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Abstract

This article describes some of the theoretical approaches used by social scientists as
well as those used by computer scientists to study the team and group phenomena. The
purpose of this article is to identify ways in which these different fields can share and
develop theoretical models and theoretical approaches, in an effort to gain a better
understanding and further develop team and group research.
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The purpose of this article is to provide a review of how scholars from computer
sciences and social sciences may join forces to conduct interdisciplinary group research
that may simultaneously advance both fields. To facilitate collaboration and true
interdisciplinarity in the study of groups, a number of issues need to be addressed.

First, computer scientists need to have a better understanding of the theories
developed by social scientists and vice versa. Theories and approaches used in the
respective fields have typically been developed independently and may appear rather
disparate, at least initially. Having a better understanding of each other’s approaches is
indispensable for any form of cross-pollination or integration to occur. Therefore, we
begin this article with a discussion of some of the main theoretical frameworks and
perspectives used by social scientists and computer scientists when examining group or
team phenomena. These theories have been selected based on two criteria. One, we
selected theories that are broad and include a wide range of phenomena so that they
can be useful to the multiple perspectives and areas of research of social science and



computer science. Two, we selected theories that we thought would be best suited to
the phenomena of interest of both computer and social scientists.

Second, having social scientists using computer science theories and models,
and computer scientists approaching research using social science theories and models
may facilitate additional learning by the respective fields. Major advancements, though,
will require the development of a shared theoretical perspective—one that is not based
in one field, but spans both, to guide interdisciplinary research that is truly integrative in
nature. Therefore, our second step is to offer an example of how insights from computer
science and social science may be fruitfully integrated to pose meaningful research
questions that may contribute to a shared framework for understanding group
phenomena. Here, the focus is on the case of computer-supported group work, but we
believe that several of these questions apply to other group analysis studies as well.
While this is used for illustrative purposes, there are many more phenomena that can be
studied using this approach (e.g., dynamic nature of interactions, human—computer
interactions).

Third, in addition to bridging theoretical perspectives, it is important to note that
differences in methodologies between fields (which are fully addressed in another article
in this special issue) are also relevant here. These methodologies are likely to influence
the complexity and specificity of the phenomenon being studied and theoretical
approaches used. This article concludes with a brief discussion of how methodological
issues related to dynamics and unit of analysis in group research may complicate the
development of a unified approach. In light of this issue, we address the need to find an
appropriate balance that allows for an advancement of research questions that are both
theoretically meaningful and methodologically feasible.

Social Science Framework for Studying/Group Phenomena

In the social sciences, the typical approach for studying group phenomena is that
of the input—process—output (IPO) model (Kozlowski & ligen, 2006; Salas, Burke, &
Stagl, 2004). Although this is not the only framework for understanding teams and team
performance, this model has been researched considerably and received wide support
across disciplines (Kozlowski & ligen, 2006). The IPO model suggests that to
understand teams and team functioning, attention must be given to the inputs into the
team environment, the processes that teams engage in, and the outputs of the team. In
terms of inputs, team composition has been studied extensively. Specifically, aspects
such as demographics (i.e., age, gender, race), educational background, and functional
diversity as well as personality diversity have been evaluated (Reiter-Palmon, Wigert, &
de Vreede, 2011). Inputs also include environmental aspects such as organizational
context variables. Processes are the activities that team members engage in to solve
the problem or carry out the task such as problem-solving activities, planning, and social
processes such as conflict management and developing trust. Recently, it has been
suggested that many of these processes can be conceptualized as emergent states,
that is, they emerge as a result of interactions among the team members (Kozlowski &



Klein, 2000; Marks, Mathieu, & Zaccaro, 2001). Kozlowski and Klein (2000) defined
emergence as a phenomenon that “originates in the cognition, affect, behaviors, or
other characteristics of individuals, is amplified by their interactions, and manifests as a
higher-level, collective phenomenon” (p. 55). Examples of emergent states that result
from the interactions between team members are trust, cohesiveness, leadership,
collective efficacy, as well as shared mental models and transactive memory system.
Finally, the output is the outcome of interest to many researchers and can include team
effectiveness, viability, team performance, creativity, and so on, and also individuallevel
outcomes such as team member satisfaction, well-being, individual performance, and
turnover intention.

Empirical work utilizing this approach has formed the basis of additional
refinement and understanding of the framework, but the framework itself is fairly broad.
Within the framework, though, there is some discussion regarding how various
components should be conceptualized (Moreland, Levine, & Wingert, 1996). For
example, when evaluating input, early work focused on the assessment of team
homogeneity or diversity with regard to demographic variables (Mannix & Neale, 2005),
which were typically evaluated one variable at a time (e.g., race, gender). Later, it has
been suggested that less observable demographic variables should be included such as
educational background or function in the organization (Fay, Borrill, Amir, & West,
2006). Personality characteristic diversity has also been evaluated (Barrick, Stewart,
Neubert, & Mount, 1998; Peeters, van Tuijl, Rutte, & Reymen, 2006). With the addition
of such variables, it became clear that the definition of team diversity is not as well-
defined or clear-cut as originally thought (Harrison & Klein, 2007). There are multiple
ways in which to evaluate team diversity, and the effect of diversity can vary depending
on the outcome. For example, demographic diversity seems to influence team social
processes adversely, at least initially (Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). The same type of
diversity seems to have little effect on the outcome of creativity (Hulsheger, Anderson, &
Salgado, 2009).

The research on processes tended to focus mainly on social processes. Early
work evaluated the role of communication and communication patterns on various
outcomes, and as a mediator between team input and outcomes. Later work has
focused more on emergent states such as trust. An important issue in this context is
whether these process variables are conceptualized (and measured) at the team level
or the individual level (Bliese, 2000; Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). For example, trust is
typically measured at the individual level. To obtain a team-level phenomenon,
researchers aggregate trust to the team level. When researchers do this, they first must
determine that the variable of interest can be aggregated, that is, that there is group
agreement on this construct. At that point, researchers move away from individual
perceptions of trust to a team construct. More recently, researchers have also evaluated
the role of more cognitive processes, in terms of social cognition (i.e., cognition about
teams), such as shared mental models (DeChurch & Mesmer-Magnus, 2010;
Mohammed, Ferzandi, & Hamilton, 2010) or transactive memory systems (Lewis, 2003;



Zhang, Hempel, Han, & Tjosvold, 2007). In addition, cognitive processes associated
with decision making and problem solving, such as idea generation or idea evaluation,
have also been studied (Reiter-Palmon, Herman, & Yammarino, 2008).

Despite the inherent dynamic nature of the IPO model, early research conducted
on teams using this framework employed a snapshot approach, studying the
relationships between inputs, processes, and outcomes at a single point in time. Now,
researchers are increasingly advocating and applying longitudinal and dynamic
approaches in which input, process, and output variables are assessed repeatedly (or
even continuously) over a certain period of time. This allows researchers to assess
(natural) dynamics in team input variables (e.g., due to membership change) and
capture the emergence of particular processes and emergent states, such as team
cohesion and shared cognition (Kozlowski & Chao, 2012; Kozlowski, Chao, Grand,
Braun, & Kuljanin, 2013). Moreover, besides studying the role of input and process
factors on team outcomes, researchers are now increasingly interested in how and
under what conditions do team outcomes impact input and process factors, such as
how initial performance may instigate certain upward or downward spirals in team
relations and team effectiveness (ligen, Hollenbeck, Johnson, & Jundt, 2005).

Computer Science Framework for Studying Group Phenomena

Computer science approaches to studying group phenomena have a
technological and computational perspective. From a broad perspective, technological
aspects benefit of advancement in new sensors, miniaturization, power consumption,
and so on (Hof, 2013). Research questions focus on whether, and under which
conditions, or in which social and environmental situations sensors are appropriate and
an effective way to measure or recognize activity and behavioral information, especially
for pervasive sensors (Ranasinghe, Al Machot, & Mayr, 2016). The computer science
framework also includes fusing and comparing the benefits of different modalities for
sensing a similar cue like using small embedded gyroscopes instead of images to
measure body or head orientation, or different sports activities (Mendes, Vieira, Pires, &
Stevan, 2016).

The computational aspect is linked to the machine learning (ML) perspective or
artificial intelligence. Fundamentally, the goal is to learn from training data a mapping
function Output = fmap(Input, theta). Theta is a parameter of the mapping function. In
this perspective, outputs are the behavioral variables of the individual or team that are
of interest for researchers and which often would require lengthy or tedious manual
annotation or expert knowledge to be derived (and are therefore not available when
dealing with a new individual, team, or group). On the contrary, the inputs are
observations or measurable variables that can be automatically extracted from sensor
data and might have a predictive power for the targeted output. For example, the
inference of an individual’s positive stance in a social interaction can be determined by
examining his or her slight bending forward toward the conversational partner. More
generally, in practice, the mapping can correspond to the prediction of categories,



regression toward any value (e.g., intensity of an emotion, level of satisfaction, or any
Likerttype output in general), or multidimensional combination of these. Examples of
output categories can refer to short-term communication acts (e.g., who has the floor
and what action is performed—holding it, release it, floor grabbing attempts; or who is
addressed), interaction and individual state at different levels of temporal granularity (Is
the person smiling, engaged, attentive? What are her personality traits?), or to the
group as a whole (e.g., cohesion; Gatica-Perez, 2009; Gatica-Perez, Vinciarelli, &
Odobez, 2014). Importantly, the output can range from more obijective (i.e., Is she
speaking? Is she looking in that direction?) to more subjective (Is she the leader? Do
they like each other? Is the team effective?), which usually requires some form of
evaluation.

ML methods are not new. The fmap functions include decision trees, boosting
methods, naive Bayesian techniques, and so on. Among these, Bayesian approaches
have also been used more extensively. These techniques allow us to explicitly
represent the variables of interests, their relation, uncertainties, and therefore provide
some interesting interpretative and reasoning properties. In conjunction with recent
advances in inference, they have produced good results, especially when modeling
dynamical data.

However, in recent years, deep learning techniques (Hof, 2013) combined with a
large increase in data availability and computing power have revolutionized data
processing. They have been shown to surpass, often by a large margin, previously
existing methods in many fields and for many tasks, including those related to human
behavior analysis. In this view, audio processing and speech recognition, text
understanding, and video analysis (e.g., face detection, head orientation, expression
recognition, gesture recognition) have shown tremendous progress. This makes them
accessible and robust enough to automatically process and extract social cues in much
less controlled situations and conditions (often called in the wild in the computer science
domain) than before. The creation of public benchmark data (e.g., kaggle.com), often
associated with computational challenges, has also greatly helped in making
progresses.

Nevertheless, in spite of this progress, ML techniques suffer from several issues
which could benefit from more insight from group theories:

* Curse of dimensionality of social phenomenon: ML techniques like deep
learning require relatively large amounts of data to be effective. For dynamical
data involving interactions in the wild (i.e., in more ecological settings, in many
different contexts), this is a difficult task, especially for collecting labels about
group attributes from social scientists. Given that ML techniques expect patterns
that are repeatable enough to generalize, this is an important issue.

* Interpretability: ML approaches may just act as predictors of some variable,
without providing any cause, or any modeling insight regarding what is going on



in a group. To avoid this, interpretability of ML methods becomes a key issue for
advancing the research. On one hand, it places ML findings in the context of the
social science group literature. For instance, ML can identify which are the best
behavioral cues that are able to predict a social outcome, which can then be
compared with previously reported features extracted manually and often with
much less data in the literature. On the other hand, it may allow discoveries (new
multimodal features jointly achieving better performance than features from
previous theories) that can improve or further motivate theoretical work in the
social science study of groups.

» Generalization: While ML methods can help to define which of the inputs seem
more relevant or which of the outputs are more predictable for a given task and in
a given context, most of the time they cannot model the involved processes (task
performed by a group). Rather, these methods often merely use processes as
implicit context. That is, the prediction model is learned for the defined task and
scenario, which are often controlled to isolate specific effects. They thus may
work under these specific conditions, but usually will not generalize well beyond
the experiment at hand.

» Understanding: ML can recognize and measure well the observable nonverbal
cues (e.g., facial expressions, basic emotions, amount of interaction) and, to
some extent, the impression it makes on people. However, modeling inner states
in a more general model of the theory of mind has by far not been achieved yet
(Byom & Mutlu, 2013). Moreover, whereas ML methods work well for modeling
and predicting states, they are currently somewhat less suited to model complex
multimodal processes developing over time.

* Representations: A general consequence of the above elements is that ML
should not rely on computational methods and representations that attempt to
directly predict high-level outcomes (e.g., group performance) from low-level
cues (e.g., speaking turns, interruptions, number of smiles). Rather, the learned
representation should also be able to predict complementary concepts (e.g.,
participant behaviors, dyadic relational attitudes, group cohesion) to structure
what it has to learn and what it learned. Such concepts should preferably be
interpretable. Social science theories can be beneficial in creating a list of these
concepts and their definitions.

Opportunities for Interdisciplinary Research

Although scholars from both social and computational sciences aim to study
group phenomenon, it is clear from the central frameworks and approaches described
above that the two fields are worlds apart. Still, much may be won from bringing these
worlds closer together. Opportunities for interdisciplinary research in studying cognitive
processes and other social processes in groups can arise from analyzing
complementarity between affordances of traditional psychometric approaches (e.g.,



self-reported questionnaires), as well as qualitative approaches (video or audio coding,
content analysis), and computational approaches in language technologies, human—
computer interaction, ML, and social network analysis.

The study of shared mental models in teamwork provides an example of how
scholars from both fields investigate the same phenomenon. Although mental models
are fundamentally internal, dynamic, and incomplete, researchers in both group science
and computer science have attempted to externally represent them to better understand
people’s representation of concepts and their interrelationships (Novak & Cafas, 2006).
Typically, group members themselves create these maps by choosing concepts from a
predetermined list or filling blanks in a given conceptual structure (Chang, 2007).
However, these self-created approaches have several issues. First, they are time-
consuming to manually create and evaluate post hoc. Second, the metacognitive act of
creating concept map representations may introduce bias from an individual’s
awareness of being assessed (Andersen, Richardson, & Vennix, 1997). Third, these
maps may be inconsistent when created by the same individual over time. To address
these issues in creation and evaluation of shared mental models that are instantiated in
the form of concept maps (Kinchin, Hay, & Adams, 2000; Ruiz-Primo & Shavelson,
1996), the field of computer science offers a range of automatic and semiautomatic
approaches to dynamically extract shared concept maps from verbal transcripts of
group member conversations. This allows the discovery of both proximal and semantic
relationships between usage of concepts, thus favoring reproducibility, speed, and
scalability (Carley, Bigrigg, & Diallo, 2012). Combining such advanced network text
analysis approaches with complementary approaches inspired by linguistics and
psychology (e.g., Coh Metrix, Graesser, McNamara, Louwerse, & Cai, 2004; Linguistic
Inquiry and Word Count [LIWC], Tausczik & Pennebaker, 2010; Wordnet-Based
Semantic Cohesion, Ward & Litman, 2008) provides opportunities for gaining additional
insights into how shared mental models, evidenced by shared concept maps, manifest
in verbal behaviors over time. In addition to verbal modality, opportunities for cross-
cutting interdisciplinary research also arise from analyzing complementary affordances
provided by paralinguistic, visual, and vocal modalities. Furthermore, a holistic view of
interpersonal communication dynamics can be developed using approaches for
studying multimodal synchronization among team members (Delaherche et al., 2012;
Reidsma, Nijholt, Tschacher, & Ramseyer, 2010; Sinha & Cassell, 2015).

Such opportunities allow us to move out of the lab and study models in more
ecologically valid settings by using advances in sensors and computation to collect field
data of interaction in naturally occurring groups over longer periods than those possible
in the lab. By augmenting (rather than replacing) traditional sources of information such
as surveys and performance data with the analysis of digital communication means,
such as emails and behavioral sensor data like amount of face-to-face interaction or
speaking time, it is possible to analyze group interactions in a different way (Olguin et
al., 2009). This allows us to effectively design interventions aimed at enhancing team
performance and analyze their effects more precisely (Olguin & Pentland, 2010).



At the same time, social sciences represent a major source of knowledge and
inspiration for computer sciences and can inform research and technological
development in computer sciences. Social science research concerning organizations,
organizational processes, and teamwork can provide insights on (a) which data to
collect (behavioral cues, relational data, text and verbal messages), (b) how to organize
and implement computational processes (e.g., scheduling of processes and devices,
management of networks, sharing of computational load among devices), and (c) how
to design effective interfaces between computational devices and groups of users. For
example, string quartets have been studied in social sciences because their teamwork
resembles those in various organizational units, especially self-managed teams (Gilboa
& Tal-Shmotkin, 2010; Tal-Shmotkin & Gilboa, 2013). String quartets were also
investigated using a human—computer interaction framework with the aim of exploiting
behavioral cues of the social interaction among the members of the quartet to inform the
design of novel interfaces for group interaction with computers (e.g., Glowinski et al.,
2013). At the application level, social sciences can provide a robust scientific base on
which to base applications. Social scientific insights regarding the emergence and
influence of group interaction processes would certainly aid application development in
the areas of serious games, education, therapy, and rehabilitation, as well as in
entertainment and performing arts, complementary to insights gained from research
fields such as Affective Computing (Picard, 1997) and Social Signal Processing
(Vinciarelli, Pantic, & Bourlard, 2009).

In addition to examples of cross-disciplinary fertilization between computational
and social sciences, future calls for research on teams should be truly interdisciplinary,
not in the least because the nature of teamwork is changing (Tannenbaum, Mathieu,
Salas, & Cohen, 2012). The idea of intelligent agents becoming an integral part of
groups and teams has grown from a promising vision (Hinds, Roberts, & Jones, 2004)
into a reality (Gombolay, Gutierrez, Clarke, Sturla, & Shah, 2015; Sycara & Lewis,
2004). As argued by Tannenbaum and colleagues (2012), teams are increasingly
interacting with technology in the form of knowledge repositories, expert databases,
forecasting and decision aid tools, and other semi-intelligent information systems that
serve as a different form of team member. Eventually, as technology advances, it
seems likely that intelligent agents (i.e., robots, avatars) will accompany humans in
different types of team settings, but particularly those where a significant risk to human
life could be posed (e.g., military, space flight, medical, and emergency response
teams). As the role of intelligent agents is changing from tools controlled by humans to
being full-fledged team members, capable of dialogue as well as self-initiated
autonomous decision making (Zhao, Sinha, Black, & Cassell, 2016), questions arise as
to what this implies for group interaction theory. How does human—technology
interaction compare with human—human interaction? How are emergent states and
processes that are known to be critical to team success in human—human interaction
affected by the use of technological tools?



In addition to the advances established in recent years regarding these and other
questions (Green, Billinghurst, Chen, & Chase, 2008; Tannenbaum et al., 2012),
progress is needed in at least three research areas to leverage the unique strengths of
humans and robots to form effective human—robot teams. First, extant research has
looked at characteristics (e.g., human-like form, multimodal communication via verbal,
vocal, visual, and nonverbal cues) that agents and avatars should possess to evoke
social cues and genuine human responses (Astrid, Kramer, Gratch, & Kang, 2010;
Green et al., 2008). Currently, agents’ capabilities of recognizing and expressing
communication cues are rather rudimentary, limited to only a few channels, and
certainly not up to par for realizing the transformation of technology as a tool to its role
as a team member. Second, more research is needed on how critical team states, such
as trust, identity, and shared cognition, are influenced by the introduction of a
technological counterpart (Tannenbaum et al., 2012). Although well researched in
human—human teams, the examination of these processes and emergent states in
human-robot teams is an emerging area of study (e.g., Gombolay et al., 2015; Shah,
Wiken, Williams, & Breazeal, 2011). Third, whereas the focus is heavily geared toward
making robots more human-like, it seems crucial to carefully contemplate what level of
resemblance between humans and robots would be optimal to facilitate effective
human-robot teamwork in a particular area (Nunamaker, Derrick, Elkins, Burgoon, &
Patton, 2011). Depending on the particular purpose and setting, technology may be
designed to play a more authoritative/expert role, and to always take the most
optimal/rational decision, or technology may be purposefully designed to be fallible,
make mistakes, and be able to learn from them and interact with humans in a more
collaborative peer-like way. For example, recent research has evaluated the role of
different impression management techniques, such as ingratiation and self-promotion
on intelligent agents, and found that these influenced perceptions of trustworthiness,
expertise, and power (Derrick & Ligon, 2014).

As human interaction with technology increasingly occurs in small groups within
and outside workplaces, the use of technology holds enormous promise to not only
assist humans in their tasks but also facilitate acquisition of core competencies, such as
literacy, numeracy, as well as socioemotional skills, such as collaboration, curiosity, grit,
and leadership (Sheridan, 2016). An important prerequisite for developing such
technologies is to better understand how productive and unproductive behaviors unfold
in human—human interaction. This understanding can then be used to guide technology
design to implement a similar repertoire of human behaviors, to appropriately scaffold
the group interaction and achieve desirable socio-cognitive outcomes.

Crucial to group analysis and technology support for group work is the
development of perception, reasoning, and generation modules. Specifically, computer
scientists and social scientists are interested in how can technologies sense observable
behaviors and social states in humans, how can technologies make a decision, and how
can technologies respond using verbal and nonverbal behaviors. In addition, it is
important to understand how humans perceive, understand, and react to technology,



whether used as a sensory input for research or when intelligent agents are part of the
team.

In the following, we introduce these modules, with an emphasis on the
overarching research question on how to bring together computer scientists and social
scientists to synergistically develop theoretical models that would explain and drive
research for both fields. Potential research questions are offered.

Perception

At the perception level, computer support capitalizes on the computer scientist’s
expertise of discovering patterns and latent variables in multimodal behavior data
stream (Vinciarelli et al., 2009), and the social scientist’s expertise of identifying
elements of these observable behaviors that are cues to mental states or underlying
psychological states (Heylen, 2006). Such a complementary perspective can help to
bridge the gap between activity recognition and intent recognition, a fundamental
challenge in analysis of human behavior in group work. Activity recognition refers to
discretizing a sequence of possibly noisy and intermittent low-level data gathered by
physical sensors, such as cameras, wearable sensors, and instrumented user
interfaces, to discover and extract interesting patterns in noisy data that can be
interpreted as meaningful activities. Intent recognition, on the contrary, is a way of
translating noisy, low-level data into models that describe underlying intentions that are
interpretable in more abstract terms, and that can be explained to stakeholders and
policy makers, providing greater transparency compared with black-box approaches. An
important candidate research question is as follows:

Research Question: To perform intent recognition, how can we develop
integrated frameworks that allow understanding the communicative (Poggi, 2002)
and discourse functions (Fetzer, 2013) that observable verbal and nonverbal
behaviors serve?

A unique challenge that pertains to this research question is the many-tomany
mapping between a detected activity and the corresponding inferred intent. For
example, a smile can index happiness, embarrassment, or condescension depending
upon context of the interaction. Furthermore, the conversational intent of a behavior can
span propositional (where the behavior contributes to the informational content of the
interaction), interactional (where the behavior serves to manage the interaction via turn
taking), or interpersonal (where the behavior is used to manage the relationships among
group members by indexing coordination, rapport, and positivity) dimensions.

Another opportunity for interdisciplinary research in the field of perception
includes building up capabilities of visual and mental perspective taking, something that
comes to humans very naturally. This may help close the fundamental perceptual gaps
among different minds to facilitate subsequent social interaction, in intelligent agents
that are being deployed in group work. Perspective taking a crucial part of teamwork,
occurs when group members need to anticipate the actions of one another to decide



subsequent course of action. It is essential for identification of shared knowledge
(Roschelle & Teasley, 1995), establishment of common ground (Clark & Brennan,
1991), and resolution of referential ambiguity in communication (Brennan, Galati, &
Kuhlen, 2010). This information would be beneficial in developing theories that seek to
further our understanding of team interactions, when teams are comprised of humans or
comprised of humans and technology (intelligent agents). Thus, other candidate
research questions that lie at the intersection of perception and reasoning are as
follows:

Research Question: How can we differentiate between multiple levels of
perspective taking, specifically the cognitive connections level (i.e., | see, | hear, |
want) and the representational level (i.e., manipulating representations) (Flavell,
Green, & Flavell, 1990)?

Research Question: What is the interplay among behavior, action, and
meaning? Is it different for teams that include intelligent agents?

Research Question: How do individuals infer meaning from behavior and how
can we use that information to understand team processes?

Research Question: How can models developed in computer science inform
knowledge about meaning inferences?

Reasoning

At the reasoning level, developing schemata of behavioral understanding and
intelligence that makes the interaction social (Breazeal, 2004) is a fundamental
capability required for a technology to cooperate, coordinate, and learn about the
shared environment (Carley & Newell, 1994; Cassell et al., 1999). In this regard,
insights from human—human interaction are a rich source of information for
interdisciplinary development (e.g., Shah et al., 2011). Simply put, this involves inferring
what individuals are doing in a group interaction, why they are doing it, and what will
they do next—not only along the task dimension but also along the relational dimension
of the interaction. Technically, this can be understood as recognizing causality or
temporal ordering in the relationships between a set of discovered activities across
multiple individuals. Researchers are just beginning to scratch the surface along these
directions (Zhao et al., 2016).

Our understanding of how team members develop representations of behaviors
based on their perceptions and interpretations of information is limited. When faced with
an incoming stream of sensory data, a technology must figure out which of these are
relevant to the task at hand. This is an important capability for generating coherent
behavior as well as for learning, given that the search becomes larger as perceptual
abilities and complexity of the environment increase. In addition, gaining a better
understanding of how information is combined to create individual and shared
understanding is also important and information gleaned from computer science models



and input may be beneficial. From here, a number of candidate research questions
emerge:

Research Question: How can we assemble information about decisionmaking
models based on humans that can be used by computers (intelligent agents)?

Research Question: What models of decision making, inferences, and
reasoning are used by teams, and how are they influenced by team structure and
team composition?

Research Question: How can we leverage our understanding of team
interactions and reasoning in the development of intelligent agents?

Generation

With regard to generation, it is important to understand how behavior is enacted.
Theory of mind has been suggested as one way in which individuals use their
knowledge and thoughts to then engage in specific behaviors (Goldman, 2012).
Computationally developing behavioral models for individuals within teams or teams as
a whole, especially when teams are comprised of both human and machines (Breazeal,
2009; Cassell et al., 1994), is a ripe area of interdisciplinary research. It is challenging
because of the following reason.

While a machine’s theory of mind is likely to be carefully engineered with, as a
starting point, a model of human behavior and psychology (with some level of fidelity)
and the ability to learn from experience, humans, in contrast, are likely to have no
theory of mind for the machine. Of course, humans have a tendency to
anthropomorphize (see Torrey, Fussell, & Kiesler, 2009), and so they might also quickly
assume some theory of mind for their machines, which is very likely to be inaccurate.
This will matter, because, if the machine is perceived to behave as if it has intentionality
and artificial empathy (i.e., it is more human-like), humans will defer more task
responsibility to it. If the machine acts/reacts in an unexpected way, humans will be
much more disconcerted than when they interact with machines without agency (e.g.,
washing machine) that behave in unexpected ways. The dilemma would then be
whether the human fixes the machine, interacts with it in an effort to adjust its behavior,
or modifies own expectations for its sake (Dillenbourg, Lemaignan, Sangin, Nova, &
Molinari, 2016; Winfield, 2010). Thus, these candidate research questions are posed:

Research Question: How can computational models be developed to
understand individual behaviors within a team, collective team behaviors, and the
relationship of these to generate appropriately targeted behaviors?

Research Question: How can we embed sensory and motor capabilities in
technology support for group work to positively affect social behavior?

Research Question: How can we augment our theoretical understanding of
dynamic team behavior using these sensory and motor capabilities?



Dynamics

An aspect which is transversal to perception, reasoning, and generation is their
dynamics, or the study of the time development of these three components. In the
framework of groups, this means, for example, to study how the behavior of a single
individual evolves over time as an effect of the individual belonging to a group, or how
the behavior of the whole group considered as a single entity changes over time as an
effect of the social interaction between the members of the group. Pioneering studies
are emerging that use computational models for describing social dynamics. For
example, several computational techniques were applied to analyze coordinated group
activity in terms of interpersonal synchrony and its variation over time (Delaherche et
al., 2012). Techniques range from cross-correlation, recurrence quantification analysis
(e.g., Marwan, Romano, Thiel, & Kurths, 2007), and causality (Granger, 1969) for the
analysis of continuous time-series data to methods based on event synchronization
(Quian Quiroga, Kreuz, & Grassberger, 2002) and cross-recurrence analysis for
analysis of categorical time-series data (see Coco & Dale, 2014, for an R package
devoted to that).

Another example is an analysis of functional roles. Sanchez-Cortes, Aran, Mast,
and Gatica-Perez (2012) used four different computational approaches to infer the
emergent leader in a small group meeting by combining acoustic and visual features.
Approaches include a rule-based one, a rank-level fusion, which extends the rule-based
approach, a support-vector machine, and a collective classification approach. Best
results were obtained with collective classification. Varni, Volpe, and Mazzarino (2011)
applied graph models to describe the temporal evolution of leadership in a small group
of people asked to dance together. Nodes in the graph represented the participants and
edges were weighted so that they represented the extent at which one participant
anticipates the movement of another one. These computational models can then be
combined with our theoretical knowledge from social science to augment our theoretical
(and empirical) understanding.

Despite these initial efforts, many research challenges still remain. For example,
computational studies are not yet comprehensively grounded in well-established social
science theories. Dynamics at different timescales, ranging from short temporal
intervals in a range of 0.5 to 3 s (Fraisse, 1963; Poppel, 1997), to the duration of one
session (e.g., a meeting), to very longterm dynamics (i.e., how belonging to a group
changes one’s behavior through a series of subtle shifts happening over months or
even years), still have to be addressed. Provided that the phenomena we are interested
in are better modeled not just as static states but rather as dynamic processes, a
candidate research question is offered:

Research Question: How can we develop quantitative models and
computational approaches to analyze and model dynamics at both the perceptual
level and at the cognitive level, and to use this information to drive the generation
component over time?



Unit of Analysis

Finally, the level of analysis in studying group phenomena poses an interesting
opportunity for interdisciplinary research. Investigating group processes requires the
use of research designs and analytic strategies that recognize the interdependence of
social behavior (Kashy & Kenny, 2000). So far, much of the research in computer
science has focused on studying dyads rather than groups, simply to constrain the
complexity of behaviors to be analyzed. Evidently, studying dyadic relationships can
reveal important things about groups. Many phenomena can occur in both dyads and
groups, and research on dyads can sometimes help to understand groups better.
However, studying dyads as if they are groups has serious limitations.

According to Moreland et al. (1996), there are at least four reasons why an
exclusive focus on dyads would be disadvantageous for truly understanding group
phenomenon. First, there are phenomena that can occur in groups, but cannot occur in
dyads, simply because dyads are too small. Dyads, for example, cannot form coalitions,
have no newcomers or old-timers, nor can there be majority/minority influence in dyads.
Hence, in studying dyads, we would be unlikely to learn much about these phenomena.
Second, some phenomena appear to occur in both dyads and groups but operate in
fundamentally different ways in groups, mostly because they are more complicated in
groups, such as negotiation and conflict (argument). Studying only dyads, then, could
produce pseudo-knowledge about how those phenomena operate in groups. Third,
Moreland warned against studying dyads within a group context, without considering the
possibility that other group members may influence the behavior of both the dyad and
the group. By not acknowledging the social context in which some dyadic relations
occur, the impact of the social context cannot be well understood. Finally, Moreland
warned against studying groups as if they were nothing but collection of dyads, for
example, by decomposing groups into all the dyads that they contain and then consider
those dyads separately from one another.

Evidently, the complexity of group dynamics and contexts in which they evolve is
considerably large, simply due to the variability in group size. It is important that social
scientists and computer scientists work together to find ways to resolve the tension
between preserving enough complexity in the model to obtain valid scientific insight
while attaining computational feasibility. This involves search of the space of possible
representations of the data so that contextual information is retained to some extent and
also making sure that those behavioral representations are learnable by ML algorithmic
approaches. Technically, the input feature space should be sufficiently expressive for an
ML model to find characteristics that exemplify each category and distinguish it from
other categories. Thus, this final candidate research question is offered:

Research Question: How do we decide whether to treat the group as a context
and analyze the effects on the individual, or analyze the group phenomena and
treat the individuals as contributors to the group processes? Are there specific
decision rules or heuristics that we can identify?



Conclusion

In this article, we, a team of authors from many disciplines, have attempted to
describe the state of current theories and theoretical thinking in social science and
computer science regarding teams and teamwork. We have further attempted to
connect and identify the relationships between these theoretical approaches and
models, and to specifically identify gaps in our understanding in which theories can and
should be integrated, and offer some candidate research questions that are best
addressed by integrating theoretical models from computer science and social science.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the
research, authorship, and/or publication of this article.

Funding

The author(s) received no financial support for the research, authorship, and/or
publication of this article.

References

Andersen, D. F., Richardson, G. P., & Vennix, J. M. (1997). Group model building:
Adding more science to the craft. System Dynamics Review, 13, 187-201.
doi:10.1002/(SIC1)1099-1727(199722)13:23.0.CO;2-O

Astrid, M., Kramer, N. C., Gratch, J., & Kang, S. H. (2010). “It doesn’t matter what you
are!” Explaining social effects of agents and avatars. Computers in Human
Behavior, 2, 61641-61650. doi:10.1016/j.chb.2010.06.012

Barrick, M. R., Stewart, G. L., Neubert, M. J., & Mount, M. K. (1998). Relating member
ability and personality to work-team processes and team effectiveness. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 83, 377-391. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.83.3.377

Bliese, P. D. (2000). Within-group agreement, non-independence, and reliability:
Implications for data aggregation and analysis. In K. L. Klein & S. W. J.
Kozlowski (Eds.), Multilevel theory, research, and methods in organizations:
Foundations, extensions, and new directions (pp. 349-381). San Francisco, CA:
Jossey-Bass.

Breazeal, C. L. (2004). Designing sociable robots. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Breazeal, C. L. (2009). Role of expressive behaviour for robots that learn from people.
Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London B: Biological
Sciences, 364, 3527-3538. doi:10.1098/rstb.2009.0157



Brennan, S. E., Galati, A., & Kuhlen, A. K. (2010). Two minds, one dialog: Coordinating
speaking and understanding. Psychology of Learning and Motivation, 53, 301-
344. doi:10.1016/s0079-7421(10)53008-1

Byom, L. J., & Mutlu, B. (2013). Theory of mind: Mechanisms, methods, and new
directions. Frontiers in Human Neuroscience, 7, 1-12. doi:10.3389/
fnrhum.2013.00413

Carley, K. M., Bigrigg, M. W., & Diallo, B. (2012). Data-to-model: A mixed initiative
approach for rapid ethnographic assessment. Computational & Mathematical
Organization Theory, 18, 300-327. doi:10.1007/s10588-012-9125-y

Carley, K. M., & Newell, A. (1994). The nature of the social agent. Journal of
Mathematical Sociology, 19, 221-262.

Cassell, J., Bickmore, T., Billinghurst, M., Campbell, L., Chang, K., Vilhjalmsson, H., &
Yan, H. (1999). Embodiment in conversational interfaces: Rea. In M. Altom & M.
Williams (Eds.), Proceedings of the ACM SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors
in Computing Systems (pp. 520-527). New York, NY: Association for Computing
Machinery.

Cassell, J., Pelachaud, C., Badler, N., Steedman, M., Achorn, B., Becket, T., . . . Stone,
M. (1994). Animated conversation: Rule-based generation of facial expression,
gesture & spoken intonation for multiple conversational agents. In D. Schweitzer,
A. Glassner & M. Keeler (Eds.), Proceedings of the 21st ACM Conference on
Computer Graphics and Interactive Techniques (pp. 413-420). New York, NY:
Association for Computing Machinery.

Chang, S. N. (2007). Externalising students’ mental models through concept maps.
Journal of Biological Education, 41, 107-112. doi:10.1080/00219266.2007.965
6078

Clark, H. H., & Brennan, S. E. (1991). Grounding in communication. Perspectives on
Socially Shared Cognition, 13, 127-149. doi:10.1037/10096-006

Coco, M. |, & Dale, R. (2014). Cross-recurrence quantification analysis of categorical
and continuous time series: An R package. Frontiers in Psychology, 5, 1-14.
doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00510

DeChurch, L. A., & Mesmer-Magnus, J. R. (2010). The cognitive underpinnings of
effective teamwork: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 95, 32-53.
doi:10.1037/a0017328

Delaherche, E., Chetouani, M., Mahdhaoui, A., Saint-Georges, C., Viaux, S., & Cohen,
D. (2012). Interpersonal synchrony: A survey of evaluation methods across
disciplines. IEEE Transactions on Affective Computing, 3, 349-365.
doi:10.1109/t-affc.2012.12



Derrick, D. C., & Ligon, G. S. (2014). The affective outcomes of using influence tactics
in embodied conversational agents. Computers in Human Behavior, 33, 39-48.
doi:10.1016/j.chb.2013.12.027

Dillenbourg, P., Lemaignan, S., Sangin, M., Nova, N., & Molinari, G. (2016). The
symmetry of partner modelling. International Journal of Computer-supported
Collaborative Learning, 11, 227-253. doi:10.1007/s11412-016-9235-5

Fay, D., Borrill, C., Amir, Z., Haward, R., & West, M. (2006). Getting the most out of
multidisciplinary teams: A multi-sample study of team innovation in health care.
Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 79, 553-567.
doi:10.1348/096317905x72128

Fetzer, A. (2013). “No thanks”: A socio-semiotic approach. Linguistik Online, 14, 147-
160. doi:10.13092/10.14.827

Flavell, J. H., Green, F. L., & Flavell, E. R. (1990). Developmental changes in young
children’s knowledge about the mind. Cognitive Development, 5, 1-27.
doi:10.1016/0885-20174(90)90010-Q

Fraisse, P. (1963). The psychology of time. New York, NY: Harper & Row.
doi:10.4324/9781315010038

Gatica-Perez, D. (2009). Automatic nonverbal analysis of social interaction in small
groups: A review. Image and Vision Computing, Special Issue on Human
Behavior, 27, 1775-1787.

Gatica-Perez, D., Vinciarelli, A., & Odobez, J.-M. (2014). Nonverbal behavior analysis.
In H. Bourlard & A. Popescu-Belis (Eds.), Multimodal interactive systems
management (pp. 165-187). Lausanne, Switzerland: EFPL Press. doi:10.1201/
b15535-15

Gilboa, A., & Tal-Shmotkin, M. (2010). String quartets as self-managed teams: An
interdisciplinary perspective. Psychology of Music, 40, 19-41.
doi:10.1177/0305735610377593

Glowinski, D., Mancini, M., Cowie, R., Camurri, A., Chiorri, C., & Doherty, C. (2013).
The movements made by performers in a skilled quartet: A distinctive pattern,
and the function that it serves. Frontiers in Psychology, 4, 1-9.
doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2013.00841

Goldman, A. I. (2012). Theory of mind. In E. Margolis, R. Samuels & S. Stich (Eds.),
Oxford handbook of philosophy and cognitive science (pp. 402-424). Oxford, UK:
Oxford University Press. doi:10.1093/oxfordhb/9780195309799.001.0001

Gombolay, M. C., Gutierrez, R. A., Clarke, S. G., Sturla, G. F., & Shah, J. A. (2015).
Decision-making authority, team efficiency and human worker satisfaction in



mixed human-robot teams. Autonomous Robots, 39, 293-312. doi:10.1007/
s10514-015-9457-9

Graesser, A. C., McNamara, D. S., Louwerse, M. M., & Cai, Z. (2004). Coh-Metrix:
Analysis of text on cohesion and language. Behavior Research Methods,
Instruments, & Computers, 36, 193-202. doi:10.3758/bf03195564

Granger, C. W. J. (1969). Investigating causal relations by econometric models and
cross-spectral methods. Econometrica, 37, 424-438. doi:10.2307/1912791

Green, S. A, Billinghurst, M., Chen, X., & Chase, J. G. (2008). Human-robot
collaboration: A literature review and augmented reality approach in design.
International Journal of Advanced Robotic Systems, 5(1), 1-18.

Harrison, D. A., & Klein, K. J. (2007). What'’s the difference? Diversity constructs as
separation, variety, or disparity in organizations. Academy of Management
Review, 32, 1199-1228. doi:10.5465/AMR.2007.26586096

Heylen, D. (2006). Head gestures, gaze and the principles of conversational structure.
International Journal of Humanoid Robotics, 3, 241-267. doi:10.1142/
s0219843606000746

Hinds, P. J., Roberts, T. L., & Jones, H. (2004). Whose job is it anyway? A study of
human-robot interaction in a collaborative task. Human-computer Interaction, 19,
151-181. d0i:10.1207/s15327051hci1901&2_7

Hof, R. D. (2013). Deep learning. MIT Technology Review. Retrieved from www.
technologyreview.com/s/513696/deep-learning

Hulsheger, U. R., Anderson, N., & Salgado, J. F. (2009). Team-level predictors of
innovation at work: A comprehensive meta-analysis spanning three decades of
research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94, 1128-1145. doi:10.1037/a0015978

ligen, D. R., Hollenbeck, J. R., Johnson, M., & Jundt, D. (2005). Teams in organizations:
From input-process-output models to IMOI models. Annual Review of
Psychology, 56, 517-543. doi:10.1146/annurev.psych.56.091103.070250

Kashy, D. A., & Kenny, D. A. (2000). The analysis of data from dyads and groups. In H.
T. Reis, C. M. Judd, H. T. Reis & C. M. Judd (Eds.), Handbook of research
methods in social and personality psychology (Vol. 38, pp. 451-477). New York,
NY: Cambridge University Press.

Kinchin, I. M., Hay, D. B., & Adams, A. (2000). How a qualitative approach to concept
map analysis can be used to aid learning by illustrating patterns of conceptual
development. Educational Research, 42, 43-57. doi:10.1080/001318800363908

Kozlowski, S. W., & Chao, G. T. (2012). The dynamics of emergence: Cognition and
cohesion in work teams. Managerial and Decision Economics, 33, 335-354.
doi:10.1002/mde.2552



Kozlowski, S. W., Chao, G. T., Grand, J. A., Braun, M. T., & Kuljanin, G. (2013).
Advancing multilevel research design capturing the dynamics of emergence.
Organizational Research Methods, 16, 581-615.

Kozlowski, S. W., & ligen, D. (2006). Enhancing the effectiveness of work groups and
teams. Psychological Science in the Public Interest, 7, 77-124. doi:10.1111/
j-1529-1006.2006.00030.x

Kozlowski, S. W., & Klein, K. (2000). A multilevel approach to theory and research in
organizations: Contextual, temporal, and emergent processes. In K. J. Klein & S.
W. J. Kozlowski (Eds.), Multilevel theory, research, and methods in
organizations: Foundations, extensions, and new directions (pp. 3-90). San
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Lewis, K. (2003). Measuring transactive memory systems in the field: Scale
development and validation. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 587-604.
doi:10.1037/0021-9010.88.4.587

Mannix, E., & Neale, M. (2005). What differences make a difference? The promise and
reality of diverse teams in organizations. Psychological Science in the Public
Interest, 6, 31-55. doi:10.1111/j.1529-1006.2005.00022.x

Marks, M. A., Mathieu, J. E., & Zaccaro, S. J. (2001). A temporally based framework
and taxonomy of team processes. Academy of Management Review, 26, 356-
376. doi:10.5465/amr.2001.4845785

Marwan, N., Romano, M. C., Thiel, M., & Kurths, J. (2007). Recurrence plots for the
analysis of complex systems. Physics Reports, 438, 237-329. doi:10.1016/j.
physrep.2006.11.001

Mendes, J. J. A., Vieira, M. E. M., Pires, M. B., & Stevan, S. L. (2016). Sensor fusion
and smart sensor in sports and biomedical applications. Sensors, 16(10), 1-31.
doi:10.3390/s16101569

Mohammed, S., Ferzandi, L., & Hamilton, K. (2010). Metaphor no more: A 15-year
review of the team mental model construct. Journal of Management, 36, 876-
910. doi:10.1177/0149206309356804

Moreland, R. L., Levine, J. M., & Wingert, M. L. (1996). Creating the ideal group:
Composition effects at work. In J. Davis & E. Witte (Eds.). Understanding group
behavior (Vol. 2, pp. 11-35). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Novak, J. D., & Cafas, A. J. (2006). The theory underlying concept maps and how to
construct them. Florida Institute for Human and Machine Cognition, 1. Retrieved
from http://cmap.ihmc.us/docs/theory-of-concept-maps

Nunamaker, J. F., Derrick, D. C., Elkins, A. C., Burgoon, J. K., & Patton, M. W. (2011).
Embodied conversational agents-based kiosk for automatic interviewing. Journal



http://cmap.ihmc.us/docs/theory-of-concept-maps

of Management Information Systems, 28, 17-48. doi:10.2753/MIS0742-
1222280102

Olguin, D. O., & Pentland, A. (2010). Sensor-based organisational design and
engineering. International Journal of Organisational Design and Engineering, 1,
69- 97. doi:10.1504/ijode.2010.035187

Olguin, D. O., Waber, B. N., Kim, T., Mohan, A., Ara, K., & Pentland, A. (2009).
Sensible organizations: Technology and methodology for automatically
measuring organizational behavior. IEEE Transactions on Systems, Man, and
Cybernetics, Part B (Cybernetics), 39, 43-55. doi:101109/tsmcb20082006638

Peeters, M. A. G., van Tuijl, H. F.J.M., Rutte, C. G., & Reymen, |. M. M.J. (2006).
Personality and team performance: A meta-analysis. European Journal of
Personality, 20, 377-396. doi:10.1002/per.588

Picard, R. W. (1997). Affective computing. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Poggi, I. (2002). Mind markers. In M. Rector & |. Poggi (Eds.), Gestures, Meaning and
use. Oporto, Portugal: University Fernando Pessoa Press.

Poppel, E. (1997). A hierarchical model of temporal perception. Trends in Cognitive
Sciences, 1, 56-61. doi:10.1016/s1364-6613(97)01008-5

Quian Quiroga, R., Kreuz, T., & Grassberger, P. (2002). Event synchronization: A
simple and fast method to measure synchronicity and time delay patterns.
Physical Review E, 66(4), 1-9. doi:10.1103/physreve.66.041904

Ranasinghe, S., Al Machot, F., & Mayr, H. C. (2016). A review on applications of activity
recognition systems with regard to performance and evaluation. International
Journal of Distributed Sensor Networks, 12(8), 1-22.

Reidsma, D., Nijholt, A., Tschacher, W., & Ramseyer, F. (2010, October). Measuring
multimodal synchrony for human-computer interaction. In A. Sourin, D. Fellner,
D. Thalmann & O. Sourina (Eds.), 2010 International Conference on Cyberworlds
(pp. 67-71). Singapore: Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers.

Reiter-Palmon, R., Herman, A. E., & Yammarino, F. J. (2008). Creativity and cognitive
processes: Multi-level linkages between individual and team cognition. In M. D.
Mumford, S. T. Hunter & K. E. Bedell-Avers (Eds.), Multi-level issues in creativity
and innovation (pp. 203-267). Bingley, UK: Emerald.

Reiter-Palmon, R., Wigert, B., & de Vreede, T. (2011). Team creativity and innovation:
The effect of team composition, social processes and cognition. In Handbook of
organizational creativity (pp. 295-326). San Diego, CA: Academic Press.
doi:10.1016/b978-0-12-374714-3.00013-6

Roschelle, J., & Teasley, S. D. (1995). The construction of shared knowledge in
collaborative problem solving. In C. O’Malley (Ed.), Computer supported



collaborative learning (pp. 69-97). Berlin, Germany: Springer. doi:10.1007/978-3-
642-85098-1_5

Ruiz-Primo, M. A., & Shavelson, R. J. (1996). Problems and issues in the use of
concept maps in science assessment. Journal of Research in Science Teaching,
33, 569- 600. doi:10.1002/(SICI1)1098-2736(199608)33:63.0.CO;2-M

Salas, E., Burke, C., & Stagl, K. (2004). Developing teams and team leaders: Strategies
and principles. In D. V. Day, S. J. Zaccaro & S. M. Halpin (Eds.), Leader
development for transforming organizations: Growing leaders for tomorrow (pp.
325- 355). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. doi:10.1145/1957656.1957668

Sanchez-Cortes, D., Aran, O., Mast, M. S., & Gatica-Perez, D. (2012). A nonverbal
behavior approach to identify emergent leaders in small groups. IEEE
Transactions on Multimedia, 14, 816-832. doi:101109/tmm20112181941

Shah, J., Wiken, J., Williams, B., & Breazeal, C. (2011, March). Improved humanrobot
team performance using Chaski, a human-inspired plan execution system.
Proceedings of the 6th International Association for Computing Machinery
Conference on Human-Robot Interaction, Lausanne, Switzerland.

Sheridan, T. B. (2016). Human-robot interactions: Status and challenges. Human
Factors, 58, 525-532. doi:10.1177/0018720816644364

Sinha, T., & Cassell, J. (2015). We click, we align, we learn: Impact of influence and
convergence processes on student learning and rapport building. In M.
Chetouani, G. Varni, H. Salam, Z. Hammal & J. F. Cohn (Eds.), Proceedings of
the 1st Workshop on Modeling Interpersonal Synchrony and Influence (pp. 13-
20). New York, NY: Association for Computing Machinery.

Sycara, K., & Lewis, M. (2004). Integrating intelligent agents into human teams. In E.
Salas & M. S. Fiore (Eds.), Team cognition: Understanding the factors that drive
process and performance (pp. 203-231). Washington, DC: American
Psychological Association. T

al-Shmotkin, M., & Gilboa, A. (2013). Do behaviors of string quartet ensembles
represent self-managed teams? Team Performance Management, 19, 57-71.
doi:10.1108/13527591311312097

Tannenbaum, S. |., Mathieu, J. E., Salas, E., & Cohen, D. (2012). Teams are changing:
Are research and practice evolving fast enough? Industrial and Organizational
Psychology: Perspective on Science and Practice, 5, 2-24.

Tausczik, Y. R., & Pennebaker, J. W. (2010). The psychological meaning of words:
LIWC and computerized text analysis methods. Journal of Language and Social
Psychology, 29, 24-54. doi:10.1177/0261927x09351676



Torrey, C., Fussell, S. R., & Kiesler, S. (2009). What robots could teach us about
perspective taking. In E. Morsella (Ed.), Expressing oneself/expressing one’s
self: Communication, cognition, language, and identity (pp. 93-106). New York,
NY: Psychology Press.

Varni, G., Volpe, G., & Mazzarino, B. (2011). Towards a social retrieval of music
content. In J. Zhan (Ed.), Proceedings of 3rd IEEE International Conference on
Social Computing (2011), Workshop on Social Behavioral Analysis and
Behavioral Change (pp. 1466-1473). Boston, MA: Institute of Electrical and
Electronics Engineers.

Vinciarelli, A., Pantic, M., & Bourlard, H. (2009). Social signal processing: Survey of an
emerging domain. Image and Vision Computing, 27, 1743-1759. doi: 101016/
jimavis200811007

Ward, A., & Litman, D. (2008). Semantic cohesion and learning. In B. P. Woolf, E.
Aimeur, R. Nkambou & S. Lajoie (Eds.), Intelligent tutoring systems (pp. 459-
469). Berlin, Germany: Springer. doi:10.1007/978-3-540-69132-7 49

Williams, K. Y., & O’Reilly, C. (1998). Demography and diversity in organizations: A
review of 40 years of research. In B. Staw & R. Sutton (Eds.), Research in
organizational behavior (Vol. 20, pp. 77-140). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Winfield, A. F. (2010). You really need to know what your bot(s) are thinking about you.
In Y. Wilks (Ed.), Close engagements with artificial companions: Key social,
psychological, ethical and design issues (pp. 201-208). Amsterdam, The
Netherlands: John Benjamins.

Zhang, Z. X., Hempel, P. S., Han, Y. L., & Tjosvold, D. (2007). Transactive memory
system links work team characteristics and performance. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 92, 1722-1730. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.92.6.1722

Zhao, R., Sinha, T., Black, A. W., & Cassell, J. (2016). Socially-aware virtual agents:
Automatically assessing dyadic rapport from temporal patterns of behavior. In D.
Traum, W. Swartou, P. Khooshabeh, S. Kopp, S. Scherer & A. Leuski (Eds.),
International conference on intelligent virtual agents (pp. 218-233). Berlin,
Germany: Springer. doi:10.1007/978-3-319-47665-0_20

Author Biographies

Roni Reiter-Palmon (PhD, George Mason University) is the Varner Professor of
Industrial/Organizational Psychology at the University of Nebraska Omaha, USA. Her
research focuses on understanding cognitive processes and social processes in teams
that facilitate creativity. She is the recipient of the University of Nebraska System
Research Award for 2017.



Tanmay Sinha (MS, Carnegie Mellon University) is a doctoral student in computer
science at Carnegie Mellon, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, USA. He investigates the
relationship between individual and interpersonal learning mechanisms in collaborative
work, with the goal of designing educational technologies that can balance task and
socioemotional skill acquisition.

Josette Gevers (PhD, Eindhoven University of Technology) is an associate professor
of work and organizational psychology at Eindhoven University of Technology, The
Netherlands. She investigates team dynamics, team cognition, and team leadership,
particularly in relation to team creativity, innovation, and adaptation.

Jean-Marc Odobez (PhD) is senior scientist and head of the Perception and Activity
Understanding group at the Idiap Research Institute and Ecole Polytechnique Federale
de Lausanne (EPFL), Switzerland. His research revolves around machine learning for
the multimodal analysis of people and behaviors.

Gualtiero Volpe (PhD, University of Genova) is an associate professor of computer
engineering at University of Genova, Italy. His research interests include affective and
social human—machine interaction, with a focus on multimodal interactive systems
leveraging expressive full-body movement and gesture for nonverbal communication
with single and multiple users.



	Theories and Models of Teams and Groups
	Recommended Citation

	tmp.1658240651.pdf.Bu8aA

