arXiv:2308.09593v1 [cs.CV] 18 Aug 2023

Investigation of Architectures and Receptive Fields for Appearance-based Gaze Estimation

Yunhan Wang^1 Xiangwei Shi^1 Shalini De Mello^2 Hyung Jin Chang^3 Xucong Zhang^1

1Computer Vision Lab, Delft University of Technology^2NVIDIA 3School of Computer Science, University of Birmingham

Abstract

With the rapid development of deep learning technology in the past decade, appearance-based gaze estimation has attracted great attention from both computer vision and human-computer interaction research communities. Fascinating methods were proposed with variant mechanisms including soft attention, hard attention, two-eye asymmetry, feature disentanglement, rotation consistency, and contrastive learning. Most of these methods take the single-face or multi-region as input, yet the basic architecture of gaze estimation has not been fully explored. In this paper, we reveal the fact that tuning a few simple parameters of a ResNet architecture can outperform most of the existing state-of-the-art methods for the gaze estimation task on three popular datasets. With our extensive experiments, we conclude that the stride number, input image resolution, and multi-region architecture are critical for the gaze estimation performance while their effectiveness dependent on the quality of the input face image. We obtain the state-of-the-art performances on three datasets with 3.64 on ETH-XGaze, 4.50 on MPIIFaceGaze, and 9.13 on Gaze360 degrees gaze estimation error by taking ResNet-50 as the backbone.

1. Introduction

Eye gaze can serve as a cue to model a person’s cognitive process and analyze human visual attention [44]. Various eye-tracking applications have been proposed, such as diagnostic interpretation [3], human-computer interaction [35, 45], visual marketing [40], and augmented and virtual reality [1, 32]. Appearance-based gaze estimation alleviates the requirement of accurate 3D model fitting by directly regressing from the input eye/face image to the gaze target [36]. With the recent development of deep learning methods, appearancebased gaze estimation has attracted large attention in the computer vision community [11, 15].

The early works usually take a single-eye image [14,27,34,48,50] or a combination of two eyes [19,20] as the input. Later methods demonstrate the multi-region method, i.e. two eye patches and single face region, is more effective than the eye-region only methods [25]. Taking a single-face image could further improve the gaze estimation performance, yet enlarging input image resolution plays an important role [49]. Variant methods have been proposed for the gaze estimation, such as generative model [37], pictorial representation [30], unsupervised learning [42], hard attention [47], twoeye asymmetry [12], coarse-to-fine [8], weakly supervision [23], rotation consistency [2], self-adversarial [7], and vision transformer [9]. Some of the previous works imply the input image resolution could be critical for the final gaze estimation performance [4, 43, 49], and whether to take eye, face, or multi-region as the input is still a mystery. It is not clear which method we should choose when dealing with real-world settings given the specific devices, applications, and environments. In addition, while these deep learning approaches have outperformed traditional methods across datasets, there still exists a considerable gap towards a “perfect gaze estimator”, as the general gaze estimation error is around four to five degrees on highresolution controlled laboratory setting ETH-XGaze datasets [43], four degrees on the real-world laptop setting MPIIFaceGaze dataset [49], two centimeters on the cellphone screen GazeCapture [25], and ten degrees on the challenging outdoor setting Gaze360 [21].

In this paper, we improve the gaze estimation performance on multiple datasets by examining the basic strategy of taking high and low-resolution images as input, changing the stride of the first convolutional layer, taking a single-face image as input, and taking multiregion as input. Taking single-face or multi-region as input is a popular choice for the current gaze estimation methods, yet there is no conclusion about which one we should pick. The input image resolution and stride both affect the reception field of the neural networks and, thus, have an impact on the final gaze estimation performances.

Our main findings are:

• Decreasing the stride of a CNN’s first convolutional layer effectively improves performance on high-resolution datasets.

• Increasing input image resolution effectively improves performance on high-resolution datasets.

• Multi-region architecture (left eye, right eye, and face images each with a CNN backbone) performs well on high-resolution datasets, while not on lowresolution datasets.

2. Related work

There are two main categories of gaze estimation methods: model-based and appearance-based [17]. Model-based methods employ geometric eye models and detect geometric features to estimate gaze [6, 33, 51]. However, the accuracy of model-based methods can suffer from in-the-wild settings [48] and sometimes require a time-consuming process of collecting subjectspecific parameters, such as cornea radii, cornea center, and kappa angles [15].

Appearance-based gaze estimation attempts to regress gaze direction from eye or face images. Most of the recent appearance-based approaches adopt a CNNbased architecture. Zhang et al. proposed the in-the-wild MPIIGaze dataset and demonstrated the exceptional performance of CNN-based model in this setting [48]. Krafka et al. proposed the large-scale Gaze- Capture dataset and the multi-region multi-branch iTracker framework that takes left eye, right eye, face, and face grid location as input to separate branches of CNN to estimate gaze [25]. Zhang et al. implemented a model that takes only full-face images as input [49]. Park et al. proposed a pictorial gaze estimation model that first regresses the image to an intermediate gazemap and then estimates gaze from that [31]. Kellnhofer et al. provide an LSTM-based model with pinball loss and the Gaze360 dataset in unconstrained indoor and outdoor environments with a wide range of head poses [21]. Zhang et al. developed the large-scale high-resolution ETH-XGaze dataset in a constraint environment with extreme head poses and gaze variations [43]. Furthermore, various gaze estimation approaches are proposed, such as few-shot learning [29], bayesian learning [38], unsupervised learning [42], weakly-supervised learning [24], contrastive learning [39]. Recent research has demonstrated that methods based on Vision Transformers [5, 13, 26] achieve exceptional performance compared to previous CNN-based methods. Cheng et al. proposed the first transformerbased architecture for gaze estimation [10].

3. Background

The gaze estimation task is strongly relevant to the eye region since eyeball rotation is the only factor that determines the gaze direction. Unfortunately, accurate eyeball rotation is difficult so it becomes crucial to include the rest of the face region for the appearancebased gaze estimation methods. However, the balance between the eye region and the rest of the face region has not been fully explored before.

In this section, we describe the strategy of stride and resolution selection for gaze estimation and a multiregion multi-branch architecture.

3.1. Receptive filed

In deep convolutional neural networks (CNNs), a basic concept is the receptive field, also known as the field of view, which refers to the region of the input that influences a unit in a specific layer of the network. Unlike fully connected networks, where each unit’s value depends on the entire input, a unit in convolutional networks is influenced by a localized region of the input corresponding to the unit’s receptive field [28]. In various tasks, particularly in dense prediction tasks such as semantic image segmentation, stereo, and optical flow estimation, where predictions are made for individual pixels in the input image, it is crucial to ensure that each output pixel has a substantial receptive field. This ensures that no vital information is overlooked during the prediction process.

In general, there are multiple ways to change the receptive field inside CNNs. We take two ways of them, stride and input image size, for gaze estimation.

3.2. Stride

As a parameter of the neural network’s filter, stride determines the amount of shifting applied to the input image or feature. Thus, the smaller stride results in a larger receptive field. By changing the stride of the first convolutional layer of a gaze estimation network, we enlarge the receptive field for the units in subsequent layers until the bottom layer’s units. Furthermore, we investigate changing the stride of the sliding patch of a transformer-like model, Poolformer [41], where the self-attention layers in the transformer were replaced with pooling layers.

3.3. Input image resolution

Enlarging input image resolution can consequently increase the receptive fields of CNNs. A simple way to enlarge the input image is the interpolation of existing pixel values that do not add any information to the input image. Instead, we enlarge the input image during the data normalization process [46] in the image warping step. The total amount of information contained by the input image is limited by the raw image resolution, i.e. there would be no benefits of enlarging the input image if the size becomes larger than the face in the original raw image. Enlarging the input image brings heavy computation costs due to more convolution operations and longer feature vectors before the output layer. In this study, we only experiment with two image resolutions as 224×224 and 448×448 pixels.

3.4. Gaze estimation model

Theoretically, eyeball rotation is the only factor to determine the gaze direction and the eye region is the only required input for the gaze estimation model. Nonetheless, taking the full face instead of the eye as input improves the gaze estimation performance empirically [49]. Since the eye region should be the most critical part of the gaze estimation task compared to the rest of the face, the eye region should have a larger receptive field than the rest of the face. The multiregion method reflects such an intuition by cropping and enlarging the two eye regions as parallel input for the gaze estimator [25].

In this paper, we explore the potential of full-face and multi-region gaze estimation. For the multi-region method, the model delegates a network branch for the left eye, right eye, and full face, and adopts a fully connected layer to regress the outputs from the three branches to the gaze direction. ResNet-50 serves as the backbone model for each branch. This model has a similar fashion to iTracker [25], yet it does not share model weights for eye regions and excludes the branch of the face grid location. We further study the necessity of using different backbones for different regions.

4. Experiments

We experimented with manipulating strides, input resolutions, and model architectures across three datasets, ETH-XGaze [43], MPIIFaceGaze [49], and Gaze360 [21]. We also tested using self-attention in a transformer-like model and variant architectures designed for multi-region CNN.

4.1. Settings

We applied the data normalization method introduced in [46] to cancel out the geometric variability caused by various head poses and distances to the camera by converting input images and gaze ground truth to a normalized space. For training CNN-based models, we implemented ResNet-50 [18] as the CNN backbone. We use the Adam optimizer [22] with the initial learning rate set to 0.0001. For different model architectures, the batch sizes were set according to the limitation of GPU memory. The model was trained for 30 epochs and we divide the learning rate by 10 for every 10 epochs. We pick the results of the 30th epoch for ETH-XGaze, and the 25th epoch for the MPIIFaceGaze according to the previous paper settings. The results of Gaze360 are tested based on the validation performance. We did not observe significant performance differences between the 30th and 25th epochs. For training transformer-based models, we adopted the ideas introduced in [10] to train the model with 50 epochs, and an initial learning rate of 0.0005. The learning rate decay factor is set to 0.5 for every 10 epochs. We implemented a gradual learning rate warm-up procedure [16] in the first three epochs. The batch size was set to 100. If the batch size could not fit the model in an NVIDIA A40 GPU, we set it to the largest number that can fit the model on A40.

4.2. Datasets

ETH-XGaze [43] contains 1.1 million images and the raw image resolution is 6000 × 4000. The images were collected in the laboratory and with extreme head pose, gaze variations, and 16 illumination conditions. For person-independent gaze estimation, 80 subjects are set for training and 15 for testing. We obtained the face and eye input images using the normalization method [46] on raw images.

MPIIFaceGaze [49] contains 214 thousand images and the raw image resolution is 1280 × 720. The images were collected in the wild and with daily life illustrations. MPIIFaceGaze contains 15 subjects and the typical evaluation procedure is to conduct a cross-subject 15-fold evaluation. For the single region training, the original input image size is 448 × 488 and we downsampled them to be 224 × 224 for later usage. For the multi-region training, we use the normalization method [46] to obtain the face and two-eye images. Note that, the coordinate system of gaze labels after normalization is not aligned with the one for single region training, but it is aligned with the one from the ETH-XGaze dataset.

Input Image Resolution Methods

Datasets ETH-XGaze MPIIFaceGaze Gaze360

224×224

Res50 (stride 2) 4.50^∘ 4.71^∘ 9.21^∘ Res50 (stride 1) 4.00^∘ 4.51^∘ 9.19^∘

448×448 Res50 (stride 2) 3.95^∘ 4.53^∘ 9.13^∘ Res50 (stride 1) 3.76^∘ 4.50^∘ 9.56^∘

Table 1. Comparison of methods on datasets in 224 × 224 and 448 × 448 pixels resolutions. ETH-XGaze has the highest raw image resolution, followed by MPIIFaceGaze then Gaze360. As we change the stride from two to one, the gaze error improves by a greater scale on the dataset with higher raw image resolution.

Gaze360 [21] contains 172 thousand images and the raw head image resolution span from around 100 × 100 to 500 × 500. Gaze360 is a diverse dataset containing 238 subjects in unconstrained indoor and outdoor environments with a wide range of head poses. We performed the aforementioned data normalization method [46] on Gaze360 and obtain face and eye input images. The dataset is split into train, validation, test and unused subsets.

4.3. Results

To gain a deeper understanding of the effect of our design choices, we assess the performance of our approach across diverse settings and configurations.

Model

Dataset ETH-XGaze

PoolFormer-24 (stride 4, with self-attention)

4.73^∘

PoolFormer-24

(stride 4) 4.56 ∘ PoolFormer-24

(stride 2) 3.98 ∘ PoolFormer-24

(stride 1) 3.67 ∘

Table 2. Comparison of PoolFormer [41] with or without self-attention and with different strides on ETH-XGaze of 224 × 224 pixels input image resolution.

4.3.1 Stride

The default stride parameter in the first convolutional layer in the ResNet series is set to be two to reduce the size of the receptive field. However, it may not be applicable to regression tasks such as gaze estimation. As shown in the first and second rows of Tab. 1, by changing the stride from two to one for the input image resolution 224 × 224 pixels, an 11.1% performance improvement (4.50^∘ → 4.00^∘) is achieved on ETH-XGaze, a 4.2% performance improvement (4.71^∘ → 4.51^∘) is achieved on MPIIFaceGaze. A similar trend can be observed for the input image resolution 448 × 448 pixels settings for the ETH-XGaze. However, there is no significant performance change on Gaze360 with either input image resolution settings and MPIIFaceGaze with 448 × 448 pixels input image setting. We conclude that percentages of performance improvements on these three datasets are aligned with raw image resolution increases, i.e. the higher raw image resolution, the higher performance improvement by decreasing the stride number.

To valid the effect of stride on gaze estimation with different architecture, we also conducted experiments with PoolFormer-24 [41] that collects input patches with different strides. Note we only changed the stride in the first stage of the PoolFormer architecture, which is used to slide image patches from patch embedding. As shown in Tab. 2, PoolFormer yields a gaze error of 4.56^∘ with the default stride as four, and decreasing stride number yields a drastic improvement of 19.5% (4.56^∘ → 3.67^∘). It shows that stride is critical for the gaze estimation task for different architectures. The main reason could be that the model needs to extract fine-level features around the eye region. Since vision transformers are famous for their self-attention modules, we replaced the pooling layers with self-attention layers in the top two out of four stages in PoolFormer- 24 to better capture global information at early stages. However, we observe an increase in gaze error in the setting with a self-attention based module. It could be that the amount of training data is insufficient to train the self-attention modules [13].

4.3.2 Input image resolution

Besides the stride, input image resolution can also change the size of the receptive field. We exam-

Methods

Dataset ETH-XGaze MPIIFaceGaze Gaze360

No shared eye net (stride 2) 3.88^∘ 4.62^∘ 9.26^∘

No shared eye net (stride 1) 3.64^∘ 4.61^∘ 9.26^∘

Shared eye nets (stride 2) 3.70^∘ 4.51^∘ 9.28^∘

Shared eye nets (stride 1) 3.69^∘ 4.62^∘ 9.13^∘

Table 3. Comparison of variants of multi-region ResNet-50 on different datasets in 224 × 224 resolution. We experimented with sharing or not sharing the eye net, and different stride numbers.

ined ResNet-50 with two different image resolutions as 224 × 224 and 448 × 448 pixels. To achieve different image resolutions, we change the parameters during the data normalization procedure. As seen in first the third rows of Tab 1, by increasing input resolution (224 × 224 → 448 × 448), ResNet-50 with a stride of two in the first convolutional layer can yield improvements of 12.2% (4.50^∘ → 3.95^∘) on XGaze and 3.8% (4.71^∘ → 4.53^∘) MPIIFaceGaze, respectively. It shows that increasing image resolution can improve gaze estimation performance based on the raw image resolution of the dataset. The raw face size in the original image is around 1000 × 1000 pixels and 500 × 500 pixels on XGaze and MPIIFaceGaze datasets, respectively. We expect even more improvement on the ETH-XGaze dataset when increasing the input image resolution to the networks to be 1000×1000 pixels. However, such a model would require more energy and memory to train.

We further combine our finding of the stride effect that we changed the stride of the first convolutional layer in ResNet-50 from two to one. By comparing results in the third and fourth rows in Tab 1, we can see that improvements by decreasing stride yield a small improvement (4.8%, 3.95^∘ → 3.76^∘) on XGaze and no improvement on MPIIFaceGaze. Note decreasing the stride from two to one results in worse performance on Gaze360 (9.13^∘ → 9.56^∘). It could be that the faces crops on Gaze360 are much smaller than the 448 × 448 pixels that the enlarging input image resolution introduces noise with interpolation.

In general, we found the input image resolution and stride number could improve the gaze estimation performance while the relative improvements are dependent on the image resolution of the raw input frame.

4.3.3 Multi-region CNN

With the assumption that gaze estimation performance improves by increasing the receptive field from extracting detailed features on eye regions, the multi-region method is assumed to perform better than the singleface input methods.

We conducted the experiment of the multi-region CNN model that consists of three separated ResNet-50 networks for the left eye, right eye, and face patches, respectively. For the sake of computation time, we use 224 × 224 pixels resolution input image size. The cropped left and right eye patches are obtained by the data normalization method [46] on the raw images. The features of the three networks are concatenated and fed into the last fully connected layer to regress to the gaze direction.

As shown in the first row of Tab. 3, the multiregion architecture achieves 3.88 degrees gaze error on ETH-XGaze, which is significantly better than the single-face input method (4.5 degrees). We further investigated variations of the multi-region architectures. We change the stride of the first convolutional layers from two to one, which achieves 6.2% improvement (3.88^∘ → 3.64^∘). It is the same conclusion in 4.3.1 that decreasing the stride can improve the performance of gaze estimation.

Since previous works have variations of sharing the network for left and right eye patches or not, we implemented a variant of the multi-region method in that the left and right eye nets are shared. It can be seen from the table that the sharing eye nets result in better performance (3.88^∘ → 3.70^∘) on ETH-XGaze. To explore the limitations of different strategies, we experimented with a multi-region of shared eye nets and the stride to be one in the first convolutional layer. However, the result on the ETH-XGaze dataset does not show an improvement compared to the model with the stride one (3.70^∘ vs. 3.69^∘). It could be that the feature extraction with cropped eye region and stride one would be similar to the eye region size in the raw images. Therefore, changing the stride number cannot yield performance improvement.

A similar trend can be observed on the MPI- IFaceGaze dataset as switching from a single face to a multi-region model with input image resolution 224 × 224 results in a performance improvement (4.71^∘ vs. 4.62^∘, stride with two), and the shared eye net can further lower the gaze error to 4.51^∘. However, there is no noticeable improvement with changing the stride.

For the Gaze360, we do not observe the significant changes with different architectures as shown in the last column of Tab. 3. It could be that the raw face sizes on Gaze360 are relatively small, thus, fine-level feature extraction could not boost the performance.

5. Conclusion

In this study, we have investigated the substantial potential of optimization of fundamental parameters, namely input image resolution, stride, and input patches to achieve exceptional performance for the gaze estimation task. Through a series of extensive experiments, we have derived decreasing the stride of the first convolutional layer, increasing the input image resolution, and switching to multi-region architecture lead to a noticeable improvement in performance when dealing with high-resolution datasets. However, while these strategies exhibit strong performance on high-resolution datasets, their effectiveness diminishes when applied to low-resolution datasets. These findings collectively highlight the importance of parameter selection, including input image resolution, stride, and the choice of architecture, in optimizing performance for the gaze estimation task across different dataset resolutions. With our optimized yet simple architecture, we successfully achieved state-of-the-art gaze estimation performances on three popular datasets.

References

[1] RT Azuma. A survey of augmented reality presence teleoperators virtual environ., 6. 1997. 1 [2] Yiwei Bao, Yunfei Liu, Haofei Wang, and Feng Lu.

Generalizing gaze estimation with rotation consistency. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), pages 4207–4216, June 2022. 1 [3] Tad T Brunyé, Trafton Drew, Donald L Weaver, and Joann G Elmore. A review of eye tracking for understanding and improving diagnostic interpretation. Cognitive research: principles and implications, 4:1– 16, 2019. 1 [4] Xin Cai, Boyu Chen, Jiabei Zeng, Jiajun Zhang, Yunjia Sun, Xiao Wang, Zhilong Ji, Xiao Liu, Xilin Chen, and Shiguang Shan. Gaze estimation with an ensemble of four architectures. arXiv, 2021. 1 [5] Nicolas Carion, Francisco Massa, Gabriel Synnaeve, Nicolas Usunier, Alexander Kirillov, and Sergey Zagoruyko. End-to-end object detection with transformers. In ECCV, pages 213–229. Springer, 2020. 2 [6] Jixu Chen and Qiang Ji. 3d gaze estimation with a single camera without ir illumination. In 2008 19th International Conference on Pattern Recognition, pages 1–4. IEEE, 2008. 2 [7] Yihua Cheng, Yiwei Bao, and Feng Lu. Puregaze: Purifying gaze feature for generalizable gaze estimation. Proc. AAAI, 2022. 1 [8] Yihua Cheng, Shiyao Huang, Fei Wang, Chen Qian, and Feng Lu. A coarse-to-fine adaptive network for appearance-based gaze estimation. In Proc. AAAI, 2020. 1 [9] Yihua Cheng and Feng Lu. Gaze estimation using transformer. In Proc. ICPR, 2022. 1 [10] Yihua Cheng and Feng Lu. Gaze estimation using transformer. In ICPR, pages 3341–3347. IEEE, 2022. 2, 3 [11] Yihua Cheng, Haofei Wang, Yiwei Bao, and Feng Lu. Appearance-based gaze estimation with deep learning: A review and benchmark. arXiv preprint arXiv:2104.12668, 2021. 1 [12] Yihua Cheng, Xucong Zhang, Feng Lu, and Yoichi Sato. Gaze estimation by exploring two-eye asymmetry. IEEE TIP, 29:5259–5272, 2020. 1 [13] Alexey Dosovitskiy, Lucas Beyer, Alexander Kolesnikov, Dirk Weissenborn, Xiaohua Zhai, Thomas Unterthiner, Mostafa Dehghani, Matthias Minderer, Georg Heigold, Sylvain Gelly, et al. An image is worth 16x16 words: Transformers for image recognition at scale. arXiv preprint arXiv:2010.11929, 2020. 2, 4 [14] Kenneth Alberto Funes Mora, Florent Monay, and Jean-Marc Odobez. EYEDIAP: A database for the development and evaluation of gaze estimation algorithms from rgb and rgb-d cameras. In Proc. ACM Symp. on Eye Tracking Research and Applications, pages 255–258, 2014. 1 [15] Shreya Ghosh, Abhinav Dhall, Munawar Hayat, Jarrod Knibbe, and Qiang Ji. Automatic gaze analysis: A survey of deep learning based approaches. arXiv preprint arXiv:2108.05479, 2021. 1, 2 [16] Priya Goyal, Piotr Dollár, Ross Girshick, Pieter Noordhuis, Lukasz Wesolowski, Aapo Kyrola, Andrew Tulloch, Yangqing Jia, and Kaiming He. Accurate, large minibatch sgd: Training imagenet in 1 hour. arXiv preprint arXiv:1706.02677, 2017. 3 [17] Dan Witzner Hansen and Qiang Ji. In the eye of the beholder: A survey of models for eyes and gaze. IEEE transactions on pattern analysis and machine intelligence, 32(3):478–500, 2009. 2 [18] Kaiming He, Xiangyu Zhang, Shaoqing Ren, and Jian Sun. Deep residual learning for image recognition. In Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, pages 770–778, 2016. 3 [19] Qiuhai He, Xiaopeng Hong, Xiujuan Chai, Jukka Holappa, Guoying Zhao, Xilin Chen, and Matti Pietikäinen. Omeg: Oulu multi-pose eye gaze dataset. In Image Analysis, pages 418–427. 2015. 1 [20] Qiong Huang, Ashok Veeraraghavan, and Ashutosh Sabharwal. Tabletgaze: Unconstrained appearancebased gaze estimation in mobile tablets. 2017. 1

[21] Petr Kellnhofer, Adria Recasens, Simon Stent, Wojciech Matusik, and Antonio Torralba. Gaze360: Physically unconstrained gaze estimation in the wild. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer Vision, pages 6912–6921, 2019. 1, 2, 3, 4 [22] Diederik P Kingma and Jimmy Ba. Adam: A method for stochastic optimization. arXiv preprint arXiv:1412.6980, 2014. 3 [23] Rakshit Kothari, Shalini De Mello, Umar Iqbal, Wonmin Byeon, Seonwook Park, and Jan Kautz. Weaklysupervised physically unconstrained gaze estimation. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pages 9980– 9989, 2021. 1 [24] Rakshit Kothari, Shalini De Mello, Umar Iqbal, Wonmin Byeon, Seonwook Park, and Jan Kautz. Weaklysupervised physically unconstrained gaze estimation. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pages 9980– 9989, 2021. 2 [25] Kyle Krafka, Aditya Khosla, Petr Kellnhofer, Harini Kannan, Suchendra Bhandarkar, Wojciech Matusik, and Antonio Torralba. Eye tracking for everyone. In Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, pages 2176–2184, 2016. 1, 2, 3 [26] Ze Liu, Yutong Lin, Yue Cao, Han Hu, Yixuan Wei, Zheng Zhang, Stephen Lin, and Baining Guo. Swin transformer: Hierarchical vision transformer using shifted windows. In ICCV, pages 10012–10022, 2021. 2 [27] Feng Lu, Yusuke Sugano, Takahiro Okabe, and Yoichi Sato. Head pose-free appearance-based gaze sensing via eye image synthesis. In ICPR, pages 1008–1011, 2012. 1 [28] Wenjie Luo, Yujia Li, Raquel Urtasun, and Richard Zemel. Understanding the effective receptive field in deep convolutional neural networks. Advances in neural information processing systems, 29, 2016. 2 [29] Seonwook Park, Shalini De Mello, Pavlo Molchanov, Umar Iqbal, Otmar Hilliges, and Jan Kautz. Few-shot adaptive gaze estimation. In International Conference on Computer Vision (ICCV), 2019. 2 [30] Seonwook Park, Adrian Spurr, and Otmar Hilliges.

Deep pictorial gaze estimation. In Proc. ECCV, 2018. 1 [31] Seonwook Park, Adrian Spurr, and Otmar Hilliges.

Deep pictorial gaze estimation. In Proceedings of the European conference on computer vision (ECCV), pages 721–738, 2018. 2 [32] Anjul Patney, Joohwan Kim, Marco Salvi, Anton Kaplanyan, Chris Wyman, Nir Benty, Aaron Lefohn, and David Luebke. Perceptually-based foveated virtual reality. In ACM SIGGRAPH 2016 emerging technologies, pages 1–2. 2016. 1 [33] Sheng-Wen Shih and Jin Liu. A novel approach to 3-d gaze tracking using stereo cameras. IEEE Transactions on Systems, Man, and Cybernetics, Part B (Cybernetics), 34(1):234–245, 2004. 2 [34] Yusuke Sugano, Yasuyuki Matsushita, and Yoichi Sato. Learning-by-synthesis for appearance-based 3d gaze estimation. In Proc. CVPR, 2014. 1 [35] Yusuke Sugano, Xucong Zhang, and Andreas Bulling.

Aggregaze: Collective estimation of audience attention on public displays. In Proceedings of the 29th Annual Symposium on User Interface Software and Technology, pages 821–831, 2016. 1 [36] Kar-Han Tan, David J Kriegman, and Narendra Ahuja. Appearance-based eye gaze estimation. In Proc. IEEE Workshop Applications of Computer Vision, pages 191–195, 2002. 1 [37] Kang Wang, Rui Zhao, and Qiang Ji. A hierarchical generative model for eye image synthesis and eye gaze estimation. In Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, pages 440– 448, 2018. 1 [38] Kang Wang, Rui Zhao, Hui Su, and Qiang Ji. Generalizing eye tracking with bayesian adversarial learning. In CVPR, pages 11907–11916, 2019. 2 [39] Yaoming Wang, Yangzhou Jiang, Jin Li, Bingbing Ni, Wenrui Dai, Chenglin Li, Hongkai Xiong, and Teng Li. Contrastive regression for domain adaptation on gaze estimation. In CVPR, pages 19376–19385, June 2022. 2 [40] Michel Wedel. Attention research in marketing: A review of eye tracking studies. Robert H. Smith School Research Paper No. RHS, 2460289, 2013. 1 [41] Weihao Yu, Mi Luo, Pan Zhou, Chenyang Si, Yichen Zhou, Xinchao Wang, Jiashi Feng, and Shuicheng Yan. Metaformer is actually what you need for vision. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, pages 10819– 10829, 2022. 2, 4 [42] Yu Yu and Jean-Marc Odobez. Unsupervised representation learning for gaze estimation. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pages 7314–7324, 2020. 1, 2 [43] Xucong Zhang, Seonwook Park, Thabo Beeler, Derek Bradley, Siyu Tang, and Otmar Hilliges. Eth-xgaze: A large scale dataset for gaze estimation under extreme head pose and gaze variation. In Computer Vision–ECCV 2020: 16th European Conference, Glasgow, UK, August 23–28, 2020, Proceedings, Part V 16, pages 365–381. Springer, 2020. 1, 2, 3 [44] Xucong Zhang, Seonwook Park, and Anna Maria Feit.

Eye gaze estimation and its applications. Artificial Intelligence for Human Computer Interaction: A Modern Approach, pages 99–130, 2021. 1 [45] Xucong Zhang, Yusuke Sugano, and Andreas Bulling.

Everyday eye contact detection using unsupervised gaze target discovery. In Proceedings of the 30th annual ACM symposium on user interface software and technology, pages 193–203, 2017. 1 [46] Xucong Zhang, Yusuke Sugano, and Andreas Bulling.

Revisiting data normalization for appearance-based gaze estimation. In Proceedings of the 2018 ACM symposium on eye tracking research & applications, pages 1–9, 2018. 3, 4, 5 [47] Xucong Zhang, Yusuke Sugano, Andreas Bulling, and Otmar Hilliges. Learning-based region selection for end-to-end gaze estimation. In Proc. BMVC, 2020. 1 [48] Xucong Zhang, Yusuke Sugano, Mario Fritz, and Andreas Bulling. Appearance-based gaze estimation in the wild. In Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, pages 4511– 4520, 2015. 1, 2 [49] Xucong Zhang, Yusuke Sugano, Mario Fritz, and Andreas Bulling. It’s written all over your face: Full-face appearance-based gaze estimation. In Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern recognition workshops, pages 51–60, 2017. 1, 2, 3 [50] Xucong Zhang, Yusuke Sugano, Mario Fritz, and Andreas Bulling. Mpiigaze: Real-world dataset and deep appearance-based gaze estimation. IEEE transactions on pattern analysis and machine intelligence, 41(1):162–175, 2017. 1 [51] Zhiwei Zhu and Qiang Ji. Eye gaze tracking under natural head movements. In 2005 IEEE Computer Society Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR’05), volume 1, pages 918–923. IEEE, 2005. 2