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ABSTRACT

This paper examines some common problems in Human-Robot

Interaction (HRI) causing failures and troubles in Chat. A given

use case’s design decisions start with the suitable robot, the suit-

able chatting model, identifying common problems that cause fail-

ures, identifying potential solutions, and planning continuous im-

provement. In conclusion, it is recommended to use a closed-loop

control algorithm that guides the use of trained Artificial Intelli-

gence (AI) pre-trained models and provides vocabulary filtering,

re-train batched models on new datasets, learn online from data

streams, and/or use reinforcement learning models to self-update

the trained models and reduce errors.

CCS CONCEPTS

• Human-centered computing → Interaction design theory,

concepts andparadigms; Interaction designprocess andmeth-

ods; Interaction paradigms; • Computer systems organization

→ Robotics.
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1 INTRODUCTION

There aremany scopes fromwhich a chat can fail between humans,

particularly sociolinguistic factors. Since humans are the develop-

ers of Human-Robot Interaction (HRI) chats, they can develop chat

systems with the same inherent common sociolinguistic failures.

In this manuscript, the word "chat" will refer mainly to text-based

chat ignoring the latency and errors caused by the spoken word
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recognition model if used. The author of [13] identifies some fac-

tors that contribute to a successful conversation between humans

as follows:

1. Active listening: Paying attention to what the other person is

saying and actively engaging in the conversation by asking ques-

tions and showing interest. In HRI, this can be implemented by in-

cluding the meaning of every word and not identifying some con-

tent to be of higher weight than others. Recent Large Language

Models (LLMs) based on the transformer architecture and the at-

tention mechanism provide this more extended sequence depen-

dence between words in complete sentences and the context of a

given corpus. This enables HRI to be more successful than human

interactions because of the higher attention and memory capacity

than humans, who can be distracted by a word of higher weight

than another based on their cultural background or current emo-

tional status. This statement is based on the experiences of the au-

thors, such as the tolerance of GPS speech directions re-instructing

users on rerouting options no matter how many mistakes they

made. A human guide is not expected to have this infinite toler-

ance to errors and the ability to repeat and listen for as long as

required.

2. Nonverbal communication: Using body language such as eye

contact, gestures, and facial expressions to reinforce what is being

said. Many HRI Software Development Kits (SDKs), such as the

NAOqi SDK, have animated speech models in which some body

movements and facial expressions are associated with words.

3. Respect for differences: Respect the other person’s beliefs and

opinions even if they differ from your own. Unfortunately, AI mod-

els behind robotic chats are trained on the entire internet content,

encyclopedias, and huge corpus that might be biased and does not

provide opinions that are inclusive of minorities or inter-racial or

intercultural conversations.

4. Clarity of speech: Speaking clearly and concisely to avoid mis-

understandings. NAOqi SDK has default Text-to-Speech (TTS) that

might be faster than normal human language and not as clear as

Adults speaking the proper language accent of the given culture.

There are many providers of voices of different languages, accents

and gender that can be used instead to provide a human-like inter-

action.
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5. Ability to stay on topic: Staying focused on the topic at hand

and avoiding tangents. Most AI chat models, such as ChatGPT, are

already successful in providing answers in the exact scope of the

question, as long as no ambiguous language is detected.

6. Equality: Both parties have equal opportunities to express

their opinions and ideas. This is spontaneously regulated in HRI,

which is usually regulated on prompt/response pairs. The robot is

good at waiting for the complete prompt to be finished to give a

valid response based on its programmed model.

7. Mutual understanding: Both parties come to a shared under-

standing of the conversation’s purpose and goals. Most HRI chat

modelsmeasure the goal of the response by relevance to the prompt

they received, based on their trained dataset or feedback from the

user. In some instances, ChatGPT repeated the same response sev-

eral times, although the prompt it received back that its response

was incorrect. There are batch training approaches vs online train-

ing. In batch training, specific organisations provide the training

dataset as regulated by the laws; the dataset should not violate any

laws and should not be intentionally biased. Once the training is

finished, the model is used to generate responses to prompts from

users, but not to be further online trained from the interactionwith

them.

8. Open-mindedness: Being open to new ideas and perspectives

andwilling to consider different viewpoints. ChatGPT usually replies

with sentences such as “As an AI language model, I cannot provide

opinions on my own”. As mentioned in the previous point, online

learning, such as avoiding showing this batch training limitation,

can enable these models to get along with a conversation and learn

from it actively. This can be accomplished using a reinforcement

learning algorithm. However, this might come with the dangers of

providing autonomy to these models and the ability to learn from

user interactions that might be dangerous overall.

9. Emotional intelligence: Being aware of and managing your

emotions effectively and being considerate of the other person’s

emotions. Some AI models detect the emotion or the sentiment

of a given text, audio of the voice, or facial expression. There are

even models to detect sarcasm, jokes, ambiguous sentences, and so

forth. Integrating all these models with the chat AI model on open

question answering might not be already implemented in any of

the existing robotic assistants, but it can be recommended in future

developments.

10. Empathy: Understanding the other person’s point of view

and showing compassion. Similar to emotional intelligence, HRI

AI models might not be able to be trained on all multi-modals to

consider what might not be included in its training datasets to un-

derstand all cultures’ points of view.

HRI chatting can be based on normal Human-Computer Inter-

faces (HCI) using text-based chats or speech-based chats, commonly

referred to as dialogues. Personal Assistants such as Siri, Alexa and

others use speech-based chats, which is an added layer of audio

speech processing to identify spoken words to send to the text chat

model underneath using Speech-to-Text (STT) libraries. STT can

be designed using various models that can be fine-tuned to spe-

cific users. The reverse process of Text-to-Speech (TTS) is used

to respond back using synthetic computerised voices that can be

selected from a library. The STT/TTS layer comes with its own la-

tency and possible errors. Historically, HRI chat was enabled using

hard-coded rules, using symbolic programming, and then various

text encodings of complete languages provided sub-symbolic neu-

ral architectures’ models to enhance the conversation. Robots us-

ing pattern-matching prompt/response pairs suffer more problems

than those using LLMs to respond to queries. Recent advances in

natural language processing (NLP) and LLMs enabled open-domain

question answering, potentially enabling robots to pass the Turing

test. However, common problems occur that identify the robot as

a machine and not a human. This study attempts to address prob-

lems that cause chat failures with robots in different scenarios. The

first section provides a non-exhaustive list of common chat prob-

lems in HRI. This is followed by a section on examples of famous

failures that embarrassed the developers of these models. A con-

clusion of what needs to be considered in future development is

provided.

2 COMMON PROBLEMS

Researching various publications and news for common problems

that can arise in human-robot chat interactions, the following have

been identified:

1. Limited conversational ability. Robots historically were pro-

grammed to respond to specific phrases or questions, and some

models still follow this paradigm. This chat model does not have

the ability to hold a natural conversation. These prompt/response

patterns are often encoded in Artificial Intelligence Markup Lan-

guage (AIML), JavaScript Object Notation (JSON), or dictionary

data structures. When robots receive prompts that do not match

any of the given patterns, the robot usually gives a generic re-

sponse that it does not understand the human.

2. Natural Language Generation (NLG). Recent advances moved

the template-based prompt/response pairs into an automatically

generated text using specific language symbolic understandingwith

hard-coded rule-based systems. This is divided into sub-tasks: con-

tent determination, text structuring, sentence aggregation, lexical-

isation, referring expression generation, and linguistic realisation,

which add to the system’s complexity and increase its vulnerabil-

ity to errors. Open-source text generation libraries exist, such as

SimpleNLG and OpenCCG, which are flexible and cross-lingual,

as identified in [2].

3. Large LanguageModels (LLMs). Further advancements enabled

Robots now to be programmed with access to LLMs such as Chat-

GPT byOpenAI or other providers such as Google,Microsoft, AWS,

Nvidia, or others. These LLMs are data-driven sub-symbolic end-

to-end systems using natural language embeddings that are context-

aware and provide numeric vectors language representations that

are closer for synonyms and distant for oppositemeanings. Embed-

dings are trained on various corpus for many languages, providing

meaningful translation with accurate performance. LLMs are pre-

trained on a vast corpus that might be biased and/or limited to

specific use cases in which it performs better than others [15].
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4. Misunderstandings. These can occur when the robot can not

understand what the human is saying, or the human may not un-

derstand the robot’s responses because the language model can

potentially misunderstand a chat due to a variety of reasons, such

as:

(a) Ambiguity in language: Human language is often complex

and ambiguous, withwords and phrases that can havemulti-

ple meanings. This can sometimes confuse ChatGPT or any

LLM, resulting in a misinterpretation of the chat.

(b) Lack of context: Without proper context, ChatGPT or any

LLM may struggle to understand the meaning behind cer-

tain words or phrases, leading to incorrect responses.

(c) Sarcasm or irony: Sarcasm or irony are often used in human

communication but can be difficult for natural language pro-

cessing technology to understand, resulting in a misinter-

pretation of the chat.

(d) Errors in input: If the chat input contains spelling mistakes,

grammatical errors, or unusual sentence structures, Chat-

GPT or any OpenAI LLM may misconstrue the intended

meaning. Although Text to Speech (TTS) and Speech To

Text (STT) libraries are now used to avoid typing in the

chat and provide a humanoid experience, STT models vary

in accuracy, with the best being 84% accurate and in their

responsiveness [1].

(e) Bias in training data: OpenAI LLM models are designed to

learn from large volumes of data, and if that data is biased

or skewed in some way, it can lead to inaccurate responses

or misunderstandings in certain contexts.

5. Lack of emotional intelligence. As mentioned in the introduc-

tion section, Robots or LLMs may not be able to understand or

respond to human emotions in the same way as humans [11].

6. Reasoning. Mathematical, formal proofs or logical reasoning

are still achieving accuracy in the range of 40:50% approximately

in fine-tuned models. If the chat context is math education, even

as primary as the year three school UK curriculum, it requires log-

ical reasoning that is still not yet available in many LLMs. Vari-

ous chats require logical reasoning, not only mathematics ques-

tions/answering. Personal assistants can helpmeet scheduling across

time differences, compare prices, ormatch requirements for decision-

making on various projects. A fine-tuned GPT-3 model on mathe-

matical proofs and problem answers is provided as GPT-f by the

work in [9].

7. Technical glitches. Technical problems can disrupt the chat,

such as the robot freezing, crashing, or experiencing connectivity

issues with an LLM hosted in the cloud. Responsiveness is another

measure of failure, such as in STT libraries that have reported less

than a 300-millisecond lag in real-time transcription. Similar re-

sponsiveness is expected from a chat. The predict function call on

any pre-trained model might take much longer if the model’s pa-

rameters are large or if it is hosted on the cloud with a query and

prompt travel time might undergo various network connectivity

problems.

8. Personality or cultural differences. Different cultures or person-

alities may have unique ways of communicating that robots may

not understand, leading to misunderstandings. This is commonly

addressed by personalisation and perception training as identified

in [7]. Social failures as well are studied by defining social fail-

ure mode and effect analysis (SFMEA) to analyse different failures,

their causes, and effects. The work in [12] applied SFMEA on Chat-

bots such as ChatGPT with use cases using terms from ontologies

rather than generic terms. These ontologies can be design ontolo-

gies such as (e.g., function–behaviour–structure (FBS) theory), or

Social sustainability ontologies such as the European Union (EU)

Social Taxonomy that details the vocabulary that specifies the reper-

cussions of the failures of social sustainability.

9. Lack of trustworthiness. Humans may not trust robots com-

pletely or feel uncomfortable sharing personal information with a

machine. This might provide less than the required context from

which the robot or an LLM can respondmore accurately. This trust-

worthiness decreases with repeated failures or inappropriate re-

sponses [5].

10. Privacy concerns. The human may be worried about their

conversations being monitored or recorded by the robot or its par-

ent company [6]. Cyber security issues as well might be factors in

securing privacy with Robots that are connected online.

3 FAMOUS FAILURE EXAMPLES

The following are some examples of troubles and failures in con-

versations between humans and robots:

1. Microsoft Tay. In 2016, Microsoft launched an AI robot named

Tay on Twitter, which was designed to learn from its interactions

with users. However, within 24 hours, the robot began spewing

out racist and sexist tweets, apparently having been corrupted by

trolls and online extremists [10].

2. Amazon Alexa. Amazon’s virtual assistant Alexa has faced

criticism for not understanding certain accents or dialects, caus-

ing problems for users who speak English as a second language or

have a strong regional accent. In addition, Alexa’s voice recogni-

tion technology has been known to misinterpret commands, lead-

ing to user misunderstandings and frustration [8].

3. Apple Siri. Apple’s virtual assistant Siri has also faced criti-

cism for not always understanding user commands or providing

accurate responses. In addition, some users have reported privacy

concerns regarding Siri’s use of personal data and recordings of

voice commands [4].

4. Google Duplex. Google’s AI-powered voice assistant Duplex

made headlines in 2018 for its ability to make phone calls and book

appointments on behalf of users. However, some critics raised eth-

ical concerns about the potential for the technology to deceive hu-

man call recipients by appearing to be human rather than a ma-

chine [3].

5. Sophia the Robot. Sophia is a humanoid robot developed by

Hong Kong-based Hanson Robotics, which has made headlines for

its realistic human-like appearance and ability to hold conversa-

tions with humans. However, some experts have criticised Sofia’s

limited abilities and argued that its conversations are scripted and

pre-programmed rather than truly interactive [14].
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6. ChatGPT. ChatGPT is an HCI that its APIs are often used now

with speech layers to enable HRI conversations. It is based on the

GPT-3 20 billion parameters’ model that was trained using the con-

tent of the freely accessible internet. The internet is full of articles

that domain experts do not validate. Some articles and links get re-

moved, whether for disputes about their validity or re-organisation

of the hosting website. The authors tested ChatGPT LLM for var-

ious contexts, such as mathematical questions, and computer sci-

ence literature review, it repeatedly gave incorrect mathematical

answers, even in as simple as year three math as depicted in the

following example:

User:

> How many even numbers between 9 and 21? Can you list them?

ChatGPT:

> There is only one even number between 9 and 21 and that is 10.

ChatGPT has also repeatedly responded with correctly format-

ted but non-existent references, such as:

Shin, J., Liu, Y., & Oh, S. J. (2021). Retrieval-

augmented generation for knowledge-intensive question

answering. arXiv preprint arXiv:2106.09659.

4 CONCLUSION

These common problems and failure examples illustrate some of

the challenges and limitations of conversational AI technologies,

which continue to evolve as researchers work to improve their ac-

curacy, efficiency, and ethical implications.

After determining the HRI’s use case and selecting the appropri-

ate robot, the functional analysis can identify the areas in which

the robot needs to be trained. Models, such as pre-trained models,

can be downloaded for prediction upon receiving a signal from

the chat STT or sensor readings. It is possible to use single-mode

or multi-modal models based on the requirements. In closed-loop

control algorithms, the controller can automatically choose which

model to use based on the signal it receives. These control algo-

rithms can add a layer of ontological vocabulary selection to avoid

many known social failures.

HRI is a continuous process in which a human can tell the ro-

bot that it is not responding correctly or appropriately in the given

context. In order to address many problems, continuousmodel fine-

tuning can be used when robots realise they are making mistakes.

This can occur by keeping past dialogues in a local dataset to learn

from for a personalised chat. The robot can also be programmed

to fetch more datasets and re-training their batched models. Also,

online training using data streams from sensors, IoT devices, or

even the many online data streams available can solve many cogni-

tive problems requiringmulti-modal data fusing to provide human-

like responses. Another possibility is to use reinforcement learn-

ing (RL) algorithms, which are more suitable for dynamic environ-

ments. RL defines the highest reward action by a utility function

that maps the current state to the sequence of states leading to

the highest accumulative reward, as defined for every application

or environment. It starts with trial and error to learn the environ-

ment’s dynamic rewards and states that are defined as a Markov

Decision Process (MDP) in which new states are probabilistically

defined from the current state. RL operate in two modes, explo-

ration and exploitation. It builds its tables of state-action pairs in

exploration mode to define the environmental rewards. In the ex-

ploitation model, it fetches the highest rewarding action from its

tables based on learned experiences. Alternating these two modes

will keep the RL agent or Robot aware of its dynamically changing

environment. Various implementation details can be considered to

avoid common chat failure scenarios with negative rewards from

feedback from the user and encourage successful conversations

by identifying the required success criteria and scores of rewards,

such as integrating with a social ontology.
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