Testing mediated experiences in terms of believability. 
Proposal of an instrument

Draft proposal

Description of the characteristics of the instrument:

1. The instrument has the following aims:
a. Evaluating the interaction in mediated conditions in terms of believability, according to the different aspects of the notion of believability as evidenced by the network, in particular for enactive interfaces

b. providing designers with indications about the way to improve the believability of the tested interface 
2. The instrument has the following structure 
a. The instrument is composed of different modules.

i. Each module is composed of different elements, is independent from the others and measures a specific quality of the mediated interaction; for this reason each module is more suitable for evaluating certain devices, aims, tasks and applications than the others

b. The instrument includes a Guide with indications concerning the suitability of each module and of the different elements composing the modules for different mediated situations (aims, tasks and applications). The suitability guidelines will illustrate in which cases the whole instrument or parts of the instrument are more suitable (for which types of devices, applications, aims, tasks).

c. The modules are the following:

i. Module 1 is directed to evaluate the mediated interaction in terms of the subjective awareness of the believability of the experience 
ii. Module 2 is directed to evaluate the performances of the user in the mediated interaction or following the mediated interaction

iii. Module 3 is directed to evaluate other qualities of the user’s experience that are considered to trigger believability or are associated with the believability of the experience, according with the different instruments of evaluation of mediated experiences that are in use within the network or that have been developed by members of the network (as extrapolated from the answers to the Questionnaire)
Description of the modules

Module 1 = Evaluation of the subjective awareness of the believability of the experience
The module is sub-divides into 3 parts. 

Part 1.1. 
Addresses the aspect of Believability as the Experience of Objects as respecting the Expectations hold by the user
Is composed of a questionnaire including yes/no (Y/N) and free answers. The subject has the possibility of making comments and express considerations even in the case of the Y/N questions. 

The subject is informed about the aims of the questionnaire and receives the questionnaire before the beginning of the experience. The questionnaire will be filled during the interaction or after the interaction, depending on the testing conditions. 
It is assumed that the subject is aware that he is experiencing a virtual world and not the real world.

1.1.1 Questionnaire: 
1.1.1.1  “Are you experiencing [have you experienced] an object of some kind? What kind of object?”  

Y/N “…”
Resemblance with experiences in the real world

1.1.1.2 “Have you ever made this experience before with a real object?”
Y/N “…”

1.1.1.3  “If yes, Which are the similarities and differences between your experience with the real object and your experience with the virtual object?”
“…”

1.1.1.4 “If no, Does the experience with the virtual object resemble to some experience of yours with real objects?”  

Y/N  “…”

1.1.1.5 “If yes, Which one? Which are the similarities and the differences”?
Y/N  “…”

Believability of the narrative content in terms of respect of the expectations hold by the user

1.1.1.6  Is that the case that a believable situation, environment, characters, objects are described? High, medium, low level of narrative believability
1.1.1.7 In spite of the fact that the story/characters/objects are not a real situation/real creatures or people/real objects, are your expectations based on what you know about them respected? [Your knowledge can be of different sources: specify the source] Are you satisfied with that? Are you surprised? What surprises you? Are you deceived? 
1.1.1.8 Do the story/characters/objects show internal coherence? Are you satisfied with that? Are you surprised? What surprises you? Are you deceived? 
Believability of the perceptual content in terms of respect of the expectations hold by the user

1.1.1.9 Is that the case that the situation, environment, characters, objects have believable perceptual characteristics? Static and dynamic. Separately for each sensory channel stimulated. For the combination of the senses stimulated. High, medium, low level of perceptual believability
Believability of the interactive content in terms of respect of the expectations hold by the user

1.1.1.10  (problem with cartoons)( Their aspect surprising, strange or normal for the context?  Does it encounter your expectations relative to the kind of object? 

Is the interaction believable? = Is the behavior of the object believable? = does the object respond to your actions as you did expect? + The effect of your actions on the object is believable? Do you act on the object as you did expect?

Part 1.2 
Addresses the aspect of Believability as an Experience as of objective entities (entities that can be re-identified as the same entities and intersubjective entitites)
1.2.1 Re-identification tests
They consist in the possibility for the user to re-identify or recognize objects he has experienced and that have disappeared for a certain time. Periods of disappearance can be short (seconds), medium (minutes, hours) or long (days). 

1.2.1.1  Make the object disappear and re-appear after a period.

The object you are experiencing has some connection with the one you did experience before? Is it the same one or another one?

1.2.1.2 Make the object disappear. Make it re-appear with other objects. 

Do you recognize one of these objects? 

1.2.2 Intersubjectivity test
Test conditions: two people interacting with the same environment and interacting between them. They exchange theirs opinion concerning the virtual objects. 

Part 1.3 
Stretching the conditions of believability

Once an experience is evaluated as believable modifications are produced in order to test the minimal conditions for believability:

1.3.1 Modification of the perceptual aspect of the experience

1.3.1.1 Modification of the stimuli for the different sensory modalities creating conflicts

1.3.2 Modification of the characteristics of the interaction

1.3.2.1 Modification of the perception action loop

Module 2: testing the performances of the user in the mediated condition, including

a. motor performances: 

i. a test of action fidelity; action fidelity is measured in terms of task performance.  A test is being developed by HFRL-UM1 but some indications have been provided by HFRL: “Common metrics that could be used to compare performance in a simulator and in the simulated system are time to completion of a task, variance in performance across trials, and trials to criterion [Flach86][Kozak93][Moroney94].  Appropriate metrics for a telemanipulation task might include the accuracy with which users can position objects in a closed-loop 3-D video image [Smets95], relative to the accuracy with which they can position real objects in real space.” [HFRL]

ii. other aspects of motor performances
iii. …

b. perceptual performances

i. a test of categorization and identification [INPG]

ii. identification of object qualities (such as shape or texture recognition)  [UNIGE, LABEIN, PERCRO]
iii. identification of location [UNIGE, LABEIN]

iv. identification of sounds [DEI] 
v. identification of metaphors [DEI]
vi. other perceptual performances [for instance PERCRO]

vii. … 

These tests will include psychophysics measurements of the user’s performances [see UM1, DEI, MPI]. 
Module 3:  testing other qualities of the user’s experience. These qualities are considered to trigger believability or are associated with the believability of the experience:
a. tests concerning the level of immersion, presentation, interaction  [UNIGE]
b. tests of usability [for instance EPFL, ULUND]

c. including performances, involvement, engagement, naturalness interpreted as intuitiveness, sometimes immersion [ULUND]

d. tests of efficiency [for instance LABEIN]

e. tests of suitability [for instance EPFL]

f. other tests [for instance DEI, PERCRO, MPI

g. …

