
• Affective and social trait evaluations are
often made within milliseconds and are
known to shape social interactions [1-3].

• However, these processes have been less
investigated in voice perception,
specifically beyond posed vocal
expressions [3-6], and by comparing
laughs and cries [6].

•Using well-controlled vocal stimuli, we
confirmed that the ability to distinguish
spontaneous and volitional vocalizations is
not laughter-specific but extends to
negative vocalizations.

•Emotional authenticity shaped affective and
social judgements of speakers. Specifically,
trustworthiness was strongly predicted by
authenticity, less by valence, and not by
arousal. These findings suggest that
perceived authenticity might be signaling
something unique, that arousal per se does
not [5].

•The stronger relationship between
authenticity and trustworthiness aligns
with the notion that the latter represents the
primary dimension of social evaluation [9,10].

•Our findings raise the interesting possibility
that genuine vocal expressions may lead to
more trusting, cooperative and prosocial
behavior in social interactions, a hypothesis
that needs to be addressed in future studies.
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THE EFFECTS OF AUTHENTICITY ON EVALUATIONS OF TRUST AND DOMINANCE 
IN EMOTIONAL VOICE PERCEPTION

Fig. 1. Ratings on each of five scales as a function of the authentic or posed nature of the
rated vocalizations (A) and the difference in ratings between authentic and posed
vocalizations (B). The points and error bars show fitted values (medians of posterior
distribution with 95% CI), and violin plots show the distribution of mean observed values
per stimulus.

Fig. 2. The effects of affective ratings on the perceived trust and dominance of
the speaker on a 1-9 scale in multiple regression. Medians of posterior
distributions and 95% CIs.

Spontaneous vocalizations were rated as:
• More authentic (95% CI [1.35, 2.09])

• More positive in the case of laughs only (95% CI [0.53, 1.34])

• More arousing in the case of laughs (95% CI [1.21, 1.91]), and 
cries (95% CI [0.18, 0.9])

• More trustworthy in the case of laughs (95% CI [1.02, 1.76])

and cries (95% CI [0.58, 1.36])

• No differences in dominance ratings.

• Authenticity strongly predicted trustworthiness
ratings in both laughter (95% CI [4.78, 5.42]) and crying (95% CI [5.09,

5.71]).
• Trustworthiness was also predicted by valence

ratings, but only in laughter (95% CI [1.27, 1.77]).
• Arousal ratings were not credibly related to

trustworthiness.
• Dominance was predicted by perceived authenticity in

laughter, albeit weakly (95% CI [0.26, 0.93]), but not in crying (95%

CI [-0.62, 0.17]).
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*Note: All statistical analyses were performed on unaggregated responses from individual trials using Bayesian mixed models and the brms R package [8].

2. Affective and social judgements of 
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1. Acoustic correlates of spontaneous vs. volitional vocalizations
• Spontaneous (vs. volitional) laughs was characterized by higher (95% CI [1.14, 2.18]) and more variable (95% CI [0.47, 1.67]) F0

and greater general variability (95% CI [0, 0.99] higher novelty).
• Spontaneous vs. volitional crying was less distinct acoustically.
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