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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to identify the effect of gesture and facial expression on persona effects. Fifty-six
college students were recruited for this study, and non-verbal communication skills were applied to a pedagogical
agent with gesture (conversational vs. deictic) and facial expression. The conversational gesture may have
relationship with social interaction hypothesis of pedagogical agent while the deictic gesture may have relationship
with attentional guidance hypothesis. The facial expression can be assumed to facilitate the social interaction
between the pedagogical agent and learners. Interestingly, the conversational gesture group showed a tendency of
outperforming the deictic gesture group. It may imply that the social interaction theory has a strong impact on
cognitive support as well as social interaction for learners. There was a significant interaction effect on the
engagement when both of facial expression and conversational gesture were applied. This result has two
implications. First, facial expression can facilitate the persona effect for engagement.

Key words : pedagogical agent, persona effects, gesture, facial expression.
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Table 1. Relationship between gesture and facial expression

Facial expression | No facial expression

Cognitive attention | Cognitive attention
Deictic gesture + +
Emotional cue No emotional cue

Social interaction Social interaction
+ +

Emotional cue

Conversational

esture .
& No emotional cue
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[Figure 1] T-pose of EVA
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[Figure 2] Deictic gesture (top) and conversational
gesture (down)
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[Figure 3] Facial expression(left) and no facial
expression
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3 EFAR=1.6)01 AL A A A=A ] H
T =539(FTAA=2.15Att g A=HE A4
2 27 A rEolElE AUt AUH R Erh

L AN
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Table 2. Descriptive data of variables (N=56)

Facial expression

Variables presence absence

(n=28) (n=28)
Test 5.002.51) | 5.79(1.72)
o FAC 3.11(1.71) | 4.13(0.92)
Deictic. ggsmre CRE 3.76(1.79) | 4.64(0.62)
(n=28) HUM 2.55(1.21) | 3.19(0.95)
ENG 2.54(1.44) | 3.11(1.17)
Test 6.00(1.41) | 6.64(1.28)
Conversational FAC 3.67(1.15) 3.31(1.28)
gesture CRE 4.14(0.77) | 4.04(1.49)
(n=28) HUM 2.99(0.92) | 2.71(1.14)
ENG 3.26(0.88) | 2.35(1.08)

4.2. 2|05t &ntof| O|X|= A&t

Table 2014 9JQls} & 3o] 7|&FA A5 7t
S AREUSS B AL AFRA glo] AA
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