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Instruments such as eye-tracking devices have contributed to understanding how users interact with screen-based search engines.
However, user-system interactions in audio-only channels – as is the case for Spoken Conversational Search (SCS) – are harder to
characterize, given the lack of instruments to effectively and precisely capture interactions. Furthermore, in this era of information
overload, cognitive bias can significantly impact how we seek and consume information – especially in the context of controversial
topics or multiple viewpoints. This paper draws upon insights from multiple disciplines (including information seeking, psychology,
cognitive science, and wearable sensors) to provoke novel conversations in the community. To this end, we discuss future opportunities
and propose a framework including multimodal instruments and methods for experimental designs and settings. We demonstrate
preliminary results as an example. We also outline the challenges and offer suggestions for adopting this multimodal approach,
including ethical considerations, to assist future researchers and practitioners in exploring cognitive biases in SCS.

CCS Concepts: • Human-centered computing → Empirical studies in ubiquitous and mobile computing; • Information
systems→ Users and interactive retrieval.

Additional KeyWords and Phrases: Cognitive Bias, Spoken Conversational Search, Information Seeking, Physiological Signals, Wearable
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1 INTRODUCTION

The integration of generative AI into search engines, such as ChatGPT and Bing Chat, is a testament to the shift of
traditional information search from “ten blue links” to Conversational Search, which follows a question-answering
paradigm. Although such generative AI technologies are currently primarily text-based, with the growing use of
intelligent assistants (e.g., Google Assistant, Amazon Alexa, Apple Siri) and the pursuit of natural human-computer
interaction, fully voice-based information interaction is just around the corner.1 Such Spoken Conversational Search
(SCS) can address complex information needs for a large population with limited access, including the visually impaired,
low-literacy communities, and also the sighted users in scenarios that preclude reading, such as while driving, cooking,
or exercising. Yet, delivering user-friendly and valuable responses from such systems via a voice channel is not
straightforward.
∗Equal contributions.
1https://openai.com/blog/chatgpt-can-now-see-hear-and-speak [Accessed: 9 Feb 2024]
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Search systems have emerged as a primary source of information. Highlighted by recent research on information
bias [10], it is crucial for these systems to not only provide relevant information but also present a broad spectrum
of perspectives, curating and offering content that is accurate, relevant, and reflective of different viewpoints. This
curated approach may aid in promoting a more informed and balanced understanding among users, and mitigating
potential “echo chambers”. Besides, researchers have raised concerns about biases in personalized informatics [133],
or Conversational Search [111]. In addition, search engines play a crucial role beyond convenience: given the human
brain’s limited capacity to process and analyze information, together with cognitive biases that influence how we
perceive and interpret data, they act as mediators of knowledge, tasked with ethically curating content to help users
overcome these limitations and biases. Throughout this paper, we adopt the following definition of cognitive biases and
keep it in mind during our discussions.

“Cognitive biases are systematic errors in judgment and naturally occurring tendencies that skew infor-
mation processes, due to limitations in cognitive, motivational, or environmental factors, which lead to
sub-optimal or fundamentally wrong outcomes” [129].

In today’s digital age, users are commonly bombarded with vast amounts of information, which may lead to stress,
confusion, and reduced productivity [135].2 Effectively navigating through the information requires strategies such as
filtering, prioritizing, and organizing, where cognitive biases provide shortcuts. But they are also easily “weaponized” [4]
to manipulate public opinion [116, 135]. For example, politicians strategically publicize specific news stories while
suppressing others, leveraging the Availability Heuristic by making it seem omnipresent [68]. Furthermore, we have
seen that it can be difficult for sighted users to understand and interpret information in a voice-only setting compared
to individuals with visual impairments [21]. Another example is a sighted user might only be able to process a few
initial sentences and then conclude heavily relying on this information, magnifying the Position Effect. As a result,
providing voice-only responses needs to come with a careful consideration of the potential cognitive biases. While the
influence and mitigation of cognitive biases in web searches have been extensively researched, there is still a significant
gap in our understanding of the role of such biases in SCS, i.e., a voice-only setting.

An essential challenge lies in the experiment. Screen-based web search benefits from well-defined tools, such as
eye-tracking [22, 28, 50, 138] and click-through logs [32, 68, 118], as well as standard protocols to visualize and study
behaviors, to determine the influence of cognitive biases [118]. However, such methodologies are not established for
SCS, which calls for instruments, methodology, and protocols that go beyond the visual paradigm. The remainder of
this paper is organized as shown in Figure 1.

This paper presents new methodologies, novel applications of tools (e.g., wearables), demonstrated through the
following three contributions:

(i) We discuss the tools that have been employed to study user behavior and cognitive biases during web search,
and consider their use in the context of SCS. We then identify research opportunities that lie ahead in the context
of exploring cognitive biases in SCS.

(ii) We propose approaches for researchers and practitioners to instantiate experimental designs, from the setup
format to the type of user signals. Using the proposed settings, we discuss preliminary results from a laboratory
study demonstrating the potential of using wearable devices such as an electroencephalogram (EEG) as a voice
channel equivalent to eye-tracking in web search.

2This is termed as “Information overload”, a situation occurs when an abundance of relevant information is available that becomes a hindrance rather
than a help [135].
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Fig. 1. Structure Diagram of this paper.

(iii) We outline the challenges and offer suggestions for adopting our approach and ethical considerations, to achieve
accurate and representative results from multimodal signals.

2 BACKGROUND

2.1 Spoken Conversational Search

Conversational information seeking (CIS), the process of obtaining information through conversations (text, audio/voice,
or multi-modal), is a fast-developing research area [100, 137]. CIS supports users to search for information through
natural language with a search system. A CIS system enables users to ask questions, refine their questions, ask follow-up
questions, or provide relevant feedback in a natural manner. Such systems could either be single-turn or multi-turn.
In contrast to a single-turn, a multi-turn setting typically maintains the conversational context (e.g., co-reference
resolution)3 in a back-and-forth information exchange with the user [137]. Some advantages of multi-turn CIS include
alleviating the cognitive burden on the user by breaking down the information, assisting with information need
formulation, or providing highly personalized information for a given context [124]. While context management may
be relatively trivial for a CIS system, users also have to perform context management subconsciously. This would
require significant cognitive effort from the user, particularly when the conversation gets longer, and the task gets more
complex.

This paper focuses on SCS, a type of CIS, where communication between the user and system is entirely mediated
verbally through audio [121]. Visual CIS interfaces often use screen-based cues like boldfacing important sections of
text [26], or attributing sources within the responses of text-based CIS [71], including large language model (LLM)
based conversational agents [13, 72, 110]. These cues help users effortlessly identify the required information. However,
a voice channel like that of SCS poses new challenges. Specifically, because it is linear in nature, users may struggle
3By “context”, we mean the information exchanged during the conversation necessary to interpret the users’ response, e.g., the history, preferences, and
so on.
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to keep up with the information presented. Additionally, in SCS, the amount of information that can be conveyed is
limited by users’ cognitive capacity. Recent research by Chuklin et al. [26] also found that the features of the audio
used by the system to communicate with users can affect their understanding.

2.2 Cognitive Biases in Information Seeking

Cognitive biases can also be referred to as a “pattern of deviation” [57, 128] from norm or rationality in thinking
and reasoning, which influences the decisions made. It is based on a well-known assumption that humans have
limited cognitive capacity [119], so they tend to favor mental shortcuts (e.g., other judgments like system ranking, or
crowd opinions) [10, 115].4 In SCS and Information seeking in general, users search for and access information that is
perceived as trustworthy. Further in this process, users build mental models around the links between different pieces
of information [68], and factors like cognitive bias would influence the entire information consumption process [10].
These biases influenced fair information receiving, i.e., having balanced views, equal trust, and cautious evaluation of
any information/sources when users search for decision-making. During this process, the information cherry-picking
will likely be affected by the order (rank) (Order Effect), the balance or imbalance in exposure (Exposure Effect), a prior
judgment (Confirmation Bias), the first piece of information (Anchoring Bias) or Misinformation [23, 68, 91, 115].

Examples of the negative influence of biases include citizens supporting a partisan without thoroughly evaluating
their policies, reinforcing stereotypes against minority groups, and spreading misinformation leading to potential
disturbances [10, 27, 68]. It is imperative that people participate with an open mind and seek out reliable sources of
information. From the user experience perspective, cognitive bias can expedite the process of absorbing information. A
user might initiate bias to quickly and effectively move through the overwhelming information. Thus, it is necessary to
investigate the impact of biases and provide accurate in situ information when building a personalized informatics
system.

The common approach to measuring cognitive bias in web search is web-logging [38, 118]. By analyzing the
sentiments on each search query or result, dwell time on search engine results page (SERP) or webpages, search session
time, first-clicks and repeat-clicks, existing works have investigated Exposure Effect [32], Search Engine Manipulation

Effect [38], and Confirmation Bias [118]. However, web logging has shown its limitation in less granular data. For
example, a study by Suzuki and Yamamoto [118] did not observe signs of Confirmation Bias with web logging, because
participants mainly used neutral-attitude queries and similar time on reading each stance. However, comparing dwell
time alone cannot accurately represent bias since users may spend longer on opposing opinions to offer criticism [27]. In
that sense, web logging can not provide details about what has actually happened. Our review of research on cognitive
biases within information access, summarized in Table 1, highlights a lack of exploration concerning cognitive biases
in voice-based systems. This existing gap in research serves as motivation for us to investigate this issue further and
provoke further conversations within the IR community. Recognizing the limitations of traditional tools for exploring
cognitive biases in traditional web search for voice-based systems we emphasize the importance of leveraging neural
activity. In the following section, we delve into the nature of these neural signals and advocate for their utilization in
studying cognitive biases in SCS.

4See Azzopardi [10] for a more comprehensive description of various cognitive biases in search.
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2.3 Neural Activities for Cognitive Bias

Neural activities have attracted attention when studying information seeking. The human brain is divided into several
regions in charge of different functionalities. For example, the frontal lobe is associated with executive functions,
including decision-making, motivation, and focus. The temporal lobe is associated with auditory and language pro-
cessing [76]. The brain processes information received through the senses, which are then converted into electrical
signals. These signals travel along neurons and are sequentially processed in various brain regions. Each region’s
activity generates electrical and chemical changes that produce detectable signals. These signals can be measured with
specialized equipment such as as electroencephalogram (discussed in Section 5.3) and functional magnetic resonance
imaging (fMRI). These signals provide a window into the flow and processing of information within the brain [74, 81].
By investigating these neural activities, Jimenez-Molina et al. [55] measure the workload change in web browsing
activities. Moshfeghi and Jose [86] discriminate different search intentions regarding physiological arousal and emotions
captured from multi-modal sensing. Further, Moshfeghi et al. [87] identify the brain regions and the neural activities
involved when participants realize whether they need to search for information. Ye et al. [132] investigated the brain
reaction when people identify keywords relevant to the information they seek.

Regarding audio processing, listening effort refers to the cognitive resources people spend on listening [41, 98].
The audio information is first stored as a “buffer” in working memory, then processed for comprehension, and then
potentially stored in long-term memory [98, 102]. During this process, information that is discrepant with the current
mental model or perceived as non-relevant will not be processed [102], or requires more effort [103] to interpret the
information further. Compared to most individuals with a visual impairment, sighted users have a reduced ability to
understand and interpret information via listening [21]. They spend more cognitive effort on audio-only scenarios (e.g.,
less information is recalled [108]), making them more vulnerable in voice interactions. This increased effort spent on
understanding and interpreting information can hinder their ability to allocate enough effort toward reasoning and
critical thinking, which are crucial for mitigating cognitive bias [10].

Regarding cognitive bias, we can understand whether the user has encountered bias by understanding what cognitive
activities are involved in each context, e.g., whether the information only reaches the language region, or gets passed to
memorizing and memory-retrieving. Moravec et al. [84] found that participants spent more cognitive activities to judge
the trustfulness of the news headlines that supported their beliefs and allocated more attention. Jiang et al. [54] revealed
that the receiver’s attentional resources are quickly allocated to decode utterances if the speaker has a confident voice.
In contrast, other cognitive resources are required to decode voice cues and utterances if the speaker has a doubtful
voice. Furthermore, the study discovered that initial judgments are made at the beginning of an utterance and can
potentially influence the final decision. This implies the development of a bias during audio processing and highlights
the potential of investigating cognitive bias in voice search. Given this interpretation, Minas et al. [81] investigated the
cognitive processes that contribute to the development of cognitive bias in decision-making. As previously discussed,
the brain regions responsible for language processing activate first, followed by comprehension and assessment of
working memory. If the information is deemed irrelevant or dissident, it will be discarded and not proceed to the next
level or other regions. Their experimental findings have supported this hypothesized process.

With advances in wearable devices, physiological sensing has been adopted in detecting cognitive bias in web
searches, groundedwith assumptions such as cognitive load theory [119], orienting responses [114], cognitive dissonance
(dissonance arousal) [35, 99], and dual-thinking system theory [30]. Furthermore, Boonprakong et al. [17] and Ploger et al.
[99] found increased skin conductance levels on the presentation of a dissenting stimulus, which suggests dissonance
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arousal. However, in a different context, decision-making in a team discussion, Minas et al. [81] found increased skin
conductance, indicating greater emotional arousal, on the supporting stimulus, suggesting that the participants become
more activated to think about the supporting information. Apart from skin conductance, facial Electromyography
(EMG) [81] and heart rate variability (HRV) [99] are also employed in experiments. Multi-modal data are discussed
later in Section 5.3.

3 RESEARCH OPPORTUNITIES

Characterizing cognitive biases in SCS presents research opportunities, including novel ways to characterize search
stages, user behavior, and new cognitive bias detection or mitigation strategies.

3.1 How to Characterize Cognitive Bias at the Different Stages of the SCS Process?

Cognitive bias may occur at each stage of a visual-based search process [10], i.e., querying, consuming the search results,
and judging relevance and satisfaction. It has been suggested that search stages or actions [77] (i.e., query application
and reformulation, snippet scanning and assessment, snippet clicking, document reading, document assessment, and
session stopping) and user behaviors differ for screen and audio-only channels [124].

Similarly, cognitive biases manifest differently in these search stages for screen and audio-only channels [59]. For
instance, with screens, the users can review and easily refer back to their query, which is inherently more difficult with
voice queries [105]. In SCS, the queries are more likely to be posed in natural language [29, 47], and the syntactical
arrangement query words may indicate the user’s intent [113] and perhaps even reveal any underlying biases. Another
instance is when one might ask, “Why is renewable energy inefficient?” rather than “What are the efficiencies of
renewable energy?”. This could suggest that a user’s preconceived beliefs about a topic, influence the querying stage,
resulting in biased search results. Moreover, the query stage might further be influenced by a user’s false memories (i.e.,
attributes the user misremembered about a searched item), presenting an additional challenge for search systems [61].
Kiesel et al. [61] noted that users may not easily accept misremembering something. To this end, we highlight the
significance of exploring cognitive processes at different stages of SCS interaction, such as detecting false memories at
the query stage.

3.2 What Is the Role of ClarifyingQuestions in SCS? How Is It Related to Cognitive Bias?

In CIS, the inherently dialogic nature of interactions means that reformulating queries and asking clarifying questions
become more critical and ideally occur more frequently, supporting conversational actions [5, 123, 137]. Users often
refine their queries by referring back to previous responses, seeking to narrow down or expand upon their initial
inquiry [137] as seen in the Figure 2C. Cognitive biases may influence this iterative process. For example, if users receive
information that aligns with their pre-existing beliefs, users may accept the response without further questioning.
Conversely, if the information opposes their beliefs, they may reformulate their query to obtain results that align more
closely with their expectations. This means that considering a user’s reformulation/clarifying questions can help to
detect potential bias. This implies the presentation of clarifying options becomes as important as presenting users with
relevant responses to satisfy the user’s information need. In the context of SCS, different ways of providing clarification
options influence user satisfaction [60], however, the arrangement and format of the options presented to the user may
contribute to the reinforcement of confirmation bias, which is a research challenge that has not been fully explored.
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3.3 Can Voice Modulation Be Used to Characterize Cognitive Bias?

While eye-tracking data is not feasible in voice interactions, attributes related to the audio signal (e.g., pitch and speed),
from both the system and user, can reveal rich information regarding motivations, emotion, and personal traits [67]. For
example, Jiang et al. [54] indicated that the perceived information believability is impacted by whether the voice sounds
confident or doubtful. Moreover, Goodman and Mayhorn [45] found that the agents with female voices received higher
trust than male voices. And as the pitch increases, participants are less likely to make decisions with the information
provided by the agent. These examples suggest that the system’s voice modulation influences how people perceive
information. Currently, we do not know how the system’s voice modulations may affect a user’s beliefs or reinforce
certain biases such as confirmation bias, making it an open research problem.

A potential solution is slowing down the system when discussing controversial opinions, giving the user sufficient
time to absorb and consider the different aspects. A further important direction is investigating how cognitive biases
are related to the voice modulation of a user. For example, a user speaking in a skeptical tone and a higher pitch to ask
the system, “Is climate change REALLY [accentuate] happening?”, may indicate that the user has a certain degree of
confirmation bias towards their pre-existing belief that climate change is not a real problem.

3.4 How to Leverage Content Manipulation to Mitigate Harms of Cognitive Bias?

Cognitive bias need not solely have a negative effect [79]. While it is true that biases can lead to skewed perceptions and
decisions, they can also serve as tools for balancing perspectives [62]. For example, Availability Bias refers to placing
greater importance on readily available or easily recalled information. One way to counteract this is by intentionally
presenting less readily available information first. However, we need to consider whether this solution may create new
issues related to group fairness or the spread of misinformation. Recognizing and understanding the impact of cognitive
bias helps address potential pitfalls and leverage its potential to create an effective and user-friendly search experience.
In the context of SCS, auditory icons (i.e., earcons) may be used to design mitigation strategies for unintended cognitive
bias. A recent study by Gohsen et al. [44] explored the effects of different audio interventions (nudges) to offer guidance
to seekers in spoken conversations. Through an elaborate crowdsourced experiment, they identified that the most
effective nudging technique was explicitly suggesting questions. Additionally, Gohsen et al. [44] used the NASA-TLX
to measure the seeker’s mental load. The results showed that the mental load for all the nudging techniques was
approximately uniformly distributed, and consequently, the authors raise the question of whether NASA-TLX is an
appropriate metric. This may indicate that self-reported measures are not always reliable, and calls for capturing more
fine-grained information using wearable technology (e.g., EEG).

4 CASE STUDY: ARGUMENT SEARCH

Building on the research opportunities we have identified, we introduce a specific use case of SCS called Spoken
Conversational Argumentative Search (SCAS). This use case will provide a clear idea of the data, topics, and other
metadata involved in designing experiments within the framework of our proposed approach, which we then discuss in
detail in Section 5.

SCAS systems respond to a user’s spoken query on controversial topics with multiple argument stances or viewpoints
(i.e., PRO and CON). During the interaction, biased exposure of these stances can lead to misrepresentation, and
potentially lead to broader negative effects, including on society [32, 135]. The sources of biases can arise from the
quality of the data (e.g., correctness or completeness), the underlying algorithms [95], and how the information is
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Hey, Is universal basic

income good?

While source A, says for economic

reasons this is good, source B reveals

the downfalls of this approach. Another

source sheds light on the benefits of

UBI…

Yes, I would like to hear

some opposing claims.

Would you like to hear some

opposing or supporting claims?

CONPRO

User Query

System Response 

Clarifying Options

Q

R

C

Fig. 2. Example interaction between a user and a SCAS system involving two perspectives, i.e., supporting (PRO) and opposing (CON).

presented to the user. In the era of information overload, a biased system can lead to polarized societies, reinforce
stereotypes (e.g., stereotypical gender biases [14]) and even influence public opinion on critical matters. This type
of unconscious bias may lead to discrimination against particular groups, such as people with a visual impairment.
While people with a cognitive or visual impairment may directly benefit from SCAS, its utility also extends to sighted
users. For instance, podcasts are attracting rapidly increasing numbers of listeners, and there is evidence that podcast
consumption impacts political leaning [24]. When engaged in activities that preclude reading, such as driving, cooking,
or even exercising, users can rely on SCAS to provide them with balanced arguments on topics of interest. Moreover,
future learning environments imply the potential of SCAS in educational settings. In a learning context, it is crucial to
teach students with unbiased information and diverse perspectives [85]. An example is a user asking the SCAS system
“is universal basic income good for society?”. If the existing system only provides one side (for instance, PRO) of the
issue, the user tends to be blind-sided by not having any information about other perspectives [43]. The imbalanced
exposure of perspectives is an important open challenge for SCAS [94].

4.1 Data

For our specific use case, designing experiments requires argumentative topics (e.g., “Is universal basic income good for
the society?”) and documents/passages supporting (PRO) and opposing (CON) the topics.

A recent crowdsourced study conducted by Draws et al. [32] involved 100 participants rating their opinions on 18
argumentative topics from the ProCon.org debate portal5 using a Likert scale. The study identified that 5 of these topics
had only mild pre-existing viewpoints among the participants. We suggest that incorporating such topics into future
cognitive bias experiments is highly important to help avoid heavily polarized topics, and therefore facilitate detecting
the effects of certain cognitive biases more effectively. Since the existing data only includes 280 search results, which
may not be sufficient if the participant in an experiment is required to engage with the setup in longer conversations.
Therefore, we propose extending the collection by using the args.me corpus [2]. The args.me corpus was created for
studying argument retrieval and was utilized for the shared tasks at Touché @ CLEF 2022 [16].6 Meanwhile, the Touché
@ CLEF 2023, focused on retrieving argumentative web documents from the web crawl corpus ClueWeb22 [15], making
5https://www.procon.org/debate-topics/ [Accessed: 9 Feb 2024]
6The args.me corpus [2] consists of arguments that are associated with a stance (i.e., PRO or CON). It contains 387,740 arguments crawled from four
debate portals (debatewise.org, idebate.org, debatepedia.org, and debate.org) and 48 arguments from Canadian parliament discussions.
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Fig. 3. Wizard of Oz (WOZ) Set-up where the right side depicts a participant wearing sensors while interacting with the SCS system.
The left side depicts the intermediary placed separately from the participant to simulate an information access system that provides
a response based on the user queries.

the Touché @ CLEF 2023 corpus unsuitable for our proposed approach. From an IR perspective, argument retrieval is the
task of retrieving relevant supporting (PRO) and attacking (CON) justifications (premises) for a given query (claim) [95].
Furthermore, the collection provides detailed information on the subtopics discussed within arguments, in addition to
stance. For instance, an argument could be justified using multiple sub-topics (i.e., Tax, Capitalism, Healthcare, Poverty,
and so on). This means it is crucial to control participants’ exposure to subtopics, as much as the stance, in future
experiments to account for unknown effects.

5 METHODOLOGY

This section introduces a general experimental approach that researchers and practitioners can use to investigate
cognitive biases in SCS, including experimental design, and the collecting of behavioral and physiological data. As an
example of our approach and to demonstrate the potential of physiological data, we also present preliminary results
from an information-seeking experiment we have conducted.

5.1 Experiment Setup

To accommodate various needs of research questions and their associated experiments, including feasibility, scalability,
research method (qualitative, quantitative, mixed), we discuss several potential set-ups along with their advantages and
disadvantages.

5.1.1 Lab Study. Multiple qualitative methodologies have been proposed to examine how users behave during a
conversation. For instance, Trippas et al. [124] outline a lab-based data collection and a qualitative analysis framework
for SCS. For a lab study, one popular technique is the Wizard of Oz (WOZ) [33, 122, 125] study. As demonstrated in
Figure 3, users interact with an information access system through an intermediary. The intermediary receives the
utterances from a user and performs the search task like a conversational system would. This WOZ setup helps to
overcome the technical difficulties of transcribing a user’s voice-based query to text. The controlled setup in a lab study
also enables capturing the physiological responses of users [18, 53].

5.1.2 Field Study. The participants can be given pre-configured voice agents (such as the experiment by Wei et al.
[127]) and wearable devices, to take them home. If the devices are easy to wear, the setting can be extended to conduct
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Table 1. A breakdown of the measures studied in the literature based on the type of data used (Behavioral and Physiological), and
mode of user interaction (screen-based vs voice). The bold text in the table denotes the studies focusing on cognitive biases and
highlights the lack of research on cognitive biases in voice search.

Data Type Screen-based Voice

Construct Related Work Construct Related Work

B
eh

av
io
ra
l

Web-logging (e.g., dwell time, clicks) Cognitive Bias [32, 68, 118] –

Transcripts & Voice Modulation (e.g., pitch, speed) – Perceived Trust [45, 73]

Task Performance (e.g., sentiments of
query/utterance, recall rate)

Cognitive Bias [38] Listening Effort [21, 58, 60, 98, 108]
Search Experience [78, 109] Search Experience [58, 109]

Motion, Facial Expression, Gaze – Engagement [90, 93, 93]

Ph
ys
io
lo
gi
ca
l Brain Signals (e.g., EEG)

Cognitive Workload [55, 82] Perceived Trust [54]
Search Experience [6, 49, 80, 86, 132]
Cognitive Bias [12, 81, 84, 134]

Peripheral Sensing (e.g., EDA, PPG) Cognitive Bias [17, 81, 99] –

Pupillary Responses Selective Attention [49, 102]
Selective Attention [102]
Distraction [75]
Listening Effort [98]

longitudinal studies. Accurate remote data collection mechanisms and time-syncing capabilities are needed to run
successful field studies. While SCS field studies are more ecologically valid when compared to lab studies, one potential
challenge is dealing with noisy environments and real-world data. Unlike lab studies, various unobserved factors in the
real environment can obfuscate the effects of interest in the data, making the analysis more complex.

5.1.3 Crowdsourcing Study. Lab studies such as the WOZ technique are resource-intensive, as they require participants
to be physically present, and typically require further supporting staff. This may restrict scalability and prevent
researchers from expanding the study to a large number of participants. Given the rising interest in studying SCS
systems and associated user behavior within the research community, the issue of scalability is important to consider.
With the introduction of sensor-embedded consumer devices (e.g., Apple Airpods embedded with EEG [9]), sensors are
becoming more accessible for daily use. The future of studying the SCS system using a crowdsourced setup is likely to
become increasingly viable, and it appears we are already heading in that direction. Earlier works, such as the study by
Tabassum et al. [120], utilized crowdsourcing platforms like Prolific to examine the efficacy and necessity of always-on
voice assistants by placing users in a hypothetical environment. Additionally, recent work by Hettiachchi et al. [51]
also proposed the need for a voice-based crowdsourcing platform that runs on a digital voice assistant. Unlike lab
or field studies, crowdsourcing lacks live intermediary for controlled responses. With the recent advances in Large
Language Model (LLM) based applications such as Retrieval Augmented Generation (RAG) [70], we see the potential
to control the study as required for the research question being explored as demonstrated earlier [92, 96]. Such work
highlights the potential of conducting crowdsourcing experiments for SCS. Additionally, such a RAG-based SCS system
can also be helpful in laboratory and field-based studies by assisting intermediaries in processing a retrieved list of
documents and generating a final response. One of the challenges in a crowdsourced setting is to maintain or increase
the ecological validity, as previous studies have shown the presence of a physical entity (i.e., the smart speaker) can
impact how users interact with the system and perceive the information [66].

Manuscript submitted to ACM



Towards Detecting and Mitigating Cognitive Bias in Spoken Conversational Search

5.2 Behavioral Responses

Data collected during SCS experiments can be grouped in Behavioral Responses (discussed in this section), and
Physiological Responses (discussed in the following section). The groupings, data types, and measures are summarized
in Table 1.

Compared to screen-based interaction, analyzing audio-only interactions collected in SCS is less straightforward. SCS
lacks easily observable indicators of comprehension or focus, i.e., the listening effort (refer to Section 2.3). Moreover,
conversational interactions are less structured, making it more challenging to identify and measure specific biases.
Although web-logging data are unavailable for SCS, other types of behavioral data can provide a wealth of information.

5.2.1 Transcripts & Voice Modulation. On screen-based search, task performance [38] or web-logging data, e.g., clicked
search results [32, 68, 118] have been used to detect bias. In voice-based search, utterances serve as queries [105]. Voice
modulation is another attribute that screen-based search does not have, as discussed in Section 3.

Wei et al. [127] observed that users would raise their voices, repeat the questions, reformulate the queries, or change
the pronunciation when dealing with voice assistance errors. A system error occurs when the system fails to provide
users with the desired results, regardless of whether the error is caused by an incorrect response or lack of a response.
If we see bias as a system error where the system does not give users the answer they want. This can occur when the
answers do not align with users’ pre-existing beliefs or when the answers are too long, and users don’t have the patience
to listen to everything. In some cases, users may not be able to recognize that issues are due to cognitive bias in the
design process. Instead, they may report these problems as a ’system error’, especially for users with lower technology
experience. Anyhow, in such cases, users may attempt to bypass the system to obtain their desired results. For example,
they may ask for a shorter version of the answer, which can potentially produce bias. In short, transcripts and voice
modulations provide rich information to understand the interactions and differentiate biases from system errors in SCS.

5.2.2 Task Performance. Whenmeasuring listening effort or speech intelligibility, researchers usually use recall/remember
tasks, including individual word recognition, sentence comprehension, and sentence recognition [21]. By assessing
the accuracy of information the participants recall or recognize, we can capture which piece of information received
more attention, and provide some hints on the cognitive processing related to language [102]. These tasks have the
potential to be suitable for investigating bias. Under similar conditions (such as complexity and speech intelligence),
it is assumed that people are more likely to accept and comprehend certain information when encountering bias. As
a result, they tend to remember and recall that information more accurately [12]. Specifically, biased information
receives more attention and requires less cognitive load to process. Information that is consistent with participants’
existing beliefs tends to attract more interest and engagement and is easier to remember (Confirmation Bias), whereas
information that is inconsistent is more difficult to process and requires more cognitive effort. However, recall tasks
may lack granularity for the detection of cognitive bias. Additionally, other confound variables may play a role in
individual’s listening performance [21], e.g., language proficiency [60], and working memory capacity [40, 98]. Sriram
and Greenwald proposed a new version of the Implicit Association Test [46] – Brief-IAT [117], specifically designed
to assess bias. Dingler et al. [31] proposed a method to appropriately deploy Brief-IAT in crowdsourcing studies. We
advocate more such efforts that are necessary to develop tasks specifically crafted to evaluate cognitive bias in the SCS
context.
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5.3 Physiological Responses

Cognitive bias can be measured by examining differences in cognitive processes, emotions, and engagements. For
example, a user might be more engaged and focused, and experience greater emotionally aroused when the audio
reaches the end as opposed to the middle. Multi-modal sensing with wearable devices can capture these biological
responses and provide a reliable and comprehensive way to ‘visualize’ cognitive bias in SCS, similar to how eye-tracking
helps us to understand user interactions with screen-based IR systems. The data that can potentially be used are
described below.

5.3.1 Brain Signals. Electroencephalography (EEG) is a method to collect electrical activity in the brain, and is well-
established as a tool for understanding people’s brain function – both cognitive and emotional [20, 74]. EEGs are
often used in scientific studies to understand memory, attention, motivation, emotion, and responses to stimuli (e.g.,
information or emotional stimuli) [64]. For web search, EEG has shown promising results in detecting relevance judgment
at the article level [6, 49], and word level [132], as well as identifying information needs in a Q&A scenario [80]. Moravec
et al. [84] observed the increased cognitive activities signifying confirmation bias when judging fake news headlines.

Two common methods to analyze EEG signals to reveal the activation states of the brain to different extents are
Event-Related Potentials (ERP), and Frequency Band Analysis [83]. ERP is a time-locked analysis that describes the
cognitive activity after a particular event’s onset [74]. However, ERP is usually used to analyze the signal within a short
time window. Studies usually take the grand average of an estimated duration of each word, e.g., 1 second [39, 80, 132].
However, stimuli for information presentation usually have a longer duration, e.g., 1 minute, and it is difficult to
determine a particular onset time for ERP. In such cases, Frequency Band Analysis provides another option.

When people engage in different cognitive activities, the brain generates waves of different intensities. There are
five commonly categorized frequency bands; in particular, delta (0–4 Hz) is associated with deep sleep, theta (4–8 Hz) is
associated with creativity, emotion and memory, alpha (8–13 Hz) is associated with awake or relaxing, and beta (13–30
Hz) is associated with active thinking and problem-solving [64]. Studies on measuring cognitive bias through EEGs
investigated the alpha band as an indicator of attention [81, 84], the beta band to infer the level of engaging in active
thinking [134], as well as theta band for the performance of working memory [82]. It is worth noting that the works
described above particularly focus on the brain waves generated in the frontal cortex (Figure 4), as they relate to human
attention, memory, decoding, and retrieval.

Considering the potential of EEG to offer valuable insights into an individual’s brain activity, there has been an
increase in the development of these recording products. While traditionally, EEG has been of interest primarily for
research purposes, we also see a growing interest in its commercial applications. The headband EEG, e.g., MUSE [88],
has been a popular tool for tracking mental wellness and sleep for years. An earbud EEG has recently been released [36].
In the future, we may see EEG sensors integrated ubiquitously into our earphones [1, 9]. Although it is still unclear
how robustly these devices with fewer sensors measure, advancements in technology and data processing might open
new doors in SCS.

5.3.2 Peripheral Sensing. Commercial wearable sensors can capture a variety of signals that may complement EEG –
e.g., Electrodermal Activity (EDA) / Galvanic Skin Response (GSR), Photoplethysmography (PPG) / Blood Volume Pulse
(BVP), Skin Temperature (SKT), captured using a wristband [20], e.g., Empatica E4 [37]; these are called peripheral
signals [8].
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Fig. 4. 10–20 System for EEG electrode locations and corresponding brain regions [19, 76], which could help to characterize the type
of brain activities (and corresponding physiology, e.g., cognitive, emotional, and behavioral states).

EDA captures the variations in the skin’s electrical conductance driven by sweat gland activity. This means that
emotional responses, especially those triggered by stressful events, often increase perspiration (sweating) and, subse-
quently, elevated EDA levels [11, 20, 63]. As such, EDA is commonly used as a sensitive indicator of emotional and
cognitive arousal, and the level of engagement. It is observed that EDA decreases when individuals are highly engaged
(thus less aroused) in an activity [63]. PPG is a non-invasive method that uses light to measure blood volume changes.
Through PPGs, we can derive heart rate, blood oxygen levels, and other related metrics. PPG can also infer emotion.
For example, high arousal or valence (happiness) is associated with a rapid increase in heart rate, which manifests as
shorter intervals between PPG peaks [20, 63, 97]. Lastly, SKT reflects the balance between the body’s heat production
and heat loss, and it can be influenced by factors such as emotional states, environmental conditions, and metabolic
processes. For example, SKT generally decreases in low valence [63].

5.3.3 Pupillary Responses. Pupillary responses have been used to investigate selective attention [102], auditory
distraction [75], and listening efforts [98]. For voice interaction, wearable eye-tracking glasses, e.g., Pupil Labs Neon
glasses [65], can provide such a channel. However, it’s worth considering that pupil data collection is limited by lighting
conditions and may only be suitable for lab studies with consistent lighting. Additionally, the cost of using these devices
and their impact on participants’ physical comfort should be considered. Specifically, it’s essential to weigh the benefits
of data utility gained from collecting pupillary data against the burden of using additional devices. While gaze-tracking
may not be as informative in voice interaction as in visual interaction, some devices collect this data by default, resulting
in potential data waste.

5.4 Preliminary Results

We conducted a lab user study on information search [52] and collected the data – including EEG, EDA, BVP, and
eye-tracking – from 7 participants. The apparatus were Emotiv EPOC 14-channel headset, Empatica E4 wristband, and
Tobii Fusion Eye-tracker. Although the other data were collected, only EEG and EDA were discussed in this paper for
illustration purposes.

5.4.1 Procedure. The experiment was a simulated information search scenario. The participants were given a backstory
(context), submitted their search query, and received the audio pre-defined search results (about 1 minute). The
participants were required to rate perceived difficulty in understanding each topic and search results from 1 (least) to 5
(most). Each participant needed to complete 12 topics in total in random order.

5.4.2 Data. Because all stimuli were controlled to be less difficult, we selected results from 2 topics that were self-rated
as the most relatively difficult (𝜇 3.0/5.0) and easy (𝜇 1.3/5.0). Although cognitive bias was not the target manipulation
in the experiment, the perceived difficulty in understanding the auditory information reveals the change in cognitive
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Fig. 5. Preliminary EEG Results (𝑁 = 7) of grand average on listening to Search Results on self-rated 𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑦 (Antarctica exploration
– R03.353) and ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑑 topics (Freighter ship registration – T04.743). Deeper color indicates greater neural activities. Cool colors for
negative voltage represent inhibitory activities, i.e., suppressed, blocked, or restricted, while warm colors for positive voltage represent
excitatory activities, i.e., promoted, facilitated, or enhanced [74]. The dots represent the placement of 14 electrodes.

efforts in receiving the information. EEG data are cleaned following the procedure described by Eugster et al. [39],
then divided into equal-length 3-second epochs (segments) for further analysis. EDA data are cleaned and decomposed
following the procedure described by Bota et al. [20]. Subsequently, the EDA and SCL values are aggregated with a
1-second sliding window and then subtracted by the onset value, to present the changes.

5.4.3 Results.

EEG. Figure 5 demonstrated a clear difference between the 𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑦 and the ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑑 topics. Overall, it is suggested that
there was less neural activation in the 𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑦 topic. Increasing positive voltages were observed at 1.75 seconds in most
regions, inferring that more focused attention and engagement. Meanwhile, a pronounced negative voltage in the left
temporal lobe might suggest reallocating cognitive resources from processing the auditory information to other brain
areas needing more processing power. Then, strong peaks in the right parietal lobe were observed at 2.79 seconds,
related to environmental awareness. This can be explained by participants often staring outside of the main task screen
when listening to the audio. For the ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑑 topic, the heightened neural activation was observed early at 0.75 seconds.
Pronounced peaks were observed in the pre-frontal and frontal areas, suggesting participants were engaged in deeper
cognitive processing and working memory tasks related to understanding the information. Enhanced activation was also
presented in the temporal region, which handles the auditory and language processing; this might indicate increased
effort in language comprehension or recalling related knowledge for the ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑑 topic.

EDA. As illustrated in Figure 6, when listening to the search results for the 𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑦 topic, there is less individual
difference in the changes of overall EDA value or the tonic value (i.e., SCL). However, the SCL exhibits much greater
variability and fluctuation when participants are exposed to the ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑑 topic. For the ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑑 topic, the SCL increases overall
over time. This suggests the participants have increased arousal levels or feel more stress when absorbing the difficult
information in the audio. Conversely, the SCL overall decreases or remains mostly stable for the 𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑦 topic.

5.4.4 Summary. These preliminary results indicate that observing comparable differences in users’ consumption of
information via audio (as is the case for SCS) is viable and worth exploring in more detail, since multi-modal signals

Manuscript submitted to ACM



Towards Detecting and Mitigating Cognitive Bias in Spoken Conversational Search

EASY  HARD

0.10

0.05

0.00

Mean EDA Changes

5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60
seconds

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2
SCL Changes

 HARD
EASY

Fig. 6. Preliminary EDA results (𝑁 = 7) of the first minute on listening to Search Results on self-rated 𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑦 and ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑑 topics. The left
box plot represents the distribution of the average EDA changes, and the right line plot represents the changes of SCL over time.

(e.g., neural activity captured by EEG [12, 81]) can provide insights into the activation of fast and slow thinking
systems [30, 56].

By effectively combining the behavioral data (Section 5.2) and multiple signals from wearable devices (Section 5.3),
we may eventually develop methods that can accurately identify user behavior and preferences in SCS scenarios. Our
proposed methodology can potentially facilitate research in characterizing cognitive bias in SCS – an area that requires
further exploration.

6 CHALLENGES & ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS

Physiological sensing has shown excellent performance in detecting emotion and specific cognitive activities. However,
using sensors to detect complex constructs such as cognitive biases is not trivial. The need to use multiple wearable
devices also raises various challenges and important ethical considerations that we discuss in this section.

6.1 Planning

Each method that captures behavioral and physiological responses provides data at different levels of granularity.
Planning an SCS experiment involves carefully selecting appropriate measures. We can use task responses to measure
biases in the outcome of an information-processing activity, and transcripts and voice modulation can be used to
measure biases in the process itself. However, the interactions in SCS are less structured compared to text-based
search. As a result, analyzing behavioral data, such as SCS transcripts, requires an extensive qualitative approach (e.g.,
[124]). This involves examining the data in detail and identifying patterns, themes, and insights, requiring more human
effort. Physiological data reflects distinct changes that occur during SCS interaction stages. For example, reduced
EDA is typically associated with engagement, while elevated EDA is connected to alertness. Peripherals can indicate
emotional arousal and valence, but cognitive biases are complex. It is unclear whether cognitive biases have a directly
observable impact on indicators that peripherals can measure. Similarly, EEG data offers direct insight into neural
activity with different analysis techniques, but each has distinct requirements for the experimental design, as discussed
earlier. The lack of expertise relating to neuroscience can also be a challenge during study design. Since EEG data can
include extensive noise, researchers must understand how to collect and interpret the data accurately. Moreover, the
duration of the activity is an often-overlooked factor that impacts on the reliability of physiological signal analysis.
Typically, physiological sensing is used in longer activities (e.g., 40 minutes) as trends and patterns can unfold over
extended periods. Conversely, SCS often involves short tasks of only a few minutes in length. Because of signal
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processing requirements, certain frequency features may become unavailable or distorted, especially those associated
with high-frequency components in PPG data [97].

We recommend that researchers develop a detailed data analysis plan during experiment design, and consider
pre-registering the experiment.7 They should have a sound understanding of the pros and cons of each data type, and
corresponding analysis techniques.

6.2 Interpretability

When a measured value has a distant relationship with the targeted construct, it is less valid, reliable, and objective
[104, 126]. Cognitive bias is a high-level, abstract construct. Researchers should break down the hypotheses relating to
a cognitive bias into more concrete behaviors, such as engagement or cognitive load, and then further decompose these
into direct indicators like skin conductance level or reaction time [126].

Physiological data typically provide indirect insights into the user experience. The information stemming from
physiological data is embedded into a varying number of channels. Generally, the interpretation of data with fewer
channels, such as peripherals and pupillary responses, are easier and more straightforward to analyze. In contrast, data
with more channels, like EEG with 14 channels or more, requires complex analysis methods and multiple techniques.
Furthermore, examining changes in certain features extracted from data can help us better understand what has
occurred, but there is a possibility of missing certain patterns. Multi-disciplinary expertise is needed to interpret the
bio-mechanism behind such patterns [107]. To this end, machine learning models with a large number of extracted
features are commonly used [3, 34, 49, 106]. Deep learning models that decode entire signals can also reveal more
intricate details [42, 130, 131], but risk making the analysis less interpretable.

6.3 Sensitivity

Behavioral and physiological responses that can reveal more information are typically also more sensitive. In addition to
controlled variables, other confounding variables, such as fatigue, interest, and health status could also affect responses.
The context, including specific activities such as speech, may also impact the data [11, 104]. Therefore, it is crucial to
account for confounding variables both when designing the experiment and drawing conclusions from the results.
Moreover, each signal requires unique pre-processing pipelines [20]. The steps of pre-processing may overly trim (e.g.,
losing some patterns) or inadequately denoise (e.g., contaminating by artifacts) the data. When researching literature or
conducting data-cleaning procedures, we recommend accounting for data sensitivity by keeping in mind the specific
activities (e.g., speaking), contexts (e.g., mobile search [131], collaborative information sharing [81]), and devices (e.g.,
14-channel [49] or 1-channel [48] EEG device) associated with the experiment.

6.4 Individual Difference

Everyone’s body and brain can react and generate signals slightly differently due to genetics, age, health status, and
past experiences. For instance, some people may have a calm disposition and are less prone to getting altered or excited.
This variability means that a physiological response observed in one individual might not be identical or mean the same
thing in another individual. Therefore, it is challenging to establish universal patterns, and interpreting physiological
responses accurately often requires within-subject study designs, personalized or group-specific calibration and analysis.
7Preregistration is the process of specifying a research plan (including analysis) before carrying out a study, and submitting this to a registry. This allows
for a clear distinction between exploratory research (such as looking for relationships in a data set) and confirmatory research (such as testing a predicted
effect based on a clear hypothesis.
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6.5 Data Collection

The data are collected across some barriers, e.g., skin (EDA) or skull (EGG). One key concern with this type of data is
the potential for delay times and reliability issues. Specifically, there is a risk that the measured response to a given
stimulus may be delayed and inadvertently counted as a response to the next stimulus. Besides, sensors used to collect
data often require optimum contact with specific body areas (e.g., skin contact for EDA [11]) to collect reliable data. It
is important that the researchers are trained to familiarize themselves with the data and the devices before collecting
the data.

6.6 Ethical considerations

Our proposed methodology introduces several potential risks that need to be considered. The sensitive nature of the
data collected from wearable sensors (e.g., heart rate, or complex brain signals) requires a meticulous approach to
data management, including collection, analysis, storage, and sharing. Data from devices like EEG can potentially
compromise the privacy of participants [136] as they expose thoughts and emotions. Obtaining informed consent, and
ensuring that participants are fully aware of the level of exposure, is essential. Protocols such as the ones followed by
Arnau-González et al. [7] for using EEG signals could be used. Recent studies have proposed EEG-based (i.e., biometric)
login systems using different types of stimuli (emotional, cognitive, and/or physiological) [25, 89]. Researchers studying
such complex signals need to be aware of the stimuli used for biometric purposes, and may need to refrain from
collecting or storing similar stimuli in their experiments.

In light of these factors, adhering to strict ethical standards, regulations, and protocols in handling such data is
imperative. Furthermore, special attention needs to be paid when designing bias mitigation strategies using multi-modal
signals for real-time content manipulation, as it may infringe an individual’s cognitive liberty [101]. More importantly,
advances in this direction may require new regulations in order to minimize and control the adversarial use of content
manipulation technology. It is also crucial to account for individual variations, particularly among minority groups
and those with brain injuries or neurological conditions (e.g., neurodiverse population). Experiments that consider
these differences are necessary to achieve more accurate and representative results. Recent work by Sitbon et al. [112]
discusses practical approaches to include neurodiverse users in IR and related fields in detail.

7 AUTHORS’ POSITIONALITY

The paper discusses the perspectives which have been strongly influenced by the research, disciplinary background and
personal views of our interdisciplinary author team. Our team includes computer science researchers in information
retrieval, conversational search, human-computer interaction, and pervasive computing. Additionally, some of the
authors have significantly influenced these perspectives from their work on exploring and conducting experiments
around cognitive bias in either screen- or voice-based search, and their personal experience as members of the
neurodiverse community. By drawing from diverse perspectives, the authors acknowledge the complexities surrounding
cognitive biases. The main goal of this paper is to support a comprehensive discussion on understanding and utilizing
biases in SCS.We acknowledge the existing gap in including perspectives fromminority groups, First Nations peoples [69,
135], or people with disabilities.
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8 CONCLUSIONS

This paper draws upon insights from disciplines including information-seeking, psychology, cognitive science, and
wearable sensors. We highlight the under-explored area of cognitive biases in sophisticated voice-only systems like SCS
and advocate for further investigation in this direction. We argue that instruments used to study cognitive biases in
traditional web search are insufficient for this purpose, and propose research opportunities for further exploration in
this area. Additionally, we envision and propose a general experimental approach for investigating cognitive biases in
SCS, which researchers and practitioners can utilize. We report preliminary results from an exploratory experiment to
demonstrate the feasibility and significance of utilizing neural activities and physiological signals for this purpose. We
also acknowledge and identify the challenges of adopting our proposed approach, and point out some of the important
ethical considerations that need to be made.
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