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Figure 1: Examples of iconic gestures used by the virtual agent in the explanation of the board game Quarto!

ABSTRACT
In human interaction, gestures serve various functions such as
marking speech rhythm, highlighting key elements, and supple-
menting information. These gestures are also observed in explana-
tory contexts. However, the impact of gestures on explanations
provided by virtual agents remains underexplored. A user study
was carried out to investigate how different types of gestures influ-
ence perceived interaction quality and listener understanding. This
study addresses the effect of gestures in explanation by developing
an embodied virtual explainer integrating both beat gestures and
iconic gestures to enhance its automatically generated verbal expla-
nations. Our model combines beat gestures generated by a learned
speech-driven synthesis module with manually captured iconic
gestures, supporting the agent’s verbal expressions about the board
game Quarto! as an explanation scenario. Findings indicate that
neither the use of iconic gestures alone nor their combination with
beat gestures outperforms the baseline or beat-only conditions in
terms of understanding. Nonetheless, compared to prior research,
the embodied agent significantly enhances understanding.
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• Computing methodologies → Intelligent agents; • Human-
centered computing → User studies; Multimodal interaction.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Successful human communication involvesmultiple forms ofmodal-
ities, including spoken language, facial cues, and body language.
Understanding and generating these multimodal cues allows us
to have meaningful and nuanced interactions in our everyday life
[12, 94]. Current research on the social aspects of gestures is mainly
focused on the effect gestures have on collaboration or interpreta-
tion tasks, with a clear focus on emerging gesture comprehension
in children and young adults [1, 60, 68, 102].

The importance of non-verbal communication for a successful
collaborative or co-constructive explanation is long known [56, 67].
Thus there is little research on how the explainee’s understanding in
an explanation is influenced by the performed gestures, especially
with regard to studies that vary gesture parameters and quanti-
tatively measure learning outcomes. As there is a lack of studies
that vary gesture parameters, particularly on a fine scale, and quan-
titatively measure learning outcomes [22, 85], we provide such a
study. In addition, most insights into the effects gestures have on
an explanation are from human-human interaction [34] or focus on
the human explainee expressing (mis)understanding [56], while it is
still unclear how far these effects can be transferred to human-agent
explanations.

Regarding the automatic generation of non-verbal behavior, the
main focus on co-speech gesture generation currently lies in pro-
ducing natural and human-like gestural motion frommultiple input
modalities [71]. Although these gestures look natural, they still con-
vey only very limited additional non-verbal meaning [93], and thus
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do not allow for the interaction quality achievable with virtual
agents that employ iconic gestures in human-agent scenarios [6].

In this paper, we investigate the effects of different types of ges-
tures on the objective understanding and the perceived interaction
quality of a multimodal explanation. Our focus lies on studying the
understanding and engagement of participants by distinguishing
between shallow understanding and deep enabling [11]. Therefore,
understanding can be divided into comprehension – the knowing
that – and enabledness – the knowing how. Both forms of under-
standing can either appear in a shallow – only surface knowledge –
or a deep – being able to draw connections between information –
way.

To this end, we developed a multimodal virtual agent designed
to explain the mechanics of the board game Quarto!. It is based on a
novel model that complements the automatic generation of spoken
explanations (from prior work) by generating four different kinds
of gestures (baseline, beat, iconic, and mixed). An iconic gesture
(illustrated in Figure 1) conveys semantic information by present-
ing a depiction of the related aspects [5], while beat gestures are
biphasic movements of the hand and do not carry any propositional
content [9]. In our current model, none of the generated gestures in-
troduces new information to the explainee but instead augment the
information already conveyed by speech. In the following, Sect. 2
provides relevant background about multimodality and gestures
in human-human and human-agent interaction. Sect. 3 presents
the model for explanation generation, before Sect. 4 turns to the
approach for beat and iconic gesture generation. Finally, a user
study is presented (Sect. 5) and its results are discussed (Sect. 6).

2 RELATEDWORK
While the benefit of gestures in human-human interaction is well
known [10, 94], the results in human-agent interaction are more
ambiguous [43]. At present, little is known about the effect of the
explainer’s gestures on the explainee’s understanding in human-
agent explanation scenarios.

2.1 Gestures in Human-Human Explanation
An explanation can be seen as a co-constructive process, giving both
interlocutors – the explainer and the explainee – an active role in the
interaction [81]. As shown in Lund [56] gestures in explanations
are used for manifold reasons, they can refer to an object, end
a verbal utterance, or accompany it to stress its importance. For
human-human explanation, it has been shown that it helps the
listener to understand the intended meaning and structure if the
speaker uses gestures in an interaction [10, 42]. It has also been
shown that iconic gestures can support the long-term learning of
second language vocabulary in children [4, 7, 23, 82, 83].

It is a common approach to transfer human-human interaction
patterns to human-agent interaction. For instance, there is research
on how to transfer the explainer’s understanding of an explainee’s
gestures from human-human to human-agent interaction [82]. Here,
the authors introduce a theoretical approach on how agents can
interpret posture and gesture based on behavior patterns in parent-
child interaction. So far, little is known about the effects of the
explainer’s gestures on the explainee’s understanding and percep-
tion of an explanation in human-agent interaction. While there

are implementations of gesturing agents for spatial description
tasks [5], math equations [75], Piagetian conservation tasks [77],
or word learning in children [23], to the best of our knowledge,
there are currently no artificial explainers using specific gestures
as information-conveying tools in their explanation.

2.2 Gestures in Virtual Agents
The generation and integration of nonverbal behavior in virtual
agent scenarios have been a long-standing problem in virtual agent
research [13, 51]. Early approaches mainly relied on rule-based
models, with gesture templates created by hand, such as the Behav-
ior Markup Language (BML) [45, 91] and the Behavior Expression
Animation Toolkit (BEAT) [14], while more recent works primarily
use deep-learning, graph-based or hybrid approaches to generate
gestures from given input modalities [55, 71, 92, 100, 101].

Regarding the effect of synthetic gestures on human-agent in-
teraction, much work has been done on the perceived personality
of the agent [54, 70] or the creation of rapport with the agent
[3, 32]. It has been shown that users are more willing to engage in a
human-like way if the agent uses human-like gestures [47, 74]. At
the same time, it has been shown that mismatching gestures have
a measurable negative effect on such interactions [40, 84, 94]. In
general, the main effects found are social perception effects (how
is the agent perceived by the user?) and communicative effects
(how does gesturing influence the course of interaction?). How-
ever, little effects have been found on user understanding and task
performance [22, 43]. On the other hand, there are indications that
participants benefit from gestures when it comes to learning, but
there is not enough data to generalize from it [22, 59]. Models based
on co-construction face difficulty with repetition when users don’t
provide sufficient feedback, often due to underestimating the user’s
competence [80].

2.3 Cognitive Load in Multimodal Interaction
There are different possible ways in which gestures can support or
hamper the listener’s processing and understanding of the utter-
ance. We focus here on the cognitive load that gestures may impose
on the listener, and which may particularly affect the processing of
multimodal behavior of artificial agents. A lot of research has inves-
tigated the speaker’s cognitive load and how it can be decreased by
using different modalities [72]. It has been shown that gestures help
to structure an interaction and thereby minimize verbal load [31].
Chen et al. [17] show which features are relevant to measure the
current cognitive load and apply their method to different experi-
mental scenarios. Oviatt et al. [72] show that as cognitive load rises
people tend to go multimodal, presumably to distribute the load
over the used modalities. Only a few studies examined the impact
of generated input on the listener. The question of how gestures
affect the listener’s cognitive load remains unanswered by them
[46].

Gestures in interaction do influence both, the speaker and lis-
tener. Most research focuses on the positive effects gestures have
on the person using them. Hostetter and Bahl [35] demonstrate
that gesturing and other meaningful hand movements have a bene-
ficial influence on verbal load. Similarly, research on memory calls
showed that prohibiting the use of gestures diminishes the recall
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rate of memorized words [63]. It has been shown that gestures also
support the human explainer in structuring their explanation [31].
When a non-existent object is described with gestures instead of
speech, research has shown that the cognitive load reduces [76].
There is less research on how gestures are perceived, but stud-
ies show that presenting information on different modalities can
expand the learner’s capacity of working memory in learning sce-
narios [65, 88]. Cognitive load theory states that presenting a task
using different modalities (e.g. dual-mode presentation for solving
geometry tasks) supports the expansion of working memory and
helps to solve tasks [69].

In contrast to this, cognitive resource theory shows that there can
be a competition between modalities when performing a task, as
they need to be processed in parallel [97]. This approach also con-
siders the cognitive load it takes to transfer input on one modality
to a task that needs another modality.

3 EXPLANATION MODEL
The quality of an explanation is influenced by many aspects, such
as adaptivity, multimodality, and information quality. As this paper
describes the influence of gestures on understanding and perception
of the explanation, all other aspects are kept as static as possible.
We adopt a model for explanation generation, called SNAPE [79].
This model is capable of generating adaptive explanations, which
have been shown to result in better understanding, especially better
deep understanding, than a static explanation [80]. This section will
give a short overview of the model’s approach and architecture.

SNAPE is based on a non-stationary Markov Decision Process
(MDP) which evaluates the best action (which information to pro-
vide) and move (how to verbalize the information) dependent on
the current internal model the agent has about the user. This model
is called the Partner Model (PM) and consists of (1) an estimation
of the user’s current domain knowledge and (2) different global
variables, such as expertise and attentiveness, which are based on
the amount and quality of feedback that has been generated by the
user so far. As transition probabilities and rewards are based on the
PM, the MDP needs to be solved online using Monte Carlo Tree
Search (MCTS). To keep the process real-time capable, the state
space is kept small, which is grounded in the hierarchical structure
of the model. A knowledge graph (KG) containing all necessary
information for the explanation is extracted from an ontology, con-
taining all possible information about the domain. Similar to the
process observable in human-human explanations [25], the KG
is subdivided into semantic blocks. These blocks form the set of
information that the MDP can use for inference. We extended the
model by updating the template generation: the templates used for
the verbalization of the explanation are now generated by a Large
Language Model (LLM). This extension will be discussed in the
following section1.

3.1 Using LLMs for utterance generation
A key lesson learned from the previous model’s performance, was
that multiple pieces of information should be mergeable into one
utterance if the current PM and the complexity of the information

1For further insights into the architecture, please refer to [79], more information about
complexity and preconditions are given in [80]

allow it. Hence, we have extended the SNAPE model to combine
multiple triples into one utterance under certain conditions: (1) the
triples have to be in the set of the five best next pieces of information
to provide that is generated by MCTS, (2) they have to have the
same linguistic move (provide new information, give additional
information, repeat information, make a comparison), and (3) they
have to share at least one entity. The vast number and complexity
of potential triple combinations require a general and powerful
approach to utterance generation. In the current version, all possible
triple combinations are generated and matching utterances are
created by prompting a fine-tuned Llama2 7Bmodel [89]. Themodel
is fine-tuned on a dataset containing 487 items, each consisting of
a list of triples, the move, and a matching output utterance. The
fine-tuned model was used to generate multiple alternatives for
each possible combination before running the explanation. The
pre-generation allows to prevent hallucinations and minimizes the
required computing power to keep the model real-time capable.

As shown in Table 1, the prompts for template generation not
only contain the information in the form of one or two triplets but
also the linguistic move that the system is supposed to use to ver-
balize the information. If SNAPE introduces new information, the
move is called provide information. For this move, information can
only be taken from the knowledge graph. Providing information
can either work or fail, which depends on the transition probabil-
ity 𝑇 in the MDP. The transition probability is influenced by the
currently inferred level of attentiveness the user has, as a user who
gets distracted easily has a higher probability of missing informa-
tion. If the move succeeds, the level of understanding 𝑙𝑜𝑢𝑖 of this
information increases. The strength of growth depends on the cur-
rently inferred level of expertise the user has. A repetition can be
verbatim or reformulated, as long as no new information is given
[37]. Only necessary information can be repeated, accordingly the
triple that is repeated has to be taken from the knowledge graph.
Repetition is the simplest of the three available deepening moves.
It has the highest probability of succeeding, but also the lowest
increase in the level of understanding 𝑙𝑜𝑢𝑖 . The move additional
adds information that is not necessary but potentially helpful to
an already introduced, but not yet grounded, information. When
considering giving additional information to the currently under
discussion information 𝑐𝑢𝑑𝑖 , the model first needs to check for a
fitting triple. A fitting triple is a triple that has to be part of the
ontology but does not contain necessary information. Additionally,
the triple needs to have the subject or object of the original triple as
the subject. If a potential triple does exist, the move is an available
action for the next step in the explanation process. A comparison
gives supportive information to an already introduced triple. In this
case, the triple is not taken from the Quarto! ontology, but from
an ontology of another, comparable board game. Again, the triples
have to share at least one entity, but can also be identical. Examples
of each move can be seen in Tab.1.

4 GESTURE GENERATION
In order to augment the explanations produced by the model de-
scribed above with communicative gestures, we identified three
main requirements for gestures to be used in an explanatory set-
ting: (1) The gestures had to be as human-like as possible and not
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Table 1: Examples of Llama2 generated templates

Move Triple Template

Provide (Struktur, sein, Figurenmerkmal), (Groesse, sein, Figuren-
merkmal)

Die Größe und Struktur sind Merkmale der Figuren.

(structure, is, figure-feature), (size, is, figure-feature) Size and structure are features of the figure.

Repeat (Struktur, sein, Figurenmerkmal), (Groesse, sein, Figuren-
merkmal)

Die Größe und die Struktur gehören zu den Figurenmerk-
malen.

(structure, is, figure-feature), (size, is, figure-feature) The size and structure are among the figure features.

Additional (Quarto, haben, Spielfiguren), (Spielfiguren, material, Holz) Die Spielfiguren bei Quarto sind aus Holz.
(quarto, has, figures), (figures, material, wood) The figures are made of wood.

Compare (Spiel, haben, Ziel), (Reihe, sein, Ziel) Das Bilden einer Reihe ist das Ziel von Quarto, genau wie bei
Vier Gewinnt.

(game, has, goal), (row, is, goal) Forming a line is the aim of Quarto, just like in Best of Four.

distract from the given speech. (2) The generated gestures had to
be extensible to incorporate additional iconic gestures in a natu-
ral and easily modifiable way. (3) The gesture algorithm should
be able to generate gestures in or near real-time, in a format that
does not require extensive pre- or post-processing. To meet these
requirements, we examined several different approaches to gesture
generation, including but not limited to the models competing in
the 2022 and 2023 GENEA challenges [49, 50]. Since all diffusion-
based implementations did not meet the real-time requirement and
the GAN approaches did not produce satisfactory results in human
evaluations, we focused on graph-based implementations. Inspired
by the work of both Zhou et al. [101] and Zhao et al. [100], we
developed a new graph-based gesture generation algorithm that
enables the generation of realistic gestures in a real-time context.

4.1 Dataset
To create our new graph-based gesture generation algorithm, we
first needed to get appropriate data that either already had iconic
gestures or was usable in a base model on which iconic gestures
could be added. Currently, iconic gesture data sets are almost non-
existent. To our knowledge, only two annotated data sets for iconic
gestures exist. The SaGA data corpus [57] with a small set of highly
specific annotated data and the BEAT corpus [53] with acted in-
teractions and rough categories for annotations. As we are mainly
interested in natural interactions, we opted against the use of either
of these corpora and instead captured our own data corpus. For
this, we took 32 hours of TED and TEDx recordings with their
subtitles [27, 28] and tracked the body pose data for all recordings
using One-Stage 3D Whole-Body Mesh Recovery with Component
Aware Transformer (OSX) [52]. Afterward, we split the videos into
individual video clips by detecting and cutting the videos along
camera cuts using PySceneDetect [15]. Every clip was removed
that did not include the main speaker, exhibited a low confidence
rating during tracking, or had no perceivable movement. The final
dataset consists of 24.2 hours of primarily beat gesture, text, and
audio data.

4.2 Gesture Segmentation
In contrast to deep learning-based approaches, which generate
new gesture data from a trained multimodal data set, graph-based
approaches are more closely related to retrieval-based techniques,
where the input data is not used as training data, but as lightly
processed chunking data in which the algorithm searches for an
optimal path to generate new gestures [71, 100]. Using audio, text,
and gesture data as input, we first divided the entire training data
into clips of length 𝑠 seconds, with an overlap of 𝑠

2 seconds. For our
data, we chose a length of 2 for 𝑠 . All clips shorter than 𝑠 seconds
were discarded. We then performed individual data processing
for each modality. For the text data, we encoded each word with
fastText [8, 38] and performed vector encoding for both the short
historical context with 𝑡𝑥1 words and the long historical context
with 𝑡𝑥2 words. We encoded both sequences using a MiniLM model
[95] and an openclip embedding model [18, 78] trained on the
DataComp1B dataset [29]. As shown in equation 1 and 2, given
the MiniLM model as 𝑀𝑖𝐿𝑀 , the OpenClip model as 𝑂𝑐𝑙𝑖𝑝 , the
combination of the short and long historical sequence as 𝑣𝑟 , the
combined sequence as 𝑣𝑡 , and the word at step 𝑖 as𝑤𝑖 , we formally
perform

𝑣𝑟𝑖 =

𝑖−𝑡𝑥1
∥

𝑘=𝑖

𝑤𝑖 ⊕
𝑖−𝑡𝑥2
∥

𝑘=𝑖

𝑤𝑖 (1)

𝑣𝑡𝑖 = 𝑀𝑖𝐿𝑀 (𝑣𝑟𝑖 ) ⊕ 𝑂𝑐𝑙𝑖𝑝 (𝑣𝑟𝑖 ) (2)

which concatenates the MiniLM an OpenClip vectors with the his-
toric context 𝑡𝑥1 and 𝑡𝑥2. For the audio processing, we resample
the audio data to 24.000 Hz, and both compute a log normalized
spectrogram with consecutive Fourier transformations on the raw
audio data, as well as a vector embedding for the entire sequence
𝑣𝑎 using the wav2vec 2.0 model [2]. To more closely align the audio
with the text data and to remove any superfluous information from
the audio data, we additionally compute a processed version of the
spectrogram and the wav2vec 2.0 vectors. For this, we compute a
vector between zero and one, with a starting value of zero and the
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length of our sequence 𝑠 , multiplied by the given frame rate of the
original clip. We call this vector 𝐴𝑇𝑠 . We iterate over every word
in the sequence 𝑆𝑥 and note the start- and end timings𝑊𝑠 and𝑊𝑒 ,
respectively. Using the start- and end timings, we calculate the mid-
dle point of the current word timing𝑊𝑚. We linearly interpolate
from the start point𝑊𝑠 − 1 with the value zero to the middle point
𝑊𝑚 with the value one, back down to the value zero at time point
𝑊𝑒 + 1. If the word has a length of exactly one frame, we simply set
this specific frame to one. Then, we multiply the vector 𝐴𝑇𝑠 with
the spectrogram and wav2vec 2.0 vectors and save the resulting
vectors.

For the gesture data, we kept the original position data un-
changed. To achieve better coherence between the gesture genera-
tion segments, we calculated an additional vector𝐺𝑣 by combining
the first through sixth derivatives of the gesture position.

4.3 Vector Embedding
To align each dimension of the gesture, audio, and text data, we
first normalized each dimension by subtracting the global mean
and dividing it by the global standard deviation. As the gesture gen-
eration algorithm relies on matching the overlap of the referencing
sequence (see chapter 4.4), we split the data into two parts of length
𝑠
2 along the time axis and only kept the first half of the data. As
the given vectors exhibited a high dimensionality, we performed a
Principal Components Analysis (PCA) on each data segment. We
deliberately chose this reduction method instead of TSNE, UMAP,
VAE, or PaCMAP dimensionality reduction, as all of these methods
performed worse in terms of preserving the global structure of our
data in our experiments [41, 58, 66, 96]. Using PCA, we reduced
each dimension to a vector of length 256. Measuring the cumula-
tive explained variance of the data, we preserved 92.6%, 96.7%, and
56.7% of the variance for the gesture–, audio-, and text vectors, re-
spectively. In order to enable fast nearest neighbor vector searches
during the actual gesture generation, we stored the resulting vec-
tors, split by modality and a combined vector of all modalities, in
a vector database and computed a Hierarchical Navigable Small
World graph (HNSW) over the entire vector sets [33, 39, 61]. Finally,
we used the resulting vector database to create our vector graph, by
defining every clip as a node in our gesture graph and performing
an offline search for each singular modality and the combination
of all modalities, storing the nearest 20 vectors as the edges for
our graph. Additionally, we added all edges to the graph that are
naturally continuous and removed all edges that would lead to a
reversed path (i.e. id:80 -> id:79) in the graph.

4.4 Beat Gesture Generation
During the generation of new gestures, we split the given audio and
text information into clips of length 𝑠 , with an overlap of 𝑠

2 seconds.
We calculated the vector data for the audio and text data for each
segment, but contrary to the graph data, we only kept the second
half of the vector data along the time axis. As the generation has no
gesture information for the first sequence, we retrieved the gesture
for the first sequence from our gesture database, by returning the
result of the nearest neighbor search for the combined vector of
audio and text. Startingwith the second segment, we used the vector
database to retrieve 𝐺𝑛 nodes, which minimized the L2 distance of

our combined modality vector. For each given node, we calculated
the best-performing path up to a depth of𝐺𝑑 , by traveling along the
top𝐺𝑒 edges for each node. Given the previous sequence vectors as
𝑔, the previous audio sequence as 𝑎, the previous text sequence as
𝑡 , the current node vectors as 𝑛, the Euclidean distance as 𝑑 (𝑥,𝑦),
and the result of the graph as 𝑑𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑝 we performed the following for
every sequence step:

𝑑𝑛𝑜𝑑𝑒 (𝑥,𝑦) = 𝜆1𝑑 (𝑥𝑔, 𝑦𝑔) + 𝜆2𝑑 (𝑥𝑎, 𝑦𝑎) + 𝜆3𝑑 (𝑥𝑡 , 𝑦𝑡 ) (3)

𝑑𝑝𝑎𝑡ℎ (𝑣𝑔𝑡 , 𝑣𝑛𝑡 , 𝑡) =
𝐺𝑑∑︁
𝑖=0

𝑑𝑛𝑜𝑑𝑒 (𝑣𝑔𝑡+𝑖 , 𝑣𝑛𝑡+𝑖 ) (4)

𝑑𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑝 = {𝑑𝑝𝑎𝑡ℎ (𝑣𝑔0, 𝑣𝑛0), ..., 𝑑𝑝𝑎𝑡ℎ (𝑣𝑔𝐺𝑛, 𝑣𝑛𝐺𝑛)} (5)

The hyperparameters 𝜆1, 𝜆2, and 𝜆3 were set to 4, 2, and 1, re-
spectively. If a path contained an already selected node, the path
was removed. After ordering the sequence list, we sampled from the
top 𝑘 paths, by converting the normalized distances to a probability
distribution. After choosing the sequence sample, we set the new
gesture value to the gesture value of 𝑉𝑔0 and repeated the process
for the next step.

4.5 Iconic Gestures
As the main goal of the present work is to support the understand-
ing of an explainee, we aimed to include believable representational
(iconic) gestures that could be easily added and removed from the
original gestures. To the best of our knowledge, no system exists
that can automatically generate high-quality, aligned iconic ges-
tures that are semantically coherent to a given verbal input. We
hence manually annotated all instances of the generated explana-
tion where an iconic gesture would make sense and pre-recorded
suitable iconic gestures. For this, we captured 40 iconic gestures,
with 3 different repetitions for variety, with a Logitech C920 in
1080p and used the same pose estimation algorithm as in Sect. 4.1
to extract the arm and hand positions [52]. As misalignment be-
tween gestures and speech is known to decrease interaction quality
[40, 84, 94], we did not use any automatic method to determine the
position and length of the iconic gesture clips, but instead placed,
aligned, and blended all iconic gesture clips by hand using the
software Blender [19]. To ensure believable high-quality iconic ges-
tures, we only added iconic gestures if new information during the
explanation was given.

5 EVALUATION STUDY
We conducted an online user study2 to test the effects of gestures
on the explainee’s understanding and perception of the explanation
generated by the virtual agent. The study has four conditions. In
the baseline condition, the agent keeps the arms at its side and
moves them slightly, but does not perform any gestures. In the beat
condition, the agent performs the beat gestures generated by the
gesture graph algorithm (Sect. 4). The iconic condition consists of
the baseline condition to which we added the manually captured

2The study was preregistered in OSF: The anonymized pre-registration can be found
at https://osf.io/db7rz/?view_only=eddd075d791848599e009961b7352e68
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Figure 2: General understanding Figure 3: Deep understanding

iconic gestures (cf. Sect. 4.5). Finally, the mixed condition combines
the beat condition with the iconic gestures. 3

Furthermore, we compare the user understanding with results
obtained with purely textual but adaptive explanations generated
by the SNAPE model [80]. We perform a between-subject online
study with 50 participants in each condition. We ensure an even
split between male and female participants. The study language
is German. Each participant is paid €12 / hour. After excluding
outliers based on completion time, the analysis has a power be-
tween 0.79 and 0.8 for a Whitney-U-Test. The user perception of
the interaction and the objective understanding are measured as
dependent variables. The hypotheses we test are:

H1 The user perceives the interaction as more positive in
the mixed gesture condition.

H2 The user’s understanding is higher in the mixed gesture
condition.

H3 Theunderstanding in themixed gesture condition is higher
than in the previous version of the agent.

5.1 Results: Understanding
The used understanding instrument is identical to the one used in
[80] , allowing for a comparison between the SNAPE model and
our multimodal explainer. The understanding instrument tests the
effects on the task performance, which is one of the testable effects
described in Section 2.2. Before comparing with the adaptive agent,
we compare the understanding of the different gesture conditions.
The instrument contains two kinds of questions. The shallow ques-
tions test knowledge recall, in which the user has to decide whether
a statement is true or false. The deep understanding test probes
the user’s ability to transfer the learned knowledge to in-game
situations. Participants are asked to choose the best action in a
given game situation shown as a picture. The questions are not
only distinctive at the level of understanding depth, but also on

3The videos for each condition can be found in the OSF project https://osf.io/bf2yk/
?view_only=704cf1241b4f4d7490bfb213a84c7fdc

forms of understanding [11]. While the knowledge recall mainly
tests the comprehension of the rules, the in-depth questionnaire
tests to which extent the user can transfer and apply the learned
knowledge: the user’s enabledness. Thus, while most studies focus
on the effects gestures have on long-term learning [23], this study
measures the immediate understanding the user has subsequent to
the interaction.

Results show, that the understanding is not significantly higher in
the mixed condition. The data is not normally distributed (Shapiro
Wilk < 0.05 in each condition: general: p = 0.042, shallow: p = 3.094e-
06, deep: p = 3.094e-06), so we performed a Mann-Whitney-U test
instead of an ANOVA and posthoc t-tests. The Mann-Whitney-U
test4 shows significant differences between the baseline and the
iconic condition in the general (U = 1.302e+03, p = 3.310e-02) (Fig.2)
as well as the deep understanding (U = 1.318e+03, p = 2.277e-02)
(Fig.3), while the difference is not significant between the condi-
tions in the shallow understanding. To get a better insight into
this effect, we compare the conditions for each question using the
Mann-Whitney-U test. In the shallow understanding, only 3 out
of 24 questions are influenced by the conditions. UN09 (You can
position any pieces on free spaces on the board., U=1.246e+03, p =
1.758e-02) and UN23 (Once you have finished a row, you have to shout
”Done”., U = 1.127e+03, p = 1.984e-02) show a significant difference
between the beat and the iconic condition, while UN21 (To win, it is
important to distribute the pieces randomly on the playing field at the
beginning., U = 9.080e+02, p = 3.248e-02) shows significant differ-
ence between iconic and mixed condition. In all three cases, iconic
gestures produce significantly worse understanding. In contrast to
the small number of significant items in the shallow understanding,
5 out of 8 test items in the deep understanding are significant: In
UN31 (U = 1.231e+03, p = 2.958e-02) and UN32 (U = 1.262e+03, p =
2.774e-02) the baseline outperforms the iconic condition, in UN36
the beat condition produces higher deep understanding than the
iconic (U = 1.203e+03, p = 4.183e-02) and the mixed condition (U
4ns: p <= 1.00e+00; *: 1.00e-02 < p <= 5.00e-02; **: 1.00e-03 < p <= 1.00e-02; ***: 1.00e-04
< p <= 1.00e-03; ****: p <= 1.00e-04
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=1.373e+03, p = 4.881e-03), while it only outperforms the mixed con-
dition in UN37 (U = 1.225e+03, p = 4.504e-02). UN33 (U = 8.790e+02,
p = 3.027e-02) is the only question, where the mixed condition
outperforms the beat condition. When looking at the results for
the individual deep understanding questions there is a trend for
the baseline and beat condition to perform better than the iconic
and the mixed condition5. As shown above, this trend is significant
for half of the questions. In sum, the results do not confirm the
hypotheses but are rather contrary. Still, they show an interesting
effect in this specific study: the understanding – especially the deep
enabledness – is decreased by the usage of iconic gestures. Possible
reasons for these results will be discussed in Section 6.

Next to comparing the understanding of the different gesture con-
ditions to each other, the understanding will now be compared to
the understanding without an embodiment (baseline23) and an adap-
tive explanation without an embodiment (adaptive23). Although the
explanations were given as text and the formulations were not iden-
tical to the formulations in this study, since they were generated by
the SNAPE model [80], we consider this comparison meaningful as
it allows to assess the overall explanation quality achieved by the
embodied agent in this specific explanation domain.

When comparing the general understanding of the non-embodied
agent to the updated version, all updated conditions do outperform
the baseline23 (baseline: U = 2.666e+03 p = 4.096e-08, beat: U =
2.490e+03 p = 1.755e-06, iconic: U = 2.264e+03 p = 5.353e-05, mixed:
U = 2.600e+03, p = 1.194e-06), but only the non-iconic conditions
can outperform the adaptive condition (baseline: p = 6.304e-04 U =
1.843e+03, beat: p =2.078e-02 U = 2.214e+03). When looking at the
deep understanding, the embodied conditions also perform well in
comparison to the non-embodied conditions. All of the embodied
conditions generate a significantly better deep understanding (base-
line: U = 2.479e+03 p = 7.813e-06, beat: U = 2.302e+03 p = 1.776e-04,
iconic: U = 1.971e+03 p = 1.808e-02, mixed: U = 2.288e+03, p =
1.457e-03). However, only the baseline condition can outperform
the adaptive condition when it comes to deep understanding (U =
2.275e+03 p = 1.640e-02).

5.2 Results: Interaction Quality
Next to the objective understanding, the users had to answer a
questionnaire on their subjective perception of the interaction. This
interaction questionnaire is a selection of 14 dimensions taken from
the Artificial Social Agents Questionnaire (ASAQ) questionnaire
[26], and two additional, more explanation-related dimensions, the
subjective understanding and the connection between agent and
understanding 6. It addresses social perception and communicative
effects. Each of these 16 dimensions was tested with three different
statements and were answered by the participant using a 5-point
Likert scale.

When comparing how the different interactions were perceived
by the user, the conditions do not show substantial differences (Fig.
8). We only see a significant difference in 4 out of the 16 dimensions.
In the level of trust the users put into the agent, the beat condition
significantly outperforms the iconic condition (U = 1.256e+03 p =
4.811e-02) (Fig.4). The user perceives the baseline condition to be

5The plots for understanding of each question can be found in Appendix B
6for the full questionnaire see Appendix A

more likable than the mixed condition (U = 1.404e+03 p = 3.841e-02)
(Fig. 5). When it comes to engagement, the beat (U = 7.135e+02 p =
4.379e-03) and the iconic condition (U = 7.650e+02 p = 3.143e-02)
are perceived as more engaging than the baseline (Fig. 6). Also, the
acceptance and willingness to use the agent again are higher in the
iconic than in the baseline condition (U = 7.810e+02 p = 3.982e-02)
(Fig.7).

5.3 Discussion
The results of the present study suggest that, in the context of a
board game explanation delivered by an embodied virtual agent,
the use of co-speech gestures does not necessarily improve under-
standing. On the contrary, the non-iconic conditions (baseline and
beat) tended to result in better deep enabledness of the participants
than the iconic conditions (iconic and mixed). At the same time,
we do see an improvement in understanding in comparison to the
SNAPE model. The fact that the embodied baseline condition ex-
ceeds the previous one (baseline23) by a significant margin can
either be explained by differences in explanation quality or by the
added embodiment of the agent. The former is possible as SNAPE
can only produce one piece of information per utterance, while
our model improves explanation quality by generating utterances
with a more complex structure and a higher information density,
whenever reasonable (Sect. 3). We thus take these results as evi-
dence of a positive impact of our model, even if the explanation was
not adaptive. The latter is supported by the so-called "embodiment
effect" [64] showing better learning of materials presented with an
embodied character. In any case, since the difference in understand-
ing is between the current baseline condition and the baseline23
condition, it cannot be explained by the addition of gestures.

A comparison of perceived interaction quality between the ges-
ture conditions does not reveal many differences. Only four of
the sixteen dimensions show a significant difference. While the

Figure 4: Trust Figure 5: Likeability

Figure 6: Engagement Figure 7: Acceptance
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Figure 8: Radar chart comparing the four gesture conditions

performed gestures improve user engagement, they decrease the
likability of the agent. When looking at the user’s trust, the overall
type of gesture seems to have a smaller impact than the fluidity of
the performed gesture. An agent using beat gestures is perceived
as more trustworthy while performing iconic gestures significantly
increases the probability that a user will reuse the agent compared
to the baseline condition.

In summary, hypotheses H1 and H2 must be rejected, while hy-
pothesis H3 can be partially accepted. We see an improvement in
perception in some dimensions when either beat or iconic gestures
are used, but the combination never outperforms the baseline. We
did not find a significantly better understanding of the mixed con-
dition compared to any of the other conditions. In fact, the iconic
condition produces a significantly worse understanding than the
baseline. The extended agent outperforms the previous version, es-
pecially when looking at deep comprehension. However, it should
be noted that the mixed and iconic conditions are the only gesture
conditions that do not outperform the adaptive condition in general
comprehension, and the difference between the adaptive condition
and the baseline, beat, and iconic conditions is even greater than
the difference between the mixed and adaptive conditions in deep
comprehension.

6 CONCLUSIONS
In this paper, we investigated how gestures affect users’ perception
and understanding of explanations given by an embodied agent. Us-
ing a modified version of the SNAPE explanation generation model,
coupled with a graph-based gesture generation algorithm, we could
systematically adjust gesture parameters and measure participants’
comprehension. Our results show only slight differences in user per-
ception and general understanding if confronted with different ges-
ture types. Notably, our results reveal a significant decrease in deep
understanding when presented with iconic gestures. Compared to
previous research, these results are rather unexpected. Although
previous research has shown that gestures can distract people and

reduce performance [48], most studies suggested that gestures im-
prove the quality of an interaction [21, 44, 77, 90, 99]. Looking at
these findings, how can the observed effects be explained?

One important consideration is the amount of cognitive load that
the stimuli place on the participants [16, 62, 87]. In our study, partic-
ipants get a verbal explanation of a complex board game in a short
period of time, which is likely to incur a high cognitive load [90] and
thus limit participants’ learning. Additionally, the automatically
generated explanations may introduce artifacts that increase cogni-
tive load even further [36, 73]. In this situation, the presentation of
iconic gestures that need to be integrated with verbally conveyed
content might have additionally taxed cognitive resources. This is
in line with cognitive resource theory which assumes a competition
between modalities that need to be processed in parallel [97] or
when input from one modality needs to be transferred to a task
that needs another modality. This is supported by the fact that the
negative effects of iconic gestures are found in participant’s deep
understanding, but not in the general recall questions. We may thus
conclude that the combination of semantically meaningful speech
and gesture might have overwhelmed participants (as reported
by Dargue and Sweller [20]) and that the induced cognitive load
[24, 98] might have prevented participants from internalizing the
new information in the given time.

In contrast, shallow understanding and deep enabledness are not
hampered when explanations are given along with beat gestures.
This observation is in line with the finding that beat gestures are
more beneficial in difficult tasks than in simple ones [30], as well as
with the view that iconic and metaphoric gestures are not always
more beneficial to comprehension than deictic or beat gestures [21].

However, it is not possible to finally answer this question as
the present study only examined redundant iconic gestures that re-
instantiate information already conveyed verbally, albeit apparently
sometimes in ways that may have led to confusion. It is generally
acknowledged that gestures can enhance communication by pro-
viding additional information [34]. This aligns with the concept
of spreading information across multiple modalities to reduce cog-
nitive load, as discussed above (Sect. 2.3). Thus, to gain further
insight into the effects of an embodied agent’s synthetic gestures
on listeners’ cognitive load, additional studies on redundant, sup-
plementary, and complementary gestures are necessary. Further,
there are multiple metrics available for measuring cognitive load
[86], which should be included in future studies to better delineate
these effects.

Another aspect that goes beyond the scope of this paper is the
extent to which the presented iconic gestures are familiar to the ad-
dressees. Dargue and Sweller [20] found that a well-known gesture
is easier to interpret and thus puts less load on the user. Whether
this effect is found in the present board game explanations and the
pre-recorded gestures will be tested in a follow-up study, measur-
ing the familiarity with the used gestures. As for other limitations
of our study, we only tested the effects of specific gestures in a
specific type of interaction (an explanation) and a single domain
(the board game Quarto!). This study hence cannot provide general-
izable results and we are aware of studies showing different or even
contrary findings. This again stresses the importance of shifting the
perspective to representational gestures and learning more about
the effects these gestures have or do not have in different kinds of
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interactions between human users and virtual multimodal agents.
In addition to this, the study is only considering the effects of sup-
plementary gestures on understanding and perceived interaction
quality. By now, we cannot derive conclusions about the effects of
representational gestures in explanations, which will be a research
question for a follow-up study.

In summary, this study suggests that co-speech gestures do not
necessarily improve explanations given by an embodied agent.
When incorporating gestures, it is thus important to consider when
to use which particular type of gesture, with which particular ad-
dressee, and at which particular point in the explanation process.
The more meaningful and complex a gesture may seem, the more
important this is.
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A SATISFACTION QUESTIONNAIRE
The satisfaction questionnaire is a selection of questions taken from
the Artificial Social Agents Questionnaire [26], which are translated
to German by the authors. Here we will list all original questions
used, the test item they are connected to and the translation. In the
study the questions were mixed in random order.

(1) Agent’s Believability
HLB3 Das Verhalten des Agenten erinnert an menschliches Ver-

halten.
The agent’s behavior makes me think of human be-
havior

HLB4 Der Agent verhält sich wie eine echte Person.
The agent behaves like a real person

NB2 Der Agent agiert natürlich.
The agent acts naturally

(2) Performance
PF1 Der Agent macht seine Aufgabe gut.

The agent does its task well
PF2 Der Agent stört mich nicht.

The agent does not hinder me.
PF3 Mit dem Agenten bin ich in der Lage zu gewinnen.

I am capable of suceeding with the agent.
(3) Likeability

AL2 Ich mag den Agenten.
I like the agent

AL3 Ich mag den Agenten nicht.
I dislike the agent

AL4 Der Agent ist kooperativ.
The agent is cooperative

(4) User Acceptance of the Agent
UAA1 Ich würde den Agenten in Zukunft wieder nutzen.

I will use the agent again in the future
UAA2 Ich kann mich den Agenten zukünftig nutzen sehen.

I can see myself using the agent in the future
UAA3 Ich vermeide weitere Interaktionen mit dem Agenten.

I oppose further interaction with the agent
(5) Enjoyability

AE1 Der Agent ist langweilig.
The agent is boring

AE2 Es ist interessant mit dem Agenten zu interagieren.
It is interesting to interact with the agent

AE3 Ich habe Spaß mit dem Agenten zu interagieren.
I enjoy interacting with the agent

(6) Engagement
UE1 Während der Interaktionmit demAgentenwar ich konzen-

triert.
I was concentrated during the interaction with the
agent

UE2 Die Interaktion hat meine Aufmerksamkeit erregt.
The interaction captured my attention

UE3 Während der Interaktion war ich aufmerksam.
I was alert during the interaction with the agent

(7) Trust
UT1 Der Agent gibt gute Hinweise.

The agent always gives good advice

UT2 Der Agent sagt die Wahrheit.
The agent acts truthfully

UT3 Ich kann mich auf den Agenten verlassen.
I can rely on the agent

(8) User-Agent Alliance
UAL2 Mit demAgenten zusammenzuarbeiten ist wie ein gemein-

sames Projekt.
Collaborating with the agent is like a joint venture

UAL4 Mit demAgenten kann ich produktiv zusammenarbeiten.
The agent can collaborate in a productive way

UAL6 Der Agent versteht mich.
The agent understands me

(9) Attentiveness
AA1 Der Agent ist während der gesamten Interaktion auf

mich konzentriert.
The agent remains focused on me throughout the in-
teraction

AA2 Der Agent ist aufmerksam.
The agent is attentive

AA3 Ich bekomme die gesamte Aufmersamkeit des Agenten.
I receive the agent’s full attention throughout the in-
teraction

(10) Coherence
AC1 Das Verhalten des Agenten macht keinen Sinn.

The agent’s behavior does not make sense
AC3 Das Verhalten des Agenten ist inkonsistent.

The agent is inconsistent
AC4 Der Agent wirkt verwirrt.

The agent appears confused
(11) Intentionality

AI1 Der Agent agiert intentional.
The agent acts intentionally

AI3 Der Agent hat keine Ahnung was er tut.
The agent has no clue of what it is doing

AI4 Der Agent kann eigene Entscheidungen treffen.
The agent can make its own decision

(12) Social Presence
SP1 Der Agent hat eine soziale Präsenz.

The agent has a social presence
SP2 Der Agent ist eine soziale Entität.

The agent is a social entity
SP3 Ich habe die gleiche soziale Präsenz wie der Agent

I have the same social presence as the agent
(13) Agent’s Emotional Presence

AEP1 Der Agent ist emotional.
The agent is emotional

AEP2 Der Agent hat Emotionen.
The agent experiences emotions

AEP3 Der Agent kann keine Emotionen erleben.
The agent cannot experience emotions

(14) User’s Emotion
UEP1 Das Auftreten des Agenten hat beeinflusst wie ich mich

fühle.
The agent’s attitude influences how I feel

UEP2 Ich bin durch die Stimmung des Agenten beeinflusst.
I am influenced by the agent’s moods
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UEP3 Die Emotionen, die ich während der Interaktion erlebe
sind vom Agenten ausgelöst.
The emotions I feel during the interaction are caused
by the agent

The following questions were added by the authors and focus more
on the explanation itself:

(1) subjective understanding
SU1 Ich habe die Erklärung gut verstanden.

I understood the explanation well.
SU2 Ich bin nun in der Lage Quarto zu spielen.

I am now enabled to play Quarto.
SU3 Ich habe die Regeln des Spieles noch nicht verstanden.

I do not understand the rules of the game by now.
(2) Agent and Understanding

AU1 Durch den Agenten habe ich die Erklärung besser ver-
standen.
Because of the agent, I understood the explanation
better.

AU2 Ohne den Agenten hätte ich die Erklärung besser verste-
hen können.
It would have been easier to understand without the
agent.

AU3 Durch den Agenten konnte ich der Erklärung besser fol-
gen.
Because of the agent, it was easier to follow the expla-
nation.
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B DEEP UNDERSTANDING
The following box plot diagrams show the understanding scores for each of the eight deep understanding items distributed by the four
conditions.

Figure 9: UN30 Figure 10: UN31 Figure 11: UN32 Figure 12: UN33

Figure 13: UN34 Figure 14: UN35 Figure 15: UN36 Figure 16: UN37

Figure 17: Comparison between the four conditions for each item in the deep understanding questionnaire
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