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Impaired recognition of interactive 
intentions in adults with autism 
spectrum disorder not attributable 
to differences in visual attention 
or coordination via eye contact 
and joint attention
Mathis Jording 1,2*, Arne Hartz 3, David H. V. Vogel 2,4, Martin Schulte‑Rüther 3,5,6 & 
Kai Vogeley 1,2

Altered nonverbal communication patterns especially with regard to gaze interactions are commonly 
reported for persons with autism spectrum disorder (ASD). In this study we investigate and 
differentiate for the first time the interplay of attention allocation, the establishment of shared focus 
(eye contact and joint attention) and the recognition of intentions in gaze interactions in adults with 
ASD compared to control persons. Participants interacted via gaze with a virtual character (VC), who 
they believed was controlled by another person. Participants were instructed to ascertain whether 
their partner was trying to interact with them. In fact, the VC was fully algorithm‑controlled and 
showed either interactive or non‑interactive gaze behavior. Participants with ASD were specifically 
impaired in ascertaining whether their partner was trying to interact with them or not as compared 
to participants without ASD whereas neither the allocation of attention nor the ability to establish a 
shared focus were affected. Thus, perception and production of gaze cues seem preserved while the 
evaluation of gaze cues appeared to be impaired. An additional exploratory analysis suggests that 
especially the interpretation of contingencies between the interactants’ actions are altered in ASD and 
should be investigated more closely.

One of the core symptoms of Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD) are impairments in communication and social 
 interactions1,2. Especially nonverbal communication abilities and specifically the perception, production, and 
interpretation of gaze cues are in the focus of different screening and diagnostic procedures for  ASD3,4 and have 
received much attention in  research5–14. Alterations in processing and responding to gaze cues are already rel-
evant for the diagnosis in  childhood15, they persist throughout  adolescence16–18 into  adulthood6,19–21. However, 
as set out below, results for adults with ASD are still unexpectedly sparse and inconclusive as to their ability to 
communicate via gaze i.e. to reach a common ground in a gaze interaction.

Traditionally and following a naïve clinical intuition, individuals with ASD have been reported to focus 
less on socially relevant stimuli or, in case of looking at human faces, focus more on the mouth region than the 
 eyes22–24. The background of this phenomenon has been discussed  extensively14. According to the amygdala 
theory, a hypoactive amygdala in persons with ASD might fail to flag the eyes as socially relevant which thus 
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do not attract visual  attention25. However, a review of neuroscientific  data26 seems to be more in favor of the 
competing eye-avoidance theory, according to which amygdala hyperactivity causes unpleasant levels of arousals 
which leads persons with ASD to avoid eye-contact27.

Furthermore, the reduction in the focus on the eye region might also only manifest for situations with a cer-
tain social richness or interactional affordance. Several studies using static or non-interactive stimuli were not 
able to replicate earlier  findings7,9, 28, 29 while group differences were most prominent during ongoing dynamic, 
socially enriched encounters, e.g. eyes directed at the viewer vs. averted  eyes21, dynamic depictions of  faces30 or 
faces of persons in interaction with  others11,31.

Aside from mere visual attention and eye contact, a more complex aspect of gaze interactions is the ability 
to follow the partners gaze and to engage in joint attention. Typically, gaze following skills are ontogenetically 
closely linked to the development of mentalizing  abilities32. In children with ASD, reflexive gaze following as the 
response to joint attention (RJA) initiated by a partner seems to be  preserved33,34. However, the initiation of joint 
attention (IJA), where a person tries to direct the gaze of the counterpart towards an object, has been reported 
to be  impaired35–39. It seems that some of these deficits persist into  adolescence16–18. However, until today, only 
very few studies have investigated gaze following or joint attention in adults with ASD. One study that systemati-
cally investigated gaze following did not find any impairments in ASD regarding oculomotor control, attention 
orienting or executive function in a non-social  condition20. In the social condition adults with ASD successfully 
initiated JA were less accurate in responding to JA, which – as the authors suggest – could be based on difficulties 
in monitoring the partners intentions and recognizing and correctly interpreting communicative gaze behavior 
like eye contact that preceded the JA bids. Congruently, observing initial eye contact between two faces increased 
the tendency to follow with their gaze in control participants but not adults with  ASD19. Other studies did not 
find any behavioral group specific differences in RJA but changed activation patterns in areas associated with 
socio-cognitive processing in  adults40,41 and  adolescents17 with ASD. With regard to the IJA condition, It was 
speculated that especially the requirement of self-initiation or self-motivation might be difficult to reproduce 
in experimental  setups41. This might explain the missing group differences in the IJA condition in adults with 
 ASD20,41. A more detailed summary and discussion of this issue can be found in Mundy (2018)42.

It is not sufficient for the development of shared intentions that two persons look at an object  simultaneously43 
or plan joint  actions44. It is crucial that both have to be mutually aware of the attentional focus of the other. This 
is sometimes reflected in the distinction between ‘joint attention’, where only one of the interactants has to be 
aware of the partners focus and ‘shared attention’, where both interactants are mutually  aware45,46. Mutual aware-
ness might be ensured by ascertaining that eye movements of the counterpart are actual responses to one´s own 
behavior, e.g. based on  spatial47 and/or temporal  associations48. Potentially, this process also requires multiple 
repetitions, i.e. only when the partner repeatedly follows with their gaze within a certain time window the impres-
sion of mutual awareness  emerges46,49. Whether persons with ASD are impaired in their ability to recognize such 
social contingencies is a question that gained some attention  recently50–54. In extremely minimalistic interac-
tions in one-dimensional environments, adults with ASD did not show impairments in their ability to detect 
contingencies between their own and their partners  behavior53. However, in gaze interactions adults with ASD 
seemed to be less likely to recognize that a counterpart was following their  gaze50. Correspondingly,  Northrup52 
hypothesizes that infants and small children with ASD do initially detect contingencies between their behavior 
and their environment. However, especially in the social realm the complexity of interactions and contingen-
cies between interactants would increase fast which would overextend the children’s capacities, depriving the 
children from learning opportunities.

This study investigates to which degree visual attention and the ability to coordinate with a counterpart 
via eye contact and joint attention diverge in ASD and whether these impairments could predict potential dif-
ficulties in recognizing interactive intentions. Participants with and without ASD were instructed to judge in 
repeated trials, whether a partner, displayed as a virtual character (VC), was trying to interact with them or 
not. The VC was controlled by the agent-platform “TriPy”55. TriPy processes eye-tracking data and controls an 
anthropomorphic VC in real-time to create a gaze-contingent interaction partner. It incorporates five possible 
states of attention in triadic interactions (constituted by two interactants and one or more objects in a shared 
environment) identified in a recent  review56. The five states are: ‘partner-oriented’ (attention directed towards 
the partner); ‘object-oriented’ (attention directed towards objects); ‘introspective’ (attention directed towards 
inner (bodily) experiences and disengaged from the outside world); ‘responding joint attention’ (active following 
of the partner’s gaze); ‘initiating joint attention’ (proactive attempts to lead the partner’s gaze towards objects 
of one’s own choice).

The first three states are non-interactive, i.e. the behavior is completely independent of the partner, these states 
are implemented in TriPy based purely on predefined probabilities. The latter two states are interactive where the 
behavior of one partner is contingent upon the behavior of the other, i.e. the agent follows the participants gaze 
(RJA) or looks at the participant, waiting for them to establish eye contact before looking at an object and again 
waiting for the participant to follow (IJA). Participants were not aware of the algorithm controlling their partners 
behavior but were told the cover story that the VC would represent another participant (in fact a confederate 
who did not have any influence on the behavior of the VC which was fully controlled by an algorithm). The VC 
assumed one pseudo-randomly chosen gaze  state56 in each trial, with participants not being instructed about the 
current gaze state, the behavioral repertoire of the VC or the differences between gaze states.

Our approach is in accordance with a number of recent advances in interactive study designs investigating 
behavior during face-to-face communication instead of focusing on the isolated observation or production of 
gaze cues between two detached  partners21,57–60. However, instead of having two participants directly interact 
with each  other58,60 or letting a participant interact with an  experimenter21,57, 59, we used an VC based system. 
The benefit of a VC as interaction partner is that it provides full experimental control over the different degrees 
of responsiveness in every trial.
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We analyzed the participants’ allocation of visual attention by measuring for how long they looked at different 
areas of interest (AoI): the VCs eyes (referred to as “eyes”), the VCs face excluding the eye region (referred to as 
“face”), and the objects in the environment (referred to as “objects”). Our hypothesis (I) was that participants 
with ASD compared to control participants would spent less time on the VC’s eyes in relation to the other AoIs.

Second, we assessed the ability to coordinate with an interaction partner via gaze by identifying and counting 
all situations in which the two interactants (participant and VC) fixated the same target. Instances of shared focus 
encompassed eye contact (participant and VC both looking at each other’s eyes) or joint attention (both looking 
at the same object). Note, that shared focus instances were identified purely on a behavioral basis and thus do not 
necessarily imply (mutual) awareness of each other’s focus (in contrast to the term “shared attention” mentioned 
above). We hypothesized (II) that in persons with ASD, less instances of shared focus would be established. We 
did not have specific hypothesis as to whether eye contact or joint attention would be more closely associated with 
the intention to interact, thus the summary as shared focus instances. However, in order to potentially elucidate 
effects, we also briefly report on an exploratory differential analysis of eye contact and joint attention instances.

Lastly, we analyzed the participants decisions of whether the VC was trying to interact with them or not. 
Our hypothesis (III) was that persons with ASD would be impaired in their ability to recognize that the partner 
was trying to interact (either by following the participants gaze or by initiating JA themselves) with them. 
Correspondingly, we expected smaller differences of interactive ratings between the non-interactive and the 
interactive VC in the ASD group compared to the control group. In an additional exploratory analysis, we aimed 
at elucidating whether differences in the recognition of social contingencies in form of shared focus events 
could potentially explain group differences in the recognition of interactive intentions. As it is unclear, whether 
and to which degree differences between RJA and IJA impairments reported for children with ASD persist 
into adulthood, we did not have specific hypothesis regarding group specific differences in interactivity ratings 
between these states. However, as an exploratory analysis we analyzed the relationship between the establishment 
of shared focus events and interactivity ratings separately for all five agent states.

Methods
All methods and procedures summarized below are described in full detail in Jording et al.61.

Participants
26 subjects with ASD, diagnosed in the Autism Outpatient Clinic at the Department of Psychiatry, University 
Hospital Cologne, were recruited via the Outpatient Clinic. The diagnostic procedure started by a screening 
with the Autism-Spectrum-Quotient62 and was only continued when patients exceeded the cut-off value 
(> 32). The diagnosis then had to be confirmed in two independent and extensive clinical interviews by two 
separate professional clinicians according to ICD-10  criteria2. After the exclusion of 5 participants (due to 
missing data or mistrust of the cover story) the remaining 21 subjects (6 identifying as female, 15 as male; 
aged 22–54, mean = 40.86, SD = 10.36) were compared to a group of 24 control subjects (with an overlap to the 
population reported  in61), without any record of psychiatric or neurological illnesses (10 identifying as female, 
14 as male; aged 23–58, mean = 39.00, SD = 12.76). Demographic data and the Autism-Spectrum-Quotient (AQ; 
Baron-Cohen et al., 2001b) were obtained from all subjects. None of the participants from the control group 
exceeded the commonly preferred cut-off of > 32, while all participants from the ASD group did, indicating a 
clear difference in the expression of autistic symptoms between both groups. Both groups of participants had 
comparable educational backgrounds in terms of years of education which also served as a proxy for intellectual 
capacities (ASD: mean = 17.77, SD = 5.93; Controls: mean = 16.27, SD = 4.28). Informed consent was obtained 
from all subjects. Subjects received a monetary compensation (10€ per hour). This study was presented to and 
approved by the ethics committee of the Medical Faculty of the University of Cologne and strictly adhered to the 
declaration of Helsinki. All experiments were conducted in accordance with relevant guidelines and regulations.

Procedure and tasks
To make the subjects believe that they were participating in an ongoing social encounter, they were introduced to 
a confederate of the same sex in a briefing room prior to the start of the experiment. Participants were informed 
that they would interact with their interaction partner via a computer, with their partner being seated in a dif-
ferent room. After this introduction, participants were separated from the confederate and brought to the test-
ing room, where they received detailed written and oral experimental instructions. Participants were informed 
that both partners were to be represented on their computer screen by an identical generic male VC serving as 
an avatar of the partner and that during the interaction they would see their partner’s avatar instead of her/his 
real face. Furthermore, they would only be allowed to communicate with their partner via gaze, while all other 
communication channels (e.g. speech, gestures, facial expressions) would not be transmitted or displayed. Impor-
tantly, the avatar displayed on the participants’ screen was always and entirely being controlled by the computer 
algorithm (Fig. 1A61;). In addition to the avatar, four trial-wise changing objects were displayed on the screen at 
fixed locations in the avatar´s field of view (Fig. 1B).

In full accordance with Jording et al.61, participants had to take two alternative roles, the Observation-
Role (ObR) and the Action-Role (AcR), in alternating blocks. In total, 6 blocks were presented, 3 ObR blocks 
containing 16 ObR trials per block and 3 AcR blocks containing 10 AcR trials per block. Trials within blocks 
were presented in randomized order and separated by short breaks of 2–6 s. Blocks were separated by breaks of 
approx. 3 min allowing a short phase of rest for the participant and re-calibration of the eye-tracker.

In the ObR condition participants had to ascertain by button-press whether their partner was trying to 
interact with them or not. The ObR was the primary target condition of our analysis with the focus on the 
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participants’ responses (“interactive” or “not interactive”) and the respective preceding gaze behavior. Trials 
lasted until participants’ response but maximally 30 s.

During AcR, for each trial one out of five states (equating to the five social gaze  states56,61) was pseudo-
randomly chosen, and participants were asked to 1: concentrate on their partner, 2: concentrate on the objects; 
3: concentrate on their breathing; 4: to let the partners gaze guide them; or 5: to guide the partner with their gaze. 
Each trial lasted 30 s. The sole purpose of the AcR condition was to make participants believe the cover story by 
suggesting a balanced study design with the same tasks for both participants. Data of AcR were not analysed.

The experiment was followed by a post-experimental questionnaire asking participants on 6-point scales 
about the difficulty of the two tasks, as well as the naturalness of the interaction and the quality of the technical 
realization of the VC’s eye movements. Additional open text items asked for the participants’ experience during 
the experiment as well as their assumptions about the purpose of the study. An additional interview by the 
experimenter inquired whether participants believed the cover story. Answers to the written open text questions 
and during the post-experimental interview were carefully screened for indications of mistrust in the cover story 
(e.g. indicating a lack of conviction of having interacted with a real person). While none of the written answers 
indicated any such suspicions, in the interview two participants indicated that they had at least questioned the 
announcement to have interacted with a real human. Both participants were excluded from further analysis (as 
mentioned earlier).

Setup, agent‑platform and pilot study
The VC’s behavior and graphical output was controlled by the newly developed agent-platform ‘TriPy’55 already 
applied  before61. TriPy adapts the behavior of a VC to the behavior of the participant in real-time (‘gaze-
contingent’56,63). While earlier studies relied on pre-determined  behavior64–68 in TriPy the VCs’ behavior in the 
non-interactive states is implemented on a probabilistic basis. For the purpose of this study, we implemented 
five social gaze states (with behavioral parameters being empirically informed by a pilot  study61). In the non-
interactive states, the VC was not responsive to the participant (although occasionally looking at the participant 
which could result in incidental eye contact). In the interactive states, the VC either “responded” to the participant 
by consequently following their gaze or tried or “initiate” joint attention by repeatedly initiating eye contact before 
then shifting towards one of the objects and briefly waiting for the participant to follow (For video examples of 
all states see supplementary  of61).

When participants had to ascertain the interactivity of the VC (ObR mode), the VC states were balanced with 
24 trials (50%) of interactive and 24 trials (50%) of non-interactive states. In total, each participant encountered 
each non-interactive state (PO, OO and INT) 8 times and each interactive state (RJA + IJA) 12 times in the ObR 
mode, pseudo-randomly distributed over 3 blocks. In the AcR mode, where participants were instructed to 
engage in a specific gaze state, each of the five states appeared 6 times in total (2 per block in random order). 
Whenever the participants were in interactive-states, the VC reacted with the complementary behavior (RJA with 
IJA; IJA with RJA) and during non-interactive states with another non-interactive state with all combinations 
of VC and participant states appearing equally often. The eye-tracker ran at a sampling rate of 120 Hz and 
an accuracy of 0.5° (Tobii TX300; Tobii Technology, Stockholm, Sweden). A 23’’ monitor (screen resolution: 
1920*1080 pixels) mounted on top of the eye-tracker was used as the display (Fig. 1A). Participants were seated 
at a distance ranging between 50 and 70 cm from the monitor and gave their responses (during ObR) via a 
keyboard with the marked buttons “J” (for “yes”) and “N” (for “no”).

Data preprocessing and statistical analysis
From 2160 trials total in the ObR condition (45 participants with 48 trials each), 92 trials were excluded due 
to missing responses or response times exceeding 30 s, another 432 trials were excluded because of more than 
20% of missing gaze data. After trial exclusion, 1636 valid trials remained for statistical analysis. Response, 
eye-tracking data and questionnaire data were pre-processed and statistically analyzed using the software R 
(version 3.6.269). Analysis followed the procedure described previously in Jording et al.61. Response time data 

Figure 1.  Illustration of the technical setup and the participants’ perspective during the experiment (adapted 
from Jording et al., 2019). (A) Illustration of a participant interacting with the agent controlled by the platform 
TriPy. (B) The behavior of the agent created by TriPy as seen from the perspective of the participant.
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were logarithmized to reduce skewness and more closely resemble a normal distribution. Eye-tracking and 
response data were modelled as (generalized) linear mixed effects models (“lme4”  package70) with random 
intercepts for participants. The effects of individual factors were analyzed in likelihood ratio tests of differently 
saturated models, by testing whether adding a factor to a model significantly increased the models’ fit to the data. 
Factors were added to the model and tested in the order of mentioning. Where the analysis revealed significant 
interaction effects, individual factor level combinations were compared in Tukey post-hoc tests correcting for 
multiple comparisons (‘multcomp’  package71).

To assess the allocation of attention, we computed ‘relative fixation durations’ for the AoIs ‘eyes’, ‘face’ 
(excluding the eyes), and ‘objects’ (all four objects) as the cumulative fixation duration on an AoI in relation 
to the overall trial duration. We analyzed differences between the AoIs (factor “aoi”), the diagnostic groups 
(“group”) and the interaction aoi*group.The establishment of shared focus instances was analyzed as the sum of 
eye contact and joint attention instances in a poisson regression (generalized mixed effects model with log link 
function). Eye contact was defined as situations in which participant and the VC both looked at each other’s eyes, 
joint attention as situations in which both looked at the same object. We assessed the effect of interactive VC 
states vs. non-interactive states (factor “interactivity”), the diagnostic groups (factor “group”), and the interaction 
interactivity*group. The participants’ ability to recognize interactive intentions was analyzed in form of their 
interactivity ratings at the end of each trial. Data were modeled in logistic regression models (generalized mixed 
effects model with logit link function). We assessed the effects interactivity, group, and interactivity*group (an 
analysis of the effects of individual states can be found in supplementary material S3.1.4–S3.16).

Results
Distribution of visual attention
In order to assess group differences in visual attention, we analyzed gaze behavior during ObR (Fig. 2), specifi-
cally with regard to the distribution of the visual attention between the AoIs (Eyes, Face, Object). Model fits for 
relative durations (as the portion of the total time that was spent on the specific AoI, ranging from 0 to 1) were 
significantly improved by including the factor aoi  (X2 (2) = 2144.33, p < 0.001). The factor group did not signifi-
cantly improve the model fit, neither directly  (X2(1) = 1.39, p < 0.239), nor as part of the interaction aoi*group 
 (X2(2) = 5.83, p = 0.054; supplementary tables S1.1 & S1.2). Thus, the results do not support hypothesis I of deficits 
in attention allocation in ASD patients.

Establishment of shared focus (eye contact and joint attention)
Next, we analyzed whether the frequency of the establishment of shared focus (eye contact or joint attention) 
differed between groups and interactive vs. non-interactive VCs (Fig. 3A). The fit for the prediction of the 
number of shared focus instances was significantly improved by interactivity  (X2(1) = 230.91, p < 0.001), but not 
by group  (X2(1) = 1.68, p = 0.195) or the interaction interactivity*group  (X2(1) = 2.68, p = 0.101; supplementary 
table S2.1.1). When the VC was interactive compared to non-interactive, the predicted incidence rate of shared 
foci was increased by a factor of 1.33 (CL = 1.26–1.41) for control subjects and 1.42 (1.33 * 1.07 (CL = 0.99–1.16)) 
for ASD subjects (supplementary table S2.1.2). Again, results do not support hypothesis II of reduced capabilities 
to establish instances of shared focus in interactions.

A separate exploratory analysis of eye contact (Fig. 3B) and joint attention (Fig. 3C) instances revealed the 
same pattern with the amount of eye contact instances significantly increasing with interactivity  (X2(1) = 166.23, 
p < 0.001), but not group  (X2(1) = 1.05, p = 0.306) or interactivity*group  (X2(1) = 2.71, p = 0.100; supplementary 
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Figure 2.  Boxplot of the distribution of the participant’s visual attention measured as relative fixation durations, 
i.e. the portion of time spent on the different AoIs (eyes, face, objects) per trial for both diagnostic groups 
(blue: control participants / orange: ASD participants). Diagnostic groups do not differ significantly in their 
distribution of visual attention.
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tables S2.2.1 & S2.2.2) and the amount of JA instances significantly increasing with interactivity  (X2(1) = 64.71, 
p < 0.001), but not group  (X2(1) = 1.02, p = 0.313) or interactivity*group  (X2(1) = 0.21, p = 0.650; supplementary 
tables S2.3.1 & S2.3.2).

Recognizing interactive intentions
We analyzed differences in participants’ experiences of interactivity with respect to VC states between both 
diagnostic groups (Fig. 4A). Likelihood ratio tests of logistic regression models revealed significant effects of the 
VCs interactivity  (X2(1) = 211.41, p < 0.001) and a significant interaction effect for interactivity*group  (X2(1) = 5.17, 
p = 0.023), but no significant main effect of group  (X2(1) = 2.67, p = 0.103; supplementary table S3.1.1). The pre-
dicted odds ratio for identifying the partners interactive state as interactive was decreased for the ASD subjects 
compared to the control participants by a factor of 0.61 (Cl = 0.39–0.93, supplementary table S3.1.2). In a Tukey 
post-hoc test participants with ASD and control participants differed significantly in recognizing interactive 
(M = 0.57, SE = 0.22, z = − 2.56, p = 0.048) but not in recognizing non-interactive VC states (supplementary 
table S3.1.3). For an exploratory analysis of group specific effects of individual agent states see supplementary 
tables S3.1.4 & S.3.1.5 and supplementary table S3.1.6 for post-hoc pairwise comparisons.
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For the logarithmic response times (Fig. 4B), likelihood ratio tests did not reveal any significant effects of 
interactivity  (X2(1) = 1.84, p = 0.175), group  (X2(1) = 0.22, p = 0.640), or interactivity*group  (X2(1) = 1.48, p = 0.115; 
supplementary table S3.2).

The inclusion of gender of participants as a factor did not significantly improve model fits for the mean 
interactivity ratings (ASD: F(1, 19) = 0.82, p = 0.377; controls: F(1, 22) = 2.41, p = 0.135; supplementary 
tables S3.3.1 & S3.3.2) or mean response times (ASD: F(1, 19) = 0.37, p = 0.553; controls: F(1, 22) = 0.47, p = 0.501; 
supplementary tables S3.3.3 & S3.3.4) in either group.

Results of diminished interactivity ratings for interactive VCs in the ASD group support hypothesis iii) of 
impaired abilities in ASD to recognize the partner’s intention to establish an interaction. Response times give 
no reason to believe that this effect might due to the fact that persons with ASD merely require more time for 
their assessment.

Exploratory analysis of the role of contingencies between interactants
In an exploratory analysis, we investigated, to what extent the number of shared focus instances could predict 
the interactivity ratings depending on whether the VC was actually trying to interact or not (Fig. 5). We started 
from the model with best fit for the prediction of the participants’ response, including the predictors interactivity, 
group and the interaction interactivity*group (see section ‘Recognizing interactive intentions’). We tested, whether 
additionally including the number of shared focus instances would, by themselves or via interaction effects, 
improve the model fit. The prediction of the participants response was significantly improved when including 
shared focus  (X2(1) = 118.72, p < 0.001), the interaction interactivity*shared focus  (X2(1) = 39.47, p < 0.001) and 
the interaction group*shared focus  (X2(1) = 12.95, p < 0.001). The interaction interactivity*group*shared focus 
instances did not significantly improve the fit  (X2(1) = 0.69, p = 0.407; supplementary table S4.1.1). In control 
subjects each shared focus increased the odds ratio of interactive ratings by 1.17 (CL = 1.10–1.24) when the VC 
was non-interactive. When the VC was interactive, the odds ratio increased with each shared focus by 1.47 (1.17 
* 1.26 (CL = 1.17–1.35)). In ASD subjects, the odds ratio increase per shared focus instance was lower by the 
factor 0.87 (CL = 0.80–0.94)) compared to control subjects (supplementary table S4.1.2).

A separate analysis of the effects of eye contact (without joint attention) revealed a comparable picture, 
i.e. significant model fit improvements by the factor eye contact  (X2(1) = 41.18, p < 0.001), interactivity*eye 
contact  (X2(1) = 26.50, p < 0.001) and group*eye contact  (X2(1) = 5.30, p = 0.021) but not interactivity*group*eye 
contact  (X2(1) = 0.01, p = 0.914; supplementary table S4.2.1 & S4.2.2). Interestingly, for the effect of joint 
attention, in addition to the effects of joint attention  (X2(1) = 101.45, p < 0.001), interactivity*joint attention 
 (X2(1) = 76.55, p < 0.001) and group*joint attention  (X2(1) = 7.91, p = 0.005) also the three-way interaction 
interactivity*group*joint attention  (X2(1) = 8.92, p = 0.003) significantly improved the model fit (supplementary 
table S4.3.1 & S4.3.2). This would suggest that the effect that joint attention instances increase the odds of 
interactive ratings especially strongly, if the agent was indeed interactive, was diminished in persons with ASD 
by a factor of 0.61 (CL = 0.43–0.85).

Discussion
The present study investigated the ability of adults with ASD to interact with a partner in an extended, naturalistic 
gaze interaction. It assessed the ability of adults with ASD to recognize interactive intentions of their partner 
in gaze interactions. Furthermore, it allowed for the analysis of visual attention and the coordination between 

Figure 5.  Interactivity ratings for differing numbers of shared foci instances (eye contact or joint attention) 
between participant and agent per trial, separately for control participants (blue) and ASD participants (orange) 
and a non-interactive agent (light colors) vs. an interactive agent (dark colors). Mean rates (triangles, diamonds, 
squares, and circles) and model predictions (lines) with 95% confidence intervals (ribbons) of interactivity 
ratings. The establishment of shared foci on average predicts the participants’ interactivity ratings. This effect is 
especially strong for interactive compared to non-interactive agents and for control participants compared to 
ASD participants.
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the interactants through the establishment of eye contact and joint attention as events of shared focus. This was 
achieved by making use of new platform for extended and unrestricted human-VC gaze  interactions55,61.

The participants’ visual attention was operationalized as the proportional duration with which different 
AoIs were fixated. The analysis did not reveal significant differences between the two groups. Thus, we have no 
reasons to assume a general or pervasive impairment in the allocation of visual attention to socially relevant 
information in gaze interactions in adults with ASD. This is contrary to results about diminished attention to 
early socially relevant stimuli and especially human eyes in  ASD22–24. Considering that in the past interactive 
or socially enriched settings were found to more clearly distinguish visual attention in  ASD7,9, 28, 29, we had 
expected a pronounced difference. However, the task explicitly draws the attention of participants to the eye 
region by instructing to guide the other or to be guided by them via gaze. Previous studies have demonstrated 
that such explicit attentional mechanisms can attenuate behavioral differences for facial  processing72,73 and gaze 
 processing17 in ASD.

We further investigated the coordination between the two interactants in form of the occurrence of shared 
focus instances (eye contact, joint attention). Both diagnostic groups did not differ significantly with regard to the 
frequency of shared focus events. In both groups, more shared focus events occurred in interactive as compared 
to non-interactive trials without any discernible influence of the diagnostic group. Thus, these results do not 
support the hypothesis of a diminished ability to engage in eye contact or joint attention in adults with ASD. 
A detailed analysis of the literature reveals a less clear picture regarding gaze processing and joint attention in 
ASD than commonly expected. Gaze direction processing, i.e. the ability to estimate the gaze angle and line of 
sight of another person, has been found to be impaired in  ASD74–76. However, in one study, children with ASD 
were able to trace the line of sight of another person – be it by less conventional  strategies77. Furthermore, no 
differences were found in the ability to detect changes in gaze direction between adolescent and adult ASD and 
control  participants78. Previous results on gaze cueing in ASD, i.e. the effect that onlookers automatically shift 
their (covert) attention in accordance with the gaze direction of observed eyes, were heterogeneous as  well79,80.

Although both attention allocation and the establishment of shared focus (eye contact and joint attention) are 
preserved, the subsequent processing step of the interpretation of the arising social contingencies are impaired 
in persons with ASD. This corresponds to similar results in the domains person  perception81 and animacy 
 experience82, bringing forth deficits in the evaluation of social stimuli but not in the mere detection. It is also 
in line with fMRI studies in which control participants and participants with ASD did not necessarily react 
differently to observing joint attention but still showed different activation patterns in areas related to social-
cognitive  processing41,83. Similarly, altered activation patterns in areas of the “social brain” despite comparable 
behavioral performance were observed in ASD adolescents, suggesting less elaborated processing of gaze cues 
in social  contexts17. A promising follow-up to further test changes in processing and interpretation of gaze cues 
in ASD with a more focused and higher powered study was suggested by an anonymous reviewer. Assuming no 
general impairment in establishing joint attention in ASD, the frequency of joint attention instances should not 
differ between groups in interactions with object-oriented agents. However, in interactions with an IJA agent 
where the agent additionally uses eye-contact to signal its communicative intention, persons with ASD would not 
profit as much from this signal and subsequently would not show the same increase in joint attention instances 
as expected for healthy participants.

The exploratory analysis of the relationship between shared focus instances and interactivity ratings yielded 
some interesting insights into the differential evaluation of gaze by ASD participants as compared to control 
participants. It seems that the probability of an ‘interactive’ rating generally increases with the number of shared 
focus events. This would suggest that eye contact and joint attention were interpreted as a signal for an interactive 
situation. Furthermore, it would corroborate earlier findings demonstrating that shared attention, i.e. mutual 
awareness of the joint effort to coordinate attention, is established by alternating between eye contact and joint 
 attention46.

Interestingly, the effect of eye contact and joint attention on the interactivity ratings was stronger when the 
VC was interactive, i.e. was reacting to the participant in a contingent fashion. Thus, it seems that participants’ 
impression of the VCs interactive intentions was influenced by the contingencies between them and the VC. 
This begs the question, whether participants were also aware of these contingencies. In previous studies, healthy 
 participants65,84 and participants with  ASD50 were able to detect and react to a VC following their gaze without 
becoming aware of the dependencies. With regard to differences between diagnostic groups, we found that 
the frequency of eye contact and especially joint attention predicted interactivity ratings more reliably for 
control participants than for ASD participants. This is in concordance with the generally reduced sensitivity to 
gaze cues reported for  ASD75,81, 85. However, other studies did not find impairments in the detection of social 
contingencies in  ASD53. Future studies should focus on the question whether the detection or the evaluation of 
social contingencies could be responsible for the reduced impression of interactive intentions in ASD.

So far, the majority of studies on social gaze behavior in ASD focused on isolated aspects of gaze behavior 
and examined these under highly controlled experimental conditions. These studies have provided already a 
very detailed picture of some of the elements and building blocks of gaze interaction in ASD and constitute a 
foundation for further advances in the field. However, the knowledge acquired from these reductionist approaches 
is fragmentary and very specific for a particular experimental setup, whereas the embedding in a dynamic and 
more complex context is missing. In this study, we followed a new, holistic approach in which we observed the 
unfolding encounter while participants engaged in gaze-based interaction. This allowed us to systematically 
differentiate behaviors related to different parts of the task and compare them between groups.
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Limitations
It is important to take into account some limitations of the design (see  also61). We deliberately focused on gaze 
interaction and restricted the interaction to this channel. More available communication channels might allow 
for faster and more accurate evaluations of the interaction. With regards to the differences between control and 
ASD subjects, it should be noted that both groups differed in gender distribution. We did not systematically 
manipulate VCs’ gender. However, we did not have any specific hypothesis for gender differences, and we did 
not find any significant effects for gender on mean interactivity ratings or mean response times for either of the 
two groups. We also did not systematically control for the IQ of participants and while we can rule out cases of 
intellectual disabilities in our sample, the possibility of an effect of IQ remains. It has to be emphasized that the 
design does not allow to test a causal relationship or rule out additional differences between groups that might 
affect the performance in recognizing intentions.

Conclusion
ASD participants did not show any perceptual differences in visual attention or mere detection during gaze 
encounters as compared to control persons, nor did the emerging interactions differ in the establishment of eye 
contact or joint attention. Nonetheless, ASD participants evaluated the perceived cues differently when compared 
to control participants and recognized interactive intentions less frequently. This finding has implications for the 
investigation of interaction disturbances in ASD as well as for the development of diagnostic and therapeutic 
instruments. Instead of a simple passive observation and quantification of patients’ behaviors, a holistic and 
socially contextualized consideration of patients’ inner experience during interaction is mandatory. The newly 
developed human-agent interaction platform TriPy, with its implementation of different gaze states as a holistic 
taxonomy of triadic gaze interactions, has proven to be a reliable tool for this kind of investigation. Furthermore, 
it constitutes a promising basis for a future diagnostic or therapeutic instrument in clinical contexts.

Data availability
The ethics approval for this study does not allow for the publication of raw data. Requests to access the datasets 
should be directed to Mathis Jording, m.jording@fz-juelich.de.

Received: 22 June 2023; Accepted: 1 April 2024

References
 1. Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders: DSM-5. (American Psychiatric Publishing, 2013).
 2. The ICD-10 Classification of Mental and Behavioural Disorders: Diagnostic Criteria for Research. (World Health Organization, 1993).
 3. Baron-Cohen, S., Wheelwright, S., Hill, J., Raste, Y. & Plumb, I. The, “Reading the Mind in the Eyes” test revised version: A study 

with normal adults, and adults with Asperger syndrome or high-functioning autism. J. Child Psychol. Psychiatry 42, 241–251 (2001).
 4. Lord, C. et al. Autism Diagnostic Observation Schedule-2 (Western Psychological Services, 2012).
 5. Buitelaar, J. K. Attachment and social withdrawal in autism - hypotheses and findings. Behavior 132, 319–350 (1995).
 6. Cañigueral, R. & Hamilton, A. F. C. The role of eye gaze during natural social interactions in typical and autistic people. Front. 

Psychol. 10, 437636 (2019).
 7. Falck-Ytter, T. & von Hofsten, C. How special is social looking in ASD: A review. Progr. Brain Res. 189, 209–222 (2011).
 8. Georgescu, A. L., Kuzmanovic, B., Roth, D., Bente, G. & Vogeley, K. The use of virtual characters to assess and train non-verbal 

communication in high-functioning autism. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 8, 807 (2014).
 9. Guillon, Q., Hadjikhani, N., Baduel, S. & Rogé, B. Visual social attention in autism spectrum disorder: Insights from eye tracking 

studies. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 42, 279–297 (2014).
 10. Itier, R. J. & Batty, M. Neural bases of eye and gaze processing: The core of social cognition. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 33, 843–863 

(2009).
 11. Klin, A., Jones, W., Schultz, R., Volkmar, F. & Cohen, D. Defining and quantifying the social phenotype in autism. Am. J. Psychiatry 

159, 895–908 (2002).
 12. Mirenda, P. L., Donnellan, A. M. & Yoder, D. E. Gaze behavior: A new look at an old problem. J. Autism Dev. Disord. 13, 397–409 

(1983).
 13. Nation, K. & Penny, S. Sensitivity to eye gaze in autism: Is it normal? Is it automatic? Is it social?. Dev. Psychopathol. 20, 79–97 

(2008).
 14. Senju, A. & Johnson, M. H. Atypical eye contact in autism: Models, mechanisms and development. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 33, 

1204–1214 (2009).
 15. van’t Hof, M. et al. Age at autism spectrum disorder diagnosis: A systematic review and meta-analysis from 2012 to 2019. Autism 

25, 862–873 (2021).
 16. Hobson, J. A. & Hobson, R. P. Identification: The missing link between joint attention and imitation?. Dev. Psychopathol. 19, 

411–431 (2007).
 17. Oberwelland, E. et al. Young adolescents with autism show abnormal joint attention network: A gaze contingent fMRI study. 

NeuroImage Clin. 14, 112–121 (2017).
 18. Sigman, M. et al. Continuity and change in the social competence of children with autism, down syndrome, and developmental 

delays. Monogr. Soc. Res. Child Dev. 64, 131–139 (1999).
 19. Böckler, A., Timmermans, B., Sebanz, N., Vogeley, K. & Schilbach, L. Effects of observing eye contact on gaze following in high-

functioning autism. J. Autism Dev. Disord. 44, 1651–1658 (2014).
 20. Caruana, N. et al. Joint attention difficulties in autistic adults: An interactive eye-tracking study. Autism 22, 502–512 (2018).
 21. Freeth, M. & Bugembe, P. Social partner gaze direction and conversational phase; factors affecting social attention during face-

to-face conversations in autistic adults?. Autism 23, 503–513 (2018).
 22. Dalton, K. M. et al. Gaze fixation and the neural circuitry of face processing in autism. Nat. Neurosci. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1038/ 

nn1421 (2005).
 23. Klin, A., Jones, W., Schultz, R. & Volkmar, F. The enactive mind, or from actions to cognition: Lessons from autism. Philos. Trans. 

R. Soc. B Biol. Sci. 358, 345–360 (2003).
 24. Klin, A., Jones, W., Schultz, R., Volkmar, F. & Cohen, D. Visual fixation patterns during viewing of naturalistic social situations as 

predictors of social competence in individuals with autism. Arch. General Psychiatry 59, 809–816 (2002).

https://doi.org/10.1038/nn1421
https://doi.org/10.1038/nn1421


10

Vol:.(1234567890)

Scientific Reports |         (2024) 14:8297  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-58696-2

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

 25. Baron-Cohen, S. et al. The amygdala theory of autism. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 24, 355–364 (2000).
 26. Stuart, N., Whitehouse, A., Palermo, R., Bothe, E. & Badcock, N. Eye Gaze in autism spectrum disorder: A review of neural evidence 

for the eye avoidance hypothesis. J. Autism Dev. Disord. 53, 1884–1905 (2023).
 27. Tanaka, J. W. & Sung, A. The, “eye avoidance” hypothesis of autism face processing. J. Autism Dev. Disord. 46, 1538–1552 (2016).
 28. Chita-Tegmark, M. Social attention in ASD: A review and meta-analysis of eye-tracking studies. Res. Dev. Disabil. 48, 79–93 (2016).
 29. Frazier, T. W. et al. A meta-analysis of gaze differences to social and nonsocial information between individuals with and without 

autism. J. Am. Acad. Child Adolesc. Psychiatry 56, 546–555 (2017).
 30. Speer, L. L., Cook, A. E., McMahon, W. M. & Clark, E. Face processing in children with autism: Effects of stimulus contents and 

type. Autism 11, 265–277 (2007).
 31. Riby, D. M. & Hancock, P. J. B. Viewing it differently: Social scene perception in Williams syndrome and Autism. Neuropsychologia 

46, 2855–2860 (2008).
 32. Morales, M., Mundy, P. & Rojas, J. Following the direction of gaze and language development in 6-month-olds. Infant Behav. Dev. 

21, 373–377 (1998).
 33. Chawarska, K., Klin, A. & Volkmar, F. Automatic attention cueing through eye movement in 2-year-old children with autism. 

Child Dev. 74, 1108–1122 (2003).
 34. Kylliainen, A. & Hietanen, J. K. Attention orienting by another’s gaze direction in children with autism. J. Child Psychol. Psychiatry 

45, 435–444 (2004).
 35. Billeci, L. et al. Disentangling the initiation from the response in joint attention: An eye-tracking study in toddlers with autism 

spectrum disorders. Transl. Psychiatry 6, e808–e808 (2016).
 36. MacDonald, R. et al. Behavioral assessment of joint attention: A methodological report. Res. Dev. Disabil. 27, 138–150 (2006).
 37. Mundy, P. Annotation: The neural basis of social impairments in autism: the role of the dorsal medial-frontal cortex and anterior 

cingulate system. J. Child Psychol. Psychiatry 44, 793–809 (2003).
 38. Mundy, P., Sigman, M. & Kasari, C. Joint attention, developmental level, and symptom presentation in autism. Dev. Psychopathol. 

6, 389–401 (1994).
 39. Whalen, C. & Schreibman, L. Joint attention training for children with autism using behavior modification procedures. J. Child 

Psychol. Psychiatry 44, 456–468 (2003).
 40. Pelphrey, K. A., Morris, J. P. & McCarthy, G. Neural basis of eye gaze processing deficits in autism. Brain 128, 1038–1048 (2005).
 41. Redcay, E. et al. Atypical brain activation patterns during a face-to-face joint attention game in adults with autism spectrum 

disorder: Neural correlates of joint attention in ASD. Hum. Brain Mapp. 34, 2511–2523 (2013).
 42. Mundy, P. A review of joint attention and social-cognitive brain systems in typical development and autism spectrum disorder. 

Eur. J. Neurosci. 47, 497–514 (2018).
 43. Tomasello, M., Hare, B., Lehmann, H. & Call, J. Reliance on head versus eyes in the gaze following of great apes and human infants: 

The cooperative eye hypothesis. J. Hum. Evol. 52, 314–320 (2007).
 44. Sebanz, N. & Knoblich, G. Prediction in joint action: What, when, and where. Top. Cogn. Sci. 1, 353–367 (2009).
 45. Emery, N. J. The eyes have it: The neuroethology, function and evolution of social gaze. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 24, 581–604 (2000).
 46. Pfeiffer, U. J. et al. Eyes on the mind: Investigating the influence of gaze dynamics on the perception of others in real-time social 

interaction. Front. Psychol. 3, 33192 (2012).
 47. Jording, M., Engemann, D., Eckert, H., Bente, G. & Vogeley, K. Distinguishing social from private intentions through the passive 

observation of Gaze cues. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 13, 442 (2019).
 48. Brandi, M.-L., Kaifel, D., Lahnakoski, J. M. & Schilbach, L. A naturalistic paradigm simulating gaze-based social interactions for 

the investigation of social agency. Behav. Res. 52, 1044–1055 (2020).
 49. Pfeiffer, U. J., Timmermans, B., Bente, G., Vogeley, K. & Schilbach, L. A non-verbal turing test: Differentiating mind from machine 

in gaze-based social interaction. PLoS ONE 6, e27591 (2011).
 50. Grynszpan, O. et al. Altered sense of gaze leading in autism. Res. Autism Spectr. Disord. 67, 101441 (2019).
 51. Hermans, K. S. F. M. et al. Capacity for social contingency detection continues to develop across adolescence. Soc. Dev. 12567 

(2021).
 52. Northrup, J. B. Contingency detection in a complex world: A developmental model and implications for atypical development. 

Int. J. Behav. Dev. 41, 723–734 (2017).
 53. Zapata-Fonseca, L., Froese, T., Schilbach, L., Vogeley, K. & Timmermans, B. Sensitivity to social contingency in adults with high-

functioning autism during computer-mediated embodied interaction. Behav. Sci. 8, 22 (2018).
 54. Zapata-Fonseca, L. et al. Multi-scale coordination of distinctive movement patterns during embodied interaction between adults 

with high-functioning autism and neurotypicals. Front. Psychol. 9, 2760 (2019).
 55. Hartz, A., Guth, B., Jording, M., Vogeley, K. & Schulte-Rüther, M. Temporal behavioral parameters of on-going gaze encounters 

in a virtual environment. Front. Psychol. 12, 673982 (2021).
 56. Jording, M., Hartz, A., Bente, G., Schulte-Rüther, M. & Vogeley, K. The, “Social Gaze Space”: A taxonomy for gaze-based com-

munication in triadic interactions. Front. Psychol. 9, 317529 (2018).
 57. Birmingham, E., Johnston, K. H. S. & Iarocci, G. Spontaneous gaze selection and following during naturalistic social interactions 

in school-aged children and adolescents with autism spectrum disorder. Can. J. Exp. Psychol./Revue Canadienne de Psychologie 
Expérimentale 71, 243–257 (2017).

 58. Caruana, N., Inkley, C., Nalepka, P., Kaplan, D. M. & Richardson, M. J. Gaze facilitates responsivity during hand coordinated joint 
attention. Sci. Rep. 11, 21037 (2021).

 59. Falck-Ytter, T. Gaze performance during face-to-face communication: A live eye tracking study of typical children and children 
with autism. Res. Autism Spectr. Disord. 17, 78–85 (2015).

 60. Roth, D. et al. Towards computer aided diagnosis of autism spectrum disorder using virtual environments. in 2020 IEEE Interna-
tional Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Virtual Reality (AIVR) 115–122 (IEEE, Utrecht, Netherlands, 2020).

 61. Jording, M., Hartz, A., Bente, G., Schulte-Rüther, M. & Vogeley, K. Inferring interactivity from gaze patterns during triadic person-
object-agent interactions. Front. Psychol. 10, 1913 (2019).

 62. Baron-Cohen, S., Wheelwright, S., Skinner, R., Martin, J. & Clubley, E. The autism-spectrum quotient (AQ): Evidence from asperger 
syndrome/high-functioning autism, malesand females, scientists and mathematicians. J. Autism Dev. Disord. 31, 5–17 (2001).

 63. Schilbach, L. A second-person approach to other minds. Nat. Rev. Neurosci. 11, 449–449 (2010).
 64. Wilms, M. et al. It’s in your eyes - using gaze-contingent stimuli to create truly interactive paradigms for social cognitive and 

affective neuroscience. Soc. Cogn. Affect. Neurosci. 5, 98–107 (2010).
 65. Grynszpan, O., Nadel, J., Martin, J.-C. & Fossati, P. The awareness of joint attention: A study using gaze contingent avatars. IS 18, 

234–253 (2017).
 66. Oberwelland, E. et al. Look into my eyes: Investigating joint attention using interactive eye-tracking and fMRI in a developmental 

sample. NeuroImage 130, 248–260 (2016).
 67. Pfeiffer, U. J., Vogeley, K. & Schilbach, L. From gaze cueing to dual eye-tracking: Novel approaches to investigate the neural cor-

relates of gaze in social interaction. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 37, 2516–2528 (2013).
 68. Schilbach, L. et al. Minds made for sharing: Initiating joint attention recruits reward-related neurocircuitry. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 22, 

2702–2715 (2010).



11

Vol.:(0123456789)

Scientific Reports |         (2024) 14:8297  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-58696-2

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

 69. R Development Core Team. R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing. (R Foundation for Statistical Computing, 
2008).

 70. Bates, D., Mächler, M., Bolker, B. & Walker, S. Fitting linear mixed-effects models using lme4. J. Stat. Softw. 67, 48 (2015).
 71. Hothorn, T., Bretz, F. & Westfall, P. Simultaneous inference in general parametric models. Biometr. J. 50, 346–363 (2008).
 72. Schulte-Rüther, M. et al. Age-dependent changes in the neural substrates of empathy in autism spectrum disorder. Soc. Cogn. 

Affect. Neurosci. 9, 1118–1126 (2013).
 73. Schulte-Rüther, M. et al. Intact mirror mechanisms for automatic facial emotions in children and adolescents with autism spectrum 

disorder: Intact mirror mechanisms in Austism. Autism Res. 10, 298–310 (2017).
 74. Ashwin, C., Ricciardelli, P. & Baron-Cohen, S. Positive and negative gaze perception in autism spectrum conditions. Soc. Neurosci. 

4, 153–164 (2009).
 75. Dratsch, T. et al. Getting a grip on social gaze: Control over others’ gaze helps gaze detection in high-functioning autism. J. Autism 

Dev. Disord. 43, 286–300 (2013).
 76. Howard, M. A. et al. Convergent neuroanatomical and behavioural evidence of an amygdala hypothesis of autism. NeuroReport 

11, 2931–2935 (2000).
 77. Leekam, S., Baron-Cohen, S., Perrett, D., Milders, M. & Brown, S. Eye-direction detection: A dissociation between geometric and 

joint attention skills in autism. Br. J. Dev. Psychol. 15, 77–95 (1997).
 78. Fletcher-Watson, S., Leekam, S. R., Findlay, J. M. & Stanton, E. C. Brief report: Young adults with autism spectrum disorder show 

normal attention to eye-gaze information—evidence from a new change blindness paradigm. J. Autism Dev. Disord. 38, 1785–1790 
(2008).

 79. Frischen, A., Bayliss, A. P. & Tipper, S. P. Gaze cueing of attention: Visual attention, social cognition, and individual differences. 
Psychol. Bull. 133, 694–724 (2007).

 80. Vlamings, P. H. J. M., Stauder, J. E. A., van Son, I. A. M. & Mottron, L. Atypical visual orienting to gaze- and arrow-cues in adults 
with high functioning autism. J. Autism Dev. Disord. 35, 267–277 (2005).

 81. Georgescu, A. L. et al. Neural correlates of “social gaze” processing in high-functioning autism under systematic variation of gaze 
duration. NeuroImage Clin. 3, 340–351 (2013).

 82. Kuzmanovic, B. et al. Dissociating animacy processing in high-functioning autism: Neural correlates of stimulus properties and 
subjective ratings. Soc. Neurosci. 9, 309–325 (2014).

 83. Greene, D. J. et al. Atypical neural networks for social orienting in autism spectrum disorders. NeuroImage 56, 354–362 (2011).
 84. Courgeon, M., Rautureau, G., Martin, J.-C. & Grynszpan, O. Joint attention simulation using eye-tracking and virtual humans. 

IEEE Trans. Affect. Comput. 5, 238–250 (2014).
 85. Freeth, M., Chapman, P., Ropar, D. & Mitchell, P. Do gaze cues in complex scenes capture and direct the attention of high function-

ing adolescents with ASD? Evidence from eye-tracking. J. Autism Dev. Disord. 40, 534–547 (2010).

Author contributions
All authors substantially contributed to the conception of the work. M.J., A.H., M.S.R., and K.V. designed the 
study protocol. A.H. implemented the paradigm code. M.J. conducted the pilot study and the main experiment. 
M.J. and A.H. analyzed the data. M.J. drafted the manuscript. A.H., D.V., M.S.R., and K.V. revised it critically. 
All authors have read and approved the manuscript.

Funding
Open Access funding enabled and organized by Projekt DEAL. Open access publication funded by the Deutsche 
Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) – 491111487. MSR received funding from the 
Federal German Ministry of Education and Research (Grant Number: 16SV7242) and the Excellence Initia-
tive of the German federal and state governments. KV received funding from the Federal German Ministry of 
Education and Research (Grant Numbers: 16SV7244; 01GP2215) and from the EC, Horizon 2020 Framework 
Program, FET Proactive (Grant agreement ID: 824128).

Competing interests 
The authors declare no competing interests.

Additional information
Supplementary Information The online version contains supplementary material available at https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1038/ s41598- 024- 58696-2.

Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to M.J.

Reprints and permissions information is available at www.nature.com/reprints.

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.

Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International 
License, which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or 

format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the 
Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this 
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from 
the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http:// creat iveco mmons. org/ licen ses/ by/4. 0/.

© The Author(s) 2024

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-58696-2
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-58696-2
www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Impaired recognition of interactive intentions in adults with autism spectrum disorder not attributable to differences in visual attention or coordination via eye contact and joint attention
	Methods
	Participants
	Procedure and tasks
	Setup, agent-platform and pilot study
	Data preprocessing and statistical analysis

	Results
	Distribution of visual attention
	Establishment of shared focus (eye contact and joint attention)
	Recognizing interactive intentions
	Exploratory analysis of the role of contingencies between interactants

	Discussion
	Limitations
	Conclusion
	References


