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Abstract

“Human-aware” has become a popular keyword used to de-
scribe a particular class of AI systems that are designed to
work and interact with humans. While there exists a surpris-
ing level of consistency among the works that use the label
human-aware, the term itself mostly remains poorly under-
stood. In this work, we retroactively try to provide an account
of what constitutes a human-aware AI system. We see that
human-aware AI is a design oriented paradigm, one that fo-
cuses on the need for modeling the humans it may interact
with. Additionally, we see that this paradigm offers us intu-
itive dimensions to understand and categorize the kinds of
interactions these systems might have with humans. We show
the pedagogical value of these dimensions by using them as a
tool to understand and review the current landscape of work
related to human-AI systems that purport some form of hu-
man modeling. To fit the scope of a workshop paper, we
specifically narrowed our review to papers that deal with se-
quential decision-making and were published in a major AI
conference in the last three years. Our analysis helps identify
the space of potential research problems that are currently be-
ing overlooked. We perform additional analysis on the degree
to which these works make explicit reference to results from
social science and whether they actually perform user-studies
to validate their systems. We also provide an accounting of
the various AI methods used by these works.

Introduction
Artificial Intelligence (AI) is currently undergoing a trans-
formational moment, signaling a paradigm shift in its ap-
plication and perception. There is an escalating optimism
surrounding AI-based systems and their potential to signif-
icantly enhance the lives of everyday users. This optimism
is not just a theoretical construct but has also fostered an
intense interest in the development of AI systems that are
adept at collaborating with and assisting humans in mean-
ingful ways.

As with any rapidly evolving research domain, this inter-
est has spawned a proliferation of varied research clusters,
each with its unique focus. A brief survey of the landscape in
human-AI interaction research uncovers a plethora of terms
that researchers employ to define their work. Prominent
among these are human-centered AI, human-compatible AI,
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human-in-the-loop AI, and human-aware AI. To a novice
in the field, these terms might appear bewildering, each
suggesting subtly different goals, methodologies, or design
principles. Some of these terminologies have become pre-
ferred nomenclatures within specific research communities,
while others outline distinct research objectives or design
paradigms.

Human-centered AI (or human-centric AI) places humans
at the core of the design process, primarily focusing on en-
hancing the human user experience. A system adopting a
human-centered approach may not necessarily be human-
aware. In this context, being human-centric implies a fo-
cus on enhancing user experience by accounting for human
factors, such as preferences, needs, and values, in engineer-
ing and design, without necessarily incorporating a detailed
modeling of human behavior (Chetouani et al. 2023). This
contrasts with human-compatible AI, which is more about
the type of problems being addressed, especially those re-
lated to AI safety and ethical considerations (Russell 2019).
The term human-in-the-loop AI has evolved over time; ear-
lier works emphasized more explicit human intervention in
the decision-making process (Retzlaff et al. 2024), but more
recent interpretations often relate to machine learning sce-
narios where humans play a more collaborative role in the
learning process of the AI system (Mosqueira-Rey et al.
2023).

Our paper focuses on the last category, namely human-
aware AI. To the best of our knowledge, this term has been
used by multiple research groups and communities in a sur-
prisingly consistent manner, making it a particularly intrigu-
ing area of study. The term “human-aware” first entered
the AI lexicon consistently with the work of (Alami et al.
2005). Even in these early stages, many of the characteris-
tic features of subsequent research using this term were evi-
dent. This foundational work demonstrated how an AI agent,
such as a robot, needs to model human behaviors and infer
their intentions, particularly goals, to facilitate more fluid
interactions. The connection between this modeling, men-
tal models, and the theory of mind was noted by Devin and
Alami (2016), and this concept has since been expanded in
later works (cf. (Chakraborti, Sreedharan, and Kambhampati
2018)) to include a broader range of models. Subsequent re-
search has utilized this premise to offer formal accounts of
various phenomena in AI, including explainability (Sreed-
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haran, Chakraborti, and Kambhampati 2021; Vasileiou et al.
2022), trust (Zahedi, Sreedharan, and Kambhampati 2023),
and value alignment (Mechergui and Sreedharan 2024), as
well as more comprehensive models of human-AI interac-
tion (cf. (Kambhampati 2020)).

The aim of this paper is not merely to present another for-
mal account of some aspect of human-AI interaction. Rather,
our goal is to step back and provide a general account of
what it means for an AI approach to be human-aware. We
then intend to apply this framework to analyze a wide array
of current AI works that focus on some form of human inter-
action, assessing their alignment with the human-aware AI
paradigm.

We assert that, unlike other terms discussed earlier,
human-aware AI systems are characterized by two interre-
lated yet distinct features:1

• Acknowledgment of Human Interaction (F1): This entails
an explicit acknowledgement that the AI system will, at
some point in its lifecycle, interact with humans.

• Design Consideration for Human Interaction (F2): This
feature goes beyond mere acknowledgment, requiring
that the AI system’s design considers human modeling
to account for the anticipated human interaction.

Taking a closer look at F1, we observe that virtually all
AI systems, including those as remote as the Mars rovers,
interact with humans in some capacity. However, our focus
is on whether this interaction is explicitly acknowledged and
integrated into the system’s design. Many AI systems are ini-
tially conceived as single-agent systems, with human inter-
action considerations often incorporated as an afterthought.
A relevant example is powerful Reinforcement Learning
(RL) systems like Alphafold (Jumper et al. 2021), which are
designed to solve specific problems (e.g., protein folding)
rather than focusing on end-user interaction.

In contrast, F2 mandates that for an AI system to qualify
as human-aware, its design must be influenced by the neces-
sity of human interaction. This feature presupposes F1, but
distinguishing between the two adds clarity. A system de-
signer might be aware that human interaction will occur but
may deem explicit human modeling unnecessary for certain
use cases. We argue that such a system still qualifies as a
human-aware AI system, as the potential for human interac-
tion was considered during its design phase.

It is crucial to note that being a human-aware AI sys-
tem does not automatically imply effectiveness in this role.
Echoing recent discussions in fields like explainable AI
(XAI) (Gunning and Aha 2019), we propose that the most
reliable method to evaluate a human-aware AI system’s ef-
ficacy is through human subject studies. Thus, an effective
human-aware AI system is one that demonstrates practical
utility in real-world human interactions.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows: We begin
with a discussion of the various roles that humans could
play in a human-aware system. Next, we review recent pa-
pers from major AI conferences to evaluate whether they

1These two features together imply that all human-aware AI
systems are inherently multi-agent systems.

Figure 1: A visualization of the three modes in which the
human and AI systems could interact and the models that
would come into play in such interactions (the most impor-
tant one is bolded and put in a slightly larger font). In the
context of teaming or collaboration, the three categories cor-
respond to (A) Supervisor/Teacher (B) Teammate (C) End-
User.

align with the features of human-aware AI as outlined above.
This analysis will categorize these works based on the roles
played by humans, the influence of human interaction on
system design, and the degree of utilization of human inter-
actions.

Humans and Human-Aware AI System
We now examine the specifics of how humans may interact
with AI systems. Figure 1 offers an overview of the broad
categories into which human roles and interactions with AI
might fall. As previously discussed, an explicit model of hu-
man behavior is not a prerequisite for a method to be cate-
gorized as human-aware AI. Nonetheless, models of human
beliefs and capabilities serve as useful tools for understand-
ing and categorizing different modes of interaction between
humans and AI.

We approach human-aware AI from the perspective of
multi-agent systems, where both humans and AI are con-
sidered agents. These agents’ actions or decisions are predi-
cated on internal models, which capture their knowledge of
the task and decision-making processes. It is important to
clarify that our use of “model” here is a heuristic tool for
discussing agent states and behaviors, devoid of any epis-
temological assertions about the actual cognitive processes
of humans or AI systems. This interpretation accommodates
even model-free decision-making paradigms by assuming a



basic model comprising reflexive rules.
While there are existing formulations that consider a lot

more types of mental models (cf. (Zahedi, Sreedharan, and
Kambhampati 2022)), for the purposes of this paper, we fo-
cus on two primary models:

• MH : The human model encompasses the human’s
knowledge about the world state, its capabilities, and cur-
rent goals/preferences.

• MR
h : The model of the human’s perception of the AI

agent, detailing the human’s knowledge about the agent’s
understanding of the world, its capabilities, and goals.

These models underpin three principal categories of hu-
man roles in human-AI interactions:

1. Supervisor/Teacher: In this role, the human oversees the
agent’s operations, providing feedback or guidance. The
critical model here is MR

h , as the supervisor must have an
understanding of the agent’s knowledge to offer relevant
feedback. However, MH also plays a role, as effective
supervision requires an awareness of human capabilities
and goals.

2. Teammate: Here, the human actively collaborates with
the agent to achieve a mutual goal. Both models are
crucially important, enabling the human to anticipate
the agent’s decisions (MR

h ) and plan their own actions
(MH ). Similarly, the agent requires an understanding of
the human’s actions and expectations.

3. End-User: As an end-user, the human primarily interacts
with the AI system as a beneficiary of its services. The
predominant model in this scenario is MH , as the agent’s
goal is to assist the human. The human’s perception of
the agent (MR

h ) also bears significance to the extent that
it influences the human’s expectations and utilization of
the system.

It is important to note that these roles are not mutually
exclusive; a single individual may assume multiple roles
within the same or different interactions. Furthermore, these
categories can be extended to multiple user scenarios and
even to adversarial contexts, such as:

1. Attacker: Corresponding to the Supervisor/Teacher, with
a focus on undermining the agent (primary model: MR

h ).
2. Rival: Analogous to the Teammate, competing with the

agent for resources or goals (both models are significant).
3. Target: Similar to the End-User, being the focus of the

agent’s adversarial actions (primary model: MH ).

This paper, however, will concentrate on collaborative rather
than adversarial aspects of human-AI interactions.

The works in this space, tends to characterize the level
of human modeling using the following three dimensions
(Sreedharan 2023):

1. Knowledge State: This corresponds to human knowledge
or belief, i.e., the contents of the specific models men-
tioned earlier.

2. Inferential Capability: This corresponds to how the hu-
man may make use of the given model to come up with

plans or decisions. Generally, humans are widely ac-
cepted to be bounded rational agents (Jeon, Milli, and
Dragan 2020), even though they are not always modeled
as such. Also, it’s worth considering that in the case of
MR

h , the system would need to capture the inferential
capability the human ascribes to the system itself.

3. Vocabulary: This corresponds to the terms in which the
human represents and reasons about the task, which in
turn could influence their decisions and interactions. It is
worth noting that the same task could in theory be cap-
tured using different terms.

Methodology
In this section, we describe our methodology for evaluating
recent works with respect to the human-aware AI criteria
outlined in the previous section.

We opted for a review of papers published between 2020
and 2023 and targeted major AI conferences2. In particu-
lar, we opted for a keyword-based search within the Se-
mantic Scholar database, using Semantic Scholar API3 to
gather and analyze literature. Our use of the API and fixed
keywords also provide this approach with a level of repro-
ducibility, that is usually missing from most surveys. While
this method does not provide us with an exhaustive charac-
terization of the entire landscape of AI methods, it does give
us an overview of, at the very least, the recent trends in the
field.

We filtered papers by searching for content including the
term “human”, as well as related terms identified from the
search relevance algorithm of Semantic Scholar, and “com-
patible” or “aware” or “Theory of Mind (ToM)” or “model-
ing” and “plan”. This was done to specifically identify stud-
ies that are directly relevant to human users. Additionally,
we focused on work considering sequential decision-making
processes, a critical aspect of human-AI interaction. Table 1
shows our inclusion criteria and search strings used on the
Semantic Scholar API.

Our filtering approach resulted in an initial pool 312 pa-
pers. We conducted an exploratory analysis of these papers
to gain an overview and identify any general trends. Next,
we narrowed our focus to a more recent three-year period
within our initial ten-year range. Then, we conducted a man-
ual filtration of this list, further eliminating unrelated work
by assessing relevance based on titles, abstracts, and thor-
ough readings of the full texts. We identified 66 relevant
papers. To ensure the reliability of our selection, after this
initial screening, we redistributed the papers among the au-
thors. This ensured that each paper was deemed relevant by
at least two authors. For papers with differing decisions, we
discussed their relevance and made a joint decision regard-
ing the paper’s inclusion. This left us with a final list of 46
related papers.

Human Assumptions
In our first evaluation, we looked at some of the implicit
and explicit assumptions concerning humans. While there

2AAAI, IJCAI, ECAI, and ICAPS
3https://www.semanticscholar.org/product/api

https://api.semanticscholar.org/api-docs/


Topic Description Search Term

Human Involvement

Exclude papers without human
involvement (e.g., position
papers or agent-agent
interaction).

human AND compatible OR aware OR ToM OR modeling

Sequential Decision
Making

Exclude papers that do not use
an agent. plan

Recency Only consider the past 3 years. range(2020, 2023)

Subject Area Only consider papers from
Computer Science. Computer Science

Table 1: Inclusion Criteria and Search Strings used in the Semantics Scholar API.

is a shared understanding across these papers about the
complexity of human behavior and the value of human input
in AI systems, they differ in their focus on the nature of
human emotions, the specificity of interaction contexts, the
degree of human involvement, and the types of contributions
humans are expected to make.

Firstly, there is a recognition of knowledge asymme-
try between humans and AI agents regarding capabilities
and preferences (Sreedharan et al. 2021). Additionally, the
research acknowledges that humans often plan individu-
ally while also considering parallel planning with other
humans (Czechowski and Oliehoek 2021). Moreover, hu-
man decision-making involves various uncertainties and
anxieties about future outcomes (Vanhée, Jeanpierre, and
Mouaddib 2022). This uncertainty extends to beliefs about
AI agents (Sreedharan et al. 2021).

Human conversations are viewed as goal-oriented and
guided by multiple small goals or a global goal (Ni et al.
2022). Furthermore, human driving behavior is recognized
as diverse and influenced by individual priorities and mo-
tivations (Sarkar and Czarnecki 2021) (Sarkar, Larson, and
Czarnecki 2021).

The need for explanations in human-AI interaction is
emphasized in several papers (Sreedharan et al. 2020;
Vasileiou, Previti, and Yeoh 2021; Kumar et al. 2022a;
Vasileiou et al. 2023; Vasileiou and Yeoh 2023b; Selvey,
Grastien, and Thiébaux 2023). Additionally, personalized
explanations are deemed essential (Vasileiou and Yeoh
2023a). Effective dialogue with humans also requires topic
management (Xu et al. 2020a).

Moreover, the assumption that diverse plans can be used
as a proxy to cover unknown human preferences or that hu-
man preferences may be private or complex is highlighted
(Ghasemi et al. 2021).

One of the important takeaways from these assumptions
is the fact that they act as a way to incorporate informa-
tion about human models without dealing with the overhead
of performing explicit modeling. While baking in fixed as-
sumptions about humans could be limiting from a modeling

point of view, we do see them being effective in the scenar-
ios considered by the papers.

Human Models
An overwhelming percentage of papers look at modeling
the human’s knowledge state, with the majority of those pa-
pers focusing on using (or learning) Mh. However, many
of these works focus on different types of model repre-
sentation and components. Several papers (Ni et al. 2022;
Zhang, Kemp, and Lipovetzky 2023; Katz et al. 2020; Sarkar
and Czarnecki 2021) highlighted the importance of goal-
oriented interactions in human-AI systems, which could be
formalized using hierarchical or goal-based models. There
were also papers that focused on modeling human prefer-
ences (Xu et al. 2020a; Ghasemi et al. 2021) and discussing
preference models, which could be formalized using util-
ity functions and learned using preference elicitation tech-
niques. Wang et al. (2023) and Tuli et al. (2021) explore ap-
proaches for learning the human model from human interac-
tions, which could involve techniques such as reinforcement
learning with human feedback or imitation learning.

A few papers addressed the modeling of human inferen-
tial capabilities. Sreedharan et al. (2021) and Amado and
Meneguzzi (2020) employ Bayesian models to capture hu-
man inference processes, while Illanes et al. (2020) and Katz
et al. (2020) focus on linguistic aspects of human communi-
cation and planning, utilizing symbolic logic or natural lan-
guage processing techniques. The work of Zhang, Kemp,
and Lipovetzky (2023) and De Peuter and Kaski (2023)
address temporal aspects of human behavior and intention
recognition.

Finally, the human vocabulary modeling was the least
represented among the dimensions, with just a few excep-
tions (Vasileiou and Yeoh 2023b; Kumar et al. 2022a).

Priori/Posteriori Inclusion of the Human
Next, we looked at whether the human considerations were
purely taken during the design/decision-making process or
whether the system allowed for the humans to directly pro-
vide feedback and/or interact with it during the operation of



the system. We refer to the former as priori inclusion of hu-
mans and the latter as posterior inclusion.

Examples of priori methods involve those that utilize hu-
man input or data as part of the planning or learning process
(for example (Zhang, Kemp, and Lipovetzky 2023)). As a
counterpart, examples of posteriori methods include those
involve humans after initial planning or decision-making
stages, incorporating human feedback or interaction to refine
or adjust the system’s behavior (Bara et al. 2023). Expla-
nation generation emerges as a prominent theme in several
works. While some approaches focus explicitly on generat-
ing formal explanations of AI decisions (Selvey, Grastien,
and Thiébaux 2023) (hence posteriori method), others im-
plicitly aim to make plans or actions more understandable
to human end-users through self-explanatory plans or inter-
pretability measures (Netanyahu et al. 2021) (hence priori
methods).

In the context of explanation generation methods, it is
worth noting that many works looked at how explanations
could also be used for value alignment; some frame this
problem as a model reconciliation problem (Lin and Bercher
2021; Vasileiou, Previti, and Yeoh 2021; Kumar et al. 2022a;
Vasileiou et al. 2023; Vasileiou and Yeoh 2023b) (Lin and
Bercher 2021). While not explicitly mentioned, some ap-
proaches may indirectly address value alignment through
human-centric design or by considering human feedback in
the planning process (Zheng et al. 2021).

Role of the Human
The diverse roles humans play in AI systems, from pas-
sive data providers to active decision-makers, vary across re-
search work. In many cases, humans serve as end-users, ben-
efiting from the outcomes or decisions generated by AI sys-
tems without directly influencing any decisions in real-time
(Czechowski and Oliehoek 2020; Jiang et al. 2023; Illanes
et al. 2020; Liu et al. 2021). In other instances, humans take
on more active roles, such as supervisors providing guidance
or feedback to AI systems (Jakubik et al. 2022; Tuli et al.
2021; Wang et al. 2023) or teammates collaborating with AI
agents (Bara et al. 2023; Zhang and Williams 2023). Works
(Ni et al. 2022; Cai et al. 2021; Netanyahu et al. 2021; Pin-
gen et al. 2022) have also highlighted the evolving role of
humans in AI systems, where they serve both as supervisors
and end-users. These examples demonstrate a shift towards
more interactive and collaborative AI systems that integrate
human feedback and guidance into the decision-making pro-
cess.

Social Science Theories
In general, it is heartening to see that more works acknowl-
edge the importance of incorporating social science perspec-
tives into AI research, recognizing that human behavior,
cognition, and societal dynamics play crucial roles in the
development and deployment of AI systems (Yang and Liu
2020; Vanhée, Jeanpierre, and Mouaddib 2022; Bara et al.
2023; Xu et al. 2020a,b; Wang et al. 2020; Peuter and Kaski
2022; Pang et al. 2023; Zhang, Kemp, and Lipovetzky 2023;

Kumar et al. 2022b; Vasileiou and Yeoh 2023b; Vasileiou
et al. 2023).

Among the papers mentioning social sciences theories,
there are some based in the concept of theory of mind (Ne-
tanyahu et al. 2021; Vasileiou et al. 2023; Zhang, Kemp,
and Lipovetzky 2023; Vasileiou et al. 2023; Kumar et al.
2022a). The theory of mind involves the ability to attribute
mental states to oneself and others, enabling individuals to
understand and predict behavior based on inferred beliefs,
desires, and intentions (Premack and Woodruff 1978). Be-
yond the theory of mind, other social science theories men-
tioned include: relevance theory and population movement
and settlement patterns (Yang and Liu 2020; Vasileiou and
Yeoh 2023b). Relevance theory is a cognitive science theory
that seeks to explain how utterances are interpreted (Sper-
ber and Wilson 1995). Population movement and settlement
patterns are focal points in human geography, demography,
and urban planning, supported by various social science the-
ories.

It is worth mentioning that while several remaining pa-
pers do not explicitly reference or integrate social science
theories into their research, this does not necessarily imply
a lack of consideration for human factors or societal impli-
cations. However, it does raise questions about the depth of
understanding of these aspects.

Evaluation Methods and Metrics
We reviewed both quantitative and qualitative measures em-
ployed the relevant papers. Moreover, we aimed to evaluate
the importance of incorporating user studies and baseline
comparisons in the assessment methodologies.

Quantitative measures such as runtime (Sreedharan et al.
2020), mean reward (Czechowski and Oliehoek 2021), accu-
racy (Levy and Karpas 2022), precision, and recall (Sreedha-
ran et al. 2021) offer objective benchmarks for assessing the
performance of systems across different tasks and domains.
Some work prioritizes robustness metrics, aimed at evaluat-
ing the system’s resilience against adversarial attacks, noise,
or uncertainties in real-world scenarios. For instance, (Kil-
lian et al. 2023) use max regret to quantify the worst-case
performance deviation from the optimal outcome, providing
a measure of robustness against unforeseen circumstances.
Similarly, in autonomous driving contexts, evaluation crite-
ria such as success rate and runtime, as seen in (Zhang and
Williams 2023; Zhang et al. 2020) reflect the system’s abil-
ity to adapt and make decisions in dynamic environments.

Only a handful of papers surveyed opt to conduct user
studies (Ni et al. 2022; Netanyahu et al. 2021; Kumar et al.
2022a; Vasileiou and Yeoh 2023b; Vasileiou et al. 2023;
Zhang, Kemp, and Lipovetzky 2023; Xu et al. 2020a,b; Pang
et al. 2023). Ni et al. (2022) focus on the system’s abil-
ity to facilitate goal-oriented conversations through multi-
hierarchy learning. Netanyahu et al. (2021) employs evalu-
ation metrics like Average Displacement Error (ADE) and
Final Displacement Error (FDE) to measure the accuracy
of predictions in physically-grounded abstract social events.
These metrics provide insights into the system’s perfor-
mance in understanding and predicting human behavior,



useful for applications requiring social interaction and per-
ception. Further, Kumar et al. (2022a) use metrics such as
correction ratio and comprehension score to evaluate the
effectiveness of their visualization techniques in convey-
ing explanations to human users. Moreover, user-centric
evaluation metrics, such as coherence (intra/inter-topic) and
task completion time, are employed by (Zhang, Kemp, and
Lipovetzky 2023) and (Vasileiou and Yeoh 2023b) to assess
the human user experience and task efficiency of AI sys-
tems.

AI Methods and Learning Paradigms
We finally examined the general AI methods and learn-
ing paradigms used across the relevant papers. Many pa-
pers use supervised learning for tasks such as understand-
ing natural language (Levy and Karpas 2022), recognizing
goals (Sarkar and Czarnecki 2021), and generating human-
like dialogues (Ni et al. 2022). Some researchers, such as
(Netanyahu et al. 2021), employ mixed methods for iden-
tifying and understanding social interactions (Netanyahu
et al. 2021). They combine supervised learning techniques
with reinforcement learning to parameterize learning nodes
with learned policies. Additionally, they incorporate imita-
tion learning methods to acquire behavior trees from hu-
man demonstration. Planning-based approaches are preva-
lent, particularly in tasks involving decision-making and
action generation. Classical planning techniques are used
in various papers (Sreedharan et al. 2020, 2021; Selvey,
Grastien, and Thiébaux 2023). Additionally, more special-
ized planning methods such as hierarchical planning (Ne-
tanyahu et al. 2021) and behavior tree expansion algorithms
(Ghasemi et al. 2021) are employed in specific domains.

Takeaways
One of our first takeaways from the survey was that human-
aware AI proved to be a surprisingly robust tool for analyz-
ing the landscape of papers. At a first glance, human-aware
AI might seem like a limited framework to be used as an
analysis tool, especially given the fact that most papers do
not maintain and manipulate explicit representations of hu-
man mental models. On the other hand, works that acknowl-
edge to be human-aware indeed account for explicit human
models, with most coming from those related to explanation
or related literature (Vasileiou et al. 2023; Sreedharan et al.
2020).

Nevertheless, a closer look at all the papers revealed that
many of them are built on top of assumptions that allow for
the implicit modeling of humans. With this, in mind, we
were able to easily categorize the assumptions into one of
the dimensions discussed in the earlier section. We found
that a vast majority of works focused on modeling knowl-
edge state (particularly Mh). This shows a clear lack of
work that focuses on MR

h , and as such are not as adaptive to
the human’s beliefs. Moving away from the knowledge state,
modeling of inferential capabilities and vocabulary was also
considered by less works. The former could be explained
by a general lack of robust tools to accurately capture and
model human inferential capabilities. The most widely used

model, i.e., noisy rational model (Jeon, Milli, and Dragan
2020), is known to be insufficient in many cases. In addi-
tion, we saw that there is less work overall in capturing vo-
cabulary mismatch. This is particularly surprising given its
prevalence within the larger XAI literature (Kim et al. 2018).

Moreover, we found that most works were focused on
cases where the human assumes the role of the end user of
the system. There were a few works that looked at humans
as supervisors or teammates. However, this might be a re-
sult of the venue we chose or the keywords used. We expect
to see more work if we had included robotic or multi-agent
venues.

In regards to the inclusion of social science concepts and
user studies, while there were works that addressed them,
it was a clear minority. While most authors in the field pub-
licly acknowledge the importance of both in works related to
human-AI interaction, we see that in practice this is usually
not the case.

Conclusion and Future Directions
In this survey paper, we hope to both provide a clear and
concise description of what it means for an AI system to be
considered human-aware. Starting with this description, we
provide some characterization and properties of these mod-
els and then use it to perform an analysis of some recent
works published in different prestigious AI conferences. In
our analysis of the paper, we see many glaring omissions
in terms of open problems and research opportunities. How-
ever, it is still worth noting that our paper focuses on a very
small timeframe and only on four conferences. In the future,
we hope to perform a more comprehensive survey that con-
siders papers from a number of diverse venues over a larger
timeframe.
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