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• Proposing an interaction paradigm and implementing a system to en-
able flexible and imprecise multimodal input for HRI, as in casual,
natural behavior in human-to-human communication, using LLM dis-
ambiguation.

• Understanding casual, natural multimodal user behavior in HRI and
obtaining appropriate angle range parameters for gaze and finger-pointing.

• Evaluating the system performance and verifying that it outperforms
the other methods, especially in word count, mental demand, per-
ceived efficiency, and the conversation condition, due to flexibility; also
demonstrating its use as non-voice input and in real-world robot appli-
cations.
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Abstract

In natural human-to-human communication, multimodal user input is
typically used to supplement explicit and complement implicit voice com-
mands, with casualness allowing for flexible input modality combinations
and tolerance for imprecise input data. For example, saying “I want that.”
with a casual glance at a bottle of water is clear enough in human-to-human
communication as an implicit voice command accompanied by gaze and/or
gestures, rather than an explicit one. To enable such a human-like inter-
action in human-robot interaction (HRI), we propose a system, IntenBot,
to understand user intentions from flexible and imprecise multimodal input,
including voice, gaze, and finger-pointing, in XR. The disambiguation capa-
bility of large language models (LLMs) is used to filter out irrelevant input
modalities and imprecise input data, generating potential instructions for
user confirmation. The flexible and imprecise multimodal input enables ca-
sual, human-like interaction with robots, reducing time, effort, and attention,
and could also be used as non-voice input. We conducted an informative user
behavior study in a simulated environment to understand users’ natural be-
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havior in flexibly interacting with a robot using multimodal input and to
obtain appropriate angle range parameters for gaze and finger-pointing. An
XR study was then performed to evaluate the performance of IntenBot, com-
pared with other methods. We also deployed IntenBot on a physical robot
to showcase its real-world applications.

Keywords: Human-robot interaction; extended reality; large language
models; multimodal input; artificial intelligence; disambiguation; gaze
input; voice commands; pointing; implicit commands.

Figure 1: IntenBot allows users to use flexible and imprecise multimodal input for casual
and human-like interaction with robots. Users can use implicit voice input “Bring me
that.” combined with gaze and finger-pointing input to issue a command (left). The
thumb touches and presses a ring to activate the system and handle multimodal input
timing (middle-left). IntenBot leverages LLMs to disambiguate flexible and imprecise
multimodal input, interpret user intentions, and generate potential instructions for user
confirmation (middle-right). The robot then executes the task of bringing the cola (right).

1. Introduction

Several input methods have been used in human-robot interaction (HRI),
e.g., voice command (Ahn et al. (2022); Xiao et al. (2024); Kim et al. (2024)),
gestures (Quintero et al. (2013); Waldherr et al. (2000); Lin et al. (2023); Bolt
(1980)) and multimodal user input through robot multimodal sensors (Wang
et al. (2024); Qin et al. (2023)). However, there is still a gap between in-
teracting with robots as one would with humans or even close friends who
understand each other well, and interacting with them as passive entities.
For instance, if a user says “I want that” while roughly pointing at the can of
juice on the table with a finger, it is clear enough for a friend to understand
which object is indicated. This works even if the rough finger-pointing may
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be imprecise and the eyes glance elsewhere, without needing to explicitly say
“Please bring me the can of juice on the table in front of you.”. This shows
that implicit voice commands accompanied by gaze, gestures, and/or body
language, rather than explicit voice commands, are common in human-to-
human communication to reduce time, effort, or even attention, especially
when engaged in a primary task. Higher familiarity with the space, leading to
better spatial understanding, could further benefit implicit commands. Fur-
thermore, the casualness of natural human-to-human communication leads
to flexibility in using various combinations of multimodal input methods and
imprecision in input data. Therefore, multimodal user input with the abil-
ity to disambiguate irrelevant modalities and imprecise input data is critical
for robots to interpret users’ implicit commands and behavior to understand
their intentions.

Multimodal user input has been used in HRI to enhance precision (Perzanowski
et al. (2001); Bolt (1980)). However, current systems require users to follow
predefined and prescribed input methods, such as using predetermined ges-
ture sets (Iba et al. (2005); Lin et al. (2023); Perzanowski et al. (2001)) or
precisely indicating targets through gaze or finger-pointing (Quintero et al.
(2013); Perzanowski et al. (2001)), within specific modality combinations.
These constrain flexibility, demand precise input, and require users to learn
and remain attentive when interacting with robots, since they do not filter
out irrelevant modalities or imprecise data. For voice input in HRI, natu-
ral language processing (NLP) and large language model (LLM) techniques
have been leveraged to parse users’ commands in the context of their natural
language and environments, thereby refining the instructions given to robots
or voice assistants (VAs) (Lin et al. (2023); Lee et al. (2024)). LLMs help
interpret users’ imprecise input and incorporate environmental and robotic
data into planning. Although these systems allow flexible and imprecise voice
input, they are limited to a single input modality. LAMI (Wang et al. (2024))
preliminarily showcases the potential of LLMs to disambiguate multimodal
user input, including speech, gaze, pose, and actions, to understand users’
intentions. However, multimodal input systems with disambiguation capa-
bilities to allow flexible modality combinations and handle imprecise input
data have not been fully explored in current HRI.

We propose a system, IntenBot, to understand users’ intentions from flex-
ible and imprecise interactions with robots by leveraging multimodal input
for LLMs (Figure1). Common modalities in human-to-human communica-
tion, including voice, gaze, and finger-pointing gesture input, are included
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in IntenBot. An extended reality (XR) headset is used to collect data, even
when robots are not around users. The disambiguation capability of LLMs is
leveraged to analyze the data and understand users’ instructions, even with
irrelevant input modalities or imprecise input data. The potential instruc-
tions are then displayed for users to confirm. The system achieves input
flexibility and tolerance for imprecision to reduce users’ time, effort, and at-
tention. It can even be used as a non-voice input method relying solely on
non-voice modalities, allowing robots to be instructed in noisy or quiet sce-
narios, e.g., factory or library. We conducted an informative user behavior
study to understand how users communicate with robots in a flexible human-
to-human-like manner in a simulated environment, and to obtain appropriate
angle range parameters for gaze and finger-pointing. Based on the results,
an XR experience study was performed to evaluate the overall performance
of IntenBot compared with other methods. The IntenBot system was also
deployed on a physical robot to showcase several applications.

The paper presents the following contributions:

1. Proposing an interaction paradigm and implementing a system to en-
able flexible and imprecise multimodal input for HRI, as in casual,
natural behavior in human-to-human communication, using LLM dis-
ambiguation.

2. Understanding casual, natural multimodal user behavior in HRI and
obtaining appropriate angle range parameters for gaze and finger-pointing.

3. Evaluating the system performance and verifying that it outperforms
the other methods, especially in word count, mental demand, per-
ceived efficiency, and the conversation condition, due to flexibility; also
demonstrating its use as non-voice input and in real-world robot appli-
cations.

2. Related Work

2.1. Multimodal User Input
Compared to single-modality user input, such as voice or gaze input,

multimodal user input combines multiple input forms to more effectively
convey users’ intentions. For instance, integrating speech with gestures (Iba
et al. (2005); Mahadevan et al. (2021); Perzanowski et al. (2001); Qin et al.
(2023); Xiao et al. (2024)), speech with gaze (Roider et al. (2018); Khan
et al. (2022); Miniotas et al. (2006)), and gestures and gaze (Pfeuffer et al.
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(2014); Chatterjee et al. (2015); Lystbæk et al. (2022)) enhances input pre-
cision and expressiveness. Furthermore, the non-voice gaze and gesture com-
binations provide an alternative when speaking is inconvenient. In addition
to enhancing precision, multimodal input methods are also used to facili-
tate the interpretation and understanding of users’ intentions. “Put-that-
there” (Bolt (1980)) illustrates how pointing gestures can clarify semantic
ambiguities. Ghamandi et al. (2024) investigated the effectiveness of vari-
ous input modality combinations in VR remote collaboration. Furthermore,
multimodal input has improved robots’ comprehension of user instructions.
Perzanowski et al. (2001) developed a system that enabled robots to under-
stand and respond to combined speech and gesture commands. Similarly,
Qin et al. (2023) demonstrated the effectiveness of integrating gaze, hand
gestures, muscle gestures, and touch input, allowing robots to better under-
stand users’ intentions and deliver more contextually appropriate responses.
These works underscore the benefits of multimodal input in enhancing the
interpretation of user instructions. However, they still require users to follow
predefined interaction protocols, inducing a learning curve and increasing
their cognitive load.

2.2. LLMs in Human-Robot Interaction
The development of LLMs has revolutionized HRI through their capa-

bility and flexibility to process complex data and generate diverse task for-
mats. Unlike traditional rule-based robotic planning, which limits adapt-
ability, LLMs incorporate contextual understanding to generate flexible and
relevant task plans. By analyzing environmental data and decomposing high-
level objectives into actionable steps, robots can operate more autonomously
in various contexts (Rana et al. (2023); Ahn et al. (2022); Silver et al. (2022);
Wake et al. (2023); Vemprala et al. (2024); Joublin et al. (2024); Yoneda
et al. (2024); Zha et al. (2024)). Moreover, integrating function libraries al-
lows LLMs to generate robot code directly, expanding their applicability in
HRI (Izzo et al. (2024); Ge et al. (2024); Karli et al. (2024)). In addition,
LLMs can process natural and ambiguous data, enabling more advanced user
interfaces. They enable a transition from predefined commands to more so-
phisticated, multi-turn dialogues (Huang et al. (2022)). LLMs can also infer
users’ intentions even when instructions are ambiguous or incomplete (Zhao
et al. (2023)). EMMA (Yang et al. (2024)) can process users’ textual in-
structions alongside environmental images to generate action sequences for
efficient task execution. Vemprala et al. (2024) proposed a pipeline allowing

5



non-technical users to provide high-level feedback to an LLM for monitor-
ing robot performance. Kim et al. (2024) further showed expectations for
the potential of LLM-powered robotic systems to interpret non-verbal cues.
These advancements highlight the potential of LLMs in HRI, particularly for
processing complex and ambiguous data. However, previous works primarily
focus on disambiguating users’ voice and textual instructions with LLMs,
even with environmental data, rather than leveraging this disambiguation
capability to interpret and understand instructions from multimodal user
input.

2.3. User Intention Disambiguation
To resolve ambiguous instructions, prior works have utilized multiple

modalities, e.g., visual, auditory, and contextual data, to clarify users’ in-
tensions (Wong and Gutwin (2010, 2014); Quintero et al. (2013)). Machine
learning techniques make these solutions more adaptable and capable of re-
solving ambiguities across various scenarios(Mayer et al. (2020); Goel et al.
(2023); Kong et al. (2014); Kottur et al. (2021); Guo et al. (2022)). This en-
ables the system to interpret unclear input by leveraging data from multiple
modalities, such as recognizing visual cues or contextual hints when verbal
commands are ambiguous. Recent advancements in LLMs have significantly
improved approaches for understanding environmental information and clar-
ifying ambiguous user instructions. Environmental contextual data, such as
point clouds (Hong et al. (2023)) and images (Rana et al. (2023)), can be
interpreted and structured as scene graphs. Combining such environmen-
tal data with other user input, like voice commands or pointing gestures,
enables more precise disambiguation and inference of user intentions (Xiao
et al. (2024); Lin et al. (2023)). GazePointAR (Lee et al. (2024)) utilizes
gaze, pointing gestures, and conversation history to resolve speech query
ambiguities via an augmented reality (AR) headset. LAMI (Wang et al.
(2024)) integrates human and environmental factors, including speech, gaze,
posture, and object placement, to generate dynamic, multimodal expressive
output for robotic systems. However, current disambiguation methods focus
on handling multimodal input with correct data. Nevertheless, in natural
human-to-human communication, casualness often introduces noise or miss-
ing data. IntenBot focuses on addressing this by leveraging LLMs to provide
greater input flexibility, tolerating irrelevant modalities and imprecise data.
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3. IntenBot

We propose a system, IntenBot, that enables users to interact with a robot
in a casual manner, as in natural human-to-human communication, allowing
for flexible and imprecise multimodal input. It leverages multimodal user
input for LLMs to disambiguate various modality combinations and imprecise
input data to infer users’ intentions for both explicit and implicit commands
in natural behavior. Thus, IntenBot enables users to engage in natural,
unconstrained robot interactions without predefined interaction protocols.

3.1. Design Considerations
To accomplish the goals, two design considerations are critical.

• User Input Versatility. To support users’ natural behavior without con-
straints, the system must incorporate versatile user input modalities in
common human-to-human interactions, such as voice, gaze, gesture, fa-
cial expression, and body language input. Including more modalities is
essential for versatility. Furthermore, without predefined protocols, the
choice of modality combinations can vary even for the same user, es-
pecially under different environmental, social, and privacy conditions,
e.g., when engaging in a primary task, with hands occupied, in noisy
environments, or during a conversation. Thus, flexibility in using vari-
ous multimodal input combinations, tailored to users’ preferences and
situations, is another key requirement for versatility.

• Disambiguation. To achieve multimodal input versatility and flexibil-
ity, the system must be capable of resolving ambiguous input combi-
nations or imprecise input information, ensuring natural and uncon-
strained interaction experiences. Without predefined input modali-
ties, the system receives information from both relevant and irrelevant
modalities. Therefore, the system must be able to filter out data from
irrelevant input modalities. Furthermore, imprecise input data may
result from casual behavior or differing modality relationships, such as
gaze input supplementing explicit voice input, or finger-pointing in-
put complementing implicit voice input with pronouns. Therefore, the
disambiguation capability is essential for enabling robust and flexible
multimodal input with tolerance for imprecision. Accordingly, LLMs
are well-suited to these requirements.
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Figure 2: The flow of the IntenBot system.

3.2. Implementation
To achieve the design considerations, we propose IntenBot, which lever-

ages an XR headset to collect multimodal user input data and utilizes the
disambiguation capability of the LLM technique for intention inference and
command interpretation. The IntenBot system flow is shown in Figure 2.
The system first collects multimodal input via the XR headset, uses the
data as input to the LLM to generate potential instructions, and then allows
the user to confirm the correct one. This design enables users to interact
with a robot using flexible and imprecise multimodal input, as in their ca-
sual, natural behavior in human-to-human communication. The confirmed
instruction is further used to generate ROS 2 code for robot execution. The
main contribution of this work is the proposed interaction paradigm enabled
by IntenBot, so details of the robot plan and control are in Section 6 and Fig-
ure 8, where a robot controlled by the IntenBot system is demonstrated. The
complete system, including details of the robot plan, is shown in Figure A.11
in the appendix.

The multimodal input in IntenBot includes voice command input, gaze
input, and finger-pointing gesture input, all captured by a Meta Quest Pro
XR headset. We envision future XR headsets becoming smaller and lighter,
making them suitable media for daily use and enabling multimodal input col-
lection even in remote robot operation. Voice commands are captured by the
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headset’s built-in microphone and transcribed using the Whisper API. Gaze
and hand gestures are tracked by the headset, while finger-pointing gestures
are recognized using the Meta XR SDK, which determines the extended fin-
ger(s) and their pointing direction(s). Notably, since the two thumbs and
two index fingers are mainly used for pointing, the direction(s) are recorded
only for these four fingers when extended. Moreover, no visual feedback is
provided for the gaze point or the finger-pointing raycast, making it more
compatible with various XR headsets and preventing interference with real-
world interactions.

To activate the system, handle multimodal input timing, and confirm
instructions, a ring with a button and an infrared (IR) sensor on the button,
as in GazeNoter (Tsai et al. (2025)), is used. This setup provides touch
and press input, even in a touch-and-press step. The ring is worn on the
non-dominant index finger, and the button can be positioned in the thumb’s
comfort zone (Tsai et al. (2016)), allowing easy touch and press. Users touch
the button to activate the system and start recording a voice command, while
a robot icon is displayed on the headset. Without lifting the thumb, they can
press the button with click feedback to capture the gaze and finger-pointing
directions at that moment, while a camera icon appears alongside the robot
icon. When the thumb lifts off the button, the voice recording ends, and
the multimodal command is sent to the LLM for processing, with a loading
icon shown. The design allows users to perform voice commands and the
other input modalities (i.e., gaze and finger-pointing input) simultaneously,
with distinct timing for each modality. Notably, to point at multiple objects
in sequence, users can press the button multiple times without lifting the
thumb.

The input to the LLM (GPT-4o) includes transcripts of explicit and/or
implicit voice command(s) and possible object(s), which are determined from
the gaze and finger-pointing directions and represent what users may be indi-
cating. Possible objects are derived from up to five pointing directions: gaze,
two thumbs, and two index fingers, if these four fingers are recognized as
extended. Possible objects based on gaze are always detectable since gaze is
continuously tracked. The data is processed by the LLM to generate poten-
tial instructions. Its prompt includes five key components: guidance, rules,
input data, output format, and skill library. The guidance introduces the
LLM to the overall task, instructing it to suggest potential user-intended
actions from the input data. The rules guide decision-making by preventing
the generation of unreasonable or repetitive tasks, ensuring proper use of
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external functions from the skill library when needed (e.g., for mathematical
calculations), and considering user behavior, such as gaze or finger-pointing,
as indicators of intentions. Furthermore, to reduce ambiguity in interpreting
multimodal input, a modality priority policy is included: voice commands
have the highest priority, while gaze and finger-pointing are treated equally.
The input data includes the user’s current position and the formatted multi-
modal input, helping the model filter out irrelevant input and infer the user’s
intention. The output format instructs the model to generate both the task
content shown to the user and an explanation, ensuring that the suggestion
is reasonable and traceable. The skill library provides the model access to
external computational tools, such as distance calculation functions, enabling
more precise and informed decision-making. The prompt is in Figure B.14
and B.15 in the appendix.

The LLM also receives environmental data as a scene graph with node-
based representations. These encode object identity, spatial relations, and
semantic affordances to help identify target objects for potential interactions.
To capture and reconstruct the physical environment, an RGB-D camera
(iPad Pro) with the Record3D application is used to record 3D spatial data.
This data is then processed using the ConceptGraph model (Gu et al. (2024))
to generate a structured scene graph, which is used in the demonstration in
Section 6. In our user studies, which used a simulated environment, the scene
graph data was manually created by the authors to match the virtual setup.
This environmental data, from either physical or simulated environments,
also includes information about objects outside the user’s field of view (FoV)
or pointing range. This allows the system to tolerate imprecise interactions
and provides the model with a broader scene context, enabling it to make
informed decisions even without direct pointing or gaze input. Besides, we
intended to include unpredefined gestures beyond deictic pointing gestures,
recognized by a visual language model (VLM) (GPT-4o), as an auxiliary
input in a pilot study described in the appendix and Figure A.10. However,
the slow response time (over 40 seconds) prevents its use in our real-time
system.

After the disambiguation process, the LLM interprets the user’s command
and infers their intention by generating 9 potential instructions, ranked from
most to least likely. 3 of them are shown on the headset at the same time, so
the user can review all by switching at most twice. The user selects the correct
instruction to confirm, which is sent to the robot plan, described in Section 6.
If none are correct, the user can revise or retry via the retry icon. All selection
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uses gaze selection and ring confirmation. The IntenBot system takes about
15 seconds to generate the potential instructions via the LLM after receiving
multimodal user input. Through the interaction design, IntenBot enables
flexible and imprecise multimodal input, as in casual, natural human-to-
human communication.

4. Informative User Behavior Study

To investigate casual, natural user behavior when employing multimodal
input to interact with a robot, we conducted an informative user behavior
study. Their behavior and performance were analyzed across conditions to
provide insights and guidelines for our system. Through this study, we also
obtained appropriate angle range parameters for gaze and finger-pointing,
reflecting casual, natural behavior in human-to-human communication. Due
to flexible and imprecise input with LLM disambiguation, these parameters
differ from those in previous object or item selection research. The results are
also used to complete our IntenBot system. Notably, to observe natural user
behavior, the system collected data without visual feedback, so users were
unaware of whether their commands to the robot were interpreted correctly.
Performance evaluation and comparison were conducted afterward using the
collected data.

4.1. Apparatus and Participants
An Oculus Quest Pro headset and a ring (five sizes, 18-22 mm diameter)

were worn. We recruited 12 participants (7 female), aged 22-28 years (mean
= 24.3). All were non-native English speakers, and 10 of them were right-
handed. Each received a $10 compensation for their time and participation.

4.2. Task and Procedure
A VR scene with 7 rooms and 95 objects was built to simulate a home-like

setting (Figure 3), where participants instructed a virtual robot to bring ob-
ject(s) to them or move an object to a target destination. Since a large space
with many objects, like a large apartment, was required to explore different
conditions in this study, it was difficult to examine in the real world. Thus,
the simulated VR scene was used, which is a common and acceptable study
method in HRI (Mahadevan et al. (2021); Helgert et al. (2024)). Three in-
teraction methods: voice-only (explicit) (V), multimodal input (explicit) (E)
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Figure 3: The VR home-like scene for the user behavior study (left). The Stroop test
condition (middle). The task reminder and the mini-map with the marked target object(s)
(right).

and multimodal input (implicit) (I), were examined as the primary indepen-
dent variable. Voice-only (explicit), the only single-modal input method,
required complete verbal commands with all necessary details, as in common
VAs, including the task, target object(s), and their location(s) or also desti-
nation, e.g., “Please bring me the wine in the living room.” Multimodal input
(explicit) also required fully detailed voice commands but encouraged supple-
menting them with other modalities, including gaze and/or finger-pointing,
to further clarify intentions. In contrast, multimodal input (implicit) asked
for voice commands that intentionally omitted at least one key detail, to
be inferred from other modalities, e.g., the command that “Bring me that”
accompanied by a finger pointing toward the wine bottle. By comparing
(V) and (E), we could understand whether multimodal input assists explicit
voice commands in enhancing accuracy. By comparing (I) to the others, we
could observe whether implicit voice commands with multimodal input could
reduce input time and word count while maintaining accuracy. All methods
used the IntenBot system to collect input from various modalities for data
collection, without visual feedback.

Furthermore, this study included three additional factors as independent
variables, including task horizon type, object visibility, and occupation con-
dition, to observe natural behavior across various conditions and examine
whether specific methods were preferred in certain conditions. Two task
horizon types common in HRI (Zhao et al. (2023)) were included: short-
horizon tasks involving single-step planning and long-horizon tasks involving
multi-step planning. Short-horizon tasks required fetching a single object,
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e.g., bringing the wine from the living room, while long-horizon tasks involved
fetching multiple objects, e.g., bringing the wine and apple juice from the
living room, or moving an object to another location, e.g., moving the wine
to the dining room. This factor allowed us to observe participants’ behavior
with both simple and complex commands and evaluate the system’s under-
standing of varying complexity. Three target object visibility conditions were
tested: clearly visible in the same room, hidden within another object or fur-
niture in the same room, and in a different room. This factor allowed us to
observe how visibility influenced participants’ multimodal input strategies.
Three occupation conditions were examined: non-occupied, in a Stroop test
requiring visual attention, and in a conversation. The Stroop test condition
simulated participants being occupied with a primary task (e.g., working or
reading). A color word (e.g., “yellow”) was shown in a random font color
(e.g., green), with both text and font color chosen from blue, red, green, and
yellow, and refreshed every 2.5 seconds (Tsai et al. (2021); Stroop (1935)).
They counted how many times the word meaning matched the font color,
maintaining at least 75% accuracy. In the conversation condition, they con-
versed with an avatar controlled by the experimenter, requiring attention
and increasing mental pressure due to social acceptance (Tsai et al. (2025)).
This factor allowed us to observe participants’ behavior and strategies across
various occupation conditions.

At the beginning, participants were introduced to the experiment and
system, calibrated eye tracking, sat on a chair matching the VR living room
setup, and familiarized themselves with the system and VR environment in a
training session. In the study, each task trial consisted of a preparation phase
and a task phase. In the preparation phase, a task reminder was shown, and
participants organized the command and strategy to issue to the robot based
on the examining method and conditions. They could freely move around in
the VR scene to examine the target object(s) and become familiar with their
positions and/or destination. A mini-map with the marked target object(s)
and participants’ current position helped them build spatial understanding.
Since implicit multimodal input requires environmental familiarity, this en-
sured that all participants had a similar level of familiarity with the VR
scene, despite the prior training session. They pressed the button on the
ring to enter the task phase and were returned to the initial chair position.
A “Ready” reminder appeared, followed by “Start” after a random 3-7 second
delay, which occupied participants during the Stroop test and conversation
conditions. They then issued the command using the examining method.
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The trial ended when they delivered the command by lifting their finger off
the ring. The LLM processing, instruction display, and selection in IntenBot
were excluded from this study. The experimenter ensured that the command
matched the examining method and conditions.

A total of 54 (= 3 (methods) × 2 (horizon types) × 3 (visibility con-
ditions) × 3 (occupation conditions)) trials were examined, with counter-
balanced method order and randomly assigned horizon types, visibility, and
occupation conditions, ensuring even distribution. A 10-minute break was
between methods. After the experiment, a semi-structured interview col-
lected subjective feedback. The study lasted about two hours. We collected
various behavioral data, including task completion time (from ring touch to
release to issue the command), audio recordings and verbal transcripts (also
for word count), gaze and finger-pointing directions, and object information.
Using these data, we further examined various gaze and finger-pointing angle
ranges to determine selected objects, then combined them with the verbal
transcripts as LLM input to evaluate the accuracy and obtain appropriate
angle range parameters after the study. The system was considered accurate
if the ground truth task matched any of the 9 potential instructions generated
by IntenBot, allowing users to select the correct one in real use.
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Figure 4: The study results of the informative user behavior study.
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4.3. Results and Discussion
Repeated measures ANOVA and Bonferroni correction for post-hoc pair-

wise tests were utilized for the statistical analysis. The results for are shown
in Figure 4. No significant main effect (F1.36,14.96 = 0.31, p = 0.65) was found
across the methods for time, but a significant main effect (F2,22 = 9.31, p <
0.01) was observed for the number of words per command. The post-hoc pair-
wise tests revealed that the number of words in (I) was significantly lower
than in (V) and (E), as expected. For accuracy, we observed a severe pro-
nunciation issue in the study due to non-native English speakers. Although
all participants could fluently issue commands, the system might not have
accurately converted the speech to text. Since pronunciation was not the
focus of this system, we manually corrected pronunciation errors using audio
recordings, as in Kuhn et al. (2024); Wei et al. (2022), and then used the
corrected voice command as LLM input to prevent them from influencing the
evaluation, with original results also shown. This is like using an advanced
voice recognizer for diverse accents, without changing any words, meaning,
and even other errors (including voice input errors or LLM interpretation
errors), which are discussed later.

Before statistical analysis, we evaluated the accuracy across various com-
binations of gaze and finger-pointing angle ranges to obtain the combination
with the highest accuracy for (E) and (I) (Figure 5). Some trials in (E)
were excluded to reduce noise, since participants did not use gaze or finger-
pointing input to supplement the explicit voice command in their natural
behavior. Angle ranges, defined as angle distances from each raycasting di-
rection, were initially examined from 2◦ to 32◦ in 3◦ intervals as a rough
search. Higher accuracies occurred at 8◦ and 20◦, leading to a finer search,
revealing two peaks at (11◦, 14◦) (90.13%) and (14◦, 11◦) (90.46%) in the
combinations of (gaze angle range, finger-pointing angle range). We finally
selected 14◦ for gaze and 11◦ for finger-pointing, achieving the highest ac-
curacy, as the appropriate parameters for the following accuracy analysis.
The accuracy of all trials across all three methods was 95.42% after correc-
tion (originally 73.62%), with the error distribution in Figure 4 (upper-right)
indicating the original 26.38% error rate. Pronunciation errors, the most se-
vere at 73.1%, were corrected and labeled as “corrected” data. Voice input
errors (5.4%) resulted from distractions, and pointing errors (2.4%) occurred
when the target(s) omitted in implicit voice commands fell outside gaze and
finger-pointing ranges (only in (E) and (I)). These three error types origi-
nated from participants’ behavior. In contrast, system errors included LLM
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interpretation errors (5.4%), caused by failure to disambiguate the target(s)
and generate the correct instruction in the 9 potential instructions; long-
horizon separation errors (10.2%), where multiple targets were mistakenly
split into separate instructions; and the other errors (3.6%) involving vari-
ous less frequent issues. Notably, long-horizon separation errors are not true
errors but rather output format issues; they would be correct if users could
select multiple instructions. Therefore, they were also corrected and labeled
as “corrected” data. Among these, the LLM interpretation error is a key fo-
cus in this evaluation, showing its disambiguation capability with sufficient
input information.

Initial rough search 

(gaze angle range, finger-pointing angle range)

Figure 5: We began by evaluating the accuracy of various combinations of gaze and finger-
pointing angle ranges to identify the optimal pair for use in the (E) and (I) interaction
methods. In the initial rough search (Bottom), we tested angle ranges from 2◦ to 32◦, with
3◦ increments for both gaze and pointing simultaneously. In the refined analysis (Top), we
examined specific combinations of (gaze angle range, finger-pointing angle range) within
these intervals, again using a 3◦ step size. Finally, two peaks at (11◦, 14◦) (90.13%) and
(14◦, 11◦)(90.46%) are identified.

For accuracy, only corrected pronunciation data were used in the statis-
tical analysis. A significant main effect was observed among the methods
(F2,24 = 15.27, p < 0.001) and for horizon types (F1,12 = 9.08, p < 0.05), but
not for visibility (F2,24 = 0.84, p = 0.52) or occupation (F2,24 = 0.14, p =
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0.74). The post-hoc pairwise tests showed that (V) had significantly higher
accuracy than (I). For horizon types, (V) had significantly higher accuracy
than (I) in long-horizon tasks. No statistical significances were found among
visibility conditions. For occupation, significant differences were revealed in
the (V, I) and (E, I) pairs in the non-occupied condition, and in (V, I) in the
Stroop test condition.

The results indicate a trade-off between explicit verbal commands and
implicit multimodal input. Although (I) required fewer spoken words, its
task completion time was similar to (V) and (E). P4, P5, P6, P8, P9, and
P11 reported performing gaze and/or finger-pointing input after, not during,
voice input. P4 specified that they were used to saying “Bring me that” be-
fore finger-pointing. This sequential input could explain why the completion
time in (I) was not shorter as expected. Furthermore, although multimodal
input supports intention understanding, flexible and imprecise input from
casual, natural behavior led to inaccurate possible objects for the LLM, re-
ducing disambiguation performance, especially in (I) lacking explicit voice
commands. (E) and (I) still achieved over 95% accuracy in simple tasks,
i.e., short-horizon tasks, offering flexible and tolerant input. However, (V)
performed better in complex long-horizon and non-occupied tasks. Notably,
this might be partly due to the task reminders in the preparation phase,
which made it easier to issue explicit commands with little organization ef-
fort, as noted by P7, P9, and P12, despite being part of the standard study
design.

Participants’ behavior was influenced by conditions. P2, P4, and P8 re-
ported increased cognitive load in long-horizon tasks that required multi-step
planning and simultaneous multimodal input in (E) and (I), especially under
occupied conditions. The lack of voice content in (I) further reduced confi-
dence and increased cognitive load. For visibility, participants adjusted their
strategies based on object location. 8 participants (P1 -P5, P7, P10, and
P11 ) used finger-pointing to supplement explicit commands in (E) and com-
plement implicit ones in (I) for target(s) within their FoV, including hidden
ones, in the same room. Despite no significant improvement in completion
time, only in word count, they still found multimodal input in (E) and (I)
intuitive and helpful. 5 of them (P2 -P4, P7, and P10 ) even preferred com-
bining gaze and/or pointing with voice input in all conditions in (E) and
(I) to increase confidence in the spatial interaction of specifying object lo-
cations. In contrast, when the object(s) were in other rooms, P1, P5, and
P12 preferred detailed voice commands in (E) to maintain accuracy. For
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occupation, all participants found explicit methods (V) and (E) challenging
in the conversation condition due to social norms. Most waited for pauses
before issuing voice commands, while P5 and P9 interrupted. In (I), lower
verbal effort made 7 participants (P1, P4 -P6, P9, P11, and P12 ) comfort-
able interrupting, supporting our assumption that (I) suits this condition and
achieves accuracy comparable to (V) and (E). In the Stroop test condition,
high mental effort hindered gaze and finger-pointing in (E) and (I), contrary
to the expectation that finger-pointing would remain available.

In general, results and comments show that (I) requires fewer voice in-
put words but similar completion time as (V) and (E), due to inefficient
sequential input habits. Accordingly, a more efficient interaction design was
explored in the following study. Due to the low verbal effort, (I) is suit-
able during a conversation. Furthermore, the obtained parameters (14◦, 11◦)
for (gaze angle range, finger-pointing angle range) enable flexible and im-
precise multimodal input in causal, natural behavior, making (E) and (I),
both advantages of IntenBot, perform well in short-horizon tasks (over 95%
accuracy) and preferred for spatial interactions, especially within the FoV.
Besides, LLM interpretation errors at 5.4% validate its disambiguation ca-
pability and support the practicality of the interaction paradigm.

5. XR Experience Study

Based on the parameters and insights from the previous study, we final-
ized IntenBot and conducted this study to evaluate its overall performance,
including the system response time, potential instruction feedback, and in-
struction revision. Furthermore, we explored a more efficient IntenBot in-
teraction design method with brief training and the use of IntenBot as a
non-voice input in this study.

The apparatus was the same as in the previous study. We recruited 12
participants (2 female, 11 right-handed), aged 23-28 years (mean = 24.33).
None of them had taken part in the previous study. All of them were non-
native English speakers. Each participant was compensated $10 for their
time and involvement in the study.

5.1. Task and Procedure
The same VR scene from the previous study was used. Three meth-

ods were examined in this study: voice-only (explicit) (V), IntenBot (free)
(F), and IntenBot (efficient) (E). (V) was the previous voice-only (explicit)

18



method. (F) allowed natural, unconstrained multimodal input, similar to
freely combining the previous multimodal input (explicit) and multimodal in-
put (implicit) methods. It represents the flexible, imprecise multimodal input
proposed in IntenBot, as in casual, natural human-to-human communication.
(E), newly added, involved brief training for efficient IntenBot use, requiring
simultaneous implicit voice commands and other modalities to reduce overall
command time.

Two strategies were taught in training of (E) to balance conciseness and
clarity. Case 1 : For short-horizon tasks with high visibility, participants
said only the action verb (e.g., “Bring”, “Take”, or “Get”) and simultaneously
pressed the button to indicate the target using gaze and/or finger-pointing.
Case 2 : For long-horizon tasks and/or low visibility, participants said the
target object name(s) while simultaneously indicating them with gaze and/or
finger-pointing in fetching tasks; in moving tasks, said the target object name
while indicating it, then the action verb (e.g., “Move” or “Go”) when indi-
cating the destination. In case 1, with fewer possible objects as LLM input,
the system could easily disambiguate the target. In case 2, high complexity
in long-horizon tasks and/or low visibility made the target object(s) unclear,
requiring naming the object(s) and/or action verb while using gaze and/or
finger-pointing to disambiguate the locations and destination. The strate-
gies align with natural human-to-human communication, more information
in complex or ambiguous conditions, and less in simpler, clearer ones. Four
examples were shown to illustrate the strategies, with each voice command
containing one action verb, one or two object names, or one object name
and one action verb. Examples included: (1) Saying “Bring” while press-
ing the button and indicating the bottle of water with gazing and/or finger-
pointing in the same room (Case 1: short-horizon, high visibility); (2) Saying
“Whiskey” while indicating it in another room. (Case 2: short-horizon, low
visibility); (3) Saying “Sculpture” and “Speaker” while indicating each target
(Case 2: long-horizon); (4) Saying “Pepper shaker” while indicating it, then
“Move” while indicating the destination (Case 2: long-horizon).

Furthermore, IntenBot (non-voice) (N), using only gaze and/or finger-
pointing without voice input, was included for additional comparison. As
a more restricted and less precise method, it was only examined in short-
horizon tasks based on a pilot study. Besides, although (14◦, 11◦) for (gaze
angle range, finger-pointing angle range) were obtained by the previous study,
we observed that too many possible objects within these ranges reduced ac-
curacy, based on a pilot study. We thus applied a priority policy for the LLM:
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possible objects within (2.8◦, 8◦) were prioritized for precise selection, while
those beyond but within (14◦, 11◦) served as lower-priority, casual selections
to enhance the system accuracy. 2.8◦ for gaze and 8◦ for finger-pointing based
on previous research(Kytö et al. (2018); Mayer et al. (2018)) differ from our
14◦ and 11◦, highlighting the need to determine the appropriate parameters
in the previous study. Furthermore, we improved the prompt to eliminate
long-horizon separation errors in this finalized IntenBot system, with the
prompt in the appendix. By comparing (V) with others, we could observe
whether IntenBot in various modes outperformed the baseline voice input.
The (F, E) comparison revealed differences between natural behavior and ef-
ficient strategies, while (N) versus (F)/(E) verified IntenBot’s practicality as
non-voice input and its comparability to the other modes. As in the previous
study, three factors were included: task horizon type (short/long; (N) only
in short), object visibility (same/different room), and occupation condition
(non-occupied/in conversation). The conditions were simplified, since users
showed behavior differences only in these two visibility conditions despite no
statistical significance in the previous study, and the Stroop test condition
with high mental effort was found unsuitable for multimodal input.

The procedure followed the previous one but used the complete IntenBot
system. Notably, the preparation phase included a task reminder and a see-
through VR feature to mitigate bias toward voice input, especially in (V), as
discussed in the previous results, by allowing participants to see through walls
and objects to locate the target object(s) from the initial position, ensuring
comparable familiarity and spatial understanding. To prevent this feature
from benefiting gaze and finger-pointing, they were asked to look down and
lower their hands before the task phase. To address the pronunciation issue,
they used their native language in this complete IntenBot system evaluation.
The system translated transcripts into English for the LLM, while the system
text remained in English. After issuing a command, they waited for the LLM
to generate 9 potential instructions and selected the correct one. If none
were correct, they could revise and retry the task, up to two times. The first
retry (second attempt) used the same method to allow behavior correction;
the second (third attempt) allowed any method, since they might lose their
patience and prefer a more precise method, except for (N), which remained
restricted to non-voice input. Trial were marked as correct if the correct
instruction was selected within three attempts, including the two retries;
otherwise, they were marked as errors. The virtual robot then performed the
task to conclude the trial.
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A total of 28 trials (= 3 (methods) × 2 (horizon types) × 2 (visibility
conditions) × 2 (occupation conditions) + 1 (additional method (N)) × 1
(horizon type) × 2 (visibility conditions) × 2 (occupation conditions)) were
examine, with counterbalanced method order and randomly assigned hori-
zon types, visibility, and occupation conditions, ensuring even distribution.
The additional method (N) was examined after the other three. Besides,
participants completed 10 additional free exploration tasks without method
restriction and target assignments. They were only required to include both
horizon types and both visibility conditions at least once. This allowed us to
observe how they freely used IntenBot and their experiences. A 10-minute
break was between methods, except in the free exploration. After the ex-
periment, they completed a 7-point Likert scale questionnaire (based on the
NASA-TLX, System Usability Scale (SUS), and comparing the methods to
human-to-human communication), followed by a semi-structured interview.
Objective data, including task completion time, word count, and accuracy,
were recorded for evaluation. The study took approximately three hours.
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Figure 6: The objective results of the XR experience study.

5.2. Results and Discussion
Objective data were analyzed using repeated measures ANOVA with Bon-

ferroni correction for post-hoc pairwise tests; subjective ratings used Fried-
man test and Wilcoxon signed-rank tests with Bonferroni correction for post-
hoc pairwise tests. Notably, since (N) included only short-horizon tasks, the
results for (V), (F) and (E) were analyzed across all tasks, while for (V),
(F), (E) and (N) were compared specifically for short-horizon tasks, which
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suit our system (Figure 6). Furthermore, all trials in (F) involved multi-
modal input. In this study, task completion time was measured from the
“Start” (after the random period) until selecting the confirmed instruction
in each trial. Since up to three attempts were allowed, time per attempt
was also reported. Furthermore, user input time, excluding the LLM pro-
cessing and instruction selection, was measured for multimodal input alone.
A significant main effect on task completion time was found in all tasks
(All) (F2,22 = 5.74, p = 0.01) but not in short-horizon tasks (Short-horizon)
(F3,33 = 1.96, p = 0.13). The post-hoc pairwise tests revealed that (E) was
significantly longer than in (F) in (All). However, no significant main effect
was found for completion time per attempt in (All) and (Short-horizon). The
number of attempts showed significant effects in (All) (F2,22 = 7.67, p < 0.01)
and (Short-horizon) (F3,33 = 6.29, p =< 0.01), with (E) having significantly
more attempts than (V) and (F) in (All), and (N) significantly more than (F)
in (Short-horizon). User input time showed no significant differences in (All)
and (Short-horizon). The number of words had significant effects in (All)
(F2,22 = 62.94, p < 0.001) and (Short-horizon) (F2,22 = 41.90, p < 0.001),
with (E) using significantly fewer words than (V) and (F) in (All) and (Short-
horizon).

Accuracy was analyzed for the first, second, and third attempts. No-
tably, the second and third attempts’ accuracies indicate overall system per-
formance after these attempts, rather than the accuracy of only the trials
that required them. The third attempt accuracy represented the system’s
overall accuracy in this study. However, since any method was allowed in
the third attempt, while retries were also part of the design, only the sec-
ond attempt accuracy was used to analyze the condition factors. Signifi-
cant main effects were revealed first (F1.42,15.65 = 6.54, p < 0.01) and second
(F2,22 = 4.49, p = 0.012) attempt accuracies in (All), and in first attempt
accuracy (F3,33 = 4.52, p < 0.01) in (Short-horizon). (E) had significantly
lower first attempt accuracy than (F), and significantly lower second attempt
accuracy than (V) in (All) (still all > 90%). In (Short-horizon), (N) showed
significantly lower first attempt accuracy than (F). For the condition factors,
no significant main effect was revealed of the condition factors on the second
attempt accuracy across methods, as shown in Figure A.12 in the appendix.

Based on results and comments, (V), requiring all necessary details in
voice commands, showed the highest accuracy and was considered clear and
straightforward. P11 noted that “I did not need to focus on anything except
the voice command. This made me feel the method simple and clear.” How-
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Figure 7: The subjective result of the XR experience study.

ever, 5 participants (P2, P5, P6, P8 and P11 ) found fully verbal instructions
unintuitive and troublesome. P2 remarked that “This did not meet my ex-
pectations for a home robot. I would prefer to complete the task with simple
gestures or minimal commands.” In contrast, (F) was appreciated for its flex-
ibility by most participants, except P3, P4 and P6, since it let them choose
their interaction strategies based on the condition. P2 stated that “I could
find the best method after trying the others.” This flexibility contributed
to the highest scores in all subjective scales (Figure 7), except for easy to
learn, where it was comparable to the top-rated (N), especially in mental de-
mand, complexity, intuition, similarity of human-to-human communication,
and efficiency, aligning with our expectations and IntenBot’s design goal,
although not all differences reached statistical significance. However, this
freedom sometimes increased interaction decision time errors due to unclear
structure. P11 mentioned that “Because this method felt more casual, I was
more likely to make mistakes when giving commands.” Despite this, com-
pared (F) and (V), they had the best completion time and accuracy, but (F)
required fewer words and showed significantly better performance in mental
demand and efficiency. (F) also outperformed (V) in physical demand, effort,
complexity, and intuition, despite no statistical significance.

(E) minimized verbal descriptions, but limited context lowered transcrip-
tion accuracy and caused a learning curve, resulting in worse performance
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in several factors, such as easy to learn, mental demand, effort, complexity,
and intuition, contrary to our expectations, despite requiring significantly
fewer words than (V) and (F). P7 commented that ‘‘It was not intuitive. It
took me some time to get used to it and find it useful.” (N) was considered
helpful in multitasking (P1, P4, P5, and P7 ), and was also regarded as in-
tuitive and the easiest method to learn, since it only required gazing and/or
finger-pointing at the target. However, its lower accuracy demanded more
deliberate and precise input, especially with finger-pointing. P2 noted that
“After realizing the accuracy issue, I had to pay extra attention to my point-
ing direction.” This explains why (N) had significantly lower first attempt
accuracy than (F), yet highest score in easy to learn, comparable intuition
to (F), but higher mental demand than (F), similar to (V). This illustrates
a trade-off among non-voice input, mental effort, and accuracy.

Multimodal input facilitated interaction in (F), (E), and (N). As in the
previous study, fewer words in (E) indicate that gaze and finger-pointing
could reduce verbal demands. Half of the participants (P3, P6 -P9, and
P12 ) believed that multimodal input improved accuracy in (E), also encour-
aging P2, P5 -P8, and P11 to complement parts of their verbal commands
with other modalities in (F) to reduce speaking effort. However, inaccuracies
in (E) and (N) led to more repeated attempts, increasing task completion
time and reducing perceived efficiency. This is a trade-off among verbal load,
the number of attempts, and accuracy. Adaptive behavior was also observed
across conditions. P1 and P12 preferred (N) for short-horizon tasks, while
most participants relied on voice input for long-horizon tasks to clearly spec-
ify targets. This explains the significantly lower horizon type-insensitivity
score for (E), although P2, P5, P11, and P12 believed that its multimodal
input reduced verbal demands while maintaining accuracy, even for long-
horizon tasks. Object visibility also influenced interaction strategies. In
(E), 8 participants (P1 -P8 ) found pointing easy and accurate for same-room
objects, but 8 participants, except P5, P7, P11, and P12, struggled when ob-
jects were located behind them or in another room. This is consistent with
the previous findings that (E) is preferred for spatial interactions, especially
within the FoV, and current results showing (E) and (N) scored significantly
lower than the others in visibility-insensitivity. Regarding occupation con-
ditions, consistent with the previous findings, P1, P4, P5, P11, and P12
found (E) well-suited for conversations, since it allowed interaction without
extensive voice input, avoiding interruptions. However, the mental effort to
learn and apply the strategies in (E) discouraged P2 and P6 -P9, even in
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this condition. P2 specified that “Forming commands took mental effort,
and I was unsure if my pointing would be accurate. So, in high-concentration
tasks, like conversations, I preferred not to risk failure and repetition.” De-
spite accuracy concerns, half of the participants (P1, P4, P6, and P10 -P12 )
still found the (N) comfortable during conversations due to non-voice input.
This led to (V) scoring significantly lower in occupation-insensitivity than
multimodal input (F), and also lower than (E) and (N), underscoring the
benefit of IntenBot.

Participants were found to correct their behavior after recognizing mis-
interpretation. P2 noted that “I adjusted my strategy after seeing how the
robot responded.” This is also reflected in improved second attempt accuracy,
exceeding 90% across all methods. Due to the same method in the second
attempt, it highlights how participants adjusted and corrected their input
strategies. Correction strategies varied by the method, leading to differ-
ent time consumption trends. In (V), participants often spoke more clearly,
slowly, or added details, resulting in longer input time (about 1s) on the sec-
ond attempt (Figure A.13 in the appendix). In contrast to (V), user input
time in (F) and (E), which rely more on gaze and finger-pointing, was less
affected in the second attempt. They reported exerting more effort to be pre-
cise, supported by an increase in high-priority angle usage (from 80-85% to
>90%) in (F) and (E) in the second attempt, indicating improved accuracy.
Despite this, user input time remained similar between the first and second
attempts in (F) and (E) (<0.5s). This suggests that multimodal input meth-
ods support efficient behavior corrections in repeated attempts and enable
learning, even leading to improvements in first attempt accuracy over time.
Although the user input time in the third attempt of (F) is much higher, any
method was allowed in the third attempt, so it does not necessarily represent
input time of (F). Besides, confidence in a method influenced preferences,
with (E) and (N) rated significantly lower than (V) and (F). In (E), the
unnatural speech style with the minimal verbal input felt less intuitive and
required more physical demand. Half of the participants (P2, P3, P5, P6,
P8, and P9 ) doubted the system’s ability to interpret such commands. P8
remarked that “This method required too little verbal input, increasing my
mental load and made me doubt the system’s accuracy, even if it ultimately
understood my commands correctly.”

In general, we gain some insights based on the study results and findings.
(F) showed the best overall performance, with the shortest task completion
time, the fewest attempts in (Short-horizon) (and comparably few in (All),

25



close to (V)), and the highest first attempt accuracy, despite requiring more
words than (E). It also scored highest on most subjective scales, except for
easy to learn. Although (V) was comparable to (F) in completion time
and accuracy, it required more words and showed significantly worse perfor-
mance in mental demand, efficiency, and occupation-insensitivity than (F).
It is suitable for long-horizon tasks and out-of-FoV targets. The strength of
(E) was requiring significantly fewer words than (V) and (F), but the unnat-
ural speech style led to poorer performance. Similarly, (N) had even lower
accuracy and required more attempts than (E), but was rated significantly
higher in easy to learn than (E) and higher in intuition, making it suitable
for multitasking. Both (E) and (N), along with (F), are appropriate for the
conversation condition. Although (E) and (N) had lower first attempt accu-
racy, all methods still exceeded 90% accuracy on the second attempt with
the same method, indicating that all methods are practical.

Furthermore, multimodal input methods (F, E) support behavior cor-
rection and learning through repeated attempts. In fact, all methods can
be performed by IntenBot and regarded as various modes of (F) due to its
flexibility. The findings on adaptive behavior and strategies highlight the im-
portance of flexibility, which is essential in casual, natural human-to-human
communication. (F), requiring significantly lower mental demand and being
perceived as significantly more efficient and better in the conversation condi-
tion than (V), supports our initial claim that users utilize flexible interaction
in natural communication to reduce time, effort, and attention.

Figure 8: The flowchart of the robot planning module.
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6. Demonstration

We deployed IntenBot in a real-world meeting room to showcase its abil-
ity to support flexible and imprecise multimodal input, as in casual, natu-
ral human-to-human communication. A robot planning module (Figure 8)
enables the execution of the confirmed commands from IntenBot by gener-
ating executable task plans. Based on Rana et al. (2023); Lin et al. (2023);
De La Torre et al. (2024); Xiao et al. (2024), the module includes a builder
LLM that constructs a behavior tree (BT) using a robot skill library, encod-
ing the task logic in a ROS-compatible XML format. The generated plan is
then executed by a ROS 2-based control system on a Turtlebot-4 robot.

Figure 9: Four interaction scenarios in a meeting room for demonstration. Non-voice
input, using finger-pointing, sends the robot back to its charging dock (upper). The
implicit voice command “Check”, combined with gaze and finger-pointing input, directs
the robot to check the bag (middle-upper). The explicit command “Is TV on?”, together
with gaze and finger-pointing input, instructs the robot to check whether the TV is on
(middle-lower). The implicit command “Come back” and gaze input trigger the robot to
return (lower).

Four scenarios were demonstrated (Figure 9), with all target objects out-
side the meeting room. (1) A subtle right-thumb pointing, as non-voice input,
indicates the robot to return to its charging dock without interrupting the
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meeting. (2) The user roughly points to their bag near the TV with the left
index finger, glances in the same direction, and says that “Check.” The gaze
and finger-pointing are casual and imprecise, and the voice command is ex-
tremely short and implicit to minimize interference in the meeting. However,
IntenBot can still combine the multimodal input to identify the target, the
bag, at the indicated location, and send the robot to check whether the bag
is still there, as in robot inspection. (3) To check whether the TV is off,
the user gazes in the TV’s direction, points with the right index finger, and
says that “Is TV on?” IntenBot uses an explicit voice command, gaze, and
finger-pointing to perform a more complex status check in robot inspection.
(4) A simple glance at the door and a voice command “Come back” trigger
the robot to return to the gazed location. These examples show that users
can flexibly use various combinations of multimodal input to interact with a
robot in IntenBot.

7. Limitations and Future Work

While IntenBot with high flexibility in multimodal input was appreci-
ated in the studies, some limitations remain. In the informative study, we
encountered unexpected pronunciation issues from non-native speakers and
performed corrections. The correction approach is justified, as in Kuhn et al.
(2024); Wei et al. (2022). The study focused on user behavior using multi-
modal input. While explicit and implicit voice commands with pronouns are
important, their performance is not influenced by corrected pronunciation.
A translator was used in the XR study, and their findings were generally
consistent, although feedback in the XR study may not fully reflect natural
behavior. This could be improved by using an advanced transcription tool
with user-specific calibration. Furthermore, both studies were conducted in a
virtual environment due to the need for a large space with several rooms and
objects. Since multimodal input behavior is captured via the XR headset,
user behavior and IntenBot’s intention understanding performance are unaf-
fected. The approach, as in Mahadevan et al. (2021); Helgert et al. (2024),
is rational, isolates the interaction from robot performance, and supports
real-world transferability. However, a real-world evaluation could incorpo-
rate robot performance in the future. Learning was an interesting finding in
the XR study. A long-term study could further investigate this in the fu-
ture, especially whether users transition from free to efficient use of IntenBot.
User input time in the XR study was generally fast, about 5s for (All) and
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2s for (Short-horizon), but the completion time exceeded 20s, due to LLM
processing. Although visual effects or animations could be used to improve
the waiting experience, our system is designed to minimize interference with
the primary task. Therefore, only a loading icon is displayed. However,
advanced LLM and VLM techniques, as well as smaller or fine-tuned mod-
els (e.g., TinyBERT, Mistral 7B), could reduce latency and enable real-time
recognition of unpredefined gestures in the future.

8. Conclusion

We propose the IntenBot system to enable flexible and imprecise multi-
modal input, including voice, gaze, and finger-pointing input, to interact with
a robot in XR, as in casual and natural human-to-human communication.
The LLM disambiguation capability is used to understand users’ intentions
from flexible and imprecise interactions. We observed user behavior in a for-
mative study and found flexible and imprecise multimodal input suited for
short-horizon tasks (>95% accuracy), spatial interaction within FoV, and
the conversation condition with implicit commands. The appropriate pa-
rameters (14◦, 11◦) for (gaze angle range, finger-pointing angle range) for
completing IntenBot were obtained, and the LLM disambiguation capability
was validated with 5.4% in the error distribution. IntenBot was evaluated
and compared in an XR study and showed comparable time and accuracy
to voice input, while requiring fewer words, less mental effort, and being
perceived as more efficient. Furthermore, it was well-suited for the conversa-
tion condition and could be used as non-voice input. These results highlight
the importance of the proposed flexible and imprecise human-like interaction
in HRI. We also deployed the IntenBot on a physical robot to showcase its
practical applications.
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Appendix A. VLM

Figure A.10: The flowchart of VLM.

In addition to deictic pointing gestures, users may also employ a variety
of gestures to express their intentions. We intended to integrate a visual lan-
guage model (VLM) (GPT-4o) to interpret these gestures as auxiliary input,
as illustrated in FigureA.10. Since these gestures may have different mean-
ings depending on the context, VLM takes not only an image of the gesture
but also the voice command and the possible objects from gaze and/or finger-
pointing as input to infer the intended meaning. Through a pilot study, we
explored various visualization approaches and found that rendering multi-
ple hand trajectories, along with a third-person view of the user’s avatar,
produced the most accurate results for the VLM. The model first identifies
and proposes possible meanings for the gesture without involving any spe-
cific interaction object from the possible objects. To reduce the influence of
irrelevant gestures, the model then focuses only on the voice commands and
possible objects to infer the user’s intention, as in the LLM. The gestures
and intentions from these two sources are mapped and then collectively re-
viewed and ranked for appropriate interpretation. Each identified gesture
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meaning is also assigned a confidence score, serving as an indicator of its
reliability. These meanings of gestures are then sent to the LLM for dis-
ambiguation and command interpretation. We conducted a pilot study to
evaluate this approach on drinking gestures, including a static gesture image
and a non-overlapping hand trajectory image, and fanning gestures, including
both overlapping and non-overlapping hand trajectory images. The approach
achieved accuracies of 73.3% for drinking gestures and 90% for fanning ges-
tures. Although this shows that IntenBot has the potential to recognize
unpredefined gestures using VLM, the processing latency over 40 seconds
prevents its usage in our real-time system. Therefore, we regard this only as
auxiliary input, with no further complete evaluation or study performed.

Figure A.11: The flowchart of IntenBot.

Figure A.12: The objective results in the condition factors of XR experience study.
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Figure A.13: User input time for each attempt (left) and percentage of high priority for
each attempt (right) in XR experience study.
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Appendix B. Prompt

Guidance:
Now, you are an excellent agent tasked with helping the user achieve

õ! their goals. You will receive the following four pieces of
õ! information:

1. The user�s voice input.
2. The user�s gaze information (i.e., the object currently in the

õ! user�s line of sight).
3. The possible objects indicated by the user�s right and left thumb

õ! and index finger (4 inputs).
4. The current room of the user.
5. The current position of the user.
6. Scene objects.

# Priority Information Explanation:
You may receive additional structured inputs like this:

High Priority Rooms: Living room, Dining room
Low Priority Rooms: Kitchen

High Priority Objects: *Living room*: sushi, TV
Low Priority Objects: *Kitchen*: CoffeeMaker, Toaster

This information indicates where the user�s current attention is
õ! focused.

- ��High Priority Rooms�� are areas where the user is most likely
õ! focused based on position, gaze, or gesture.

- ��Low Priority Rooms�� are still visible or relevant, but less
õ! likely the target.

- ��High Priority Objects�� are specific items that are in the user�
õ! s primary attention zone.

- ��Low Priority Objects�� are surrounding items that might be of
õ! interest, but are not the primary focus.

You must use this information to rank tasks and determine intent
õ! more accurately.

If a task involves objects or rooms marked as High Priority, it is
õ! more likely to reflect the user�s true intention.

---

MUST FOLLOW THESE RULES:
1. You **MUST** generate exactly 9 tasks, no fewer than 9 tasks ,

õ! and Rank them in order of likelihood from highest to lowest.
õ!

You MUST generate exactly 9 possible tasks; you cannot generate
õ! fewer than 9.

2. Multi-object tasks **MUST** be grouped together if the user
õ! refers to multiple objects in a single command.

Example: If the user says, �Get the table ObjA and ObjB�, you **MUST
õ! ** process both objects in a single task, NOT as separate
õ! tasks.

Correct: �Task: Get the ObjA and ObjB� [Interact Object: ObjA, ObjB]
INVALID: �Task: Get the ObjA� [Interact Object: ObjA] and �Task: Get

õ! theObjB� [Interact Object: ObjB]

3. You **MUST NOT** assume a single best action. If the user�s
õ! intent is unclear, you should infer the most likely
õ! intended action while also suggesting similar or
õ! alternative tasks to ensure a total of 9 tasks.

Example:
User�s voice input: �Bring ABC to that room�, but they

õ! simultaneously point to 3-4 different rooms.
Since it is unclear which room the user truly means, you must

õ! generate 4 tasks to cover all possible locations:
Task1: �Move ABC to Room A�
Task2: �Move ABC to Room B�
Task3: �Move ABC to Room C�
Task4: �Move ABC to Room D�
This ensures that at least one task aligns with the user�s true

õ! intent and prevents any possible misinterpretation.

4. DO NOT break down long-horizon tasks

If the user requests a long-term task (e.g., �Clean the room�), you
õ! must describe the entire cleaning process as a single task
õ! rather than splitting it into multiple small tasks.

Correct: �Clean all trash from the table and organize the items.�
Incorrect: �Remove the empty cup�, �Throw away the trash�, �Wipe the

õ! table� (tasks should not be split like this).

5. Tasks must match scene objects
All interactable objects, and object locations must exactly match

õ! the provided scene object list.

6. Destination Rules
The destination **MUST** be:
A room,like a dining room , hallway or other room or just **User** (

õ! if the user wants the object brought to them).

7. Proper handling of [T1] and [T2]
[T1] and [T2] represent sequential user inputs. Treat [T2] as a

õ! refinement of [T1], and merge them when possible.

Output Format:
[Chain_of_Thought: < Step-by-step reasoning process to determine the

õ! best tasks, including how many objects the user wants >]
[Likely object:< All possible object sort from high to low priority

õ! >]

Task1: [Task: < Describe the interaction, behavior, object room, and
õ! destination clearly >] [Interact Object: < The object
õ! being interacted with >] [Object Room: < The room the robot
õ! should go to >] [Destination: < The final destination of
õ! the object, only can reply room or User >] [Intentions: <
õ! The user input that led to this task: voice, gaze, finger
õ! pointing, etc. >] [Reason: < Why the user likely wants to
õ! perform this action >]

Task2: [Task: < Describe the interaction, behavior, object room, and
õ! destination clearly >] [Interact Object: < The object
õ! being interacted with >] [Object Room: < The room the robot
õ! should go to >] [Destination: < The final destination of
õ! the object, only can reply room or User >] [Intentions: <
õ! The user input that led to this task: voice, gaze, finger
õ! pointing, etc. >] [Reason: < Why the user likely wants to
õ! perform this action >]

...

Task9: [Task: < Describe the interaction, behavior, object room, and
õ! destination clearly >] [Interact Object: < The object
õ! being interacted with >] [Object Room: < The room the robot
õ! should go to >] [Destination: < The final destination of
õ! the object, only can reply room or User >] [Intentions: <
õ! The user input that led to this task: voice, gaze, finger
õ! pointing, etc. >] [Reason: < Why the user likely wants to
õ! perform this action >]

Skill library:

Skill name: Count Distance
Description:
Calculating the distance between all input object and target object.

Input:[ObjectA: (1,2,3)], [ObjectB: (4,5,6)]
Target Object [ObjectC: (7,8,9)]

Output:[ObjectA:10.39], [ObjectB:5.19]

Figure B.14: The prompt of the LLM in IntenBot.
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#Scene object info:
# Living room
## Sofa & CoffeeTable area
- lemon juice (5.09, -0.18, -5.97)
- Fanta (1.74, 0.39, -12.84)
- sushi (1.75, -0.18, -7.97)
- Sofa (4.85, -0.90, -8.17)
- CoffeeTable (2.01, -0.90, -8.44)
- VaseTable (5.09, -0.90, -10.51)
- Cola_1 (2.10, -0.18, -7.55)
- Chandelier (2.02, 3.41, -8.19)
- Yogurt_1 (2.35, -0.18, -7.42)
- Carpet (2.16, -0.90, -8.18)
- Canvas_1 (5.63, 1.83, -3.93)
- orange juice (5.06, -0.12, -5.61)
- Cocktail (5.26, -0.12, -5.75)
- apple juice (4.87, -0.12, -5.57)
- Fridge_livingroom (5.12, -0.90, -5.71)
## TV area
- Speaker_1 (-0.93, -0.90, -9.68)
- Coffee_1 (-0.77, -0.18, -8.43)
- TV (-1.15, 1.06, -8.17)
- GameConsole (-0.57, -0.08, -7.72)
- MediaTable (-0.66, -0.90, -8.17)
- Big_Vase_2 (-0.75, -0.90, -10.59)
- Router (-0.34, -0.42, -8.14)
- PSP (-0.61, -0.78, -9.10)
- Nintendo_Switch (-0.87, -0.78, -9.05)
- flower (-0.71, -0.04, -9.23)
## ComputerTable area
- toy car (1.91, 1.72, -13.49)
- water (2.86, 0.37, -12.69)
- clothes (1.17, 0.38, -12.62)
- camera_1 (3.23, 0.37, -12.72)
- Screen (2.19, 0.37, -13.10)
- Computer_Speaker (1.24, 0.36, -13.15)
- ComputerChair (2.15, -0.90, -12.47)
- ComputerTable (2.15, -0.90, -13.12)
- Computer (1.76, -0.90, -13.11)
- KeyBoard (2.20, 0.37, -12.68)
- robot_figure (1.31, 1.87, -13.38)
- WallShelf_1 (3.10, 1.90, -13.65)
- WallShelf_2 (2.50, 1.90, -13.65)
- WallShelf_3 (1.90, 1.90, -13.65)
- WallShelf_4 (1.30, 1.90, -13.65)
- Lamp (0.29, -0.90, -13.40)
- Mouse (1.68, 0.38, -12.65)
- Wineglass_2 (3.30, 0.38, -13.12)
- Candle_02 (3.11, 1.86, -1.88)
- DeffuserVase_2 (2.38, 1.85, -1.64)
- Sculpture_3 (3.05, 1.74, -13.34)
- ChessTable (4.40, -0.90, -12.92)
- Chess_1 (4.43, -0.12, -12.92)
## Bench area
- Small_Vase (3.93, 1.82, -1.58)
- PepperShaker_2 (3.64, 1.88, -1.75)
- Tequila_2 (3.90, -0.07, -1.93)
- Redwine (2.34, -0.32, -1.94)
- DeskLamp_2 (3.31, -0.15, -1.87)
- Trashcan_2 (4.83, -0.90, -1.91)
- WallShelf_Big (2.76, 1.73, -1.35)
- Bench (2.76, -0.90, -2.03)
- dumbbell_1 (1.81, 1.99, -1.70)
# Dining room
## Dining area
- Bowl_2 (-4.05, 0.23, 1.08)
- Plate_2 (-4.40, 0.23, 1.09)
- CeilingLamp_1 (-5.00, 2.90, 0.00)
- Canvas_2 (-6.15, 1.08, 0.87)
- DiningTable (-4.18, -0.90, 0.55)
- chair_1 (-4.83, -0.90, 1.25)
- Candle_01 (-3.92, 0.23, 0.47)
- DeffuserVase_1 (-4.12, 0.23, 0.47)
- Candle_Plate (-4.12, 0.21, 0.47)
- Tequila_1 (-4.61, 0.21, 0.74)
- Speaker_4 (-5.86, -0.90, 2.74)
## Storage area

- BarCabinet (-1.93, -0.90, 2.58)
- Wineglass_5 (-1.93, 1.76, 2.32)
- Gin (-3.09, 0.80, 3.03)
- Whiskey_1 (-3.67, 0.95, 3.03)
- Whitewine_1 (-3.69, 1.44, 3.03)
- Champagne (-1.55, 0.33, 2.57)
- Vodka (-3.53, 0.62, 3.03)
- Wall_WineRack (-3.30, 0.90, 3.13)
# Kitchen
## Preparation area
- chair_2 (-1.69, 0.16 2.65)
- CeilingLamp_5 (0.91, 2.90, 0.88)
- CoffeeMaker (5.64, 0.47, -0.72)
- Stove (5.63, 0.40, 0.13)
- Oven (5.65, -0.90, 0.13)
- Plate_1 (5.36, 0.47, 3.34)
- Bowl_1 (5.72, 0.47, 3.32)
- Sink (5.62, 0.39, 2.65)
- Toaster (5.76, 0.47, 1.00)
- Cabinet_Base_1 (5.64, -0.90, -0.75)
- Cabinet_Base_2 (5.64, -0.90, 1.29)
- Cabinet_Base_3 (5.64, -0.90, 2.55)
- Cabinet_Base_4 (5.64, -0.90, 3.42)
- Cabinet_Wall_3 (6.17, 1.61, -0.72)
- Cabinet_Wall_4 (6.13, 1.86, 0.13)
- Cabinet_Wall_5 (6.17, 1.61, 0.98)
- Range Hood (5.85, 1.52, 0.13)
- Canvas_4 (2.59, 1.79, 3.66)
- Wineglass_1 (5.87, 0.47, 1.42)
- PepperShaker_1 (5.51, 0.47, 1.50)
- Spoon (5.34, 0.47, 1.83)
- Spatula (5.32, 0.47, 1.61)
- Shaker (5.37, 0.47, 1.21)
## Storage area
- Blender (-0.84, 0.47, 1.80)
- Fridge_kitchen (-0.59, -0.90, 2.89)
- Cabinet_Wall_1 (-1.13, 1.61, 1.85)
- Cabinet_Wall_2 (-0.62, -0.90, 2.91)
- Cabinet_Base_5 (-0.71, -0.90, 1.82)
- Trashcan_1 (-0.63, -0.90, 1.20)
# Hallway
## HallwayArea
- Canvas_3 (-8.47, 0.71, -3.65)
- Painting_1 (-11.20, 1.16, -2.70)
- Mirror_1 (-4.50, 0.88, -6.15)
- CeilingLamp_2 (-2.50, 2.90, -3.32)
# Bedroom
## Bed area
- chair_4 (13.18, -0.97, -9.44)
- Whiskey_2 (6.99, -0.01, -7.23)
- Whitewine_2 (9.45, 0.07, -2.35)
- Cola_2 (6.93, 0.04, -7.90)
- Yogurt_2 (13.19, -0.47, -10.20)
- Rum (6.83, 0.02, -7.60)
- Wineglass_3 (9.88, -0.01, -1.94)
- ceiling_lamp_6 (8.99, 2.66, -9.85)
- Canvas_5 (6.39, 1.93, -8.47)
- bedside table (9.70, -0.98, -2.17)
- small table (6.92, -0.98, -7.56)
- Dresser Closet (13.09, -0.98, -11.98)
- Mirror_02 (13.69, 0.66, -7.14)
- Window_2 (10.04, -1.08, -12.60)
- brown_shelf (13.29, -0.98, -9.48)
- Sculpture_1 (13.29, 0.36, -9.80)
- Bed (11.95, -0.98, -3.70)
- Speaker_3 (6.65, -0.90, -8.61)
- camera_2 (13.10, 1.35, -10.19)
- dumbbell_2 (13.20, 1.16, -8.74)
## Bath area
- TowelRack_1 (6.39, 1.32, -4.00)
- ToothbrushCup_1 (6.68, 0.32, -4.92)
- Shower_Handel_1 (6.40, 0.40, -2.30)
- ToiletPaperHolder_1 (6.40, -0.18, -4.60)
- Shower_Head_1 (6.40, 2.42, -2.40)
- Mirror_Cabinet_1 (6.39, 1.18, -5.44)
- BathroomMat_1 (8.24, -0.98, -2.50)
- Toilet_1 (7.04, -0.98, -3.90)
- Vanity_01 (6.69, -0.98, -5.44)

- Wall_Lamp_2 (6.39, 2.02, -5.43)
- Shower_Base_1 (7.10, -0.98, -2.36)
# Bathroom
## BathArea
- Mirror_Cabinet_2 (-8.93, 1.19, -3.85)
- Vanity_2 (-8.93, -0.90, -4.25)
- Toilet_2 (-10.33, -0.90, -4.59)
- Laundry basket (-10.51, -0.90, -7.66)
- BathTub (-8.02, -0.90, -7.80)
- Wall_Lamp_3 (-8.91, 2.06, -3.85)
- TowelRack_2 (-10.30, 1.30, -3.85)
- Shower_Head_2 (-6.35, 2.30, -7.80)
- Shower_Handel (-6.35, 0.70, -7.80)
- Shower_Faucet (-6.36, 0.10, -7.80)
- ToiletPaperHolder_2 (-11.14, -0.10, -5.50)
- BathroomMat_2 (-8.70, -0.90, -6.10)

- ToothbrushCup_2 (-9.40, 0.40, -4.17)
- Wineglass_4 (-6.47, 0.05, -7.08)
# Storage Room
## Storage Room Area
- chair_3 (0.16, -0.97, -11.41)
- Big_Vase_2 (-5.53, -0.90, -6.95)
- CeilingLamp_8 (-4.21, 2.90, -8.91)
- Wall_Lamp_1 (-3.67, 1.07, -6.35)
- Canvas_6 (-2.53, 0.85, -18.76)
- CeilingLamp_7 (-2.42, 2.90, -16.72)
- DeskLamp_1 (2.40, 0.36, -15.11)
- Sculpture_2 (1.41, 0.36, -15.07)
- white_table (1.93, -0.90, -15.01)
- Speaker_2 (-5.73, -0.90, -7.56)

Figure B.15: The prompt of the scene object information.
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