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Abstract—Conventional behavior cloning (BC) models often
struggle to replicate the subtleties of human actions. Previous stud-
ies have attempted to address this issue through the development
of a new BC technique: Implicit Behavior Cloning (IBC). This
new technique consistently outperformed the conventional Mean
Squared Error (MSE) BC models in a variety of tasks. Our goal
is to replicate the performance of the IBC model by Florence [in
Proceedings of the 5th Conference on Robot Learning, 164:158-
168, 2022], for social interaction tasks using our custom dataset.
While previous studies have explored the use of large language
models (LLMs) for enhancing group conversations, they often
overlook the significance of non-verbal cues, which constitute a
substantial part of human communication. We propose using IBC
to replicate nonverbal cues like gaze behaviors. The model is
evaluated against various types of facilitator data and compared
to an explicit, MSE BC model. Results show that the IBC model
outperforms the MSE BC model across session types using the
same metrics used in the previous IBC paper. Despite some
metrics showing mixed results which are explainable for the
custom dataset for social interaction, we successfully replicated
the IBC model to generate nonverbal cues. Our contributions
are (1) the replication and extension of the IBC model, and (2)
a nonverbal cues generation model for social interaction. These
advancements facilitate the integration of robots into the complex
interactions between robots and humans, e.g., in the absence of
a human facilitator.

Index Terms—Imitation learning; Machine learning; Generative
AI; Autonomous robots

I. INTRODUCTION

Spurred on by the advent of large language models (LLM),
our lives are becoming increasingly enmeshed with artificial
intelligence [1]. There is a drive to integrate these machine
learning models into increasingly complex situations [2]–[4].
This paper focuses on replicating the results of one of these
models with naturalistic data from a social interaction scene,
i.e., multiparty facilitation. Current studies have delved into the
use of an LLM as a facilitator for group conversations [3], [5],
[6]. However, utilizing only an LLM as a facilitator leads to
a significant communication gap: non-verbal behavior, which
constitutes a large portion of social interactions [7]. Ishi et al.
imply that there is a correlation between one’s gaze behavior
in a conversation and the accompanying gaze behavior of the
people with whom they are conversing [8]. Meaning that gaze
alone can have a great effect on the course of conversations. Our

research focuses on extending IBC to generate nonverbal cues
like gaze and pose during multiparty facilitation, prioritizing
the former. We also evaluated the limitations of IBC for these
social interaction tasks. We are building on the work of S.
Gillet et al. [9] who present their findings on using a robotic
facilitator to balance engagement using gaze behavior in a
social interaction between a teacher and a student. The robot
facilitator is used to enhance language learning in a gamified
learning scenario between a native speaker and a student. We
hope to build on their idea by expanding it to more than just
two participants.

The work done by R. Rosenberg-Kima et al. is a great
demonstration of a robot facilitator interacting with a somewhat
large group [10]. Their paper seeks to improve learning
interactions in a classroom where the robot facilitator takes
on the role of a teaching assistant during lectures. We aim to
extend their work by looking at similar information-sharing
settings in large group interactions but from the point of view of
the teacher instead of his assistant. We are aiming to replicate
and generate the gaze behavior of the main facilitator in a
large group social interaction setting. While many options are
available for behavior generation models, we are influenced by
the work done by Florence et al. [11] and S.Gillet et al. [9].
Their research exemplifies the effectiveness of BC models
in closely imitating human behaviors, demonstrating that
such models can learn and replicate complex tasks with high
fidelity by leveraging human demonstration data. Furthermore,
traditional BC methods can be said to overlook certain subtleties
in movement and may be less generalizable [11], [12].

As such, we implement the implicit behavior cloning (IBC)
model proposed by Florence et al. and attempt to replicate
their results using a gaze behavior dataset. We use their IBC
policy, MSE BC policy, and a slightly modified version of their
particle environment for training and evaluation [11]. Their
particle environment models a moving particle aiming to reach
certain setpoints while its actions are controlled via a PD
controller. The original dataset for this particle environment
is artificially and randomly generated. We want to expand on
their work by using real expert demonstrations generated by
a human facilitator who is leading a social interaction. To
successfully replicate their results, we expect to see a similar
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model performance for both the IBC and MSE implementations
based on their paper’s reported success metric. To successfully
extend their research, we are evaluating the naturalness of the
models’ generated behaviors using SPARC [13]–[15], and R2.

II. METHOD

A. Problem Formulation

We want to train our behavior cloning models using real
human behavior. To do this, we must simplify the problem in
two ways. Firstly, we attempt to replicate gaze behavior before
full body movements to simplify our observation space [8].
Secondly, we reduce the dimensionality of the gaze vectors to
2D space through its representation in spherical coordinates
[16]. With our problem simplified, we specify the goal as
training an IBC model to generate a gaze trajectory between
the facilitator’s head position at time t and his head position
at time t+ n. We maintain this approach when attempting to
generate pose behavior.

B. Multiparty Interaction Dataset

a) Data Collection: We want to use human expert data
for training. We use a subset of the FUMI-MPF dataset,
which originates from an experiment in which participants’
behaviors are monitored during various large social interaction
settings. Each social interaction is led by a facilitator from
one of three distinct facilitator types: teacher, music teacher,
or musician [17]. For this study, we selected seven sessions
featuring a six-participant setup including the facilitator. We
also used an additional nine sessions with a four-participant
setup. Independent of the number of participants, each session
is comprised of about 30,000 frames. With the slightly smaller
7-session dataset, we use 2-fold validation with a 4:3 ratio for
fold 1 and a 5:2 ratio for fold 2. We mainly utilize the image
data from the dataset. These images were taken with a Theta
Z1 camera, which provides a 360-degree view of the scene.

b) Pre-Processing: The data is pre-processed so that it
can be used with the PD controller from Florence et al.’s
particle environment [11]. L2CS-Net is particularly useful
for this dataset as we use it to predict the gaze of each
participant [18]. The pitch and yaw of each participant’s
head are estimated at each frame. Actions are then determined
by calculating the differences in the facilitator’s pitch and yaw
between consecutive frames. Each training sample is called
an episode. An episode is defined as a segment of 50 frames,
with the facilitator’s gaze at the 50th frame set as the final
setpoint we want to achieve during an episode. Observations
are represented by the gaze directions of all participants at
each frame. We represent the gaze vectors as G = {yaw, pitch}.
Since the Theta Z1 camera records at 30FPS, we can find the
change in time between two frames as 1/30s. We divide the
change in gaze by the change in time to get gaze velocity at
each frame. The first frame of each video is assumed to have
a velocity of 0 rad/s. For the rest of the paper, we will refer
to the processed data using the definitions below:

1) The facilitator’s head position at time t is denoted as Gt
f

2) The rate of change of the facilitator’s head position
∆Gf/∆t

3) The final target position of the facilitator’s head Gt+n
f ,

where n is the length of each episode
4) The head position of the ith participant at time t is

denoted as Gt
i, where 1 ≤ i ≤ 5

C. Model

Fig. 1: An overview of the pipeline for training both models.

1) Collecting Expert Demonstrations: To train a behavior
cloning model, we need to represent our data as a set of action
and observation pairs [19].

D = {(o1, a1), (o2, a2)...(on, an)} (1)

The observations and actions are described in II-B0b. The
expert actions are represented by the change in the facilitator’s
head position. The start of an episode is the environment at
time t. We then sample the next 49 frames from our dataset
and set the episode’s goal setpoint as t+ 49. Then, for each
step in the episode, we read the outcomes of the previous
action from the environment and use those observations along
with the previous action to generate the next action.

2) Model the Policy: For both the explicit and implicit be-
havior cloning models, we use the same multi-layer perceptron
(MLP) for generating an action. The MLP is composed of a
normalization layer, followed by an activation layer, which
is then followed by a dropout layer, and then completed by
a dense layer along with a final de-normalization layer [11].



While the MLP is the same, both models still generate actions
differently.

IBC Policy: At inference time, our initial actions are sampled
from a uniform distribution modeled on our expert data. These
actions are passed, along with our scene observations, through
an MLP. This MLP represents our energy-based model (EBM),
Eθ(o, a). We then use the calculated gradients of the EBM
for our action sample combined with the Langevin MCMC
(Markov Chain Monte Carlo) sampling technique from [11],
[20] to refine our generated action. We pass the new low-energy
action to a controller. For a more detailed description of EBMs
and the Langevin MCMC sampling technique please refer to
the work done in [11], [20].

MSE Policy: To generate an action with the baseline MSE
policy, we pass an observation through the MLP and the final
logits represent the predicted action.

3) Model the Environment: Our environment is based on
the particle environment described in Appendix C.5 in [11].
The environment is structured around controlling a particle
with a PD controller, which receives actions from the policy as
setpoints for the particle to achieve. In the original study, the
particle environment features two goals per episode, with the
particle transitioning to the second goal after reaching the first.
For our replication study, training and inference conclude after
reaching the first goal. Additionally, we focus on tracking the
facilitator’s gaze behavior instead of the particle’s dynamics.

D. Training

1) IBC Training: Our IBC training follows the description
in Appendix B.3 of [11]. As referenced in II-C2, we create
a uniform distribution using the minimum and maximum
action from our dataset. The full range of the environment
is different from the full range in the dataset. Meaning, that
our environment has an action space of {−π

2 ,π2 } but is clipped
to {amax, amin}. We then generate negative sample actions
by sampling from our uniform distribution. For each negative
sample, we compute its energy using the EBM:

Eθ(o, āi) where Ei = Eθ(o, āi)

For each negative sample a−i , we perform the following iterative
updates for the steps NMCMC .

Compute Gradient: Calculate the gradient of the energy
with respect to the action:

∇aEi = ∇aEθ(o, āi)

where ∇aEi is the gradient of the EBM with respect to the
action ai and Eθ is the EBM parameterized by θ.

Update the Action: Use the Langevin MCMC update rule
to refine the action:

a−i,new = a−i − η∇aEi + ϵ

where a−i,new is the updated action, a−i is the current action,
and η is the step size, ϵ is a noise term..

Once completed, we soft-max the new negative energies
and the energy assigned to the ground truth. We then compare
them to a binary ground truth array with the true action as 1

and the negative actions as 0. We compute the loss between
the two arrays using an InfoNCE loss function [21]. For
back-propagation, we use an Adam optimizer as described
in Appendix B [11].

Hyper-parameters: We can find a list of the parameters
used for training in Appendix D.3 of [11]. However, the
paper’s public repository1 with the implemented solutions has
a separate set of recommended hyper-parameters. For this
replication study, we use the latter set of hyper-parameters.

2) MSE Training: The explicit behavior cloning model is
trained using the MSE loss between the ground truth action
and the predicted action from the MLP. The predicted actions
are still clipped to {amax, amin}. We use the same Adam
Optimizer for our explicit model back-propagation as for our
implicit model.

Hyper-parameters: As stated previously, we use the hyper-
parameters laid out in the publicly available implementation
of the work done in [11].

E. Evaluation

1) Inference: This section contains a description of the
inference process for each model. The main difference between
the models is that the IBC model uses actions and observations
to perform inference whereas the MSE model uses solely
observations.

IBC Inference: We sample from the uniform distribution
created in Section II-D1 to generate an initial action a0. This
action is passed along with the observation o0 through our
EBM. We compute the gradient:

∇aE = ∇aEθ(o0, a0)

We then apply the Langevin MCMC technique described
in Sections II-C2 and II-D1. After we run the process for
NMCMC steps we take the final action and then pass it through
a second time.

MSE Inference: Given an observation o, the MLP computes
the predicted action â as follows:

â = Fθ(o)

2) Evaluation Metrics: We utilize the average success metric
(ASM) from [11], which assigns a value of 1.0 or 0.0 to
episodes based on whether the policy successfully reaches
an episode’s goal setpoint. In the particle environment if the
Euclidean distance between the target and current positions is
within a threshold of 0.02 radians [11], the episode scores
1.0. We then average these scores to obtain the ASM. We also
use the R2 of the predicted trajectories to assess how well the
IBC model replicates the ground truth human behavior. Finally,
to test the smoothness of the generated behavior, we use the
SPARC metric which is commonly used to evaluate human
movement [13]–[15]. In our implementation the convention is
that values closer to 0.0 are smoother.

1https://github.com/google-research/ibc



III. RESULTS & DISCUSSION

1) AverageSuccessMetric: Florence et al. claim that they
are ”able to train 95% successful implicit policies up to 16
dimensions, whereas explicit (MSE) policies can only do 8
dimensions with the same success rate” [11]. The results in

Facilitator Implicit BC Explicit BC Reported
Teacher 0.96 0.92 0.95
Musician 0.97 0.95 0.95
M. Teacher 0.96 0.93 0.95
Average 0.96 0.93 0.95

TABLE I: Model performance comparison using average
success metric where 1.0 is the highest success rate and 0.0 is
the lowest.

III-1 show that the average success rate averaged out over the
sessions is at 96% for the IBC model. The explicit model,
however, is at 93% which is slightly below the reported 95%.
We see that the best dataset for both models is the session with
a musician as the facilitator.

2) R2: In table III-2 we see that the best average R2 value
for both pitch and yaw is achieved by the MSE model at 76%
for average pitch and 56% for average yaw. Similar to the
ASM the Musician has the best results at 67% for IBC and
75% for MSE but only in yaw. The best results for pitch occur
for the session using a music teacher at 83% and 86%.

R2 Implicit BC Explicit BC
Pitch Yaw Pitch Yaw

Teacher 0.79 0.13 0.81 0.35
Musician 0.57 0.67 0.61 0.75
M. Teacher 0.83 0.44 0.86 0.58
Average 0.73 0.41 0.76 0.56

TABLE II: Model performance comparison using R2 as a
comparison metric where 1.0 is the best fit and 0.0 is the worst
fit.

3) SPARC Metric: In table III-3 we see that the musician
session is the best performing for IBC and that the music
teacher has the best result in pitch for MSE with the teacher
session having the best result in yaw. However, the musician
session performs quite well overall. Looking at the overall
average, we see that IBC has a better performance.

SPARC Metric Implicit BC Explicit BC
Pitch Yaw Pitch Yaw

Teacher -49.91 -276.60 -244.24 -404.91
Musician -29.72 -178.05 -203.50 -410.86
M. Teacher -35.09 -205.13 -191.80 -435.73
Average -38.02 -220.82 -213.85 -417.16

TABLE III: Combined averages for SPARC Pitch and SPARC
Yaw values. Values closer to zero are smoother signals.

The ASM confirms our successful replication of the findings
from Florence et al. [11]. Our EBM achieved an average

success rate of 96%, closely aligning with the 95% reported
in their study. In contrast, the MSE model fell short, recording
an overall average success rate of only 93%. As illustrated
in Figure 5 of Florence et al., this performance gap is not
uncommon, suggesting that the MSE model may be less
effective in certain scenarios. Interestingly, the R2 results
present a different perspective, indicating that the MSE model
better replicates the trajectory of our facilitators. Specifically,
the average R2 for pitch and yaw in the MSE model surpassed
those of the IBC model by 3% and 15%, respectively.

The SPARC metrics are averaged for each facilitator type
across all sessions. The IBC results have an 82% increase in
pitch and a 47% increase in yaw performance than the explicit
model. Since smoother motion indicates normally functioning
joints [13]–[15], it is plausible that the IBC model generates
more natural motions. From all three metrics, we surmise that
the IBC predictions are more likely to attain the correct final
gaze position but over a different trajectory than the ground
truth. Furthermore, the IBC trajectories are smoother and more
natural than the MSE ones according to the SPARC metric.
Looking at the facilitator types, the musician facilitator seems to
consistently perform better, probably due to the model’s being
trained on a small custom dataset. We also attempted to expand
our implementation to pose generation but faced challenges.
To achieve usable results, we had to set an unreasonably high
MSE threshold of 500.0 pixels for the average success metric,
and the generated keypoints lacked humanoid qualities. This
issue stemmed from PD controller overshoot, which distorted
the keypoints, and the increased action space complexity, which
negatively impacted both models. Future work could explore
per-joint models or alternatives to PD controllers. Despite
these challenges, our results suggest that implicit behavior
cloning can generate more natural, human-like behaviors than
traditional methods, offering promising directions for future
research.

IV. CONCLUSION & FUTURE WORKS

This study successfully replicated the IBC model to generate
nonverbal cues like gaze behavior for multiparty facilitation,
which is supported by consistent results across multiple
commonly used metrics. However, due to the lack of suitable
datasets for different social interaction tasks, this study has not
investigated the reason of the musician facilitator consistently
performed better across sessions. Future research will explore
what makes certain behaviors easier to learn. Another limitation
is the absence of human evaluators. In the next stage, we plan
to implement these models in live social interactions, such as
teaching scenarios and social games, to evaluate the model’s
generalization performance in real-world settings.
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