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Abstract
This study was designed to examine the effects of the competency (low vs. high) and interaction
type (proactive vs. responsive) of pedagogical agents as learning companions (PALs) on learning,
self-efficacy, and attitudes. Participants were 72 undergraduates in an introductory computerliteracy course who were randomly assigned to one of four treatments: Low-Proactive, LowResponsive, High-Proactive, and High-Responsive. Results indicated a main effect for PAL
competency. Students who worked with the high-competency PAL in both proactive and
responsive conditions achieved higher scores in applying what they had learned and showed
more positive attitudes towards the PAL. However, students who worked with the lowcompetency PAL reported significantly enhanced self-efficacy beliefs in the learning tasks. Also,
there was a main effect for PAL interaction type. A proactive PAL had a significantly positive
impact on recall. These different results on learning and motivational outcomes suggest that the
competency and interaction type of a PAL should be designed according to the desired learning
and motivational goals.
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Pedagogical Agents as Learning Companions: The Role of Agent Competency and Type of
Interaction
A pedagogical agent-based environment suggests a new opportunity for computermediated learning emphasizing virtual social relations between learners and computers.
Pedagogical agents are animated life-like characters (Johnson et al., 2000) that are included in
instructional applications to simulate human instructional roles. Providing social interactions
with learners may make pedagogical agents unique from conventional courseware. A learner can
learn content through interacting with one or more pedagogical agents, who may provide
information or encouragement, share menial tasks, or collaborate with the learner. It might be
desirable for pedagogical agents to possess human-like personae in order to create a social
context for learning more naturally (Baylor & Kim, 2005; Erickson, 1997; Mulken et al., 1998).
Pedagogical agents may help overcome some constraints of conventional computer-based
learning. Traditionally, computer-based learning environments (e.g., intelligent tutoring systems)
were used to support individualized learning, were tailored to meet individual students’ needs,
and supported each learner in the achievement of mastery learning (Aimeur & Frasson, 1996;
Anderson et al., 1995; Chou et al., 2003; Gertner & VanLehn, 2000; Graesser et al., 2001b;
VanLehn et al., 2000; Woolf, 1990). For instance, Cognitive Tutors, developed by Carnegie
Learning, enhanced 9th graders’ math learning by as much as a full standard deviation over
control conditions (Koedinger & Anderson, 1997). However, these learning environments failed
to provide situated social interaction that significantly influenced both learning and motivation
(Lave & Wenger, 2001; Palinscar & Brown, 1984; Powell et al., 2003; Vygotsky et al., 1978;
Wertsch et al., 1984). It is well-documented that the cognitive functioning of learners is framed
by social contexts (Adolphs & Damasio, 2000; Bower & Forgas, 2001; Mclnerney & Van Etten,
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2000, 2002). Social interaction with other participants in classrooms influences learners’
cognitive and affective characteristics (Skinner & Belmont, 1993; Sutton & Wheatley, 2003;
Wong & Dornbusch, 2000). By simulating human instructional roles, pedagogical agents may
provide learners with similar social contexts. Given that human/computer interaction is
consistent with human-to-human interaction (Reeves & Nass, 1996), learners might become
more engaged in learning tasks through social interaction with pedagogical agents.
Given the potential of pedagogical agents for learning, several studies have examined the
instructional impact of pedagogical agent-based learning environments. Learners exposed to an
environment with a pedagogical agent demonstrated deeper learning and higher motivation than
learners without an agent (Moreno et al., 2001). Students in a voice-plus-agent environment
outperformed those in a text-only environment and those in a voice-only environment on both
process and product measures of learning. Similarly, students in the voice-plus-agent
environment perceived worked-out examples as being less difficult than did their counterparts
(Atkinson, 2002).
In order to design effective pedagogical agents, various human metaphors have been
adopted. For instance, the agent AutoTutor plays the role of tutor (Graesser et al., 2001a). The
agents Steve and Adele developed by CARTE represent experts in naval training tasks (Johnson
et al., 2000). Baylor and Kim (2005) effectively simulated pedagogical agents who served
distinct instructional purposes as an expert, a motivator, and a mentor. The current study was
designed to focus on the role of pedagogical agents as learning companions by adopting a peer
metaphor, as suggested in previous tutoring systems (Chan & Baskin, 1990; Chou et al., 2003;
Goodman et al., 1998; Hietala & Niemirepo, 1998; Kim, 2003a; Picard et al.; Ryokai et al.,
2003).
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Pedagogical Agents as Learning Companions (PALs)
In this study, the authors define PALs as animated peer-like characters that simulate peer
interaction in computer-based learning. Bandura’s social cognitive theory (2001) supports the
benefits of human peer partners in intellectual and social development. According to Bandura, a
great deal of psychological modeling occurs when learners see their everyday associates as
similar to themselves. Learners tend to enhance their self-efficacy beliefs based on perceptions of
peer models. Peer interaction can provide a free and open forum to facilitate a more active, and
thus a more productive, exchange of ideas (Driscoll, 2000). Peer partners were often more
effective than adult partners for learning and motivation in various subject areas across ages
(Griffin & Griffin, 1998; King, 1998; Rowell, 2002; Topping et al., 1997; Yarrow & Topping,
2001).
Recognizing the potential of simulating peer interaction in computer-based environments,
some researchers in computer science and artificial intelligence have built computer-based
tutoring systems called learning companions to exploit different technologies (Xiao et al., 2004).
They instantiated their learning-companion systems with various instructional functions, such as
a peer tutor (Chan & Chou, 1997; Uresti, 2000), a collaborator (Chan & Chou, 1997;
Dillenbourg & Self, 1992; Goodman et al., 1998; Hietala & Niemirepo, 1998), a competitor
(Chan & Baskin, 1990), or a trouble maker (Aimeur & Frasson, 1996). These systems are
somewhat differentiated from PALs in that most of the systems did not include virtual characters.
The issues commonly investigated in those studies were the competency (or expertise) of
the systems and the interaction between the learner and the system. As a rationale for examining
agent competence, Xiao and colleagues (2004) point out that the current status of agent
technology is far from competent, so it might be important to examine user reactions to lessKim, Y., & Baylor, A. L. (2006). Pedagogical agents as learning companions: The role of agent
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than-competent agents. Further, regarding agent role, agents as instructors or experts are
typically equipped with advanced competency in a domain, possibly playing a proactive role in
providing information and demonstrating skills. In designing a PAL, however, issues of
competency of the PAL and of the type of interaction need to be resolved. This is because the
PAL should be perceived as peer-like and believable (Bates, 1992; Nijholt, 2001). Equipping a
PAL with instructor-like advanced competency in a domain might undermine “peer-likeness.”
Yet the PAL should be helpful for learning, motivation, or both. A PAL equipped with the
appropriate levels of competency might effectively simulate human peer interaction and facilitate
learning and/or motivation. Furthermore, the earlier studies cited were more geared toward
system architecture and had some methodological weaknesses, e.g., the limited number of
subjects and weak statistical rigor.
Given that the differing levels of the competency of human peer models served different
instructional goals (Schunk et al., 1987), we need to understand whether the high or low
competency of a PAL will yield different outcomes in computing environments. Another
variable in designing PAL/learner interaction is interaction control. In human peer interaction,
there might be a type of implicit coordination of interaction turn-taking among peers. For
learner/PAL interactions, designers face the question of who (the PAL, the learner, or either one)
initiates the interactions. Yet whether the learner should be more or less active than the PAL is
also not known. Kim (2004) interviewed college students about their expectations of the
desirable characteristics of virtual peers, in which the students suggested that competency,
interaction control, and personality were important characteristics to be addressed. In an earlier
study, Kim (2003b) derived the key design constituents of a PAL in a social cognitive framework,
where the competency and interaction type of a PAL were suggested as crucial design variables.
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Thus, the purpose of this study was to investigate the desirable levels of PAL competency and
interaction type for college students’ learning, self-efficacy, and attitudes towards a PAL.
Competency Level: High vs. Low
The desirability of high-competency PALs is supported by instructional design guidelines
that state that instruction should provide clear information to foster cognitive learning (Dick et
al., 2001; Gagne et al., 1992; Perkins, 1992). In a social cognitive framework, the theoretical
constructs of the zone of proximal development (Vygotsky , 1978) and proxy agency (Bandura ,
2001) emphasize the value of an advanced peer for learning. The zone of proximal development
(ZPD) refers to the distance between a learner’s actual and potential development. It further
defines such developmental functions that have not yet matured but are in the process of
maturation through the assistance of others. In collaboration with these more capable others,
learners can grow intellectually beyond the limits of their present capabilities. Proxy agency
enables learners to use resources or the expertise of others in order to accomplish what they
desire. Learners could thus take advantage of the knowledge of a high-competency PAL.
Although the current technology is unable to fully feature the theoretical concepts in a PALbased environment, the emphasis on advanced peers suggests that a high-competent PAL would
be effective for a student’s learning.
On the other hand, the high competency of a PAL might decrease a learner’s self-efficacy
beliefs in the task. When learners worked with peers who were academically weaker than
themselves, their affective characteristics, such as self-esteem, confidence, sense of
responsibility, were significantly enhanced in both classroom-based (Cohen et al., 1982; Topping,
2001) and computer-based environments (Aimeur & Frasson, 1996; Uresti, 2000; Uresti &
Boulay, 2004). Also, the competency of a social model was a factor examined frequently in
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human peer model research. In a review of literature on peer modeling, Schunk (1987) noted that
similarity in competency between a learner and a model might serve as an important source of
self-efficacy information, especially in unfamiliar tasks, where the learner had little information
on which to base self-efficacy judgments. Similarly, Bandura (1997) argued that learners lacking
direct knowledge of their own capabilities rely more heavily on modeled indicators. Thus, it is
plausible that learners, especially novice learners, would increase their self-efficacy beliefs in the
task more by working with a less competent PAL more than with a high competent PAL.
Interaction Type: Proactive vs. Responsive
Learners might not be capable of making correct (i.e., effective and efficient) decisions in
the process of their learning (Clarebout et al., 2002). In such cases, information or advice should
be provided proactively to enhance learning. In traditional computer-based instruction, learners
achieved more when the system provided information than when they requested information on
their initiative (Large, 1996; Ross & Morrison, 1989). Dempsey and Van Eck (2003) also
reported that 60% of graduate participants did not use the built-in adviser in computer-based
statistics instruction. Novice learners used it even less (Gay, 1986; Ross et al., 1989; Steinberg,
1989). Aleven and Koedinger (2000) questioned the merits of student control in intelligent
tutoring systems after they found out that 9th graders had not made use of help messages built
into the system. Also, learners exposed to an intelligent tutoring system in which a virtual tutor
played an active role achieved higher learning than learners exposed to a learning-by-tutoring
environment in which the learners actively taught a virtual tutee (Chan & Chou, 1997). Thus it
seems that learners, especially novice learners, may attain higher learning when they work with a
PAL that provides ideas proactively than with a PAL that responds only to their requests.
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In contrast, according to Bandura (2001), the essential capacity of humanness is to
exercise control over the nature and quality of one’s life. With their own intention, learners may
want to plan, select, regulate, and evaluate their learning tasks. This personal control enables one
to “shape events to one’s liking” (Bandura, 1997), p. 16). A learner may choose to learn with less
interference from a PAL. Consider Microsoft “Clippy,” an unwelcome intrusion to many users in
Microsoft Office (Microsoft, 2001). Also, in conventional courseware design, learner control
over the process of learning was supported mainly in terms of learners’ affective gains, i.e.,
enhanced motivation (Large, 1996). Thus, it is reasonable to expect that learners would show
positive attitudes toward a PAL when it responds to learners’ requests but remains silent and
unobtrusive otherwise.
The application of PALs is a growing area in both technology and research. Given their
unique potential as simulated virtual peers, it is unknown whether their instructional impact will
be consistent with the findings from the research on peer-mediated learning and conventional
computer-based environments. Research on human-to-human interaction is frequently replicated
in media-based environments (Reeves & Nass, 1996); the hypotheses of the current study follow
accordingly. First, it was expected that a high-competency PAL would be more effective for
learning, given that its expertise would serve to enhance information acquisition (Hypothesis 1).
Second, it was expected that a low-competency PAL would be more effective for self-efficacy,
given that the learner could better identify with it as a peer, i.e., “if s/he can do it; I can do it”
(Hypothesis 2). Third, it was expected that a proactive PAL would be more effective for learning,
given that its initiation of more learner-PAL interactions (Hypothesis 3). Fourth, it was expected
that a responsive PAL would have a positive impact on attitudes, given that learners may
appreciate that their intentions/questions are reciprocated (Hypothesis 4).
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Method
Participants
Participants were 72 undergraduates in a computer-literacy course conducted in a large
public university located in the southeast of the United States. The majority of the participants
were freshmen and sophomores, 29% male and 71% female. Ethnicity data resulted that 69% of
the participants were Caucasian, 14% Hispanic, 7% African-American, and 7% other. The
average age was 20.48 (SD = 1.64). Purposive sampling was used to include participants who
did not have prior experiences in the domain of instructional planning, allowing for the control
over learner variations in domain experience. Self-report in the pretest indicated the homogeneity
of their domain experience across the experimental conditions. The study was offered as an
optional class activity, one in which the majority of the students volunteered to participate. No
extra credit or incentives were provided for participation. The students were randomly assigned
to experimental conditions by the computer system.
Materials
The instructional module was a short version of MIMIC (Multiple Intelligent Mentors
Instructing Collaboratively), a web-based research environment that focuses on instructional
planning. The short version included two phases out of the original three: Blueprints and Plan.
The module started with an introduction telling students that they were invited as instructional
consultants to help improve a lesson on “supply and demand.” Then the students were led to a
case scenario of a 13-year-old girl, Anna, who was struggling to learn the economic concepts. In
the Blueprints phase, the participants wrote instructional goals and objectives to develop a lesson
for Anna. In the Plan phase, they wrote instructional sequences, including strategies and
activities. The participants were able to navigate the phases by clicking buttons at any time. As
Kim, Y., & Baylor, A. L. (2006). Pedagogical agents as learning companions: The role of agent
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MIMIC started, a PAL named Mike was introduced as a peer who would work together with the
learner. Mike stayed on the screen while the learner worked through the Blueprints and Plan
phases. Included in the module were two links to the Texas Benchmarks and Standards regarding
appropriate instructional goals/objectives. With the exception of the links, the PAL was the only
information source for students to learn instructional planning. The module was designed to take
approximately 40 minutes for novices in instructional design.
Prior to the study, the authors empirically validated the appearance of Mike (the PAL),
with another sample of the target population. Mike was designed to have the image of a peer in
his early twenties, given a consideration that the target population for the study was college
students. The male gender was adopted based on the findings of previous studies indicating that
both male and female college students prefer to interact with male partners in online discussions
(Jeong & Davidson-Shivers, 2003) and perceive male pedagogical agents as more extraverted,
agreeable, and satisfying than female agents (Baylor & Kim, 2004). Mike wore a casual shirt and
spoke in an informal manner, sometimes using slang (e.g., “What’s your gut feeling about it?”).
The researchers used a computer-generated voice, controlling for voice effects. On the average,
the participants in the validation study estimated his age to be 21.78 (SD = 2.34) and perceived
Mike as peer-like. Figure 1 shows a screenshot of MIMIC and Mike.
Independent Variables
There were two independent variables in the study: competency (Low vs. High) and type
of interaction (Proactive vs. Responsive). Thus, the study had four treatment conditions: a lowcompetency and proactive-interaction PAL (Low-Proactive), a low-competency and responsiveinteraction PAL (Low-Responsive), a high-competency and proactive-interaction PAL (HighProactive), and a high-competency and responsive-interaction PAL (High-Responsive).
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Competency. Competency referred to the PAL’s domain knowledge of instructional
planning. Competency included two levels--low vs. high--and was operationalized by the PAL’s
scripts: i.e., the comments provided by the PALs to the students. The low-competency PAL was
designed to simulate a novice peer who did not have knowledge or experience in the task domain.
To develop the scripts for the low-competency PAL, the researchers asked a group of novice
undergraduates in the domain to develop instructional plans and observed them working in pairs.
Suggestions made by the pairs were scripted for the comments of the low-competency PAL. The
low-competency PAL made his suggestions in the Blueprints and Plan phases, but his
suggestions were not always accurate. At the beginning, the low-competency PAL stated his lack
of experience but expressed a willingness to work with the learner (e.g., “I’m new in this area
like you, but we can try to think of solutions together.”). The suggestions included 8 idea units
(Mayer & Gallini, 1990).
The high-competency PAL was designed to simulate an advanced peer. The comments
of the high-competency PAL were based upon instructional design principles (e.g., writing goals
and objectives and sequencing instructional activities) and translated into the conversational style
of undergraduate peers. Thus, the high-competency PAL presented accurate information
regarding how to perform the tasks. At the beginning, the high-competency PAL expressed his
experience in the domain: e.g., “I’m quite confident in the area because of my earlier reading.”
The information provided by the high-competency PAL included 12 idea units. Table 1 presents
the example scripts from the planning stage of the instructional module. In this particular
example, the high-competent PAL spoke 4 units of ideas, and the low-competent PAL spoke 2
units of ideas.
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Interaction type. Interaction type, proactive vs. responsive, was determined by who
initiated the learner/PAL interaction. In the proactive condition, the PAL initiated the interaction
by proactively providing information or ideas whether or not it was desired by the learner. That
is, when a learner entered into a new phase, the PAL started to provide information that the
learner need to know in the phase. So the learner was somewhat forced to listen to Mike’s
comments prior to performing the task of the phase, and the learner could listen to the comments
again at any time if s/he desired to.
In the responsive condition, the PAL provided information or ideas only at the learner’s
request, e.g., by clicking the mouse on him. When a learner entered into a new phase, Mike
reminded them to “Click on me when you need my ideas.” If a learner clicked on him, a list of
his comments appeared so that the learner could choose a relevant topic. In the Blueprints phase,
for example, Mike’s comments had two sub-listings: “How to get started” and “What it looks
like.” Otherwise Mike remained silent.
Dependent Variables
Dependent variables included learning, learners’ self-efficacy in the task, and attitudes
toward the PAL. We wanted to examine the learners’ engagement in the interaction with the
PAL, speculating that if learners were more engaged, they would recall more of the ideas
presented by the PAL. Recall of information and application of the information were regarded as
distinct cognitive functions. Thus, learning was measured by the two sub-measures of recall and
application.
Recall. To assess learners’ recall of information, the students were asked to write all the
ideas conveyed by the PAL about instructional planning. According to a process implemented
by Mayer and Gallini (1990), the number of idea units in the students’ answers was counted and
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coded by two instructional designers having Masters’ degrees on instructional design. Inter-rater
reliability evaluated as Cohen’s Kappa was .98. The numbers of ideas provided by the highcompetency PAL and the low-competency PAL were not equivalent (see p. 12). Hence, students’
recall scores were converted to z-scores for statistical analysis.
Application. To assess the learners’ ability to apply what they learned, the participants were
asked to write a brief instructional plan according the following prompt:
Applying what you’ve learned, develop an instructional plan for the
following scenario: Imagine that you are a sixth-grade teacher of a
mathematics class. Your principal informs you that a member of the
President’s advisory committee will be visiting next week and wants to
see an example of your instructional plan about the multiplication of
fractions.
The overall quality of the students’ instructional plans was evaluated from an instructionaldesign perspective. The two instructional designers scored the students’ answers holistically (i.e.,
in terms of ADDIE procedures) on a scale ranging from 1 (very poor) to 5 (excellent). Inter-rater
reliability evaluated as Cohen’s Kappa was .95.
Self-efficacy beliefs in the task. The learners’ self-efficacy beliefs in the learning tasks—
the degree to which they felt capable of performing the task competently--were measured with a
one-item question developed according to the guidelines of Bandura and Schunk (1981): "How
sure are you that you can write a lesson plan?" Responses ranged from 1 (Not at all sure) to 5
(Extremely sure). Learners were tested both before and after the intervention. This simple and
direct item has been effectively used in previous studies (Baylor, 2002).
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Attitudes toward the PAL. The learners’ attitude toward the PAL referred to their
perceptions of how informative the PAL was and how much he facilitated their learning. A
questionnaire with ten items was developed: 1) Mike was informative; 2) Mike was helpful; 3)
Mike was credible; 4) Mike was motivating; 5) Mike was supportive; 6) Mike kept my attention,
7) Mike made the instruction interesting, 8) Mike helped me to concentrate on the information,
9) Mike helped me to focus on the relevant information, and 10) Mike presented information
effectively. The students rated the PAL on a five-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (Strongly
disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). Inter-item reliability, evaluated as Coefficient α, was .90. The
mean score of the 10 items was calculated for statistical tests.
Procedure
The experiment was conducted in regular classes of a computer-literacy course as a class
activity. The participants were randomly assigned by the computer system to one of the four
conditions: Low-Proactive (n = 21), Low-Responsive (n = 14), High-Proactive (n = 16), and
High-Responsive (n =16). The researchers administered the experiment with the assistance of
the instructors.
At the beginning, the participants were given a brief written introduction about the
experiment. They were told that participation would not affect their course grades. They were
asked to put on headsets to avoid distractions from one another. They logged on to the
instruction web site and entered demographic information. Prior to performing the task, they
were asked to rate their experience in the task domain, instructional planning, on a scale of 1 (not
familiar at all) through 5 (very familiar); then, they rated their prior self-efficacy beliefs in the
domain with the self-efficacy measure. After that, they performed the task with the PAL. The
participants were given as much time as they needed to finish each phase of the task. The
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learning task of instructional planning took approximately 40 minutes, with individual variations.
Lastly, they answered post-test questions. The post-test questions consisted of Section 1 (selfefficacy, recall, and application) and Section 2 (attitudes), taking on average 10 minutes to
complete.
Design and Analysis
The study employed a 2 × 2 between-subjects factorial design, including the variables of
competency (Low vs. High) and interaction type (Proactive vs. Responsive). A multivariate
analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) with prior self-efficacy as a covariate was tested for three
reasons: first, to understand the interrelationship between the independent variables (competency
and interaction type) and multiple dependent variables (student attitude, self-efficacy, recall, and
application); second, to control for the inflation of family-wise error rates expected with multiple
dependent measures; and, third, to control for individual differences that appeared in pre-test
self-efficacy -- even after random assignment, the participants’ prior self-efficacy in the task was
dissimilar across the conditions, F(1, 68) = 7.68, p < .01. After reaching statistical significance
from the overall protected testing, univariate analyses were conducted for each dependent
variable to identify the dependent variables that contributed to the rejection of the multivariate
null. The univariate analyses included two-way ANOVA’s for attitude, recall, and application
and ANCOVA for self-efficacy.
Results
A review of the data revealed no serious violation in the assumptions for statistical
procedures. The overall MANCOVA yielded a significant main effect for competency, Wilks’
Lambda = .72, F (4, 61) = 5.81, p < .001, Partial η2 = .28, and a significant main effect for
interaction type, Wilks’ Lambda = .85, F (4, 61) = 2.61, p < .05, Partial η2 = .15. There was no
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overall significant interaction effect between competency and interaction type. The univariate
analyses indicated that PAL competency had significant main effects on the application of
learning, self-efficacy, and attitudes and that PAL interaction type had a significant main effect
on the recall of learning. The directions of these results will be described by dependent variable
below.
Recall
The results revealed a significant main effect for PAL interaction type on learners’ recall,
F (1, 68) = 9.67, p < .01. Students in the proactive condition (M = 2.18, SD = 2.17) scored
significantly higher than students in the responsive condition (M = 1.61, SD = 2.3). The
standardized effect size for this difference was Cohen’s d = 0.78, which indicates a large effect
according to Cohen’s guidelines. These results supported Hypothesis 3 stating that the proactive
PAL would increase learning more than the responsive PAL.
Application
There was a significant main effect for competency on students’ application of their
learning, F (1, 68) = 4.14, p < .05. Students in the high-competency condition (M = 2.63, SD =
1.39) scored significantly higher than students in the low-competency condition (M = 2.03, SD =
1.19). The standardized effect size for this difference was Cohen’s d = 0.46, which indicates a
medium effect according to Cohen’s guidelines. Hypothesis 1, stating the positive impact of the
high-competent PAL on learning, was supported by the results.
Self-Efficacy
There was a significant main effect for PAL competency on self-efficacy in the task, F (1,
68) = 4.08, p < .05. Students in the low-competency condition (M = 3.00, SD = 1.18) showed
significantly higher self-efficacy about the task than students in the high-competency condition
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(M = 2.47, SD = 0.98). The standardized effect size for this difference was Cohen’s d = 0.49,
which indicates a medium effect according to Cohen’s guidelines. Hypothesis 3, stating the
positive impact of the low-competent PAL on learners’ self-efficacy beliefs in the task, was
supported by the results.
Attitude
There was no main effect of PAL interaction type on attitudes. Hypothesis 4--that the
responsive PAL would have a positive impact on students’ attitudes towards the PAL--was not
supported by the results. However, the results revealed a significant main effect of PAL
competency on student attitudes toward the PAL, F (1, 68) = 16.58, p < .001. Students in the
high-competency condition (M = 3.31, SD = 0.56) reported significantly more positive attitudes
toward the PAL than students in the low-competency condition (M = 2.62, SD = 0.91). The
standardized effect size for this difference was Cohen’s d = 0.91, which indicates a large effect
according to Cohen’s guidelines.
Discussion
The study was aimed at investigating the appropriate level of PAL competency and
interaction type for undergraduate learners’ cognitive and affective outcomes. We tested four
hypotheses, based on human peer modeling research and theories of social cognition. The first
hypothesis, that a high-competent PAL would be effective for learning, was partially supported
by the results – only for application. The second hypothesis, that a low-competent PAL would be
effective for self-efficacy, was supported. The third hypothesis, that a proactive PAL would be
effective for learning, was partially supported – only for recall. The fourth hypothesis, that a
responsive PAL would be effective for attitudes, was not supported. By those results, the study
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identified that PAL/learner relations were consistent with human peer relations in general. The
implications of those findings are discussed by independent variables below.
Efficacy of the Highly Competent PAL on Application of Learning and Learner Attitudes
The results indicated the efficacy of the high-competency PAL for positively influencing
students’ application of their learning and attitudes toward the PAL. This was predicted by
instructional design guidelines and by the theoretical constructs of the zone of proximal
development (Vygotsky et al., 1978) and proxy agency (Bandura, 2001). The students were
novices in instructional planning. The information provided by the high-competency PAL
seemed to support their learning, which consequently led the students to perceive the highcompetency PAL as being more helpful and facilitating than the low-competency PAL. A similar
result was found in related research, indicating how a highly competent pedagogical agent,
serving as an “Expert,” led to improved learning over a low-competency agent, a “Motivator”
(Baylor & Kim, 2005). Regarding students’ attitudes toward agents, however, another
investigation examining the impact of agent competence indicated that students’ subjective
views of an agent were highly related not to the agent’s utility but to the perceived quality of the
face and voice (Xiao et al., 2004). In that study, the high/moderate competence of the agents did
not influence students’ perceptions of the agents. Rather, the students tended to blame
themselves for the agents’ poor performance or mistakes, assuming that the agent was intelligent
even it was not. They viewed the agent as friendly or intelligent according to the quality of the
agent’s voice and face. Efforts leveraging those findings from the previous and the current
studies should be made in future research.
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Efficacy of the Low Competent PAL on Self-Efficacy in the Task
Students who worked with the low-competency PAL reported significantly greater selfefficacy beliefs in the task than students who worked with the high-competency PAL. According
to Schunk (1987), learners tended to increase self-efficacy in the task after they observed human
peer models with low-competency, especially in situations where learners were less familiar with
the task. Consistently, novice learners in the current study might evaluate their own abilities as
relatively high and feel more confident in instructional planning after observing the lowcompetency PAL. This finding is supported by Bandura’s (1997) concept of attribute similarity
as applied to PAL/learner relations in a computer-based environment. Bandura argued that
people compare themselves more often to those who are similar to themselves, such as
classmates or work associates. Surpassing associates raises efficacy beliefs, whereas being
outperformed lowers them. Essentially, the low-competency PAL could have served as a “coping
model” (Schunk et al., 1987) throughout the program, modeling for the learners how to cope
with the novel situation as a novice, which in turn might have provided them with new possible
strategies to replicate or ignore. This finding, that perceiving a pedagogical agent as being
academically weak leads to increased learner self-efficacy beliefs, has been replicated in a
number of other related pedagogical agent studies (Baylor & Kim, 2004, 2005).
According to Bandura (1986), the most functional efficacy judgments tend slightly to
exceed what one can actually accomplish, and this overestimation serves to increase effort and
persistence. It is open to question, however, to what degree students benefit from high
perceptions of academic capability in the face of low achievements. Efforts to decrease students’
relatively high self-appraisals should be discouraged. When they accurately understand what

Kim, Y., & Baylor, A. L. (2006). Pedagogical agents as learning companions: The role of agent
competency and type of interaction. Educational Technology Research and Development, 54(03),
223-243.

Pedagogical Agents as Learning Companions

21

they know and do not know, however, students might be able effectively to deploy appropriate
cognitive strategies while engaging in an academic task (Britner & Pajares, 2001).
Efficacy of the Proactive PAL on Recall of Learning
Students who worked with the proactive PAL had significantly higher recall scores than
students with the responsive PAL. Given the results, the authors examined the data from
students’ interaction logs that recorded the number of students’ requests for information in the
responsive PAL condition. The data showed that the number of their requests was less than half
the total number of ideas that the responsive PAL was designed to deliver. This indicated that the
students did not make use of all the information provided by the PAL as they were supposed to.
This phenomenon mirrored the findings from the previous studies aforementioned (see p. 8).
This positive impact of a proactive agent was also indicated by Xiao and colleagues (2004). In
their study that examined the competence of an interface agent, college students were more
forgiving with the agent’s errors made in proactive suggestions than the agent’s errors made in
reactive answers to their requests.
Instructional Design Issues
The study revealed that the efficacy of competency and interaction type of PALs
depended on the learning outcomes, as hypothesized. This suggests that the competency and
interaction type of a PAL should be designed according to the desired learning and motivational
goals. This flexibility to design PAL characteristics depending on the learning context and
intended outcome is strength of a PAL-based environment over traditional human-peer-mediated
learning and traditional computer-based environments.
Regarding PAL competency, PALs should be designed as highly competent for learning
contexts in which instructional goals focus on knowledge and skill acquisitions. On the other
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hand, in contexts where learners’ self-efficacy beliefs in the task are a major concern, less
competent PALs could be more effective. PALs can be deliberately designed as possessing a low
competency in order to enhance learners’ motivation or confidence toward unfamiliar but
important domains. Low-competency PALs serving as “coping models” can help build the
confidence of novice learners and encourage them to continue the task.
Regarding interaction control, the author recommends on the basis of the findings the
proactive role of a PAL to actively provide learners, especially novice learners, with necessary
information, which was also suggested in previous studies indicating learners’ rare use of builtin help messages (Aleven & Koedinger, 2000; Dempsey & van Eck, 2003; van Eck & Dempsey,
2002). A number of studies, however, have indicated that the desirable type of interaction may
interact strongly with other learner characteristics, such as prior knowledge, personality,
cognitive styles, and maturity (age) of learners (Ross et al., 1989; Shin et al., 1994; Steinberg,
1989). Different permutations of PAL/learner interaction might be beneficial, but only when
considering the learner and task at hand. Future research is thus needed to investigate the source
of interaction as it relates to more micro-level learner characteristics.
There were several limitations in the study. First, given that this study focused on a
particular skill (instructional planning) over a limited period of time, it is questionable to
generalize the findings to a context for a longer duration of time. Second, learner self-efficacy
was measured with one item, which might decrease the reliability of the results. Third, it is
important to note that because the study was conducted purely on a voluntary basis without
incentives, the learners in this study may not have been particularly motivated to learn the
material, which was indicated in overall low recall scores across the conditions. Future research
should consider using more motivated learners for comparison. Last, it may seem to be a
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limitation that the PAL employed in the study was not particularly “intelligent” but rather were
pre-scripted to ensure similar learner experiences. As Xiao and colleagues (2004) point out,
learners tend to assume that pre-scripted agents are providing dynamically generated and
adaptive responses. Thus, we found that the advantage of controlling the agent/learner dialogues
outweighed the possible loss of ecological validity (e.g., by not using truly conversational
agents). Further, it is necessary to better understand learner interactions with interface agents
before examining more complex intelligent agents. As Norman (1997) suggested, learners
interact with agents as represented through their interface (e.g., persona), not through their
underlying algorithms.
References
Adolphs, R., & Damasio, A. R. (2000). The interaction of affect and cognition: A
neurobiological perspective. In J. P. Forgas (Ed.), Feeling and thinking: The role of affect
in social cogniton: Cambridge University Press.
Aimeur, E., & Frasson, C. (1996). Analyzing a new learning strategy according to different
knowledge levels. Computers & Education, 27(2), 115-127.
Aleven, V., & Koedinger, K. R. (2000). Limitations of student control: Do students know when
they need help? Paper presented at the The 5th International Conference on Intelligent
Tutoring Systems, ITS 2000.
Anderson, J. R., Corbett, A. T., Koedinger, K. R., & Pelletier, K. (1995). Cognitive tutors:
Lessons learned. The Journal of the Learning Science, 4(2), 167-207.
Atkinson, R. K. (2002). Optimizing learning from examples using animated pedagogical agents.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 94(2), 416-427.
Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action: A social-cognitive theory.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.
Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York: W. H. Freeman.
Bandura, A. (2001). Social cognitive theory: An agentic perspective. Annual Review of
Psychology, 52, 1-26.
Kim, Y., & Baylor, A. L. (2006). Pedagogical agents as learning companions: The role of agent
competency and type of interaction. Educational Technology Research and Development, 54(03),
223-243.

Pedagogical Agents as Learning Companions

24

Bandura, A., & Schunk, D. H. (1981). Cultivating competence, self-efficacy, and intrinsic
interest through proximal self-motivation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
41, 586-598.
Bates, J. (1992). The nature of characters in interactive worlds and the oz project (No. CMUCS-92-200). Pittsburgh, PA: School of Computer Science, Carnegie Mellon University.
Baylor, A. L. (2002). Expanding preservice teachers' metacognitive awareness of instructional
planning through pedagogical agents. Educational Technology Research & Development,
50(2), 5-22.
Baylor, A. L., & Kim, Y. (2004). Pedagogical agent design: The impact of agent realism, gender,
ethnicity, and instructional role. Paper presented at the Intelligent Tutoring Systems,
Maceió, Alagoas, Brazil.
Baylor, A. L., & Kim, Y. (2005). Simulating instructional roles through pedagogical agents.
International Journal of Artificial Intelligence in Education, 15.
Bower, G. H., & Forgas, J. P. (2001). Mood and social memory. In J. P. Forgas (Ed.), Handbook
of affect and social cognition. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.
Britner, S. L., & Pajares, F. (2001). Self-efficacy beliefs, motivation, race, and gender in middle
school science. Journal of Women and Minorities in Science and Engineering, 7, 1-23.
Chan, T. W., & Baskin, A. B. (1990). Learning companion systems. In C. Frasson & G. Gauthier
(Eds.), Intelligent tutoring systems at the crossroads of artificial intelligence and
education. (pp. 7-33): NJ: Ablex Publishing Corporation.
Chan, T. W., & Chou, C. Y. (1997). Exploring the design of computer supports for reciprocal
tutoring systems. International Journal of Artificial Iintelligence in Education, 8, 1-29.
Chou, C. Y., Chan, T. W., & Lin, C. J. (2003). Redefining the learning companion: The past,
present, and future of educational agents. Computers & Education, 40, 255-269.
Clarebout, G., Elen, J., Johnson, W. L., & Shaw, E. (2002). Animated pedagogical agents: An
opportunity to be grasped? Journal of Educational Multimedia and Hypermedia, 11(3),
267-286.
Cohen, P. A., Kulik, J. A., & Kulik, C.-L. C. (1982). Educational outcomes of tutoring: A metaanalysis of findings. American Educational Research Journal, 19(2), 237-248.

Kim, Y., & Baylor, A. L. (2006). Pedagogical agents as learning companions: The role of agent
competency and type of interaction. Educational Technology Research and Development, 54(03),
223-243.

Pedagogical Agents as Learning Companions

25

Dempsey, J. V., & van Eck, R. (2003). Modality and placement of a pedagogical adviser in
individual interactive learning. British Journal of Educational Technology, 34(5), 585600.
Dick, W., Carey, L., & Carey, J. O. (2001). The systematic design of instruction (5th ed.). New
York: Longman.
Dillenbourg, P., & Self, J. (1992). People power: A human-computer collaborative learning
system. In G. G. C. Frasson, & G. McCalla (Ed.), The 2nd international conference of
intelligent tutoring systems, lecture notes in computer science (Vol. 608, pp. 651-660).
Berlin: Springer-Verlag.
Driscoll, M. P. (2000). Psychology of learning for instruction. Boston, MA: Allyn & Bacon.
Erickson, T. (1997). Designing agents as if people mattered. In J. M. Bradshaw (Ed.), Software
agents (pp. 79-96). Menlo Park, CA: MIT Press.
Gagne, R. M., Briggs, L. J., & Wager, W. W. (1992). Principles of instructional design (4th ed.).
Orlando, FL: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich College Publishers.
Gay, G. (1986). Interaction of learner control and prior understanding in computer-assisted video
instruction. Journal of Educational Psychology, 78(3), 225-227.
Gertner, A. S., & VanLehn, K. (2000). Andes: A coached problem solving environment for
physics. Paper presented at the ITS 2000, Montreal, Canada.
Goodman, B., Soller, A., Linton, F., & Gaimari, R. (1998). Encouraging student reflection and
articulartion using a learning companion. Paper presented at the 8th International
Conference on Artificial Intelligence in Education, Kobe, Japan.
Graesser, A. C., Person, N. K., Harter, D., & Group, T. R. (2001a). Teaching tactics and dialog
in autotutor. International Journal of Artificial Intelligence in Education, 12, 257-279.
Graesser, A. C., VanLehn, K., Rose, C., Jordan, P., & Harter, D. (2001b). Intelligent tutoring
systems with conversational dialogue. AI Magazine, 22, 39-51.
Griffin, M. M., & Griffin, B. W. (1998). An investigation of the effects of reciprocal peer
tutoring on achievement, self-efficacy, and test anxiety. Contemporary Educational
Psychology, 23(3), 298-311.
Hietala, P., & Niemirepo, T. (1998). The competence of learning companion agents.
International Journal of Artificial Intelligence in Education, 9, 178-192.
Kim, Y., & Baylor, A. L. (2006). Pedagogical agents as learning companions: The role of agent
competency and type of interaction. Educational Technology Research and Development, 54(03),
223-243.

Pedagogical Agents as Learning Companions

26

Jeong, A., & Davidson-Shivers, G. V. (2003). Gender interactions in online debates: Look who's
arguing with whom. Paper presented at the The Annual Meeting of the American
Educational Research Association, Chicago.
Johnson, W. L., Rickel, J. W., & Lester, J. C. (2000). Animated pedagogical agents: Face-to-face
interaction in interactive learning environments. International Journal of Artificial
Intelligence in Education, 11, 47-78.
Kim, Y. (2003a). An agent as a learning companion: What it matters. Paper presented at the
Annual Conference of Association for Educational Communications and Technology,
Anaheim, CA.
Kim, Y. (2003b). Pedagogical agent as learning companion: Its constituents and implications.
Paper presented at the E-Learn, the Annual Conference of Association for the
Advancement of computing in Education, Phoenix, AZ.
Kim, Y. (2004). Learners' expectations on the desirable characteristics of learning companions.
Paper presented at the the Annual Conference of American Educational Research
Association, San Diego, CA.
King, I. (1998). Transactive peer tutoring: Distributing cognition and metacognition. Educational
Psychology Review, 10(1), 57-74.
Koedinger, K. R., & Anderson, J. R. (1997). Intelligent tutoring goes to school in the big city.
International Journal of Artificial Iintelligence in Education, 8, 30-43.
Large, A. (1996). Hypertext instructional programs and learner control: A research review.
Educational for Information, 14(2), 95-107.
Lave, J., & Wenger, E. (2001). Situated learning: Legitimate peripheral participation. New
York: Cambridge University Press.
Mayer, R. E., & Gallini, J. K. (1990). When is an illustration worth ten thousand words? Journal
of Educational Psychology, 82(4), 715-726.
Mclnerney, D. M., & Van Etten, S. (Eds.). (2000). Research on sociocultural influences on
motivation and learning. Greenwich: Information Age Publishing.
Mclnerney, D. M., & Van Etten, S. (Eds.). (2002). Sociocultural influences on motivation and
learning (Vol. 2). Greenwich: Information Age Publishing.

Kim, Y., & Baylor, A. L. (2006). Pedagogical agents as learning companions: The role of agent
competency and type of interaction. Educational Technology Research and Development, 54(03),
223-243.

Pedagogical Agents as Learning Companions

27

Microsoft. (2001). Farewell clippy: What's happening to the infamous office assistant in office
xp. Retrieved May 10, 2005, from
http://www.microsoft.com/presspass/features/2001/apr01/04-11clippy.asp
Moreno, R., Mayer, R. E., Spires, H. A., & Lester, J. C. (2001). The case for social agency in
computer-based teaching: Do students learn more deeply when they interact with
animated pedagogical agents? Cognition and Instruction, 19(2), 177-213.
Mulken, S. V., Andre, E., & Muller, J. (1998). The persona effect: How substantial is it? Paper
presented at the HCI-98, Berlin.
Nijholt, A. (2001). Agents, believability, and environment in advanced learning environments:
Introduction to a panel discussion. Paper presented at the International Conference of
Advanced Learning Technologies, Madison, Wisconsin.
Palinscar, A., & Brown, A. (1984). Reciprocal teaching of comprehension-fostering and
comprehension-monitoring activities. Cognition and Instruction, 1(2), 117-175.
Perkins, D. N. (1992). Smart schools: Better thinking and learning for every child. New York:
The Free Press.
Picard, R., Cassell, J., Kort, B., Reilly, R., Bickmore, T. W., Kapoor, A., et al. Affective learning
companion. Retrieved November 19, 2004, from
http://affect.media.mit.edu/projectpages/lc/
Powell, J. V., Aeby, V. G., & Carpenter-Aeby, T. (2003). A comparison of student outcomes
with and without teacher facilitated computer-based instruction. Computers & Education,
40, 183-191.
Reeves, B., & Nass, C. (1996). The media equation: How people treat computers, television, and
new media like real people and places. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Ross, S. M., & Morrison, G. R. (1989). In search of a happy medium in instructinal technology
research: Issues concerning external validity, media reflections, and learner control.
Educational Technology Research and Development, 37(1), 19-33.
Ross, S. M., Morrison, G. R., & O'dell, J. (1989). Uses and effects of learner control of ontent
and instructional support in computer-based instruction. Educational Technology
Research and Development, 37(4), 29-39.
Rowell, P. M. (2002). Peer interactions in shared technological activity: A study of participation.
International Journal of Technology and Design Education, 12, 1-22.
Kim, Y., & Baylor, A. L. (2006). Pedagogical agents as learning companions: The role of agent
competency and type of interaction. Educational Technology Research and Development, 54(03),
223-243.

Pedagogical Agents as Learning Companions

28

Ryokai, K., Vaucelle, C., & Cassell, J. (2003). Virtual peers as partners in storytelling and
literacy learning. Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, 19(2), 195-208.
Schunk, D. H. (1987). Peer models and children's behavioral change. Review of Educational
Research, 57(2), 149-174.
Schunk, D. H., Hanson, A. R., & Cox, P. D. (1987). Peer model attributes and children's
achievement behaviors. Journal of Educational Psychology, 79, 54-61.
Shin, E. C., Schallert, D. L., & Savenye, W. C. (1994). Effects of learner control, advisement,
and prior knowledge on young students' learning in a hypertext environment. Educational
Technology Research and Development, 42(1), 33-46.
Skinner, E. A., & Belmont, M. J. (1993). Motivation in the classroom: Reciprocal effects of
teachers' behavior and student engagement across the school year. Journal of
Educantional Psychology, 85, 571-581.
Steinberg, E. R. (1989). Cognition and learner control: A literature review. Journal of ComputerBased Instruction, 16(4), 117-121.
Sutton, R. E., & Wheatley, K. F. (2003). Teachers' emotions and teaching: A review of the
literature and directions for future research. Educational Psychology Review, 15(4), 327358.
Topping, K. (Ed.). (2001). Peer-assisted learning: A practical guide for teachers. Newton, MA:
Brookline Books.
Topping, K., Hill, S., McKaig, A., Rogers, C., Rushi, N., & Young, D. (1997). Paired reciprocal
peer tutoring in undergraduate economics. Innovations in Education and Training
International, 34(2), 96-113.
Uresti, R. J. (2000). Should i teach my computer peer? Some issues in teaching a learning
companion. Paper presented at the Intelligent Tutoring Systems 2000, Montreal, Canada.
Uresti, R. J., & Boulay, B. D. (2004). Expertise, motivation and teaching in learning companion
systems. International Journal of Artificial Intelligence in Education, 14, 193-231.
van Eck, R., & Dempsey, J. (2002). The effect of competition and contextualized advisement on
the transfer of mathematics skills in a computer-based instructional simulation game.
Educational Technology Research and Development, 50(3), 23-41.

Kim, Y., & Baylor, A. L. (2006). Pedagogical agents as learning companions: The role of agent
competency and type of interaction. Educational Technology Research and Development, 54(03),
223-243.

Pedagogical Agents as Learning Companions

29

VanLehn, K., Freedman, R., Jordan, P., Murray, C., Osan, R., Ringenberg, M., et al. (2000).
Fading and deepening: The next steps for andes and other model-tracing tutors. Paper
presented at the ITS 2000, Montreal, Canada.
Vygotsky, L. S., Cole, M., John-Steiner, V., Scribner, S., & Souberman, E. (1978). Mind in
society. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Wertsch, J. V., Minick, N., & Arns, F. J. (1984). The creation of context in joint problem-solving.
In B. Rogoff & J. Lave (Eds.), Everyday cognition (pp. 151-171). Bridgewater, NJ:
Replica Books.
Wong, C. A., & Dornbusch, S. M. (2000). Adolescent engagement in school and problem
behaviors: The role of perceived teacher caring. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting
of the American Educational Research Association, New Orleans, LA.
Woolf, B. (1990). 20 years in the trenches: What have we learned? In C. Frasson & G. Gauthier
(Eds.), Intelligent tutoring systems: At the crossroads of artificial intelligence and
education. (pp. 7-33). NJ: Ablex Publishing Corporation.
Xiao, J., Stasko, J., & Catrambone, R. (2004). An empirical study of the effect of agent
competence on user performance and perception. Paper presented at the Autonomous
Agents and Multiagent Systems (AAMAS 2004), New York City.
Yarrow, F., & Topping, K. (2001). Collaborative writing: The effects of metacognitive
prompting and structured peer interaction. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 71,
261-282.
Acknowledgments
This work was sponsored by National Science Foundation Grant # IIS-0218692.

Kim, Y., & Baylor, A. L. (2006). Pedagogical agents as learning companions: The role of agent
competency and type of interaction. Educational Technology Research and Development, 54(03),
223-243.

Pedagogical Agents as Learning Companions

30

Table 1
Example scripts of PALs in the Planning stage
High-competency PAL

Low-competency PAL

Aha! I’ve learned before that we should
have a good lesson sequence of five key
steps. One, get the attention(1) of learners.
Two, review what they already know(2).
Three, present the new information(3) on
‘Supply and Demand’. Four, give
practice(4) on what was taught.

Hmmm… Hey, I can remember a
really great class I have taken, and how
well the instructor organized(1) the
class activities. Maybe we could refer
to our personal experiences(2) of good
organization. This may be a good start
to create a good plan.

* Underlined are idea units.
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Table 2
Summary of Results by Dependent Variable
Dependent Variables

Efficacy of the PAL

Recall:

Proactive Interaction Style > Responsive Interaction Style

Application:

High Competency > Low Competency

Self-efficacy in the task:

Low Competency > High Competency

Attitude toward the PAL:

High competency > Low competency
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Figure 1. Screenshot of MIMIC and the PAL.
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