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Fig. 1. Arm Robot is a set of AR-enhanced embodied interaction techniques with visual feedback for intuitive robot manipulation.
The robot’s gripper closes as the user’s hand closes (upper left). The “Freeze/Unfreeze” feature (upper right) allows users to pause or
resume embodiment. With “Mirror” (lower left) mode, users can intuitively map their motion to the robot’s motion in a mirror-like
manner. The “Scale” function (lower right) enables users to adjust the scale of embodied movement. The coordination disk (green
circle with two arrows) affords interactions for “Scale” and “Mirror”, while a pinchable line (the green/grey transparent line between
hand and physical gripper) supports “Freeze/Unfreeze”. The line’s color indicates control ON (green) or OFF (grey). A virtual robot,
superposed on the physical robot, embodies the real-time response of the robot to user interaction.
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2 Pei et al.

Embodied interaction has been introduced to human-robot interaction (HRI) as a type of teleoperation, in which users control
robot arms with bodily action via handheld controllers or haptic gloves. Embodied teleoperation has made robot control intuitive
to non-technical users, but differences between humans’ and robots’ capabilities e.g., ranges of motion and response time, remain
challenging. In response, we present Arm Robot, an embodied robot arm teleoperation system that helps users tackle human-robot
discrepancies. Specifically, Arm Robot (1) includes AR visualization as real-time feedback on temporal and spatial discrepancies, and (2)
allows users to change observing perspectives and expand action space. We conducted a user study (N=18) to investigate the usability
of the Arm Robot and learn how users perceive the embodiment. Our results show users could use Arm Robot’s features to effectively
control the robot arm, providing insights for continued work in embodied HRI.

ACM Reference Format:
Siyou Pei, Alexander Chen, Ronak Kaoshik, Ruofei Du, and Yang Zhang. 2025. Arm Robot: AR-Enhanced Embodied Control and
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1 Introduction

Using hands to intuitively control robot arms has been demonstrated in human-robot interaction (HRI), where users
could control a robot armwith bodily movements via hand instrumentation such as controllers [41] or gloves [14]. Unlike
conventional robot programming methods, these embodied interaction methods made robot arms readily available for
new tasks that emerged in-situ, and easy to use for non-technical users. However, there remain usability challenges
caused by spatial and temporal discrepancies between humans’ and robots’ capabilities.

Regarding spatial discrepancies, humans and robots have different numbers of sections, arm lengths, and joint
kinematics, which leads to different ranges of motion. For example, the motion range of a warehouse robot can be much
bigger than a human arm reach, while a surgical robot may have finer ranges of motion. In addition, while the robot
gripper follows the human hand, the rest of the robot arm usually has a different pose than the human arm, which
may appear between users and the gripper, blocking observation of the gripper’s status. Furthermore, some gripper
orientations might require hand poses that are difficult to perform. For example, when the user and the robot arm are
on opposite sides of the task, any angles of the robot gripper pointing towards the user would require the user to bend
their hands awkwardly towards themselves.

For temporal discrepancies, humans and robots, if thought of as systems, have different response times. Specifically,
most commercial robot arms have a non-negligible latency referring to human movements as ground truth benchmarks.
System latency comes from mechanical maximum acceleration, network, control algorithms etc.. For example, human
body itself is a highly delicate system that can move a hand at up to 45m/s (100mph) within 20 to 40 millisecond [35],
while a robot arm’s maximum speed is usually 1-2 m/s with a peak acceleration of 4m/s2 [31, 32]. Also, communication
of tracking data and robot commands worsens the latency. Prior work has shown that the gap in response time increases
the cognitive load of robot control [5, 21].

These discrepancies severely limit the usability of current embodied interaction techniques and motivated this work
to identify additional interaction techniques to make embodied interaction in HRI even more powerful. To help users
tackle human-robot differences in capabilities, we present Arm Robot, an embodied robot arm control system that
allows users to change the human-robot spatial mapping to accommodate differences in ranges of motion. With Arm
Robot, a user can adjust the spatial mapping between human and robot, which includes the on/off (“Freeze / Unfreeze”),

© 2025 Copyright held by the owner/author(s).
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Arm Robot: AR-Enhanced Embodied Control and Visualization for Intuitive Robot Arm Manipulation 3

the scale (“Scale”), and the mirror reversion (“Mirror”) of embodied movement. Additionally, Arm Robot accommodates
users with zero-delay robot visualization as real-time feedback.

As the robot and the operator are in the same room in our settings, we naturally turn to AR for in-situ interaction and
visualization. To use Arm Robot, a user could pause/resume the control with “Freeze / Unfreeze”, scale up or down the
spatial mapping with “Scale”, or reverse motion on one axis using “Mirror”. When their range of motion is not compatible
with robot’s, they can flexibly combine these techniques to extend their movements, and tackle awkward hand pose.
For example, by using the “Freeze / Unfreeze” feature, users are allowed to freeze the robot at their limit, relocate and
reposition, unfreeze, and continue their task. When the robot cannot move as fast as instructed, they could preview
robot action by referring to the zero-delay robot visualization. We elaborate on how each feature/visualization was
designed to augment users’ capabilities or perception in Sec 3. This design of Arm Robot concludes our first contribution
– proposing an embodied robot control system that augments human perception and capability to compensate for the
human-robot discrepancies. These interaction designs were solicited by literature, refined after a pilot study, and proven
effective in a later main user study.

Besides addressing the limitations of embodied methods in robot arm control, we intend to fill a vacuum in HRI studies
of embodiment as few studies have investigated the embodiment in HRI. This compares drastically different than much
investigations that have been done in XR research [1, 6, 13, 24], which even include a specific thread of investigations
of freehand interaction v.s. controller-based interaction [18, 30]. We conducted a user study (N=18) to investigate how
the adjustable spatial mapping and visualization impact usability overall, and the sense of embodiment which has
been a key to the ease of use of embodied interactions. In addition, we considered both freehand and controller-based
embodied interactions in our study for a larger front where new knowledge could be generated by comparisons of
these two that feature different extents of embodiment – freehand has higher extends than controller-based method.
We designed a variety of robot arm tasks and collected both quantitative and qualitative data in our study.

Results show Arm Robot helped participants address the the HCI challenges in robot teleoperation. The usefulness
of methods to adjust spatial mapping ranked as follows, from most useful to least useful: “Freeze / Unfreeze”, “Scale”,
and “Mirror”. Participants also appreciated visualizations in augmenting their perception of discrepancies. Furthermore,
participants held various preferences on the extent of embodiment. Our findings provide insights for future work in
improving robot teleoperation experience.

In summary, we focus on the following research questions:
• RQ1: What are the challenges of embodied interactions in robot arm control?
• RQ2: How do we design a system to address these challenges in embodied robot arm control?
• RQ3: How do freehand and controller-based Arm Robot affect the usability differently?

In response, our contribution unfolds in three aspects,
• Identify challenges: We revealed existing HCI challenges of robot teleoperation – difficulty in understanding
motion mapping, limited feedback bandwidth, and limited action space due to discrepancies in range of motion.

• System design: In response, we designed Arm Robot, an AR-enhanced embodied control system that enabled
discrepancy visualizations and adjustable spatial mapping.

• We evaluated the effectiveness of Arm Robot and present findings about the extent of body embodiment users
needed for effective embodied teleoperation;
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4 Pei et al.

2 Related Work

2.1 XR-enhanced HRI

XR has been used to enhance interaction with robots. VR in HRI is often used in data collection or video streaming.
For example, Zhang et al. [48] used virtual scenes in VR to collect low-cost training data, while other VR applications
aim to facilitate safe training or remote operation in a reconstructed real-world environment [15, 22, 44], or from a
camera’s perspective [3, 8, 41, 46, 47].

While VR aims for immersion in remote environments, AR/MR in HRI aims to improve usability for physically
co-located settings. Suzuki et al. [42] present a comprehensive survey on AR-enhanced HRI, and summarised the variety
of AR design components including UIs/widgets [45], spatial references and visualizations [37, 45], and embedded
visual effects. Digital twins of robots are one kind of spatial visualization. Prior art has investigated how digital twins of
robots and objects in AR enable users to program a robot even without a physical one [4, 11, 17]. Closest to our work,
Wang et al. [45] used a digital twin for task planning to facilitate human-robot collaboration, when a physical robot
awaits to execute. We also deploy digital twin of a co-located robot. However, our digital twin is designed to tackle
system latency in real-time teleoperation instead of advanced planning. The bases of virtual and physical robots always
align for users to compare their poses and trajectories in real-time. We also leveraged AR to enable other interaction
with 3D virtual interfaces (e.g., the line, the disk, and the arrows in Sec 3) rather than 2D UI or widgets.

2.2 Embodied Interaction in XR

Embodied interaction [10] has a unique strength in transforming abstract computation into intuitive interactions, using
metaphors of practical physical actions or social conventions [2]. As XR technologies emerge, embodied interaction has
been widely used in XR for natural spatial input, adopting new metaphors beyond traditional WIMP in 2D screens [19].
Human body is a common vessel in embodied interaction. For example, Hand Interfaces [24] use a hand to embody a
virtual joystick with a thumb-up gesture. Embodied Exploration [23] allows wheelchair users to embody a virtual avatar
in VR to facilitate intuitive and precise remote assessment of environment accessibility. Different spatial mappings
between the human body and virtual counterpart have been explored separately in prior work of body-embodied
interaction. For instance, Sousa et al. [38] and Tao et al. [43] introduce a natural warping of virtual avatars to increase
annotation accuracy or realism. The spatial offset in mapping can also be made large on purpose, for example, Feuchtner
et al. [13] and Schjerlund et al. [34] intentionally depart virtual hand(s) by a large offset to augment reachability. In
addition, the scale of spatial mapping was also studied in Mini-Me [26] and Snow Dome [25], which change the size of
embodied avatars to accommodate various collaboration scenarios.

While prior works present different spatial mappings separately, Arm Robot allows users to modify the spatial
mapping with “Freeze / Unfreeze”, “Scale”, and “Mirror” features, and explores how users would take advantage of these
features during embodied teleoperation.

2.3 Embodied Interaction in HRI

Embodied interaction has been used to control robot arms, where the extent of body embodiment varies significantly.
3D Mouse [29] by Radalytica is a freedrive button to shift, tilt, and press, which passes the same actions to a robot end
effector. The media of embodiment is the 3D Mouse instead of the human body. Instead, embodied teleoperation with
handheld controllers involves more body embodiment by directly using 6-DOF hand location as input, employing a VR
controller [41], or a pen-shaped tracker [33]. Embodied teleoperation with free hands engages the human body to the
Manuscript submitted to ACM
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next level, as users can deliver more unrestricted motion to control the robot through hand-worn sensors [14, 20], or
vision-based methods [3, 11, 28, 36].

While various embodiments of teleoperation interfaces offer distinct advantages, the common thread is the need for
intuitive, seamless control of robot arms, which becomes particularly challenging when the nuances of human-robot
interaction are considered. Building on this diversity in control methods, our research explores the human-centered
challenges encountered in real-world teleoperation scenarios, as identified through expert consultation. Specifically,
through consulting with three experts who use robot arms daily and have more than one year of experience in robot
teleoperation, we identified several HCI challenges in robot teleoperation in response to RQ1 (annotated with warning
signs in Fig. 2). In this paper, we aim to address these HCI challenges by introducing AR visual cues to maximize the
utility of prior knowledge, providing real-time feedback, and enable a larger action space. We also studied how the
extent of body embodiment affected the usability and sense of embodiment in teleoperation by comparing freehand
Arm Robot and a controller-based Arm Robot. In comparison with prior work (e.g., [12]), Arm Robot offers a more
comprehensive solution to address gaps in both ranges of motion and response time.
Challenge#1: Lacking an understanding of robot motion: The experts reported the challenge of lacking an
understanding of robot motion.In particular, they commented that people without robot expertise usually find it harder
to perform teleoperation because they lack prior knowledge about the robot’s range of motion and hand-gripper mapping.
They explicitly mentioned that the difference between experts and novices in teleoperation is their understanding of
how hand motion is regarded by the robot gripper.
Challenge#2: Inaccurate observation: The second challenge is inaccurate observation, primarily caused by occlusion
and time delay. During teleoperation, the robot arm often blocks the operator’s line of sight, and users cannot change
their perspective due to embodied movement. Although some systems use multiple cameras for better feedback,
perceiving depth from 2D video remains difficult, requiring even experts to rely on spatial imagination. Time delays
in robot systems, stemming from control algorithms and communication, further disrupt the perception-action cycle,
especially with larger robots requiring trajectory smoothing. These delays vary unpredictably across systems and
movements.
Challenge#3: Limited action space: Finally, the third challenge is limited action space. Because the robot arm and
human arm have different ranges of motion, humans cannot reach some positions because of arm length and joint
flexibility (See Video Figure at 1:46 and 2:40 for examples). Therefore, they need to find a perfect angle that their hand
motion feels natural through trial and error when recording a teleoperated demonstration.

3 Interaction Design

3.1 Iteration 1: Interaction Ideation through Low-Fidelity Prototyping

In this iteration, we conceptualized the interaction model for a human operator performing robot teleoperation. We
framed the design within a perception-action model (Fig. 2, which is a common concept shown in literature but takes
various names and manifests with different compositions [7, 9, 16, 27]. In this model, the human-robot interaction
process follows this sequence: the human brain processes prior knowledge and analysis to decide on an action, which
leads to human action. This action, mediated by human-robot mapping, results in a robot action. The human then
perceives feedback, which informs the brain for subsequent actions.

Prior knowledge is crucial in this loop. When humans have more prior knowledge of the task and system, they
require less feedback (e.g., we move our hands freely without looking at them). Conversely, a lack of prior knowledge

Manuscript submitted to ACM



6 Pei et al.

Fig. 2. The human-robot interaction model in teleoperation. The process begins with the human brain analyzing prior knowledge and
situational data to decide on a human action. Through the human-robot mapping, the robot responds with a corresponding action.
Feedback from the robot’s behavior is perceived by the human. The warning signs indicate HCI challenges at that step.

Fig. 3. Embodied gripper with rotation offset in the first iteration of the design. The left side illustrates the robot gripper aligning
with the user’s wrist, with a curved green line and distance number. The right side demonstrates the robot gripper rotating relative to
the user’s wrist at a specified angle, preserving the same distance, allowing for varied and flexible interaction between the human
and robot in teleoperation tasks.

increases the importance of feedback to guide human’s understanding. As explained in Sec. 2.3, one major HCI challenge
in robot teleoperation is understanding the mapping between the human body and the robot, given differences in their
ranges of motion. This abstract mapping can lead to difficulty in controlling the robot, reducing the operator’s ability to
exploit the robot’s full potential.

Given these considerations, our design aims to address three key issues: (1) maximizing the utility of an operator’s
prior knowledge, (2) providing clearer feedback, and (3) enriching the action space by introducing flexible mapping.

3.1.1 Maximizing the Utility of Prior Knowledge. To make the mapping between humans and robots more intuitive,
we embodied the robot gripper with the user’s hand. This embodiment allowed users to open and close the gripper
simply by mimicking the action with their hand. Additionally, we matched the wrist position and hand orientation to
the gripper base position and pose. This design leveraged the user’s natural familiarity with their own hand movements,
minimizing the learning curve and improving interaction efficiency.

3.1.2 Providing Clearer Feedback. To enhance feedback, we offer an option to overlay a semi-transparent virtual gripper
on the user’s hand in AR, ensuring it moved together with the user’s hand as though it were a skin. This visual cue
allowed users to better understand how their hand movements translated to the robot’s gripper actions. To further
Manuscript submitted to ACM
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clarify the correspondence between the hand and gripper, we resized the virtual gripper to better align with the hand’s
contour, enhancing the embodiment effect.

We also introduced a curved line (visual cues in AR) that connected the robot gripper and the hand, with numerical
annotations showing the distance between the two. This helped users visualize the exact spatial relationship between
their hand and the gripper during operation, providing clear and immediate feedback on the mapping.

3.1.3 Enriching the Action Space. To enable more flexible interaction, we introduced features that allowed users to
manipulate the virtual gripper beyond simple direct mapping. Users could drag the virtual gripper away from its
original pose to create position and orientation offsets. For instance, if the virtual gripper was rotated 90 degrees
counterclockwise, moving the user’s hand forward would result in the gripper moving to the left. Additionally, users
could adjust the scale of the mapping, so that moving their hand by one foot could move the robot by two feet if the
scaling factor was set to 2. This enriched action space allowed users to customize the interaction, tailoring it to the
task’s requirements and the robot’s capabilities.

3.2 Iteration 2: Testing with Mid-Fidelity Prototypes in Simulation

In this iteration, we implemented the design in a virtual reality (VR) environment. We created a virtual robot with
realistic motion characteristics, including time delay (around 1-3 sec depending on the complexity of movement and
the motor speed setting) and kinematic accuracy, to closely simulate the behavior of the physical robot. This allowed us
to test the effectiveness of the interaction techniques in a controlled, simulated setting. Users were asked to perform
tasks in this environment to provide feedback on the design.

We invited two users (1F, 1M) for a 15-minute test session where they were asked to pick up virtual objects and
move them around. Users quickly adapted to the embodied control and visualizations, however, users encountered
several blockers that affected the overall experience:

3.2.1 Time Delay and Feedback Confusion. The simulated time delay, while realistic, introduced asynchronous feedback.
This delay confused users, as the robot’s actions did not immediately align with their hand movements. Users found it
difficult to synchronize their actions with the delayed feedback, leading to frustration and hesitation.

3.2.2 Occlusion and Perception Challenges. Another issue arose with visual occlusion, where users could not perceive
the correct feedback due to parts of the virtual robot obstructing their view. For example, in the middle of an action, the
arm portion of the robot may block the user’s line of sight of the gripper. Another example is from some perspectives,
the gripper may block the observation of the manipulated object. The occlusion made it difficult for them to fully
understand how their actions affected the robot, further complicating the teleoperation experience.

3.2.3 Rich Action v.s. User Confusion. While the position offset feature was intuitive and easy for users to handle, the
rotation offset caused significant confusion. Users struggled with the concept of moving the robot in directions that
differed from their hand movements. They were comfortable with direct mappings, i.e., moving in the same direction.
Interestingly, they also found mirrored mapping (180-degree flip) acceptable, since it leverages prior knowledge of a
user seeing symmetric action in a mirror in daily settings. Other than the direct and mirrored mapping, users struggled
with arbitrary rotation offsets. This misalignment between expected and actual motion disrupted the flow of interaction.

3.2.4 Design Adjustments. To address these blockers, we made several key adjustments to the interaction design:
Manuscript submitted to ACM



8 Pei et al.

• Freeze/Unfreeze Feature: We introduced a freeze/thaw feature to help users better observe and understand the robot’s
behavior. By freezing the robot, users could pause the teleoperation and move around to change their perspective. This
allowed them to examine the robot’s position and assess its actions more clearly. Once they had a better understanding,
they could thaw the robot and continue the operation seamlessly.

• Immediate Feedback via Virtual Robot: To mitigate the confusion caused by the time delay, we added a second virtual
robot with no delay (in our design, the original virtual robot represented a physical robot with a realistic time delay).
This secondary robot provided immediate feedback on how the robot would react to user actions in real time. By
having this additional visual cue, users were able to anticipate the delayed robot’s movements, reducing time in trial
and error and improving the overall experience.

• Simplifying Rich Action: Based on user feedback, we kept the scaling feature, which allowed users to adjust the
mapping scale between hand movements and robot movements. However, we simplified the rotation offset feature,
simplifying it into a mirror feature. Instead of allowing arbitrary rotations, users could now move the robot either in
the same direction as their hand or in the opposite direction, creating a mirrored effect. This adjustment reduced
confusion while maintaining flexibility in controlling the robot.
These design changes aimed to increase precision and reduce time in trial and error, and effort in adjusting while

allowing for rich, flexible interactions with the robot.

3.3 Iteration 3: Testing with High-Fidelity Prototypes on a Real Robot Arm

In the final iteration, we deployed the interaction design on a real robot (details in the implementation section later)
and conducted a 30-minute pilot study with three users (2F, 1M, average age 28.3) from the research network. The users
all had experience with XR, though only one had prior experience with robot programming. The goal of this study was
to validate the interaction design in a real-world scenario.

Users were asked to relocate various objects on a tabletop, including a 6x6x6 cm cube, an 18 cm tall plush toy, and a
20 cm tall plastic bottle. The task did not have strict time constraints, and users were instructed to think aloud while
performing the task. This allowed us to gather insights into how they interacted with the robot and whether any issues
emerged during teleoperation.

While users did not experience confusion with the system features, several new issues specific to real robots were
observed: Unexpected Jitter and Swing One of the primary issues was the occurrence of unexpected jitter and swing
in the robot’s movements, which had not been seen in the virtual simulations. These behaviors were attributed to
inconsistencies in the inverse kinematics (IK) solution, leading to erratic swings and potential collisions with the table.
To address this, we leveraged the robot’s SDK to fine-tune the control parameters, ensuring smoother, more stable robot
movements and preventing further collisions. Usability Improvements In addition to addressing the mechanical
issues, users provided feedback on the visual feedback system. They found that the overlaid robot visualization overlay
was too opaque, obstructing their view of the physical robot. Based on this feedback, we adjusted the transparency to a
more optimal level (20%), enhancing visibility without compromising the benefits of visual cues. Users also found the
numerical values of distance more distracting than helpful, so we removed them. In addition, users suggested using a
straight line rather than a curved line to connect the hand and the physical gripper, because it was easier to reflect the
distance.

Manuscript submitted to ACM
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4 Arm Robot

4.1 Level of Embodiment in Teleoperation

Arm Robot’s interaction centers on hand embodiment, using the “gripper as hand” metaphor. However, we can use
either a freehand, or handheld controller as the input modality. As we aim to investigate how much embodiment users
appreciate in teleoperation, we design two versions of Arm Robot.

The first version is a freehand Arm Robot. Users’ wrist movements are retargeted to the robot’s gripper in 6-DOF,
and hand openness is retargeted to gripper openness. The other version is a controller-based Arm Robot. Users’ hand
pose, approximated by the controller’s pose, is retargeted to the robot’s gripper pose in 6-DOF, but the gripper openness
is now bound to the trigger button on the controller. We hypothesized users may feel less sense of embodiment.

4.2 Visualization for Clear Feedback

We display two robot visualizations rather than abstract text to augment user perception with visual feedback.

4.2.1 Temporal Discrepancy. The first robot visualization is a full robot arm superposed right on the physical one. It
shows the robot’s motion without delay in AR. In other words, it is the zero-delay version of the physical robot. This
robot visualization is made translucent to avoid any visual occlusion of the real robot. When the real robot arrives at
the target pose indicated by the virtual robot, they will fully overlap. This intends to augment users’ perception of
different response times.

This virtual robot also changes color from translucent white to bright orange when the intended motion is impossible
due to robot kinematics. For example, if a user continuously moves in a direction and goes beyond the range of the
robot’s motion, the robot will turn orange as an anomaly signal. This feature aims to augment users’ perception of
different ranges of motion.

4.2.2 Spatial Discrepancy. The second robot visualization is a virtual gripper that overlaps with the embodying hand.
The virtual gripper is translucent so users can still see their hand through the gripper. This visualization gives users an
idea of the correspondence between their hand and the robot gripper.

4.3 Interaction Techniques to Change Perspectives and Expand Action Space

We adopted the absolute coordination system to track hand position. The human hand’s range of motion can be extended
by walking or bending. But this is not enough.

We augmented users’ range of motion through three interactions to change the spatial mapping between the hand
and the gripper. They are the on/off switch, the scale of mapping, and the mirror reversal of mapping. We recommend
turning off embodiment to free the hand for other operations like scaling or mirroring.

4.3.1 “Freeze/Unfreeze”. We connected a straight line in AR between the wrist and the physical gripper. When the line
is green, it means the embodiment is on. Users can use the other hand to pinch the line. After the pinch, the line will
turn grey indicating that the embodiment is paused. We call it “Freeze”. Once the gripper freezes, users can freely move
to another position while the positional offset of spatial mapping keeps updated with the new relative position between
the hand and the gripper. The new spatial mapping will take effect after the user pinches the line to unfreeze the gripper.
Therefore, users can move around to observe from different perspectives without messing up the motion mapping.

Manuscript submitted to ACM



10 Pei et al.

Fig. 4. The high-level system architecture of Arm Robot shows the data communication between the user, AR headset, Unity, and the
physical robot.

4.3.2 “Scale”. Users can modify the scale of spatial mapping by interacting with a disk. They can resize the disk with
two-hand manipulation. The disk radius indicates the ratio of robot motion to hand motion. For example, if the disk is
resized as twice as large, one inch of hand movement will become two inches of gripper movement. The disk can be
shrunk to half or enlarged to double. This feature is called “Scale”. This feature was designed to augment or shrink
effective human motion range to adapt to the robot workspace.

4.3.3 “Mirror”. Mirror reversal of motion is designed as an alternative spatial mapping to fit into the motion range
when the target object is between the operator and the robot. We place two solid arrows embodying the X and Y axes
on the disk. Users can rotate an arrowhead 180 degrees to reverse the robot’s motion on that axis. For example, when
users approach the robot along this axis in “Mirror” mode, the robot will approach the users too, instead of shifting
away in the same direction. The robot imitates the moves seemingly as the user’s reflection in the mirror.

Metaphor Virtual Action Physical Action

Gripper is hand Rotate and translate the gripper Rotate and translate the embodying hand
Gripper grasps Hand grasps

Embodiment toggle is line Pause/Resume embodiment Pinch the line to switch between grey/green
Scale is disk Scale up/down the gripper translation Drag the disk with two hands to resize it
Coordinate axes are arrows Reverse robot motion on the axis Flip an arrow

Table 1. Metaphors, virtual actions, and physical actions of embodied interactions in Arm Robot.

5 Implementation and Setup

5.1 Implementation

The system of Arm Robot consists of an AR headset for tracking and rendering, a Unity project for embodied interfaces
and visualization, and a physical robot arm with a gripper. Specifically, we used Meta Quest 3 as the AR headset, which
supports passthrough mode and hand tracking with built-in cameras. The AR headset was connected to a PC (with an
AMD Ryzen 7 3700 CPU and an RTX 3070 8G GPU) using a 20-feet USB 3.0 Type-C cable to offload the computation. In
the Unity Engine (2023.1.9f1 version) installed on that PC, we prototyped the robot visualization.

Our robot, AUBO i5 series, is a 6-DOF robot arm with maximum linear speed at 2m/s and maximum reach at 886.5
mm. The gripper is DH 145, with a maximum openness of 145 mm. The visualization of the robot was created using the
URDFs of the AUBO robot arm and the DH gripper by joining the arm and the gripper base. URDF is a file type that
includes the physical description of a robot, widely used in realistic simulation. The robot visualization has the same
structure and range of motion as the physical one. We can control the digital and physical 6-DOF robots in the same way
by sending a valid command of six joint angles, which specifies the rotation of each joint motor to uniquely determine
Manuscript submitted to ACM
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the robot pose. By “valid” it means the target robot pose is physically feasible for the robot. The only difference between
digital and physical robots is the response time. The robot visualization can respond to user action with zero delay. The
physical robot always has delay because the physical components of a robot arm, like gears, joints, and actuators, have
inertia and thus take time to start moving or change direction. In addition, impedance control of the physical robot
involves force and torque sensor reading, which introduces latency in sensing and communication.

The AR headset sends the position and orientation of the wrist to Unity, and Unity computes the inverse kinematics
solutions to generate a command of joint angles. The IK solver we used in the prototype is BioIK [39, 40]. Given a 6
DOF target pose, BioIK searches for valid joint angles that reach the target. We configured it to iterate 3 generations per
frame (35 FPS) and evolve 120 potential solutions per generation. Only one successful solution was picked. We also
set the smoothing parameter to 0.5, blending the previous joint positions and the current for a smoother transition
between postures. In addition, the target configuration was immediately assigned regardless of realistic acceleration
and velocity, because the robot visualization should serve as a zero-delay preview of the physical robot. The same
values of joint angles will be sent to the physical robot instantly. As a result, users can always see the physical robot
trying to reach the digital robot’s pose with the same IK solution.

5.2 Setup

We also need to calibrate the orientation and align the coordination system origins to superpose the virtual robot at the
same location as the physical one. As shown in Fig. 5, the physical robot was mounted on a desktop (600 mm wide,
1150 mm long, 700 mm high). The desk was placed adjacent to a tabletop (1050 mm wide, 2100 mm long, 750 mm high).
We placed a marker on the floor during initialization. The distance shift between the physical robot and the marker in
the real world is used to initialize the position of the virtual robot to the headset location on the XoY plane in Unity.
The headset in Unity faces the direction of the Y+ axis. The Z-axis elevation is set to desktop height. In this way, as long
as users stand on the marker, and face the Y+ axis when entering the AR app, the coordination system in AR will align
with the one in reality.

6 User Study

With feedback from the pilot study, we improved the Arm Robot and conducted a user study to further investigate RQ2
and RQ3.

6.1 Participants

We recruited 18 participants (9F, 9M), aged 21-29 (M = 23.67, SD = 2.47) from undergraduate and graduate students for
the in-person study. network. Their backgrounds span across Biomedical Science, Computer Science, Psychology, Law
and etc.. While most had no robot programming experience, four participants had some, varying from occasional to
daily programming. AR/VR technology usage was more common, with 10 participants reporting experience. The study
was approved by the Institutional Review Board. Details are in Table 2 of Appendix.

6.2 Two Variants of Arm Robot

To evaluate the degree of human body engagement as a factor to usability, we created two versions of Arm Robot to
compare, by replacing freehand interaction with controller-based interaction. With a controller, the robot gripper was
controlled by a trigger button. Pinching the line was replaced by pressing another button. When the embodiment was
turned off, the trigger button was used to simulate hand grabbing the disk and arrows for scaling and mirroring. In
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Fig. 5. In our study, the robot is mounted beside the table, and the marker locations (A-D) are the start and end positions in evaluation
tasks. A user can stand anywhere around the table to complete tasks.

(a)

(b)

Fig. 6. Performance evaluation with a cube in (a) translation, and (b) rotation.

a word, the less embodied Arm Robot still had adjustable embodiment and visualization, and let users embody their
motion, but with less body engagement. The interactions for spatial correlation adjustment had also become more
abstract.

While the study compared the freehand Arm Robot with the controller-based Arm Robot, our purpose is not a
performance competition, but to answer RQ3 – How the extent of body embodiment affects the usability of
embodied robot arm control.We aim to extract findings about how much body engagement users want and dive
into their reasoning.

In addition, the comparison between the freehand Arm Robot and the controller-based Arm Robot is not the only
goal of our study. The study also dived into RQ3 – the adjustable spatial correlation in robot arm manipulation by
analyzing when, why, and how users would modify the spatial correlation.

6.3 Tasks

Our Tasks are divided into Evaluation and Exploration. Users could freely adjust the spatial correlation of embodiment
when doing the following tasks.
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(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

Fig. 7. Exploration with daily objects. Tasks include (a) cup stacking (b) whisking (c) pouring (d-e) drawing/erasing
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6.3.1 Evaluation with a Cube. This task aimed to quantify the performance of the Arm Robot with various degrees of
body engagement.
• Translation: Participants were instructed to move a cube from one square marker to another, as illustrated in Figure 5,
which shows the layout of four squares on a tabletop. A successful trial required picking up the cube from its original
marker, translating it to the target marker without rotation, and then releasing the gripper to place the cube on the
target marker (Figure 6a). Participants were randomly assigned a pair of markers as the start and end positions. They
were required to perform the task until three successful trials were achieved. Participants counted down from three
when the gripper was about one inch above the cube, then we started timing. We ended the timing upon releasing
the cube. Participants aimed to complete fast.

• Local Rotation: This involved lifting the cube slightly above the tabletop, rotating it 90 degrees on the XoY plane
without translating it, and then releasing it at the same location (Figure 6b). The cube was positioned between the
start-end marker pair used in the translation task, and aligned parallel to the table edge.
For both the translation and rotation tasks, users needed to finish them with a freehand Arm Robot and a controller-

based Arm Robot. The order of the Arm Robot and controller-based Arm Robot was randomized for each user.

6.3.2 Exploration with Daily Objects. In this session, participants further explored interaction with daily objects through
a series of comprehensive tasks using the Arm Robot. Completion of all tasks was encouraged but not mandatory, and
tasks were not timed. Users could freely adjust spatial correlation.
• Cup Stacking: Participants were presented with four plastic cups placed in a row with intervals between them.
Successfully picking up one cup and inserting it into another without falling was considered a success.

• Whisking: A mixing bowl and a whisk were provided. Participants embodied the robot to blend food ingredients in
the bowl with the whisk. Success was defined as moving the whisk in a circle without spilling content.

• Pouring: Participants were asked to transfer food from its container to a mixing bowl by tilting the container and
pouring the content into the bowl. No spilling was a success.

• Drawing/Erasing: A whiteboard and marker were provided, where the marker had an eraser on the opposite end.
Participants were asked to draw and then erase their creations, with success defined as completing more than one
continuous stroke for either drawing or erasing.

6.4 Measures

For evaluation with a cube, we recorded task completion time, and noted down the number of attempts before each
successful trial. Additionally, we conducted semi-structured interviews to obtain Likert-scale scores for usability and
dive deeper into their reasons. Specifically, we used six usability metrics on a 7-point Likert scale, with freehand Arm
Robot or the controller-based Arm Robot. 1 stands for “strongly disagree”, while 7 stands for “strongly agree”. The six
statements are as follows,
• Ease of learning: The interactions are easy to learn and grasp.
• Ease of recollection: The interactions are easy to remember.
• Effectiveness: The interactions’ functions effectively support me in completing all tasks.
• Comfort: The interactions are comfortable.
• Efficiency: The interactions allow me to complete all tasks fast.
• Satisfaction: Overall, I am satisfied with the interactions.
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For exploration with daily objects, we observed how they embodied and guided the robot in finishing the tasks,
noted their preference for body engagement, and logged their adjustment of spatial correlation in embodiment. We
followed up with semi-structured interviews to better understand them.

6.5 Procedures

The study started with an introduction to the Arm Robot’s goals and study protocol. Participants then filled out a
demographic survey. Based on their prior experience in robot programming and XR technologies, participants received
brief or detailed tutorials on using the AR headset and the robot arm. After tutorials, we demonstrated each interaction
in Arm Robot.

After participants put on the AR headset, they had a 10-minute playground session to familiarize themselves with the
freehand and controller-based versions of Arm Robot. Throughout the study, users were free to move around and stand
anywhere in the space, e.g., in the front, or by the side of the table. When they were ready, we started the evaluation
with the cube. The order of the freehand Arm Robot and controller-based Arm Robot was randomized. The start and
end positions of cube translation were also randomly picked from the following: A to B, B to C, C to D, D to C, C to B,
and B to A. This session took around 20 minutes.

After the evaluation tasks, users started exploration with daily objects. Users could freely adjust the spatial correlation
of embodiment. They could also choose their preferred body engagement level – choosing between controller-based
and freehand Arm Robot. This session lasted around 20 minutes. Once participants finished all tasks, study coordinators
started the semi-structured interviews on usability with the Likert scale and open-ended questions (Appendix). We
thanked participants with a compensation of 20 USD/hr.

7 Results and Findings

7.1 Performance

Figure 8 shows the completion time of translation and rotation tasks in evaluation. We took averages across individuals
to address the order effect of methods. The average duration of translation and rotation is 8.65 s and 7.28 s for the
freehand Arm Robot, and 7.54 s and 5.83 s for the controller-based Arm Robot. With handheld controllers, participants
performed tasks significantly faster than freehand Arm Robot in rotation tasks (p-value = 0.014). Figure 9 presents the
score distribution across usability metrics on a 7-point Likert scale. We performed a significance analysis on the Likert
scale between the two methods using a paired one-tailed T-test. Significant differences were found in ease of learning
(p-value = 0.012), comfort (p-value = 0.00027), and efficiency (p-value = 0.018).

7.2 RQ2 Findings on Visualization: When and why would participants look at the visualization of the
robot arm?

17/18 participants regarded the digital robot arm as useful. As expected, they leveraged it as a real-time preview of the
robot’s target pose. They could determine whether the robot had reached the destination by telling if the physical robot
overlapped with the digital one. Many gave high praise, e.g., P16 stated “Without that, I cannot tell how much it is
moving or where it is moving. The virtual robot significantly improved the accuracy of finding out what was going
on.” The only user who disliked it was P6. This was because he squatted and walked around frequently to change
perspectives, which challenged the robustness of head tracking. After some time, the tracking error accumulated and
shifted the robot visualization’s location, which made the predictive path unreliable.
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Fig. 8. Completion time (s) and success rate (%) of evaluation tasks using freehand Arm Robot and controller-based Arm Robot.

Fig. 9. A diverging stacked bar chart shows user responses on a 7-point Likert scale for usability metrics comparing freehand and
controller-based Arm Robots. Categories evaluated include ease of learning, ease of recollection, effectiveness, comfort, efficiency, and
satisfaction. Statistical significance is marked with asterisks in some categories, suggesting differences in user experience between
methods.

We noticed that participants leveraged it in various ways. We summarize the patterns as below:
(1) Looked at the robot visualization conditionally. For example, P7 commented “I don’t look at virtual robot/gripper,

unless when there is misalignment [in robot appearance].” This is because P7 moved slowly where latency was trivial.
She only looked at the physical one when it went out of range and turned orange for warnings.

(2) Switched attention between the robot visualization and the physical robot strategically. For instance, P12 shared
his tip to balance precision and speed, “I initially look at the virtual robot, once I am near an object, I look at the real
arm for precision.” P13 also had a similar division, “for translation, I mainly look at the virtual robot and wait for the
physical robot to arrive. For rotation, usually the lag is not that obvious so I can directly look at the gripper.” P15 also
mentioned “As soon as I need to position or grip it, I would look at the real one.” We were surprised to see how fast
users developed their strategies with available features.
Manuscript submitted to ACM



Arm Robot: AR-Enhanced Embodied Control and Visualization for Intuitive Robot Arm Manipulation 17

(3) Looked at the robot visualization all the time, with an occasional glance of the physical robot. For example, P18
deeply trusted our robot visualization and even ignored the physical robot when performing tasks. Fortunately, our
robot visualization was accurate enough for predictive display.

Another interesting observation – People tend to underestimate the inconvenience caused by latency. For example,
P11 did not think robot visualization would be useful although she paid attention to our study introduction. However,
after realizing the importance of robot visualization through hands-on experience, she completely changed her attitude
towards it. She said, “I didn’t understand why it was there at the beginning, but after I started translating, I only looked
at the virtual arm instead of the real one. After understanding how to use it, it helped a lot.” Besides, participants
perceived the virtual gripper overlaying on hand as being helpful. They easily understood the correspondence through
embodied visualization.

7.3 RQ2 Findings on Adjustable Spatial Mapping: When and why would participants change spatial
mapping?

7.3.1 Freeze/Unfreeze – Pause/Resume Embodiment. All users reported that the ability to “Freeze/Unfreeze” was
necessary and were using it frequently in sequences characterized by freeze, change location, and then resume. While
this feature was designed to endlessly extend the range of motion or let users take a break, we noticed users would use
this feature for other purposes.

One application that we did not expect to be popular turned out to be heavily used by participants – change viewing
angles. This was observed among all participants. People did that for various reasons. P6 even squatted down to observe
the distance between the gripper and the cube to ensure a successful grasp. Because Any obstruction to the gripper
may influence task performance, most people tried various viewing angles before they found the sweet spot.

While many other users preferred standing in the front for best visibility of the task, one user preferred standing
behind or beside the robot for a stronger sense of embodiment. P18 froze, moved, and unfroze until he found the sweet
spot that delivered the strongest sense of embodiment. He said, “Standing behind/to the side would be easier since I can
see it from the robot’s perspective.”

Another important use case was to free the embodying hand for other tasks in the real world. For example, participants
froze the embodiment so that they had spare hands to scale up the disk. In addition, some participants suggested adding
features of only freezing translation, or rotation, or motion on a certain axis. P8 pitched that, with these future features,
“it would be easier to do local rotation”.

7.3.2 Scale – Change the Scale of Embodied Motion. 15/18 participants found “Scale” nice to have. We designed this
feature to extend or shrink the effective motion range of the hand, and found participants used it for different purposes.
The unexpected new usage of “Scale” mode included,

(1) Speed control. As P11 interpreted, “Scaling was necessary because controlling the speed of things [as they were
being moved] was very important.”

(2) Visibility and comfort. For example, P8 wanted to secure the standing location at the robot’s front for an
unobstructed view of the gripper. Therefore, he scaled up the motion to comfortably control the robot without
exaggerated hand movement, standing at the same location.

(3) Stability and precision. We found that participants scaled down to have higher stability and precision. P16 said,
“Sometimes I need precision work so scaling down is very necessary.” In this line of thought, P14 felt high scaling did
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not help him much mainly due to safety concerns (due to possible unstable scenarios). “You never need to move that
quickly or snap to a position. We don’t always want the robot to move fast” Said he.

(4) Efficiency. P7, P9, P14 simultaneously came up with the idea of “dynamic scale”. Noticing people need different
speeds for different tasks, they all suggested scaling up for efficiency when precision is not needed, and being able to
quickly toggle between scaling up and down. P7 gave an example, “Set a larger scalar during translation (efficiency),
and make it smaller for grasp (precision).”

7.3.3 Mirror – Reverse the EmbodiedMotion. Users had different preferences over motion reversal on one axis in “Mirror”
mode. When we designed this feature to have more comfortable ranges of hand motion at the cost of intuitiveness to
some extent, we were excited to find that P4 had the instinct to move forward when she wanted the robot to come back.
She thought the reversed motion felt more natural to her. She related this to her habit of using a trackpad, “I always
used similar mode for scroll wheel or trackpad motion, like swipe up to move a page down. Others may prefer swiping
down to move it down.” This appreciation of our design acknowledges the utility of accommodating various interaction
habits in populations. This accommodation might have a profound impact on the perceived usefulness of interaction
techniques, especially when they are first introduced.

That being said, the “Mirror” mode remained counter-intuitive for most participants. As P9 said, “Getting close
to the robot is weird especially because you might actually touch it”. For example, at proximity, a moving robot arm
might hit a participant’s arm, or a closing gripper might accidentally squeeze a participant’s hand. Despite the robot
safety measures we had deployed in the study, participants still wanted to avoid these scenarios for safety concerns. P9
associated the proximity with potential danger, thus bypassing this feature. P10 felt counterintuitive to have the robot
moving in the opposite direction with his hand along the forward-backward axis, and further justified his perception
by stating that the mirror mode contradicted everyday tools he used such as a unicycle where rotating wheel forward
always moves the unicycle forward not backward. In this example, his experience with everyday tools overcame the
analogy (i.e., movement in a mirror) we intended to have, leading to negative perceptions of the “Mirror” mode.

7.4 RQ3 Findings: How do we explain the significant differences between freehand and controller-based
Arm Robot?

We found that the controller-based version was overall easier to learn (p-value = 0.012), more comfortable (p-value =
0.00027), and more efficient (p-value = 0.018). We were curious about what has led to these significant differences and
investigated with semi-structured interviews where we asked participants to elaborate on their ratings.

7.4.1 Ease of Learning. Despite all participants agreeing “Gripper is hand” is intuitive, participants who reported that
freehand interactions were harder due to:

(1) Contradiction with real-life experience. P3 commented about different ways to pick things up, “Normally when I
grab something, I don’t grab it from the top. I grab from the side.” In our study, most participants opted to grab the object
from the top, allowing a longer distance between the robot and the underlying table for collision avoidance. To grab
the object from the top, participants would perform a hand pose pointing downwards which was the counterintuitive
scenario mentioned by P3. Despite the fact that the controller-based version also had the gripper grabbing the object
from the top, the hand pose needed is same as the one used hand controllers in a natural gameplay setting. This
difference of discrepancy between the hand poses in Arm Robot and real-life experience contributed to P3’s higher
ratings of the controller-based version.
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(2) Scare of Body Embodiment with Robot. P12 expressed scare when imagining his hand as the gripper, “If my hand
is a direct mapping of the robotic gripper, I feel it is scary when it is doing something I don’t intend.” From this case, we
inferred a correlation between the level of embodiment and the sense of concern when unexpected robot movement
happened – which might be due to latency or sensor jitters.

7.4.2 Comfort and Efficiency. The difference between freehand and controller-based methods is beyond how much
body embodiment is involved. The effective ranges of motion required from a participant’s hand in the two methods
are different. In the controller-based version, there is no embodied mapping between the wrist pose and the gripper
pose so we picked the most common one in literature which is to have gripper pointing downwards mapped to a hand
pose grasping a controller pointing forward (i.e., botton’s side up). But in the freehand version, the gripper faced down
only when the hand also faced down. Having this hand pose as the neutral orientation might result in later awkward
hand orientations if a participant was facing the robot arm with the task in between and wanting the robot to point
towards themselves. Though a participant can quickly improve this mapping by freezing the embodiment and adjusting
to a position at which participants are facing generally the same direction as the robot arm, or by enabling the mirror
mode, the brief moments of awareness affected negatively on both the perceived comfort and efficiency of the freehand
version.

While having the hand and gripper aligned in orientation for the sense of embodiment, the root cause of the weird
hand pose in the freehand Arm Robot was tracking issues and the difference in ranges of motion.

(1) Tracking issues. To keep the hand in the FoV of the headset camera, users may have to raise their arms with
their hands facing down, which is an uncommon arm gesture in daily life. As P4 mentioned, “Hand positions are very
different than what is natural. Quite tiring.” Several participants reported mild soreness after the study. Participants
were aware that they could request a break anytime. In contrast, the controller method had perfect tracking and a more
comfortable wrist orientation. P2 said, “I need to remind myself that I need to hold my finger down, but I don’t need to
raise the controller as high.”

(2) The mismatch in the robot’s and hand’s ranges of motion. If the robot yields to hand, the robot may pose weirdly
and cannot grab things stably. Vice versa, when we adapt hand poses for robot performance, we may sacrifice comfort.
As a compromised strategy, we manually added a small rotation offset ( 20 degrees) for users who felt sore so they could
have a more relaxing hand pose without losing too much sense of embodiment.

(3) Tactile feedback. This factor was for a higher comfort score in controller-based Arm Robot. P14 reported that
“holding a non-existent grip with just your hand is odd compared to actually holding a physical grip via the controller”.
P1 and P10 said they were not used to keeping the wrist still while holding hands at certain poses. Having the controller
to grasp provided a tangible substrate on which the hand could rest and thus was less tiring to perform than the
freehand-version.

7.5 RQ3 Findings: Did users prefer freehand or controller-based Arm Robot?

Even though the controller-based Arm Robot outperformed the freehand Arm Robot in multiple metrics as shwon in
Fig 8 and Fig 9, 12 out of 18 participants preferred the freehand Arm Robot to the controller-based Arm Robot when
they were asked during the semi-structure interviews. We were curious what led to their preferences and collected
their answers as below:

(1) Most participants appreciated the intuitiveness of embodiment. Instead, controller usage requires a ramp-up
period. P8 said, “For a controller, you need to learn the buttons but the hand is intuitive.”
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(2) Some users were once confused about the correspondence of orientations between the controller and the gripper.
P3 said, “Without embodiment on the controller, it is at first hard to figure out orientation.” Though the mapping of
a controller pointing forward to a gripper pointing downward is widely used on existing systems in literature and
commercial apps, it first appeared counterintuitive to participants.

(3) Participants also appreciated the extensive sense of presence brought by embodiment. P11 expressed the difference,
“When using the hands, it feels more like I am actually participating in the grabbing motion, but the controller is just
like I am using an agent to control it.” P9 gave more details on why she weighted sense of presence over comfort, “Even
though the controller is more comfortable, I prefer hand. For the hands, you feel more involved. I feel like I am actually
doing the task, rather than simply controlling a robot. When grabbing or pinching, the robot is also doing that with its
hand.”

8 Discussion

According to user feedback from our study, future designers should incorporate a predictive path model for real-
time embodied control when there is a delay between the predicted path and the robotic arm’s movement. Without
predictive paths, user inputs would be sent directly to the robotic arm, leaving users uncertain about the arm’s final
position, which can lead to safety risks, reduced accuracy, and decreased usability. In our study, we used a zero-delay
digital twin of the physical robot arm, with a maximum line velocity of 2m/s and a line acceleration restricted to
0.2m/s2. Many users found the digital twin beneficial; for example, P16 noted that it significantly improved their task
accuracy, as they could better understand the arm’s movements. As such, visual feedback should include predictive
paths with latency to address these concerns.

Another key feature was the ability to freeze/unfreeze the robot at any point during operation. Users identified
this feature essential for both safety and relocation. For safety, it allows users to quickly disable the robot to prevent
unwanted collisions, particularly when the user is within the robot’s range of motion. For relocation, the freeze/unfreeze
function compensates for the mismatch between human and robotic arm capabilities, such as limited reach or wrist
rotation. By freezing the robot at their limit, repositioning themselves, and then unfreezing, users could effectively
extend their control, utilizing the robot’s full range of motion.

Future designers should consider incorporating the ability to personalize spatial mapping, including features
like scaling and mirroring. While not universally preferred, these modes proved useful in certain contexts. For instance,
scaling mode allows users to adjust the robot arm’s movement relative to their own, enabling larger movements with
less effort when scaled up and more precise control when scaled down. An enhancement could involve dynamic scaling
that increases during translation and decreases during grasping, optimizing for efficiency, comfort, and precision.
Regarding mirror mode, while most participants favored the default non-mirrored setting, one participant found mirror
mode to be the most intuitive. Further inquiry revealed a link between their preference for trackpad scrolling direction
and their preferred method of robot control, suggesting a correlation between motion reversal preferences in different
interfaces.

Future personalization should include hand-gripper correspondence editing, enabling users to map individual
points on their arms and hands to the robot arm, as mobility varies by age, health, and habits. Since the robot arm
orients itself to the user’s virtual gripper displayed on their hand, we allowed users to rotate the virtual gripper to
match their range of motion. This adjustment helped reduce strain and discomfort during tasks. For example, in a
pick-and-place task requiring users to point directly at the tabletop, raising the elbow to an awkward angle caused
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discomfort over time. By rotating the virtual gripper to a more comfortable position, users could perform the task
without strain.

Finally, future designs should expand feedback modalities beyond visuals to enhance control of the robot arm.
Some participantsnoted challenges with depth perception and the absence of force feedback. To address these concerns,
we suggest exploring enhanced visual and physical feedback. Enhanced visual feedback could include external cameras
for more accurate spatial representation or improved user interfaces with wearable sensors for better depth indication.
For physical feedback, P12 suggested that a haptic feedback glove could simulate the gripping sensation when the claw
grasps an object, thereby improving the teleoperation experience.

9 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce Arm Robot, an AR-enhanced robot arm teleoperation system designed to overcome HCI
challenges in understanding human-robot correspondence, inaccurate perception and limited action space. By enabling
users to adjust the spatial mapping between their movements and the robot’s actions, and providing real-time visual
feedback on the robot’s capabilities, Arm Robot significantly improves control experience for non-technical users.
Specifically, we incorporate several features of “Freeze / Unfreeze”, “Scale,” and “Mirror” to allow users to change
perspectives and expand action space, along with real-time visualization for feedback in human-robot discrepancies.
Our findings from a user study with 18 participants reveal that Arm Robot effectively mitigate challenges posed by
spatial and temporal discrepancies between humans and robots. Moreover, our study highlighted the importance of
embodiment in human-robot interaction, demonstrating that the degree of embodiment significantly influences user
perception and usability. We hope our work can inspire future advances in embodied interactions within human-robot
interaction, aiming to make robot control more accessible and intuitive for a broader range of users.

References
[1] Parastoo Abtahi, SidneyQ. Hough, James A. Landay, and Sean Follmer. 2022. Beyond Being Real: A Sensorimotor Control Perspective on Interactions in

Virtual Reality. InCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems. ACM, NewOrleans LAUSA, 1–17. https://doi.org/10.1145/3491102.3517706
[2] Alissa N Antle, Paul Marshall, and Elise van den Hoven. 2011. Embodied Interaction: Theory and Practice in HCI. In Proc. CHI, Vol. 11. https:

//doi.org/10.1145/1979742.1979592
[3] Sridhar Pandian Arunachalam, Irmak Güzey, Soumith Chintala, and Lerrel Pinto. 2022. Holo-Dex: Teaching Dexterity With Immersive Mixed

Reality. http://arxiv.org/abs/2210.06463 arXiv:2210.06463 [cs].
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A User Study Demographics

ID Age Gender Education Level Major Robot Programming Experience AR/VR Experience Handedness

P1 26 Female Doctoral Electrical and Computer Engineering No Yes, Quest 2, once Right

P2 21 Female Bachelor CS and Physics No Yes, Oculus Rift, once Right

P3 21 Male Bachelor Computer Engineering No Yes, Quest 2, monthly Right

P4 22 Female Bachelor Psychology No No Right

P5 24 Female Master Electrical Engineering No No Right

P6 21 Male Bachelor Computer engineering Yes, Lego Mindstorms, yearly Yes, Quest, yearly Left

P7 23 Female Master Electrical and computer engineering No Yes, Quest 2, Vision Pro,
around 10 times in total

Right

P8 28 Male Doctoral Materials Science and Engineering No Yes, HMD, weekly Right

P9 23 Female Master Materials science and engineering No No Right

P10 26 Male Doctoral Student No No Right

P11 22 Female Bachelor Japanese Major No No Right

P12 25 Male Bachelor Mechanical Engineering Yes, Aubo, Robotis Servos, Autonomous Rovers, daily Yes, Quest 2, once Right

P13 29 Male Doctoral Electrical engineering No Yes, Quest Pro, yearly Right

P14 21 Male Bachelor Computer Science Yes, The tinkerkit Braccio using Arduino, weekly Yes, Quest 2&3, and the
Oculus Rift, monthly

Right

P15 23 Female Bachelor Law School No Yes, Quest 2, once Right

P16 26 Female Master Electrical and Computer Engineering No No Right

P17 22 Male Bachelor Biomedical Science No No Right

P18 23 Male Bachelor Computer Science Yes, small Arduino based rovers, once No Right

Table 2. Demographics and prior experience in robot programming and XR.
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