arXiv:2306.16633v1 [cs.RO] 29 Jun 2023

Modeling Group Dynamics for Personalized Robot-Mediated Interactions

Hifza Javed

Honda Research Institute USA, Inc.

San Jose, California, USA hifza_javed@honda-ri.com

Nawid Jamali

Honda Research Institute USA, Inc.

San Jose, California, USA njamali@honda-ri.com

ABSTRACT

The field of human-human-robot interaction (HHRI) uses social robots to positively influence how humans interact with each other. This objective requires models of human understanding that consider multiple humans in an interaction as a collective entity and represent the group dynamics that exist within it. Understanding group dynamics is important because these can influence the behaviors, attitudes, and opinions of each individual within the group, as well as the group as a whole. Such an understanding is also useful when personalizing an interaction between a robot and the humans in its environment, where a group-level model can facilitate the design of robot behaviors that are tailored to a given group, the dynamics that exist within it, and the specific needs and preferences of the individual interactants. In this paper, we highlight the need for group-level models of human understanding in humanhuman-robot interaction research and how these can be useful in developing personalization techniques. We survey existing models of group dynamics and categorize them into models of social dominance, affect, social cohesion, and conflict resolution. We highlight the important features these models utilize, evaluate their potential to capture interpersonal aspects of a social interaction, and highlight their value for personalization techniques. Finally, we identify directions for future work, and make a case for models of relational affect as an approach that can better capture group-level understanding of human-human interactions and be useful in personalizing human-human-robot interactions.

CCS CONCEPTS

• Human-centered computing → User models; User centered design.

KEYWORDS

human understanding, group dynamics modeling, human-human-robot interaction, personalized mediation, relational affect

ACM Reference Format:

Hifza Javed and Nawid Jamali. 2023. Modeling Group Dynamics for Personalized Robot-Mediated Interactions. In HRI ’23: ACM/IEEE International Conference on Human-Robot Interaction, March 13–16, 2023, Stockholm, SE. ACM, New York, NY, USA, 6 pages.

Permission to make digital or hard copies of all or part of this work for personal or classroom use is granted without fee provided that copies are not made or distributed for profit or commercial advantage and that copies bear this notice and the full citation on the first page. Copyrights for components of this work owned by others than ACM must be honored. Abstracting with credit is permitted. To copy otherwise, or republish, to post on servers or to redistribute to lists, requires prior specific permission and/or a fee. Request permissions from permissions@acm.org. CONCATENATE - HRI, March 13, 2023, Stockholm, SE © 2023 Association for Computing Machinery.

1 INTRODUCTION

As robots become more integrated into our everyday lives, they will be sharing space with humans. The way these robots behave will affect social and interpersonal dynamics among the humans in their environments. Existing social robotics literature often involves the interaction of an individual human with a robotic agent, and explores the use of social robots in different roles that may be executed with various levels of personalization. However, modeling interactions between a group of humans presents complex challenges that have not been studied to the same extent and are unique to multiparty interactions—such as the study of social dynamics, sub-group formation, evaluation of group affect, and mediation— that need to take multiple interactants’ perspectives under consideration. This has led to the emergence of a sub-field called humanhuman-robot interaction (HHRI) that focuses on how humans interact with each other in the presence of a robot [43, 63].

One of the main goals of HHRI research is social mediation [7, 17, 45, 60], in which a robot produces behaviors that positively influence how humans in its environment interact with each other [44]. Human-human interactions involve multiple individuals that interact with one another through complex verbal and nonverbal signals that are contextual and change over time [5]. Successful mediation of such interactions would require that the robot be able to recognize human signals in real-time and understand what these mean in a given context. This understanding can then be used to generate robot behaviors that may help build relationships, improve connectedness, and achieve the group’s specific goals. Personalizing robot-mediated interactions that involve multiple humans becomes even more challenging given that the robot must acquire an understanding of the individual interactants in the group, as well as an understanding of the group as a whole, so as to allow its behaviors to adapt to the needs and preferences of the interactants in the context of existing social dynamics.

Personalization has been shown to be an important factor in creating effective robot-mediated interactions for a variety of applications [2, 15, 38, 40, 57]. However, before a robot can provide personalized mediation for group interactions, it must first be equipped with the capability to interpret and evaluate group dynamics. Group dynamics are defined as the influential actions, processes, and changes that occur within and between group interactants [22]. From the field of social psychology, we know that group-level processes are fundamentally different from individual-level processes [1] and that a group can influence an individual’s behavior due to the individual’s interaction with other group members in a social setting [39]. Therefore, understanding group dynamics is important because these can influence the behaviors, attitudes, and opinions of each individual within the group and the group as a whole [37]. Computational methods for modeling human understanding often utilize work from the field of affective computing, where arousal-valence models of emotion [47] are frequently used to represent Ekman’s basic emotions [20]. Often, their aim may be to accurately recognize the observable expressions of these emotions, [33], typically manifested in facial expressions. This can lead to an emphasis on human understanding models that yield individual-level arousal and valence estimates and focus on the intrapersonal, experiential aspects of affect. Such models may not be able to fully represent the interpersonal or relational aspects of affect that are intrinsic to social interactions between humans [33]. As a result, models that represent multiple humans as a collective are not explored to the same extent as individual-level models. This also has implications for personalization frameworks that consume the output of such human understanding models to generate suitable robot behaviors. If these models do not adequately represent the relational aspects of a human-human interaction, personalization techniques will be unable to leverage this critical understanding of group dynamics to adapt its mediation behaviors to the needs of the individual interactants within the context of existing group dynamics. In general, personalization methods may benefit from a group-level view of human-human interactions where a combination of individuallevel and group-level evaluations may be used to provide mediation that is specifically adapted to the needs and preferences of the interactants within the context of existing group dynamics. This may lead to a highly-tailored and potentially more beneficial experience for the interactants within the group.

In this paper, we survey current models of group dynamics utilized in HHRI studies and analyze their ability to represent the interpersonal aspects of a social interaction. We also highlight how such models may contribute to improvements in personalized interactions with a robot. Additionally, we identify directions for future research and make a case for models of relational affect, which can offer metrics that can not only be used directly to assess group states but can also be useful in designing highly personalized human-human-robot interactions.

2 EXISTING PERSPECTIVES ON GROUP-LEVEL MODELING

Previous studies have taken several distinct perspectives on group dynamics. A number of approaches have been explored that target goals like balancing participation from all interactants, improving turn-taking, increasing likeability between group members, and improving overall team performance. We use these goals to categorize the approaches into models of social dominance, affect, social cohesion, and conflict resolution. We survey these models to identify important behavioral cues and other features that can be used to represent various aspects of an interaction between humans, and determine their potential to capture the interpersonal aspects of a social interaction. Additionally, we also highlight how grouplevel models of interpersonal dynamics can provide valuable insights to contribute to a highly personalizable robot-mediated interaction experience.

2.1 Social Dominance

Social dominance is defined as a relational, behavioral, and interacting state that reflects the actual achievement of influence or control over another via communicative actions [56]. Among children, it is found that highly dominant children gain benefit from social attention that other children do not, which can potentially impact their performance in group learning environments [56]. At the workplace, it has been found to be associated with harsh power tactics [3]. Social dominance is communicative in nature, making it easier to detect, measure, and classify compared to other phenomena. As a result, it has been investigated more thoroughly than the remaining three categories discussed in this paper.

Visual activity is found to be a strong indicator of dominance. For example, dominant individuals are found to move more often and with a wider range of motion compared to non-dominant ones [30]. Gesturing while speaking is also found to be positively correlated with high dominance [30]. It is important to note that patterns of dominance are different for adults and children. Verbal behaviors are better indicators of social dominance in adults whereas non-verbal features are more suitable for children[56]. Coercive or aggressive behaviors are more common in younger dominant children (over 5 years old) and prosocial behaviors are more common in elder dominant children [56]. Additionally, individuals with high social dominance spend less time looking at others while listening to them compared to individuals lower in social dominance [18, 56]. From mixed-gender studies, it is found that females speak more than males but their total speaking time and overlap in speech decrease when paired with a male than another female interactant [52].

Important audiovisual features used to model dominance include the length of speaking time, speech loudness, tempo, pitch, and vocal control [30, 54, 56], as well as body movement, posture, elevation, gestures, facial expressions, gaze, and looking-time measures (i.e., the amount of time spent looking at other interactants) [30, 56]. The presence of verbal and non-verbal backchanneling behaviors ranging from a simple glance to a verbal "mm-hmm" [59] are found to be directly and indirectly related to group participation [59]. These approaches that model social dominance often focus on the identification of the least or most dominant interactant within the group, such as the machine-learning based classification of the most dominant individual in a group meeting [30], the least and most dominant child in a child-robot interaction [56], or the least actively participating student in a group project discussion [59]. This creates an emphasis on an individual-level view of the interactants only on the extreme ends of the dominance spectrum, rather than a group-level dominance model of the interaction as a whole that captures the balance of participation prevailing within a group interaction.

From the perspective of personalizing interactions with a robot, such a group-level view of social dominance can provide uniquely valuable insights. For example, lack of participation from a student in a group discussion where the group dynamics are predominantly healthy may require that a robot occasionally prompt the student to share their views [26], as in the case of the rotating

Modeling Group Dynamics for Personalized Robot-Mediated Interactions CONCATENATE - HRI, March 13, 2023, Stockholm, SE

Micbot [59] that targets a balance in participation by simply changing its direction to encourage turn-taking from different interactants. On the contrary, if the group includes some domineering students who frequently dominate the discussion, the interpersonal relationships may suffer. In such a case, if the robot were to urge the quiet, shy student to participate, it may potentially place undue pressure on them and cause them discomfort. Instead, an appropriate approach to balance participation in this case may involve devising situations that encourage the domineering students to selfreflect. For example, the robot may take a domineering comment from a student and rephrase it in a positive way such that it adds value to the discussion without discouraging other students. A robot modeling appropriate social behavior in this manner may encourage the students to follow suit. In this way, an understanding of social dominance within the group may possibly be used to inform the subsequent behavior generation process for the robot in order to enable a higher level of personalization in the interaction.

2.2 Affect

This category encompasses models based on affect, emotions, and/or mood. Affect is an umbrella term in psychology that refers to the experience of feelings, emotions, or moods [23]. Emotion is a shortterm, intense affective state, associated with specific expressive behaviors; mood is a long-term, diffuse affective state, without such specific behaviors. Mood emphasizes a stable affective context, while emotion emphasizes affective responses to events [64]. Naturally, evaluations of group affect are more challenging than dominance since affect indicates an internal feeling state, the expressions of which may not always be unambiguous. Barsade [6] showed the importance of affective behaviors in group interactions by demonstrating that the emotional dynamics and performance of a team can be influenced by the mood of a single member of the team.

Research on affect recognition frequently employs the valencearousal model of emotion and utilizes facial expressions-based classification of emotions using deep learning methods [50]. For grouplevel assessment of affect using video-based methods, two types of approaches can be found in literature: bottom-up and top-down. A bottom-up approach determines the individual affective state of each interactant and combines these to form a group-level measure of affect. How the individual states are combined to yield a group measure is an important factor. To this end, an approach to determine group mood from images explored a number of techniques to reach a group-level affect estimate, including the use of a mean of the face-level estimations, the use of a distribution of all facial expressions as a feature vector, and assigning a variable level of significance to faces based on the size and distance from the group [62]. In contrast, a top-down approach focuses on extracting global, scene-level features to estimate group affect [50].

Some previous research utilizes a combination of the two approaches to evaluate group affect from image data. Mou et. al. [42] used a combination of facial, body, and context features like relative location and size of bodies and faces to train a classifier to classify group affect. Tan et. al. [58] used whole images and individual face images as inputs for separate deep convolutional neural networks and then combined the results of both approaches to classify group affective state. Guo et. al. [28] used a similar approach for scene-level information but utilized separate classifiers for face and skeleton classifications, fusing the two types of classifications to reach a final estimate.

Studies that classify emotion dynamics in conversations also utilize features related to utterances and context [65], such as audio features that include energy, logarithmic harmonic-to-noise ratio, spectral harmonicity, and psychoacoustic spectral sharpness [50].

An understanding of the group affective state can facilitate a personalized mediation strategy. If a robot is mediating a conflict between two individuals, both of whom are emotionally aroused, a suitable mediation strategy may be to acknowledge their emotions, show empathy, and encourage perspective-taking from both individuals to help regulate emotions [46].

2.3 Social Cohesion

Social cohesion is defined as "a dynamic process which is reflected in the tendency for a group to stick together and remain united in the pursuit of its instrumental objectives and/or for the satisfaction of member affective needs" [12]. It may manifest in the form of interpersonal attraction between group members, group pride, commitment to the task of the group, etc. [22]. According to Carron et al. [11], cohesion is a dual construct that exists both on an individual level and on a group level. At the individual level, cohesion refers to a member’s perception and evaluation, such as their attraction towards the group, while at the group level, cohesion encompasses factors like team members’ perceptions of similarity within the group and their closeness to the entire group [1]. Additionally, for each level, two further dimensions of cohesiveness are defined: task-level cohesiveness and interpersonal cohesiveness [1]. The positive consequences of social cohesion are more participation, high productivity, more success, and more personal level satisfaction [41].

Both in dyadic and multiparty human interactions, audiovisual cues have been widely utilized to measure cohesion. Audio cues have been found to be useful indicators of interpersonal synchrony [29] derived from turn-taking behaviors (pauses between individual turns, turn exchanges, turn length, overlapping turns, etc.), as well as features of vocal prosody (tone and pitch). Campbell et. al [9] utilized features of speaking activity within dyadic interactions to estimate the degree of synchrony and rapport between the two interactants. A correlation between body motion and speaking activity was also found within four-person conversations [10], indicating that visual activity can also be informative. For multiparty interactions, visual information such as coarse head and body motion, and body pose information were used along with audio features to determine group interest levels in meetings [25].

In addition, measures of social cohesion are often obtained from post-interaction surveys, such as the group environment questionnaire [8] to extract members’ perception of group cohesion, as well as other surveys to capture interpersonal relationships and likeability [34, 55].

Understanding group cohesion may be valuable for personalizing interactions with a robot. Since task-level cohesion is correlated with team performance [24], such an understanding could be utilized by a robot to motivate teams for higher performance in a group task. As an example, consider the application of a social robot to conduct physical rehabilitation sessions for a group of older adults [49]. Such robots typically provide positive feedback and praise to encourage intrinsic motivation in the participants [21]. In such a case, if group cohesion is found to be low, the robot may be able to incorporate strategies to improve group cohesion alongside its usual motivational techniques to offer a more tailored rehabilitation program to the group of adults.

2.4 Conflict Resolution

Conflict resolution is the process that two or more parties use to find a peaceful solution to their dispute. It can be important at the workplace where successfully resolving conflicts can lead to greater efficiency and goal achievement, and maintain a positive, comfortable environment for all employees. Two types of conflicts can occur within teams: relationship and task conflicts [31]. Relationship conflicts pertain to interpersonal incompatibilities involving tension, animosity, and annoyance among the group members, whereas task conflict is related to the substance of the task at hand, such as differences in perspectives and ideas [31]. Both types of conflict can negatively impact team performance [16].

Conflict resolution is widely studied within the context of childplay scenarios [51], where play behaviors may be categorized into nonsocial constructive play, social constructive play, nonsocial nonconstructive play, and social nonconstructive play in order to assess conflict management skills. Some constructive and non-constructive outcomes may also be defined in such scenarios, where constructive outcomes include sharing, turn taking, trading, playing together, and other consensual settlement (e.g., rock-paper-scissors) and nonconstructive outcomes include win, loss and stalemate scenarios [51].

Emotion regulation plays a crucial role in conflict resolution and is defined as a process by which individuals influence which emotions they have, when they have them, and how they experience and express them [14]. Approaches that target emotion regulation for conflict resolution use models similar to those of affect. These may utilize physiological signals (average heart rate, mean interbeat interval, and heart rate variability) as well as questionnaires to extract self-reported emotion states and evaluations of an interaction [14]. Another useful measure is group affective balance, which is defined as the balance of positive and negative affect within a group interaction [32]. Once again, this also requires the elicitation of self-reported affect ratings from the interactants themselves. Other approaches for emotion regulation have also been investigated. For example, a study found that by making participants listen to their own voice feedback in real time but in calmer tones (low pitch), participants’ self-perception of their voice could influence their emotion regulation abilities [14].

Jung et. al. [35] showed that when conflict arises in a group due to personal violations, a robot functioning as an emotional regulator could assist in managing the conflict. It did so by drawing attention to the violation, identifying it as inappropriate, and then adding a normative statement to stay positive in a humorous manner to alleviate tension.

Approaches to personalize robot-mediated social interactions may benefit from an insight into conflict management processes within groups. Given that interventions that are issued immediately after a negative trigger are most likely to be effective [4], such an insight could enable the robot to take timely action to diffuse tension in the group and up-regulate interpersonal dynamics.

3 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Human understanding models discussed in the previous section can sometimes lean towards capturing individual human states. This may be seen in the use of physiological signals or visual indicators like facial expressions to capture affect in individual interactants. Audio cues, like the number of interruptions in speech or changes in tone, seem to better capture interpersonal aspects of social interactions. We discuss the implications of using individuallevel states to evaluate group-level understanding in this section.

Existing HHRI research has investigated several important aspects of group dynamics, as detailed in the previous section. Based on our review of these models, we have identified some directions of future work that require further investigation. Firstly, the modeling approaches described in the previous section often focus on analyzing an interaction at the individual level, such that individual interactant states are first determined, and which may then be combined to form a collective measure. In such studies, the group may be viewed as a combination of its components. However, group-level analysis views a group as a unified system with properties that cannot be fully understood by piecemeal examination [22]. This implies that when individuals merge into a group, something new is created and that the new product itself has to be the object of study, making the whole greater than the sum of the parts. Such a perspective requires further exploration in the field of HHRI and could leverage the findings from other fields, such as social psychology, where the study of groups as units has been conducted extensively [19, 27, 36].

Additionally, the individual-level analysis raises questions about how a collective metric can be obtained from individual ones. As an example, consider an interaction between three children where two children unite to bully the third child. In such a case, we may visually observe positive affect from the facial expressions of two out of three interactants. A simple measure may favor the majority and lead us to believe that this interaction is a largely positive one, when, in fact, it is not. Such scenarios call for a more nuanced analysis of social interactions that incorporate multimodal group-level features as well.

Secondly, existing research utilizing facial expression-based affect classification can often assume that the outwardly expressions of emotions reflect internal human states, such that a smile on a face is interpreted as an internal state of happiness. This approach does not take into account factors such as social expectations that prevent people from expressing their true feeling states in social situations [48]. We highlight this point, not to call for an accurate assessment of internal human states but to emphasize the need to analyze human interactions from an interpersonal rather than intrapersonal perspective. For example, two friends sharing their experiences of grief may outwardly display facial expressions or postures that may be interpreted as negative, but this "negative"

Modeling Group Dynamics for Personalized Robot-Mediated Interactions CONCATENATE - HRI, March 13, 2023, Stockholm, SE

experience may, in fact, serve a positive social function by strengthening the bond between the two friends and bringing them closer together [13].

Therefore, rather than being viewed as indicators of internal state, emotional expressions must be viewed as actions that can shape people’s relational orientation towards each other [61]. For example, expressions of anger or hostility can push people away, whereas expressions of joy or sadness can bring people together [33]. These findings reiterate the need to add a third dimension of interpersonal orientation to the conventional valence-arousal model of affect, and support the proposal made by Jung [33] to represent interpersonal behaviors along an axis ranging from affiliative behaviors (behaviors that turn people towards each other) to distancing behaviors (behaviors that turn people away from each other).

This gives rise to the concept of relational affect, which is a dyadic construct that represents affective states that an individual experiences from interactions with others. According to Slaby [53], relational affect “does not refer to individual feeling states but to affective interactions in relational scenes, either between two or more interactants or between an agent and aspects of [her or his] environment”. Relational affect is a consequence of the interaction itself in the form of an interplay of gaze, gesture, tone of voice etc. [53], and it focuses on the observable expressions of affect between the interactants rather than the individual internal experiences of emotion. An approach centered around the evaluation of relational affect within a group views the group as a whole and can, therefore, yield group-level metrics that can be directly utilized to evaluate existing group dynamics.

Lastly, personalization methods may also benefit from a grouplevel view of human-human interactions where a combination of individual-level and group-level evaluations may be used to provide mediation that is specifically tailored to the needs and preferences of the interactants within the context of existing group dynamics. Given the demonstrated importance of personalization in creating impactful robot-mediated interactions, as well as the role of group dynamics in determining, among other factors, team performance and satisfaction, we believe adding a group-level dimension to personalization approaches may be a promising direction for future work. Personalization techniques that incorporate both group dynamics and individual interactant preferences, may be able to adapt a number of robot behaviors. Examples of such behaviors include the frequency of prompts to the interactants, the empathy shown by the robot while asking the interactants questions, or even the intensity and valence of the facial expressions and gestures it may use while mediating.

In conclusion, group-level models of human understanding that incorporate relational affect may be better positioned for humanhuman-robot interaction research, where these can be utilized by a robot to act in accordance with the interpersonal dynamics that exist within the group. In alignment with the relational context of a social interaction, the mediation behaviors produced by a robot may be more likely to achieve a positive influence on existing group dynamics. Such models could also offer a group-level, relational view of human-human interactions that may benefit approaches for personalization in HHRI research, enabling a robot to adapt to the needs of individual interactants in context of the social dynamics existing within the group. By working towards building such models, we may move closer to achieving socially intelligent robot mediators that can understand the needs of the humans in their environments and produce behaviors that are effective in building stronger relationships between them.

4 ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors would like to thank Malte Jung for their invaluable insights that contributed to the discussions presented in this work.

REFERENCES

[1] Anna MH Abrams and Astrid M Rosenthal-von der Pütten. 2020. I–C–E Framework: Concepts for Group Dynamics Research in Human-Robot Interaction: Revisiting Theory from Social Psychology on Ingroup Identification (I), Cohesion (C) and Entitativity (E). International Journal of Social Robotics 12 (2020), 1213– 1229.

[2] Muneeb Imtiaz Ahmad, Omar Mubin, and Joanne Orlando. 2017. A systematic review of adaptivity in human-robot interaction. Multimodal Technologies and Interaction 1, 3 (2017), 14.

[3] Antonio Aiello, Alessio Tesi, Felicia Pratto, and Antonio Pierro. 2018. Social dominance and interpersonal power: Asymmetrical relationships within hierarchyenhancing and hierarchy-attenuating work environments. Journal of Applied Social Psychology 48, 1 (2018), 35–45.

[4] Lynne M Andersson and Christine M Pearson. 1999. Tit for tat? The spiraling effect of incivility in the workplace. Academy of management review 24, 3 (1999), 452–471.

[5] Michael Argyle. 1972. Non-verbal communication in human social interaction.

Non-verbal communication 2 (1972).

[6] Sigal G Barsade. 2002. The ripple effect: Emotional contagion and its influence on group behavior. Administrative science quarterly 47, 4 (2002), 644–675.

[7] Chris Birmingham, Zijian Hu, Kartik Mahajan, Eli Reber, and Maja J Matarić.

2020. Can I trust you? A user study of robot mediation of a support group. In 2020 IEEE International Conference on Robotics and Automation (ICRA). IEEE, 8019–8026.

[8] LR Brawley, AV Carron, and WN Widmeyer. 1985. The development of an instrument to assess cohesion in sport teams: The group environment questionnaire. Journal of Sport Psychology 7, 3 (1985), 244–266.

[9] Nick Campbell. 2008. Individual traits of speaking style and speech rhythm in a spoken discourse. In Verbal and Nonverbal Features of Human-Human and Human-Machine Interaction: COST Action 2102 International Conference, Patras, Greece, October 29-31, 2007. Revised Papers. Springer, 107–120.

[10] Nick Campbell. 2008. Multimodal processing of discourse information; the effect of synchrony. In 2008 Second International Symposium on Universal Communication. IEEE, 12–15.

[11] Albert V Carron and Lawrence R Brawley. 2000. Cohesion: Conceptual and measurement issues. Small group research 31, 1 (2000), 89–106.

[12] Albert V Carron, W Neil Widmeyer, and Lawrence R Brawley. 1985. The development of an instrument to assess cohesion in sport teams: The Group Environment Questionnaire. Journal of Sport and Exercise psychology 7, 3 (1985), 244–266.

[13] Margaret S Clark, Sherri P Pataki, and Valerie H Carver. 1996. Some thoughts and findings on self-presentation of emotions in relationships. Knowledge structures in close relationships: A social psychological approach 247274 (1996).

[14] Jean Costa, Malte F Jung, Mary Czerwinski, François Guimbretière, Trinh Le, and Tanzeem Choudhury. 2018. Regulating feelings during interpersonal conflicts by changing voice self-perception. In Proceedings of the 2018 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems. 1–13.

[15] Kerstin Dautenhahn. 2004. Robots we like to live with?!-a developmental perspective on a personalized, life-long robot companion. In RO-MAN 2004. 13th IEEE international workshop on robot and human interactive communication (IEEE catalog No. 04TH8759). IEEE, 17–22.

[16] Carsten KW De Dreu and Laurie R Weingart. 2003. Task versus relationship conflict, team performance, and team member satisfaction: a meta-analysis. Journal of applied Psychology 88, 4 (2003), 741.

[17] Daniel Druckman, Lin Adrian, Malene Flensborg Damholdt, Michael Filzmoser, Sabine T Koszegi, Johanna Seibt, and Christina Vestergaard. 2021. Who is best at mediating a social conflict? Comparing robots, screens and humans. Group Decision and Negotiation 30 (2021), 395–426.

[18] Norah E Dunbar and Judee K Burgoon. 2005. Perceptions of power and interactional dominance in interpersonal relationships. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships 22, 2 (2005), 207–233.

[19] Lillian T Eby and Gregory H Dobbins. 1997. Collectivistic orientation in teams:

an individual and group-level analysis. Journal of Organizational Behavior: The International Journal of Industrial, Occupational and Organizational Psychology and Behavior 18, 3 (1997), 275–295.

[20] Paul Ekman. 1992. An argument for basic emotions. Cognition & emotion 6, 3-4 (1992), 169–200.

[21] Juan Fasola and Maja J Mataric. 2012. Using socially assistive human–robot interaction to motivate physical exercise for older adults. Proc. IEEE 100, 8 (2012), 2512–2526.

[22] Donelson R Forsyth. 2018. Group dynamics. Cengage Learning. [23] Nico H Frijda et al. 1986. The emotions. Cambridge University Press. [24] Simon Gächter, Chris Starmer, and Fabio Tufano. 2022. Measuring “group cohesion” to reveal the power of social relationships in team production. (2022).

[25] Daniel Gatica-Perez, L McCowan, Dong Zhang, and Samy Bengio. 2005. Detecting group interest-level in meetings. In Proceedings.(ICASSP’05). IEEE International Conference on Acoustics, Speech, and Signal Processing, 2005., Vol. 1. IEEE, I–489.

[26] Sarah Gillet, Ronald Cumbal, André Pereira, José Lopes, Olov Engwall, and Iolanda Leite. 2021. Robot gaze can mediate participation imbalance in groups with different skill levels. In Proceedings of the 2021 ACM/IEEE International Conference on Human-Robot Interaction. 303–311.

[27] Robert L Goldstone and Todd M Gureckis. 2009. Collective behavior. Topics in cognitive science 1, 3 (2009), 412–438.

[28] Xin Guo, Luisa F Polanía, and Kenneth E Barner. 2017. Group-level emotion recognition using deep models on image scene, faces, and skeletons. In Proceedings of the 19th ACM International Conference on Multimodal Interaction. 603– 608.

[29] Hayley Hung and Daniel Gatica-Perez. 2010. Estimating cohesion in small groups using audio-visual nonverbal behavior. IEEE Transactions on Multimedia 12, 6 (2010), 563–575.

[30] Dinesh Babu Jayagopi, Hayley Hung, Chuohao Yeo, and Daniel Gatica-Perez.

2009. Modeling dominance in group conversations using nonverbal activity cues. IEEE Transactions on Audio, Speech, and Language Processing 17, 3 (2009), 501– 513.

[31] Karen A Jehn. 1995. A multimethod examination of the benefits and detriments of intragroup conflict. Administrative science quarterly (1995), 256–282.

[32] Malte F Jung. 2016. Coupling interactions and performance: Predicting team performance from thin slices of conflict. ACM Transactions on Computer-Human Interaction (TOCHI) 23, 3 (2016), 1–32.

[33] Malte F Jung. 2017. Affective grounding in human-robot interaction. In 2017 12th ACM/IEEE International Conference on Human-Robot Interaction (HRI. IEEE, 263–273.

[34] Malte F Jung, Dominic DiFranzo, Solace Shen, Brett Stoll, Houston Claure, and Austin Lawrence. 2020. Robot-assisted tower construction—a method to study the impact of a robot’s allocation behavior on interpersonal dynamics and collaboration in groups. ACM Transactions on Human-Robot Interaction (THRI) 10, 1 (2020), 1–23.

[35] Malte F Jung, Nikolas Martelaro, and Pamela J Hinds. 2015. Using robots to moderate team conflict: the case of repairing violations. In Proceedings of the tenth annual ACM/IEEE international conference on human-robot interaction. 229– 236.

[36] David A Kenny and Lawrence La Voie. 1985. Separating individual and group effects. Journal of personality and social psychology 48, 2 (1985), 339.

[37] Ji-Eun Lee and Minsoo Shin. 2014. How Group Dynamics Affect Team Achievements in Virtual Environments. International Journal of Contents 10, 3 (2014), 64–72.

[38] Min Kyung Lee, Jodi Forlizzi, Sara Kiesler, Paul Rybski, John Antanitis, and Sarun Savetsila. 2012. Personalization in HRI: A longitudinal field experiment. In Proceedings of the seventh annual ACM/IEEE international conference on Human- Robot Interaction. 319–326.

[39] Kurt Lewin. 1951. Field theory in social science: selected theoretical papers (Edited by Dorwin Cartwright.). (1951).

[40] Daniel Leyzberg, Samuel Spaulding, and Brian Scassellati. 2014. Personalizing robot tutors to individuals’ learning differences. In Proceedings of the 2014 ACM/IEEE international conference on Human-robot interaction. 423–430.

[41] Rainer Martens and James A Peterson. 1971. Group cohesiveness as a determinant of success and member satisfaction in team performance. International review of sport sociology 6, 1 (1971), 49–61.

[42] Wenxuan Mou, Oya Celiktutan, and Hatice Gunes. 2015. Group-level arousal and valence recognition in static images: Face, body and context. In 2015 11th IEEE International Conference and Workshops on Automatic Face and Gesture Recognition (FG), Vol. 5. IEEE, 1–6.

[43] Raquel Oliveira, Patrícia Arriaga, and Ana Paiva. 2021. Human-robot interaction in groups: Methodological and research practices. Multimodal Technologies and Interaction 5, 10 (2021), 59.

[44] Raquel Oliveira, Patrícia Arriaga, Fernando P Santos, Samuel Mascarenhas, and Ana Paiva. 2021. Towards prosocial design: A scoping review of the use of robots and virtual agents to trigger prosocial behaviour. Computers in Human Behavior 114 (2021), 106547.

[45] Fotios Papadopoulos, Kerstin Dautenhahn, and Wan Ching Ho. 2012. Exploring the use of robots as social mediators in a remote human-human collaborative communication experiment. Paladyn, Journal of Behavioral Robotics 3, 1 (2012),

1–10.

[46] Deborah E Rupp, A Silke McCance, Sharmin Spencer, and Karlheinz Sonntag.

2008. Customer (in) justice and emotional labor: The role of perspective taking, anger, and emotional regulation. Journal of Management 34, 5 (2008), 903–924.

[47] James A Russell. 1980. A circumplex model of affect. Journal of personality and social psychology 39, 6 (1980), 1161.

[48] Saba Safdar, Wolfgang Friedlmeier, David Matsumoto, Seung Hee Yoo, Catherine T Kwantes, Hisako Kakai, and Eri Shigemasu. 2009. Variations of emotional display rules within and across cultures: A comparison between Canada, USA, and Japan. Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science/Revue canadienne des sciences du comportement 41, 1 (2009), 1.

[49] Mingyang Shao, Michael Pham-Hung, Silas Franco Dos Reis Alves, Matt Snyder, Kasra Eshaghi, Beno Benhabib, and Goldie Nejat. 2023. Long-Term Exercise Assistance: Group and One-on-One Interactions between a Social Robot and Seniors. Robotics 12, 1 (2023), 9.

[50] Garima Sharma, Shreya Ghosh, and Abhinav Dhall. 2019. Automatic group level affect and cohesion prediction in videos. In 2019 8th International Conference on Affective Computing and Intelligent Interaction Workshops and Demos (ACIIW). IEEE, 161–167.

[51] Solace Shen, Petr Slovak, and Malte F Jung. 2018. "Stop. I See a Conflict Happening." A Robot Mediator for Young Children’s Interpersonal Conflict Resolution. In Proceedings of the 2018 ACM/IEEE international conference on human-robot interaction. 69–77.

[52] Gabriel Skantze. 2017. Predicting and regulating participation equality in human-robot conversations: Effects of age and gender. In 2017 12th ACM/IEEE International Conference on Human-Robot Interaction (HRI. IEEE, 196–204.

[53] Jan Slaby. 2019. Relational affect: perspectives from philosophy and cultural studies. In How to do things with affects. Brill, 59–81.

[54] Justin S Smith, Crystal Chao, and Andrea L Thomaz. 2015. Real-time changes to social dynamics in human-robot turn-taking. In 2015 IEEE/RSJ International Conference on Intelligent Robots and Systems (IROS). IEEE, 3024–3029.

[55] Sarah Strohkorb, Ethan Fukuto, Natalie Warren, Charles Taylor, Bobby Berry, and Brian Scassellati. 2016. Improving human-human collaboration between children with a social robot. In 2016 25th IEEE International Symposium on Robot and Human Interactive Communication (RO-MAN). IEEE, 551–556.

[56] Sarah Strohkorb, Iolanda Leite, Natalie Warren, and Brian Scassellati. 2015. Classification of children’s social dominance in group interactions with robots. In Proceedings of the 2015 ACM on International Conference on Multimodal Interaction. 227–234.

[57] Daniel Szafir and Bilge Mutlu. 2012. Pay attention! Designing adaptive agents that monitor and improve user engagement. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI conference on human factors in computing systems. 11–20.

[58] Lianzhi Tan, Kaipeng Zhang, Kai Wang, Xiaoxing Zeng, Xiaojiang Peng, and Yu Qiao. 2017. Group emotion recognition with individual facial emotion CNNs and global image based CNNs. In Proceedings of the 19th ACM International Conference on Multimodal Interaction. 549–552.

[59] Hamish Tennent, Solace Shen, and Malte Jung. 2019. Micbot: A peripheral robotic object to shape conversational dynamics and team performance. In 2019 14th ACM/IEEE International Conference on Human-Robot Interaction (HRI). IEEE, 133–142.

[60] Sylvaine Tuncer, Sarah Gillet, and Iolanda Leite. 2022. Robot-mediated inclusive processes in groups of children: From gaze aversion to mutual smiling gaze. Frontiers in Robotics and AI 9 (2022), 8.

[61] Gerben A Van Kleef, Carsten KW De Dreu, and Antony SR Manstead. 2010. An interpersonal approach to emotion in social decision making: The emotions as social information model. In Advances in experimental social psychology. Vol. 42. Elsevier, 45–96.

[62] Vassilios Vonikakis, Yasin Yazici, Viet Dung Nguyen, and Stefan Winkler. 2016.

Group happiness assessment using geometric features and dataset balancing. In Proceedings of the 18th ACM International Conference on Multimodal Interaction. 479–486.

[63] Alexander Wisowaty. 2019. Group Human-Robot Interaction: A Review. (2019). [64] Junchao Xu, Joost Broekens, Koen Hindriks, and Mark A Neerincx. 2015. Mood contagion of robot body language in human robot interaction. Autonomous Agents and Multi-Agent Systems 29, 6 (2015), 1216–1248.

[65] Haiqin Yang and Jianping Shen. 2021. Emotion dynamics modeling via bert. In 2021 International Joint Conference on Neural Networks (IJCNN). IEEE, 1–8.