Appendix X: Human—Robot Interaction
(HRI) Validation Matrix
Rouse Relational OS™

This appendix demonstrates how established Human-Robot Interaction (HRI)
research domains validate individual components of the Rouse Relational
Operating System™ while highlighting the absence of a unified structural
diagnostic model. Each framework below is supported by peer-reviewed
literature and mapped to corresponding structural elements within the
Relational OS™ and the Rouse Relational Honeycomb™
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coordinati
on

Evaluates
trust and
engageme
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y
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accumulat
ion

Positions
explainabil
ity as
bonding
input

Links loss
of control
to system
instability

Defines
strain
thresholds

Integrates
pressure
sources

Introduce
S time as
amplifier



Social Human-lik Enhances Mortar, Focuses Links

Presence e engageme Reciprocit on behavior
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al., 2021)
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