arXiv:2303.10988v1 [cs.RO] 20 Mar 2023

This Was (Not) Intended: How Intent Communication and Biometrics Can Enhance Social Interactions With Robots

KHALED KASSEM, TU Wien, Austria ALIA SAAD, University of Duisburg-Essen, Germany

Socially Assistive Robots (SARs) are robots that are designed to replicate the role of a caregiver, coach, or teacher, providing emotional, cognitive, and social cues to support a specific group. SARs are becoming increasingly prevalent, especially in elderly care. Effective communication, both explicit and implicit, is a critical aspect of human-robot interaction involving SARs. Intent communication is necessary for SARs to engage in effective communication with humans. Biometrics can provide crucial information about a person’s identity or emotions. By linking these biometric signals to the communication of intent, SARs can gain a profound understanding of their users and tailor their interactions accordingly. The development of reliable and robust biometric sensing and analysis systems is critical to the success of SARs. In this work, we focus on four different aspects to evaluate the communication of intent involving SARs, existing works, and our outlook on future works and applications.

1 INTRODUCTION Socially Assistive Robots (SARs) can be deployed in situations where they can replicate the role of a caregiver or coach. SARs can support, motivate, and provide emotional support without physical contact, to encourage learning, development, or therapy [20]. Previous findings showed the promising results of SARs in education and elderly care [23].

For assistive robots to be accepted as trustworthy and effective, they must be able to engage in effective communication with humans, who may be individuals receiving support from SARs, or human "peers" in a similar position of care, e.g. a nurse or teacher. Effective communication is crucial in human-robot interaction (HRI) involving SARs, as SARs should both communicate their intent and comprehend human intent, especially in a collaborative setting [9].

In addition to explicit communication, implicit communication has a vital role in social interaction [19]. Biometrics such as facial expressions, body posture, and tone of voice are also used by humans for implicit communication, and can continuously provide crucial information about a person’s emotional state, personality traits, and level of engagement. By using these biometric signals as implicit modalities for intent communication, SARs can gain a more complete understanding of their users and tailor their interactions accordingly. Moreover, SARs being able to emulate human non-verbal cues in social situations makes interaction smoother [20]. As such, the development of reliable and robust biometric sensing and analysis systems is critical to the success of SARs.

In this paper, we reflect on the role of implicit and explicit bidirectional intent communication in establishing connections and fostering trust in SARs. Additionally, we look at how findings from different contexts (e.g. industry) can be applied to the more social settings of SARs. We focus on four aspects of HRI with SARs, namely: transparency, trust, error-recovery, and adaptation.

2 TRANSPARENCY The first criterion in evaluating the intent of communication for SARs is transparency. Previous research highlights the importance of effective communication skills for robots, which can enhance their reliability, predictability, and transparency to humans. As a result, users are more likely to trust and accept the technology [7]. By extension, transparency is critical for building trust and acceptance of SARs. In this section, we explore the role of transparency in enhancing the acceptance of SARs and how intent communication can help in achieving transparency. We also discuss the potential applications of behavioral biometrics in promoting transparency in interactions with SARs.

Similar to traditional human interactions, clear two-way communication is crucial for successful interactions between humans and robots. Consequently, communication should be mutually understandable by both humans and robots for an effective exchange of information. With a clear expression of states and goals, transparency could be achieved. As noted by Shively et al. [25], designers must ensure that SARs (as a form of automation) can communicate clearly and present information in a way that fits human mental models.

Explicit communication in HRI can be visual, auditory, or haptic [6, 16]. Visual and auditory methods are the most studied methods in HRI [6] and are the most suited for communication at a distance, such as in a situation involving SARs. Visual indicators used in Robot-to-Human communication include lights and projection, while auditory ones include speech as well as noises such as beeps. However, the context of interaction controls the type of communication. For example, SAR supporting care in a hospital, where noises or beeps could disturb patients, should consider other forms of indicating its intent than auditory solutions.

Robots can also signal their intent to humans implicitly, For example, Reinhardt et al. [22] developed a non-verbal cue for robots in a situation of a robot and a human walking into a "bottleneck", where the robot moving backward indicates the intent to yield way to pedestrians, calling it a "back-off" movement. Study participants reported that this action effectively conveyed the intention of yielding priority to pedestrians and improved the efficiency of their interaction with the robot.

Meanwhile, intent communication in the other direction (i.e. human-to-Robot) can also be non-verbal, utilizing gestures and motions that are natural in human-human communication. Previous work showed that a human’s gaze can be an indication of interest or attention [12]. Additionally, biometric sensors such as eye trackers in the context of socially assistive robotics can be used to gauge human attention [21]. Sensors such as eye trackers and thermal cameras are now available commercially and can be used to infer a variety of emotional states or responses [1, 14, 24].

We can envision more examples where SARs utilize implicit intent communication. For example, an embodied SAR can utilize anthropomorphic features such as limbs or eyes to convey information non-verbally. Moreover, an embodied SAR can use its own gaze to exhibit interest and guide the human’s attention toward particular objects or areas. However, excessive eye contact could give unsociable impressions. Thus, it is crucial to ensure that implicit communication utilized by SARs is still clear to the human, without being disturbing or intimidating. As a result, there is a need to investigate how SARs can mimic implicit cues used by humans in social interaction while maintaining transparency and clarity.

We recognize the potential of utilizing and recognizing implicit cues such as gaze, body language, and gestures in SAR design, improving the smoothness of interactions with humans.

To name another example: a SAR in a teaching role could gauge the level of engagement based on human students’ gaze. A human avoiding eye contact during conversation can be a sign of discomfort. However, with implicit communication comes the challenge of clarity. The challenge for the SAR is to understand subtle differences which would indicate different human behaviors or emotional states, and intuitively process them the way a human would.

We argue for the use of lower-cost sensors to build future SARs can make the technology more accessible and affordable.

This Was (Not) Intended CHI 2023, April 23-28, 2023, Hamburg, Germany

3 TRUST Trust and acceptance are essential components of interaction with SARs. Transparent and clear explanations (for behavior and decisions) alone are insufficient to increase user trust after robots make mistakes [10]. Instead, building trust involves more than simply communicating intentions. For example, caregiving SARs are expected to act with some degree of autonomy, as a human caregiver would. However, robot autonomy can lead to negative perceptions and a lack of trust; in a study by Liu and Liao [18], participants rated autonomous robots as more difficult to control, less desirable, and eerier after seeing them on video. This is an example of how fostering trust in SARs requires a delicate balance between autonomy and compliance.

Moreover, using personal biometrics to authenticate users can ensure secure interactions between humans and robots. For instance, in therapeutic settings, ensuring that only authorized individuals can access confidential information such as personal medical records would enhance the sense of trust [15]. Similarly, monitoring biometrics such as heart rate variability, skin conductance, and facial expressions can improve human-robot interaction by providing feedback on the user’s emotional state, thus allowing the robot to adjust its behavior accordingly and offer more appropriate assistance [17].

We conclude that building trust in SARs involves more than explainability. It requires understanding the user’s privacy and security concerns. Personal biometrics can be an implicit part of intent communication and can be used to enhance security and improve the user’s trust in SARs.

4 ERROR RECOVERY Errors can happen in a situation involving SARs due to miscommunication, misinterpretation, or an incomplete mental model of the situation at hand, to name a few. When errors happen, attribution and recovery are important factors that can influence the human perception of trust, acceptance, and engagement with SARs [13]. Previous work has shown that while people like robots that give them credit and take the blame for mistakes, explicit attribution of blame might not be advisable in a task-oriented scenario where the human must collaborate with the self-blaming robot [13]. The effectiveness of error-recovery strategies is situational, depending on the task, context, and severity of failure [3]. Therefore, understanding the appropriate strategies for error recovery and the context-associated impact of error attribution is crucial for the success of SARs.

Error discovery is a prerequisite to recovery. We argue that biometrics can play a crucial role in SAR’s recognition of errors by recognizing resulting human non-verbal cues such as a surprised or frustrated facial expression. Such implicit communication can help SARs dynamically adjust error recovery methods based on effectiveness.

Additionally, SARs must recover from errors safely and without creating new errors. For example, a SAR making an error during a physical therapy session must recognize the error and correct it without harming the user.

We postulate that SARs must be designed to recognize errors in real-time, assess the impact of the error, and take appropriate action to correct the error while minimizing risk to the user.

5 PERSONALIZATION AND ADAPTATION Recognition comes hand-in-hand with personalization. SARs are designed to provide assistance to individuals, and personal biometrics can help to personalize their responses and behavior to the individual’s specific needs. This has led to adaptation becoming a core research direction for socially assistive robotics [20]. Behavioral biometric data can provide real-time feedback on the user’s physical and emotional state, enabling continuous non-obtrusive adjustments. Álvarez-Aparicio used the Laser Imaging Detection and Ranging (LIDAR) sensor on a non-humanoid robot to identify individuals based on their gait [2], reaching a precision score of 88%. Although their approach was not specifically designed for SARs, it illustrates a possible use case where a robot identifies a user walking from a distance, understands their preferences, and acts accordingly.

While much work has been done on biometric-based identification in non-robotic applications, only a few studies have explored their use in SARs. Carcagnì et al. [4, 5] introduced a system that allows a humanoid robot to recognize the age and gender of multiple persons in the robot’s camera field of view based on their facial features. Though their approach reached results with an accuracy of 67.4%, user feedback was not investigated. On the other hand, similar works adopted face recognition in a long-term study for a personalized SAR for cardiac rehabilitation on a single patient [11, 12]. Despite the poor performance of user recognition, positive reactions were reported throughout the overall interaction. Moreover, Chan and Nejat [8] utilize biosensors to recognize the affective states of users, so that the SAR can adapt accordingly. We therefore recognize the role of implicit user responses in designing adaptable responses for such social contexts involving SARs.

We anticipate the importance of exploring the potential usage of biometrics in improving communication between humans and SARs. Such exploration could expand beyond personalization applications, ensuring more secure and private interactions in an implicit and continuous way. Additionally, we expect adopting non-traditional biometrics to gain more attention, rather than the commonly used physiological types such as face recognition and fingerprint. However, such investigations should align with understanding the users’ experience. We argue that personalization for socially assistive robots should not solely rely on accuracy results, but should also include target demographic inputs in the form of focus groups or post-study interviews.

6 FUTURE OUTLOOK: A HOSPITAL SCENARIO Consider a scenario in which a SAR is utilized in a pediatric hospital to provide support for children during medical procedures. We examine how the preceding sections can guide the SAR’s design:

(1) Transparency: The SAR can offer clear explanations of its actions to both children and their caregivers to facilitate understanding of the robot’s decisions. It uses implicit cues such as gaze and tone of voice to make the interaction smoother.

(2) Trust: Incorporating a friendly demeanor into the SAR’s design can establish trust by providing words of encouragement and reassurance during procedures. To maintain patient confidentiality, biometrics are employed, and sensitive or personal information is accessible only to caregivers.

(3) Error-recovery: The SAR recognizes negative reactions to its suggestions and adapts its behavior accordingly. (4) Adaptation: Monitoring biometric data, such as facial expressions, allows the SAR to tailor its behavior to better suit a child’s emotional state and enhance their overall experience. The SAR utilizes age-appropriate language when communicating with younger patients, as opposed to adult caregivers.

7 CONCLUSION This paper examines the intersection of research in personal biometrics and intent communication, and explores how findings in these fields can be leveraged to improve the usability and acceptability of SARs. Based on our reflection on previous work, we identify several areas for future research, including developing guidelines for transparent

This Was (Not) Intended CHI 2023, April 23-28, 2023, Hamburg, Germany

communication in SARs that can be applied universally, adapting implicit cues for unique situations such as those involving cultural differences, creating biometric privacy and security guidelines for SARs, incorporating commercial biosensors in SAR design for accessibility and affordability, and allowing target user groups to influence SAR design through, for example, focus groups. We believe that research in these directions can produce results that enhance the acceptability of SARs.

REFERENCES

[1] Yasmeen Abdrabou, Khaled Kassem, Jailan Salah, Reem El-Gendy, Mahesty Morsy, Yomna Abdelrahman, and Slim Abdennadher. 2017. Exploring the Usage of EEG and Pupil Diameter to Detect Elicited Valence. In Intelligent Human Systems Integration. Springer International Publishing, 287–293. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-73888-8_45 [2] Claudia Álvarez-Aparicio, Ángel Manuel Guerrero-Higueras, Miguel Ángel González-Santamarta, Adrián Campazas-Vega, Vicente Matellán, and Camino Fernández-Llamas. 2022. Biometric recognition through gait analysis. Scientific Reports 12, 1 (2022), 14530.

[3] Daniel J. Brooks, Momotaz Begum, and Holly A. Yanco. 2016. Analysis of reactions towards failures and recovery strategies for autonomous robots. In 2016 25th IEEE International Symposium on Robot and Human Interactive Communication (RO-MAN). IEEE. https://doi.org/10.1109/roman.2016.7745162 [4] Pierluigi Carcagnì, Dario Cazzato, Marco Del Coco, Cosimo Distante, and Marco Leo. 2015. Visual interaction including biometrics information for a socially assistive robotic platform. In Computer Vision-ECCV 2014 Workshops: Zurich, Switzerland, September 6-7 and 12, 2014, Proceedings, Part III. Springer International Publishing Cham, 391–406.

[5] Pierluigi Carcagnì, Dario Cazzato, Marco Del Coco, Pier Luigi Mazzeo, Marco Leo, and Cosimo Distante. 2015. Soft biometrics for a socially assistive robotic platform. Paladyn, Journal of Behavioral Robotics 6, 1 (2015).

[6] Elizabeth Cha, Yunkyung Kim, Terrence Fong, and Maja J. Mataric. 2018. A Survey of Nonverbal Signaling Methods for Non-Humanoid Robots. [7] Ravi Teja Chadalavada, Henrik Andreasson, Robert Krug, and Achim J. Lilienthal. 2015. That's on my mind! robot to human intention communication through on-board projection on shared floor space. In 2015 European Conference on Mobile Robots (ECMR). IEEE. https://doi.org/10.1109/ecmr.2015.7403771 [8] Jeanie Chan and Goldie Nejat. 2012. Social Intelligence for a Robot Engaging People in Cognitive Training Activities. International Journal of Advanced Robotic Systems 9, 4 (Jan. 2012), 113. https://doi.org/10.5772/51171 [9] Ramsundar Kalpagam Ganesan, Yash K. Rathore, Heather M. Ross, and Heni Ben Amor. 2018. Better Teaming Through Visual Cues: How Projecting Imagery in a Workspace Can Improve Human-Robot Collaboration. IEEE Robotics & Automation Magazine 25, 2 (June 2018), 59–71. https://doi.org/10.1109/mra.2018.2815655 [10] Kasper Hald, Katharina Weitz, Elisabeth André, and Matthias Rehm. 2021. “An Error Occurred!” - Trust Repair With Virtual Robot Using Levels of Mistake Explanation. In Proceedings of the 9th International Conference on Human-Agent Interaction. ACM. https://doi.org/10.1145/3472307.3484170 [11] Bahar Irfan, Nathalia Céspedes, Jonathan Casas, Emmanuel Senft, Luisa F Gutiérrez, Mónica Rincon-Roncancio, Carlos A Cifuentes, Tony Belpaeme, and Marcela Múnera. 2022. Personalised socially assistive robot for cardiac rehabilitation: Critical reflections on long-term interactions in the real world. User Modeling and User-Adapted Interaction (2022), 1–48.

[12] Bahar Irfan, Nathalia Céspedes Gomez, Jonathan Casas, Emmanuel Senft, Luisa F Gutiérrez, Monica Rincon-Roncancio, Marcela Munera, Tony Belpaeme, and Carlos A Cifuentes. 2020. Using a personalised socially assistive robot for cardiac rehabilitation: A long-term case study. In 2020 29th IEEE International Conference on Robot and Human Interactive Communication (RO-MAN). Ieee, 124–130.

[13] Poornima Kaniarasu and Aaron M. Steinfeld. 2014. Effects of blame on trust in human robot interaction. In The 23rd IEEE International Symposium on Robot and Human Interactive Communication. IEEE. https://doi.org/10.1109/roman.2014.6926359 [14] Khaled Kassem, Jailan Salah, Yasmeen Abdrabou, Mahesty Morsy, Reem El-Gendy, Yomna Abdelrahman, and Slim Abdennadher. 2017. DiVA. In Proceedings of the 16th International Conference on Mobile and Ubiquitous Multimedia. ACM. https://doi.org/10.1145/3152832.3152836 [15] Philipp Kellmeyer, Oliver Mueller, Ronit Feingold-Polak, and Shelly Levy-Tzedek. 2018. Social robots in rehabilitation: A question of trust. Science Robotics 3, 21 (Aug. 2018). https://doi.org/10.1126/scirobotics.aat1587 [16] Shitij Kumar, Celal Savur, and Ferat Sahin. 2021. Survey of Human-Robot Collaboration in Industrial Settings: Awareness, Intelligence, and Compliance. IEEE Transactions on Systems, Man, and Cybernetics: Systems 51, 1 (jan 2021), 280–297. https://doi.org/10.1109/TSMC.2020.3041231 [17] Kai Lin, Yihui Li, Jinchuan Sun, Dongsheng Zhou, and Qiang Zhang. 2020. Multi-sensor fusion for body sensor network in medical human–robot interaction scenario. Information Fusion 57 (May 2020), 15–26. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.inffus.2019.11.001 [18] Yao Liu and Shilong Liao. 2021. How will Autonomous Robots be Viewed? The Influence of Robot Autonomy on Human Psychological Perception.

In 2021 6th International Conference on Robotics and Automation Engineering (ICRAE). IEEE. https://doi.org/10.1109/icrae53653.2021.9657786 [19] Maja J. Matarić. 2017. Socially assistive robotics: Human augmentation versus automation. Science Robotics 2, 4 (March 2017).

https://doi.org/10.1126/scirobotics.aam5410 [20] Maja J Matarić and Brian Scassellati. 2016. Socially assistive robotics. Springer handbook of robotics (2016), 1973–1994.

[21] Bilge Mutlu, Takayuki Kanda, Jodi Forlizzi, Jessica Hodgins, and Hiroshi Ishiguro. 2012. Conversational gaze mechanisms for humanlike robots.

ACM Transactions on Interactive Intelligent Systems 1, 2 (Jan. 2012), 1–33. https://doi.org/10.1145/2070719.2070725 [22] Jakob Reinhardt, Lorenz Prasch, and Klaus Bengler. 2021. Back-off. ACM Transactions on Human-Robot Interaction 10, 3 (July 2021), 1–25.

https://doi.org/10.1145/3418303 [23] Fraser Robinson and Goldie Nejat. 2022. An analysis of design recommendations for socially assistive robot helpers for effective human-robot interactions in senior care. Journal of Rehabilitation and Assistive Technologies Engineering 9 (Jan. 2022), 205566832211013. https://doi.org/10.1177/20556683221101389 [24] Jailan Salah, Yomna Abdelrahman, Yasmeen Abdrabou, Khaled Kassem, and Slim Abdennadher. 2018. Exploring the Usage of Commercial Bio-Sensors for Multitasking Detection. In Proceedings of the 17th International Conference on Mobile and Ubiquitous Multimedia. ACM. https://doi.org/10.1145/3282894.3282900 [25] R. Jay Shively, Joel Lachter, Summer L. Brandt, Michael Matessa, Vernol Battiste, and Walter W. Johnson. 2017. Why Human-Autonomy Teaming?

In Advances in Neuroergonomics and Cognitive Engineering. Springer International Publishing, 3–11. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-60642-2_1