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Table 1: Differences between the two designs.
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<crying> <(crying) wuuuuu whep>

style-level tag Style-level tag
Vocalization type and control

Frequency and duration control
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Table 2: The specific nonverbal transcript table.

Category Transcript
Cheering "Wo ho’, 'Yo’
Yelling "Hey’
Laughter-open "Ha’
Laughter-closed "Ha’

Crying "Whep’, "Wuu’, ’Sneeze’
Screaming A’
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«  Only verbal: why you do this to me.
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,

Discrete unit
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NV token
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Style Parser Duration Parser

Fig. 1: The pipeline of non-verbal processing
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Fig. 2: The results of nMOS, eMOS and emotion
recognition accuracy.
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. Rank 1 Rank 2 Rank3 mmm Rank 4

<tneennsywo o [ 3% . |
<(cheering) Yo> 25% 25% 12%
<(Laughter-open) ha ha> 19% 19% 62%
<(Laughter-closed) ha ha> 19% 62% 12%

(a) The results for the Happy emotion.
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<(crying) whep> 25% 44% 25%

<(crying) wuuuuuuu> 12% 31% 56%

(b) The results for the Sad emotion.
Fig. 3: Preference evaluation results for different non-
verbal expressions.
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