA approaches are typically

designed under the assumption of an equal number of classes
in both the source and target domains. However, in FER
tasks, non-neutral expression data (missing classes) may be
unavailable due to the high costs of data collection and anno-
tation, with only a short neutral video available for adaptation.
This leads to a label shift between the target adaptation and
testing phases, in addition to the domain shift between the
source and target domains, ultimately degrading classification
performance. To mitigate the shift between the source and tar-
get domains, generative models are utilized to synthesize the
missing classes within the target domain, thereby enriching
the diversity of the target data. These models aim to produce
high-quality images or videos that accurately represent the
emotional expressions absent in the original target dataset.
In the literature, a variety of techniques have been explored
for this purpose, ranging from traditional generative adver-
sarial networks (GANs) and variational autoencoders (VAEs)
to more advanced frameworks such as conditional GANs,
diffusion models, and disentanglement methods.

2.2 Facial Expression Generation and Disentanglement

Generative modeling, a branch of machine learning (ML),
concentrates on understanding the underlying distribution of
training data to enable the generation of new samples that
mimic the statistical features of that data. Over time, signif-
icant progress has been made in this field. Most common
techniques like GANs [2, 3, 4, 7, 58], VAEs [22, 37, 44],
and diffusion models [9, 21, 34, 38] have significantly im-
proved the quality and variety of the samples generated. For
facial expression generation, [42] developed FExGAN-Meta
for meta-humans, while ImaGINator [48] employed CGANs
for creating facial expression video sequences. Niinuma et
al. [35] used a GAN-based approach to synthesize facial ex-
pressions for AU intensity estimation, improving performance
on imbalanced and domain-shifted datasets through person-
alized networks. Recent works have emphasized domain
generalization and adaptation for cross-corpus facial expres-
sion recognition. Yin et al. [55] introduced the FATE model,
which uses contrastive learning and facial animation warping
for superior cross-domain emotion recognition. Furthermore,
DeepFN [15] proposed deep face normalization for robust
action unit recognition across individuals. Kim et al. [53]
leveraged single-image temporal cues for action unit detec-
tion, enhancing the understanding of subtle expressions.

Disentanglement in ML refers to the process of learning rep-
resentations where different factors of variation in the data
are isolated into distinct components [16]. It is helpful for
tasks like data augmentation, image synthesis, and improving
ML model performance. In the literature, numerous meth-
ods of disentanglement are used for different tasks. In their
study, [47] suggest classifying these techniques according to
several criteria. Disentanglement holds significant relevance
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for facial expression recognition, where expression features
often exhibit a high correlation with the identities of sub-
jects. Popularized by [6], GANs are frequently employed in
FER disentanglement studies to effectively separate expres-
sion features from identity features, thereby improving the
performance and interpretability of models [1, 50]. Addi-
tionally, disentangling other factors is possible as well. The
IPD-FER method utilizes three encoders to disentangle iden-
tity, pose, and expression factors [20]. Furthermore, Halawa
et al. [14] propose a GAN-based disentanglement approach
that achieves the separation of expression features without
relying on identity labels.

Beyond GAN, other techniques are also explored for disentan-
glement, including the VAEs methods, which is another popu-
lar method for disentanglement [60]. Moreover, Li et al. [27]
propose to use the Hilbert-Schmidt independence criterion to
disentangle expression from identity features, demonstrating
the application of mathematical criteria in disentanglement
tasks. In the same way, mutual information minimization is a
strategy for achieving this objective [39]. These studies high-
light diverse methodologies aimed at achieving robust and
interpretable disentangled representations in facial expression
recognition.

Given only neutral control videos in the target domain, we
generate video frames that represent non-neutral expressions.
This two-stage approach converts the SFDA problem with
only neutral target videos into a standard SFDA scenario
where both domains share the same classes. First, a gener-
ator (like VAEs, GANs, or DMs) is trained on the source
domain to create images with non-neutral expressions, while
a source model is pre-trained on the source data. Then, during
inference, the generator produces images or videos for the
target data, which initially lacks these expressions. These syn-
thetic images are combined with the target’s neutral images
to adapt the source model to the target domain, improving
expression recognition. However, current generative methods
often struggle to capture subtle pain intensity levels due to the
complexity of nuanced expressions.

SOTA methods for SFDA assume the same classes for target
adaptation and testing across all settings, such as closed-set,
partial-set, and open-set. However, in FER tasks, non-neutral
expression data may not be available due to the challenges and
costs of data collection and annotation, leaving only neutral
control target video for adaptation. This results in a label shift
between the target adaptation and testing phases, in addition
to the domain shift between the source and target domains,
ultimately degrading classification performance. While gen-
erative models are used to produce non-neutral expressions
for target data, they often struggle with subtle expressions,
such as varying levels of pain intensity. This limitation arises
because these deep FER models find it challenging to handle
the nuances required for accurate expression generation. As

described in the next section, our DSFDA method addresses
this challenge by employing a disentanglement process that
effectively separates expression information from other facial
identity attributes, resulting in a higher overall performance.

3 Proposed Method

Fig. 2 shows the training and testing architecture of our Dis-
entangled SFDA (DSFDA) method for adapting a FER model
using only neutral control video per target subject. To produce
the non-neutral expressions for the target data and align with
the source domain, a disentanglement method is used to simul-
taneously generate and adapt the target data by reducing the
perceptual and reconstruction loss between the input image
and the generated image.

3.1 Notation

In the proposed method, Iid denotes the identity image with
its corresponding one-hot label yid, and Iexp denotes the ex-
pression image with its corresponding one-hot label yexp. The
generated image produced by the model is represented as Ig,
while yg is the one-hot label of the generated image Ig. The
number of identity classes is denoted as cid, and the number of
expression classes is represented as cexp. The distribution of
identity images is indicated by pid, the distribution of expres-
sion images by pexp, and the distribution of generated images
by pg. The reconstructed identity image is denoted as Îid, and
the reconstructed expression image is represented as Îexp. The
identity representation obtained from the identity encoder is
indicated as did, while dg_id refers to the identity representa-
tion of the generated image. Additionally, n represents the
number of training samples, and ŷji is the j-th output value
from the softmax classifier for the i-th sample.

3.2 Model Architecture

DSFDA is inspired by the architecture in [50], where ex-
pressions are disentangled from other facial information to
improve expression classification performance. DSFDA re-
lies on two encoders to disentangle identity and expression
information from facial images for improved adaptation. It
consists of a generator, with two encoders (Eid, Eexp) and a
decoder (D), and two discriminators (Did, Dexp) for identity
and expression classification. The generator creates synthe-
sized images the combining the identity of one image with
the expression of another, and these images are verified by
the discriminators. The model is trained using reconstruction,
perceptual, and adversarial losses, along with an expression
classifier (Cexp) trained on real data.

The training and adaptation architecture is a GAN model used
originally to disentangle identity and expression from identity.
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Figure 2: Training and testing architecture of our DSFDA method. In the training and adaptation part (pink), the identity and
expression features of input images are used to generate images with the identity of the target image and the expression of
the source prototype embeddings through adversarial training. The model learns to disentangle the expression and identity
information through generation. At test time (red), the expression encoder with fully connected layers is used to classify
expressions.

Our architecture is thus made of different components: one
generator, G, and two discriminators, Did and Dexp, respec-
tively, for identity and expression. The generator is composed
of one decoder (D) and two encoders; the first one specializes
in extracting identity features, Eid, and the second one special-
izes in extracting expression features Eexp. A pair of images
feed them Iid and Iexp from which a fake image Ig is generated
with the identity of Iid and the pain level of Iexp. Both discrim-
inators Did and Dexp are fed with this fake image to ensure
that the correct identity and the correct expression have been
generated. The generator is then once again used to generate,
from Ig and the two real images Iid and Iexp, two other fake
images Îid and Îexp, which are respectively the copies of Iid
and Iexp.

3.3 Objective Function

(1) Classifier: Fully connected layers of the classifier Cexp
are trained using real images Iexp with cross-entropy loss:

Lexp = −E(Iexp,yexp)∼pexp

cexp∑
e=1

1[yexp = e] log(Cexp(Iexp)) (1)

(2) Discriminator: To operate the adversarial method, two
discriminators are trained with real images Iid and Iexp to
recognize either identity or pain expression. We employ an

expression discriminator Dexp with cexp classes. Similarly,
an identity discriminator Did, configured with cid + 1 classes,
guides the generator to produce realistic images with the speci-
fied identities. The loss functions for the identity discriminator
Ldis_id and the expression discriminator Ldis_exp are defined
by:

Ldis_id = −E(Iid,yid)∼pid

cid+1∑
i=1

1[yid = i] log(Did(Iid))

−E(Ig,yg)∼pg

cg∑
g=1

1[yg = g] log(Dg(Iid))

(2)

Ldis_exp = −E(Iexp,yexp)∼pexp

cexp∑
e=1

1[yexp = e] log(Dexp(Iexp))

(3)
where yg is the label of the generated image, pid, pexp, and
pg represent the distributions of identity images, expression
images, and generated images, respectively and cid, cexp, and
cg are the number of identity, expression, and generated image
classes.

Given that the generated images should replicate the overall
appearance of the identity input image, an additional class for
real and fake images is included in the identity discrimina-
tor. Consequently, only the identity discriminator processes
the generated images. The expression classifier’s role is to
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classify the expressions of the images. Using real expression
data for the expression discriminator during training is there-
fore advantageous. Using generated images with incorrect
emotions can destabilize the training process.

(3) Generator: The generator consists of a decoder and two
encoders: one for expression and the other for identity. During
training, all components of the generator are updated simul-
taneously. A reconstruction loss is employed to ensure the
generation of accurate images, where the reconstructed iden-
tity image Îid closely resembles the input identity image Iid,
and the reconstructed expression image Îexp closely matches
the input expression image Iexp:

Lrec = EIid∼pid∥Îid − Iid∥1 + EIexp∼pexp∥Îexp − Iexp∥1 (4)

In addition, perceptual loss, defined by MSE loss, is used to
ensure that identity features produced by the discriminator are
the same for real and generated images, Iid and Ig:

Lper = EIid∼pid∥did(Ig)− did(Iid)∥2 (5)

where did(.) denotes features extracted by the discriminator
specialized in identity recognition.

Discriminators Did and Dexp are trained to recognize identity
and expression. To make the generator fool both discrimina-
tors, the following adversarial loss is applied:

Ladv = −λ3E(Iid,yid)

cid∑
i=1

1[yid = i] log(Did(Id))

−λ4E(Iexp,yexp)

cexp∑
e=1

1[yexp = e] log(Dexp(Ig))

(6)

where Did(.) and Dexp(.) are, respectively, the predicted class
distribution by identity and expression discriminators, and
yexp and yid denote labels of expression and identity for real
images.

The total loss function for the generator is:

Lgen = λ1Lrec + λ2Lper + Ladv (7)

In Eqs. (6) and (7), λ1 to λ4 are hyperparameters used to
adjust the impact of individual losses.

4 Results and Discussion

4.1 Experimental Methodology

We evaluate the performance of our model using the BioVid
Heat Pain dataset [46] and the UNBC-McMaster Shoulder
Pain dataset [30].

Datasets. We evaluate the performance of our model using
the BioVid Heat Pain dataset [46] and the UNBC-McMaster
Shoulder Pain dataset [30].

The BioVid dataset is divided into five distinct parts, each
varying in terms of subjects, labeling, modalities, and tasks.
In our experimentation, we use Part A of the dataset, which
includes data from 87 subjects, encompassing four pain levels
(PA1, PA2, PA3, and PA4) in addition to a neutral (BL1). The
modalities in Part A consist of frontal video recordings and
biological signals. In this study, we focus on the highest pain
level and the neutral state, using only the frames extracted
from frontal video recordings. Each subject has 20 videos
per class, each lasting 5.5 seconds. According to [49], the
PA4 dataset does not show any facial activity in the first two
seconds of the videos and has demonstrated that initial pain
intensities do not elicit any facial activities. They suggest
focusing solely on ’no pain’ and the highest pain intensities.
Therefore, we only consider frames after the first two seconds
to exclude the initial part of the sequence that did not indicate
any response to pain. In summary, we used 87 subjects with
two classes (no pain and pain), 20 videos per class, and 75
frames per video.

The UNBC-McMaster dataset comprises 200 pain videos from
25 subjects. Each video frame is annotated with a pain inten-
sity score based on the PSPI scale in a range of 0 to 15. To
address the significant imbalance in pain intensity levels, we
adopt the quantization strategy proposed in [36], categorizing
pain intensities into five discrete levels: 0 (neutral), 1 (1), 2
(2), 3 (3), 4 (4–5), and 5 (6–15).

Experimental Protocol. In our experiments, we divide both
datasets into two domains: source and target. The first experi-
ment is conducted using the BioVid dataset, where the source
domain comprises 77 subjects and the target domain includes
the remaining 10 subjects, with each subject treated as an
individual target domain. To evaluate the performance of our
approach, we follow a three-phase methodology: source train-
ing, target adaptation, and target testing. During the source
training phase, the model is trained using the 77 source sub-
jects, each with both neutral and pain level 4 images. In the
adaptation phase, the model is adapted to the target data, con-
sisting of neutral videos of the 10 remaining subjects. Finally,
in the target testing phase, the model is tested on each target
subject using 12 videos representing both neutral and pain
expressions.

In the second experiment, we use the UNBC-McMaster
dataset. In this case, 20 subjects are designated as the source
domain, while the remaining five subjects form the target do-
main. Similar to the BioVid experiment, the model is first
trained on the source subjects, adapted to the target data, and
tested on each target subject individually.

Experimental Settings. To validate our approach, several set-
tings are explored: (1) Source only, where a pre-trained model
on the source domain is directly tested on the target domain
without any adaptation. It serves as a baseline for evaluating
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Table 1: Accuracy (%) of the proposed method and SOTA methods on the BioVid dataset for 10 target subjects with all 77
sources. Bold text shows the highest accuracy. Note: SFDA (77-shot) indicates that 77 prototypes were used from the source
data.

Setting Methods Sub-1 Sub-2 Sub-3 Sub-4 Sub-5 Sub-6 Sub-7 Sub-8 Sub-9 Sub-10 Avg.

Source only Source model 66.11 55.55 86.36 85.11 87.11 59.00 75.66 70.44 52.66 48.22 68.62

SFDA

SHOT [28] 55.78 47.76 41.05 52.44 54.67 48.89 54.46 49.22 54.86 44.44 50.35

NRC [54] 59.33 39.38 84.00 72.89 79.67 42.67 63.92 53.95 54.89 42.47 60.31

DSFDA (ours) 77.00 75.11 90.89 85.67 88.11 67.48 89.22 87.56 69.22 72.11 80.24

SFDA
(77-shot)

SHOT [28] 85.67 75.11 90.89 85.36 87.11 59.11 76.86 84.22 60.33 86.22 79.09

NRC [54] 82.78 71.40 90.91 85.22 87.56 59.31 83.73 85.89 65.89 82.11 79.48

DSFDA (ours) 89.56 75.11 91.00 85.56 87.78 68.33 86.78 88.33 72.22 74.11 81.88

Oracle Fine-tune 97.11 91.43 96.76 97.89 96.11 92.30 90.01 95.09 98.22 97.00 95.19

how well the model generalizes to unseen data; (2) SFDA,
where only neutral images from the target subjects are used
for adaptation, while testing is performed on both neutral and
pain images. This setting is introduced to investigate how well
the model performs when adapted using only neutral images
and to compare its results to a scenario where both neutral and
pain images are available for adaptation; (3) SFDA (k-shot),
where we utilized target neutral data and k prototypes (im-
ages) from the source domain. The image prototypes from the
source data were selected using k-means clustering, with k
being the number of subjects in the source domain. Therefore,
one prototype was selected for each subject. The goal here is
to investigate whether pain prototypes, drawn from the source
domain, can effectively guide the model in recognizing pain
in the target domain; and (4) Oracle, an upper-bound scenario,
achieved by fine-tuning the source model with labeled neutral
and pain images from the target data.

Table 2: Accuracy (%) of the proposed method and SOTA
methods on the UNBC-McMaster dataset for five target sub-
jects with all 19 sources. Bold text shows the highest accuracy.
Note: SFDA (19-shot) indicates that 19 prototypes were used
from the source data.

Setting Methods Sub-1 Sub-2 Sub-3 Sub-4 Sub-5 Avg.

Source only Source model 68.56 78.32 60.37 65.54 33.72 61.30

SFDA

SHOT [28] 69.93 70.84 42.24 63.56 34.41 56.19

NRC [54] 63.33 69.13 52.24 63.28 33.24 56.24

DSFDA (ours) 78.23 84.39 89.63 78.99 66.56 79.56

SFDA
(19-shot)

SHOT [28] 77.51 79.42 42.99 65.65 36.47 60.41

NRC [54] 77.26 78.56 64.61 77.89 43.53 68.37

DSFDA (ours) 78.23 89.45 89.63 78.85 65.23 80.27

Oracle Fine-tune 95.63 98.44 98.11 97.54 98.25 97.59

Implementation Details. In our experiments, we used the
Inception-V3 CNN with Instance Normalization as the back-
bone for the encoders. We trained the entire model on the
source data using a learning rate of 10−5 for 100 epochs. To
adapt the model to the target subjects, we trained with a learn-
ing rate of 10−4 for 25 epochs, employing a batch size 32. For
the expression transfer, we utilized two inputs corresponding
to the expression and identity labels. In our experiments, we
maintained consistency by using the same dataset for both the
identity and expression encoders. For image preprocessing,
we resized the input images to 128× 128 pixels and applied
data augmentation techniques, including random cropping,
horizontal flipping, and color adjustments during the training
phase. Throughout our experiments, we set the hyperparame-
ters empirically as λ1 = 5, λ2 = 1, λ3 = 0.2, and λ4 = 0.8.
For k-shot SFDA, we set k = 77 for the BioVid dataset and
k = 19 for the McMaster dataset, which were also determined
empirically.

4.2 Comparison with SOTA Methods

We compared the performance of our DSFDA method with
SOTA approaches on the BioVid dataset under various ex-
perimental settings, as detailed in Table 1. The Source-only
model serves as a lower-bound baseline, where the pre-trained
source model is directly tested on target domain data without
any adaptation. In the SFDA, the source model is adapted to
the target data using only neutral video frames from the target
domain. In SFDA (k-shot), real neutral images with repre-
sentative pain prototypes from the source domain are used
to address the missing classes in the adaptation phase. The
goal is to investigate whether pain prototypes drawn from the
source domain can effectively guide the model in recognizing
pain in the target domain.
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Table 3: Accuracy (%) of the proposed method and state-of-the-art methods on the BioVid dataset for 10 target subjects with
all 19 sources from UNBC-McMaster. Bold text shows the highest accuracy.

Setting Method (Source→Target) Sub-1 Sub-2 Sub-3 Sub-4 Sub-5 Sub-6 Sub-7 Sub-8 Sub-9 Sub-10 Avg.

Source only Source model 50.00 50.00 50.11 50.33 57.89 52.78 58.00 79.44 65.11 48.22 56.48

SFDA

SHOT [28] 63.33 46.48 52.22 38.11 56.67 51.33 56.13 42.22 46.75 55.33 50.86

NRC [54] 50.33 51.17 50.11 45.56 56.56 51.00 57.93 50.78 51.33 58.22 52.30

DSFDA (ours) 71.78 62.56 78.11 74.22 77.33 62.33 90.56 92.33 65.00 65.89 74.01

As illustrated in Table 1, the performance of the source only
model, which does not utilize any adaptation, is significantly
lower compared to the results achieved after adaptation using
either synthetic pain images or pain prototypes. This high-
lights the importance of domain adaptation in addressing the
gap between the source and target domains. As expected,
the SFDA adaptation setting, which utilizes only short neu-
tral video frames for adaptation, significantly degrades perfor-
mance, yielding even worse results than the source-only model
in existing SOTA methods. When critical expression classes
(pain) are missing from the target data, two SOTA methods,
SHOT [28], and NRC [54], experience substantial drops in
accuracy, with reductions to 18.27% and 8.31%, respectively.
These findings highlight the limitations of relying solely on
neutral data for adaptation and the challenges models face
when key emotional classes are unavailable during adaptation.
We used SFDA methods for comparison, which closely align
with our proposed method. Our proposed DSFDA method
achieves 11.62% higher accuracy than the source-only model
due to the generation and adaptation of missing classes in one
step through a disentanglement framework. These methods
help separate identity-specific and expression-related features,
allowing the model to focus on subtle variations in expressions.
This leads to better generalization and improved performance,
even when pain-specific data is missing. In SFDA (77-shot),
we introduced source domain prototypes alongside neutral tar-
get data for adaptation, selecting representative samples from
the source subjects to address the absence of pain data in the
target domain. Our proposed DSFDA method outperformed
both SHOT and NRC when using these prototypes, demon-
strating the effectiveness of leveraging them to bridge the
domain gap. Currently, we use a single image prototype for
each subject from the source data. The final setting, referred
to as the Oracle, involves adapting the source model using
both real neutral and pain images from each target subject.
This setting serves as the upper bound for adaptation perfor-
mance, providing the model full access to all relevant class
information in the target domain. By utilizing both neutral
and pain data during adaptation, the Oracle demonstrates the
model’s maximum potential when no data is missing, serv-
ing as a benchmark for comparison against more challenging
settings where class information is incomplete or synthetic.

The performance of the proposed DSFDA method is compared
with SOTA approaches on the UNBC-McMaster shoulder pain
dataset under four experimental settings in Table 5. DSFDA
consistently outperforms both the source-only baseline and
other SOTA methods, achieving an average accuracy of up
to 78.75% in the prototype setting. Notably, DSFDA attains
77.70% accuracy in the neutral-only setting, surpassing SHOT
and NRC by over 20%.

Next, we evaluated the performance of the proposed DSFDA
method and SOTA methods on the BioVid dataset for 10
target subjects using all 19 sources from UNBC-McMaster.
As shown in Table 3, the source-only model achieved an
average accuracy of 56.48%. Among the SFDA methods,
SHOT [28, 42] and NRC [28, 48] achieved average accuracy
of 50.86% and 52.30%, respectively. Notably, the proposed
DSFDA method obtained the highest average accuracy of
74.01% and outperformed the other methods across most sub-
jects. For more detailed information on the generation and
adaptation processes within a two-stage framework, including
visual results and the impact of various clustering methods on
selecting source image prototypes, please refer to the supple-
mentary material.

4.3 Ablation Studies

Impact of each loss function. This section analyzes the im-
pact of each loss function on the adaptation of the pre-trained
source model to the target subjects. We aim to determine
how each loss term contributes to the overall target accu-
racy by evaluating the model’s performance on target data.
When only the perceptual and adversarial losses (Lper and
Ladv) are applied, the model achieves 76.28% accuracy on
target data, indicating that these losses promote adaptation
but lack the reconstruction constraints needed for better per-
formance. When the reconstruction and adversarial losses
(Lrec and Ladv) are used without perceptual loss, there is a
slight improvement in target accuracy (0.28%). This suggests
that reconstruction helps the model better adapt to the target
domain. Applying both reconstruction and perceptual losses
without adversarial loss significantly decreases performance
on target data (66.00%), highlighting the importance of adver-
sarial training for effective target domain adaptation. When
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all three losses are combined, the model achieves the best
performance, with 81.88% accuracy on target data. The com-
bination of reconstruction, perceptual, and adversarial losses
facilitates effective adaptation to the target domain.

Impact of different generative models. To evaluate the
impact of using different generative models (FExGAN vs.
ImaGINator) for pain-image synthesis, we conduct an abla-
tion study across three methods, SHOT, NRC, and DSFDA,
on 10 target BioVid subjects. In Fig. 3, each subject is rep-
resented on the x-axis, and the corresponding target accura-
cies are plotted as grouped bars. Within each group, bars
reflect the chosen method paired with either FExGAN or
ImaGINator. Among generative models, ImaGINator variants
(e.g., SHOT-ImaGINator, NRC-ImaGINator) often surpass
their FExGAN-based counterparts (SHOT-FExGAN, NRC-
FExGAN), suggesting that ImaGINator generates pain expres-
sions with greater diversity or fidelity. Furthermore, DSFDA
demonstrates a consistent performance boost across most sub-
jects, underlining the benefits of its domain-discriminative
approach. Specifically, DSFDA-ImaGINator often leads to
the highest accuracy, indicating strong synergy between our
domain adaptation framework and a robust generative model.

Impact of generation methods on pseudo-labels. We eval-
uated the reliability of pseudo-labels produced by SHOT
and NRC methods when using FExGAN and ImaGINator
to generate the missing classes in the target data. ImaGINa-
tor consistently produced a higher ratio of reliable pseudo-
labels compared to FExGAN. Specifically, the NRC method
achieved 75% reliability with FExGAN and improved to 78%
with ImaGINator, while the SHOT method resulted in 70%
with FExGAN and reached 80% with ImaGINator. Notably,
the combination of SHOT with FExGAN yielded the lowest
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Figure 3: Per-subject target accuracies using target neutral and
synthetic pain images for 10 subjects in the BioVid dataset.
Each group of six bars represents the three methods (SHOT,
NRC, and DSFDA) combined with two generative models
(FExGAN and ImaGINator). The legend at the top identifies
each method-model pairing.

 

Before Adaptation After Adaptation

Neutral Pain

Figure 4: t-SNE visualizations of embedding from source to
target subjects for sub-1. Different colors represent different
classes (green for neutral and orange for pain). (left) the
source-only setting, without adaptation; (right) our DSFDA
method after adaptation.

pseudo-label ratio (70%), suggesting that SHOT is less ef-
fective when paired with FExGAN compared to ImaGINator.
Furthermore, the NRC-FExGAN configuration outperformed
our DSFDA-FExGAN method, likely because the generated
pain images—often resembling neutral expressions—received
reliable pseudo-labels. Since most real or generated pain
images do not visibly express pain, assigning pain labels
indiscriminately can introduce misleading representations, ul-
timately diminishing the model’s performance during testing.

4.4 Visualization of Feature Distributions

Fig. 4 shows the t-SNE visualizations [45] of the feature
representations generated by the proposed DSFDA method
for sub-a from the BioVid dataset. Fig. 4 (left) displays the
feature distribution before adaptation, while Fig. 4 (right)
shows the distribution after adaptation. In the source-only
scenario, the features for the two classes (neutral and pain)
are poorly aligned, indicating significant domain discrepancy.
After applying our DSFDA method, the features are better
aligned across the two classes. This improvement is due to
the disentanglement strategy employed by our method, which
separates domain-specific variations from class-relevant in-
formation, leading to more effective adaptation and improved
alignment of feature representations.

5 Conclusion

This paper introduces a novel subject-based SFDA framework
that specializes in FER in health monitoring applications in
the practical case when only neutral expression control target
data is available for adaptation. Unlike conventional SFDA
settings, our approach effectively adapts a pre-trained source
model to target subjects by leveraging a disentangled gener-
ative strategy. We propose a one-stage Disentangled SFDA
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(DSFDA) framework that integrates data generation with do-
main adaptation, improving model generalization while mit-
igating the practical constraints of FER data collection in
real-world clinical environments. Experimental results on the
BioVid and UNBC-McMaster pain assessment datasets show
that DSFDA can significantly outperform SOTA SFDA meth-
ods and highlight its effectiveness in handling cross-domain
variability and subject-specific adaptations.
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This supplementary material encompasses the following sec-
tions:

• A Two-Stage Methodology: A detailed description
of the generation and adaptation stages.

• Experimental Results of the Two-Stage Frame-
work: Comprehensive evaluation and analysis of the
framework’s performance.

• Impact of prototype selection methods: Source
pain prototype selection using different clustering
methods.

A Two-Stage Methodology

The architecture of the proposed disentangled SFDA (DSFDA)
method is presented in the main paper. Algorithm 1 summa-
rizes the DSFDA training process.

In this two-stage framework, the primary goal is to address
the challenge of missing pain intensity classes in the target
domain by generating video frames that represent varying
levels of pain. This approach effectively converts the problem
of SFDA with missing classes in the target data into a standard
SFDA scenario, where the source and target domains share
the same set of classes, as illustrated in Fig. 5.

To achieve this, we leverage several advanced generative mod-
els, including VAEs, GANs, and diffusion models, to syn-
thesize images or videos that depict a wide range of pain
intensities. The research begins by thoroughly exploring dif-
ferent conditional GANs (cGANs) to create realistic images
or videos that correspond to various pain levels. These gener-
ative models are trained on source domain data, where pain
intensity labels are available, to ensure that the generated
frames accurately reflect the intended pain levels.

Algorithm 1 DSFDA Training Process.

1: Input:
2: Iid: target neutral identity
3: Iexp: target neutral expression
4: Cexp: pre-trained expression classifier
5: Did: identity discriminators
6: Dexp: expression discriminator
7: Eid: identity encoder
8: Eexp: expression encoder
9: D: decoder

10: Hyperparameters: λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4

11: Output: Adapted generator G, Adapted expression clas-
sifier Cexp

12: Initialization: Generator G, Discriminators Did, Dexp,
Classifier Cexp

13: for t = 1 : T do
14: Train Generator:
15: for each pair of images Iid, Iexp do
16: Extract features zid = Eid(Iid), zexp = Eexp(Iexp)
17: Generate fake image Ig = G(zid, zexp)

18: Generate reconstructions Îid, Îexp
19: end for
20: Train Discriminators: Update Ldis_id, Ldis_exp
21: Train Classifier: Apply cross-entropy loss Lexp
22: Update Generator: Minimize generator loss Lgen
23: end for
24: Return: Adapted expression classifier Cexp

In the first stage, Fig. 5(left), the generator and the source
model is trained on the 77 source subjects with two classes
(neutral and pain). In the second stage, Fig. 5(right), the pre-
trained generator is utilized to generate missing classes (pain)
for the target subject. Moreover, the pre-trained source model
is used for adaptation on the real neutral and generated pain
images/videos for the ten target subjects.

B Experimental results

B.1 Qualitative Results

The visual results of the generated images using ImaGINator
and FExGAN-Meta are illustrated in Fig.s 6 and 7, respec-
tively. In addition to the visual results, we compare them
using numerical results using three metrics, including struc-
tural similarity index measure (SSIM), peak signal-to-noise
ratio (PSNR), and fréchet inception distance (FID). SSIM is
used as a measure to evaluate the quality of generated images
using generative models compared to the ground truth or tar-
get images. PSNR is used to assess how closely the generated
images match the ground truth images. FID measures the
similarity between the distributions of feature representations
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Figure 5: The two-stage method. The first stage (left): (a) the generator is trained using source subjects to generate images
with different pain levels, (b) the source model is pre-trained on source subjects. Second stage (right): (c) Pain images/videos
for the target subject are generated using a generative model in inference time, (d) the generated pain images/videos are
combined with original neutral images for the target subject for source model adaptation.

of real and generated images. In Fig. 8, the generated pain
images using our Dis-SFDA method are shown.
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Figure 6: The visual results of generated pain images using
the ImaGINator model on the BioVid dataset.
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Figure 7: The visual results of generated pain images using
the FExGAN-Meta model on the BioVid dataset.
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Figure 8: The visual results of generated pain images using
our Dis-SFDA model on the BioVid dataset.

B.2 Quantitative Results

The quantitative performance of the generative models used to
produce synthetic pain images is presented in Table 4. ImaGI-
Nator achieves superior results compared to FExGAN-Meta,
with higher SSIM (0.82 vs. 0.69) and PSNR (23.00 vs. 22.14),
as well as a lower FID score (99.50 vs. 110.58), indicating
that ImaGINator generates more realistic and high-quality
images, resulting in improved adaptation performance.

We compared the results for the same settings on the UNBC-
McMaster dataset using the two-stage framework in Table
5. In the Source Only setting, the pre-trained source model
achieves an average accuracy of 61.30%. Using synthetic
pain images in the Org. Neutral & Syn. Pain setting im-
proves the results of adaptation significantly compared to the
Source Only setting. In this category, SHOT (68.27%) and
NRC (68.37%) show comparable results, while the proposed
method, SFDA-DE (ours), outperforms both with an average
accuracy of 70.41%, demonstrating the effectiveness of our
approach. Finally, in the Oracle setting, where the model is
fine-tuned on labeled target data, the framework achieves the
highest overall accuracy of 97.59%, setting the performance
ceiling under ideal conditions.

C Impact of prototype selection methods.

We evaluated the effectiveness of various image prototype
selection strategies from the source domain by comparing
random, match, DBSCAN, and k-means clustering methods

and their impact on adaptation performance, as shown in
Fig. 9. For DBSCAN, we varied the hyperparameters ep-
silon (the maximum distance between two points for them
to be considered neighbors) and min_samples (the minimum
number of points required to form a dense region). These
changes result in different clustering outcomes. In DB-All
and DB-Sub, the algorithm was applied to all 77 subjects
collectively and each subject individually. In DB-D, the most
dense cluster for each subject was selected, while in DB-Cls,
we selected the cluster closest to the target subject’s cluster.
For the K-means we used two configurations: K=77 (KM-
All), where the closest point to the centroid was chosen for all
subjects, and K=1 (KM-Sub), where the closest point to the
centroid was selected for each subject individually. Based on
the results, subject-specific clustering significantly improved
performance in both cases. Applying DBSCAN to individ-
ual subjects outperformed the all-subject approach by 3.72%,
while for K-means, the improvement was 4.83%. Based on
the average results, utilizing matched videos from the source
domain significantly enhances performance more than using
a random video. This improvement can be attributed to the
shift in expression between different subjects; each individual
expresses pain in distinct ways and with varying intensity.
For instance, facial cues may be more pronounced in women
and younger subjects compared to men and older subjects.
Consequently, the model can better disentangle expression
from other information when using videos that align with the
age and gender of the target subjects.
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Figure 9: Performance comparison of various prototype se-
lection methods applied to the source data. Methods include
random selection (Rnd), direct matching (Match), correctly
classified images (Top), DBSCAN clustering across all sub-
jects (DB-All), K-means clustering across all subjects (KM-
All), DBSCAN clustering per subject (DB-Sub), K-means
clustering per subject (KM-Sub), DBSCAN with the densest
cluster (DB-D), and DBSCAN with the closest cluster to the
target subject (DB-Cls).

12



Sharafi et al. [Under review]

Table 4: Quantitative results of the generative models on
BioVid dataset.

Method SSIM ↑ PSNR ↑ FID ↓

ImaGINator 0.82 23.00 99.50
FExGAN-Meta 0.69 22.14 110.58

Table 5: Accuracy (%) of the proposed method and state-of-
the-art methods on the UNBC-McMaster dataset for 5 target
subjects with all 20 sources. Bold text shows the highest
accuracy.

Setting Methods Sub-1 Sub-2 Sub-3 Sub-4 Sub-5 Avg.

Source only Source model 68.56 78.32 60.37 65.54 33.72 61.30

Org. neutral
& syn. pain

SHOT [28] 78.24 84.39 60.37 77.19 41.18 68.27

NRC [54] 78.24 84.39 61.00 77.05 41.18 68.37

SFDA-DE (ours) 78.73 84.39 67.88 79.00 42.05 70.41

Oracle Fine-tune 95.63 98.44 98.11 97.54 98.25 97.59
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