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Socially-Minded Intelligence: How Individuals,

Groups, and Al Systems Can Make Each-Other
Smarter (or Not)

William J. Bingley, S. Alexander Haslam, Janet Wiles

Abstract—A core part of human intelligence is the ability to
work flexibly with others to achieve both individual and collective
goals. The incorporation of artificial agents into human spaces is
making increasing demands on artificial intelligence (AI) to
demonstrate and facilitate this ability. However, this kind of
flexibility is not well understood because existing approaches to
intelligence typically focus either on the individual or the collective
level of analysis. At the individual level, intelligence is seen as an
individual-difference trait that exists independently of the social
environment. At the collective level intelligence is conceptualized
as a property of groups, but not in a way that can be used to
understand how groups can make group members smarter or how
group members acting as individuals might make the group itself
more intelligent. In the present paper we argue that by focusing
either on individual or collective intelligence without considering
their interaction, existing conceptualizations of intelligence limit
the potential of people and machines. To address this impasse, we
identify and explore a new kind of intelligence — socially-minded
intelligence — that can be applied to both individuals (in a social
context) and collectives (of individual minds). From a socially-
minded intelligence perspective, the potential intelligence of
individuals is unlocked in groups, while the potential intelligence
of groups is maximized by the flexible, context-sensitive
commitment of individual group members. We propose ways in
which socially-minded intelligence might be measured and
cultivated within people, as well as how it might be modelled in Al
systems. Finally, we discuss ways in which socially-minded
intelligence might be used to improve human-Al teaming.

Index Terms—Artificial intelligence, collective intelligence,
human-AI teaming, human intelligence, social identity, socially-
minded intelligence

I. INTRODUCTION

magine the following scenario: You are stranded with a
small group of strangers on a deserted island after your
intercontinental flight was forced to make an emergency crash
landing. Furthermore, imagine that your primary goal — what

you want more than anything else — is to get home alive.
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How might each of the following features of this scenario help
you achieve this goal? (A) you have a high intelligence
quotient (IQ); (B) you and the other survivors of the crash
immediately form a cohesive, yet intellectually diverse group;
or (C) you and the other survivors are able to act as
individuals, subgroups, or as a single unit depending on the
demands of the situation.

Individual perspectives on intelligence would say that
Feature A (IQ) will be important, but that Features B and C
are irrelevant to understanding your intelligence because they
are contingent on other people rather than being individual
traits or capabilities. Collective perspectives on intelligence
would say that Feature B (group cohesion combined with
cognitive diversity) is important for the group’s ability to
achieve its goals — but these may not overlap with your goals
as an individual. In the present paper we focus on Feature C,
which relies on an individual capability (being able to act as
an individual or a group member in a context-sensitive way),
but also on other individuals and the social context. Regarding
your personal goal of getting home alive, Feature C allows
you either to work with the group if they share your goal, or to
split off on your own if the group decides they want to stay on
the island forever. Moreover, Feature C also contributes
something unique beyond Feature B to the group’s collective
intelligence, as it allows the group to do such things as split
into different foraging and exploration subgroups, or for
subgroups to challenge the group’s consensus in decision-
making. In short, Feature C — the ability of agents to switch
between acting as individuals or as group members depending
on the demands of the situation — is a basis for both you and
your group to have socially-minded intelligence.

We propose that socially-minded intelligence is a key
feature of human intelligence, but that this concept has been
neglected in both social science and artificial intelligence (AI)
research because researchers have tended to focus either on
individual intelligence or on collective intelligence without
considering their dynamic interaction. In the present paper we

S. A. Haslam is with the School of Psychology, The University of
Queensland, Australia (email: a.haslam@ug.edu.au)

J. Wiles is with the School of Electrical Engineering and Computer Science,
The University of Queensland, Australia (email: j.wiles@ug.edu.au)


mailto:w.bingley@uq.edu.au
mailto:a.haslam@uq.edu.au
mailto:j.wiles@uq.edu.au

PREPRINT

address this lacuna by first identifying an appropriate
definition of intelligence that can encompass humans,
machines, individuals, and groups. We then review literature
on the intelligence of humans (individuals and groups) and
artificial systems (single- and multi-agent) before outlining
and defining the concept of socially-minded intelligence and
deriving relevant metrics. We conclude by exploring
applications of this concept.

II. DEFINING INTELLIGENCE

There are many ways to define intelligence, with this
concept having been applied to a diverse range of systems [1].
In the present paper we seek to understand the intelligence of
individuals, groups, humans, machines, and human-Al teams.
With this scope in mind, we take a perspective on intelligence
that is agent-based — where an agent is “anything that can be
viewed as perceiving its environment through sensors and
acting upon that environment through actuators” [2, p. 51].
Agent-based approaches have been used successfully to create
both single-agent [3] and multi-agent [4] artificial systems.
They have also been applied to understand the behavior of
both individual people [5] and human groups [6].

Agent-based ‘universal’ intelligence is defined by Legg and
Hutter [7, p. 402] as “an agent’s ability to achieve goals in a
wide range of environments”. This definition of intelligence is
intended to represent “the essence of intelligence in its most
general form” [7, p. 402], and can therefore be used to
understand the intelligence of both people and machines. In
the present paper we base our definition of intelligence on that
of Legg and Hutter but adjust the framing of this in two key
ways. First, we broaden the term ‘agent’ to include multi-
agent systems, not just individual agents. Specifically, we
propose that because multi-agent systems are capable of
having higher-level goals [8], [9] and have the potential to act
in a coordinated manner in their environment [10], Legg and
Hutter’s definition can be applied to a group of agents to the
extent that they (a) have shared higher-level goals and (b) act
in their environment as a collective. This conceptualization of
groups as agents is similar to that proposed by a number of
other researchers (e.g., [11], [12]).

Second, for our present purpose we assume that relevant
measures of the intelligence of agents and multi-agent systems
will capture their performance in relation to specific goals
(whether these are desired states of the world, or more open-
ended drives to maximize or minimize a particular state). In
other words, we exclude the process of choosing high-level
goals. However, we include selection of new subgoals as a
valid way of achieving existing higher-level goals, so long as
the latter still exist to measure the current state of goal
attainment. This restriction somewhat limits our definition of
intelligence as it applies to humans as goal-setting and goal
adaptation are considered to be part of human intelligence
[13]. We make this simplification in order to be able to apply a
similar standard to measuring the intelligence of both humans
and agent-based Al systems (which have specified high-level
goals in the form of desired states, utility functions, or
performance standards; [2]). Indeed, without this exclusion, no
existing Al system would be considered intelligent [14], [15].
An implication of this approach is that the measurement of

intelligence requires us to specify the goals that it corresponds
to [12].

Taking all the above considerations into account, for the
purposes of the present paper, our working definition of
intelligence extends that of Legg and Hutter [7] to suggest that
intelligence is the ability of an agent or multi-agent system to
achieve specific goals in a wide range of environments.
Following this definition, a person or group is considered
intelligent to the extent that they can achieve specific goals
across different environments. This conceptualization aligns
with the way that intelligence is understood across the various
literatures we are discussing. For example, commonly-used
individual difference measures such as IQ scores are intended
to predict goal attainment in a variety of domains [16], [17],
[18]. Similarly, collective intelligence metrics are used to
predict group goal attainment across different kinds of tasks
[19]. With regards to artificial intelligence, an artificial agent
or multi-agent system can be said to be intelligent to the extent
that it can achieve specified goals (e.g., with reference to
performance benchmarks) in a wide variety of environments.
Accordingly, this definition can be used to discuss intelligence
in all of the different kinds of systems in which we are
interested.

III. EXISTING APPROACHES TO INTELLIGENCE

A. Psychological Approaches to Intelligence

Researchers in psychology and Al have tended to focus
either on individual or collective intelligence, but not on the
interaction between these levels of analysis. For example, with
regards to psychology, there are many theories that
conceptualize intelligence in terms of differences between
individuals. Some of these theories, such as the Cattell-Horn-
Carroll theory (CHC; [20]) focus on a single factor of
intelligence (g’ in the CHC theory) within a hierarchy of
lower-level factors. Others theories focus on specific kinds of
intelligence, such as practical intelligence [21], emotional
intelligence [22], social intelligence [23], or cultural
intelligence [24], or on combinations of intelligences [25]. A
common feature of these approaches is that they treat
intelligence as an individual-difference trait or capability —
that is, as something that an individual person ‘has an amount
of” and that remains fairly stable across contexts. This
perspective is epitomized by 1Q tests, which ostensibly
identify an individual’s level of g, primarily for the purposes
of comparing individuals to each other [26], [27].

In contrast to these individualistic accounts of intelligence,
other researchers have focused on collective intelligence. This
is generally conceptualized as a group-level variable and has
been defined as “groups of individuals acting collectively in
ways that seem intelligent” ([28, p. 3]. For example, Woolley
and colleagues [29] have identified a general factor called ‘c’,
which is analogous to g in the CHC theory of individual
human intelligence. Several variables that impact on collective
intelligence have been identified, including the abilities of
group members [29], [30], the specific configuration of group
members’ traits [31], [32], collective attention [31], [33], [34],
group structure [12], [35], [36], [37], and intragroup processes
[38], [39], [40]. However, while collective intelligence
research points to ways in which a group might be more or
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less intelligent, it does not specify how acting collectively
impacts on the intelligence of group members (in terms of
their own individual goals). At the same time, as things stand,
it is not clear how the group-level factors that contribute to
collective intelligence, such as group structures and intergroup
processes, are mediated through individual-level
psychological variables such as trust [41], [42] and social
identity [43], [44].

B. Al Approaches to Intelligence

Artificial intelligence has been defined as “the science and
engineering of making intelligent machines” [45, p. 2]. While
there are many subfields and approaches within the field of
Al, we propose that there is, broadly speaking, a gap between
research into single- and multi-agent Al that mirrors the gap
between individual and collective intelligence research in
psychology. For example, many tests of the intelligence of Al
systems focus on performance against individual human
benchmarks [46], [47]. These approaches are examples of
‘psychological AI’, which focuses on designing systems that
think like (individual) humans [48]. More broadly, though,
even researchers in Al who do not measure system
performance by comparison to individual humans have
generally conceptualized artificial intelligence as an
individual-differences variable — that is, as something a given
system has an amount of by itself, which is relatively stable
and can be compared against other systems across contexts
(e.g., [49], [50], [51]). Moreover, many Al systems have been
inspired by ideas from individualistic paradigms within
psychology such as associative learning and cognitive
psychology [48], [52], [53], [54], [55], propagating an
implicitly individual model of human intelligence in Al
Accordingly, there is a perspective within Al which implies
that the best way to improve a system’s intelligence is to
change its internal processes or components in some way (e.g.,
by improving processing speed, cognitive architecture, neural
network size and depth, reinforcement learning, algorithm
optimization, and training datasets; [2], [56], [57]). In other
words, this perspective implies that the way to make machines
more intelligent (as with people) is to make them smarter as
individuals.

A system of cooperating artificial agents (a ‘multi-agent
system’ or MAS) is comparable to a human group comprised
of cooperating group members [58], and the ability of a MAS
to achieve its goals can be thought of as its collective
intelligence. One approach to designing MAS, inspired by
game theory, is to coordinate agents by utilizing utility
calculations. For example, this can involve aligning agents’
individual utility calculations to achieve equilibria [59], [60],
optimizing group-level utility [4], [61], [62], [63], or
combining different types of equilibria-seeking behaviors [64],
[65].

Another approach to designing MAS, ‘swarm A, is to
construct systems that take inspiration from animals and other
non-human biological systems (particularly ants and bees;
[66]) to produce emergent collective behavior [67], [68], [69],
[70], [71], [72]. Game theoretic and swarm approaches can be
combined in a single MAS [73]. Agents in MAS are generally
designed as components, with the aim of making the overall
system more intelligent [2]. This aim is reflected in the

assessment of collective artificial intelligence, which tends to
focus on the goals of the system as a whole (e.g., [74], [75]).
Accordingly, MAS agents are often designed to be less
intelligent than they would be if they were independent agents.
As Altshuler [76, p. 4] puts it “while designing intelligent
swarm systems we must assume (and often even aspire for)
having ... available individual agents that are myopic, mute,
senile and rather stupid”. Indeed, the kind of individualized
thinking that typifies much human intelligence in groups is
seen by some MAS researchers as a threat to coordination
[77]. In contrast to the uniform, simple agents in the majority
of approaches to MAS intelligence, some studies have looked
to investigate individuality, subgroups, and intragroup
dynamics within collective systems [9], [78], [79]. However,
such approaches have focused more or less exclusively on the
impact of these dynamics on collective (not individual)
outcomes.

In summary, approaches to understanding human
intelligence in psychology have tended to conceptualize
intelligence either as an individual-difference variable, or as a
quality of groups. Similarly, Al researchers have generally
built and tested Al systems either as individual agents or as
MAS. In the following section we discuss some of the
limitations of this exclusive focus on either the individual or
the collective level of analysis.

C. Limitations of Existing Approaches to Intelligence

Many high-level constructs within human intelligence
research (such as g and c¢), as well as more specific factors
(such as processing speed and emotional intelligence), predict
variance in performance outcomes [29], [80], [81], [82]. For
example, ¢ was found by Woolley and colleagues [29] to
account for 43% of performance on a variety of group tasks.
Similarly, basic cognitive processes such as processing speed
have been found to be positively correlated with scholastic
performance [80]. However, regardless of the construct or
chosen outcome, there is substantial variance in performance
left unexplained by existing conceptualizations of human
intelligence [29], [83], [84]. We propose that additional
variance might be accounted for by the ability of a person to
solve problems by thinking and acting together with other
people. Specifically, we suggest that being able to work with
others (and having others to work with) will predict variance
in an individual person’s intelligence beyond that based on
their individual difference traits and capabilities. Moreover,
we propose that the ability of people to work with others when
appropriate and/or necessary will predict variance in
collective intelligence when accounting for existing variables
that predict this outcome.

Existing individual tests of human intelligence inherently
reflect the influence of the social environment [85]. These
tests measure intelligence within existing human social
structures, such as organizations, schools, and cultures.
However, they either ignore the input of these social structures
(as in 1Q tests; [27]), or use them to fine-tune the testing
context (as in the case of successful intelligence as
conceptualized by Sternberg, [86]; or in social intelligence as
conceptualized by Kihlstrom and Cantor, [23]). In either case,
these tests fail to account for the contribution of the social
environment itself to a person’s intelligence. For example,
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with regards to the first approach, asking two people from
different cultures or socio-demographic backgrounds to
complete an IQ test and then comparing their scores fails to
account for the variance in their performance that arises from
the fact that IQ tests have been designed to predict outcomes
within a specific (i.e., Western, white collar) social context
[27], [87], and hence the test is likely to undervalue the
intelligence of people from other backgrounds [88]. Practical
intelligence methods address this problem by testing more
context-specific outcomes (e.g., assessing domain-relevant
tacit knowledge; [13]). However, if a person tends to solve
problems with others (regardless of their socio-cultural
background), requiring them to perform an intelligence test
without those others will also undervalue their intelligence —
defined as their ability to achieve their goals in a wide range
of environments. In contrast, another person who tends to
solve problems by themselves may have their intelligence
overestimated since the range of environments evaluated does
not include ones where working with others would be
advantageous. We propose that the social context should be
accounted for in theories and tests of intelligence, and indeed
that its influence should be measured as part of intelligence
itself. We explore this idea further in section IV.A.

The current lack of integration between individual and
collective human intelligence has two problematic
implications when it comes to understanding the intelligence
of groups and group members. The first is that current
conceptualizations of collective human intelligence cannot be
used to understand how intelligent a given person is in the
practical contexts of everyday life. In particular, while
collective intelligence research has identified features of
individual group members that can help a group achieve its
goals (e.g., task-relevant abilities; [89]), this perspective
provides no insight into how working with a group might
improve the intelligence of a group member in terms of their
own individual goals. For example, factors that contribute to
collective intelligence may not predict whether a researcher’s
personal goal to write highly-cited first-author papers will be
better achieved by working with one lab group versus another
— as this depends on more than just how effective those lab
groups are as collectives. In particular, if one lab group is
cohesive but distributes authorship evenly amongst group
members, while another is fragmented but allows the
researcher to claim first-authorship for more papers, then
joining the ‘less effective’ group may be a better way to
achieve the researcher’s individual goal. In other words, we
agree with Malone and Woolley’s [89, pp. 793—4] claim that
“studying collective intelligence provides a link between
cognitive psychology and high-level social, organizational,
and economic processes” but observe that this link has tended
to be one-way — that is, it focuses on the ways in which
individual cognitive psychology impacts on collective
processes. The inverse link from social processes to individual
psychology is neither imagined nor explored.

The second problem that arises from the focus on the group
level of analysis concerns the lack of clarity around how
intragroup dynamics shape collective intelligence [90]. In
particular, while independent yet integrated decision-making
has been highlighted as important for collective intelligence
outcomes [34], [91], [92], and different kinds of intragroup

decision-making structure have been identified [12], the
dynamics of these processes in terms of changes over time
have not been clearly articulated. For example, the
intermediate level of analysis between individuals and groups
consists of subgroups that can (and often will) have their own
subgoals that may contribute to or hamper the achievement of
the overall goals of the group [93]. Accordingly, the extent to
which group members see themselves and act as subgroup
rather than group members in different contexts needs to be
analyzed to determine the ability of the group to function as a
whole [94], [95], [96]. In some contexts group members may
benefit the group best by acting more as differentiated
individuals rather than as undifferentiated group members
[97], [98]. For example, an individual group member going
against the group’s consensus (when this consensus is
incorrect) may help to avoid problems such as groupthink; and
having group members who retain some degree of
individuality may allow them to contribute differing
viewpoints, potentially increasing the group’s intelligence
[99]. Finally, because different decision-making structures are
optimal in different circumstances [12], being able to change
between these structures may help groups be more flexibly
intelligent [100], [101]. Existing accounts of collective
intelligence do not have an effective way of conceptualizing
and predicting these kinds of dynamics.

Just as the individualistic approach to intelligence poses
problems for psychology, it also causes issues for artificial
intelligence. For example, one of the most apparent
differences between biological and artificial intelligence is that
the former tends to be general and the latter tends to be narrow
[102]. This means that while Al systems are often very
powerful, they are at the same time fragile and rely on humans
to construct and maintain their performance environment, in
ways that limit their intelligence in the sense that we have
defined it in this paper [103]. This is most apparent in contexts
of use in which Al systems act with a high degree of
autonomy in unconstrained settings (e.g., self-driving cars and
other social robots).

Progress in such fields, and towards solving the broader
problem of ‘common sense’ in Al, has been slow compared
with other areas where humans use narrow Al systems as tools
[103], [104], [105]. An individualistic approach to improving
general Al (e.g., [106, p. 99]; [56], [107]) assumes that the
way to increase the intelligence of an agent is to improve
something about that agent itself (e.g., its architecture, model
size, reward function, data set). This approach is epitomized in
the design of artificial agents, in that other agents are typically
considered as part of the problem to solve, rather than a way to
solve the problem — unless the agent is explicitly designed to
be part of a multi-agent system (e.g., [4]). In contrast, most
humans have the capacity to form part of a multi-agent team
when this is appropriate or required to solve a given problem,
and indeed this allows them to do so across varied
environments [12], [108], [109]. In other words, a human who
can work with others around them does not necessarily need to
change anything about themselves to be better able to achieve
their goals. More generally, many other naturally-occurring
intelligent systems, including animals, bacteria, and even
cancers, rely on higher-level cooperation to increase the ability
of agents to reach their goals [110], [111], [112], [113], [114].
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Along these lines, we propose that individual artificial agents
might perform better on benchmarks of goal attainment across
different environments if they were able to work with other
agents to achieve their goals when appropriate and/or
necessary.

Existing conceptualizations of intelligence also limit the
potential of MAS in two more important ways. The first
results from the fact that treating collective intelligence as a
coordination problem is computationally demanding [2]. In
particular, approaches which aim to coordinate the ‘selfish’
motivations of individual agents by establishing equilibria
become intractable as the number of agents expands [115],
[116], [117]. This scalability problem also affects multi-agent
reinforcement learning [4], [118]. In contrast, human
cooperation can be scaled up to allow cooperation on a scale
of hundreds, thousands, or millions of agents [119]. The
second limitation is that, as with models of collective human
intelligence, multi-agent system designs tend to be static rather
than dynamic, in the sense that the relationships between
agents and the groups they belong to do not change in
response to circumstances. For example, MAS typically have
fixed organizational structures, such as hierarchical (“agents
have tree-like relations”) or holonic (“agents are organized in
multiple groups which are known as holons based on
particular features, e.g., heterogeneity”), each of which is
better suited to particular kinds of tasks [9, p. 28585]. By
comparison, human cooperation is fluid and context-sensitive
[120]. This means that while a group may have a particular
structure at a given time, this is subject to change depending
on the context and the task at hand [121], [122]. These two
features of human cooperation — scalability and flexibility —
help people to solve problems in changing environments in
ways that artificial MAS currently cannot.

In sum, failing to account for the interaction between
individuals and groups leads to both overestimation and
underestimation of the intelligence of people and human
groups. The lack of such abilities in artificial systems also
reduces the design space and hence potential intelligence of
artificial agents and multi-agent systems. These, we suggest,
are problems that a model of socially-minded intelligence can
help us address and resolve.

IV. SOCIALLY-MINDED INTELLIGENCE

Thus far, our review of the literature on intelligence in
individuals and groups (human and artificial) has revealed
factors that contribute to individual intelligence (i.e., the
ability of individuals to achieve goals) and collective
intelligence (the ability of collectives to achieve goals) but it
has also identified limitations that result from failing to
account for interactions between these levels of analysis. In
this section we propose a new kind of intelligence to capture
these interactions. We call this socially-minded intelligence.
This intelligence only exists in contexts containing more than
one agent.

We define socially-minded intelligence as the extent to
which agents can move between acting as individuals and
acting as group members — and the extent to which this
flexibility is context-sensitive and directed towards specific
goals. In contexts with more than one agent, individual agents

with socially-minded intelligence abilities have the potential
(but not the requirement) to form an intersubjective ‘social
mind’ with others [123]. Such a social mind is a dynamic
assembly of individual agents, each with their own individual
goals, who can, when appropriate and/or necessary, define
themselves, and act, as group members and work towards
group goals. At the individual level, agents that can participate
in a social mind with others have an increased potential to
achieve their goals relative to agents that can only operate
either as individuals or group members. Similarly, at the
collective level, groups made up of such agents have an
increased potential to achieve their goals relative to groups
made up of agents that work only as individuals or only as
group members. We therefore propose that there is variance in
the performance of individuals and groups that is explained by
the concept of socially-minded intelligence, beyond the
variance captured by either individual or collective
intelligence alone (see Fig. 1).

Ability of individual to work as
a group member when necessary

Collective
intelligence
Ability of group as group

Individual
intelligence

]
i
|

Ability of individualas |

individual p

|
1
|
|
|
|

Socially-minded
intelligence

Ability of group members to work
as individuals or subgroups
when necessary

Fig. 1. Individual, collective, and socially-minded intelligence. This figure
represents the unique contribution to the intelligence of individuals and groups
represented by the abilities of individuals (individual intelligence), groups
(collective intelligence), and the ‘social mind’ formed by individuals who can
act as group members or subgroup members when required (socially-minded
intelligence).

Given our working definition of intelligence as the ability to
achieve goals in different environments, socially-minded
intelligence is formulated differently when viewed from an
individual versus a collective perspective, since the goals of
these entities may differ. The socially-minded intelligence of
an individual agent is directed towards solving the individual’s
goals and is defined as follows:

An agent’s individual socially-minded intelligence is
the extent to which it can flexibly perceive, think, and act
with other agents towards its own individual goals.

An agent with a high level of socially-minded intelligence
must (A) be able to flexibly perceive, think, and act with other
agents using their own social abilities; (B) have other agents in
their social environment to perceive, think, and act with; and
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(C) be able to act towards its own individual goals together
with those other agents. In contrast, an agent that lacks
socially-minded intelligence might (A) be unable to flexibly
perceive, think, and act with other agents due to a lack of
social capability; (B) not have other agents in their social
environment to perceive, think, and act with; or (C) be unable
to act towards its own individual goals with those other agents.
In other words, the social-minded intelligence of a given agent
is a function of the agent itself, other agents, their relationship,
and the alignment between agents’ individual and shared
goals.

The socially-minded intelligence of a multi-agent system
acting as a group is directed towards solving the group’s goals
and is defined as follows:

A multi-agent system’s group socially-minded
intelligence is the extent to which each agent in the system
can perceive, think, and act as a group member, subgroup
member, or individual — depending on the demands of
the context — and can act accordingly to work towards
the system’s superordinate goals.

A multi-agent system or group with a high degree of
socially-minded intelligence must be comprised of agents (A)
that can perceive, think, and act as individuals or group
members; (B) that can change between these states
dynamically in response to the situation; and (C) that in doing
so can act towards the system’s superordinate goals. A multi-
agent system or group that lacks socially-minded intelligence
might be comprised of agents (A) that can perceive, think, and
act either as individual or group members, but not both; (B)
that can perceive, think, and act either as individuals or group
members but are not able to move between these states in a
dynamic, contextually-sensitive way; or (C) that in acting as
individuals or group members fail to act towards the system’s
overall goals or act in ways that work against these goals.
Accordingly, the socially-minded intelligence of a multi-agent
system or group is determined by the perceptual, cognitive,
emotional, and behavioral flexibility of agents; the extent to
which this flexibility is sensitive to the situation; and the
extent to which this flexibility leads to actions which align the
agents with the goals of the system or group.

Socially-minded intelligence is distinct from the other kinds
of intelligence that we reviewed earlier in this paper in that it
is not just an individual-difference variable. It shares
similarities with social intelligence [23], [124] to the extent
that it allows one agent to connect with others, but social
intelligence is missing the other two components of socially-
minded intelligence: Other people, and the dynamics between
people. A person could have a great deal of social intelligence
but not have any socially-minded intelligence because they
lack others to perceive, think, and act with — or because acting
with those others goes against their personal goals. Another
similar individual-difference intelligence is Sternberg’s [125,
p. 141] concept of successful intelligence — “the ability to
achieve success in life in terms of one’s personal standards,
within one’s sociocultural context”. Socially-minded
intelligence goes further by including sociocultural context
within the concept of intelligence itself, not just in the testing
context.

Socially-minded intelligence also differs from existing
conceptualizations of collective intelligence in that it is

defined by intragroup dynamics. In contrast, collective
intelligence exists whenever a group can be considered to act
intelligently [28], [89], regardless of whether this involves
group dynamics. Indeed, while group dynamics have been
identified as a factor that impacts on collective intelligence
[126], [127], [128], they do not define it. To clarify the
difference, imagine a group of people who always act together
as a group, even when the group’s goals would be best
achieved by subgroup or individual action. This group might
still have a degree of collective intelligence (in that it might
achieve group goals that require purely collective action), but
it would not have socially-minded intelligence (in that it
cannot achieve group goals that require group members to
flexibly switch between individual and group behaviors).
Another key difference between these concepts is that
socially-minded intelligence requires not only that group
members can act as group members, but also that they can
perceive and think as group members. In contrast, collective
intelligence can be defined purely in terms of the behavior of
group members [28], [89].

The agent-environment framework commonly used to
design artificial agents ([2], [7]; see Fig. 2) can be used to
demonstrate how socially-minded intelligence could differ
from the usual conceptualization of intelligence within
artificial agents. In this framework, processes such as
perception and cognition occur within the individual agent.
Other agents are treated as objects in the environment, unless
the agent being modelled is part of a multi-agent system, in
which case other agents are treated as agents in the
environment [2]. In both cases, though, other agents are
treated as existing in the environment, not as co-existing with
the agent to constitute a broader sense of collective agency.
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Fig. 2. The agent-environment framework (redrawn from [2, p. 55])
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This difference is analogous to the way that individual tests
of human intelligence treat other people as something to be
either included or excluded from the testing environment,
rather than as something that contributes to a person’s
intelligence. Expressed differently, the socially-minded
intelligence of artificial agents goes one step further than
treating other agents as agents in the environment, in that,
where appropriate, a socially-minded agent should be able to
include other agents as part of themselves in a broader sense.
That is, socially-minded agents do not only perceive, think
about, and act towards other agents; but also perceive, think,
and act with other agents. This idea can be conceptualized by
using an extended version of the agent-environment
framework, as represented schematically in Fig. 3.
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Fig. 3. A socially-extended agent-environment framework. This figure
represents in a simplified manner what it means for an agent to perceive, think,
and act with other agents as part of themselves (in a broader sense), not just as
part of the environment. To the extent that Agent A sees itself as a part of Group
I (i.e., as a group member rather than as an individual agent), it can treat
information coming from Agent B as part of its own perception; share its
cognition with Agent B by allowing Agent B to influence its own decision-
making; and act with Agent B in the environment together as a part of Group L.
However, because Agent A is not part of Group II, it will treat Agent C and D
as out in the environment — that is, as things to perceive, think about, act on
rather than as fellow group members to perceive with, think with, and act with.
Indeed, when Agent A sees itself as an individual rather than a group member,
this is also how it will treat Agent B. Finally, when relations between Group I
and Group II are competitive, Agent A will act against Agents C and D.

Socially-minded intelligence is similar to approaches in
MAS that utilize subgroups [9], [78], [79], but as noted above,
it differs in that these approaches are targeting collective
outcomes. In contrast, we are proposing that agents might be
better able to achieve their individual goals when they can
perceive, think, and act with other agents.

The socially-minded intelligence approach to agent
cooperation also differs from prevalent game-theoretic
approaches in that it does not require either negotiation
between agents (e.g., [59], [60]) or group-level optimality
(e.g., [61], [62], [63]). Rather, socially-minded agents are
expected to cooperate when, intersubjectively, they see each
other as part of the same higher-level ‘self’. In Fig. 3,
cooperation between Agent A and Agent B results from a
shared sense of self as part of Group I, which changes what
‘self-interest’ means for these agents. Critically, unlike swarm
agents, socially-minded agents do not have to act as group
members to be intelligent.

We propose that the concept of socially-minded intelligence
is both a useful way to conceptualize human psychology in
social situ, and at the same time a blueprint for designing new
kinds of intelligent artificial systems. In the next section we
discuss ways in which this concept might be applied in
different contexts.

A. Applications to Understanding, Measuring, and Improving
Human Intelligence

A socially-minded approach enables a reevaluation of
biases in which people tend to conform or agree with others
(e.g., [129], [130], [131]). For example, people tend to trust
ingroup members more than outgroup members, even when
this trust is based on arbitrary groups and even when it can
lead to risk-taking behavior [132], [133]. In experiments to
extract the influence of social environment from cognition,
such tendencies appear to reduce individual intelligence [134],
[135], [136]. However, variables such as ingroup trust,
cohesion, and the ability of group members to be influenced
by leaders are vital for group dynamics, not least because they
enable people to achieve goals collectively [43], [137], [138]
and are thus an inherent component of their socially-minded
intelligence. Accordingly, the socially-minded perspective
predicts that the experimental context of psychology studies
and intelligence tests can lead to a misinterpretation of the
extent to which people who follow others are ‘biased’, rather
than optimized for their social world. This prediction is
consistent with research showing that heuristics (cognitive
shortcuts) that lead to errors in experimental contexts can lead
to successful performance in ecologically valid contexts [139],
[140]. Just as human rationality is less effective when
deployed by individuals without the input of other people
[141], human intelligence more broadly appears impoverished
when it is removed it from its social context. New approaches
are needed to reinterpret the impact of such social-cognitive
biases on intelligence to account for the ways in which people
work with others to achieve goals.

Adopting a socially-minded intelligence perspective may
help individuals and groups to improve in a range of domains
required for intelligence [12]: learning, remembering, sensing,
creating possibilities, and deciding on action. For example,
individuals can learn more effectively with the help of others
[142], [143]; other people can act as aids to memory [37],
[144], [145]; creativity is unlocked in particular social
contexts [146]; and decision-making can be improved through
interaction with others [139], [141]. Collective intelligence
might also be improved by focusing on the ability of group
members to act flexibly as individuals or in subgroups. For
example, having group members who can operate with some
degree of independence can improve the ability of a group to
generate ideas [147], [148] and to decide on an effective
course of action [92], [149], [150]. Moreover, pro-social
dissent within groups (whether by individuals or subgroups)
can improve collective intelligence by challenging and
changing harmful social norms [98] and improving creativity
[151].

Socially-minded intelligence itself might be increased in
several ways for both individuals and groups. A person’s
socially-minded intelligence can be improved without
changing anything about the person if they join a group that
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can provide them with resources to achieve their goals.
Similar improvements regarding individual health outcomes
have been demonstrated in the ‘social cure’ that flows from
new group memberships and increased social identification
[152], [153], [154]. Along related lines, socially-minded
intelligence may also be increased by increasing an
individual’s ability to build and harness social resources. This
might be achieved by increasing social [155], emotional [156],
or cultural [157] intelligence; or by developing relevant
cognitive skills such as theory of mind [158] and social self-
categorization [159].

Enhancing the socially-minded intelligence of a given
group might be achieved by improving the relationship
between group members and the group. One way to do this
would be to focus on group members’ social identification
with the group [43], [44], [137]. Groups with a strong sense of
shared social identity are likely to be more effective in
dynamic situations that require action as individuals or
subgroups, in particular because such groups are better able to
maintain continuity across these different social structures
[160], [161], and also because shared social identity can be
used to foster psychological safety [162], meaning that such
groups have greater potential to harness the power of
intragroup disagreement to benefit decision-making [12],
[141], [163], [164]. At the same time it will be important for
the group’s socially-minded intelligence to avoid structural
factors which entrench a particular identity structure within
the group, such as a climate of excessive individualism or
collectivism [165], [166], or deep faultiness (overlapping
differences between group members) that make subgroup
identities chronically salient [167]. If group members always
see themselves as either individuals, subgroup members, or
parts of a collective whole, this will reduce the extent to which
they can flexibly see themselves and act according to a
different group structure when the situation changes — because
they are in a sense ‘tied’ to a single level of self-construal
[168].

Measuring a person’s socially-minded intelligence requires
new methods that capture not only their abilities as an
individual, but also their social environment. As a starting
point, a target person’s ability to perceive, think, and act with
others can be operationalized using existing constructs such as
emotional intelligence [169], agreeableness [138], and self-
categorization ability [159]. These abilities could be combined
to form a composite measure of socially-minded ability,
representing the target person’s individual-difference traits
and skills that are important for socially-minded intelligence.

The social environment has two key variables that measure
the extent to which social resources are available: The first
variable reflects the extent to which each person present shares
a sense of social identity with the target person (shared social
identity, SSI; e.g., [170]). Because people are more trusting of

[132], [133], have better communication with [171], [172],
and are more well-intentioned towards those they share a
sense of social identity with [173], [174], [175], a target
person with a greater sense of shared identity with those
around them has a greater potential to draw upon those people
to work with them. Moreover, through this, they will have
greater ‘social power’ [176].

The second variable relevant to the social context is the
extent to which the target person’s personal goals align with
those they might potentially work with in the current context.
One way to quantify this variable is to measure the goal
alignment, GA, between the target person and each other
person in the context.

The social resource, SR, of the target person combines their
shared social identity and goal alignment with each other
person in the current context. This term represents how much
the potential social power represented by shared social identity
is enabled by alignment.

A person’s socially-minded intelligence (the extent to
which they can perceive, think, and act with other agents
towards their own individual goals) is therefore a function of
their individual-difference socially-minded ability and social
resources, which in turn combines shared social identity and
goal alignment in that context. Box 1 provides an example of
how this measure might be calculated more specifically.

For groups, it is possible to calculate a similar measure of
socially-minded intelligence (the extent to which each person
in the group can perceive, think, and act as a group member,
subgroup member, or individual — depending on the demands
of the situation — and act accordingly towards the system’s
superordinate goals). This requires calculating (a) the
individual-difference abilities of group members that are
relevant to socially-minded intelligence; (b) the degree to
which the group is self-defining for group members (i.e.,
‘group identification’; [177]); and (c) the extent to which the
goals of the identity that is currently most salient to group
members (e.g., individual, subgroup, superordinate group;
[178]) align with the group’s goals. In other words, a group’s
socially-minded intelligence is a function of group members’
individual-difference socially-minded ability, SMA; their
group identification, GI; and their salient identity goal
alignment, SIGA. Box 2 provides an example of how this
measure might be calculated more specifically in a given
context.

The definitions for ISMI and GSMI derived in Boxes 1 and
2 show a deep mathematical similarity between their
formulations. The general concepts of aligned abilities, self-
overlap, and goal overlap may also be useful for defining other
ways to use the concepts of ISMI and GSMI (see Box 3).
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Box 1. Individual socially-minded intelligence in a given context

Definition. A person’s ISMI is the extent to which they can flexibly perceive, think, and act with other people in the present
context towards their own individual goals. (From p. 5)

In what follows we derive a measure of individual socially-minded intelligence (ISMI) from its natural language definition and
desired computational properties.

A positive socially-minded intelligence value for an individual represents the extent to which the target person will be
perceiving, thinking, and acting with other agents fowards its own individual goals by working with others in the context; while
a negative socially-minded intelligence value represents the extent to which the target person will be perceiving, thinking, and
acting with other agents away from its own individual goals by working with others in the context. Note that ISMI operates
differently to measures of individual intelligence such as IQ — which is a stable indicator of a person’s intelligence — because it
is always a function of a given social context.

To define the ISMI metric for a given context, properties P1 — P3 define the relevant variables, and P4 — P6 provide the criteria
for how they are combined:

P1. SMA and SR: Each individual has a socially-minded ability (SMA), which is assumed to be relatively stable across
contexts. This ability contributes to achieving a person’s goals when they interact with others, who constitute their social
resources (SR). SMA ranges from 0 (totally unable to perceive, think, and act with available others) to 1 (fully capable of
perceiving, thinking, and acting with available others). ISMI is the product of SMA and SR. If there are no other people
around, regardless of how much individual intelligence the target person has, their SR would be 0 and hence their ISMI would
be 0.

P2. SSI: In a given context, the social identities of two people can vary, and we define their degree of shared social identity
(SSI) ranging from 0 (no shared social identity) to 1 (fully shared social identity). Note that SSI can change in different
contexts, even between the same two people, since contexts can make different social identities more or less salient.

P3. GA: In a given context, the goals of two people can vary from fully aligned to fully opposed, which we define as their
degree of goal alignment (GA). It is defined to range from -1 (goals are fully opposed), through 0 (goals are unrelated), to 1
(goals are fully aligned).

P4. A person who has a high SSI with the target person in the context should increase their ISMI if their GA is positive (their
goals are aligned) and decrease their ISMI if their GA is negative (their goals are opposed). Note that this means that a target
person’s ISMI can be negative in contexts where others they identify with strongly have opposing goals.

P5. A person who has a low SSI with the target person in the context should have minimal or no effect on their ISMI.

P6. To realize properties P4 — PS5, the contribution of a person in the context (a contributor) to a target person’s SR is
calculated as the product, SS7 x GA. Each additional person contributes independently to this measure.

We can now formally define the ZSMI metric, for a target person, p, and a given context, ¢, as follows:

ISMI,. = SMA, X SR, Equation (1)
where SMA4, is the target person’s socially-minded ability; and SR, is the target person’s social resources in the given context.
SMA) is a non-negative real number, ranging from 0 — 1 (see p1 above). SR, is calculated as the sum of shared social identity
with all others, indexed by ¢, in the context, c, as follows:

SRy = Xq(8SL,qc X GApge) Equation (2)
where SS1. is shared social identity between the target individual p, and each other person, g (where g # p) in context c. SSIyqc

is defined as a non-negative value from 0 — 1 (see P2 above). G4 is the goal alignment between the target person, p, and each
other person, g, in context, ¢, and is a real value from -1 to +1 (see P3 above).
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Worked Example 1. Calculating the contribution of one other person to ISMI1

If a target person, p, has an SMA of .7, and is in a context in which one other person, g, who shares average levels of SS7=.5
and moderately positive G4 =.5 with the target person, then the target person’s ISMI would be calculated using Equation (1)
above as follows (results shown to 2 significant figures):

ISMI,, = 0.7 X SR,

= 0.7 X ¥4 (SSIyqe
= 0.7 x (0.5 x 0.5)
=0.7 % 0.25

=0.18

X GApge

With the contribution of one other person, /SMI can vary from -1 to +1. Even the moderate levels of SS7 and G4 in this example
contribute positively to the ZSMI of the target person, albeit not by a large amount.

Example Notes: Each additional person in the context who has SS7> 0 adds to the social resources for the target person (see
Appendix A, Examples Al, and A2 for worked examples for 2 — 5 other people). ISMI has additional interesting properties:
Someone with a low SMA in a context with several people with average SSI and GA can have a greater ISMI than someone with
a higher SMA but just one other person as their social resource (see Appendix A, Examples A3 and A4). ISMI can also be
reduced by the presence of others, as shown in the following example:

Worked Example 2. Calculating the contribution to ZSMI from others with positive and negative GA

If a target person, p, has an SMA of .7, and is in a context with five other people who have varying levels of SS7 (.5, .3, .4, .7,
0) and a range of positive and negative levels of G4 (.5, .7, -.8, -.3, -.9), then the target person’s SR and ISMI are affected by
the presence of others with positive or negative GA to the extent that they have SSI with each other person, as shown in the
following (results shown to 2 significant figures):

ISMI,. = 0.7 X SR,

= 0.7 X X4 (SSIyge X GApge
= 0.7 x ((0.5% 0.5) + (0.3 X 0.7) + (0.4 X —0.8) + (0.7 x —0.3) + (0 x —0.9))
= 0.7 X (0.25 + 0.21 — 0.32 — 0.21 + 0)

= —0.049

With the contribution of five other people, ISMI can vary from -5 to +5. This example shows how negative and positive social
resources can counteract each other. Note that in this second Worked Example it is important to calculate the social resources
for the target person from each person first before summing them (e.g. negative goal alignments are only detrimental if there is
also a positive social identity with the target individual). In relatively homogeneous groups, the product of total SSI and average
GA would be a reasonable approximation to a target person’s social resources, but these approximations are less valid in
heterogeneous groups.
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Box 2. Calculating a group’s socially-minded intelligence in a given context.

Definition. GSMI is the extent to which group members can flexibly perceive, think, and act as group members, subgroup
members, or individuals — and the extent to which the level of self-definition of each group member in the present context
aligns with the goals of the group. (From p. 6)

The derivation of a measure of group socially-minded intelligence (GSM]I) follows a similar structure to Box 1. However,
instead of evaluating others as social resources for a target individual (as in Box 1), the group measure here requires
estimating the contribution of the aligned abilities of members towards the group as a whole. A positive socially-minded
intelligence value for a group thus represents the extent to which group members’ flexibility in terms of self-definition
contributes fowards the group’s goals in the present context; while a negative socially-minded intelligence value represents
the extent to which group members’ flexibility in terms of self-definition works against the group’s goals.

There is a subtle distinction in the concept of aligned abilities which is critical to the definition of GSMI: GSMI represents
members’ self-definitional flexibility, group identification, and salient identity goal alignment, not the group’s goal-directed
ability more generally (which would be collective intelligence).

To define the GSMI metric for a given context, properties P7 — P9 define the relevant variables, and P10 — P12 provide the
criteria for how they are combined:

P7. SMA and AA: Each group member has a socially-minded ability (SMA), which is equivalent to their SMA as described
in property P1. This ability contributes to achieving a group’s goals to the extent that their identities and goals are aligned
with the group, which we call their aligned abilities (A4), and which can vary from -1 to +1. Note that AA from each
contributor towards the group may differ from their AA with other members individually (this distinction is indicated by
subscripts in the equations below). GSMI averages the aligned abilities of all the members in the group.

P8. GI and SO: In a given context, each group member will identify more or less with the group (i.e., the group will be
more or less self-defining), and we define their degree of group identification (GI) ranging from 0 (no group identification)
to 1 (identity fusion; Swann Jr. et al., 2009). Note that GI shares similarities with SSI from Box 1 in that both are measures
of self-overlap (SO) between a contributor and a target unit and can change in different contexts. They differ in the scale of
their targets from individuals for ISMI and groups for GSMI and also in that self-overlap is intersubjective (‘two-way’) in
the case of SSI, and unidirectional (‘one-way’, from the perspective of each group member) for GI.

P9. SIGA and GO: In a given context, the goals of the most salient identity for each group member (e.g., ‘individual’,
‘subgroup’, ‘group’) and the group can vary from fully aligned to fully opposed, which we define as their degree of social
identity goal alignment (SIGA). This is defined to range from -1 (goals are fully opposed), through 0 (goals are unrelated),
to 1 (goals are fully aligned). Note that SIGA shares similarities with GA from Box 1 in that both are measures of goal-
overlap (GO) between a contributor and a target unit (individual vs group) and can change in different contexts. In the case
of GA the overlap is between the goals of the target person and each contributing person, while for SIGA the overlap is
between the goals of the group and the goals of the identity that is most salient to each contributing person. In both cases
the overlap is two-way, because groups and individuals can both have goals. Like GA, SIGA can change in different
contexts as identities become more or less salient to each group member.

P10. Each person joining a group has the potential to increase, maintain or reduce the group’s social resources: If everyone
in a group has the same level of self-definitional flexibility (SMA), group identification, and goal alignment with the group,
the number of people in the group does not impact on the group’s average aligned abilities. As the group grows larger, the
relative impact of each individual group member on the group’s GSMI is reduced.

P11. If a person joins the group with below average aligned abilities (which could be due to low goal alignment or below
average group identification), the group’s GSMI is reduced.

P12. To realize properties P10-P11, the aligned abilities of a person in the context towards the group as the target unit is
calculated as the product, SMA x GI x SIGA, which can be written more generally in terms of self- and goal overlaps as
SMA x SO x GO.
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The formal definition for GSMI can now be given as follows:

GSMI, is defined for a target group, g, in a given context, c, as the average across all group members of their aligned abilities,
which is calculated as the product of three context-dependent factors: (1) each group member’s individual-difference abilities
relevant to the group’s socially-minded intelligence, SMAn, (2) their group identification, GI., and (3) their salient identity
goal alignment, SIGAn:

GSMlye = (Lo (SMAy, X Gl X SIGAR)) /Ny Equation (3)

where SMAw is each group member’s individual-difference socially-minded abilities as defined in Equation 1, with the
subscript m indexed over all group members in the context, and Ny is the number of group members.

Worked Example 3. Calculating a group’s GSMI in a context with 2 group members.

In a context where a target group, g, has 2 group members present with varying SMA4s (.7, .8), GIs (.3, .8) and alignment
between each group member’s current salient identity and the group’s goals (.5, .3), the group’s GSMI would be calculated
using Equation (3) as follows (results shown to 2 significant figures):

GSMlye = (Lo (SMAp, X Gl X SIGAR)) /Ny
= ((0.7 X 0.3 X 0.5) + (0.8 x 0.8 X 0.3))/2
=(0.11 + 0.19)/2
=0.15

Regardless of the number of members in the group, GSMI can vary from -1 to +1. This example shows a relatively small
positive value, reflecting the low alignments of the individuals with the group.

Notes. A group could in principle have a single member, which may occur if people are continually joining and leaving the
group. In this case, the GSMI is the product of the single group member’s individual SMA, their group identification, and
their salient goal alignment with the group goals (see Appendix B Example B1). Example 3 extends naturally to averaging the
contributions of additional group members (see Appendix 2 examples B2-B5).

Worked Example 4. Calculating the contribution to GSMI from a group with positive and negative group goal
alignment

In a context where a target group, g, has 5 group members present with varying SMA4s (.7, .8, .6, .9, .5), varying GIs, (.3, .8, .2,
.7, .3) and both positive and negative alignment between each group member’s current salient identity and the group’s goals
(.5, .3,-.8, .4, -.1), the group’s GSMI would be calculated using Equation (3) above as follows (results shown to 2 significant
figures):

GSMlye = (Lo (SMAy, X Gl X SIGAR)) /Ny,

((0.7 X 0.3 X 0.5) + (0.8 X 0.8 X 0.3) + (0.6 X 0.2 X —0.8) + (0.9 X 0.7 X 0.4)
+(0.5% 0.3 x —0.1))/5

(0.11 + 0.19 — 0.096 + 0.25 — 0.015)/5

0.088

As in Example 3, GSMI can vary from -1 to +1. However, when more individuals with low alignment and/or a mixture of
positive and negative goal alignment are part of the group, GSMI tends towards zero for the group as a whole in that context.
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can be expressed as:

Alyge = SMA, X SOyqe X GO

xqc xqc

X GA
X GApge)
X GOpqc

ISMI,, = SMA, X 3,4 (SSIpq
= Y., (SMA, X SSL,4,
= Y, (SMA, X S0,
= Zq(Aquc)

pac)

contributors, g, to the group g, in context, c:

GSMIy, = (34(SMAy X Glyge

= Xq(Adgqc) /Ny

Box 3. Towards a general formula for socially-minded intelligence in a given context

Based on the derivations in of ISMI and GSMI in Boxes 1 and 2, we can now use the concepts of aligned abilities AA, self-
overlap (SO), and goal overlap (GO) to define similar forms of the equations for ISMI and GSMI.

The aligned abilities A4, to a target unit x (x = p for an individual; x = g for a group), from a contributor, ¢, in a context c,

Combining Equations 1 — 2 from Box 1, the formulation for ISMI,. can be rewritten as the sum of the aligned abilities (AApqc)
of the target person, p, from the contributors, g, in context c as follows:

Equation (5) has a parallel derivation in the formulation for the GSMI,. as the sum of the aligned abilities (AAgq) of the

X SIGAy4c))/ N
= (Xq(SMA; X S0yqc X GOygc)) /Ny,

The similarities between the forms of Equations (5) and (6) shows that the measurement of socially-minded intelligence is not
tied to a single level of analysis (individual or group) but can be applied across the different scales of target units. A similar
formula could be derived for the intermediate sub-units of a group.

Equation (4)

Equation (5)

Equation (6)

In this section we have discussed how the concept of
socially-minded intelligence can be used to understand and
enhance human intelligence, as well as proposing ways of
measuring this construct for individuals and groups. In the
following section we discuss how socially-minded intelligence
might be implemented in artificial systems in order to improve
their ability to achieve their goals across different contexts.

B. Applications to Developing Socially-Minded Abilities for
Artificial Intelligence

As suggested in Fig. 3, a socially-minded agent should be
able to perceive, think, and act with other agents. Currently,
artificial agents are unable to do this in a flexible, context-
sensitive manner. Taking inspiration from social psychology,
in particular the social identity perspective [168], [175], we
propose three key capabilities that, when added together and
integrated into the architectures of existing agents, may allow
them to be socially-minded in this way:

Capability 1. Social landscape modelling. The target
agent can model its current social landscape by identifying a
parsimonious set of higher-order agentic structures (i.e.,
collectives of agents that can act together) that provide
candidate explanations of the current social context. The
model includes information about where agents are located
within these higher-order structures, such that the target
agent can identify which higher-order agentic structures a
given agent belongs to, as well as which agents belong to
each higher-order agentic structure. The questions this

capability answers for the target agent are: “What are the
groups?’, “Who are the group members?’, and “Which
groups do I belong to?’. This model is updated in response
to changes in the social landscape.

Capability 2. Self-relevance calculation. The target agent
can calculate the self-relevance of agentic structures (both
higher-order structures that include the target agent, as well
as an ‘individual’ structure that only includes the target
agent) to determine which is most self-defining in the
current situation. The individual self-structure represents the
possibility that the target agent is defined best as an
individual in this context. The question this capability
answers for the target agent is whether it is best defined as
an individual or as a member of a particular higher-order
agentic structure in the current situation. Moreover,
although the target agent might belong to multiple agentic
structures, only one is treated as self-defining in a given
context. In other words, while the target agent might
identify through social landscape modelling that it belongs
to both Group I and Group II (assuming these groups
overlap), its self-relevance calculation needs to inform it
whether it is best defined as a member of Group I, Group II,
or as an individual agent in the present context.

Capability 3. Social influence algorithm. The target agent
can identify which agents it should be influenced by, and
incorporate those other agents into its perception, cognition,
and action. Specifically, if the most self-relevant agentic
structure in the present context is a higher-order collective
structure:
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3a) Information coming from agents belonging to the
same self-defining higher-order agentic structure is treated
as more relevant (i.e., more as part of the target agent’s own
perception of the environment) as a function of the strength
of the self-relevance of that higher-order agentic structure.

3b) Other agents belonging to the same self-defining
higher-order agentic structure have greater influence over
the target agent’s decision-making as a function of the
strength of the self-relevance of that higher-order agentic
structure.

3c) Actions that benefit other agents belonging to the
same self-defining higher-order agentic structure — as well
as actions that benefit the structure itself — are treated as
having greater utility as a function of the strength of the
self-relevance of that higher-order agentic structure.

However, if the target agent is best defined as an
individual in the present context, the agent is not influenced
by others in its perception, decision-making, or action in the
manner we have described above.

Capability 1 (social landscape modelling) and Capability 2
(self-relevance calculation) allow an agent to have a sense of
self as an individual, subgroup member, or superordinate
group member which changes in response to their
environment. Capability 3 (social influence algorithm) applies
this sense of self-in-social-context to perception, cognition,
and action. Together, these capabilities can be integrated with
existing agent architectures that are based on the agent-
environment framework to allow inputs, processes, and
outputs to be shaped by elements of the social environment.
Agents with these capabilities should be able to perceive,
think, and act with other agents in a context-sensitive way, so
as to optimize their socially-minded intelligence.

While social identity processes have been modelled in
artificial agents [180], [181], these processes have not been
integrated in a way that allows an agent to be socially-minded.
Moreover, self-categorization theory (a cognitive extension of
social identity theory; [168]) has not previously been used to
create artificial agents, and it is this theory that provides
possible ways to achieve the key capabilities we have
identified. For example, the self-relevance of agentic
structures to the target agent in a given context (Capability 2)
could be calculated through a mechanism inspired by the
principles of fit and perceiver readiness [168]. Applied to
human psychology, these principles are that a person will self-
categorize as a member of a group rather than an individual
based on the ratio of within-to between-group differences
(comparative fit); the extent to which a given grouping fits
observed patterns of behavior (normative fit); and the extent to
which the person is predisposed to identify in terms of this
group (perceiver readiness). Similar principles might be
employed for an artificial agent to calculate the self-relevance
of higher-order agentic structures in a given context. Self-
categorization theory has also been applied to create theories
of social influence [182], leadership [183], and group
dynamics [43] which are relevant to Capability 3. With
regards to Capability 1, the principles of comparative and
normative fit might be combined with factors identified by
research into group perception [184], attention [185], [186],
and agency [187] to inspire approaches to modelling an
agent’s social landscape.
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Designing artificial agents to be more socially-minded has
the potential to make individual agents and multi-agent
systems more intelligent in the sense that we have defined it in
this paper. For an individual agent, being able to selectively
utilize information from other agents in perception and
decision-making, as well as being able to act together with
other agents towards shared goals when necessary, has the
potential to amplify its intelligence. Depending on how many
other socially-minded agents are present in the situation, this
increase in potential intelligence may be manifold (in the same
way that human intelligence is potentially multiplied by social
cognition and action).

Designing artificial agents within a MAS to be more
socially-minded may also expand the applications for existing
approaches. For example, different MAS structures are more
or less effective in different problem-solving environments
[9]. However, a group of socially-minded agents need not
have a pre-specified structure as they are able to act as
individuals, subgroup members, or as a single collective
depending on the situation. For socially-minded agents, the
situation defines the structure of the group, allowing a MAS
incorporating such agents to be flexible in responding to
changing environments. For example, rather than needing to
operate as a single swarm, a socially-minded MAS could split
into subgroups or even work as individuals depending on the
demands of the situation. Moreover, in contrast to the design
of some swarm agents, socially-minded agents need not be
less individually intelligent in order to operate collectively
[76], [77]. At the same time, in contrast to game theoretic
approaches, socially-minded agents can cooperate without
needing to calculate equilibria. In this sense, socially-minded
agents may represent a middle ground between approaches to
MAS which focus on coordinating ‘smart but selfish’
individual agents and those that make individual agents less
intelligent for the sake of collective coordination.

C. Applications to Human-AIl Teaming

Another research area that may benefit from a socially-
minded intelligence perspective is human-Al teaming, where
humans and machines work together in order to be more
intelligent than either could be alone [12, p. 241]. This kind of
teaming has tremendous potential but is complex and fraught,
with the introduction of artificial agents potentially impairing
existing team functioning [188], [189], [190]. The Al teaming
challenge has been characterized as having a fundamentally
cognitive basis, such that Al teammates need to be better able
to process and respond to social information in a dynamic way
[191]. As machine intelligence increases, people expect Al
teammates to be more socially responsive [192] and studies
have found that enabling Al agents to adjust dynamically to
their human teammates can improve teaming outcomes [193],
[194]. This kind of ‘teaming intelligence’ in Al agents has
been conceptualized more concretely as “knowledge, skills,
and strategies with respect to managing interdependence”
[195, p. 18], which allows a human-Al team to establish
common ground, to be flexible with regards to team structure,
to coordinate action, and to make decisions collectively.
However, currently Al systems have only rudimentary
teaming intelligence [195].
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Socially-minded intelligence can be applied to potentially
improve human-Al teaming. Specifically, the capabilities we
have outlined may be useful for designing Al agents that can
better respond to changes in the social situation that might
lead a human teammate to act more as an individual or as a
group member. For example, socially-minded agents could
estimate when they should work with a human teammate or
work autonomously (as a function of information from their
social environment). Such Al agents may also address
criticisms of static behavior from Al teammates and social
identity-based divides in human-Al teaming [194], [196]. It
may also enable people to treat Al systems as teammates,
which is a significant barrier to establishing team cognition in
human-Al teams [197]. Accordingly, socially-minded Al-
human teams may be more effective in situations where it is
not possible to specify roles beforehand, or where roles or
team structures need to change in response to circumstances
[198], [199].

V. TOWARDS TESTS OF THE CONSTRUCT OF SOCIALLY-
MINDED INTELLIGENCE

The foregoing analysis argues that the construct of socially-
minded intelligence differs from existing conceptualizations of
intelligence that focus on capabilities that are either individual
or collective (but never both). This claim, and its merits as a
more complete model of intelligence could be tested in the
following ways for individual people, groups, artificial agents,
and multi-agent systems.

For individual people, one approach would be to identify
people’s personal goals and then compare performance on
these goals across a variety of environments with and without
social resources (i.e., other people they can work with). If
people can better achieve their goals with social resources,
socially-minded intelligence explains variance above that of
individual-difference measures of intelligence. Another way to
test this hypothesis would be to compare goal-directed
performance across social versus non-social contexts for
people with higher or lower socially-minded intelligence (as
an individual-difference variable). If there is a positive
relationship between socially-minded intelligence ability and
performance, with this being more pronounced in social
contexts, this would support the idea that socially-minded
intelligence is a function of both the ability to harness social
resources and the presence of those resources in the situation.
Socially-minded intelligence ability could also be directly
manipulated rather than measured by making individual
identity salient or suppressing group identity by preventing
‘switching’ from one identity to another [200], [201]. The
third component of socially-minded intelligence, goal
alignment, might also be included as an additional moderator
(manipulated or measured).

The construct of socially-minded intelligence might be
tested for human groups by identifying groups’ goals,
measuring group members’ individual socially-minded
abilities as well as other factors that have been identified in the
literature as relevant for group performance (e.g., [202], [203],
[204]), and then constructing scenarios where group goals are
best achieved by group members acting as individuals,
subgroup members, or group members. If group members’
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socially-minded intelligence predicts improved group
performance above the contribution of other individual and
group-level factors, this would support the validity of the
construct. Moreover, manipulating socially-minded
intelligence by making a particular identity chronically salient
would also help to establish its validity. In particular,
influencing group members to see themselves solely as
individuals, subgroup members, or superordinate group
members in contexts that require flexibility between these
identities would be predicted to undermine socially-minded
intelligence, and hence group performance. As with individual
socially-minded intelligence, goal alignment between group
members, subgroups, and the overall group may be either
manipulated or measured to test whether greater alignment
predicts better performance.

For artificial agents, the construct of socially-minded
intelligence could be tested by comparing the performance of
existing agents against ones augmented with socially-minded
intelligence (i.e., by utilizing the capabilities we have
outlined) in relation to a variety of goals in different social
contexts. In addition to overall system performance, each
capability can also be tested individually. That is, one could
establish (a) whether agents that can integrate information
from other socially-minded agents into their perception as a
function of shared higher-order agentic self-relevance are able
to more accurately perceive their environment, (b) whether
agents that are more influenced by other socially-minded
agents in their decision-making as a function of shared higher-
order agentic self-relevance make better decisions, and (c¢)
whether agents that include actions benefiting other socially-
minded agents and higher-order agentic structures in their
utility functions as a function of shared higher-order agentic
self-relevance are better able to act with those agents. By
varying the number of agents in these tests, it would also be
possible to evaluate the prediction that performance
improvements are a function of the number of other socially-
minded agents present in the situation. For multi-agent
systems, similar tests to the single agent systems could be
conducted to evaluate whether socially-minded agents are able
to perform better on collective tasks (via improved perception,
decision-making, and action) than agents which are not
socially-minded.

VI. CONCLUSION

In the present paper we have argued that, as things stand,
our appreciation of the jigsaw of human and artificial
intelligence is missing an important piece. This relates to the
fact that approaches to intelligence which treat people either as
isolated individuals or as mere component pieces of
collectives fail to capture the dynamic relationships between
individuals and groups that allow human intelligence to be
both powerful and flexible across contexts. To address this
lacuna, we introduced and fleshed out the concept of socially-
minded intelligence. This, we argue, has the capacity to unify
existing approaches but also to open up new vistas of
understanding and application.

As artificial agents become more prevalent and increasingly
require interaction with humans, we would suggest that
facilitating this kind of interactive intelligence in these agents
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is likely to be vital for efforts to ensure both the efficacy and
integrity of Al systems. Informed by this framework, teams
comprised of humans and socially-minded Al agents have the
potential to elevate their mutual intelligence still further.
However, the potential of this brave new world is unlikely to
be realized without sensitivity to the various issues that our
analysis has raised. Indeed, it may be profoundly
compromised.
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APPENDIX A
WORKED EXAMPLES FOR ISMI

Worked Example Al. Calculating the contribution of two
other people to ISM1

If a second person joins the context in Example 1, so that
the target person now has SSI = (0.5, 0.3) and GA = (0.5, 0.7),
then by Property P6, the second person should add to the
social resources of the target person independently of the first
person. We can see how this is implemented in the equation
for ISMI as the sum of the social resources from each person.
The two people together would increase the ISMI of the target
person as follows (results shown to 2 significant figures):

ISMI,, = 0.7 X SR,

= 0.7 X X4 (SSygc X GApge
=0.7 x ((0.5 % 0.5) + (0.3 X 0.7))
=0.7 x (0.25 + 0.21)

=0.32

With the contribution of two other people, ISMI can vary
from -2 to +2, however the full range is only seen with very
high positive or negative alignments. This example shows the
increase with the second person of ISMI from 0.15 (in
Example 1) to 0.32.

Worked Example A2. Calculating the contribution of five
other people to ISM1

In a context where a target person, p, has an SMA of .7, with
five other people present who have varying levels of SS7 (.5,
3,.4,.7,.5 and G4 (.5, .7, .3, .3, .9) with the target person,
their ISMI would be calculated using equation (1) above as
follows (results shown to 2 significant figures):

ISMI,, = 0.7 X SR,

= 0.7 X X4 (SSyqc X GApge
=0.7 X ((0.5 X 0.5) + (0.3 x 0.7)

+ (0.4 % 0.3) + (0.7 X 0.3)

+ (0.5 % 0.9))
0.7 % (0.25 + 0.21 + 0.12 + 0.21 + 0.45)

0.87

This example shows the steady increase of ISMI with the
addition of aligned individuals.

Worked Example A3. Calculating the contribution of five
other people to ISM1I with a low SMA

In a context where a target person, p, has a low SMA of .3,
with five other people present who have varying levels of SS7
(.5,.3,.4,.7,.5) and G4 (.5, .7, .3, .3, .9) with the target
person, their ISMI would be calculated using equation (1)
above as follows (results shown to 2 significant figures):

ISMI,, = 0.3 X SR,

=03 %X X, (SSIyge X GApge
0.3 % ((0.5 % 0.5) + (0.3 X 0.7)
+ (0.4 % 0.3) + (0.7 X 0.3)
+ (0.5 % 0.9))
0.3 % (0.25 + 0.21 + 0.12 + 0.21 + 0.45)

0.37
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Worked Example A4. Calculating the contribution of five
other people to ISMI with low SST

In a context where a target person, p, has an SMA of .7, with
five other people present who have low levels of SS7 (.1, .2, 0,
.1, .1) and varying levels of G4 (.5, .7, .3, .3, .9) with the
target person, their /SMI would be calculated using equation
(1) above as follows (results shown to 2 significant figures):

ISMI,, = 0.7 X SR,

= 0.7 X X4 (SSyge X GApge

=0.7 % ((0.1 X 0.5) + (0.2 X 0.7)
+(0x0.3) + (0.1 x0.3)
+ (0.1 % 0.9))

0.7 % (0.05 + 0.14 + 0 + 0.03 + 0.09)

0.22

APPENDIX B
WORKED EXAMPLES FOR GSMI

GSMI in all examples is an average measure, independent
of group size and varies from -1 to 1.

Worked Example B1. Calculating a group’s GSMI in a
context with 1 group member.

Example Bl is an edge case where the group has a single
individual and is included for completeness, to show that the
metric is well-behaved with different group sizes. In a context
where a target group, g, has 1 member present with an SMA of
.7, that person’s G/ is .6, and the alignment between that
person’s current salient identity and the group’s goals is .5, the
group’s GSMI would be calculated using Equation (3) above
as follows (results shown to 2 significant figures):

GSMI,;. = G (SMA,, X GL,, X SIGA,,)) /N,
=0.7%x0.6 X 0.5
= 0.11

Worked Example B2. Calculating a group’s GSMI in a
context with 5 group members.

In a context where a target group, g, has 5 group members
present with varying SMA4s (.7, .8, .3, .9, .2), varying GIs (.6,
.8,.2,.7,.5), and alignment between each group member’s
current salient identity and the group’s goals (.5, .3, .8, .4, .2),
the group’s GSMI would be calculated using equation (3)
above as follows (results shown to 2 significant figures):

GSMIye = (X (SMA,, X GIy, X SIGA,,)) /Ny,
((0.7 x 0.6 X 0.5) + (0.8 x 0.8 x 0.3)
+ (0.3 x 0.2 x0.8)
+ (0.9 x 0.7 x 0.4)
+ (0.2 x0.5x%0.2))/5
(0.21 + 0.19 + 0.048 + 0.25 + 0.02) /5
0.14

Worked Example B3. Calculating a group’s GSMI in a
context with 5 group members and high SMAs.
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In a context where a target group, g, has 5 group members
present with high SM4s (.8, .9, 1, .8, .9), with the same GIs
(.6,.8,.2,.7,.5) and alignment between each group member’s
current salient identity and the group’s goals (.5, .3, .8, .4, .2),
the group’s GSMI would be calculated using equation (3)
above as follows (results shown to 2 significant figures):

GSMIye = (X (SMA,, X GLy, X SIGA,)) /Ny,
((0.8x 0.6 x0.5)+ (0.9 x0.8x0.3)
+(1x0.2x0.8)
+ (0.8 x 0.7 x 0.4)
+ (0.9 x 0.5 % 0.2))/5
(0.24 +0.22 4+ 0.16 + 0.22 4+ 0.09) /5
0.19

Worked Example B4. Calculating a group’s GSMI in a
context with S group members and a high SIGA.

In a context where a target group, g, has 5 group members
present with varying SMA4s (.7, .8, .3, .9, .2), the same GIs (.6,
.8,.2,.7,.5), and a high level of alignment between each
group member’s current salient identity and the group’s goals
(.9,.7,.8,.8,.9), the group’s GSMI would be calculated using
equation (3) above as follows (results shown to 2 significant
figures):

GSMIy. = (X (SMA,, X GIy, X SIGA,,)) /Ny,
((0.7 x 0.6 X 0.9) + (0.8 x 0.8 x 0.7)
+ (0.3 x 0.2 x0.8)
+ (0.9 x 0.7 X 0.8)
+ (0.2 x0.5x%0.9))/5
(0.38 + 0.45 + 0.048 + 0.50 + 0.09) /5
0.29

Worked Example BS. Calculating a group’s GSMI in a
context with 5 group members with high GIs.

In a context where a target group, g, has 5 group members
present with varying SMA4s (.7, .8, .3, .9, .2), high GIs (.9, .9,
.7, .8,.7), and varying levels of alignment between each group
member’s current salient identity and the group’s goals (.5, .3,
.8, .4, .2), the group’s GSMI would be calculated using
equation (3) above as follows (results shown to 2 significant
figures):

GSMlye = (L (SMAy, X Gl X SIGA)) /Ny
((0.7 X 0.9 x 0.5) + (0.8 X 0.9 x 0.3)
+(0.3 % 0.7 x 0.8)
+ (0.9 % 0.8 x 0.4)
+(0.2x 0.7 X 0.2))/5
(0.32 + 0.22 4+ 0.17 + 0.29 + 0.028) /5
0.20



