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ABSTRACT

Action-feedback delay during operation reduces both task performance and sense of agency (SoA). In this
study, using information-theoretic free energy, we formalized a novel mathematical model for explaining the
influence of delay on both task performance and SoA in continuous operations. Based on the mathematical
model, we propose a novel interface design called Predictive Wand for predicting future outcomes to prevent
task performance and SoA degradation resulting from response delays. Model-based simulations and
operational experiments with participants confirmed that operational delay considerably reduces both task
performance and SoA. Furthermore, the proposed Predictive Wand mitigates these problems. Our findings
support the model-based interface design for continuous operations with delay to prevent task performance

and SoA degradation.
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1. Introduction

Advances in information technology have enabled remote operations in several applications.
However, action-feedback delays typically occur in remote operations depending on the status of the network.
For example, if a delay occurs in the remote control of a mobile robot, the response to operational inputs
such as start/stop and direction change are delayed, which may result in an accident. A response delay
diminishes the sense of agency (SoA), which refers to the perception of control over actions and their
consequences (Haggard and Tsakiris, 2009). Blakemore et al. (1999) studied the effect of delay on the
perception of self-produced stimuli using a self-touch paradigm and revealed that people experienced
tickling when a delay occurred between voluntary action and tactile stimuli. Farrer et al. (2008) determined
that delayed visual feedback caused people to perceive that they were viewing temporally displaced
movements. Yang and Yanagisawa (2021) verified that delay diminishes the SoA in the same manner for
both discrete and continuous operations. Studies have investigated the relationship between delays and SoA
(e.g., Oishi et al., 2018; Rossetti et al., 2022; Shimada et al., 2009; Wen et al., 2019) and proven that the
absence of SoA results in a person feeling less responsible for the operation (Haggard and Tsakiris, 2009;

Moore, 2016; Moretto et al., 2011). Therefore, designing interfaces that prevent delays from reducing the



SoA as well as task performance is critical. Automation mitigates the problem of SoA loss (Wen et al., 2015);
however, excessive automated operations can diminish SoA (Ueda et al., 2021; Zanatto et al., 2021).

In this study, we proposed a novel visual assistance interface named Predictive Wand to prevent
the degradation of SoA and task performance resulting from delays in continuous operations. Because the
quantitative relationship between delay and SoA depends on task settings (Wen et al., 2019), we devised an
interface based on a mathematical model for considering the specifications of operation systems. First, we
present the mathematical modeling of task performance and SoA in delayed continuous operations (Chapter
2), followed by a derivation of Predictive Wand (Chapter 3). We conducted model simulations on the effects
of delay expectation, delay variance, and Predictive Wand on task performance and SoA and developed
hypotheses for experiments based on simulation results (Chapter 4). We experimentally validated the effects
of delay expectation, delay variance, and Predictive Wand on task performance and SoA (Chapter 5). Next,

we detail the results (Chapter 6). Finally, we describe the conclusions (Chapters 7 and 8).

2. Modeling
2.1 Delayed continuous operation model

In this section, we formulate delayed continuous operations. We applied the comparator model
proposed by Frith et al. (2000) to our delayed operation model (Fig. 1). Initially, this model was used to
represent the motor control system to explain schizophrenia symptoms (Blakemore et al., 2002; Frith et al.,
2000). Subsequently, Synofzik et al. (2008) applied this model to explain SoAs (see Section 2.4). Frith et
al. (2000) postulated that an agent has three states (e.g., arm joint angle), namely the desired, predicted,
and estimated actual states. The desired state is the future target state, and to achieve this state, inverse
models generate motor commands, which are used by the forward model to generate the predicted state.
Actual state transition is caused by motor commands, and the agent observes their execution as sensory
feedback. Finally, the agent estimates the actual state based on the observations. The three states were then
compared. The results revealed that these states did not differ when controls are normal (Blakemore et al.,

2002; Frith et al., 2000). We used this model to formulate delayed operations.
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Fig. 1. Delayed operation model. First, the desired state is generated from the goal for operation. (i) To

achieve the desired state, the operator’s controllers (inverse models that convert perception to movement)
work to generate operation inputs. (ii) Inputs are delayed from reaching the operation object, and state
transition occurs. (iii) The operator observes state transition. (iv) The efference copy of the delayed operation
inputs reach the operator’s predictors (forward models that convert movement to perception), and the
predicted state is generated. (v) Finally, the operator estimates the actual state from the observation and
predicted state. The processes (ii) and (iii) correspond to the state-space model. Processes (iv) and (v)
correspond to the Kalman filter (Kalman, 1960). The model has four states and four comparators. The
comparator between the desired and estimated actual states (Comparator 1) represents the estimated
operation error. The comparator between the desired and predicted states (Comparator 2) represents
unpredictability (or, inexperienced operation). The comparator between the predicted and estimated actual
states (Comparator 3) represents the prediction error. The comparator between the desired and the actual
states (Comparator 4) represents the actual operation error. This figure is modified based on results from

Frith et al. (2000); Synofzik et al. (2008).

We added actual delay to the state transition (represented by (ii) in Fig. 1) and the estimated
delay to the internal models (represented by (i) and (iv) in Fig. 1). For example, the state represents the
position of the robot in our model. We denote the desired, predicted, actual, and estimated actual states by
Rie)> Xe~N (i, 67), X(ep, and xp~N (e, 02), respectively. The prediction X[y and estimation x|, are
random variables according to Bayesian estimation. In this paper, real-world variables are written in bold
and internal model variables are written in italics. The variables are formulated based on the state-space
model and Bayesian estimation.

Consider a state equation in which the operation input is reflected by a D-step delay as follows:



Xit+p+1] = X[e+p] T buupe) + €y, ¢Y)
where X is a stochastic state value (actual or internal), D is the delay (actual or internal), b, is the
constant parameter for the operation input, u[) is the operation input that takes the continuous value, and
€, ~N(0,02) is state transition noise (actual or internal). The operator selects an operation input to
achieve the desired future state X[;4q41] based on Eq. (1).

byuie) = Xjevar1] — Xje+a (2)
Because we focus on the effect of delay distribution, we assume the operator selects an optimal operation
input up; from the expected values of the desired X[;1441) and predicted X[¢4q]. The operation input is
reflected in the actual state with a d-step delay that the operator observes. Here, bold d denotes actual
delay as follows:
X[e+d+1] = X[e+d] T bulje) + € 3)
Yit+d+1] = X[t+d+1] T €y 4
where y[t4q+1] 1s the observation value, and €, ~ \° (0, 033) is observation noise. Egs. (3) and (4) are
based on the state-space model.
The operator predicts the future state when selecting an operational input based on Eq. (1). The
italicized d denotes perceived delay.
Xitra+1] = X[e+a) T bulpe + €x (5)
Finally, the Bayesian operator estimates the actual state from observations (Eq. (4)) and prediction (Eq.

)
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Egs. (5) and (6) are based on the Kalman filter (Kalman, 1960). Egs. (2)—(6) represent the delayed

continuous operation process.

2.2 Discrepancy between the internal model and real-world process

This study modeled the effect of delay distributions on performance and SoA; therefore, we
formulate how delay causes a discrepancy between the internal and real-world states. See Appendix A for
detailed description.

Term X[;4q) represents the prediction of future state d steps ahead. The agent predicts X[¢4.q]
based on the perceived delay d, so X[;.q4) is directly affected by the delay. In this section, we formulate
the expected value fi,,q and variance 67, of X[t +a]-

The agent predicts X|;,4) based on the memory of recent operation inputs. The greater the delay
d, the more uncertain the memory is. We assume that the agent recalls past operation inputs step by step,

and the recollect noise €,~N'(0,02) is added to each step. Because we considered short delays of less



than 1000 ms, we linearly approximated recent operational inputs. Under these assumptions, we obtain the

expected value ;.4 and variance 67, of X[t+a) as follows:
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feva = He + bydug + by ———u

52 2, 20@tD) 2 @
Gfyq = 0f + b ———0; + doy,

2
where Au represents the expected change in operation input u per time step. For example, during the

operation of a mobile robot, the change in the operation per unit time corresponds to the frequency of
turning and acceleration/deceleration. The upper row of Eq. (7) indicates that the expected value f;,4 of
the prediction X|;,4) is the estimated current actual position plus the sum of the linearly approximated
recent operation inputs. The lower term indicates that the variance 62, of prediction X[t+a) 1s the sum
of the uncertainty of the estimated current state o, uncertainty of remembering recent operation inputs
o2, and state transition noise o2. The larger the perceived delay d, the larger is the value of 67 4.
Therefore, Eq. (7) indicates that perceived delay influences the probability distribution of the prediction of

Xt +a]-

2.3 Modeling task performance

In this section, we model task performance in delayed continuous operations. See Appendix A
for detailed description.

We define task performance in relation to the operation error, which is the difference between the
desired state X and the actual state x (See Comparator 4 in Fig. 1). The operation error is as follows:

X[t+d+1] — f[t+d+1]
d d d

d+d+1 S s
=b,| (d—-d) (u[t] + TAu) + Z €upp_g) Z Z €uprpan | T Z €x(p—k] ~ Z Exior) T ZEy[t]. (8)

k=0 k=11=1 k=0 k=1

Equation (8) suggests that the discrepancy between the desired and actual states increases with
the actual delay d, and perceived delay d, and the discrepancy between them d — d increases. The
operation error is calculated by sampling d~N'(d,63), d~N (&, ag), €~N(0,062), €,~N(0,02),
€~V (0,02), €,~N(0,02), and €,~N(0,02). Task performance is defined as the percentage of
acceptable operation errors.

Count(|x[t+d+1] - J?[t+d+1]| < Emax)
count(all)

(task performance) = x 100 [%], 9)

where “count(*)” denotes that “the count of samples that meet the condition of *,” and E,,,, represents
the upper limit of the allowable operation error (e.g., road width). Egs. (8) and (9) indicate that the greater
the expected value of the delays, the greater the operation error |x[t+d+1] = X[t+d+1] | and the worse the

task performance are. In Chapter 4, we numerically simulate task performance.



2.4 Modeling SoA using free energy

In this section, we model SoA for delayed continuous operations. The classical SoA model is
known as the comparator model (Blakemore et al., 1998, 2000; Miall and Wolpert, 1996; Ohata et al.,
2020; Wolpert et al., 1995). In the comparator model, the lack of SoA originates from prediction error, that
is, the error between the predicted state and the estimated actual state (see Comparator 3 in Fig. 1). This
model is a simple model in which the incongruence of the two states diminishes SoA. However, SoA
varies continuously (Wen, 2019). Therefore, studies have proposed statistical (Wen et al., 2015) and
mathematical models of SoA (Legaspi and Toyoizumi, 2019; Taniyama et al., 2021).

In this study, a free-energy model was adopted (Taniyama et al., 2021). Free energy is an
information quantity that represents prediction errors in the brain (Friston et al., 2006). In the model, this
quantity is used to formulate prediction errors in the comparator model. Bayesian estimation discussed in
2.1.1 is approximated by variationally minimizing the free energy (Buckley et al., 2017; Friston et al.,
2006).

Free energy (Buckley et al., 2017; Friston et al., 2006) is a function related to information theory
(Shannon, 1948). Free energy (F) is defined as the summation of internal energy and entropy.

Fly,Q] = Ege[—InP(y,x)] — Eg[—Inq(x)], (10)
where x and y are the state and observation, respectively, as expressed in Eq. (1). Furthermore, g(x) is
the recognition density representing the agent’s internal belief about x. P(y, x), which is a joint
probability distribution of y and x, is a generative model representing the statistical model of the
relationship between an observation and its causes. Equation (10) indicates that the free energy is the
average deviation of a generative model prediction from the belief (or recognition). Free energy is a
dimensionless quantity and can be used regardless of the units of x. Using Bayes’ theorem, Eq. (10) is
rearranged as follows:

Fly, Q] = Dlq(x) Il p(x[y)] — Inp(y) (11)
Fly, Q] =z =Inp(y). (12)

The first term on the right side of Eq. (11) is the KL divergence between the recognition density
and posterior distribution of x. The KL divergence is approximated to be zero when q(x) is
approximated to the posterior by variationally minimizing free energy. The minimalized free energy is the
Shannon surprise, — Inp(y), representing the unpredictability of the observation y. The comparator
model suggests that the agent lost the SoA when the observation of the action outcome was unpredicted.
Therefore, Taniyama et al. (2021) proposed that SoA is inversely proportional to the minimized free
energy.

(SoA) & —F =logp(y) (13)

The minimized free energy is expressed by following equations when a Gaussian generative

model is assumed (Taniyama et al., 2021; Yanagisawa, 2016, 2021):



I 8% +In2n(s, +s;) (14)
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where &, s,, and s; represent the prediction error, prediction uncertainty, and system noise, respectively,
and the free energy can be expressed as a function of three parameters. Taniyama et al. (2021) validated the
free energy model of SoA through button-press task experiments, where the prediction error and
uncertainty were controlled using operational delay and sensory modalities, respectively.

We combined the free-energy model (Eqgs. (13) and (14)) and the delayed continuous operation
model (Egs. (1)—(6)). Taniyama et al. (2021) considered prediction error § as the delay itself. However, in
a continuous operation, the operator is assumed to know that a delay occurs. Therefore, the free energy
associated with this state was considered. Prediction error § is the difference between the expected values
of the predicted state fi;,,;41 and the estimated actual state p;, 444 (Comparator 3 in Fig. 1), prediction
uncertainty s, is the standard deviation of the predicted state 6441, and system noise s; is the
standard deviation of the observation noise o,,. As described in Section 2.3, these variables were
formulated as the functions of the expected value and variance of delay. See Appendix A for detailed

formulation and assumptions.
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Eq. (15) suggests that the prediction error increases with the actual delay. Eq. (16) suggests that
the prediction uncertainty increases as the perceived delay increases. The prediction error is calculated by
sampling d~N(d, 63), d~N'(d,03), €,~N(0,62), €,~N(0,02), €,~N(0,62), €,~N(0,02), and
€y~N (0, 0'33). We define SoA as a value that increases with decreasing free energy. We mapped SoA

values between 0 and 100 for comparison with experimental results.

1 E —F,
(Sod) = ———x Z Tmax — Tsample o 400 [%] (17)
count(all) L FEax
1(luerasr — .at+d+1|2 ~
Fsample = E Groars + 7, +In 2”(0t+d+1 + Uy) , (18)

where F,,, is a suitable constant for mapping SoA from 0 to 100. In Section 4, we numerically simulate
SoA.

3. Predictive Wand

In this section, we detail the proposed visual interface named “Predictive Wand.” As described in
Section 2.2, the model suggests that the discrepancy between the predicted (X[¢+4)) and actual (X[;1q))
states at time t + d causes degradation in both task performance and SoA. We hypothesize that accurate

prediction X[;,4) reduces both operational and prediction errors. Based on this hypothesis, Predictive



Wand increases the accuracy by visualizing the state prediction at time t + d, as displayed in Fig. 2. We

constructed a Predictive Wand using the actual current state X(;), current operation input u;}, and

expected value of the actual delay d.

Fig. 2. Predictive Wand drawn as an arrow extended from the actual current state x[;). The length of the
wand is by ujy d. The pointed position is the observation of predicted X[t+a]> and Kalman filtering is used

to update prediction.

The position, wyy), pointed by the wand is represented by the following equation:
Wi = X[ + by dugg). (19)
Predictive Wand is drawn as an arrow extending from the current state. The length of the wall is
buu[t]&, so the value wyy in Eq. (19) represents the position at which the wand points. The observational
equation is as follows:

Z[e) = Wie) T € (20)
where €,~ N'(0,02) is the observation noise. The agent uses a Kalman filter to predict and estimate the
actual position of the wand. In this study, we assumed that the tip of the wand is a small circle and the
observation noise ¢ is negligibly small compared with prediction uncertainty. With this assumption, the

agent predicts Xjpyq1~N (fetq, 62.4) as follows (Appendix B provides a detailed description):

i = X[, + b, du
{th [¢] T budugy 1)

6t q =07 + 07,
where 0'5 represents the uncertainty in predicting X|;,4) from the position indicated by Predictive Wand.
This result implies that the agent does not consider the pointed position as X[;,4) directly. Because 65 is
not a value that can be measured directly, similar to observation noise 65, we set an appropriate value
through simulations. Finally, we formulated prediction and operational errors. See Appendix B for a

detailed derivation.
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X[t+d+1] — X[t+d+1]
d

d
did+1)
= b, (d — d_)u[t] + TAH + Z €upppy (T Z Ex[r_y] 26, — €, (23)
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The task performance and SoA can be simulated using the definitions given in Eqgs. (9) and (17),
respectively. Egs. (22) and (23) suggest that both operation and prediction errors increase when the actual
delay d, expected value of the actual delay d, and the discrepancy between them d — d increase.
Compared with Egs. (8) and (15), the perceived delay d does not affect operation and prediction errors of
Predictive Wands. Recollect noise €, also does not affect the operation error. Thus, we hypothesize that
showing Predictive Wand reduces operation and prediction errors and increases task performance and SoA.

In Section 4, we numerically simulate the effects of Predictive Wand.

4. Model-based simulations
4.1 Method

We conducted a simulation assuming a specific operation. Fig. 3 presents an overview of the

task.

“Courze™:
A white area that scrollzat a constant
speed from the top of thescreen

Fig. 3. Overview of the task for our simulation. A red object and a white course are displayed. The agent
controls the object horizontally to keep it inside the course, which is scrolling vertically in a fixed speed.

The task setting is identical to the experimental setting.



The contents of the task were identical to those of the experiment described in Section 5. A red
square object (30 pixels on each side) and a white course (200 pixels wide) are displayed. The agent
controlled the object horizontally to maintain it inside the course, which scrolled vertically at a fixed speed
(200 pixel/s). A joystick was used for this operation. The deeper the tilt was, the faster was the movement
of the object. The operation inputs were between —1 (maximum to the left) and 1 (maximum to the right).
The max speed was 220 pixel/s. The vertical position of the object was fixed, but the scrolling speed of the
course functioned as the apparent speed. The waving shape of the course was the sum of two sine waves.
Predictive Wand is displayed with the condition. The wand consists of a red line segment and a red dot
(five-pixel radius). The line segment length is the (apparent) velocity of the object multiplied by its mean
delay. The operation delay is Gaussian distributed. The range of the mean is 200 to 1000 ms. The variance
is 10 ms? (called “low variance” condition) or 1000 ms? (high variance condition).

Table 1 lists the parameters used in the simulations. The unit of time is not seconds but frames,

and the rate is 100 fps.

Table 1

Parameters for simulation.

Model . Value for ) o
] Definition ) ) Corresponding task condition
variable simulation
- - 20, 40, 60, 80,
dd Delay expectation Delay means
100
63,05 Delay variance 0.1, 10 Delay variance
Approximation error, Recollect
6,02 0.0001 (A suitable value)
noise
02,07 State transition noise 1.0 (A suitable value)
033 Observation noise 1.0 (A suitable value)
o? Observation noise for the Wand 1.0 (A suitable value)
Uncertainty of prediction with the
o5 400 (A suitable value)
Wand
b, Parameter for operation inputs 2.2 Velocity of the object

A suitable value between -1
Upr) Current input 0.0
and 1

Course shape and scroll
Au, Au Change of u per time step 0.005
speed

Emax Allowable operation error 200 Course width



Frnax Constant for mapping SoA 500 (A suitable value)

To investigate changes in task performance and SoA due to delay distribution, we used the same
values in the real world and the brain for the parameters in Table 1. We calculated the task performance
and SoA by substituting parameters and variables in Table 1 into Egs. (8), (9), (15-18), (22), and (23). The
simulation results are presented in Section 4.2. Python was used for simulations. The simulation was
performed 25 times, and the average values were plotted. A total of 5000 samples were collected for each
simulation. A three-way ANOVA was conducted on both task performance and SoA with delay

expectation, delay variance, and the presence of Predictive Wand.

4.2 Results

Fig. 4 displays the result of the simulation for task performance.

100
80
60

40

Task Performance [%]

[ low variance, without wand

50 4 EEE high variance, without wand

V71 low variance, with wand

EZZ0 high variance, with wand

PO M A T —— 7 —

200 ms 400 ms 600 ms 800 ms 1000 ms
Delay Expectation

Fig. 4. Simulation results for task performance as a function of delay expectations for the various conditions
of delay variances, and the presence of Predictive Wand. The light gray bars represent the results under low
variance (i.e., 10 ms?) conditions, whereas dark gray bars represent the results under high variance (i.e., 1000
ms?) conditions. The hatched bars represent the results under the Predictive Wand conditions. Error bars

represent standard errors.

Fig. 4 reveals that task performance declines as delay expectations increase. The statistics of
three-way ANOVA reveals that the effect of delay expectation is significant (F = 9.8 x 10, p <0.001).
Therefore, we hypothesize that task performance degrades with an increase in delay expectation. Fig. 4

does not suggest that the delay variance affects task performance. The main effect of the delay variance is



not significant (£ = 0.069, p = 0.793). We hypothesized that the delay variance does not affect task
performance. Fig. 4 suggests that Predictive Wand maintained task performance under longer delay
conditions (800 and 1000 ms). The effect of Predictive Wand is significant (F = 1.8 x 105, p <0.001). The
interaction effect between Predictive Wand and delay expectation is also significant (F = 4.7 x 104, p <
0.001). Therefore, we hypothesized that Predictive Wand reduces the rate of decline in task performance
owing to an increase in delay.

Fig. 5 illustrates the result of simulation for task performance.

100

80

60

SoA [%]

40 4

[ low variance, without wand
50 4 EEE high variance, without wand
F—Z1 low variance, with wand
EEZ3 high variance, with wand
P S — S .

200 ms 400 ms 600 ms 800 ms 1000 ms
Delay Expectation

Fig. 5. Simulation result for SoA as a function of delay expectations for various conditions of delay variances,
and presence of Predictive Wand. Light gray bars represent the results under low variance (i.e., 10 ms?)
conditions, whereas dark gray bars represent results under high variance (i.e., 1000 ms?) conditions. Hatched

bars represent the results under wand-present conditions. Error bars represent standard errors.

Fig. 5 reveals that SoA degrades with an increase in delay expectation. The statistics of three-
way ANOVA revealed that the main effect of delay expectation is significant (F = 9.7 x 10%, p < 0.001).
Therefore, we hypothesized that SoA declines with the increase in delay expectation. Fig. 5 does not
suggest that the delay variance affects SoA. The main effect of delay variance is not significant (/' = 0.870,
p =0.351). We hypothesized that delay variance does not affect SoA. Fig. 5 suggests that Predictive Wand
prevents SoA from decreasing with an increase in delay. The main effect of Predictive Wand is significant
(F=4.0x10% p <0.001). The interaction effect between Predictive Wand and delay expectation is
significant (F = 2.6 x 10, p < 0.001). Therefore, we hypothesized that Predictive Wand reduces the rate of

decline in SoA owing to a delay increase.



5. Experiments
5.1 Hypotheses based on simulation results
From the results of the simulation in Section 4.2, we proposed the following three hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1: Both task performance and SoA decrease as delay expectations increase.
Hypothesis 2: Effects of delay variance on task performance and SoA are insignificant.
Hypothesis 3: Predictive Wand reduces the rate of decline in both task performance and SoA due to an
increase in delay.

The hypotheses were experimentally tested. In the experiments, participants performed
operational tasks with a response delay. Delay expectation, delay variance, and presence or absence of
Predictive Wand were the parameters. We measured task performance and subjective reports of SoA, and
we statistically analyzed the main effects of delay expectation (for Hypothesis 1), the main effect of delay
variance (for Hypothesis 2), the main effect of Predictive Wand, and the interaction effect between

Predictive Wand and delay expectation (for Hypothesis 3).

5.2 Participants

Twenty-four university students (15 men, 6 women; mean age:22.1 + 0.68 years) participated in
the experiment. The participants had normal finger motion and sight functions. This experiment was
approved by the Research Ethics Committee of The University of Tokyo Graduate School of Engineering
(approval number: KE21-97). All participants consented to participate in the study.

5.3 Procedure
We verified the simulation results presented in Section 4.2 as hypotheses by conducting

experiments with human participants. Fig. 6 displays an overview of the experiment.

for hypothases 18:2 for hypothasiz 3
Eluck A Blul:k B

Practice Main + Practice Main
( T zets 11:zetz ) ( 2zetz 11 zets

Kepe:lt-iﬁ!.ets

Reszetting zezzion Performance seszion Rating session

Fig. 6. Overview of the experiment consisting of 42 sets. The first 28 sets are called Block A and were
conducted to examine the effects of delay expectation and delay variance on task performance and SoA

(hypotheses 1 and 2). The remaining 14 sets are called Block B and were conducted to examine the effects



of the Predictive Wand on task performance and SoA under various delay conditions (Hypothesis 3). Each
block has several practice sets at the beginning. Each set consisted of three sessions, namely resetting,
performance, and rating sessions. The resetting sessions were used to reset the delay perception of
participants. In the performance session, participants performed delay operation tasks, and answered

subjective evaluation of SoA in the following rating session.

The experiment comprised 42 sets. The first 28 sets were called Block A. In Block A, we verified
Hypotheses 1 and 2 described in Section 5.1. We examined changes in task performance and SoA with
changes in delay expectations and variance. The remaining 14 sets were called Block B. In Block B, we
verified Hypothesis 3 described in Section 5.1. We examined changes in task performance and SoA with
and without Predictive Wand. The contents of one set of Blocks A and B were the same, with the exception
for the presence of Predictive Wand as an experimental condition. The first seven sets of Block A and two
sets of Block B were used for practice, but their data were not used for analysis.

Each set comprised three sessions, namely resetting, performance, and ratings. In each resetting
session, a red square object and a yellow frame were displayed. Participants used a joystick to control the
object horizontally. The deeper the tilt of the joystick was, the faster the object moved (maximum speed:220
pixel/s). The vertical position of the object was fixed (350 pixels from the lower edge of the monitor).
Participants were instructed to control the object in the frame. When the object was in the frame, the frame
moved to the other side. No delay was observed in the operation during resetting sessions. The participants
repeated this task three times, and ended the session. The sessions were reset to reset the participants’
perceptions of delay.

In each performance session, a red square object and a white course were displayed. Participants
controlled the object as they did during reset sessions. Participants were instructed to control the object to
maintain it inside the course, which was scrolled vertically at a fixed speed (200 pixel/s). The waving shape
of the course was the sum of two sine waves, and three types of courses were prepared. The course width
was fixed (200 pixels) from the beginning of the course to the goal. The task contents were identical to those
of the simulations conducted in Section 4.

In Block A, seven conditions of delay between the tilting joystick and movement of the object
were prepared: six combinations of three types of delay expectation (200, 400, or 800 ms), two types of
delay variance (10 or 1000 ms?), or a nondelayed condition. In Block B, 12 conditions were prepared:
combinations of three types of delay expectation (200, 400, or 800 ms), two types of delay variance (10 or
1000 ms?), and two types of the presence of Predictive Wand (present or absent). The vertical size of
Predictive Wand was fixed ( scrolling speed of the course x delay expectation), whereas the horizontal size
was variable (present input value was speed of the object x delay expectation). Each performance session
lasted for 45 s.

Participants answered two questions in each rating session. The first question asked, “To what

extent did you feel that the object was “under your control’?” (0%—100 %), and the second question queried,



“To what extent did you feel that you could operate ‘as you desired’?” (0%—100 %). We evaluated SoA
caused by the prediction error (Comparator 3 in Fig. 1), which corresponded to the simulated SoA. The
second question evaluated the desirability of operation (Comparator 1 in Fig. 1) and used to distinguish it
from the SoA that we wanted to verify.

Before the experiments, the participants freely controlled the object for 30 s and performed a
practice session. Experiments were conducted using the following devices: JC-U4013SBK (ELECOM) for
the controller and XB323QKNVbmiiphuzx (Acer) for the monitor. All experimental conditions were

counterbalanced among all participants.

5.4 Data analysis

The scores of task performance were calculated by the following equation:

tin

(task performance) = x 100 [%],

total
where Tiotq; 1S the total time of one task (45 s), and t;,, is the total time that the object is inside the
course in each task. Subjective reports of SoA were measured using the first questionnaires in the two
rating sessions. We conducted a two-way ANOVA on both the task performance score and the subjective
reports of SoA with delay expectation and delay variance for Block A. For Block B, we conducted three-
way ANOVA with delay expectation, delay variance, and presence of a Predictive Wand. Scores from the

nondelayed condition were excluded from analysis.

6. Experimental results
6.1 Effect of the delay expectation and the delay variance (Block A)

Fig. 7 displays the effects of delay expectation and delay variance on task performance. The
results indicated that task performance declined as delay expectations increased. The main effect of delay
expectations is significant (F = 32.9, p < 0.001). These results suggest that task performance declines
significantly as delay expectations increase, thus supporting Hypothesis 1. The main effect of the delay
variance is not significant (' = 0.101, p = 0.904). These results support Hypothesis 2, indicating that delay

variance does not affect task performance.
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Fig. 7. Scores of task performance for various combinations of delay expectation and delay variance. Light
gray bars represent the results under low variance (i.e., 10 ms?) conditions, whereas dark gray bars represent
results under high variance (i.e., 1000 ms?) conditions. The leftmost bar indicates the score under nondelayed
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condition. Error bars represent standard errors. Red cross marks represent simulation results. Here,

denotes “significant (p < 0.05)”, “***” denotes “significant (p < 0.001)”.

Fig. 8 details the results of the effects of delay expectation and delay variance on SoA. This
result indicates that SoA declines with the increase in delay expectation. The main effect of delay
expectations is significant (F = 55.2, p < 0.001). This result suggests that SoA declines significantly with
the increase in delay expectation, thereby supporting Hypothesis 1. The main effect of delay variance is not

significant (£ = 0.377, p = 0.686). This result supports Hypothesis 2: Delay variance does not affect SoA.
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Fig. 8. Subjective reports of SoA for the various combinations of delay expectation and delay variance. Light
gray bars represent results under low variance (i.e., 10 ms?) conditions, whereas dark gray bars represent
results under high variance (i.e., 1000 ms?) conditions. The leftmost bar represents the score under the
nondelayed condition. Error bars represent standard errors. Red cross marks represent simulation results.

skik> denotes “significant (p < 0.001)”.

6.2 Effect of Predictive Wand (Block B)

Fig. 9 reveals the effects of Predictive Wand and delay distributions on task performance. The
result indicates that Predictive Wand maintains task performance in the 800 ms delay condition. The main
effect of Predictive Wand is significant (F = 8.039, p = 0.005). The interaction effect between Predictive
Wand and delay expectations is significant (F' = 4.590, p = 0.011). These results suggest that Predictive
Wand significantly reduces the rate of decline caused by delays in task performance, thus supporting

Hypothesis 3.
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Fig. 9. Scores of task performance for various combinations of delay expectation, delay variance, and
presence of Predictive Wand. Light gray bars represent results under low variance (i.e., 10 ms?) conditions,
whereas the dark gray bars represent the results under high variance (i.e., 1000 ms?) conditions. Hatched
bars represent the results under Predictive Wand-present conditions. Error bars represent standard errors.

Red cross marks represent simulation results. “***”” denote “significant (p < 0.001).”

Fig. 10 displays the results of effects of Predictive Wand and delay distributions on SoA. This
result indicates that Predictive Wand maintains SoA in the 400 and 800 ms delay conditions. The main
effect of Predictive Wand was significant (/= 7.03, p = 0.0086). The interaction effect between Predictive
Wand and delay expectation was not significant (F' = 2.56, p = 0.0798); however, the difference tended to
increase as delay expectation increased. These results suggested that Predictive Wand significantly reduced

the rate of decline owing to delays, which supported Hypothesis 3.
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Fig. 10. Subjective reports of SoA for various combinations of delay expectation, delay variance, and
presence of Predictive Wand. Light gray bars represent results under low variance (i.e., 10 ms?) conditions,
whereas dark gray bars represent results under high variance (i.e., 1000 ms?) conditions. Hatched bars
represent results under Predictive Wand-present conditions. Error bars represent standard errors. Red cross
marks represent simulation results. “*” denotes “significant (p < 0.05)”. Furthermore, “**” indicates

“significant (p < 0.01)”. “***” denotes “significant (p < 0.001).”

7. Discussions
7.1 Effect of delay distribution on task performance and SoA

Based on results in Section 6.1, we verify Hypotheses 1 and 2. We confirmed that task
performance and SoA declined as delay expectation increased and that delay variance did not affect task
performance and SoA. Figs. 7 and 8 indicate that simulation results are consistent with experimental
results. For the operational tasks in this study, we consider task performance and SoA model in Chapter 2
to be appropriate. The rates of decline in both task performance and SoA were greater in simulation than in
the experimental results. We assume that cause is the limitation of linear approximation of recent operation
inputs u (see Section 2.2). The linear approximation of u becomes less valid with the increase in delay
expectation. To model cases in which delay expectation is greater than approximately 800 ms, we use a
method without a linear approximation of wu.

Our simulation and experimental results on the effects of delay on task performance and SoA are
consistent with those presented in other studies (e.g., Oishi et al., 2018; Rossetti et al., 2022; Shimada et
al., 2009; Wen et al., 2019). This study makes it possible to measure task performance and SoA not only by

experiment but also by simulation.



7.2 Effect of Predictive Wand on task performance and SoA

Based on the results in Section 6.2, we verify Hypothesis 3. We confirmed that Predictive Wand
reduces the rate of decline by delaying task performance and SoA. Figs. 9 and 10 indicate that simulation
results are consistent with experimental results. For the operational tasks in this study, we consider task
performance and SoA model in Chapter 3 to be appropriate. Predictive wand indicates an alternative to
automation for preventing the degradation of task performance and SoA (Wen et al., 2015; Ueda et al.,
2021; Zanatto et al., 2021). Similar to the discussion in Section 7.1, we use a method without linear
approximation of u to model cases in which the delay expectation is greater than approximately 800 ms.

Predictive Wand is an interface calculated from the current operational input and delay
expectation (see Eq. (19)). Operational inputs are not reflected in positions indicated by Predictive Wand.
Therefore, when the change in the operation inputs per unit time is large, the error between the position
predicted by Predictive Wand and actual position increases. The change of the operation inputs per time is
represented by Au in our model. Fig. 11 displays a simulation of SoA when Au is changed from 0.005 to

0.015.
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Fig. 11. Simulation result for SoA as a function of delay expectations for various conditions of delay
variances, and presence of Predictive Wand. The difference from the results displayed in Fig. 5 is that Au,
the change of the operation inputs per time step, is changed from 0.005 to 0.015. Under 800 or larger delay

expectation, SoA decreases with Predictive Wand.

Compared with Fig. 5, Fig. 11 suggests that SoA decreases with Predictive Wand under 800 or

larger delay expectation. From this result, we consider that task performance and SoA rather decline with



Predictive Wand when Au increases, that is, when the course gets more tortuous. The relationship

between Au and effect of Predictive Wand should be investigated in the future.

8. Conclusion

This study had two findings. First, a mathematical model was proposed to explain the effects of
delay expectation and delay variance on task performance and SoA during continuous operation. The
delayed operation model was constructed based on the state-space model and Bayesian estimation, and a
prediction of the future state was formulated based on perceived delay. We derived the operation and
prediction errors from the formulated prediction and modeled task performance and SoA. In both model
simulations and human experiments, we confirmed the following relationships: task performance and SoA
decline as delay expectation increases, and delay variance does not affect task performance and SoA.

Second, we proposed Predictive Wand, a visual interface to prevent decreases in task
performance and SoA with the increase in delay. Predictive Wand is derived from Bayesian model
predictions. Predictive Wand presents the prediction of future states calculated using delay expectation and
current operation input. The agent predicts the future state based on Predictive Wand. This prediction
diminishes operation and prediction errors. Both model simulations and experimental results confirmed
that Predictive Wand reduced the rate of decline in task performance and SoA.

In conclusion, we mathematically modeled the mechanism of task performance and SoA
degradation due to action-feedback delay. We verified that delay expectation, rather than delay variance,
was the primary cause of task performance and SoA degradation. As delay expectation increases, task
performance and SoA decrease owing to the uncertainty in predicting future states. We argue that the larger
the change of the operation inputs per time, the steeper is the decrease in the task performance and SoA.
Therefore, the change of the operation inputs per time must be considered for each task to estimate the task
performance and SoA in the design of an operation system with delay. Predictive Wand, our novel visual
interface for operation task, mitigates task performance and SoA degradation due to delay by visualizing
the prediction of future states. Predictive Wand is derived from our model of the mechanism of task
performance and SoA degradation due to delay. We argue that task performance and SoA degradation due
to delay can be mitigated by developing interfaces that reduce the uncertainty in future state prediction
based on mathematical models.

This study has several limitations. First, we used a linear approximation of recent past operation
input in the mathematical model. The approximation becomes less valid with the increase in delay
expectation; therefore, a method without a linear approximation of the recent past operation input was
required to model cases in which delay expectation is greater than approximately 800 ms. Second, we did
not consider the effect of the change in the operation inputs per time. For example, the change in
operational inputs over time represents the tortuosity of courses. The simulation conducted in Section 7.2

reveal that task performance and SoA decline with Predictive Wand when the change in operation inputs



per unit time is high. The relationship between the change in operation inputs over time and the effect of

Predictive Wand should be studied in the future.
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Appendix A. Detailed formulation of task performance and SoA
We describe the formulation of task performance and SoA in detail. The main equations are as
follows: (1) state transition, (2) observation, (3) prediction, and (4) update phases (Fig. 1). The notation is

the same as in Section 2.

X[t+d+1] = X[t+d] T Dyl + €y (A1)
Yit+d+1] = X[t+d+1] T €V trd+1] (A2)
Xiera+1] = Xjera) T Dullje] + €xy (A3)
~2
e Ot4rd+1 ~
Htrda+1 = Hevar1 T =3 T 3 (y[t+d+1] - .u-t+d+1)

Otra+1 T 0y
2 (A4)

o2 = (1 _ G_a> 52

t+d+1 — ~ t+d+1
Ofrarr T 05

When the agent selects the correct operation input from the desired and predicted states, we obtain the

following action-selection equation in relation to Eq. (A3).

buuiy = Xierar1] — Xje+a) (A5)
Here, X[¢4q) is predicted by repeating Eq. (A3).
d
Xiera) = X[ + (buu[t—k] + Ex[t_k]) (A6)

k=1



The current estimated actual state x[;) is equal to the current predicted state X[¢). Let us consider up;_
in Eq. (A6). This state represents the memory of the past input operations. Here, we assume that the agent
recalls up;_y) from up_p4q) as follows:

Upe—k] = Ue—ker1] T BUe—1] + Eupepeyqp (A7)
where Aup._y.q) represents the expected difference between up_y; and up_y.q). Here, €,~N(0,0;)

represents noise due to ambiguity of recall. Repeating Eq. (A7), we obtain the following:
k

Upe—k] = Upg) + Z (Au[t—k+l] + Eu[t_kH])- (1<k=<d (A8)
=1
Substituting Eq. (A8) into Eq. (A6) gives the following expression:
d [k k d
j[t+d] = X[t] + budU.[t] + bu Z {2 Au[t—k+l] + 2 Eu[t—k+l]} + Z Ex[t—k]' (A9)
k=1 \1=1 =1 k=1

Because we considered short delays of less than 1000 ms in this study, we assumed that Auj_y) is
constant during 1 < k < d. This result implies that we linearly approximate u;_;.

Aup_p) = Au = Const. (1<k <d) (A10)
Then, Eq. (A9) yields the following result:

d k d
Xie+a) = X{e + bydup + by Z {kA” + Z Eu[t—k+l]} t Z Ex[t—k]

k=1 l k=1
d

=1
d
( + 1)
= X[¢) + bydupy + by ———— Z Z €upe_psn T Z Exlt—i] - (A11)
k=11=1 k

=1

Because €, and €, are independent, we obtain the following equation from the linearity of normal

distribution:
L& d(d + 1) z
Z Z €ugr_rry ~ N (0,7013) , Z Expe_rg ~ N (0, do?). (A12)
k=11=1 k=1
Therefore, Xjriq)~N (ft+a, 62.4) can be expressed as follows:
5 d(d+ 1)
Aera = e + bydupe) + buTAu
P (RS I i
Ofyqg = 0f + buTau +doy.
Substituting Eq. (A11) into Eq. (A3), we obtain the following:
5 d(d + 1)
X[t+d+1] = X[e] T b,(d + 1)U[t] +b,— + by, Eu[t K+1] + Ex[t K]* (A14)
k=11=
Therefore, Xrr+q+1]~N (Fera+1, 62 441) canbe expressed as follows.
5 dd+1)
Bevarr = He + by (d + 1)u[t] + by ———Au

2
Y R : (A19)
Gtva+1 = 0f + by 5 o; + (d + 1)og.

The actual state is derived from repeating Eq. (A1) as follows:



d

X[t+d+1] = X[e] + Z (buu[t—k] + Gx[t_k])- (Ale6)
k=0
Let us consider u,_; in Eq. (A16). This model represents the past operation input. We assume that the

agentrecalls u;_) from u[;_x4q) as the following equation. We linearly approximate uj;_) in 1 <

k < d and denote the approximation error by €.

Upp_g] = U + kAu + e“[t—k]’ 1<k<d (A17)
where Au is a gradient constant. Substituting Eq. (A17) into Eq. (A16) yields the following expression:
d d
d(d+1)
X[t+d+1] = X[¢] T b, (d + 1)U[t] + by, TAU + by, Z E“[t—k] + Z ex[t—k] . (A18)
k=0 k=0

Here, we consider the differences between each state. From Eq. (A2) and the upper row of Eq. (A4), we
have

~2
Othrd+1

Bt+da+1 — Hera+1 = 5 (X[t+d+1] —Heva+1 + Ey[t+d+1]) . (A19)

trar1 T OF
The left side of Eq. (A19) represents the prediction error.

From the upper row of Eq. (A15) and Eq. (A18), and Eq. (A20) when we approximate as Eq. (A21).
d d

5 d+d+1
X[trd+1] — Bevasr = Xg) — U + by (d — d) (u[t] + TAu) + by Z €upp_gy Z €xi,_y (A20)
k=0 k=0
PM“WH (A21)
Au = Au

Eq. (A21) indicates that the agent accurately perceives the current operation input and the gradient of the
recent operation inputs.
From Egs. (A5), (A11), and (A18),

X[t+d+1] — X[t+d+1]
d

d d
d+d+1 Lo
=X — U+ by | (d—d) (u[t] + TAu) + Z €uppg) Z Z €ufropsy | T ET Z S Z Ex[r—i] (A2zZ
k=0 k=11=1 k=0 k=1

where €,~N(0,0#) is the noise due to uncertainty of the estimated actual state. The left-hand side of Eq.
(A22) represents the operation error and is related to task performance.
From Eq. (A2) and the upper row of Eq. (A4), we obtain the following expression:

=2 ~2

X[t]) — He = 53%% (X[t] - ﬂt) - ﬁaTto_;Ey[t]- (A23)
This study focused on the increase in forecast uncertainty due to delays. In addition, we assumed that the
agent gazes at an object on the screen. Therefore, we approximate that the observation noise is negligible
compared with prediction uncertainty, that is, we have the following:

0] K 67 (A24)

Next, Eq. (A23) becomes



X[t] - Mt ~ Ey[t]- (AZS)
From Egs. (A4) and (A24), we obtain the following:

of = (1 — —02> 6¢ =~ of. (A26)

From Egs. (A19), (A20), (A22), (A25), and (A26), we obtain the following equations:

Ht+da+1 — Ht+d+1

> d d
_ Ofras d+d+1
= m b,(d—d) (u[t] + TAu) + by, Z €upp_gy T Z SN €Y erari] + € (A27)
k=0 k=0
X[e4d+1] — X[t+ar1]
d d k d d
d+d+1
=b,| (d—-d) (u[t] + TAu) + Z T Z Z €upppan | T Z €x(p—k] ~ Z Expor) T ZEy[t]. (A28)
k=0 k=11=1 k=0 k=1

Now we calculate the prediction error (Eq. (A27)) and operation errors (Eq. (A28)) by sampling
d~n(d,63), d~N(d,03), €~ (0,62), €,~N(0,02), €x~N(0,62), €,~N(0,52), and
ey~N (0, 0'33).

Finally, we simulated task performance and SoA. In this study, we define task performance as the

percentage of operational errors that are within an acceptable range.

Count(|x[t+d+1] - J?[t+d+1]| < Emax)
count(all)

(task performance) = x 100 [%], (A29)

where count(*) indicates that “the count of samples that satisfy the condition of *.” Furthermore, E,,,,
represents the upper limit of allowable operation error (e.g., road width). We calculated the SoA based on

the free energy model (Taniyama et al., 2021; Yanagisawa, 2016, 2021, see Chapter 2 in detail).

1 Fpax — F
(SoA) = m X 2 rrme—sample X 100 [%] (A30)
sample max
_ 1(|terass = Beras1l® ~
Fsample - E Grrgir+ O +In 2n'(o-t+d+1 + Uy) (A3 1)
t+d+1 y

Furthermore, F,,,, is a suitable constant value to map SoA from 0 to 100.

Appendix B. Detailed formulation of Predictive Wand
We describe the detailed formulation of the effect of Predictive Wand in Chapter 3. The position indicated
by Wand, wy; is expressed as follows:
Wi = X[g + by dugg (A32)
The following equation is its observation equation:

Z[y]) = W[¢] T €5 (A33)



where z[; is the observation and €,~N(0,0;) is the observation noise. The agent predicts

(W ~N (ﬁw[t], 5‘/%&])) and estimates (W[ ~N (,uw[t], Uﬁm)), the actual pointed position using the Kalman

Filter.
W[t] = X[¢] T budu[t] (A34)
~2
~ GW[:] ~
HPwiy = Hwiy T =5 =\ 2] — 1
Yo T PWa T g2+ o2 ( [¢] W[r])

2 (A35)
O-W
2 — 1= (el ~2
O'w[t] ( &‘%/[t] T O_ZZ O'W[t]
As in Eq. (A24), we approximated the observation noise to be negligibly small compared with prediction
uncertainty.
0? K 5\%m (A36)
Then, Eq. (A35) transforms to the following:
(A37)

2 o 2
Oy = Oz

{.U'W[t] ~ Z[t]
The agent predicts the state at time t + d, ¥[¢4+4) based on Wand as follows:
{ﬁt+d = nuW[t]

=2 _ 2 2
Otva = Owyy + 0p)

(A38)

where 05 represents the uncertainty in predicting X|;,4) from the estimated positions indicated by W and
wis). We considered this as a suitable constant for the simulation. From Egs. (A3), (A32), (A33), (A37) and
(A38), we obtain the following expression:
{ﬂt+d+1 = X + by (d + 1)y (A38)
6lras1 = OF + 207 + 0f.

We now formulate the prediction and operational errors. From the upper row of Egs. (A4), Eq. (A18),
(A21), and (A38). we obtain the following expression:
Herd+1 — Herd+1

dd+1) d

d
TAu + Z €upig (T Z Expr_y) T €Y lerdr1] .(A39)
k=0 k=0

2 2 2
0y t20; t0,
0% + 207 + of + 0}

by { (d—d)uy +

From Egs. (A5), (A18), (A21), (A32), (A33), (A37), and (A38), we obtain the following:

X[t+d+1] — X[t+d+1]
d

d
d(d+1)
= b, { (d— d)yy + ——lu+ Z €upegg (T Z Exjr_i] ~ 262~ €ps (A40)
k=0 k=0

where €,~N (0, 05) is noise due to prediction uncertainty. Finally, we simulate task performance and

SoA using the definitions given in Egs. (A29), (A30), and (A31).
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