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Abstract

We propose a design method to facilitate a cooperative
relationship between a human user and an animated agent
in order to promote users to continue using a system (e.g.,
file retrieval system). We believe that it is important for a
user to develop a cooperative relationship with the agent
through effort-attitude (cooperative attitude) of the agent,
which promotes continuous use of the system.
Experimental results show that users tend to continue using
the system by using our appropriate method where in an
animated  agent  expresses  effort-attitude  when
accomplishing tasks within the system.

key words
" animated agent, interaction, character, human interface
design









