





3. Label Changes in MUStARD

(Chauhan et al., 2020) annotated the MUStARD dataset
with emotions and sentiment and showed that emo-
tion and sentiment labels could help sarcasm detection.
Since our study mainly focuses on understanding the
speaker’s emotion leading to the use of sarcasm, we used
their basic emotion annotation. After performing exten-
sive experiments with all combinations of Video, Text
and Audio and several state-of-art models, we observed
that most of the errors arise from the model predicting
negative emotions when the true label is either Neutral
or Happy. On detailed qualitative analysis, we observed
that the labels for those sarcastic datapoints seemed in-
tuitively incorrect. We built several models using each
modality separately and also in combinations using dif-
ferent types of feature extractors and classifiers on the
dataset. We flagged cases where majority of the models
agreed with each other but disagreed with ground truth
labels to obtain instances that needed re-annotation. We
also grouped the error categories and the flagged cases
to few distinct categories and observed that most of the
errors are in sarcastic utterances.

Our analysis flagged 399 cases of disagreement with
(Chauhan et al., 2020) out of the 690 video utterances.
We initiated an unbiased manual labeling effort by a
team of annotators on the entire dataset without giving
them the labels from (Chauhan et al., 2020). The re-
annotation effort led to identifying 88 labeling issues
in non-sarcastic and 255 labeling issues in sarcastic
sentences.

A major chunk of errors (90 out of 345 sarcastic sen-
tences) is in utterances previously labeled as Neutral.
Literature shows that people resort to sarcasm in their ut-
terances when they have negative intent or negative sen-
timent (Joshi et al., 2017). In sarcasm, the explicit emo-
tion can be positive, but the implied emotion/sentiment
must have opposite polarity; hence it seemed unlikely
for neutral or happy to appear in implicit emotion. Table
[T} shows an example of a label error wherein the utter-
ance is marked as neutral for both explicit and implicit
emotion. The sarcastic utterance (in gray) is expressed
out of Disgust and cannot be Neutral. Also, the audio
and video clearly indicate that the speaker was overex-
cited to place the order before anyone else could speak.
This particular utterance is an example of Propositional
sarcasm since we need the prior conversations to under-
stand the sarcasm but the textual sentences are enough
and doesn’t need additional modalities for sarcasm de-
tection. Additional modalities are however crucial for
understanding the emotions for such cases. Our annota-
tors felt that the cases labeled as neutral originally might
have been difficult to annotate and thus were marked as
neutral under majority voting.

Table 2] shows the number of label changes that were
done on original MUStARD dataset. As seen in Table
[2l most labeling errors are in sarcastic utterances due to
the challenges sarcasm adds. There were 62 sarcastic
utterances which were labeled with happy as implicit

[ (Chauhan et al., 2020) New

Utterance | Explicit | Implicit | Explicit | Implicit

Speaker

The backwash into this glass is every
pathogen that calls your mouth home, sweet
home. Not to mention the visitors who ar-
rive on the dancing tongue of your subtrop-
ical girlfriend.

Hey! That’s my sister and my country
you're talking about. Leonard may have
defiled one, but I won’t have you talking
smack about the other.

You guys ready to order?

Yes, I'd like a seven-day course of peni-
cillin, some, uh, syrup of ipecac— to induce
vomiting— and a mint,

Table 1: Example of labeling error. Sarcastic utterance
(in gray) and the 3 preceding utterances are context.
Sarcasm type: Propositional {Neu- Neutral, Exi - Excitement, Dis

- Disgust }
Non-Sarcastic Sarcastic
Explicit Implicit Explicit Implicit
OLD |OUR | |OLD |OUR | |OLD |OUR | |OLD |OUR

Anger 28 |28 35 |28 26 |3 62 |68
Excitement 15 |32 15 |31 15 |41 2 0
Fear 6 8 10 |9 0 0 4 0

Sad 62 |61 68 |62 56 |47 53 |18
Surprise 20 |19 18 |18 15 |21 1 |0
Frustrated 13 |27 17 |28 10 |3 40 |88
Happy 92 |82 81 |80 114 |85 62 |0
Neutral 115 |75 108 |75 113 [144 90 |0
Disgust 6 13 7 14 4 0 32 |81
Ridiculer - 0 - 0 - 0 - 89

Table 2: Emotion distribution comparison in MUStARD
between earlier and updated labels.(OLD is (Chauhan
et al., 2020)’s annotations and OUR is proposed annota-

tiOHS.)*Ridicule in introduced in new annotations

emotion and 114 sarcastic sentences had happy as ex-
plicit emotion. While happy can be an explicit emotion,
our annotators suggested that the correct intent for such
sarcastic utterances should be ridicule or mockery as
these shows belong to the genre of situational comedy
(sit-com), wherein characters use sarcasm to ridicule
their friends while demonstrating happiness explicitly.
Thus we introduced a new label Ridicule and allowed
annotators to label as per these labels.

4. Dataset

Towards understanding emotions in sarcasm, we had
two main challenges: difficulty in getting multimodal
sarcastic data, and challenges of annotating the per-
ceived emotion of a speaker for every sarcastic utterance.
While 10,000 non-sarcastic videos could be gathered in
MELD (Poria et al., 2018)), only 345 out of them were
sarcastic (Castro et al., 2019) which stands proof to the
difficulty in finding multimodal sarcasm data. In this
work, we doubled the size of this dataset, by carefully
adding sarcastic videos from similar genre, annotate
it with sarcasm presence or absence, as well as emo-
tions, arousal and valence. We also point out that to
improve sarcasm detection, it is important to understand
the type of sarcasm present and thus annotate each video



with the sarcasm types - Propositional, Illocutionary,
Like-Prefixed and Embedded.

4.1.

In (Castro et al., 2019), authors collected videos from
sit-com TV shows: Friends, Big Bang Theory (seasons
1-8), The Golden Girls, and Burnistoun (also referred
to as Sarcasmaholics Anonymous). We collected all
videos from The Big Bang Theory season 9-12, out of
which we could only get 216 sarcastic video utterances.
We considered another series of similar genre called
The Silicon Valleyﬂ which has 6 seasons of 53 episodes.
Out of the 53 episodes, we could only find 41 video
utterances that are sarcastic. Although all such videos
have humor, not all are sarcastic, thus needing careful
observation while selecting and manual annotation. We
added equal number of non-sarcastic videos with con-
text to create balanced sarcasm detection dataset. While
in non-sarcastic sentences a speaker might have only
one emotion, sarcasm due to its incongruous nature,
exhibits an extrinsic and an intrinsic emotion.

Data collection

4.2. Annotation Protocol and Observations

We employ seven annotators proficient in English.
‘While one annotator has a Ph.D. in Humanities, two
of them were linguists; others were engineering grad-
uates. They were selected from a pool of annotators
due to their prior working experience in the field of
Sentiment and Emotion Analysis and understanding of
emotion and sarcasm. We have four male and three
female annotators and all annotators were in the age
group of 18-30. They were provided the detailed in-
structions on the annotation protocol before beginning
the annotation process with examples of each type of
sarcasm. In the first round of manual annotation, we
gave our annotators the original MUStARD dataset for
emotion annotation and asked them to put their labels
for extrinsic and intrinsic emotion of the speaker with-
out access to the emotion labels provided by (Chauhan
et al., 2020). Instead of annotating only those videos
where we observed the incorrect labels, we decided to
annotate all videos of existing dataset as well as our
newly collected video utterances. Annotators had ac-
cess to full videos for annotation but were instructed to
start with only text transcription of the utterance, then
proceed with text transcriptions of contextual frames
and finally watch the utterance and context video. Fol-
lowing this annotation protocol is especially important
to be able to correctly classify the sarcasm type. For
example, text to be observed in isolation for Embedded
and Like-Prefixed sarcasm, transcript of utterance and
context should be observed in isolation for Propositional
sarcasm, and the whole video to be considered for II-
locutionary sarcasm. Out of the 601 sarcastic videos,
we have 333 Propositional ( 55.4%), 178 Illocutionary
29.6%, 87 Embedded 14.4% and 3 Like-prefixed 0.4 %

'https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Silicon_Valley_(TV_series)

sarcastic videos in this proposed dataset. Figure[2]shows
a breakdown of emotion distribution per type of sarcasm
present.

Below are some examples of labeling issues: utterances
with different extrinsic and intrinsic emotions and the
emotion label changes introduced for more clarity. We
also provide insights that help understand the challenges
in emotion recognition in sarcasm. These were previ-
ously annotated as Neutral explicit emotions, which
were changed to Ridicule

Sr. No Speaker Utterance E 1 TYPE

~N -
I think Howard hurting my feelings has in some Sur | Rid | EMB

ways made me a better person.

A
=
=
=

Hmm. Look at you, improving on perfection. How
50?7

Wow. That’s a lot of luggage for a weekend.
Neu | Rid | PRO

(groans) I know. I didn’t know what to wear, so I
brought a few options.

‘Was one of the options the option to never come
back?

So, are you gonna give us a clue where we're
headed? Neu | Rid | PRO

Uh, okay, let’s see... They’ve got spicy food and
there’s a chance you’ll get diarrhea.

India

g - U .
) 4 )
' 4
- s . I

Table 3: Some examples of ridicule

[ (Chauhan et al., 2020) New
| Explicit | Tmplicit | Explicit | Implicit

’ My name’s Scott and I am a sarcasmaholic.
Sur Sur Sur Rid
*_ f | We thought you were just here for the com-
b= | pany. He is a sarcasmoholic Stewart.

Table 4: Example of Incorrect Labeling: Text transcrip-
tion might suggest Surprise as the emotion, however
video makes it apparent that the intent is to ridicule.
Sarcasm Type: Illocutionary {Sur- Surprise, Rid-Ridicule }

Utterance

Speaker

Initially we kept the emotion labels the same as
(Chauhan et al., 2020) (i.e. Anger, Excitement, Fear,
Sad, Surprise, Frustrated, Happy, Neutral, Disgust), but
after annotating 25 to 30% videos, annotators suggested
for a label which is in between frustration and disgust,
and close to mockery. We looked at some examples
(one of them is mentioned in Figure{I)) and named this
category Ridicule. According to Plutchik’s wheel of
emotion (Plutchick, 1980) contempt is a higher-order
emotion composed of the two basic emotions - anger
and disgust. Since in this genre of situational comedy,
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Figure 2: Distribution of Emotion over Sarcasm Type
in Proposed Dataset

the most likely emotion is frustration and disgust, and
not anger, we cannot directly call all such instances
contempt. Also, the intent of the speaker of the sarcastic
utterance is predominantly to mock or ridicule; thus, we
called this category Ridicule. Also, Ridicule is not a ba-
sic emotion present in the gold standard emotion scales
(Plutchick, 1980; Ekman, 1999), and we call it just a
category in our labeling scheme and not a basic emotion.

An | Ex | Fe | Sa | Sp | Fs | Hp | Neu | Dis | Ri
Explicit | 4 | 68 73 | 4 | 135 | 248 1 0
Implicit | 87 | 0 | 0 |24 ]| 0 | 130 ] O 0 134 | 226

—_
[=)}
Q

Table 5: Emotion distribution in Sarcastic Utterances
of MUStARD++. {An-Anger, Ex- Excitement, Fe-Fear,
Sa-Sad, Sp-Surprise, Fs-Frustrated, Hp-Happy Neu-Neutral,
Dis-Disgust, Ri-Ridicule}

During re-annotation, 345 of the sarcastic videos from
MUStARD are annotated as sarcastic, implying that the
annotators have good understanding of sarcasm. Also,
out of 264 new videos, 8 videos are moved to non-
sarcastic because at least one annotator annotated it
as non-sarcastic, making the total number of sarcastic
videos in MUStARD++ 601. We increased the number
of non-sarcastic videos to 601 in the extended dataset.
The final label was chosen via majority voting. The
overall inter-annotator agreement was calculated with
a Kappa score of 0.595, which is comparable with the
Kappa score of 0.5877 of original MUStARD annota-
tions. Table 5] shows the explicit and implicit emotion
distribution of the extended dataset. Additionally, an-
notators were instructed to rate each utterance with a
valence and an arousal rating ranging from 1 to 9, with
1 being extremely low, 9 being extremely high and 5
being neutral. Pair-wise Quadratic Cohen Kappa was
used to evaluate the inter-annotator agreement, and the
average agreement was found to be 0.638 for valence
and 0.689 for arousal.

S. Experiments

Although our primary goal is to detect emotions in sar-
casm, we also benchmark the proposed extended dataset

Statistics Utterance  Context
Unique words - 2695 4891
Avg. length (tokens) - 11.3 7.8

Max length (tokens) - 65 47
Avg. duration (seconds) 4.19 8.69

Table 6: Dataset statistics by utterance and context

for sarcasm detection and valence-arousal prediction.
We perform various experiments examining different
modalities independently and in various combinations.
We analyze the impact of context and speaker informa-
tion in each of the models. In the speaker dependent
setup we passed the speaker information as a one-hot
vector along with the utterance. When no such speaker
information is passed, that method is being referred to
as speaker-independent method. This was done as we
observed that there are specific characters in each series
who pass most of the sarcastic comments. Thus we
wanted to see if the models benefit from the speaker
information or not.

5.1. Preprocessing and Feature Extraction

Owing to the presence of multiple modalities, the fea-
tures from text, audio and video were separately ex-
tracted and fused appropriately to act as input into our
model. We discuss our feature extraction methods in
detail below.

Textual Modality

In order to extract features from transcript (context and
utterance), we tried using different transformer models
such as BERT (Devlin et al., 2018), BART (Lewis et al.!
2019), RoBERTa (RoB, )) and T5(Raffel et al., 2020).
BART performed slightly better in all experiments (only
text, as well as in combination with audio and video)
over BERT, RoBERTa and T5 models, thus we contin-
ued with BART-large representations for text. BART
provides a feature vector representation x; € R% for
every instance x. We encode the text using BART Large
model with d; = 1024 and use the mean of the last four
transformer layer representations to get a unique embed-
ding representation for both utterance and context.
Audio Modality

We extract low-level features from the audio data stream
for each utterance in the dataset to take advantage of in-
formation from the audio modality. We sampled the au-
dio signal at 22.5KHz. Since the audio has background
noise and canned laughter, we used vocal-separation
method to process it El We extracted three low-level
features: Mel Frequency Cepstral Coefficients (MFCC),
Mel spectrogram (using Librosa library(McFee et al..
2020)), and prosodic features using OpenSMILEEl

We split the audio signal into equal length segments
to maintain consistent feature representation in all in-

Zhttps://librosa.org/doc/main/auto_
examples/plot_vocal_separation.html

‘https://audeering.github.io/
opensmile/

6996


https://librosa.org/doc/main/auto_examples/plot_vocal_separation.html
https://librosa.org/doc/main/auto_examples/plot_vocal_separation.html
https://audeering.github.io/opensmile/
https://audeering.github.io/opensmile/

stances. Since the audio signal length varies for dif-
ferent utterances, this segmentation helps in keeping
vector size constant across dataset. For each segment
we extract MFCC, Mel spectrogram and prosodic fea-
tures of size d,,, ds, d, respectively. Then we take the
average across segments to get the final feature vec-
tor. Here d,,, = 128, d, = 128, d, = 35, so our audio
feature vector is of size d, = 291. We had also experi-
mented with self-supervised speech encoders (Pascual
et al., ). However due to the very small number of sar-
castic utterances, such models are unable to learn and
thus we decided to stick with our low-level audio fea-
tures.

Video Modality

In order to extract visual features from the videos, we
have used a pool5 layer of pre-trained ResNet-152 (He
et al., 2016)) image classification model. To improve the
video representation and reduce noise, we extracted the
key frames to be passed to ResNet-152, instead of feed-
ing in information from all of the frames. Key frame
extraction is widely used in the vision community and
is defined as the frames that form the most appropriate
summary of a given video (Jadon and Jasim, 2019). We
used an open source tool called Katneﬂ to perform key-
frame extraction. For final feature vectors we average
the vectors of each key frame of an instance (context
and utterance) extracted from ResNet-152. The size of
final video feature representation in d,, = 2048.

5.2. Experimental Setup

We perform multi-class emotion classification exper-
iments using the features extracted. Since we have
three modalities, context and speaker information, we
perform several ablation studies to understand the im-
pact of presence or absence of each of these aspects.
For the multi-modal fusion, we use collaborative gat-
ing architecture introduced in (L1u et al., 2020), with
the only difference that not all the input embeddings
need to be pretrained. First we calculate projection
v (V) where i € {t,tc,a,ac,v,vc} and t,a,v,c
are text, audio, video and corresponding context. The
collaborative gating module implements two tasks:
first, we find the attention vector prediction for three
main input projections referred to as projection em-
beddings (i.e for our utterances in three modalities)
T={THV), T*(V), T*(V)}.

TOV) = he(Y_ go(¥(V), w9 (V) (D)
J#i

where functions hg and gy are used to model the pair-
wise relationship between projection ¥(*) and w(),
Also i € {t,a,v} and j € {t, tc, a, ac, v, vc}.
Then we perform expert response modulation using the
attention vector prediction calculated. For response
modulation of each modality projection we perform-

v (V)= v(V)oo(TW(V)) @)

4https://katna.readthedocs.io/en/
latest/

where o is an element-wise sigmoid activation and o is
the element-wise multiplication (Hadamard product).
All the modulated projections are concatenated and
passed to fully connected linear layers (ReLU) followed
by a softmax layer to predict target class probability dis-
tribution. Cross entropy loss is used for all classification
experiments.

For completeness in bench-marking our data, we also
perform Majority sampling (assigns the emotion class
with majority examples as all samples), Random Sam-
pling (predictions are sampled equally throughout the
test set using this baseline). We also perform one-vs-rest
experiments for each emotion which contain a sigmoid
layer instead of a softmax layer as classification head.
The results of these baselines are reported in the sup-
plementary material section[§] In addition to emotion
classification, similar set up was used to study the per-
formance of sarcasm detection on our dataset which was
treated as a binary classification problem. Furthermore,
we build a regression model for valence-arousal predic-
tion based on the same architecture explained above,
with the only difference of ReLU layer replacing the
classification head of classification models and the loss
function being the smooth L1 loss. For all training we
perform hyper-parameter search with dropout in range
of [0.2,0.3,0.4], learning rate in [0.001,0.0001], batch
size [32,64,128], shared embedding size [2048, 1024]
and projection embedding size [1024,256].

6. Results and Analysis

This section discusses the benchmarking experiments
done with the proposed dataset for sarcasm detection,
emotion recognition and arousal-valence prediction.

6.1.

Table [7] shows results of our best model for sarcasm
detection on both MUStARD and MUStARD++. Our
results outperform state-of-art models significantly on
MUStARD which demonstrates the superiority of the
collaborative gating-based multimodal fusion, and the
best modality features selected were BART for text,
low-level audio descriptors, and ResNET video fea-
tures). We performed attention over modalities and
intra-modality attention which helped us understand the
importance of features. Also in (Chauhan et al., 2020)
emotion and sentiment labels are used in the sarcasm de-
tection task, but we are able to outperform them without
using emotion or sentiment label. Table[§|shows the best
results per modality and modality combination in the
speaker independent and speaker dependent setup. The
experiments with context and without context clearly
show the importance of contextual dialogues to be able
to detect sarcasm in an utterance. Although results
with the speaker-dependent setting is marginally bet-
ter in all modality combinations, we believe a speaker-
independent setting is better since speaker information
might bias the system towards sarcasm. We intend to
use this sarcasm detection module as the first module

Results of Sarcasm Detection
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Methods Speaker Independent Speaker Dependent
P P R F1
(Castro et al., 2019) 64.7 62.9 72.1 71.7 71.8
(Chauhan et al., 2020) 69.53 66.0 73.40 72.75 72.57
Proposed MUStARD#* 72.1 74.2 74.2 74.2
%AMUStARD 13.69% 19.09% 19.25% 171.08% 11.99% 12.24%
Proposed MUStARD++ 70.2 70.2 70.3 70.3 70.3

Table 7: Sarcasm detection results (weighted average) comparison with SOTA on MUStARD and MUStARD++.
Proposed MUSARD is our best model on MUStARD and %AMUStARD is the improvement we observe with
our model and corrected labels of MUStARD. Proposed MUStARD++ is results of our best model for sarcasm
detection on extended dataset MUStARD++ presented in this paper.

Speaker Independent Speaker Dependent
w/o Context w Context w/o Context w Context

P R F1 P R F1 P R F1 P R F1

T 679 677 67.7 | 693 69.2 69.2 694 693 693|702 70 70
A 639 635 63.6| 643 64.1 64.1 653 652 652 | 650 649 649

\% 595 594 594 | 603 60.0 60.0 61.8 61.7 61.7 | 61.6 614 615
T+A 68.8 68.6 68.7 702 70.2 70.2 698 695 695 | 69.2 69.1 69.1
A+V 657 654 655|675 673 674 649 645 645 | 642 640 640
V+T 68.2 68.1 68.1 | 679 67.6 67.6 69.1 690 69.0 | 694 69.1 69.1
T+A+V | 69.5 694 694 | 69.6 695 69.6 69.6 693 693|706 703 703

Table 8: Sarcasm detection results for MUStARD++, Weighted Average

of our system followed by emotion recognition on the
sarcastic sentences and valence and arousal prediction
to understand the degree of emotions identified, Thus
did not use emotion, sentiment, or valence-arousal for
sarcasm detection task. However, we plan to use sar-
casm detection output and valence-arousal predictions
to see if we can improve emotion recognition.

6.2. Emotion Recognition Results

Of the various models and features that we used, BART
for text, MFCC, spectrogram and prosodic for audio and
features learnt from keyframes using ResNET for video
worked best for this dataset. Due to the small size of
this dataset, we pretrained models on [IEMOCAP (Busso
et al., 2008)) and MELD (Poria et al., 2018)) and then
tried zero-shot experiments on MUStARD and MUS-
tARD++. Since IEMOCAP and MELD do not have any
sarcastic utterances, the models saw a significant drop in
F-score when tested on sarcastic data. We also extracted
learnt audio features using state-of-art self-supervised
PASE network (Pascual et al., ) but models built on
PASE features require significantly large sarcastic data
although pretrained on different utterances.

Table [0l and Table [I0l show the detailed emotion classifi-
cation results on sarcastic utterances for both implicit
and explicit emotion in speaker-dependent and speaker-
independent setting. Ablation studies across all modal-
ities show that audio and video when used with text
perform better. This is intuitive because we consider the
variation in speech signals in audio and visual features
from video while ignoring the actual spoken content.
We observe that for emotion classification, contextual in-

formation plays a key role. Although we observe similar
numbers in speaker-dependent and speaker-independent
setting, it is better to have a speaker-independent set-
ting than limit the overall method by passing speaker’s
information.

Post hyper-parameter search, best parameters in a 5-fold
cross validation is selected across 28 different experi-
mental configurations: 7 modality combinations (rows
of Table [0) each run with 4 settings (columns of Ta-
ble P). Table[I1]shows results of valence and arousal
predictions across different modalities Here also we ob-
served that in a speaker-independent setting the model
performs better, but as the length of the speaker vec-
tor increases with more people, the effect of speaker
information confuses the models. We also observe that
contextual information doesn’t affect valence arousal
prediction as that of the actual utterance, which is intu-
itive.

In order to prove the performance improvement due to
correcting labels, we ran a Wilcoxon signed rank test
(Wilcoxon, 1945)) on old versus new labeled data. We
made 10 runs with the best trained multimodal model
on old as well as new labels on the sarcastic MUStARD
data for proper comparison. The mean F1 score of emo-
tion recognition on the sarcastic set with old labels is
20.6441.15 while with new labels on same set the mean
is 39.5 & 1.00 which is statistically significant with a
p-value of 0.002. We observed reduction in label con-
fusion in the confusion matrix. Thus these re-labeling
efforts added trust to the extended MUStARD++ dataset
annotated using same label set.
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Speaker Independent Speaker Dependent
w/o Context w Context w/o Context w Context
P R F1 P R F1 P R F1 P R F1
T 33+0.9 33.6+1 333409 | 32.3+0.7 32.7+0.6 32.5+0.6 29.9+09 30.3+0.8 30.1+0.8 | 30.2+0.9 30.8£0.9  30.5+0.9
A 26.7£1.1 27.1+1.4 26.8+1.1 | 249+1.0 263+1.4 25.5+1.2 243+0.8 24.740.6 24.5+0.7 | 26.7+£1.2  269+1.2 26.8+1.2
A\ 28.8+0.9 294413 29+1.1 28.5+1.2 29.2+14 28.8+1.3 30.3+1.4 314412 30.6+1.4 | 28.7+£0.8 30.08+1.1 29.1+1.0
T+A 31.5+1.7 31.6£1.8 31.6£1.7 | 32.1+0.7 32.04+0.6 32.03+0.6 29.1+£1.6  29.2+1.5 29.1+1.5 | 31.2+2 31.8+1.8 31.4x1.8
A+V 259+19  263+2  26.1+1.9 | 28.2+1.1 28.3%1.2 28.2+1.1 29.7+£0.6  30.6+0.9 30.14+0.7 | 25.2+1.0 252409 25.240.9
V+T 31.9+0.8 32.5+0.7 32.240.7 | 32.7+1.1  33.3+1.0 33.0+1.1 31.1+£0.8 31.240.7 31.1+0.7 | 31.8+0. 31.9+0.5  31.840.6
T+A+V | 31.2+1 31.640.1 31.4=+1 289+1.3 29.0+1.4 28.9+1.3 30.9+0.3 30.5+404 30.7+£0.3 | 31.6+1.5 31.3+1.3 31.5+1.4
Table 9: Mean, std-dev of 5 runs for Implicit Emotion Classification (Multiclass) on MUStARD++
Speaker Independent Speaker Dependent
w/o Context w Context w/o Context w Context
P R F1 P R F1 P R F1 P R F1
T 38.5+0.8 39.24+0.9 38.8+0.8 | 382+1.2 38.8+1.3 38.5+1.3 38.74£0.5 39.3+0.5 39+0.5 | 38.94+0.4 39.7+0.6 39.3+0.5
A 264409 28+14 27.1+1 27.1£1.1  28.141.3 27.6+1.2 28.141.1 293+1.0 28.6+1.1 | 28.44+0.7 31.6+£1.3 29.6+0.8
A\ 25.1+£0.6  25.94+0.6 25.5+0.6 | 24.4+0.7 249+09 24.6+0.8 25.7£14 36.1+£0.8 27.7£0.8 | 27.0+0.8 29.6£1.6  28.0%1
T+A 389+1.1 39.5+1.3 392+1.2 | 39.240.6 39.5+0.6 39.3+0.6 39.1£0.8 39.7£0.7 39.440.7 | 39.1+0.5 39.5+£0.7 39.3+0.6
A+V | 264+14 265+1.5 264414 | 2624122 263+1.6 26.2+1.5 27.6£1  282+1.2 279+1.1 | 27.8£0.5 28+04 279404
V+T 38.6+0.7 39.24+0.8 38.8+0.8 | 40.5+0.7 41.24+0.7 40.8+0.7 39.840.1  40+0.2  39.8+0.2 | 399404 40.3+0.6 40+0.5
T+A+V | 37.840.1 38.3+0.8 38.0+£0.9 | 39.5£0.8 39.6+£0.9 39.5+0.9 40£0.6  39.8+£0.5 39.9+09 | 39.7+£1.3 394+1.2 39.5+£1.2
Table 10: Mean, std-dev of 5 runs for Explicit Emotion Classification (Multiclass) on MUStARD++
Valence Prediction Arousal Prediction
Speaker Independent Speaker Dependent Speaker Independent Speaker Dependent
w/o Context w Context w/o Context w Context w/o Context w Context w/o Context w Context
MAE RMSE | MAE RMSE | MAE RMSE | MAE RMSE MAE RMSE | MAE RMSE | MAE RMSE | MAE RMSE
T 0.91 0.74 0.89 0.73 0.98 0.78 0.95 0.75 1.42 1.15 1.45 1.16 1.42 1.10 1.42 1.12
A 0.82 0.65 0.91 0.73 0.97 0.77 0.95 0.76 1.24 1.00 1.34 1.07 1.45 1.15 1.43 1.11
\ 0.85 0.68 0.84 0.68 0.94 0.76 1.02 0.81 1.22 0.96 1.16 0.93 1.45 1.14 1.47 1.16
T+A 0.83 0.67 0.86 0.69 0.93 0.74 0.91 0.73 1.18 0.96 1.33 1.08 1.41 1.11 1.59 1.23
A+V 0.83 0.66 0.82 0.66 0.92 0.79 0.88 0.71 1.19 0.96 1.21 0.98 1.37 1.11 1.43 1.16
V+T 0.82 0.66 0.86 0.71 0.90 0.72 0.93 0.74 1.22 0.97 1.34 1.09 1.50 1.12 1.56 1.24
T+A+V | 0.78 0.62 0.78 0.62 0.85 0.70 0.94 0.75 1.20 0.95 1.20 0.95 1.23 0.98 1.45 1.10

Table 11: Valence-Arousal Prediction on MUStARD++ (Mean of 5 runs)

7. Conclusions and Future Work

This paper presents a multimodal sarcasm dataset that
can be used by researchers in the area of sarcasm detec-
tion and emotion recognition. We start with the version
of MUStARD data provided by (Chauhan et al., 2020)
and correct several emotion labels, while appending the
sarcasm type and arousal-valence labels as additional
metadata that is useful for both the research avenues. We
doubled the number of sarcastic videos, finding which
is very challenging, thus making it a beneficial contri-
bution to the research community. We also added equal
number of non-sarcastic videos with their context along
with similar metadata annotations. To the best of our
knowledge this is the first work on emotion recognition
in sarcasm and towards that we present a curated dataset
which is benchmarked using several pretrained feature
extractors and multimodal fusion techniques in different
setups. Sarcasm type information enables a multimodal
system to choose the right modality combination for a
given utterance, thereby optimizing performance of the
sarcasm detector and the emotion recognizer for differ-
ent utterances. In this work, we have used arousal only
to understand the degree/intensity of an emotion, for
example, annoyance to anger to rage. In future we want
to use arousal and valence to investigate its effect on
emotion classification. While we currently explore the
use of sarcasm label in emotion recognition, an interest-
ing research direction would be using emotion labels to

improve sarcasm detection.

8. [Ethical Considerations in Data
Curation

This paper does not claim to find the exact intended
emotion of the speaker that led to a sarcastic sentence.
Rather we try to predict the perceived emotion. Our
annotators annotate on the recorded video, thus observ-
ing the perceived emotion, arousal and valence. This is
very important for conversational systems where the bot
needs to understand the emotion, valence and intensity
to be able to respond better. Also, this is in accordance
to the suggestions in the ethics sheet for automated
emotion recognition (Mohammad, 2021) where authors
explain that given the complexity of human emotion,
it is very difficult to predict the exact emotional state
of the speaker. The authors hereby acknowledge that
there could be a possibility of bias in the final emotion
label assigned since the label is chosen based on ma-
jority voting. In order to minimize the effect of bias,
we collect videos from a diverse set of sources and ask
seven annotators of different age, gender, and educa-
tional background to label their perceived emotions. We
have considered the guidelines (Mohammad, 2021)) for
responsible development and use of Automated Emo-
tion Recognition systems (AER) and adhered to them
in our research statement, data collection, annotation
protocol, and during the benchmarking experiments.
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Supplementary Material

This supplementary material is intended to provide ad-
ditional information with regards to characteristics of
our data, additional analysis and detailed results of ex-
periments.

Additional Data Statistics and Analysis

Table[T2]shows the distribution of implicit and explicit
emotions in our dataset including sarcastic and non-
sarcastic utterances.

An | Ex | Fe | Sa | Sp | Fs | Hp | Neu | Dis | Ri
Explicit-NS | 49 | 47 | 22 | 82 | 28 | 44 | 109 | 190 | 30 0
Explicit-S 4 168 | 1 |67 |73] 4 | 135 248 1 0
Implicit-NS | 50 | 50 | 25 | 89 | 30 | 46 | 111 | 167 | 33 0
Implicit-S 8 | 0 | 0 |24] 0 |130] O 0 134 | 226

Table 12: Emotion distribution in MUStARD++. {NS-
Non sarcastic, S-Sarcastic, An-Anger, Ex- Excitement, Fe-
Fear, Sa-Sad, Sp-Surprise, Fs-Frustrated, Hp-Happy Neu-
Neutral, Dis-Disgust, Ri-Ridicule}

From the valence-arousal ratings of the dataset, it was
observed that all sarcastic utterances received lower va-
lence values, inclined towards the unpleasant end of the
spectrum. Non-sarcastic utterances, however, have a
more diverse set of valence values with ratings from
both pleasant and unpleasant halves of the spectrum.
While arousal values in sarcastic utterances have ma-
jority ratings as 7-8, in non-sarcastic utterances the dis-
tribution is more diverse in comparison with sarcastic
utterances and they have majority ratings fall into the
range of 5-7. This shows the implied negativity and
intensity that sarcasm usually tends to portray.

In each of the 5 TV shows which form the source of our
dataset, different characters contribute to the sarcastic

instances with different emotions. To understand the
number of speakers in each show and their contribution
to various implicit emotions in the sarcastic subset of
our data, Figure [3| provides the distribution of implicit
emotions in the utterances of each character from the
shows.

For sarcastic utterances, the dataset contains sarcasm
type metadata which can help provide deeper insights
into the task of sarcasm detection. To also understand
how these sarcasm types co-occur with different implicit
emotions, Table @] presents the distribution of sarcas-
tic utterances belonging to different implicit emotion
classes fall under different sarcasm types.

An | Sa | Fr | Ri | Di | Total
PRO | 47 | 15| 61 | 129 | 81 333
ILL | 26 | 4 | 48| 70 | 30 | 178
EMB | 13 | 5 | 20| 27 | 22 87
LIK | 1 0 1 0 1 3

Table 13: Implicit Emotion Distribution per Sarcasm
Type. {An-Anger, Sa-Sad, Fs-Frustrated, Dis-Disgust, Ri-
Ridicule} and {PRO-Propositional, ILL-Illocutionary, EMB-
Embedded, LIK-Likeprefixed }

Implicit Explicit
P R F1 P R F1
Majority | 14.1 37.6 20.6 17.0 413 24.1
Random (Uniform) | 253 203 214 279 11.8 155
Random (Prior) | 259 259 259 26.1 26.1 26.1
ONEvsREST | 356 37.6 36.5 412 436 420
MultiClass | 34.4 36.1 349 417 440 426

Table 14: Benchmarking emotion classification results
comparison across different methods

Additional Results

As part of the bench-marking exercise, as mentioned in
Section[6] we perform Majority sampling (assigns the
emotion class with majority examples as all samples),
Random Sampling (predictions are sampled equally
throughout the test set using this baseline). We also per-
form one-vs-rest experiments for each emotion which
contain a sigmoid layer instead of a softmax layer as
classification head. The results of these baselines are
reported in the table [[4] In order to study the advan-
tage of our model, we presented a comparison of sar-
casm detection results on original MUStARD dataset
using our proposed model against the numbers reported
by the authors of (Castro et al., 2019; Chauhan et al.,
2020) in Table[/| The detailed results of this experiment
of sarcasm detection by using our proposed model on
MUStARD across different modality, speaker, context
combinations is given in Table[I3]

Table[16]and Table[I7|represent the detailed weighted
average results of all modality combinations for ONEvs-
REST classification experiments in implicit and explicit
emotions respectively.
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Figure 3: Character-label ratio per source over Implicit Emotion in sarcastic utterances on MUStARD++ data

Speaker Independent Speaker Dependent
w/o Context w Context w/o Context w Context
P R F1 P R F1 P R F1 P R F1

T 68.8 68.8 688 | 684 684 684 743 742 742 | 72.8 728 728

A 653 652 653 | 652 652 652 724 723 723 | 727 727 727
A" 68.7 684 684 | 68.0 680 68.0 70.5 70.5 70.5 | 70.5 70.5 70.5
T+A 70.2 702 70.2 | 69.7 69.7 69.7 725 725 725 | 743 742 742
A+V 711 711 711 | 713 712 712 71.8 71.6 715 | 71.0 709 709
V+T 699 69.8 698 | 694 694 694 732 731 731|719 719 1719
T+A+V | 72.1 72.0 72.0 | 71.0 709 70.9 732 73.1 73.1 | 73.0 73.0 73.0

Table 15: Sarcasm detection results for MUStARD, Weighted Average

Though the main focus of the paper is detection of emo-
tion in sarcasm, in order to benchmark the entire data,
we perform implicit and explicit emotion classification
experiments in a multiclass setting. The results of these
experiments across different modalities, context and
speaker settings are presented in Table[T8]and Table [T9]
for implicit and explicit emotions respectively.
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Speaker Independent Speaker Dependent

w/o Context w Context w/o Context w Context

P R F1 P R F1 P R F1 P R F1

T 341 354 346|352 36.8 359 33.6 344 338|342 351 34.6

A 294 303 29.7 295 304 299 30.7 31.1 306 | 294 30.6 29.7

v 31.7 346 329|327 313 318 322 336 325 | 31.1 328 31.8
T+A 347 379 358 | 353 389 355 339 344 340 | 334 348 339
A+V 29.8 31.6 305|293 334 30.6 31.8 334 325|302 326 306
V+T 340 36.1 349 | 357 37.6 365 345 354 348 | 339 363 345
T+A+V | 325 373 329 | 319 346 326 325 326 324 | 327 344 327

Table 16: Implicit Emotion Classification in Sarcastic Utterance (ONEvsREST) Weighted Average

Speaker Independent Speaker Dependent
w/o Context w Context w/o Context w Context
P R F1 P R F1 P R F1 P R F1

T 39.8 428 41.0 | 40.2 43.6 41.5 37.6  41.6 385 | 394 41.6 403

A 283 31.8 293 | 27.7 30.8 288 29.8 334 313 | 305 359 316

v 26.6 306 282 | 283 30.1 290 29.3 33.6 309 | 29.0 334 306
T+A 41.1 439 422 | 397 419 405 38.1 40.6 39.1 | 375 394 383
A+V 29.6 319 304 | 277 300 28.6 30.1 343 312 | 298 319 30.7
V+T 412 43.6 421 | 399 419 407 388 404 395 | 366 384 374
T+A+V | 386 41.6 39.7 | 37.8 39.6 385 363 388 373 | 349 376 360

Table 17: Explicit Emotion Classification in Sarcastic Utterance (ONEvsREST) Weighted Average

Speaker Independent Speaker Dependent
w/o Context w Context w/o Context w Context
P R F1 P R F1 P R F1 P R F1

226 236 23.0| 233 243 236 257 259 251 | 254 263 253
21.1 223 215|206 212 20.7 207 220 21.2|21.1 220 215
185 194 189|202 214 20.6 199 214 205|226 236 23
T+A 25.5 269 26.0 | 23.6 245 240 25.6 271 26.1 | 246 260 253
A+V 19.6 209 20.1 | 21.3 230 218 20,6 219 212|220 236 226
V+T 241 249 244|240 253 246 23.0 244 235|226 239 232
T+A+V | 234 247 238 | 25.7 269 26.1 25.6 269 259|243 255 24.7

<=

Table 18: Implicit Emotion Classification in MUStARD++ (Multiclass, Weighted Average)

Speaker Independent Speaker Dependent
w/o Context w Context w/o Context w Context
P R F1 P R F1 P R F1 P R F1

T 348 375 358 | 352 395 365 355 36.7 357|352 373 358

A 262 300 276|269 300 275 244 286 26.1 | 257 294 271

v 239 270 253|241 279 256 243 284 26.1 | 253 308 275
T+A 342 379 355|356 381 365 342 37.8 357|347 370 35.6
A+V 258 292 270|246 281 259 25.6 297 272|261 31.1 28.0
V+T 342 372 354|348 379 36.1 333 36.8 347 | 355 384 36.5
T+A+V | 347 364 354 | 351 380 364 347 37.1 357|324 354 357

Table 19: Explicit Emotion Classification in MUStARD++ (Multiclass, Weighted Average)
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