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Abstract. This work addresses a new challenge of understanding hu-
man nonverbal interaction in social contexts. Nonverbal signals pervade
virtually every communicative act. Our gestures, facial expressions, pos-
tures, gaze, even physical appearance all convey messages, without any-
thing being said. Despite their critical role in social life, nonverbal sig-
nals receive very limited attention as compared to the linguistic coun-
terparts, and existing solutions typically examine nonverbal cues in iso-
lation. Our study marks the first systematic effort to enhance the in-
terpretation of multifaceted nonverbal signals. First, we contribute a
novel large-scale dataset, called NVI, which is meticulously annotated
to include bounding boxes for humans and corresponding social groups,
along with 22 atomic-level nonverbal behaviors under five broad inter-
action types. Second, we establish a new task NVI-DET for nonverbal
interaction detection, which is formalized as identifying triplets in the
form ⟨individual, group, interaction⟩ from images. Third, we propose
a nonverbal interaction detection hypergraph (NVI-DEHR), a new ap-
proach that explicitly models high-order nonverbal interactions using
hypergraphs. Central to the model is a dual multi-scale hypergraph that
adeptly addresses individual-to-individual and group-to-group correla-
tions across varying scales, facilitating interactional feature learning and
eventually improving interaction prediction. Extensive experiments on
NVI show that NVI-DEHR improves various baselines significantly in
NVI-DET. It also exhibits leading performance on HOI-DET, confirm-
ing its versatility in supporting related tasks and strong generalization
ability. We hope that our study will offer the community new avenues to
explore nonverbal signals in more depth.

Keywords: Nonverbal Interaction · Hypergraph · Social Intelligence

1 Introduction

Nonverbal · · · is an elaborate code written nowhere, known by no one, and
understood by all [60].

– Edward Sapir (1884 – 1939)

* The first two authors contribute equally to this work.
† Corresponding author: Wenguan Wang.
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Fig. 1: Can you read these humans? Nonverbal interaction (e.g ., gaze, gesture)
forms the cornerstone of our social life, and serves as the basis of our social intelligence.

Nonverbal behavior allows us to express intention, attention, and emotion in
our social life. It includes all communicative acts except words, ranging from fa-
cial expression and gaze to bodily contact and physical appearance. By analyzing
these cues, we gain valuable insights into people’s thoughts, feelings, and pur-
poses, even when they are not explicitly stated (Fig. 1). Though often conducted
outside conscious awareness, nonverbal behavior is omnipresent, accounting for
nearly two-thirds of all human social interactions [48,55,56]. Picture us entering
a busy elevator on a Monday morning; while people inside may not seek verbal
exchanges, they likely encourage our entry through nonverbal body adjustments.

This primordial form of communication, as widely studied in cognitive science
and psychology [51,62], is deeply ingrained in human nature. From early infancy,
human babies pay extra attention to caregivers’ behavior and subsequently learn
to convey their needs via nonverbal means (e.g ., point, gaze following) long
before they speak. Endowing machines with the ability to perceive and use non-
linguistic interactions is thus an essential step towards giving computers social
intelligence [3], improving human-computer interaction [1, 4], and making them
more accessible to people with verbal communication challenges [69].

Despite its academic value and practical significance, nonverbal interaction
analysis has yet to receive sufficient attention in AI research, especially when
compared with the immense progress made in linguistic analysis domains, i.e.,
NLP and speech recognition. In computer vision, past efforts focus on interpret-
ing nonverbal signals separately, starting from facial expressions [50,91], to ges-
tures [52,89], gaze [16,19,33], and postures [38,82], using specialized benchmarks
(e.g ., RAF-DB [37], VACATION [16], EgoGesture [89]). However, human social
interactions are typically characterized by the initiation of concurrent behaviors.
For instance, gaze aversion is always accompanied by angry/sad expressions and
arm-crossing which indicates a defensive or wary mentality. Similarly, pointing
gesture usually triggers gaze-following in others. The specialized datasets fail
to capture this complexity nature, and existing systems developed on them are
therefore incapable of interpreting them completely [5, 47].

In this work, we present the first systematical study of nonverbal interac-
tion in daily social situations. The goal is ambitious – make machines “freely”
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communicate with humans in a non-linguistic manner. Our solution hinges on
contributions in three fundamental pillars: data, task and model.
Data (§3). We introduce NVI, the first large-scale dataset tailored for generic
nonverbal interaction understanding. It consists of 13,711 images accompanied
with high-quality manual annotations of more than 49K humans involving in 72K
social interactions. The image collection covers a wide range of social events
such as coffee break in a conference or picnic in a park. Following previous
efforts and established terminologies in social psychology [8,36,59], we consider
22 atomic-level interactions (16 individual- and 6 group-wise), that span across
five broad interaction types, i.e., gaze, touch, facial expression, gesture, and
posture. NVI distinguishes itself from all prior datasets in annotation richness
of interactions (see Table 1), and opens the door to study the true effect of
multifaceted nonverbal signals in human social life.
Task (§4). Upon building NVI, we define a new task NVI-DET to steer the
development of AI models towards generic nonverbal interaction understanding.
Current efforts in the field is severely diverged – interactions are described in
different ways and addressed in inconsistent granularity, e.g ., individual facial
expressions, pair-wise human-object interactions, or group-wise gaze communi-
cation. In contrast, we propose that all nonverbal signals, regardless of their
broad type and the number of participants, can be distilled into a combination
of “individual behavior” – an individual act which nevertheless is influenced by
others, and “collective behavior” taken together by a group of individuals. With
this insight, NVI-DET is formulated to localize each individual and the social
group it belongs to, meanwhile identifying the category of the interaction. This
can be encapsulated into a triplet ⟨individual, group, interaction⟩. This for-
mulation finds relevance to a well-established, yet different task – human-object
interaction detection (HOI-DET) [25]. Unlike HOI-DET that mainly focuses on
recognizing actions between human-object pairs, NVI-DET aspires to compre-
hensively interpret the full spectrum of communactive nonverbal signals, whose
patterns are generally more subtle, ambiguous, and involving multiple persons.
Model (§5). Clearly, NVI-DET is a structured task that demands a compre-
hensive modeling of interaction relationships among individuals. To this end, we
propose a novel solution named nonverbal interaction detection hypergraph or
NVI-DEHR. It is grounded in a hypergraph structure [18,22,92] that is in nature
flexible in high-order relation modeling. Concretely, NVI-DEHR first detects hu-
man individuals and social groups following DETR [9]. It then constructs two
distinct multi-scale hypergraphs: one with human individuals as vertices and the
other with social groups as vertices. This dual multi-scale hypergraph structure
enables deep exploration of both individual-individual and group-group relation-
ships at varying levels of granularity. Through hypergraph learning, NVI-DEHR
obtains enriched feature representations for individuals and social groups. Fi-
nally, NVI-DEHR utilizes these updated features to categorize nonverbal inter-
actions for all individual-group pairs. NVI-DEHR represents a seminal approach
for generic nonverbal interaction understanding. We believe that it lays a solid
foundation for future research in this fast-evolving domain.
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Table 1: Comparison of NVI to related datasets. Unlike existing datasets that
specialize in one particular interaction type, NVI offers extensive annotations across
five common types, promoting a unified understanding of nonverbal social interactions.

Nonverbal Interaction Taxonomy
Dataset Year Scale Condition

# Atomic Class # Broad Class
Task Goal

MSR-Action3D [38] 2010 23797 images controlled 20 1 (posture) Action cls.

UTKinect-Action [82] 2012 6220 images controlled 10 1 (posture) Action cls.

GroupDiscovery [37] 2014 1,176 images wild 7 1 (posture) Posture cls./det.

RAF-DB [37] 2017 29,672 images wild 18 1 (facial expression) Facial expression cls.

Affectnet [50] 2017 450,000 images wild 8 1 (facial expression) Facial expression cls.

EgoGesture [89] 2018 2,081 videos controlled 83 1 (gesture) Gesture cls./det.

LD-ConGR [41] 2022 542 videos controlled 10 1 (gesture) Gesture cls./det./seg.

VideoCoAtt [15] 2018 380 videos wild 1 1 (gaze) Shared-gaze det.

VACATION [16] 2019 300 videos wild 4 1 (gaze) Gaze det.

PANDA [79] 2020 600 images wild 10 4 (gaze, touch, facial exp-
ression, posture) Human det./trk.

NVI (Ours) 2023 13,711 images wild 22 5 (gaze, touch, facial exp-
ression, gesture, posture)

Generic nonverbal
interaction det.

Experiments (§6). Our solution is verified through extensive experiments.
First, we benchmark the NVI dataset by modifying a set of HOI-DET models
for NVI-DET, and offer in-depth discussions on the newly introduced dataset and
task. Second, we find that our model yields the best performance in NVI-DET,
improving the adapted baselines by solid margins. Third, the model exhibits
strong generalization capability, as evidenced by its remarkable performance on
two standard HOI-DET benchmarks, i.e., V-COCO [25] and HICO-DET [10].

2 Related Work

Nonverbal Interaction Understanding. Nonverbal communication is a highly
efficient and pervasive means for interpersonal exchange. It is integral to our so-
cial intelligence [7], which has been argued to be indispensable and perhaps the
most important for success in life [3]. When it comes to computers, however, they
are socially ignorant. This gap has led to the emergence of social signal process-
ing (SSP) [71] that aims at providing computers with the ability to sense and
understand human social signals. Analyzing facial expressions has ever been a
core focus in this area [46,80,91], which has achieved tremendous progress. Many
other computational methods to automatically detect social cues from images
and videos have also been proposed, including recognizing gestures [52, 89], de-
tecting eye movements [12, 13, 33], inferring emotions from body posture [61],
or detecting social saliency [54]. Despite these advancements, they explore so-
cial signals in isolation based on highly specialized datasets, some of which are
even created in controlled conditions (see Table 1). This limits them to inter-
pret subtle meanings of social interactions which are typically transmitted via
a combination of multiple signals rather than just one at a time. Though [2,32]
attempt to construct a complex system that can accommodate various SSP rec-
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ognizers to forecast multiple nonverbal social signals, they necessitate substantial
engineering endeavors, posing constrains on the development of this field.
Human Interactions with Objects. Recently, there has been a strong push
on uncovering human actions with objects, a task known as HOI-DET [10, 21,
24, 34, 57]. While these actions are also nonverbal, they differ from the types
of signals we study in this article. Most actions within HOI-DET occur with
explicit intentions, such as the action ride bicycle. Our work, on the other
hand, focuses on the signals that display mostly implicit intentions but still
produce social awareness. In practice, these unconscious signals are often strong
indicators of the initiation of human-object interactions [63]. Moreover, HOI-
DET deals with pair-wise actions, whereas NVI-DET allows for varied forms of
higher-order interactions, making it a more nuanced and challenging task.
Hypergraph Learning. In recent years, graph learning has become prevalent
for understanding human-centric visual relationships, notably in human pars-
ing [76–78,85,93–95] and HOI detection [20,57,70,73,75]. Concurrently, hyper-
graphs have also garnered notable attention for its effectiveness in modeling and
learning complex data correlation [23, 92]. A hypergraph generalizes a standard
binary graph; it consists of vertices and hyperedges, and each hyperedge can
connect an arbitrary number of vertices, rather than pair-wise connections in
standard graphs. Learning on hypergraphs then turns into the process of pass-
ing information along hyperedges, facilitating message exchanges among complex
relational data. Recently, deep hypergraph learning algorithms [6, 18, 22, 31, 84]
have been proposed and applied to solve computer vision tasks, e.g ., image
classification [81], pose estimation [83], and mesh reconstruction [29]. Drawing
inspiration from these advances, we design a hypergraph structure to model high-
order nonverbal interactions among individuals and social groups. By integrating
it with a Transformer, our model shows immediate performance improvements,
highlighting its efficacy in processing complex nonverbal social signals.

3 NVI Dataset

NVI is built on PIC 2.0 [42] that focuses on human-centric relation segmentation.
PIC 2.0 is labeled solely with segmentation masks for entities (i.e., humans,
objects), and their action/spatial relations (e.g ., kicking ball, behind table). NVI
enriches it by densely labeling social groups (see Fig. 2). To further enhance the
quality of NVI, we exclude images that merely contain a single individual in PIC
2.0. Next, we first define the nonverbal interaction taxonomy used in NVI (§3),
then detail the annotation process (§3), and report dataset statistics (§3).
Nonverbal Interaction Taxonomy. We categorize nonverbal interactions fol-
lowing a hierarchical taxonomy (see Fig. 3(a)). We first define five broad in-
teraction types that are recognized as the most important behavioural cues in
psychology research [26, 36, 59]. Among them, two (i.e., gaze, touch) are group-
wise, typically involving multiple individuals, while the other three (i.e., facial
expression, gesture, posture) are mainly observed in individuals. Further, each of
these broad types is subdivided into a variety of atomic-level behaviors. The hi-
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4
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1: smile, gaze-follow (2)

2: smile, gaze-follow (1)

3: smile, mutual-gaze (5)

4: neutral, slouch 

5: smile, bow, mutual-gaze (3)

2

1
3

4

1: smile, hug (2)

2: smile, hug (1)

3: neutral, gaze-follow (4)

4: neutral, gaze-follow (3)

2

3

1

1: neutral, mutual-gaze (2), handshake (2)

2: neutral, mutual-gaze (1), handshake (1)

3: smile, arm-cross, gaze-follow (2)

Fig. 2: Examples of the NVI dataset, showing that our dataset covers rich non-
verbal signals in diverse social scenes. Bounding box annotations of individuals are
marked by green rectangles. To enhance demonstration and clarity, red arrows and
numerical identifiers are incorporated additionally.
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gaze-follow arms-akimbo

Fig. 3: Dataset statistics. (a) Nonverbal interaction taxonomy (§3). (b) Distribution
of atomic-level nonverbal behaviors (§3).

erarchical taxonomy not only allows our dataset to capture nonverbal signals at
multiple levels of abstraction, but also streamlines the annotation process (§3).

– Gaze, vital for inferring other’s intentions [14], often serves as the first form of
communication for interactants. Following [16], we consider three specific gaze
behaviors in NVI, i.e., gaze-following, mutual-gaze, and gaze-aversion.

– Touch, also known as haptics, is capable of conveying emotions, establishing
connections, and regulating interpersonal dynamics [66]. In NVI, we categorize
touch into three atomic behaviors: handshake, hug, and hit.

– Facial expressions are indicators of people’s emotional state, typically con-
veyed via movements of the lips, eyes, brows, cheeks, and furrows [67]. NVI
includes: neutral, anger, smile, surprise, sadness, fear, and disgust.

– Gestures arise from hand movements, are part of our communicative repertoire
from infancy. NVI contains four gestures: wave, point, beckon, and palm-out.

– Postures are configurations of human body when standing or sitting. In NVI,
we study five classes: arm-cross, leg-cross, slouch, arms-akimbo, and bow.

Dataset Annotation. For each image in NVI, annotators are instructed to
proceed with the following steps: 1) identify each social group and its broad
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interaction type t; 2) determine the specific atomic-level interaction category
associated to t; 3) add bounding boxes for all individuals; 4) label the location
of the group as the minimal bounding box encompassing all individuals. Six vol-
unteers are involved in the annotation process. To maintain annotation coverage
and accuracy, annotations of each image are double-checked by a specialist.
Dataset Statistics. NVI contains 13,711 images in total, and we follow the
protocol in PIC 2.0 to split them into 9,634, 1,418 and 2,659 for train, val and
test, respectively. On average, NVI contains 3.6 human instances, involving in
1.88 gaze, 0.32 touch, 2.60 facial expression, 0.08 gesture, and 0.36 posture per
image. The distribution of atomic-level nonverbal behaviors is shown in Fig. 3(b).
As seen, smile is the most frequent behavior in NVI, while beckon rarely occurs.

4 NVI-DET Task

Task Definition. As summarized in Table 1, current research in nonverbal in-
teraction understanding tends to examine different types of interactions indepen-
dently, each within its own dataset. This hinders AI models from gaining a thor-
ough understanding of complex human behaviors and poses challenges in prop-
erly assessing their true ability in real-world social events. NVI-DET is a new task
to address this limitation, which encourages models to interpret a full range of
nonverbal signals. It has a three-fold objective aimed at: 1) human individual de-
tection, 2) social group detection, and 3) interaction discovery of each individual
with their respective group. Formally, accomplishing NVI-DET demands the ca-
pability to identify all triplets with the form ⟨individual, group, interaction⟩.
While seemingly similar to the objective of HOI-DET, NVI-DET is much more
challenging due to the requirement of distinguishing various heterogeneous non-
verbal signals, which are frequently subtle and appear concurrently.
Metric. Inspired by [45,65], we utilize mean Recall@K (mR@K) as our primary
evaluation metric, which computes Recall@K (R@K) for each category and then
averages all scores:

mR@K =
1

|Sτ |
∑

τiou∈Sτ

1

C

∑
c∈[1...C]

(
∑
p∈Pc

⊮{p is TP})/|Gc|, (1)

where | · | is the cardinality of a set, Sτ = {0.25, 0.5, 0.75} and τiou is the IoU
threshold for assigning predicted individuals and social groups to ground truth.
And, C is the number of social interaction categories, Pc represents the set of
predicted triplets corresponding to the social interaction type c, while Gc denotes
the set of ground truth triplets associated with the same social interaction type c.
This metric continuity reduces barriers to entry. In particular, there are two key
reasons why mR@K is employed for our needs: 1) it is more robust to incomplete
annotations in NVI as compared to mean Average Precision (mAP) [45], and 2) it
rationally takes into account long-tailed distributions found in NVI (Fig. 3(b)),
since it treats all categories equally. This is a significant advantage over the
alternative R@K that exhibits reporting bias [49]. For thorough evaluation, we
adopt mR@25, mR@50, mR@100, along with their average (AR).
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Fig. 4: Overall architecture of the proposed NVI-DEHR model. Given an image, the
visual encoder is first applied to extract features, followed by an instance decoder that
locates human-object pairs. Next, a dual multi-scale hypergraph is designed to model
complex interactions between individuals and social groups via hypergraph convolu-
tions. Lastly, an independent transformer decoder is employed to predict the nonverbal
interaction categories for each individual-group pair (§5).

5 NVI-DEHR Model

5.1 Preliminary of Hypergraph

A hypergraph can be viewed as a higher-order form of graph whereby edges
can link more than two nodes. Denote G = (V, E) as a hypergraph, where V is
a set of vertices and E is a set of hyperedges. Each vertex v ∈ V is associated
with an initial embedding v. A hyperedge e∈E is a subset of V, indicating the
vertices it connects. For convenience, the corresponding hypergraph connectivity
structure is usually represented by a binary incidence matrix H ∈ {0, 1}|V|×|E|,
where H(v, e) = 1 if node v ∈ e, otherwise H(v, e) = 0. Moreover, we follow
[18,23] to define the degree of hyperedge e and vertex v as δ(e)=

∑
v∈V H(v, e)

and d(v) =
∑

e∈E H(v, e), respectively. De ∈ R|E|×|E| and Dv ∈ R|V|×|V| are the
diagonal matrices of the hyperedge and vertex degrees.

5.2 Nonverbal Interaction Detection Hypergraph

Fig. 4 presents the architecture of our NVI-DEHR. It is built upon the popular
encoder-decoder detection structure [9], consisting of a shared visual encoder
for feature extraction, and two decoders for set-based prediction of NVI triplets
⟨individual, group, interaction⟩. A unique aspect of the model is that a dual
multi-scale hypergraph is introduced to bridge the two decoders. It explicitly
models complex interactional contexts among individuals and social groups, fa-
cilitating the learning of high-order cues essential for interaction recognition.
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Visual Encoder. As normal, a visual encoder is adopted to map an input
image I ∈RH0×W0×3 into a 3D feature map I ∈RH×W×D. The encoder shares a
similar structure as DETR [9], consisting of a conventional CNN backbone (e.g .,
ResNet-50 [28]) for initial feature extraction, followed by a standard Transformer
encoder [9] to further refine the features by integrating global contextual cues.
Instance Decoder. Given I, our model employs a query-based Transformer
decoder to detect human individuals and social groups. The decoder FINS takes
two distinct sets of learnable queries as inputs, i.e., Qh∈RN×C and Qg∈RN×C ,
and transform them into output embeddings. Subsequently, they are indepen-
dently decoded into bounding box coordinates for either individuals or groups
through a feed forward network (FFN), FFFN. Here Qh and Qg serve separately
for the decoding of human individual or social group boxes. N and C denote the
number and dimension of these queries. The entire process can be written as:

query updating: Q̂h, Q̂g = FINS(I,Qh+P ,Qg+P ),

box prediction: Bh,Bg = FFFN(Q̂h, Q̂g).
(2)

Here we add a learnable position guided embedding P ∈RN×C to the queries so
as to assign the human query and group query at the same position as a pair [40].
Q̂h=[ĥ1, ĥ2, . . . , ĥN ]∈RN×C and Q̂g =[ĝ1, ĝ2, . . . , ĝN ]∈RN×C are the updated
queries, while Bh and Bg denote the box predictions for humans and groups.
Multi-Scale Hypergraph. Nonverbal signals are in nature complicated since
they are subtle and often involve multiple participants. While direct composition
of multiple individual features works well for tasks like HOI-DET [11, 35, 40],
solving NVI-DET necessitates a more comprehensive relational understanding
of individuals. To this end, NVI-DEHR performs multi-scale hypergraph learning
to explore nonverbal interactions from a multi-granularity perspective.

Multi-scale hypergraph construction. We utilize two distinct multi-scale hy-
pergraphs, Gh to model human-human relationships implying that the individ-
uals participate in the same social group, and Gg to model group-group rela-
tionships implying that homologous groups are paired with different individuals.
For clarity, we only explain the construction of Gh, while Gg follows a same pro-
cess. Concretely, Gh is comprised of a set of hypergraphs {G1

h,G2
h, . . . ,GS

h }, where
Gs
h = (Vh, Es

h) denotes a hypergraph at scale s. The vertex set Vh is consistent
across all scales, and the vertex vi ∈ Vh represents the i-th human query, i.e.,
we have |Vh|=N . The hyperedge set Es

h = {es1, es2, . . . , esMs
} models group-wise

relations with Ms hyperedges, each of which includes s vertices in V. As in §5.1,
the topology of each Gs

h is represented by an incidence matrix Hs
h∈RN×Ms .

We define the hyperedges based on the distance-based construction strategy
[23]. Initially, the embedding of vertex vi is set to vi= ĥi∈RC . Then, we compute
an affinity matrix A∈RN×N for vertex pairs, wherein each element Aij measures
the similarity between vi and vj :

Aij = v⊤
i vj/∥v⊤

i ∥∥vj∥. (3)

Based on the affinity matrix, we form hyperedges at various scales. For the
1st scale (i.e., s= 1), vertices are independently treated in the graph without
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any edges and the incidence matrix H0
h is thus an identity matrix. For other

scales, each hyperedge esi is formed as a cluster of vertices, which is identified by
searching for a s×s sub-matrix within A that exhibits the highest density:

esi = arg max
O⊆Vh

||AO,O||1,1, s.t. |O| = s and vi ∈ O. (4)

Here ∥·∥1,1 represents the L1,1 matrix norm, i.e., the summation of the absolute
values of all elements in the matrix. The objective of Eq. 4 is to identify and
connect the most closely related vertices. The first constraint confines the size
of each cluster, while the second ensures the inclusion of vi in the group. The
optimization problem is tackled via a vertex-centric greedy algorithm, which,
at each iteration i, selects the vertex vi first and then includes additional s−1
vertices based on their affinity to vi. In this way, for scales s>1, we have Ms=N .

Multi-scale hypergraph learning. With multi-scale hypergraphs Gh and Gg, we
perform message exchange among vertices through a sequence of L hyperedge
convolutional layers [18]. For each scale s, the convolution operation at layer
l∈ [L] can be formulated as:

V
s,(l)
h =(Ds

h,v)
−1

2Hs
h(D

s
h,e)

−1Hs⊤
h (Ds

h,v)
−1

2V
s,(l−1)
h θ

s,(l)
h , (5)

V s,(l)
g =(Ds

g,v)
−1

2Hs
g (D

s
g,e)

−1Hs⊤
g (Ds

g,v)
−1

2V s,(l−1)
g θs,(l)g , (6)

where Eq. 5 and Eq. 6 are applied for human hypergraph and group hypergraph,
respectively. The θ

s,(l)
h and θ

s,(l)
g are learnable parameters of the l-th layer at

scale s. Ds
·,v/D

s
·,e denote diagonal matrices of vertex and hyperedge degrees

for either Gs
h or Gs

g , which are computed from corresponding incidence matrices
(§5.1). V s,(0)

h /V
s,(0)
g are matrices with initial vertex embedding in Gs

h/Gs
g . After

L convolutions, the final embedding for each vertex is obtained by aggregating
information across various scales via a multilayer perceptron (MLP):

Fh = MLP([V 1,(L)
h ,V

2,(L)
h , . . . ,V

S,(L)
h ]) ∈ RN×C ,

Fg = MLP([V 1,(L)
g ,V 2,(L)

g , . . . ,V S,(L)
g ]) ∈ RN×C ,

(7)

where Fh and Fg are the final embedding matrices of all human and group
vertices, respectively. ′[·, ·]′ denotes tensor concatenation.
Interaction Decoder. Last, we leverage an independent query-based Trans-
former decoder to predict the nonverbal interaction categories for each individual-
group pair. Instead of random query initialization, we propose to create nonver-
bal interaction query Qn ∈ RN×C dynamically based on high-order features of
individuals Fh and groups Fg:

Qn = (Fh + Fg)/2. (8)

Note that these two types of features can be directly added, since they are
position-aligned in Eq. 2. Subsequently, the interaction decoder takes the query
Qn alongside image feature I as input, and predict interaction categories as:

P = FINT(I,Qn), (9)

where P is the nonverbal interaction predictions for N individual-group pairs.
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Table 2: NVI-DET results on NVI val and test (§6.1).

val test
Method

mR@25 mR@50 mR@100 AR mR@25 mR@50 mR@100 AR

m-QPIC [64] 56.89 69.52 78.36 68.26 59.44 71.46 80.07 70.32
m-CDN [87] 55.57 71.06 78.81 68.48 59.01 72.94 82.61 71.52

m-GEN-VLKT [40] 50.59 70.87 80.08 67.18 56.68 74.32 84.18 71.72
NVI-DEHR (Ours) 54.85 73.42 85.33 71.20 59.46 76.01 88.52 74.67

Table 3: Results for individual- and group-wise interactions on NVI val (§6.2).

individual group
Method

mR@25 mR@50 mR@100 AR mR@25 mR@50 mR@100 AR

m-QPIC [64] 52.23 66.09 75.98 64.77 69.18 78.62 84.85 77.55
m-CDN [87] 50.67 68.23 76.74 65.21 68.66 78.60 84.34 77.20

m-GEN-VLKT [40] 44.98 68.51 78.30 63.93 67.84 79.47 87.12 78.14
NVI-DEHR (Ours) 49.37 70.04 83.82 67.74 69.47 82.45 89.35 80.42

5.3 Detailed Network Architecture

Network Architecture. We utilize ResNet-50 [28] as the CNN backbone in all
experiments. Following DETR [9], the Transformer encoder consists of six stan-
dard Transformer layers, while both the instance FINS (cf. Eq. 2) and interaction
FINT (cf. Eq. 10) Transformer decoders incorporate three layers. By default, we
set the number of queries N to 64, the number of channels C to 256, the number
of hypergraph scales S to 5, and adopt L=2 hyperedge convolutional layers.
Training Objective. We follow [9, 40, 64] to perform end-to-end training by
assigning a bipartite matching prediction with each groundtruth using the Hun-
garian algorithm. The loss function is: L=λ1L1+λ2LGIoU+λ3Lc, consisting of
three parts: a L1 loss and a generalized IoU loss LGIoU to assess localization
accuracy, a focal loss Lc to evaluate interaction classification. The coefficients
are empirically set to: λ1=2.5, λ2=1, λ3=2, in accordance with QPIC [64].
Reproducibility. Our model is implemented using PyTorch and trained on 4
NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3090 GPUs. Testing is carried out on the same machine.

6 Experiment

6.1 Experiment on NVI-DET

Competitors. To better benchmark NVI and verify the proposed model, we
adapt three state-of-the-art HOI-DET approaches, i.e., QPIC [64], CDN [87],
GEN-VLKT [40], for nonverbal interaction detection, denoted as m-QPIC, m-
CDN, and m-GEN-VLKT. We modify their interaction prediction head to align
with our NVI-DET task. For m-GEN-VLKT that relies on CLIP, we modify its
text prompt to the format of ‘A photo of a person [nonverbal interaction]’.
Implementation Details. For fairness, we train all models for 90 epochs. The
learning rate is set to be 1e-4 for the initial 60 epochs and decreased to 1e-5
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Fig. 5: Visualization of NVI-DET results on NVI val. Predictions are generated
with {K = 30, τiou = 0.5}. Individuals correctly identified are in green bounding boxes,
whilst those not detected are in red. Blue bounding boxes are utilized to denote social
groups. True positive predictions are in black font, while false positives are in red (§6.1).

for the remaining epochs. AdamW is used as the optimizer. Common data aug-
mentation techniques are applied, including random horizontal flipping, color
jittering, and random scaling. Moving on to the procedural details during train-
ing, it is important to note that the bounding box of social group for “individual
interaction” is identical to the individual bounding box. During inference, the
ground-truths of triplets that encompass individual interactions do not entail
bounding box of social group, akin to body motion categories in V-COCO [25].
Quantitative Results. Table 2 presents the benchmarking results on NVI val
and test. As seen, m-QPIC, which is a simple adaptation of DETR from object
detection to interaction detection, produces the worst performance among the
comparative approaches due to the lack of explicit relational reasoning. m-CDN
performs much better than m-QPIC by introducing an independent interaction
decoder to account for interactional relations. Notably, the CLIP-based method
m-GEN-VLKT performs worse in NVI-DET, revealing that transferring knowl-
edge from visual language models to NVI-DET seems to be more difficult than
to HOI-DET. NVI-DEHR surpasses all the baselines, reaching 71.20 and 74.67
AR on NVI val and test, respectively. Furthermore, we explore how the mod-
els perform for individual- and group-wise interactions. Table 3 shows our model
consistently outperforms others in both sets across all metrics except for mR@25.
Qualitative Results. In Fig. 5, we show nonverbal interaction detection results
of our model on NVI test. Our model can accurately localize the interactions,
and successfully recognize different nonverbal interactions. For instance, in case
(e), it competently forms a gaze-following group from three out of four individu-
als based on their gaze direction, and also astutely recognizes the man’s hugging
behavior in the image, although the bounding box for the hugging group is some-
what undersized. We also present some failure cases (shown in red), which may
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Table 4: HOI-DET results on HICO-DET [10] test and V-COCO [25] test (§6.2).

HICO-DET V-COCOMethod Backbone
Full Rare Non-Rare APS1

role APS2
role

InteractNet [24][CVPR18] R50-FPN 9.94 7.16 10.77 40.0 48.0
UnionDet [34][ECCV20] R50 17.58 11.72 19.33 47.5 56.2

PPDM [39][CVPR20] HG-104 21.73 13.78 24.10 - -
HOTR [35][CVPR21] R50 23.46 16.21 25.60 55.2 64.4
QPIC [64][CVPR21] R50 29.07 21.85 31.23 58.8 61.0
ODM [72][ECCV22] R50-FPN 31.65 24.95 33.65 - -
UPT [88][CVPR22] R50 31.66 25.94 33.36 59.0 64.5
CDN [87][NeurIPS21] R50 31.78 27.55 33.05 62.3 64.4
Iwin [68][ECCV22] R50-FPN 32.03 27.62 34.14 60.5 -

DOQ [58][CVPR22] R50 33.28 29.19 34.50 63.5 -
GEN-VLK [40][CVPR22] R50 33.75 29.25 35.10 62.4 64.4
HOICLIP [53][CVPR23] R50 34.54 30.71 35.70 63.5 64.8
NVI-DEHR(Ours) R50 35.30 31.43 36.64 64.1 65.3

Table 5: Analysis of multi-scale hy-
pergraph on NVI val (§6.3).

S mR@25 mR@50 mR@100 AR
1 53.39 69.81 81.90 68.37
2 53.44 70.31 82.62 68.79
3 53.52 70.45 83.92 69.30
4 54.21 73.34 84.36 70.64
5 54.85 73.42 85.33 71.20
6 54.59 73.11 85.24 70.98

Table 6: Impact of hyperedge convo-
lutions on NVI val (§6.3).

L mR@25 mR@50 mR@100 AR

0 53.50 69.44 81.71 68.22

1 53.76 71.74 83.61 69.70

2 54.85 73.42 85.33 71.20

3 54.36 72.47 84.85 70.56

be due to the ambiguity and subtlety of nonverbal interactions. In case (g), the
mutual gaze of the two little girls could easily be mistaken for gaze aversion, as
their gazes do not align perfectly. Likewise, the handshake behavior in case (i)
could be confused with hugging, due to the unusual pose involved. It is notable
that individuals heavily obscured in the image also present a challenge to the
NVI-DET, as shown in case (h). These results highlight the challenging aspect
of the NVI-DET task, meanwhile offering opportunities for future exploration.

6.2 Experiment on HOI-DET

Datasets. To fully assess the capability of our model, we evaluate it in the
HOI-DET using two popular datasets, i.e., V-COCO [25] and HICO-DET [10].
Evaluation Metrics. In accordance with conventions [24, 25, 57, 93], the mean
average precision (mAP) calculated on HOI triplets is used as the metric.
Implementation Details. During training, we use the HOI-DET loss in [40,53]
for network optimization. The model is trained with the same setting used in
Section 6.1. Inspired by [30,40,58,74,86], our HOI classifier is initialized with the
HOI embeddings generated by the text encoder of CLIP, and adopts a variant
of the cross-attention module [53] to utilize visual representation from CLIP.
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During inference, we first filter out low-confidence predictions and then apply
non-maximum suppression to reduce overlapped predictions, following [40,58,86].
Quantitative Results. Table 4 presents the detection performance of our
model against 12 state-of-the-art HOI-DET methods in the two datasets . Our
model achieves the best performance in all settings. Particularly, in the HICO-
DET dataset, our model outperforms the best-performing approach [53], with
promising gains of 0.76, 0.72, and 0.94 for Full, Rare, and Non-Rare categories,
respectively. In V-COCO, our approach achieves scores of 64.1 in terms of APS1

role

and 65.3 in terms of APS2
role. These results verify the flexibility and generaliz-

ability of our model in handling various relational reasoning tasks.

6.3 Diagnostic Experiment

Number of Hypergraph Scales S. We first examine how the number S of
scales in multi-scale hypergraph construction impacts model performance, as
reported in Table 5. We observe that the model obtains an AR score of 68.37 at
S=1, with all humans and social groups are treated as independent vertices in
the hypergraph. As S rises, model performance progressively improves, reaching
a best performance of 71.20 AR at S=5. It aligns with the research conducted
by [17], which underscores that the majority of the speech in discussions involving
10 or more participants is produced by only the top 4-5 contributors.
Number of Hyperedge Convolutions L. In Table 6, we examine the effect of
the number L of hypergraph convolution layers. Here L=0 represents a variant
of our model without hypergraph learning. It yields a score of 68.22 AR. By
introducing more layers, model performance improves as L increases, and tends
to stabilize at L=2, with a significant boost to 71.20. We argue that increasing
L leads to noise spreading in the graph, which could impair the final prediction.

7 Conclusion

This work makes a substantial step towards automatic interpretation of human
nonverbal behaviors in everyday social environments. We challenge the conven-
tional paradigm, which isolates social signals for standalone study, by instead
examining a variety of common nonverbal signals (i.e., gaze, facial expression,
gesture, posture, touch) collectively. To open this avenue, we create a richly
annotated dataset NVI, formalize the nonverbal interaction detection task NVI-
DET, and devise a baseline model NVI-DEHR based on hypergraph learning.
NVI-DEHR model achieves impressive performance in two interaction detection
tasks, i.e., NVI-DET and HOI-DET. Despite this, our experiments reveal that
NVI-DET is considerably complex, regarding pluralistic relation among individ-
uals, and we are now far from tackling this problem. We hope that our study
will serve as valuable resources to foster more extensive exploration in this field.
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Supplemental Material

This document provides more details to supplement our main manuscript. We
first give additional analyses about NVI in §A and present more implementation
details on HOI-DET in §B. Subsequently, additional quantitative results of our
NVI-DEHR are summarized in §C. Finally, we delve into an in-depth discussion
about social impact, potential limitations and future directions in §D.

A Additional Dataset Analysis

More Statistics. We investigate the distribution of individuals engaged in
group-wise interaction as illustrated in Fig. S1. It can be observed that the
size of the gaze group exhibits considerable diversity, ranging from 2 to 12, while
the touch group predominantly comprises 2 or 3 individuals. Furthermore, we
present a detailed quantitative analysis of human behaviors depicted in each
image (as shown in Fig. S2), including the quantitative statistics of human in-
stances, gaze, touch, facial expression, gesture, posture.

Fig. S1: Group size in group-wise interactions (§A).

More Examples. To better showcase the diversity of our NVI, we provide
additional examples from various social environments involving diverse nonverbal
interactions and different numbers of individuals, depicted in Fig. S3.
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Fig. S2: The quantitative statistics of human instances, gaze, touch, facial expres-
sion, gesture, posture in each image (§A).

B More Implementation Details on HOI-DET

Training Objective. Following [40, 53, 64, 87], the HOI detection loss used in
this work comprises four parts: a box regression loss Lb, a generalized IoU loss
LGIoU, a cross-entropy loss Lo

c for object classification and a cross-entropy loss
La
c for action recognition. The overall loss is the weighted sum of these parts:

L = λbLb + λGIoULGIoU + λo
cLo

c + λa
cLa

c , (10)

where λb = 2.5, λGIoU = 1, λo
c = 1, λa

c = 2.
Evaluation Metrics. We adopt the mean Average Precision (mAP) for evalua-
tion. A HOI detection is considered a true positive when the human is correctly
linked to the corresponding object using the appropriate verb, and this human-
object pair is accurately localized (The accuracy of localization is evaluated by
measuring the overlap between the bounding boxes). For V-COCO [25], we re-
port the mAPs for two scenarios: scenario 1 (S1) including the 4 body motions
and scenario 2 (S2) excluding the HOI classes without object. Regarding HICO-
DET [10], we assess performance across three settings: the complete set of 600
HOI categories (Full), a subset of 138 rare categories with fewer than 10 training
images (Rare), and the remaining 462 categories (Non-rare).

C Additional Quantitative Results on NVI-DET

As seen in Table. S1, we conduct further analysis breaking down performance by
interaction category. It can be observed that our NVI-DEHR demonstrates supe-
rior performance in all categories except the posture category, with the marginal
additional costs of our model. It’s worth noting that all models encounter a
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Table S1: Performance of interaction category on NVI val (§C).

Method Params FLOPs Expression Posture Gesture Touch Gaze

m-QPIC 41.42M 56.10 77.25 66.91 40.26 80.68 74.41

m-CDN 41.41M 51.66 77.98 68.11 39.25 80.88 73.52

m-GEN-VLKT 41.71M 55.18 78.91 78.91 36.69 81.37 74.91

NVI-DEHR(Ours) 42.71M 59.89 79.37 72.94 42.13 81.60 79.24

sharp performance decline for the gesture category, which could potentially be
attributed to the severe long-tailed distribution within this category; for instance,
palm-out and beckon are the two least frequent behaviors in NVI.

D Discussion

Social Impact. NVI-DET takes a significant step towards creating socially-
aware AI models with capabilities of generic nonverbal interaction understand-
ing, and can benefit a variety of applications, like robotics, healthcare, and digital
human. The proposed NVI-DEHR and NVI have no evident negative impact to
society. Nevertheless, there is a risk that someone could use it for malicious
purposes, e.g ., widespread surveillance, invasion of privacy, and potential abuse
of personal information. Therefore, we strongly advocate for the well-intended
application of the proposed method, while simultaneously underscoring the im-
portance of employing the dataset in a responsible and ethical manner.
Limitation. From a feasibility perspective, we carefully select the five most
representative types and 22 subcategories of them to construct NVI. But, the
constrained samples may fall short of capturing the full spectrum of nonverbal
interactions that take place in real-world scenarios, which could hinder the ap-
plications of NVI-DET in more complex and diverse situations. Although our
image-only NVI, as a pionerring endeavor, is capable of delivering ample clues
for the identification of nonverbal behaviors in most instances, there are occa-
sional occurrences of ambiguity, like subtle facial expression and slight gaze-shift
movements, akin to ambiguous actions like “throw/catch frisbee” in V-COCO.
Future Work. Moving forward, we plan to extend our NVI with temporal
data for an in-depth analysis of nonverbal behaviors and enrich the variety of
nonverbal interactions, like proximity i.e., the physical distances involved during
the interactions [27]. Inspired by previous works [43,44,90] in HOI-DET, which
integrate simultaneous cues such as human pose or spatial relation from static
images to mitigate label ambiguity, we intend to further exploit the co-occurrence
of social signals in NVI-DET to recognize nonverbal interactions effectively.
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Fig. S3: Illustrative examples of NVI (§A).
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