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Abstract—The left ventricular of ejection fraction is one
of the most important metric of cardiac function. It is used
by cardiologist to identify patients who are eligible for life-
prolonging therapies. However, the assessment of ejection frac-
tion suffers from inter-observer variability. To overcome this
challenge, we propose a deep learning approach, based on
hierarchical vision Transformers, to estimate the ejection fraction
from echocardiogram videos. The proposed method can estimate
ejection fraction without the need for left ventrice segmentation
first, make it more efficient than other methods. We evaluated
our method on EchoNet-Dynamic dataset resulting 5.59, 7.59
and 0.59 for MAE, RMSE and R2 respectivelly. This results
are better compared to the state-of-the-art method, Ultrasound
Video Transformer (UVT). The source code is available on
https://github.com/lhfazry/UltraSwin.

Index Terms—Echocardiography, Cardiac Ejection Fraction,
UltraSwin, Vision Transformers, EchoNet-Dynamic

I. INTRODUCTION

The cardiovascular system is the human circulatory system
consists of various important organs which have the main
function to circulate oxygen, nutrients, and hormones to all
cells and tissues of the body [1]. One of the vital organs in the
circulatory system is the cardiac which pump blood throughout
the body and receive blood flow back. Based on data from the
World Health Organization (WHO), cardiovascular disease is
still a deadly disease worldwide. Every year the death rate
from this disease increases and in 2019 around 17.9 million
people died or 32% of the world’s mortality rate [2]. Therefore,
a fast and accurate method is needed for cardiac diagnoses so
it can be handled quickly and properly.

A common method to diagnose cardiac disease is the
assesment through echocardiograph video. It is an imaging
technique to assess the cardiac function and structure [3]. The
information that is taken from echocardiograph video can be
used as the basis for initial screening to diagnoses the cardiac
disease. It can also helps for deciding further treatments.

One of the most important metric that can be used to deter-
mine the cardiac function is Left Ventricular Ejection Fraction
(LVEF) or Ejection Fraction (EF) for short [4]. EF measures
how much blood volume that are ejected out of cardiac within
one heart-beat. To calculate EF from echocardiograph video,
a cardiologist need to tracing the left ventricular to estimate
End Systolic Volume (ESV) and End Diastolic Volume (EDV).
ESV is the volume of left ventricular after the ejection process.

On the other hand, EDV is the volume of left ventricular before
the ejection process. Having the value of ESV and EDV in
hand, EF is then calculated using the following formula:

EF =
EDV − ESV

EDV
× 100% (1)

EF can be used to classify the cardiac condition using
common threshold. EF value which is less than 50% can be
considered as cardiomyopathies [5]. Cardiomyopathies are a
heterogeneous group of heart muscle diseases and an important
cause of heart failure (HF) [6]. Cardiac with EF less than 50%
is an indication of heart failure. Heart failure with preserved
ejection fraction (HFpEF) has been defined as having signs
and symptoms of heart failure with preserved EF and diastolic
abnormalities [7].

However, manually tracing the left ventricular and calcu-
late the EF is very complicated task. It suffer from inter-
observer variability. The EF can varies from one heart-beat
to another. Furthermore, the American Society of Echocardio-
graphy (ASE) and the European Association of Cardiovascular
Imaging (EACVI) recommend to observe up to 5 consecutive
heart-beats, thus making the approach more complicated [8].
So the method that can estimate EF faster is needed.

With the advance of deep learning, some methods are
developed to overcome this problem. Jahren et. al. use the
combination of Convolutional Neural Network (CNN) and
Recurrent Neural Network (RNN) to predict the location of
end-diastole from electrocardiogram data (ECG) [9]. Ouyang
et. al. use the combination of 3D convolution and atrous
convolution to estimate EF [5]. It’s clear from formula 1, ESV
and EDV are needed to calculate EF. The above methods first
segment the left ventricular in an echocardiograph video. From
the segmentation, they try to detect ESV and EDV and then
estimate the volume.

Recently, Reynaud et al. proposed UltraSound Video Trans-
formers (UVT) [3] to estimate EF from echocardiograph video.
UVT uses the Transformers, a popular model in Natural
Language Processing (NLP), as a features extraction. Before
processed by the Transformers, the input video is splitted
frame by frame. Each frame is then encoded by ResNet Auto
Encoder (ResNetAE) to reduce the dimension into 1, 024 token
length. This low dimensional features are then learned by the
Transformers to produce another feature maps. The feature
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maps are then processed by head regressor to produce EF
estimation.

However, the process of learning from low dimensional
features are not optimal, because most important feature may
be loss during the encoding process. In this paper, we propose
a novel method to predict EF by directly process the input
video using hierarchical vision Transformers. Our method also
can directly estimate the EF without the need to segment ESV
and EDV and calculate their respective volume.

The focus of this research is to estimate the value of the EF
that can be used to diagnose cardiomyopathy (the abnormal-
ities in the heart muscle that can cause heart failure), assess
eligibility for certain chemotherapies, and determine indication
for medical devices [10]. The output of the regression task that
utilize deep learning model in this study is the EF value. The
common threshold value on the EF which is less than 50%
can be used to classify cardiomyopathy, this threshold will be
used as a reference to determine the heart condition [5].

II. RELATED WORK

Video data is any sequence of time-varying images. In the
video data, the picture information is digitized both spatially
and temporally. Nowadays, research on video data processing
is also an emerging field of computer vision (CV) [11].

Furthermore, video processing techniques have begun to be
used in research in the field of medical imaging. One of them is
Ghorbani et al. that uses the CNN method with the architecture
based on Inception-Resnet-v1 [12]. Inception-Resnet-v1 has
good performance on the Imagenet benchmark dataset and
computationally efficient compared to other architectures [13].
This research proved that the use of the deep learning method
applied to echocardiography was able to identify the cardiac
local anatomy and structure, to estimate metrics for measuring
cardiac function and to predict the characteristics of the
patients such as gender, height, and weight that not easily
observed by human [12].

Other research from [14] comparing the use of four CNN
architectures which aims to classify 14 classes of echocar-
diographic views consisting of single frame classification (2D
CNN), multi-frame classification (TD CNN), spatio-temporal
convolution (3D CNN) and two stream classifications. The
best-performing model was a ”two-stream” network using both
spatial and optical flow inputs, with a corresponding error rate
3.9%.

Ouyang et al. used the model of spatio-temporal convo-
lutions with residual connections and generates frame-level
to predict the EF for each cardiac cycle and then generates
frame-level semantic segmentations of the left ventricle using
weak supervision from expert human tracings. These outputs
are combined to create beat-to-beat predictions of the EF
and to predict the presence of heart failure. This study uses
echocardiography video dataset from EchoNet-Dynamic [10].

In other research [3] which can also perform the task
of predicting EF values by utilizing the Transformers based
architecture that capable to process the videos of arbitrary
duration. The method uses a Transformers architecture based

on the Residual Auto-Encoder (ResAE) Network and a BERT
model adapted for token classification.

Based on Reynaud et al [3], it can be concluded that
the backbone architecture modeling in computer vision (CV)
has begun to shift to the use of the Transformers architec-
ture. The trend started with the introduction of ViT (Vision
Transformers), which globally models non-overlapping spatial
relationships in image patches using the standard Transformers
encoder [15]. For this research, we use Video Swin Trans-
formers [16], which completely follows the original Swin
Transformers hierarchical structure [17]. However, we extend
the local attention computation scope from the spatial domain
to the spatio-temporal domain. The adaptation process was
carried out in the 3D patch partition section and replaced
the local window self-attention module into a 3D shifted
window based on multi-head self-attention (MSA) and shifted
window multi-head self-attention (SW-MSA) in the Trans-
formers Block section. Video Swin Transformers can do the
video-recognition tasks that contains an inductive bias towards
spatio-temporal locality.

III. METHOD

In this paper, we propose a novel method to estimate EF
from a cardiac ultrasound video. Our method uses a deep
learning model, based on hierarchical vision Transformers. We
named the model as UltraSwin. UltraSwin adopts Transform-
ers [15], a popular deep learning model in Natural Language
Processing (NLP) and its derivative work on Computer Vision
(CV) [18, 17].

A. Model Architecture

The architecture of UltraSwin is described in figure 1. The
model is received a video as an input, specifically ultrasound
video containing short time cardiac recording. The output
of the model is the estimation of EF for the cardiac in the
ultrasound video.

UltraSwin has 2 main modules, Transformers Encoder (TE)
and EF Regressor. The TE module acts as feature extractor
while EF Regressor as regressor head. The TE module is used
to learn representation from input video and then output the
feature maps. They are then processed by EF Regressor and
transformed into scalar value. This value is then used as an
EF estimation for the input ultrasound video.

Instead of treat a frame of the video as input token like
in UVT [3], UltraSwin uses 3D video patches as input token
following work of Liu et. al. [16].

B. Pre-processing

In this research, we use ultrasound video from EchoNet-
Dynamic dataset [10]. This dataset contains echocardiography
videos with variety of frame length and contains at least one
heart-beat. Although, it can have more than one heart-beat per
video, ES (End Systolic) and ED (End Dyastolic) ground-truth
are only for one heart-beat.

Each frame in the video have spatial dimension of 112×112
pixels. The frame’s width and height must satisfy 2n, so it



Fig. 1. Overall UltraSwin architecture. UltraSwin processes cardiac ultrasound video then output an estimation of ejection fraction for the video. UltraSwin
consists of two main modules: Transformers Encoder (TE) and EF Regressor. TE modules acts as a features extractor and EF Regressor as regressor head.

Fig. 2. The illustration of 3D tokens and shifted windows mechanism. At first, each frame is splitted into patches. The patches are then grouped into windows.
In the two consecutive attention layers, the windows configuration are then shifted. In this way, the attention can happen across windows while keeping the
computation cheap, because the attention are only calculated within window (not calculated globally).

can be processed into patches. Each input for Transformers
must have same length, so we cut the video into fixed length
of 128 frames. We choose 128, because it is the closest 2n

value from 112. We select ES and ED frames and any frames
between them then cut them. The Echonet Dynamic dataset
that we used in this research, contains varied length (total
frames), frame rate and image quality [10]. Therefore, if the
total frames in the cut out video are more than 128, we
subsample the frames between ES and ED. Otherwise, we
repeat or mirroring the frames between ES and ED and place
them after ED to get the total 128 frame length. Suppose
the sequence of frames F = [mES ,mb1 , · · · ,mbn ,mED], we
repeat the frames between ED and ES to create new sequences
F̂ = [mES ,mb1 , · · · ,mbn ,mED,mb1 , · · · ]. We choose this
technique based on the research by Reynaud et al., where
the mirroring technique gives better results than the random
sampling technique in terms of fitting the number of total
frames to 128 [3]. After that, we pad the frames with blank
pixels, so its dimension becomes 128× 128 pixels.

We also tried to augment the video with standard augmen-
tations like horizontal flip, vertical flip, random rotation and

others. Suprisingly, we found that augmentations lead to worse
performance. This result indicates that ultrasound video dataset
are sensitive to augmentation operations.

C. Transformers Encoder
This module contains 4 stages. Unlike Vision Transformers

(ViT) [18] that has fixed patch size along the stages, UltraSwin
use hierarchical architecture following Swin Transformers
[17] in the spatial spaces. At every stage, the patch size is
downsampled into half of the patch size in the previous stages.
To make the model learn temporal information, UltraSwin
follows Video Swin Transformers [16] to process the video
input in the shape the 3D patches.

TE module contains two main components.
1) 3D Patch Partition: Suppose an input video has di-

mension of T ×H ×W × 3, where T,H,W and 3 represent
number of frames, frame’s height, frame’s width and number
of channels respectively. The video input is then partitioned
into 3D patch with dimension 2×4×4×3. In the Transformers
world, this 3D patch is called token. Each token contains
embedding features with length 96. Actually, we can use any
number other than 96, but greater number can significantly



affects the computation cost. We use 96 following Video Swin
Transformers [19] as it gives a good performance. This process
yields T

2 ×
H
4 ×

W
4 tokens in total. The tokens are then flattened

into sequences before processed by the Transformers. Figure
2 illustrates the 3D tokens.

The features of each token are then transformed by a linear
layer into an arbritrary C dimensions. So, the dimension of
the tokens is now T

2 ×
H
4 ×

W
4 × C. This number is hyper-

parameter and we can use arbitrary number for C.
2) Block Swin Transformers: Transformers [15] and Vision

Transformers (ViT) [18] use global self-attention (SA) and
compute softmax score between each tokens, thus making the
computation and memory resources grow quadratically with
token length. This approach is efficient enough for single
input image. On the other side, the video have multiple image
frames, so the approach are not suitable for video related
tasks like video classification, video segmentation and others.
UltraSwin use local window self-attention following Swin
Transformers [17] that is proven more efficient in video related
task than global self-attention [19].

While efficient, local window self-attention lacks of connec-
tion accross window. This can cause performance degradation
on the model. To solve this issue, UltraSwin shifts the window
partition in two consecutive Swin Transformers Block as
illustrated in figure 2. As Transformers can have multiple
layers of blocks, UltraSwin shifted the window configuration
in every two consecutive blocks. This design is proven to be
effective in image recognition task [17]. The main reason why
it is effective is because it enables the connections between
non-overlapping windows with their neighbours.

Suppose a sequence of 3D tokens with size T
′×H ′×W ′×3.

In the first layer, these tokens are then arranged into regular
non-overlapping window of size P ×M ×M , thus resulting
dT

′

P e × d
H

′

M e × d
W

′

M e non-overlapping 3D windows in total.
In the second layer, configuration of every window is shifted
within width, height and temporal axes by (P2 ×

M
2 ×

M
2 ).

The self-attention mechanism is applied multiple times in
parallel. This is called heads. In multi-head scenario, the
output from each self-attention are concatenated. In first
layer, we called multi-head self-attention (MSA) and shifted
window multi-head self-attention (SW-MSA) for second layer.
Formally, we stated MSA as [SA1,SA2, · · · ,SAn] and SW-
MSA as [SW-SA1,SW-SA2, · · · ,SW-SAn], where SAi and
SW-SAi refer to self-attention in layer-i and shifted-window
self-attention in layer-i respectivelly. The SA itself can be
formulated as follow:

SA(Q,K, V ) = SoftMax(
QKT

√
d

+B)V (2)

where K,V,Q ∈ RPM2×d are matrices for key, value and
query respectively, while d is query and key dimension, PM2

is the number of tokens in 3D window, and B ∈ RP 2×M2×M2

is matrix of relative position bias.
The self-attention blocks are then followed by feed forward

networks, which is 2 layers MLP with GELU [20] non-
linearity in between. Layer Normalization (LN) [21] is applied

TABLE I
ULTRASWIN VARIANTS

Parameter UltraSwin-base UltraSwin-small
embedding dimension 128 96
number of head 4, 8, 16, 321 3, 6, 12, 241

layer depth 2, 2, 18, 21 2, 2, 18, 21

Total parameter 88.2M 49.7M
1 These values are for stage 1, 2, 3 and 4 respectivelly

before self-attention module and before the MLP. Residual
connection [22] is then applied after self-attention and after
MLP. Two consecutives of Swin Transformers blocks in layer-l
and layer-l + 1 can be formulated as follow:

ẑl = MSA(LN(zl−1)) + zl−1

zl = MLP(GELU(LN(ẑl))) + ẑl

ẑl+1 = SW-MSA(LN(zl)) + zl

zl+1 = MLP(GELU(LN(ẑl+1))) + ẑl+1 (3)

D. EF Regressor

The EF regressor take the output of the TE module as input.
The input is a features map with dimension T

2 ×
H
32×

W
32 ×8C.

The temporal axes are then reduced from the map, resulting
new dimension H

32 ×
W
32 ×8C. A linier layer is then applied to

reduce the last axes of feature maps from 8C into 4C. A Layer
Normalization (LN) is then applied followed by linier layer to
reduce the feature axes into 1 dimension. Spatial reduction is
then applied to the map resulting 1× 1 dimesion scalar. This
scalar value is then used as EF estimation.

E. Model Variants

We propose two variants of UltraSwin: UltraSwin-base and
UltraSwin-small. Table I summarizes the two variants. Number
of head and layer depth values in table I refer to configura-
tions on stage 1, 2, 3 and 4 respectivelly. The total parameter
for UltraSwin-small is almost half from total parameter for
UltraSwin-base.

F. Loss Function

Both variants are trained to minimize MSE (Mean Squared
Error). We use MSE because it is commonly used in regression
task and gives the best performances. MSE is defined as
follow:

L(y, ŷ) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

(yi − ŷi)
2 (4)

where yi and ŷi refer to EF ground-truth and EF prediction
from the model respectivelly.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Dataset

The dataset used in this research is EchoNet-Dynamic [10]
which is an open dataset and sourced from the Stanford Arti-
ficial Intelligence in Medicine and Imaging (AIMI) Center ob-
tained from https://stanfordaimi.azurewebsites.net. The dataset

https://stanfordaimi.azurewebsites.net


contains videos of heart movement and chamber volume from
echocardiography or cardiac ultrasound. The total video is
10, 030 in .avi format consists of 7, 465 training data, 1, 288
validation data and 1, 277 test data.

Each video has varies duration with number of frames
ranging from 28 to 1002. The spatial dimension for each frame
is 112×112 pixels. Each video has frame per second (FPS) 50.
The videos come with EF ground truth which value ranging
from 6.9 to 96.96.

B. Implementation Details

The model architecture was created using the Python
3.8 programming language and the PyTorch 1.11 frame-
work. The Pytorch Lightening 1.6.4 library was
used to simplify the training process. We also use Tensorboard
library to records the evaluation metrics. The model was
trained using a 1 core NVidia Tesla T4 GPU. To save the
memory usage, 16 bit precision is used for gradient calcula-
tions during training and batch_accumulation = 2 to
speed up the training process.

In the UltraSwin-base model, the batch_size parameter
used is 2, while in the UltraSwin-small is 4. To speed up
the model convergencies during training, we initialize the TE
module weights using the pre-trained Swin Transformer model
that had been trained using the ImageNet 22k dataset [23].

C. Training Details

The UltraSwin models were trained without freezing the TE
module to avoid the problem of different domains in transfer
learning. For the UltraSwin-base, the TE module weights
are initialized using pretrained swin_base_patch4_
window7_224_22k, while for the UltaSwin-small using the
pretrained swin_small_patch4_window7_224_22k.
Both pretrained models can be downloaded at the
https://github.com/microsoft/Swin-Transformer page.

During the training process, AdamW [24] optimization was
used with an initial learning rate of 10−4 and weight decay of
10−4. Both models were trained for 20 epochs. At each epoch,
the learning rate was reduced by 0.15 from the learning rate
in the previous epoch.

On the UltraSwin-base model, the training process takes
approximately 30 minutes for one epoch, while on the
UltraSwin-small it takes approximately 15 minutes for one
epoch. When making predictions using the trained model, the
same configuration is used as the configuration in the training.
However, because the inference process only performs forward
propagation without the need to calculate the gradient (back
propagation), the batch_size parameter can be increased
to 8.

V. RESULT AND DISCUSSION

Here we show the result of the experiments for UltraSwin-
base and UltraSwin-small. We then compared the results of
our two variations models with the state-of-the-art method,
Ultrasound Video Transformers (UVT) [3].

Table II summarizes the result of our experiments and we
compare it with the results of UVT model from Reynaud et

TABLE II
RESULT COMPARISON OF ULTRASWIN AND UVT

.

Model Total Parameter MAE RMSE R2

UVT 346.8M 5.95 8.38 0.52
UltraSwin-small 49.7M 5.72 7.63 0.58
UltraSwin-base 88.2M 5.59 7.59 0.59

al [3]. We use three metrics to evaluate the models, MAE
(Mean Absolute Error), RMSE (Root Mean Squared Error)
and R2 (Coefficient of Determination). Smaller value of MAE
and RMSE means better performance. However, higher value
of R2 means better performance.

It can be seen that UltraSwin-small with smaller number of
parameters than UVT is able to produce a smaller values for
MAE and RMSE and higher value for R2. This proves that
UltraSwin-small is superior to UVT. Furthermore, UltraSwin-
base is superior to UltraSwin-small. Both variations of Ultra-
Swin are able to outperform the UVT on the three evaluation
metrics.

During training, we log the training and validation losses
at every epoch. Figure 3 shows the training and validation
losses for UltraSwin-small model. The blue and orange line
represent training and validation losses. From the graph, it can
be seen that both training and validation losses are reduced
as the epoch increased. But the validation loss seems to be
fluctuated on early epoch for UltraSwin-small. It’s because
the model still in the early learning phase. After 3 epochs, the
reduction of validation loss is quite stable.

Fig. 3. Graph of training and validation loss for UltraSwin-small. It can be
seen from this graph that both training and validation loss are reduced as
epoch increases. On the early epoch, the validation loss is fluctuated. It is
because the model still in early learning phase. After 3 epochs, the validation
is quite stable.

Similar to UltraSwin-small, both training and validation
losses for UltraSwin-base are reduced as the epoch increased.
It can be seen from Figure 4 that the loss reduction are quite
stable both for training and validation loss.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose UltraSwin, a novel method to
estimate EF from echocardiogram videos. This method uses
Swin Transformers, a hierarchical vision transformers to ex-
tract spatio-temporal features. Furthermore, it gives better EF

https://github.com/microsoft/Swin-Transformer


Fig. 4. Graph of training and validation loss for UltraSwin-base. It can be
seen from this graph that both training and validation loss are reduced as
epoch increases. It indicates that the model learn very well

estimation than UVT. One can futher research to improve Ul-
traSwin performance, for example by aggregating the features
extraction on every stages before processed by EF regressor
or use combination between 3D tokens and another Vision
Transformers backbone such as Pyramid Vision Transformer
(PVTv2) [25].
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