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Abstract—In social robot navigation, traditional metrics like
proxemics and behavior naturalness emphasize human comfort
and adherence to social norms but often fail to capture an agent’s
autonomy and adaptability in dynamic environments. This paper
introduces human empowerment, an information-theoretic con-
cept that measures a human’s ability to influence their future
states and observe those changes, as a complementary metric
for evaluating social compliance. This metric reveals how robot
navigation policies can indirectly impact human empowerment.
We present a framework that integrates human empowerment
into the evaluation of social performance in navigation tasks.
Through numerical simulations, we demonstrate that human
empowerment as a metric not only aligns with intuitive social
behavior, but also shows statistically significant differences across
various robot navigation policies. These results provide a deeper
understanding of how different policies affect social compliance,
highlighting the potential of human empowerment as a comple-
mentary metric for future research in social navigation.

Index Terms—Human Empowerment; Social Navigation; So-
cial Compliance

I. INTRODUCTION

As robots become more integrated into society, expanding
beyond warehouse settings where they handled routine tasks,
the need for socially compliant behavior in human environ-
ments becomes crucial not only for operational success but
also for fostering social and technological sustainability. In an
inclusive community where everyone can thrive, robots must
navigate their surroundings with greater awareness of social
conformity to the humans, ensuring that their behavior respects
all individuals and reduces barriers to accessibility. Crowd
navigation is one such domain in which research innovations
for robots operating in society must be critically evaluated for
their impact on society and the environment [1]–[3].

Initially, humans were treated as moving obstacles, but this
approach led to issues such as the freezing robot problem and
oscillatory behaviors, where robots and humans get stuck in
a back-and-forth motion [4]. To address these, more sophisti-
cated methods have been developed, allowing robots to predict
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human motion in a predict-then-act pipeline [5] or in a coupled
fashion with the robot’s control action, enabling counterfactual
reasoning [6]. Despite these advances, the performance met-
rics used to assess social compliance have remained largely
unchanged, with current research focusing mostly on factors
like the robot’s arrival time at a goal or whether it can reach
its destination without colliding with humans.

Social conformity has primarily been evaluated through
concepts such as proxemics, which model personal space
around humans and assess whether robots violate these spaces
[7], [8]. Some other works have examined how these proxemic
boundaries shift as humans move. For instance, rather than
modeling personal space as a static ellipse or circle, the space
might resemble a cone shape for a moving pedestrian [9].
Other works have focused on encoding specific social nav-
igation rules that humans follow into robot behavior. These
include rules for passing, crossing, or overtaking pedestrians
[10], as well as guidelines for how robots should interact with
groups of people or queues of humans [11]. Readers can refer
to [12] for a comprehensive survey of existing metrics.

However, even with these refinements, existing metrics
fail to fully measure whether robot movement is socially
compliant, as they either try to encode certain behaviors or
address this problem in some specific scenarios. To address
this gap, we propose a new metric based on the concept of
empowerment, which has been mathematically defined in the
context of robotics and reinforcement learning. Empowerment
relates to an agent’s ability to influence its environment in a
way that it can observe. In this work, we use the information-
theoretic concept of Human Empowerment to assess social
compliance in crowd navigation, offering a novel way to
evaluate robot behavior in human environments. Using human
empowerment, we measure how robot behavior indirectly
impacts human sense of agency, specifically assessing how
their ability to influence the environment changes. In our setup,
human ability is restricted to their motion, with observations
represented through an occupancy grid map relative to them.

The social behavior of robots is a broad and interdisciplinary
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topic, covering aspects such as the robot’s appearance, user
interfaces, and more. In this work, however, we focus exclu-
sively on the social navigation problem and robot mobility,
particularly how they navigate within human environments.

In this paper, we introduce a novel approach to evaluating
social compliance in crowd navigation by leveraging the
concept of human empowerment, an underexplored metric in
this context. Our key contributions are as follows:

• Human Empowerment as a Complementary Metric:
While human empowerment has been mathematically
defined in prior work, we propose its potential use as
a complementary metric to assess social compliance in
crowd navigation. This approach addresses limitations in
existing methods that primarily rely on proxemics, which
have been stated to be insufficient for comprehensively
capturing social behavior in dynamic environments [13].

• Framework for Integrating Human Empowerment:
We provide a framework that integrates human em-
powerment into the evaluation of social performance of
navigation policies. This serves as a starting point for fur-
ther research, particularly for human factors researchers
interested in the intersection of autonomy and social
compliance in robot navigation.

• Statistical Validation of Human Empowerment:
Through numerical simulations, we show that human
empowerment offers insights that align intuitively with
social behavior but also reveals statistically significant
differences across various robot navigation policies. This
highlights the robustness of empowerment as a metric
for capturing the nuanced effects of different policies on
human autonomy.

By employing empowerment as a metric of performance
for social navigation, our work bridges the gap between
information-theoretic approaches and the need for socially
compliant robot behavior, thus advancing the field of human-
robot interaction in dynamic and shared environments.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows: Section II
reviews related work. Section III outlines the problem for-
mulation, and Section IV presents the methodology including
key aspects of human empowerment. Section V presents and
analyzes the evaluation results, while Section VI describes a
statistical analysis of different navigation policies on the pro-
posed metric. Finally, Section VII discusses the key findings
and concludes the paper.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Social Compliance Metrics in Crowd Navigation

In crowd navigation for robots, several metrics have been
developed to assess social conformity, focusing on how well
robots adhere to social norms and interact safely with human
pedestrians. One such fundamental metric involves proxemics,
which evaluates the robot’s respect for personal space by
measuring distances maintained between the robot and humans
during navigation [8]. Another key metric is compliance with
the Social Force Model (SFM), which compares the robot’s

movements to the predicted forces that humans experience,
ensuring minimal disruption in pedestrian dynamics [14].

Additionally, pedestrian flow disruption metrics evaluate
the extent to which the robot impacts the natural movement
of pedestrians, with an emphasis on minimizing trajectory
deviations and speed reductions caused by the robot [15].
Human comfort and acceptance are also critical metrics, often
assessed through user studies and subjective feedback on how
comfortable and safe pedestrians feel around the robot [16].
Goal alignment and social navigation metrics assess how well
the robot follows social norms, such as walking on the correct
side of a hallway [17], while trajectory predictability measures
how naturally human observers can anticipate the robot’s
future movements [18]. Finally, interaction time is used to
evaluate the efficiency of robot-human encounters, with shorter
times indicating smoother, socially compliant behavior [19].

However, it remains unclear what navigation behavior repre-
sents social optimality [12], and it calls into question whether
recreating an exact copy of human motion datasets for behav-
ior naturalness is the ultimate goal. This leads us to an alternate
approach of evaluating planning methods developed for social
navigation - empowerment. It prioritizes an agent’s autonomy
by measuring its ability to influence its own environment and
maintain control over its future actions.

B. Empowerment

Early research connecting information theory to human-
robot interaction (HRI) through the concept of empowerment
provided foundational insights into the control and adaptability
of autonomous systems. One of the earliest works by Klyubin,
Polani, and Nehaniv [20] introduced empowerment as a univer-
sal, agent-centric measure of control derived from information
theory. Formally, empowerment is defined as the maximum
potential for an agent to influence its environment through
its actions, quantifiable via Shannon’s mutual information
between the agent’s actions and its future states. This concept
laid the groundwork for how robots could use empowerment
as a guiding principle to autonomously interact with their
surroundings while maximizing their ability to influence future
states, which is crucial for adaptive human-robot collaboration.

Building on this, Salge, Polani, and others explored em-
powerment as an intrinsic motivation for robots in dynamic
environments, particularly focusing on sensorimotor systems.
In their 2012 study, Salge et al. [21] demonstrated that max-
imizing empowerment enables robots to “keep their options
open,” allowing greater flexibility and responsiveness in HRI
contexts. This was further elaborated in Salge and Polani’s
2013 survey [22], where empowerment was applied as an
intrinsic motivation in various empirical studies, showing how
robots can maintain meaningful control over interactions with
humans by prioritizing flexibility and autonomy. These early
works provided a solid theoretical and empirical foundation for
using empowerment to specify key robotics principles [23].

Despite rapid developments in the fields of robot navigation
and human-robot interactions, the application of empowerment
in social navigation remains under-explored [24]. The use



Fig. 1: A robot navigating in a crowded environment.

of empowerment as an agent-centric measure could help
robots balance autonomy and social conformity by optimizing
their ability to navigate dynamic human environments without
sacrificing control over their own future actions.

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION

In this study, we investigate a navigation scenario within a 2-
D environment W ⊂ R2, where a single robot operates among
N ∈ R human pedestrians, as illustrated in Fig. 1. We let
H = {1, . . . , N} represent the set of humans in the scene. We
define the position and velocity of any agent, robot or human,
using Cartesian coordinates as sk = [zxk , s

y
k]

⊤ ∈ W and vk =
[vxk , v

y
k ]

⊤ ∈ R2, respectively, with k ∈ N representing the
discrete time-step and x, y the axis components. The state of
the robot and its control action at time-step k are denoted by
xk = [s⊤k ,v

⊤
k ] and uk = vk, respectively. A superscript R

or H is added below to indicate whether the state of interest
refers to that of a robot or a human respectively.

The general objective of social robot navigation is to
efficiently navigate the robot from its initial position to its
goal location within a time limit. During navigation, the robot
must avoid colliding with other humans while minimizing
disruptions to their intended trajectories, which can cause dis-
comfort. This paper focuses exclusively on motion planning,
assuming the robot is equipped with onboard sensors that
provide the real-time positions of surrounding human agents
in the vicinity.

IV. METHODOLOGY

A. Mutual Information

Mutual Information (MI) is a key concept in information
theory that quantifies the amount of information shared be-
tween two random variables. It measures how much knowing
the value of one variable reduces the uncertainty about the
other, making it a versatile metric for assessing both linear
and nonlinear dependencies.

For two random variables X and Y , mutual information is
defined as:

I(X;Y ) =

∫ ∫
p(x, y) log

(
p(x, y)

p(x)p(y)

)
dx dy (1)

where p(x, y) is the joint probability distribution of X and Y ,
and p(x) and p(y) are the marginal probability distributions
of X and Y , respectively. This formulation shows that MI
is derived from the Kullback-Leibler divergence between the
joint distribution p(x, y) and the product of the marginal distri-
butions p(x)p(y). In other words, MI measures the difference
between the actual joint distribution and what the distribution
would be if the variables were independent.

In planning, MI can be computed between components such
as states, actions, and future states, depending on the behavior
analyzed. For example, I(st; at) measures the information
the current state st provides about the action at. Similarly,
I(at; st+1) captures the influence of the action at on the
resulting future state st+1, while I(st, at; st+1) evaluates the
combined influence of the state-action pair (st, at) on the
future state st+1. This provides insights into the agent’s
decision-making process and control over the environment,
making MI a powerful metric for evaluating how decisions and
states impact future outcomes, valuable for analyzing control
strategies.

B. Human Empowerment

Empowerment is a concept rooted in information theory
that measures the extent to which an agent can influence its
environment. It is defined as the mutual information between
the agent’s actions and the resulting future states of the envi-
ronment. Essentially, it quantifies the agent’s control over its
surroundings. Unlike traditional optimization metrics, which
often focus on immediate or specific objectives, empowerment
emphasizes maintaining the agent’s potential to influence
future states, promoting behaviors that preserve adaptability
and open possibilities for future decisions.

Formally, empowerment for an agent can be expressed as
E(s) = maxπ I(at; st+1|st), where at represents the actions
the agent can take at time t, st is the current state, and st+1

is the resulting future state and π is the agent’s policy. Op-
timization over policies ensures that the agent selects actions
that maximize its influence over future states. This approach
not only enables the agent to achieve its current objectives but
also retains flexibility to adapt and make meaningful decisions
as the environment evolves.

Following this, Human Empowerment extends the concept
of empowerment to human-robot interactions, focusing on
quantifying how much a human’s future state is influenced
by the actions they take. In this context, human empowerment
measures the degree to which a human’s actions affect their
future states, serving as a metric for assessing how much
empowerment is gained throughout a trajectory. Rather than
being tied to any specific goal or objective, this metric focuses
purely on the extent of influence exerted by a human’s actions.

Human empowerment can be expressed as the mutual
information between the human’s actions and the resulting
future states in the environment:

E(zHt ) = max
w

I(at; z
H
t+1|zHt ), (2)



where zt is the human’s current state, zt+1 is the future state
resulting from the action, and w denotes the human’s policy.
Section IV-E describes how we model the human states zH .

In this formulation, human empowerment directly quantifies
how much a human is empowered by taking specific actions,
capturing the influence on their future states. This metric is
particularly relevant for evaluating social norms, as higher
empowerment suggests that the human has more control over
their future, aligning better with desirable social interactions.
Consequently, optimizing robot policies to maximize human
empowerment ensures that the human retains significant influ-
ence over their trajectory, facilitating behaviors that enhance
the human’s agency without assuming any specific goals.

C. Estimating Human Empowerment

Human empowerment, as defined in (2), is expressed
through the mutual information between a human’s actions
and their resulting future states, which is given by:

I(at; z
H
t+1|zHt ) =

∫ ∫
p(zHt+1, at|zHt )

× log

(
p(zHt+1, at|zHt )

p(zHt+1|zHt )p(at|zHt )

)
dzHt+1da,

(3)

where p(zHt+1, at|zHt ) denotes the joint probability of future
state and actions, while p(zHt+1|zHt ) and p(at|zHt ) are marginal
distributions over future states and actions, respectively.

Given the computational intractability of directly calculating
this mutual information, we adopt a variational approxima-
tion to estimate it. The mutual information can be refor-
mulated using KL divergence between the joint distribution
p(zHt+1, at|zHt ) and the product of the marginal distributions:

I(at;z
H
t+1|zHt ) =

DKL(p(z
H
t+1, at|zHt ) ∥ p(zHt+1|zHt )ω(at|zHt )), (4)

where ω(at|zHt ) represents the human’s policy and p(zHt+1|zHt )
models the future state distribution given the current state.

To make this estimation tractable, we employ a variational
approximation [25] and introduce neural networks, each with
its own parameterization. The pipeline is shown in Fig. 2.

• Source Policy Network (ωθω ): This network models the
human’s policy ωθω (at|zHt ), providing the distribution
over actions based on the human’s current state.

• Transition Network (pθT ): This network models the en-
vironment’s state transition dynamics pθT (z

H
t+1|zHt , at).

It estimates the future states zHt+1 conditioned on the
current state zHt and action a. It is critical for capturing
the influence of a human’s actions on their next state.

• Planning Network (qθq ): This network provides a varia-
tional approximation qθq (at|zHt+1), modeling the posterior
distribution over actions given the future state zHt+1.

Using these networks, we estimate the mutual information
by minimizing the KL divergence between the true state
transition distribution pθT (z

H
t+1|zHt , at) and the variational

Fig. 2: Network modules of Source, Transition, and Planning
used to compute Human Empowerment

approximation qθq (at|zHt+1). This leads to the following lower
bound for the mutual information:

Î(at; z
H
t+1|zHt ) =

∫ ∫
pθT (z

H
t+1, at|zHt )

× log

(
qθq (at|zHt+1)

p(at|zHt )

)
dzHt+1da. (5)

In this formulation, qθq (at|zHt+1) is computed by the
Planning Network, while the Transition Network models
pθT (z

H
t+1|zHt , at), and the Source Policy Network models

ωθω (at|zHt ). To compute this efficiently, we minimize the KL
divergence between p(at|zHt ) and qθq (at|zHt+1), leading to the
following optimization objective:

Î(at; z
H
t+1|zHt ) ≈

EpθT
(zH

t+1,at|zH
t )

[
log qθq (at|zHt+1)− logωθω (at|zHt )

]
. (6)

By optimizing this objective with respect to the network
parameters θω , θT , and θq , we obtain an efficient estimate of
human empowerment, which captures the degree to which a
human’s actions influence their future states over the course
of a trajectory. We use Monte Carlo sampling to handle the
high-dimensional integrals involved in this estimation.

D. Training

The training process involves updating the Source Policy
Network, Transition Network, and Planning Network through
gradient-based optimization. Each network is designed to
minimize its own loss function, with the goal of accurately
estimating the mutual information between actions and future
states, which is then used to compute human empowerment.

The Source Policy Network, parameterized by θω , models
the action distribution ωθω (at|zHt ), given the current state zHt .
The loss function for this network is defined as the negative
log-likelihood of the observed actions, formulated as

Lpolicy(θω) = −E(zH
t ,at)∼D[logωθω (at|zHt )]. (7)

The Transition Network, parameterized by θT , is responsible
for predicting the next state zHt+1 given the current state zHt and
action a. Unlike probabilistic models that predict a distribution
over possible future states, the Transition Network produces



a point estimate of the next state. Therefore, the training
objective for this network is to minimize the mean square
error (MSE) between the predicted next state and the actual
next state. The loss function is expressed as

Ltransition(θT ) = E(zH
t ,at,zH

t+1)∼D
[
∥zHt+1 − ẑHt+1∥2

]
, (8)

where ẑHt+1 represents the predicted next state. This ensures
that the network captures the transition dynamics accurately
and efficiently minimizes the error between the predicted and
true states.

The Planning Network, parameterized by θq , approximates
the posterior distribution qθq (at|zHt+1), which models the ac-
tion distribution given the future state. Since the true action
distribution p(at|zHt ) is not available, we maximize a varia-
tional lower bound (ELBO) [26] on mutual information, which
serves as a tractable approximation. The loss function for the
Planning Network includes an entropy regularization term,
preventing the predicted action distribution from becoming
overly deterministic. The loss function is formulated as

Lplanning(θq) = −Eqθq (at|zH
t+1)

[logωθω (at|zHt )]

+ λH(qθq (at|zHt+1)), (9)

where λ is a regularization coefficient, and H represents
the entropy of the action distribution. By maximizing the
variational lower bound, the Planning Network ensures that
its predictions maintain sufficient diversity and align with the
current action distribution predicted by the Source Network.

Training is performed using mini-batch gradient descent.
At each step, we sample mini-batches of state-action-next
state triples (zHt , at, z

H
t+1) from the dataset D. The forward

pass through the networks computes the respective losses
for the Source Policy, Planning, and Transition Networks.
Then gradients are computed through backpropagation, and
the parameters θω, θT , θq are updated iteratively. The training
process continues until the total loss converges, indicating that
the networks have successfully learned to model the human
decision-making process, transition dynamics, and action dis-
tribution in future states.

Mutual information between actions and future states is
estimated by combining the outputs of the Source Policy and
Planning Networks, while the Transition Network contributes
to predicting the future state based on the current state and
action. The mutual information estimate is given by (6). We
summarize the core pipeline in Fig. 2 and Algorithm 1.

E. Occupancy Maps

To model human motion and interactions in dynamic en-
vironments, we utilize an occupancy map to represent the
spatial distribution and movement of humans. The occupancy
map is a grid-based structure where each cell provides in-
formation about the presence and velocity of a neighboring
agent. This representation is essential for capturing both static
and dynamic elements of the environment, enabling effective
navigation and interaction planning.

The occupancy map is formalized as a 3D tensor with
dimensions c × r × 3, where c and r denote the height and
width of the grid. Each cell ej in the grid contains a tuple
ej = [occupancy, vx, vy]:

• occupancy: A binary value indicating whether the cell is
occupied by a human (1 for occupied, 0 for unoccupied).

• vx, vy: The velocity components of the human in the x-
and y-directions, respectively.

Each occupancy map is ego-centric, centered around a
specific human, and captures the local environment around
them. The spatial grid provides an immediate snapshot of the
human’s surroundings, with each cell representing a discrete
location in the vicinity of the human. The inclusion of velocity
components within each cell allows the system to model not
only the spatial arrangement of neighboring humans but also
their movement patterns, which is crucial for planning future
actions in dynamic environments.

We denote the occupancy map around human k as gk(i, j) =[
occupancyij vx,ij vy,ij

]
: Here, i and j represent the row

and column indices of the grid, defining the spatial position
relative to the human. The complete human state at time t,
denoted zt, is a concatenation of the individual occupancy
maps of all neighboring humans as zHt = [g1, g2, . . . , gk]

where each gk provides a local view of the environment
surrounding a particular human. This concatenated structure
enables the model to reason about the interactions and po-
tential collisions between multiple humans in the vicinity,
facilitating accurate decision-making for navigation tasks.

Algorithm 1 Human Empowerment

1: Initialize Networks : Source Network (θω), Transition Network
(θT ), Planning Network (θq)

2: Initialize dataset D
3: while not converged do
4: Sample a batch < st, st+1 > from D
5: Compute occupancy map zH from state s
6: Sample action from source policy at ∼ ωθω (.|zHt )
7: Find future map zHt+1 from transition network

zHt+1 = pθT (.|z
H
t , at)

8: Compute losses: Lpolicy, Ltransition, and Lplanning
9: Update gradients:

10: ∆θω ∝ ∇θω logωθω (at|zHt )
11: ∆θT ∝ ∇θT Ltransition

12: ∆θq ∝ ∇θq log qθq (at|zHt+1)
13: end while
14: Compute empowerment

E(s) =
[
log qθq (at|zHt+1)− logωθω (at|zHt )

]
.

V. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

We use a modified version of the CrowdNav simulation
environment [27] to evaluate the performance of different
social navigation methods on the metric of human empower-
ment. The environment allows us to control variables difficult
to standardize in human studies, such as crowd density and
movement patterns. Widely used to validate crowd navigation



policies, CrowdNav provides a safe, cost-effective, and replica-
ble platform to refine strategies in diverse, simulated scenarios.
It enables testing of methods based on metrics like collision
avoidance, trajectory smoothness, and advanced measures such
as discomfort and empowerment. This controlled setting facil-
itates large-scale experimentation, offering insights into robot
behavior in human-centric spaces while saving resources and
mitigating risks. Promising strategies can be prioritized for
subsequent human testing.

We examine 4 robot navigation methods in particular -
ORCA based on Reciprocal Avoidance [28] with no safety
space, Linear which assumes that the robot has a constant ve-
locity from its origin to its destination, SARL - a value-based
Reinforcement Learning (RL) method based on the attention
mechanism [27], and SAC - a Soft Actor-Critic RL algorithm.
We select these methods to capture a range of navigation
strategies, from basic trajectory optimization to learning-based
methods with varying levels of social-awareness, for initial
insights into how empowerment varies. However, the pipeline
can adapt to any policy with available trajectory data.

We utilize the circle-crossing scenario, where both robots
and simulated humans start from a circular arrangement and
attempt to cross the circle to reach a diametrically opposite
point. The simulated humans also use ORCA for their nav-
igation. This scenario creates a challenging environment as
humans and robots converge toward the center, requiring col-
lision avoidance and socially compliant navigation strategies.

We seek primarily to answer the following questions.

• Does the empowerment metric validate our intuitions
about how humans perceive their autonomy evolving in
dynamic social environments?

• Is the metric capable of capturing differences across
different navigation policies?

• How does the empowerment metric compare to other
social conformity metrics, such as discomfort?

We believe that from positive responses to these questions,
we can demonstrate the utility of empowerment as a metric for
evaluating human-robot interactions in social navigation tasks.

A. Temporal Dynamics of Human Empowerment

Fig. 3 illustrates the evolution of human empowerment over
time for three navigation methods: ORCA, SAC, and SARL.
Initially, empowerment is high, indicating that the human has
considerable control over their actions. However, as humans
approach closer to each other near the center of the circular
environment, empowerment decreases across all methods. This
reduction is expected, as proximity to other agents restricts
a human’s ability to move freely, diminishing their control
and influence over future states. After a few more time steps,
empowerment values recover as the humans regain autonomy.
This pattern confirms that empowerment effectively captures
how an agent’s autonomy evolves in response to dynamic
changes in social environments.

Fig. 3: Empowerment for Different Policies vs. Time

B. Impact of Crowd Density on Human Empowerment

Fig. 5 shows how human empowerment decreases as the
number of humans in the environment increases, across the
different navigation methods mentioned previously. Initially,
with fewer humans, empowerment is relatively high, reflecting
the agents’ greater autonomy and ability to influence their
environment. However, as crowd density increases, empow-
erment steadily declines across all methods, indicating a
reduced capacity to act freely in denser crowds. This aligns
with expectations, as higher crowd densities impose more
constraints on human movement, requiring more cautious
navigation to avoid collisions and respect personal space. The
overall downward trend confirms that empowerment effec-
tively captures an agent’s reduced freedom to navigate in
dense environments, with minor differences between methods
showing slight variations in performance.

C. Human Empowerment Across Policies

We provide violin plots displaying the distribution of mean
empowerment values across all trials (500 seeds) for each
policy, as shown in Fig. 6. The figure illustrates the central
tendency and spread of empowerment values, allowing for
direct comparison between policies. In addition, to provide a
clearer understanding of performance in terms of success, we
present the success rates for each policy in Table I. Notably,
we include all trials (both successful and unsuccessful) in
the empowerment analysis. Unsuccessful trials are defined
as those where a collision occurred, or the agent failed to
reach the goal within the specified time. If a collision occurs,
the episode ends prematurely. Since we report the mean of
average empowerment values over the entire episode and
across all humans, early terminations due to collisions may
not significantly impact the overall mean empowerment. This
explains why scenarios with lower success rates can still ex-
hibit higher empowerment values. Note that these two metrics
are independently useful in assessing policy performance.

TABLE I: Success rate for different policies

Policy ORCA SAC SARL Linear
Success 0.456 0.99 0.44 0.05



(a) t = 0s (b) t = 6s (c) t = 12s (d) t = 18s

Fig. 4: Time-evolution of the robot’s trajectory and corresponding empowerment values at different time steps. The robot (blue
circle) navigates towards the goal (red star) while interacting with nearby humans (numbered circles). Empowerment, shown
in the top of each subplot, decreases as the robot progresses through the environment, reflecting reduced autonomy due to
increased proximity to humans. This figure demonstrates how empowerment evolves dynamically in response to the robot’s
movement through a crowded environment.

Fig. 5: Avg. Empowerment for Different Policies vs. Crowd
Sizes

Fig. 6: Violin plots of mean empowerment values across
500 episodes for all policies, showing the distribution and
variability for comparison.

Fig. 7: Comparison of Empowerment against Discomfort Rate

D. Temporal Comparison Between Empowerment and Dis-
comfort Metrics

The two plots in Fig. 7 depict empowerment and discomfort
over time for the ORCA policy over a single episode, showing
an interesting relationship between the two metrics. As the top
graph indicates, human empowerment decreases steadily as the
agents get closer to each other, reflecting their diminishing
control and flexibility as they navigate through increasingly
constrained conditions. Empowerment then begins to recover,
rising after some time as the humans regain autonomy.

In contrast, the discomfort metric (bottom graph) remains
at zero for most of the timeline but spikes sharply when the
humans are close, triggering a discomfort response. Clearly,
this binary metric is useful only to indicate whether or not
a critical event has occurred (e.g., a close encounter) without
providing a sense of the gradual changes leading up to that
event. Human empowerment on the other hand, as a contin-



uous variable, offers the benefit of reflecting a more nuanced
picture, as it continuously tracks a human’s ability to navigate
freely. This makes empowerment a more informative metric
for capturing the dynamics of human-robot interactions.

VI. STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

To validate our proposal of using human empowerment as a
metric for measuring the performance of a robot’s policy, we
demonstrate its ability to differentiate the implicit influence
of various policies. In this section, we present our statistical
analysis to support this objective.

We conduct 500 trials for each of four different policies,
SARL, SAC, ORCA, and Linear. The objective is to evaluate
and compare the impact of these policies on human empower-
ment. For each trial, we calculate the Mean Empowerment,
a key metric for our analysis, and subsequently perform
appropriate statistical tests to validate our hypothesis.

In each trial, we compute human empowerment for every
individual human at each time step, starting from the beginning
of the scenario until the human reached their destination.
Then, we compute the average empowerment of each hu-
man throughout their trajectory to capture their empowerment
throughout the interaction. To derive the final metric, we
calculate the average of these empowerment values across all
humans in the scene, which we refer to as Mean Empower-
ment throughout this section. For our statistical analysis, we
construct a distribution of 500 random trials for each policy
and record the Mean Empowerment parameter. In each trial,
we randomize the human initial position based on random
seed that the learning-based policy have not seen during their
training.

We first assess the normality of the collected data using the
Shapiro-Wilk test [29] due to our sample size (500 samples
per each policy) and its ability to detect deviations in both
skewness and kurtosis. The null-hypothesis for this test is that
the data follows a normal distribution. Our result (Table II)
shows that the mean of average human empowerment is not
normally distributed (p < 0.05), leading us to reject the null-
hypothesis.

TABLE II: Statistical Results for Shapiro-Wilk test

ORCA SAC SARL Linear
Statistic 0.940 0.632 0.942 0.911
p-value 2.5e− 13 2.4e− 31 5.2e− 13 1.5e− 16

Further, we use a non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis test [30]
to determine whether there were statistically significant differ-
ences in the empowerment values across the different policies.
The null hypothesis for this test states that the distribution
of empowerment values is the same across all policies. The
test results for this test (Statistics=1233.4, p= 8.9e − 266)
rejects the null hypothesis and reveals that at least one of
the policies has a significantly different distribution compared
to the others. Following the Kruskal-Wallis test, we perform
a Dunn’s post-hoc test [31] with Boneferroni correction to
identify which specific policy pairs had significant difference

between the two policies. The results (Fig. 8) show that mean
empowerment for SAC and Linear policies are significantly
different (p-value < 0.05) from all the other policies. Clearly,
the mean human empowerment metric is capable of distin-
guishing between the results of different robot navigation
policies.

Fig. 8: Dunn’s post-hoc test showing the p-value between
policy pairs.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we introduced human empowerment as a novel
metric for evaluating social compliance in crowd navigation,
addressing the limitations of traditional metrics like proxemics.
Our framework offers insights into how the metric captures a
human’s perceived sense of agency while navigating in shared
spaces, and our simulations reveal statistically significant
differences across various robot navigation policies. These
findings suggest that human empowerment complements the
assessment of how robot navigation policies affect human au-
tonomy in dynamic environments, contributing to the broader
understanding of human-robot interaction.

However, we acknowledge that this work is an initial
exploration of empowerment as a metric for social compliance.
Future research should involve more thorough investigations
and user studies to assess whether empowerment-based metrics
effectively capture human perceptions of socially compliant
robot behavior. Additionally, exploring other forms of empow-
erment, such as transfer empowerment or robot empowerment,
could provide deeper insights into human-robot interactions in
social navigation contexts.

Moreover, we believe empowerment-based metrics have
potential beyond evaluation and could be used in the behavior
design for social navigation. By incorporating these metrics
into the design process, future systems could better balance
autonomy with social compliance, enhancing the quality of
human-robot interaction in complex, shared environments.



REFERENCES

[1] T. Kruse, A. K. Pandey, R. Alami, and A. Kirsch, “Human-aware robot
navigation: A survey,” Robotics and Autonomous Systems, vol. 61,
no. 12, pp. 1726–1743, 2013.

[2] K. Charalampous, I. Kostavelis, and A. Gasteratos, “Recent trends in
social aware robot navigation: A survey,” Robotics and Autonomous
Systems, vol. 93, pp. 85–104, 2017.
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