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During both positive and negative dyadic exchanges, individuals will often

unconsciously imitate their partner. A substantial amount of research has been

made on this phenomenon, and such studies have shown that synchronization

between communication partners can improve interpersonal relationships. Automatic

computational approaches for recognizing synchrony are still in their infancy. In this study,

we extend on previous work in which we applied a novel method utilizing hand-crafted

low-level acoustic descriptors and autoencoders (AEs) to analyse synchrony in the

speech domain. For this purpose, a database consisting of 394 in-the-wild speakers

from six different cultures, is used. For each speaker in the dyadic exchange, two

AEs are implemented. Post the training phase, the acoustic features for one of the

speakers is tested using the AE trained on their dyadic partner. In this same way, we

also explore the benefits that deep representations from audio may have, implementing

the state-of-the-art Deep Spectrum toolkit. For all speakers at varied time-points during

their interaction, the calculation of reconstruction error from the AE trained on their

respective dyadic partner is made. The results obtained from this acoustic analysis

are then compared with the linguistic experiments based on word counts and word

embeddings generated by our word2vec approach. The results demonstrate that there

is a degree of synchrony during all interactions. We also find that, this degree varies

across the 6 cultures found in the investigated database. These findings are further

substantiated through the use of 4,096 dimensional Deep Spectrum features.

Keywords: speech synchronization, human-human interaction, computational paralinguistics, machine learning,

speech processing, autoencoders

1. INTRODUCTION

It has been shown that during a dyadic human-human interaction, companions will often
synchronize their communication style with their partner. This synchrony happens not only on
a linguistic level, e.g., syntactic alignment (Gries, 2005; Dale and Spivey, 2006; Branigan et al.,
2010), but also occurs across modes, with partners shifting their posture (Scheflen, 1964), facial
expression (Blairy et al., 1999), as well as verbal cues (Chartrand and Bargh, 1999)—a topic
which has been an area of interest across fields, including psychology (Likowski et al., 2012) and
neuroscience (Seibt et al., 2015; Rymarczyk et al., 2018).

An alteration in the rapport between partners is one outcome in relation to synchronous
behaviors, and can be described as an interpersonal aspect of a given dyadic exchange in which both
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partners are experiencing positivity (Tickle-Degnen and
Rosenthal, 1990). From early-research in the field of psychology
an increase in rapport was found from interactions in which
body posture synchrony had occurred (LaFrance, 1979).
However, due to the intrinsic complexity of human behavior, the
measurement of interaction synchrony as an indicator of rapport
has posed a substantial challenge for researchers (Bernieri
et al., 1994). Nevertheless, in social psychological research a
non-invasive measurement of interpersonal synchrony, which
can be performed without the knowledge of participants, shows
great potential for the analysis of human interaction (Bernieri
et al., 1994).

Pickering and Garrod presented a mechanistic model
of language processing during a dialogue (Pickering and
Garrod, 2004). Their interactive alignment account describes
how interlocutors automatically synchronize their linguistic
representations on multiple levels, from syntax to semantics
and phonetics. They argue that alignment on one level also
increases alignment on other levels through mechanisms like
routinization (i.e., the establishment of semi-fixed expressions
encoding specific meanings). In recent years, approaches testing
mimicry (synchrony) as a tool to enhance rapport have been
popular in the field of Human Robot Interaction (HRI) (Riek
et al., 2010; Li and Hashimoto, 2011). Valdesolo et al. analyzed
the influence of synchrony on individuals who pursue joint
goals (Valdesolo et al., 2010). The authors demonstrated that
synchrony in body motions can enhance individuals’ perceptual
sensitivity to the movements of other persons and therefore
can increase their success in a following cooperative task which
requires the ability to respond appropriately to a partner’s
movement (Valdesolo et al., 2010). Furthermore, it was discussed
that success in achieving common goals is motivated by the
enhanced sense of collective spirit, and that synchrony could also
predict cooperative ability (Valdesolo et al., 2010).

Previously studies in the area of automatic synchrony
detection, have come largely from the vision domain (Michelet
et al., 2012), some of which evaluating behaviors such as rate of
head nods, and smiling (Sun et al., 2011a; Bilakhia et al., 2013).
For this study, we focus on the acoustic signal, as it has been
shown that aside from body-language, partners will additionally
shift their speech style toward that of their partner (Giles, 1973;
Giles et al., 1987).

Although there are similar previous works on this
topic (Brdiczka et al., 2005; Burgoon and Hubbard, 2005),
we have first proposed an acoustic-based approach to evaluate
individual communication styles for the phenomenon of dyadic
synchrony across a broad group of cultures (Han et al., 2018).
First, we attempt a brute-force conventional approach in which
we extract low-level descriptors (LLDs) such as log-energy, and
pitch, to measure similarities in the speech turns, resulting in
limited success (Han et al., 2018). To explore a state-of-the-art
machine learning approach for this task, an autoencoder-
based framework is implemented. The framework consists
of two autoencoders (AEs), in which each is trained on the
speech of one of the communication partners, subject A and
B, respectively. On training completion, the data subsets are
then switched, and fed to the opposing AE. In choosing this

approach, we hypothesize that when a subject is behaving in
a more synchronous manner, the reconstruction error of the
features from the AE trained on their communication partner
should decrease over time. Compared to other state-of-the-art
computational approaches for unsupervised learning, e.g.,
Generative Adversarial Networks, AEs are relatively easy to train
and chose hyperparameters for.

In the following section, the related work is summarized both
from a sociological and a technical perspective. We then describe
our multicultural dataset and the extracted acoustic and DEEP

SPECTRUM features used in our research. In section 4, we analyse
the behavioral similarities of dyads and explain the experimental
settings and discuss about our findings. Afterwards, in section 5,
we analyse the linguistic behavior and compare the results to the
ones obtained from our acoustic approach, before concluding the
paper in section 6.

2. RELATED WORK

Synchronous behavior (often referred to as mimicry), can play an
important role as a mechanism of emotional contagion (Hatfield
et al., 1993) i.e., the phenomenon an individual’s emotional
response to activate a similar emotion in their partner., and
is either emotion- or motor-based (Hess and Fischer, 2013).
Emotional synchrony is the change in affective states such as
happiness or anger, and the motor-based synchrony would refer
to physical changes, e.g., facial expression or position of the
hands, although there is also literature indicating that vocal
expression is often an unconsciousmotor act (McGettigan, 2015).
Of the two, motor-based synchrony is a more effectively tracked
aspect, as there is an object component which can be classified
by a human observer, subsequently showing improved accuracy
for automatic approaches such as body posture recognition (Hu
et al., 2016).

Toward the end of the 1970s, the Facial Action Coding
System’ (Ekman and Friesen, 1978) based on so-called facial
action units (FAUs), descriptors of 44 facial activations, was
first proposed. Since this time FAUs have been utilized for
an array of computational tasks (Kaiser and Wehrle, 1992;
Tian et al., 2001; Jaiswal and Valstar, 2016). When combining
active FAUs various facial expressions can be constructed, with
a strong relationship between typical FAU combinations, e.g.,
frowning, or smiling, and an individual’s affective state (Ekman
and Friesen, 2003). These combinations have shown to be
independent from culture (Ekman and Friesen, 2003), and can
be robustly extracted utilizing state-of-the-art toolkits such as the
well-known OPENFACE (Baltrušaitis et al., 2016).

In general partners will likely show synchrony of traits such
as gestures and posture, from their partner, nearer to the end
of a conversation (Chartrand and Bargh, 1999; Delaherche et al.,
2012). Motor-based synchrony can be applied as a persuasive tool
during human-to-human exchange, specifically when including
the mimicry of the partners spoken opinion (Hess and Fischer,
2013). From both the auditory and visual channels, humans
are vulnerable to this behavior (Parrill and Kimbara, 2006). To
this end, although there has been evidence of communication
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partners synchronizing when they do not agree, there is more
prevalent factors of synchrony when partners discuss a common
topic of which they hold a similar opinion (Sun et al., 2011a).

From a computational point of view, automatic detection
approaches for motor-based synchronous behavior are varied.
A time-based regression model which utilized long short-
term memory (LSTM) recurrent neural networks (RNNs) was
proposed as a prediction method for audio-visual features of
chat partners (Bilakhia et al., 2013). In Bilakhia et al. (2013), the
authors utilized Mel-frequency cepstral coefficients (MFCCs) as
acoustic features and facial landmarks as visual features. They
then trained an ensemble of models to predict the features of
one chat partner based on the features of their dyadic partner
in order to solve the binary classification task ofmimicry or non-
mimicry. The model in which the lowest reconstruction error was
provided gave the class. In contrast to their work, our approach is
unsupervised, i.e., the models are not trained to predict a ground
truth occurrence of mimicry.

In general, emotion-based synchrony has not been extensively
researched, and has shown to be highly dependent on social
context, with individuals not synchronizing at all if they are
not in favor with one another (Hess and Fischer, 2014). As
well as having a positive outcome on negotiations (Swaab et al.,
2011), a similar observation for the favored partner was found
within linguistic information (Scissors et al., 2008). In a text-
based interaction individuals were found to repeat the style of
their partner over time, particularly in scenarios where trust was
already established. In this same way, rapport during interactions
was found to develop more highly between partners over time
when repeating the counterpart’s behaviors (LaFrance, 1979).

3. DATASET AND FEATURES

To validate the proposed approaches, we use the SEWA
corpus of audio-visual interaction in-the-wild (Kossaifi et al.,
2019)1. A database which has in the past been used as the
official benchmark database for the 2017 and 2018 Audio-
Visual Emotion Challenges (AVEC) (Ringeval et al., 2017,
2018). Extracting both hand-crafted acoustic features and deep
representations of the audio signal on the frame-level of
all sessions. We decided to extract both acoustic and DEEP

SPECTRUM features, due to their previous performance and
proven ability in capturing characteristics of speech (Schuller
et al., 2013; Amiriparian et al., 2016, 2018; Eyben, 2016).
Both feature sets are different in their nature; COMPARE is a
hand-crafted, expert-designed feature set which can cover time-
dependent frame-level information for the input signals, and
DEEP SPECTRUM is based on the spectrograms of audio signals,
focusing mostly on the time-frequency properties of the speech.

3.1. The SEWA Video Chat Dataset
The SEWA database includes audio-visual recordings of 197
dyadic conversations (including 201 male and 197 female
subjects), from individuals of six differing cultures (Chinese,
Hungarian, German, British, Serbian, and Greek). A summary

1https://sewaproject.eu/

TABLE 1 | SEWA corpus: Quantity of conversations and subjects, as well as total

duration given in minutes for each culture.

Index Culture # Conversations # Subjects Total duration

C1 Chinese 35 70 101

C2 Hungarian 33 66 67

C3 German 32 64 89

C4 British 33 66 94

C5 Serbian 36 72 98

C6 Greek 28 56 81

Sum 197 394 530

FIGURE 1 | Screenshots taken from sample video chats in the SEWA corpus

(German culture).

of the SEWA database is given in Table 1, including number
and total duration of conversation for each culture. An
example conversation is shown in Figure 1 and during such
conversations, subjects discuss with each other their view of a 90 s
advertisement of a (water) tap that they have just been shown via
the web platform.

The subjects were “in-the-wild” and using a personal
computer, with recordings captured from either their home
or office. The chat partners were already acquainted with one
another before the chat (either family, friends, or colleagues), and
included varied gender pairings (female-male, female-female,
male-male), which were balanced across all sessions. Subject were
aged between 18 and 60, and communication was held in the
native language of the partners, with no specified limitation on
what to discuss about the advertisement. From post analysis,
it was found that the conversations in the SEWA Dataset
contain a variety of emotional states, as well as instances of
both agreement/disagreement, and additionally positive/negative
rapport (Ringeval et al., 2017, 2018; Kossaifi et al., 2019).

3.2. Acoustic Features
The COMPARE feature set of acoustic features (Eyben, 2016) is
used for our first approach. For each audio recording, acoustic
low-level descriptors are extracted using the OPENSMILE
toolkit (Eyben et al., 2013) at a step size of 10ms. COMPARE LLDs
are extracted at frame-level. Functionals defined in the feature set
are not applied in this work, as the time-dependent frame-level
information is of most interest. Extracted with a window size of
20 to 60 ms length, there are 65 LLDs in the COMPARE feature
set and these have been summarized in Table 2. Feature vectors
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TABLE 2 | Interspeech 2013 Computational Paralinguistics Challenge feature set.

4 energy related LLD Group

Loudness Prosodic

Modulation loudness Prosodic

RMS energy, zero-crossing rate Prosodic

55 spectral related LLD Group

RASTA auditory bands 1–26 Spectral

MFCC 1–14 Cepstral

Spectral energy 250-650 Hz, 1–4 kHz Spectral

Spectral roll-off pt. .25, .50, .75, .90 Spectral

Spectral flux, entropy, variance Spectral

Spectral skewness and kurtosis Spectral

Spectral slope Spectral

Spectral harmonicity Spectral

Spectral sharpness (auditory) Spectral

Spectral centroid (linear) Spectral

6 voicing related LLD Group

F0 via SHS Prosodic

Probability of voicing Voice quality

Jitter (local and delta) Voice quality

Shimmer Voice quality

Log harmonics-to-noise ratio Voice quality

An overview of the 65 acoustic low-level descriptors (LLDs). SHS, Sub-Harmonic

Summation.

of size 130 for each 10ms step are given by calculating the first
order derivative (deltas).

3.3. Deep SpectrumFeatures
In addition to the acoustic features (cf. section 3.2), we
apply the feature extraction DEEP SPECTRUM toolkit2 to
extract deep representations from the audio signals using pre-
trained convolutional neural networks (CNNs) (Amiriparian
et al., 2017c). First, audio signals are transformed into Mel-
spectrogram plots using a Hanning window of width 500ms
and an overlap 10ms. From these, 128 Mel-frequency bands
are then computed. Afterwards, the generated spectrograms are
forwarded through VGG16 (Simonyan and Zisserman, 2014), a
pre-trained CNN, and the activations of the penultimate fully
connected layer (fc7) of the network are extracted, resulting
in a 4,096 dimensional DEEP SPECTRUM feature vector. These
features can be considered as being a high-level representation
of the Mel-spectrograms (Amiriparian et al., 2017c), and have
shown to be highly effective in various speech and audio analysis
tasks (Amiriparian et al., 2017a,c, 2018, 2019; Baird et al., 2017;
Ringeval et al., 2018).

4. BEHAVIOR SIMILARITY TENDENCY
ANALYSIS WITH AUTOENCODER

In order to investigate the temporal-based patterns, as well as
interpersonal sentiment which may occur in speech, we first
need to get machine readable representations from the speech

2https://github.com/DeepSpectrum/DeepSpectrum

signals of each individual (cf. section 3.2 and 3.3) and then use
these features for our machine learning experiments (cf.section
4.1). Based on the experimental results (cf. section 4.2), we then
analyse the behavior similarities in various cultures.

To minimize the variance between recording environments
the acoustic features (130 frame level) are first standardized (zero
mean and unit standard deviation) across the same recordings.
We have neither standardized nor normalized the DEEP

SPECTRUM features, since we found during our preliminary
evaluation that this negatively impacts autoencoder performance.
Before beginning to train the AE (cf.section 4.1), the feature
sequences are first segmented based on the transcriptions which
are also included in the SEWA database. The feature sequences
of each recording are then split in two sub-sequences, with each
having the features of only one of the subjects.

We then use a machine learning framework based on
autoencoders for investigating the effect of synchrony found
in the feature sequences. Autoencoders are a special type of
neural network architecture trained in an unsupervised manner
to find a compact, information rich representation of the input
data from which this input can be reconstructed (Vincent et al.,
2008). Further, the reconstruction error that is made by a trained
autoencoder on unseen test data can give an indication on how
similar this data is to the training domain: In the context of
audio analysis, this has for example been used for automatic
acoustic novelty detection (Marchi et al., 2015), the intuition
being that audio events that are foreign to the training data
will be harder to accurately reconstruct for the autoencoder. For
our experiments, the training domain of each autoencoder are
the feature sequences of one speaker while the sequences of the
speaker’s partner are used for evaluation. In our approach, AEs
use the features extracted at each frame as independent instances,
without considering the evolution of features over time. For
each individual dyadic interaction in the dataset, we proceed
as follows: Features of one subject are applied frame-wise to
train the first AE, with the features of the other used frame-
wise for testing. Although training the AEs and reconstructing
the features using each frame as an independent instance, we
preserve the order of the test frames in order to generate the
reconstructed sequence of features. Then, the root-mean-squared
errors (RMSEs) are calculated between the reconstructed and
actual features as a means of evaluating the extent to which
the RMSE varies over time. For each conversation, we end with
two AEs trained on the two subjects involved, with two one-
dimensional RMSE sequences, whose slopes can be measured
by computing their first derivatives and later averaged for
further analysis.

4.1. Experimental Settings
For the AEs, we made use of a common bottleneck architecture:
The input layer of the encoder and the output layer of the decoder
match the size of the feature vectors whilst the size of neurons
on the hidden layers is halved (doubled) for each layer in the
encoder (decoder). As shown in Figure 2, the AE framework
that has been constructed consists of a 3-layer encoder with a
3-layer decoder. During the initial experiments, nodes in each
layer were selected as follows: 130–64–32–12–32–64–130, with
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FIGURE 2 | The autoencoder framework implemented for our study. The error

between the input features (left) and the reconstructed features (right) is

minimized for each subject using the RMSE. The given number of neurons in

each layer (indicated above the neurons) refers to the COMPARE /DEEP

SPECTRUM features, respectively.

the dimensions of the output matching that of the input low-level
audio descriptors. For the DEEP SPECTRUM features, we use a
larger number of neurons on each layer: 4,096–2,048–1,024–512–
1,024–2,048–4,096. We train all AEs with a batch size of 256 for
512 epochs minimizing the mean squared reconstruction error
using the Adagrad (Duchi et al., 2011) optimizer with a learning
rate of 0.01.

When the temporal reconstruction errors had been generated
for each of the test subjects, the sequence is then utilized for a
linear regression task, assuming that the learnt slope will indicate
a behavior pattern change. In other words, when there is a
negative slope, this may indicate that the dyadic partners are
becoming more similar. Counter to this if there is a positive
slope, it would indicate that the partners are less synchronized. As
well as this, we make the additional assumption that the overall
amplitude of the slope will denote the level of synchrony as well.

Our approach for using the slope for synchrony analysis
between dyads is mainly motivated by the works introduced
in Sun et al. (2011b), Delaherche et al. (2012), and Bilakhia et al.
(2013). In Delaherche et al. (2012), the authors state that the
interactive alignment/synchrony can be observed in conversation
from a variety of features such as intonation, intensity, and
rhythm in speech. In addition, in Bilakhia et al. (2013), the
authors applied MSE to measure the reconstruction error of an
unseen example with a trained model to detect non-verbal vocal
mimicry vs. non-mimicry categories. In particular, 6 MFCCs
were adopted as audio features instead of pitch or energy, whilst
in the present work, more hand-crafted features, as well as
deep representations, are investigated. Moreover, in Sun et al.
(2011b), the results have shown that a long-term increasing
correlation is consistently obtained between two speakers in a
discussion. Thus, though the term “slope” was not well-supported
in any of previous work, these previous findings motivate this
work to adopt the RMSE slope overall interaction to indicate
progressive synchronization. Furthermore, in Table 3, it has
been demonstrated that the slope tendencies have a negative
correlation with the answer to the question if an individual feels
of holding the same opinion with the partner, demonstrating

TABLE 3 | Average slope of RMSE sequences of all subjects and the Pearson

correlation coefficients of pairs in each culture (C1: Chinese, C2: Hungarian, C3:

German, C4: British, C5: Serbian, and C6: Greek).

Feature set C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6

Acoustic features

average slope −0.07 −0.11 −0.10 −0.07 −0.08 −0.12

pcc of pairs −0.03 0.34 0.15 0.39 0.39 −0.26

DEEP SPECTRUM features

average slope −0.03 −0.05 −0.03 −0.02 −0.05 −0.07

pcc of pairs 0.03 0.16 0.18 0.09 0.13 −0.15

The autoencoders were trained on both acoustic and DEEP SPECTRUM features. For all

cultures the average slope shallower when using DEEP SPECTRUM features.

that the detected synchronization tendency has a high correlation
with their self-reported labels.

4.2. Results and Discussion
The first culture from the SEWA dataset; C1 (Chinese) will
be where we begin our discussion. This culture consists of
35 sessions, and the average RMSE sequence slope for all 70
subjects is −0.07, and −0.03 when using acoustic and DEEP

SPECTRUM features, respectively. Using both feature sets, which
differ in their nature, we show that very low average RMSE can
be achieved for the Chinese culture. This finding indicates a
relatively high synchrony between Chinese dyadic partners.

From the analysis shown in Figure 3 it can be seen that most
subject slopes for both feature sets (54 /70 for the acoustic features
and 47 /70 for the DEEP SPECTRUM features) are negative,
with less being positive. With our previous assumption in
mind, these results indicate that the acoustic LLD features
and the DEEP SPECTRUM features of these subjects have a
smaller reconstruction error over time. As the AE is trained
with the opposing subject from the same session a smaller
reconstruction error should indicate higher synchrony between
the communication partners. We also see a similar trend across
other cultures in the dataset, however the ratios for negative /
positive slope vary across cultures. Figures 4, 5 show the slope
of RMSE for all subjects and all cultures obtained from both
feature sets.

With these results in mind, the average slopes s were
calculated for all cultures, as well as the Pearson correlation
coefficients (PCCs). This was made with the intention of
investigating cultural-based variation across the spontaneous in
the wild conversations. For this analysis, results are summarized
in Table 3. As mentioned a negative slope indicates a more
synchronous speech-based relationship. The average slope is
computed to demonstrate the overall tendency throughout all
subjects in one specific culture, whilst the pcc of pairs is applied to
indicate the tendency between two conversation partners given
that specific culture.

From the correlation analysis shown in Table 3, it can
be noticed that generally when observed as group pairings
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FIGURE 3 | Slope of RMSE sequences of 70 Chinese subjects from 35 recordings. In each recording, there are two subjects as denoted with green and blue bars.

The diagrams (from left to right) are generated based on the acoustic and DEEP SPECTRUM features, respectively.

FIGURE 4 | Slope of RMSE sequences of paired subjects from all recordings in all six cultures. The results are calculated based on the acoustic features.

A/B, individuals across the six cultures show a tendency to
synchronize. Given that s for each culture is always negative. The
Greek culture (C6) shows the largest slope, i.e., lower synchrony
between the Greek dyads, and the smallest slope is observed for
both Chinese and British cultures.

As well as this, when looking only at the PCC, we can see an
alternative culture variance. In the case of PCC, positive values
indicate that the subjects of a culture converge to a similar place,
either both behaving in synchrony or out of synchrony with one
another. Conversely, a negative PCC would indicate that one
subject is dominating the other. No correlation is seen in the

C1 (Chinese) pairs for example, with a PCC of −0.03 and 0.03

when using acoustic and DEEP SPECTRUM features which is close
to 0. On the other side, a linear correlation is shown as either
positive for the Hungarian (C2), German (C3), British (C4), and
Serbian (C5) or negative for the Greek (C6) culture. Although
out of the scope of our study, it would be of benefit to verify

these findings based on literature across other fields, such as the
anthropological linguistics domain and the field of conversation
analysis (Stivers et al., 2009). We should also note that variances
such as educational background, occupation, and health status
of the individuals in the SEWA dataset may have some effect on
the result, however, although the dataset providers did implement
a control of aspects such as age and gender, variation between
complex characteristics such as these would be difficult to avoid.

5. LINGUISTIC BEHAVIOR ANALYSIS AND
SIMILARITY PATTERNS

Motor-based synchrony, e.g., raising an eyebrow, can be detected
from visual mid-level features such as Facial Action Units
(FAUs) (Surakka and Hietanen, 1998). Nonetheless, the detection
of similarity in speech from raw features is challenging due
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FIGURE 5 | Slope of RMSE sequences of paired subjects from all recordings in all six cultures. The results are calculated based on the DEEP SPECTRUM features.

to the variability of speech descriptors. To name a few, these
descriptors are sensitive to the environment and the voice of the
subject, which is influenced by factors such as age and gender,
amongst others.

Besides the acoustic similarities, we should also investigate
the behavioral synchronization shown in video chats from
other modalities, including linguistic information. In this regard,
rather than the conventional bag-of-words (BoW) approach,
which represents a text as a sparse histogram vector, word
embeddings are the current state-of-the-art (Kusner et al., 2015;
Liu et al., 2015; Amiriparian et al., 2017b; Chung and Glass,
2018). With this technique, the sparse histogram vectors, with a
dimensionality higher thanR1×5000, are transformed into a lower
dimensionality vector, typically R

1×300, where each component
in the vector space represents a concept. As a relevant property
of word embeddings, the distance between this concept and
words with similar meanings is lower than the distance between
this concept and words with completely different meanings.
The architecture of neural networks for word embeddings
usually includes a single layer, which converts the BoW into the
embedding vector. Currently, word2vec, introduced by Mikolov
et al. (2013), is a popular technique to generate word embeddings,
as it is trained on large text corpora, such as Wikipedia.
This technique employs a specialized objective function,
called“negative sampling.” One of the benefits of using such word

embedding technique is that the representations generated from
the words quantitatively capture several properties of the object

they describe (Mikolov et al., 2013).
We base our analysis on the manual transcriptions of the

video chats from the six different cultures included in the

SEWA database (cf. section 3 for details). Word embeddings
are extracted using pre-trained word2vecmodels available on the
internet. While a word embedding model for the British culture
trained on a Google News corpus is employed3, word embedding
models for the Hungarian and German cultures trained on
Wikipedia dumps are used4. For the other cultures, suitable word
embedding pre-trained models are not currently available and, as
a consequence, we exclude these cultures from our experiments
with the word2vec approach. Furthermore, training our own
word embedding models on the transcriptions of the SEWA
database is discarded due to limitations on the available data.
Word embedding models require large amounts of data to be
trained, usually requiring more than a million running words.

In order to analyse the linguistic synchronization as the
interaction progresses, we decide to split the chat sessions in
two halves, the first and second half of each conversation.
The measurement of similarities on a smaller scale, e.g., on
utterance or speaker turn level, is not possible, as some particular
speaker turns are quite long (more than 30 s). For every half
of the interaction word2vec embeddings are extracted from
both the speaker and their partner, and the cosine similarity
between the word embeddings is computed. In addition to word
embeddings, a simple evaluation of word usage is also made
by counting how often the same words were used by the two
subjects in each segment and normalizing the result by the
number of words per segment. The averaged similarities of both
scenarios in both halves of the interactions for all participants

3https://github.com/3Top/word2vec-api
4https://github.com/Kyubyong/wordvectors
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TABLE 4 | Evaluation of linguistic similarities between dyadic companions in the

two halves of the video chat.

Culture Word usage similarity word2vec similarity

1st half 2nd half 1st half 2nd half

C1 (Chinese) 0.710 0.880 — —

C2 (Hungarian) 0.738 0.902 0.809 0.794

C3 (German) 1.063 1.128 0.301 0.327

C4 (British) 1.714 1.787 0.364 0.383

C5 (Serbian) 1.241 1.353 — —

C6 (Greek) 0.849 1.125 — —

The linguistic information is analyzed using two different approaches: by computing word

usage and by extracting word2vec embeddings from the transcripts included in the SEWA

database.

belonging to the same culture are calculated and summarized
in Table 4.

The results reported in Table 4 show that for all cultures the
linguistic similarity increases during the video chat in regards
to the word usage. For word2vec embeddings the increase is
very subtle and in particular, for the Hungarian culture, we
observe that the similarity slightly decreases. The very weak or
even non-existent linguistic synchronization we measured with
the word2vec approach could be explained by the nature of the
rather complex features. It seems possible that a synchronization
on such a high linguistic level takes even more time than the
acoustic synchronization or the linguistic synchronization on
the word level and could therefore not be measured in short
conversations. This result leads us to assume that rapport and
synchrony in the linguistic domain is manifested in the direct
synchrony of terminology, rather than in synchrony of concepts
and topics.

The differences of linguistic similarity across cultures is quite
noticeable as the values of word usage similarity in the first half
of the conversations range from 0.710 in the Chinese culture
up to 1.714 in the British culture. In the word2vec approach
the similarity values for the first half of the conversations range
from 0.301 in the German culture up to 0.809 in the Hungarian
culture. Reasons for this, as for the different changes of the
similarity through the conversations, might lie in the respective
languages of the different cultures or culture-specific behaviors
during conversation.

6. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

In this work, we have demonstrated that, an autoencoder-based
framework has great potential to recognize the spontaneous
and unconscious synchronization which occur during social
interactions. We can see this evidence through the observation
of the reconstruction error, when using the acoustic and
DEEP SPECTRUM features extracted from the speech of each
dyadic companion.

From this work, we have also explored culturally dependent
synchronization of vocal behavior in dyadic conversations.
In section 4, we have analyzed the behavior similarities and ability
of interpersonal chats to synchronize. It was found that both

feature sets are suitable for this task. Most subjects slopes are
negative when observing the feature sets (54 /70 for the acoustic
features and 47 /70 for the DEEP SPECTRUM features). From
additional correlation analysis, it was found that individuals do
tend to synchronize, however from this analysis, the cultural
differences were more noticeable, e.g., C6 (Greek) and C1
(Chinese) show quite opposing average slopes (−0.07 and−0.03,
respectively with DEEP SPECTRUM features).

Furthermore, the results provided in Table 4 demonstrated
that for all six cultures the linguistic similarity increases during
the video chat.

Future work will focus on utilizing further unsupervised
representation learning techniques, such as unsupervised
feature learning with deep neural networks using the
AUDEEP toolkit (Amiriparian et al., 2017b; Freitag et al.,
2018), and feature quantization methods, such as bag-of-audio-
words (Schmitt et al., 2016). Moreover, we are planing to
exploit the linguistic domain through state-of-the-art word2vec
embeddings (Mikolov et al., 2013). Given the findings in relation
to cultures from the utilized dataset, it would also be of value
to further explore this, possibly through a deeper analysis
of non-verbal synchrony and the known occurrence of this
during dyadic interactions (Tschacher et al., 2014). It is also
of big interest to analyse the amount of alignment between
speakers across different dyads. Finally, in addition to the
slope of the reconstruction errors, we want to explore further
evaluation strategies to measure the degree of synchrony between
subjects (Delaherche et al., 2012).
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