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ABSTRACT

1

Humans communicate to a large degree through nonverbal behavior. Nonverbal mimicry, i.e., the imitation of another’s behavior can
positively affect the social interactions. In virtual environments,
user behavior can be replicated to avatars, and agent behaviors can
be artificially constructed. By combining both, hybrid avatar-agent
technologies aim at actively mediating virtual communication to
foster interpersonal understanding and rapport. We present a naïve
prototype, the “Mimicry Injector”, that injects artificial mimicry
in real-time virtual interactions. In an evaluation study, two participants were embodied in a Virtual Reality (VR) simulation, and
had to perform a negotiation task. Their virtual characters either a)
replicated only the original behavior or b) displayed the original
behavior plus induced mimicry. We found that most participants
did not detect the modification. However, the modification did not
have a significant impact on the perception of the communication.

In everyday social interaction, humans communicate to a large
degree through nonverbal behavior [20] and adaptive behavioral
processes that form our social interactions [32]. Research has begun
to investigate and interpret these behaviors through novel methods [6] and social signal processing [34]. The detection of such
behaviors, in turn, can be used to trigger the behavioral reactions
of virtual agents [14].
However, these behavioral modifications could also be used in
real-time mediated communications in embodied, immersive social
interactions. As motion sensing technologies become available to
consumers, VR simulations and spacial user interfaces of today
allow replicating a large amount of nonverbal behaviors to avatars
[31]. As the behavioral data is accessible, these simulations have the
potential to decouple the physical behavior from the visual information presented to the users [2], and in consequence to modify the
behavioral data stream and thus the behavior that is displayed to a
communication partner. VR applications for social interaction may
therefore not only serve as passive transmitters of communication,
replicating the behavioral data of users, but become an adaptive tool,
actively modifying and adapting behaviors in interpersonal encounters by utilizing hybrid avatar-agent technologies and underlying
social artificial intelligence [29]. The applications could be manifold.
Such systems could for example foster the inclusion and training
of people with social disorders that have difficulties to express and
interpret nonverbal behaviors [10] and could be of great help to
further understand differences in behaviors [12]. Furthermore, such
systems could support inter-cultural communications and transform culture-specific behavior and cues to foster understanding
not limited to human-agent interactions [18], but human-human
interactions mediated by hybrid avatar-agent technologies.
In this paper, we investigate a hybrid prototype capable of modifying upper body motion, by utilizing the phenomenon of nonverbal
mimicry in a naïve approach. Our focus was the prototypical implementation of the simulation, the modification, and the blending
process. We evaluated the simulation with a dyadic user study, investigating the detection rate, and the impact on the conversation.
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Figure 1: a) Functional principle. Position differences were introduced for illustration purposes. b) Simulation during the VR
acclimatization in the study. c) Simulation during the negotiation in the study.
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RELATED WORK

Nonverbal or motor mimicry can be described as the motor imitation of another’s physical behavior in social interaction [9], such
as adapting a certain pose or distinct limb positions. Also referred
to as the “chameleon effect” [19], nonverbal mimicry was conceptualized as a reflex based on cues previously experienced, such as
the perception of an emotional expression or a cognitive operation (e.g., perspective-taking), and was shown to serve not only as
informative but also communicative act in social interaction [5].
Mimicking others’ behaviors can facilitate affiliation, rapport, and
liking [9]. Similarly, being mimicked was shown to facilitate liking
and rapport [4], and empathy [21]. Vice versa, perceiving rapport
and liking leads to more mimicry [22, 33].
Multiple previous works have investigated aspects of virtual
mimicry (“digital chameleons”) [3] and virtual rapport [14, 15]
focusing on human-agent interactions [7, 11, 14–16]. Further works
investigated the real-time modification of facial expressions [8,
24] using desktop scenarios, as well as the visual augmentations
of social phenomena in multi-user VR interactions [27]. To our
knowledge, the injection of artificial mimicry by modifying body
movement in immersive, embodied, real-time virtual interactions
is not yet investigated. To fill this gap and further explore the
potential of hybrid technologies, we constructed a naïve hybrid
avatar-agent system. The “mimicry injector” periodically modifies
the body motion of two interactants.

3

SYSTEM DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION

Based on previous work [30], our apparatus used a 16 camera system
(OptiTrack, Flex3, 100 Hz) to perform body tracking (see Fig. 1) and
synchronously streaming the data to two client simulations that
are not network dependent. We developed a Unity3D simulation
in which users can be embodied as avatars, which is rendered

to Oculus DK2 head-mounted displays (HMDs) (see Fig. 1). The
motion-to-photon latency was approximated to 90ms using videobased measurements. We fuse the relative orientation data of the
HMD inertial measurement unit with the absolute coordinates of
the tracking system to increase frequency and reduce the latency
of the first person perspective rendering and sickness effects.

3.1

Artificial Injection of Nonverbal Mimicry

The joint transformation data (skeleton data) provided by the tracking system is used to drive faceless wooden mannequin avatars
representing each user, uniformly adapted in their scale according
to the participants’ height. A state machine controls the injection
of nonverbal behavior mainly based on four states and included
two states to extend the principle in future work, see Fig. 2. The
idle state simply replicates the original physical movements. After 20 seconds, the start mimicry blending state is activated. The
state blended the original upper body (excluding hips) motion of
the partner’s skeleton model to one’s own buffered (three seconds
delay) upper body motion using a smooth linear interpolation over
two seconds. After the blending, the inject mimicry state (8s) and
wait for injection end state (1s) are held to inject mimicry for a total
of 9 seconds. Vice versa, the buffered own motion represented on
the partner’s avatar is then blended back to the partner’s original
motion in a two second frame, after which the state changes to the
idle state again for 20 seconds, and so on.

4 METHODS
4.1 Design

In a between-subjects design (mimicry injection vs. control condition), we evaluated the functionality of the prototype and its impact
on the social interaction using a roleplay task. In both conditions,
participants saw their own physical behavior replicated to their
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assessed if participants reached a consensus, and how long it took
them to negotiate for this consensus (stopwatch) and calculated
the difference in interpersonal distance over time. Furthermore,
participants were asked to comment on the behavior of the other
person and their suspicion.

4.1.3 Control Measures. To control for a bias introduced through
personality traits or the previous relationship, we measured the
social-closeness index [1] (1=not close at all, 7=very close), and a
measure of the Big 5 personality traits [26]. Simulator sickness [17]
was measured in a pre-post measure.

Figure 2: Mimicry injection principle. The grayed out states
were introduced for future developments, e.g. to stop the
mimicry injection based on speaker/listener status.

own avatar. In the mimicry injection condition, the visual representation of the partner’s behavior was modified with the “mimicry
injector”.

4.1.1 Procedure. Participants were shortly introduced to each
other, presented a consent form, and a pre-study questionnaire
assessing demographics. After applying capture suits and 37 markers, participants were given written instructions about their role
(buyer/seller) that included three arguments which they could
present to strengthen their position in the negotiation (e.g., that
the axis is broken, which was later visible on the simulated car).
The participants were then equipped with the HMDs and guided
to predefined start positions. The system was calibrated, and the
simulation started. At the beginning of each trial, we presented the
environment and the car which served as VR acclimatization phase
and to control for their impression of the object. After one minute,
a garage door blocked the view of the car. Participants were asked
to turn to each other and start the negotiation, see fig.1 b, c. In
the mimicry condition, we excluded the first 20 seconds from the
injection and stopped the injection when they found a consensus,
as participants typically shake hands at these times. During the
simulation, a yellow square marked safe tracking area to avoid
collisions with the physical environment, see figure 1 b, c. When
participants found a consensus or the 7 minute time window was
up, the simulation was stopped. Participants were then asked to
answer a post-experimental questionnaire that assessed dependent
measures, followed by the debriefing, and the compensation.

4.1.2 Dependent Measures. In the post-experimental measure,
we asked participants to judge whether the partner’s behavior was
realistic (1=do not agree at all, 7=fully agree). We further assessed
factors for social and co-presence using the questionnaire from [23]
(1=do not agree at all, 7=totally agree, Cronbach’s αs> .649) as well
as a measure for virtual rapport using the questionnaire from [13]
(1=do not agree at all, 7=totally agree, α = .807). We also included
a measure for liking and attraction adapted from [25] (1=do not
agree at all, 7=totally agree, α = .903). We assessed affect with the
positive and negative affect scales [35] (1=little or none, 5=extreme,
αs> .813). We tested how the manipulation impacts trust with
three questions (e.g., “I would rely on my communication partner”,
1=does not apply at all, 7=totally applies, α = .856). We further

4.1.4 Participants. From the 70 student participants who took
part in the study, we excluded dyads with participants who experienced technical problems, who did not have fluent language skills,
or who did not fulfill the task. Participants were blind to the goal
of the experiment. One dyad was excluded because a participant
had a correct suspicion. Our final sample consisted of 40 German
participants (24 females, Maдe = 21.87, SD aдe = 2.54) equally
distributed amongst conditions.

5 RESULTS
5.1 System Evaluation

We excluded two dyads from the technical analysis due to corrupt
data. Data analysis showed that mimicry was injected 25.44 % of
the overall conversation time (SD = 1.98 %). On average, 8.39
(SD = 3.13) mimicry injections took part during a conversation in
the mimicry condition. However, only two comments regarding the
behavior from participants in the mimicry condition mentioned that
they felt that their partners adapted their movements (e.g., "made
similar movements than I did"). Thus, we evaluate the technical
functionality as rather successful.

5.2

Control Measures

T-tests assessing differences for the control measures revealed that
differences where non-significant. ANOVA results for simulator
sickness in a pre-post measure showed that subjects felt sicker
(p < .001) after the exposure but there was no significant difference
between the conditions.

5.3

Dependent Measures

T-tests for behavioral realism, social-presence, co-presence, as well
as the rapport measure did not yield to significant results. Neither
the trust rating nor the interpersonal attraction or positive/negative
affect yielded to significant differences between the conditions.
Fig. 3 depicts the subjective results. Overall, 8 out of 10 dyads
found a consensus in the control condition, and 6 out of 10 in the
mimicry condition. A chi-square test showed that the difference
was not significant. 6 out of 8 male dyads and 8 out of 12 female
dyads reached a consensus. The difference was not significant. The
time participants interacted was slightly longer in the mimicry
injected condition (M = 327.5 s, SD = 108 s), compared to the
non-mimicry condition (M = 284.8 s, SD = 82.89 s). T-tests showed
that neither the total interaction time, the negotiated price, the
time to consensus, or the difference in interpersonal distance from
the start of the interaction to the end of the interaction differed
significantly between the conditions (see Tab. 1).
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Table 1: Results of the objective measures

Measure

Interaction time [s]
Negotiated price [€]
Time to consensus [s]
Distance (start-end) [cm]

Control
M
SD

251
35000
251
-24

48
1793
48
188

Mimicry Injected
M
SD

265
36217
266
+21

97
1068
97
436

Figure 3: Results of the subjective dependent measures. Error bars denote the standard error mean.

a

b

c

Figure 4: Modification examples. Blue transparent avatar:
original user motion. Wooden mannequin: modified motion
presented to the partner. a) First person view of participant
X showing a successful adaptation of the original pose of
participant Y, and (b) vice versa. c) Mimicked dialog gesture
that might have a negative impact on rapport perception
and disrupt nonverbal synchrony.

6

DISCUSSION AND FUTURE WORK

While the results show no direct impact on the perception of the
communication, we evaluate the prototype as rather successful. One
subject identified the manipulation and had a correct suspicion, and
only two subjects consciously notified the modification. We aim at
investigating blending techniques further.
Regarding the impact on the perception as such, our naïve periodic injection of mimicry leads to the mimicking of body poses,
but also of specific dialogue gestures accompanying speech. Thus,
these replications may have had a mirroring appearance, but not
on a semantic level, see Fig. 4. Furthermore, the asynchronous
simulations lead to the fact that both partners had overlapping
mimicry inductions in the simulation. These may have impacted
the impressions contra-productively, as entrainment processes of

interpersonal synchrony are bi-directional, time-dependent processes, similar to rhythm and instrumental interplay in music. Thus,
the injection at random points during the communication may have
disrupted processes of coordination and synchronization.
Thus, future improvements should include distinct triggers for
the injection, such as detecting the speaker and listener of the conversation [28], which implies a networked simulation that includes
additional modalities such as voice or gaze. Attentional focus is of
importance for a second reason, that is, the injection is not necessary or cannot be detected when the communication partner looks
in another direction or focuses on other objects in the scene. In our
study, this was prevented as the partners had a narrow scenario and
did not have many other objects to focus on. However, in future
applications for collaborative and social interaction, this might not
necessarily be the case.
Also, there is no doubt that the verbal channel is of high importance for communication in most social interactions. Considering
that our study was based on a strong verbal exchange, we can
therefore not rule out that the verbal channel had an overruling
impact on the outcome. However, we argue that everyday social
interaction is mostly accompanied by verbal exchange in addition
to nonverbal behavior.
Another improvement to the social AI triggering modifications
could be a semantic judgment to detect complex gestures, and
prevent the injection of movements that are not suitable for the
injection. Furthermore, a “status analysis” judging the current rapport and the conversational situation in real-time could assess the
necessity of modifications and prevent inadequate injections that
could happen with our naïve system, as it that acts periodically.
Observing the simulation, we noticed slight “foot-skating” issues,
due to the kinematic retargeting applied, which could have had a
negative bias. Furthermore, we did not test how using more realistic
avatars would impact the results. Finally, our results cannot be
blindly generalized as the sample size in our study was limited.

7

CONCLUSION

We presented a system to inject nonverbal mimicry into embodied social interactions in VR. To our knowledge, we are the first
to follow this approach. Our evaluation showed successful results
with regards to the technology and functionality, but improvements
have to be made regarding the underlying social artificial intelligence, as the “secret code of nonverbal communication” has to
be respected. The application gives first insights and can act as
a research platform, not only for further developments but also
to better understand human behavior as such. Future work could
bring a more comprehensive understanding of the benefits of such
techniques. Without a doubt, the way we communicate through
media will change. Despite the potential of hybrid technologies,
ethical debates have to be initiated to discuss benefits and risks that
arise from behavioral sensing, transmission, and modification.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank the anonymous reviewers as well as Christoph Klöffel,
Ivan Polyschev, Jens To, and Gary Bente for help and feedback
during the project. This research was supported by the Dr.-HerbertBrause-Foundation and the Center for Digitalization (ZD.B) Bavaria.

PR
EP
RI
NT

Injecting Nonverbal Mimicry with Hybrid Avatar-Agent Technologies: A Naïve Approach SUI ’18, October 13–14, 2018, Berlin, Germany

REFERENCES

[1] Arthur Aron, Elaine N. Aron, and Danny Smollan. 1992. Inclusion of Other in
the Self Scale and the structure of interpersonal closeness. Journal of personality
and social psychology 63, 4 (1992), 596.
[2] Jeremy N. Bailenson, Andrew C. Beall, Jack Loomis, Jim Blascovich, and Matthew
Turk. 2004. Transformed Social Interaction: Decoupling Representation from
Behavior and Form in Collaborative Virtual Environments. Presence: Teleoperators
and Virtual Environments 13, 4 (Aug. 2004), 428–441. https://doi.org/10.1162/
1054746041944803
[3] Jeremy N Bailenson and Nick Yee. 2005. Digital chameleons: Automatic assimilation of nonverbal gestures in immersive virtual environments. Psychological
science 16, 10 (2005), 814–819.
[4] John A Bargh and Tanya L Chartrand. 1999. The unbearable automaticity of
being. American psychologist 54, 7 (1999), 462.
[5] Janet B Bavelas, Alex Black, Charles R Lemery, and Jennifer Mullett. 1986. " I show
how you feel": Motor mimicry as a communicative act. Journal of personality
and social psychology 50, 2 (1986), 322.
[6] Gary Bente, Maria Senokozlieva, Sibylle Pennig, Ahmad Al-Issa, and Oliver
Fischer. 2008. Deciphering the secret code: A new methodology for the crosscultural analysis of nonverbal behavior. Behavior Research Methods 40, 1 (Feb.
2008), 269–277. https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.40.1.269
[7] Elisabetta Bevacqua, Romain Richard, Julien Soler, and Pierre De Loor. 2016. INGREDIBLE: A platform for full body interaction between human and virtual agent
that improves co-presence. In Proceedings of the 3rd International Symposium on
Movement and Computing. ACM, 22.
[8] Steven M Boker, Jeffrey F Cohn, Barry-John Theobald, Iain Matthews, Timothy R
Brick, and Jeffrey R Spies. 2009. Effects of damping head movement and facial
expression in dyadic conversation using real–time facial expression tracking and
synthesized avatars. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London B:
Biological Sciences 364, 1535 (2009), 3485–3495.
[9] Tanya L Chartrand and Rick Van Baaren. 2009. Human mimicry. Advances in
experimental social psychology 41 (2009), 219–274.
[10] Antonia F. de C. Hamilton. 2008. Emulation and mimicry for social interaction: A
theoretical approach to imitation in autism. The Quarterly Journal of Experimental
Psychology 61, 1 (2008), 101–115. https://doi.org/10.1080/17470210701508798
[11] Pierre De Loor, Romain Richard, Julien Soler, and Elisabetta Bevacqua. 2016. Aliveness metaphor for an evolutive gesture interaction based on coupling between a
human and a virtual agent. In Proceedings of the 29th International Conference on
Computer Animation and Social Agents. ACM, 147–155.
[12] Alexandra Livia Georgescu, Bojana Kuzmanovic, Daniel Roth, Gary Bente, and
Kai Vogeley. 2014. The use of virtual characters to assess and train non-verbal
communication in high-functioning autism. Frontiers in human neuroscience 8
(2014), 807.
[13] Jonathan Gratch, David DeVault, Gale M. Lucas, and Stacy Marsella. 2015. Negotiation as a challenge problem for virtual humans. In International Conference on
Intelligent Virtual Agents. Springer, 201–215.
[14] Jonathan Gratch, Anna Okhmatovskaia, Francois Lamothe, Stacy Marsella, Mathieu Morales, Rick J van der Werf, and Louis-Philippe Morency. 2006. Virtual
rapport. In International Workshop on Intelligent Virtual Agents. Springer, 14–27.
[15] Joanna Hale and F De C Antonia. 2016. Testing the relationship between mimicry,
trust and rapport in virtual reality conversations. Scientific reports 6 (2016), 35295.
[16] Lixing Huang, Louis-Philippe Morency, and Jonathan Gratch. 2011. Virtual
Rapport 2.0. In International Workshop on Intelligent Virtual Agents. Springer,
68–79.
[17] Robert S. Kennedy, Norman E. Lane, Kevin S. Berbaum, and Michael G. Lilienthal.
1993. Simulator Sickness Questionnaire: An Enhanced Method for Quantifying
Simulator Sickness. The International Journal of Aviation Psychology 3, 3 (July
1993), 203–220. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327108ijap0303_3
[18] Felix Kistler, Birgit Endrass, Ionut Damian, Chi Tai Dang, and Elisabeth André.
2012. Natural interaction with culturally adaptive virtual characters. Journal on
Multimodal User Interfaces 6, 1-2 (2012), 39–47.
[19] Jessica L Lakin, Valerie E Jefferis, Clara Michelle Cheng, and Tanya L Chartrand.
2003. The chameleon effect as social glue: Evidence for the evolutionary significance of nonconscious mimicry. Journal of nonverbal behavior 27, 3 (2003),
145–162.
[20] David Matsumoto, Mark G. Frank, and Hyi Sung Hwang. 2012. Reading People.
Nonverbal Communication: Science and Applications: Science and Applications
(2012), 1.
[21] Richard E Maurer and Jeffrey H Tindall. 1983. Effect of postural congruence on
client’s perception of counselor empathy. Journal of Counseling Psychology 30, 2
(1983), 158.
[22] Daniel N McIntosh. 2006. Spontaneous facial mimicry, liking and emotional
contagion. Polish Psychological Bulletin 37, 1 (2006), 31.
[23] Kristine L. Nowak and Frank Biocca. 2003. The Effect of the Agency and Anthropomorphism on Users’ Sense of Telepresence, Copresence, and Social Presence
in Virtual Environments. Presence: Teleoperators and Virtual Environments 12, 5
(Oct. 2003), 481–494. https://doi.org/10.1162/105474603322761289

[24] Soo Youn Oh, Jeremy Bailenson, Nicole Krämer, and Benjamin Li. 2016. Let the
avatar brighten your smile: Effects of enhancing facial expressions in virtual
environments. PloS one 11, 9 (2016), e0161794.
[25] Soo Youn Oh, Jeremy Bailenson, Nicole Krämer, and Benjamin Li. 2016. Let the
Avatar Brighten Your Smile: Effects of Enhancing Facial Expressions in Virtual
Environments. PLOS ONE 11, 9 (Sept. 2016), e0161794. https://doi.org/10.1371/
journal.pone.0161794
[26] Beatrice Rammstedt and Oliver P. John. 2007. Measuring personality in one
minute or less: A 10-item short version of the Big Five Inventory in English and
German. Journal of research in Personality 41, 1 (2007), 203–212.
[27] Daniel Roth, Constantin Kleinbeck, Tobias Feigl, Christopher Mutschler, and
Marc Erich Latoschik. 2018. Beyond Replication: Augmenting Social Behaviors
in Multi-User Virtual Realities. In Proceedings of the 25th IEEE Virtual Reality (VR)
conference.
[28] Daniel Roth, Peter Kullmann, Gary Bente, Dominik Gall, and Marc Erich
Latoschik. 2018, in press. Effects of Hybrid and Synthetic Social Gaze in AvatarMediated Interactions. In 17th IEEE International Symposium on Mixed and Augmented Reality (ISMAR). IEEE, Munich, Germany.
[29] Daniel Roth, Marc Erich Latoschik, Kai Vogeley, and Gary Bente. 2015. Hybrid
Avatar-Agent Technology – A Conceptual Step Towards Mediated "Social" Virtual
Reality and its Respective Challenges. i-com 14, 2 (Jan. 2015). https://doi.org/10.
1515/icom-2015-0030
[30] Daniel Roth, Jean-Luc Lugrin, Dmitri Galakhov, Arvid Hofmann, Gary Bente,
Marc Erich Latoschik, and Arnulph Fuhrmann. 2016. Avatar realism and social
interaction quality in virtual reality. In Virtual Reality (VR), 2016 IEEE. IEEE,
277–278.
[31] Daniel Roth, Kristoffer Waldow, Felix Stetter, Gary Bente, Marc Erich Latoschik,
and Arnulph Fuhrmann. 2016. SIAM-C - A Socially Immersive Avatar Mediated
Communication Platform. In Proceedings of the International Conference on Artificial Reality and Telexistence / Eurographics Symposium on Virtual Environments.
[32] Edward Sapir. 1927. The unconscious patterning of behavior in society. Selected Writings of Edward Sapir in Language, Culture and Personality, ed. David E.
Mandelbaum (Berkeley: U of California P, 1949) 556, 11 (1927).
[33] Mariëlle Stel and Roos Vonk. 2010. Mimicry in social interaction: Benefits for
mimickers, mimickees, and their interaction. British Journal of Psychology 101, 2
(2010), 311–323.
[34] Johannes Wagner, Florian Lingenfelser, Tobias Baur, Ionut Damian, Felix Kistler,
and Elisabeth André. 2013. The social signal interpretation (SSI) framework:
multimodal signal processing and recognition in real-time. In Proceedings of the
21st ACM international conference on Multimedia. ACM, 831–834.
[35] David Watson, Lee Anna Clark, and Auke Tellegen. 1988. Development and
validation of brief measures of positive and negative affect: The PANAS scales.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 54, 6 (1988), 1063–1070. https:
//doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.54.6.1063

