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Abstract. This paper presents a novel, wearable, and multi-sensory
haptic feedback system intended to support the transmission of large
sets of haptic cues that are accurately perceived by the human user.
Previous devices have focused on the optimization of haptic cue trans-
mission using a single modality and have typically employed arrays of
haptic tactile actuators to maximize information throughput to a user.
However, when large cue sets are to be transmitted, perceptual interfer-
ence between transmitted cues can decrease the efficacy of single-sensory
systems. Therefore, we present MISSIVE (Multi-sensory Interface of
Stretch, Squeeze, and Integrated Vibration Elements), a wearable system
that conveys multi-sensory haptic cues to the user’s upper arm, allowing
for increased perceptual accuracy compared to a single-sensory vibrotac-
tile array of a comparable size, conveying the same number of cues. Our
multi-sensory haptic cues are comprised of concurrently rendered, yet
perceptually distinct elements: radial squeeze, lateral skin stretch, and
localized cutaneous vibration. Our experiments demonstrate that our
approach can increase perceptual accuracy compared to a single-sensory
vibrotactile system of comparable size and that users prefer MISSIVE.

1 Introduction

Wearable haptic feedback devices are appealing for their ability to convey rich
and varied tactile information to a human user in a compact form-factor. A
range of applications for haptic cueing have been explored, from navigational
assistance to sensory substitution feedback for individuals with vision, hearing,
or proprioception impairments. Haptic cueing using wearable tactile actuators
has been effectively used for encoding speech [8,10,15,17,18,26,28,29], providing
movement guidance [14,19], and performing audio- [11] and video- to-tactile
translation [12]. Tactile feedback can also be an effective form of communication
in contexts where individuals are already visually or aurally saturated [23].
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A variety of mechanisms have been designed to render haptic feedback, the
majority of which utilize cutaneous sensory channels such as skin stretch, pres-
sure, or vibration. These modalities of haptic feedback are favorable for wearable
devices because they canbe actuatedwith lowvoltage servos ormotors, and require
only a small on-board battery and microcontroller to operate. Skin stretch devices
leverage a no-slip contact between an end effector and skin so that when the end
effector is displaced, a mild skin shear sensation is produced. They can be rocker-
based [3,5,13], linear [1], or rotational [4,27]. These mechanisms have been used
primarily for directional guidance to indicate desired forearm rotations and trans-
lations, as well as for sensory feedback [5]. Pressure-inducing devices often con-
sist of a motorized or pneumatically-actuated band that tightens around the arm.
These devices have been successfully used for emotional indicators in digital com-
munication [20] and to provide directional information [19]. The third category of
wearable haptic feedback, vibration, is the most widely reported in the literature.
Vibration feedback is most commonly implemented with vibrotactors due to their
small form factor and ability to be driven at varying frequencies and amplitudes.
By arranging multiple vibrotactors in a specific spatial configuration, an extensive
number of actuation patterns can be rendered. Vibration has been used to convey a
wide variety of meaningful metrics, including: grasping force [19], deviation from a
postural set point [6,9], object slip [25], real-time quality of task performance [16],
or navigational cues [21].

It is clear that there are not only many ways to implement haptic feedback,
but also many pertinent applications for which it would be beneficial. What is
not clear, however, is what methods should be used in which contexts in order to
maximize the efficacy of the feedback. Ideal haptic feedback delivers the desired
information quickly through tactile cues that users can perceive and distinguish
accurately. When the information is simple and can be encoded within a few
haptic cues (forward, back, right, left navigation cues, for example), the methods
described previously are suitable. To communicate more complex information, a
higher information transfer rate is required. Although information transfer rates
can be increased simply by presenting low-information cues at a faster rate,
studies have shown that it is more effective to present information-rich cues at
a slower rate [2,22]. In other words, the key to increasing information transfer
through the haptic channel is not to increase the presentation rate of cues, but
rather to increase the information content of each cue [22].

In order to increase the information content of a haptic cue, more actuators
are needed. However, integrating a substantial number of actuators into a wear-
able device is difficult because the inter-actuator spacing must be large enough
to maintain high localization accuracy and minimize perceptual interference. As
a result, these devices are sizable and can quickly become impractical for many
wearable applications.

A number of the haptic devices reported in the literature encounter these
challenges because they are uni-modal, that is, they only utilize a single actua-
tor type. Given the diversity of mechanoreceptors in the skin, it is probable that
wearable haptic devices that stimulate a range of mechanoreceptors may be able
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to overcome the limitations of single-modality wearable haptic feedback devices
that have been prevalent in the literature. We hypothesize that a multi-sensory
device, which can render a more diverse range of stimulations, will allow for
the creation of a large set of perceptually-distinct cues while still maintaining
a small, wearable form-factor. Multi-sensory devices are advantageous because
they integrate actuators that operate at different frequencies, thereby allowing
multiple stimuli to be rendered at once. Studies have indeed shown that more
reliable perception of a physical attribute is possible when multiple tactile stimuli
are combined [7]. The integration of multiple haptic modalities into a single sys-
tem can also help reduce the inter-actuator spacing and perceptual interference
between cues.

Fig. 1. The participant wears the MISSIVE on their upper arm. The bands are spaced
three inches center-to-center. The Proximal Band comprises the lateral skin stretch
and radial squeeze devices, and the Distal Band houses an array of four vibrotactors
spaced 90◦ apart around the arm.

In this paper, we introduce MISSIVE (Multi-sensory Interface of Stretch,
Squeeze, and Vibration Elements), a novel, multi-sensory, wearable haptic actu-
ator that delivers concurrent tactile cues through combinations of vibration,
radial squeeze, and lateral skin stretch. We present the design of this novel
haptic device, as well as an assessment of the perceptual accuracy of our multi-
sensory system compared with that of an analogous single-sensory device. Our
study results show that MISSIVE outperformed the single-sensory system with
respect to both presentation identification accuracy as well as user preference.

2 MISSIVE: Multi-sensory Haptic Device

MISSIVE is a compact device capable of delivering a variety of tactile cues to the
upper arm of the user. It integrates three types of haptic actuators—a vibrotactor
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band, radial squeeze band, and haptic rocker—to produce concurrent sensations
of vibration, radial squeeze, and lateral skin stretch, as shown in Fig. 1. To make
the wearable actuator more compact, the squeeze band and the haptic rocker are
mounted on the same frame, worn approximately 3 in. above (on the proximal
side of) the vibrotactor band. We will refer to the two bands by their position
on the arm (i.e. the Proximal Band and the Distal Band).

2.1 Distal Band

The Distal Band consists of four vibrotactors (C2 Tactors, Engineering Acous-
tics Inc., USA) positioned on the top, right, bottom, and left sides of the user’s
upper arm. The tactors are 1.2 in. in diameter and are actuated by a voice coil
mechanism. In this study, they are driven at a frequency of 265 Hz, correspond-
ing to the maximum vibration amplitude of the vibrotactors. In addition, this
frequency value falls within the region of maximum sensitivity for the Pacinian
corpuscle, the skin’s vibration-sensing mechanoreceptor. This design allows for
a large set of haptic cues to be defined using combinations of tactor location(s)
and vibration patterns.

Fig. 2. Relative timing of the three haptic cues within a single presentation. The total
duration of the haptic presentation is 350 ms. All three cues begin at the same time but
have different durations. The Proximal Band Cue B actuates for 350 ms, the Proximal
Band Cue A actuates for 150 ms, and a single Distal Band vibrotactor actuates for
either 50 ms (short cue) or 150 ms (long cue).

2.2 Radial Squeeze Band

The design of the radial squeeze band is based on a similar device developed
in the MAHI Lab, the Rice Squeeze Band [24]. It consists of a strap that is
connected to a servomotor on one end and wraps around the user’s arm. When
the servomotor is actuated, it tightens the band and squeezes the user’s arm. The
servomotor (HS-485HB, Hitec RCD USA, Inc.) has a maximum torque output
of 588 mNm.
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2.3 Haptic Rocker

The lateral skin stretch actuator is the Rice Haptic Rocker, which was designed
by Clark and described in [3]. The device comprises a servomotor connected
to a rubber-coated, semi-circular end-effector that is pressed against the user’s
arm. When the servomotor is actuated, it induces a mild skin-shear sensation by
rotating the end-effector and stretching the skin. The servomotor (HS-5070MH,
Hitec RCD USA, Inc.) has a maximum torque of 375 mNm.

3 Methods

3.1 Participants

Eight able-bodied participants (four male, six right-handed, 18–24 years old)
took part in the experiment. The participants did not suffer from any physical
or cognitive impairment that could interfere with their ability to follow the
instructions of the study, nor any pathology that could affect tactile sensation
or muscular activity of the forearm. They had little to no prior experience with
haptic devices. The methods and procedures described in this paper were carried
out in accordance with the recommendations of the Institutional Review Board
of Rice University with written informed consent obtained from all participants.

Table 1. Corresponding cues between MISSIVE and single-sensory devices (see Fig. 1)

ACTUATORS CUES

MISSIVE Single-sensory System Description

Distal Band 4 vibrotactors 4 vibrotactors Short/long pulse

Proximal Band Cue A Haptic Rocker 1 vibrotactor (top) On/off (150 ms)

Proximal Band Cue B Radial Squeeze Band 1 vibrotactor (bottom) On/off (350 ms)

3.2 Haptic Presentation Set

We developed a set of 32 haptic presentations to use in this identification exper-
iment. Each presentation contained three components: a vibration cue, a lateral
skin stretch cue, and a radial squeeze cue, which were all actuated concurrently.
The vibration cues were rendered by activating a single tactor (top, right, bot-
tom, or left) for a short (50 ms) or long (150 ms) pulse, resulting in eight unique
cues. The radial squeeze and lateral skin stretch cues were rendered as binary,
on/off cues. The radial squeeze cue was rendered by tightening the radial squeeze
band for 175 ms and then releasing for 175 ms, resulting in a total cue duration
of 350 ms. The lateral skin stretch cue was rendered by rotating the haptic
rocker 30◦ and then returning it back to its center position, resulting in a total
cue duration of 150 ms. Pilot testing was used to determine these cue actuation
patterns to be easily perceptible and of similar intensity. A visualization of the
relative timing of the three cues is shown in Fig. 2.
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3.3 Single-Sensory Format

To compare the distinguishability of multi-sensory versus single-sensory presen-
tations, we designed an analogous vibration-only device by replacing each of the
Proximal Band actuators with vibrotactors. The haptic rocker was replaced by
a vibrotactor in the Proximal Band positioned on the top side of the user’s arm,
and the radial squeeze band was replaced by a vibrotactor in the Proximal Band
positioned on the bottom side of the user’s arm. The Proximal Band cues on the
single-sensory system were rendered in the same way (i.e. on/off) and for the
same amount of time as the corresponding cues on the multi-sensory system. For
simplicity, we will use “Cue A” to refer to the haptic rocker or top vibrotactor
cue and “Cue B” to refer to the radial squeeze band or bottom vibrotactor cue.
Thus, on both devices, Proximal Band Cue A is a 150 ms on/off cue, and Prox-
imal Band Cue B is a 350 ms on/off cue. A summary of the cues and actuators
in each system is presented in Table 1.

Fig. 3. Testing Graphical User Interface - After the user clicks “next”, three haptic
presentations are played one after the other with an inter-cue interval of 400 ms. The
user responds by clicking on the images corresponding with the cue that they felt
on their arm (in the single-sensory condition, participants are taught to interpret the
lateral skin stretch and radial squeeze buttons as Cue A and Cue B respectively). After
they submit their response, the correct answer is displayed in green, and the haptic
cue is played again on their arm. (Color figure online)

3.4 Procedure

A repeated-measures, cross-over design was used in which half of the participants
performed training and testing with MISSIVE first followed by the single-sensory
system. The other half started with the single-sensory system, followed by
MISSIVE.
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Training. Participants interacted with the haptic devices through the graphi-
cal user interface (GUI) shown in Fig. 3. Participants were given ten minutes of
self-guided training immediately before testing for each system. The self-guided
training consisted of two interfaces which could be navigated between freely.
The first interface allowed participants to explore the haptic cues by select-
ing an activation pattern for each component and clicking the mouse to feel it
rendered on their arm. The second interface allowed users to simulate the test-
ing protocol by clicking the mouse to feel three presentations. After responding
which presentation was the second one, they were shown the correct answer and
the presentation was replayed.

Testing. During the testing phase, the haptic presentations were rendered with
either MISSIVE or with the single-sensory device, and participants were asked
to identify them through the computer interface. Each of the 32 presentations
was presented five times, in random order, for a total of 160 trials. Participants
advanced through the 160 trials at their own pace, and no time constraint was
imposed. However, in order to mimic a more realistic application of haptic cue
identification, cues were masked during testing using an AXB presentation for-
mat. On each trial, participants were presented with three haptic presentations,
400 ms apart, and were asked to identify the second (target) cue.

Table 2. MISSIVE and single-sensory system average accuracy scores and p-values for
statistical comparisons

Overall score Distal Band Cue Proximal Band Cue A Proximal Band Cue B

Multi-sensory 41.4% 62.5% 69.4% 87.3%

Single-sensory 30.5% 42.8% 73.6% 81.3%

p <.01 <.01 .07 .26

A masked paradigm allows for variable response rates because it separates
the time taken for the mental identification process from the physical act of
clicking on the chosen response. After the testing, users were asked if they had
any preference for either haptic device on a three point scale (i.e. preference for
the single-sensory device, no preference, or preference for MISSIVE).

3.5 Data Analysis

An overall presentation accuracy score for each participant on each system was
calculated as the percent of presentations correctly identified during testing.
Accuracy scores for each cue component were also calculated. Paired, within-
subjects t-tests were run on the accuracy scores to evaluate whether single- or
multi-sensory cues were more easily identifiable. Confusion matrices were gener-
ated to visualize overall perceptual performance by aggregating the presentation
and response data across all participants for each system.
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4 Results

4.1 Perception Accuracy

In the multi-sensory condition, there was an overall mean presentation accu-
racy of 41.4%, which was greater than the overall mean presentation accuracy of
30.5% in the single-sensory condition (t(7) = 3.6, p < .01). For the Distal Band,
accuracy in the multi-sensory condition was 62.5%, higher than the 42.8% in
the single-sensory condition (t(7) = 5, p < .01). The accuracy of Proximal Band
Cue A in the multi-sensory condition (69.4%) was not significantly lower than
in the single-sensory condition (73.6%) (t(7) = 2.2, p = .07). Finally, the accu-
racy of Proximal Band Cue B in the multi-sensory condition (87.7%) was not
significantly higher than the accuracy in the single-sensory condition (81.3%)
(t(7) = 1.2, p = .26). Five of the users preferred MISSIVE to the single-sensory
system, two had no marked preference, and one preferred the single-sensory sys-
tem. These results are summarized in Table 2 and in Fig. 4.

4.2 Confusion Matrices

Confusion matrices for both systems are presented in Figs. 5 and 6, where rows
are the perceived cues and columns are the actual presented cues. The 32-by-32
matrix is divided into a 4-by-4 matrix of sub-matrices with heavy lines cor-
responding to different levels of activation of Proximal Band Cue A, and B
(on/off). Cells are filled in with a percentage according to the proportion of
times the participants responded a certain way when presented with a given
cue. The main diagonal of the confusion matrix illustrates the correct answers
(i.e. the perceived presentation matches the actual presentation).

Fig. 4. The mean percent correct for both systems is compared (N = 8). The overall
scores are significantly different (p < .01), and the Distal Band vibrotactor accuracies
are significantly different (p < .01). Error bars denote the 95% confidence interval.
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5 Discussion

The objective of this study was to compare users’ ability to discern haptic cues
when they were presented with MISSIVE and with a comparable single-sensory
device. Data were analyzed both in terms of overall presentation accuracy and

Fig. 5. Confusion matrix for the multi-sensory system (N = 8): The 32-by-32 matrix is
divided into a 4-by-4 matrix of sub-matrices with heavy lines corresponding to different
levels of activation of Proximal Band Cue A, and B (on/off). Vibrotactors are labeled
by their location: T/L/B/R and pulse duration: S/L. Cells are filled in with a percent-
age according to the proportion of times the participants responded a certain way when
presented with a given cue. The main diagonal of the confusion matrix illustrates the
correct answers (i.e. the perceived presentation matches the actual presentation). With
the multi-sensory system, more confusion consistently occurs mistaking which actuators
(i.e. lateral skin stretch, radial squeeze, or both) are active. The vibrotactor accuracy
is strong (errors are inconsistently distributed) even in off-diagonal sub-matrices, indi-
cating that even when the participants mistook one actuator for another, they could
still accurately identify the vibrotactor.
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cue accuracy. Distal Band cue perceptual accuracy for MISSIVE exceeded that of
the single-sensory case—even though they are identical in design—highlighting
an advantage of the multi-sensory approach. The Distal Band vibration cues were
masked by Proximal Band vibration cues in the single-sensory system, while in
MISSIVE the vibration cues were masked by lower frequency radial squeeze and
lateral skin stretch cues in the Proximal Band. This distinction is likely the

Fig. 6. Confusion matrix for the single-sensory system (N = 8): The 32-by-32 matrix is
divided into a 4-by-4 matrix of sub-matrices with heavy lines corresponding to different
levels of activation of Proximal Band Cue A, and B (on/off). Vibrotactors are labeled by
their location: T/L/B/R and pulse duration: S/L. Cells are filled in with a percentage
according to the proportion of times the participant responded a certain way when
presented with a given cue. The main diagonal of the confusion matrix illustrates
the correct answers (i.e. the perceived presentation matches the actual presentation).
With the single-sensory system, vibrotactor accuracy deteriorates significantly (t(7) =
5.0, p = .002).
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explanation for the superior performance of vibration cue identification in the
multi-sensory condition.

Proximal Band Cue A and B perceptual accuracies were not significantly
different between the single- and multi-sensory systems. The accuracy observed
in these cues was higher than the accuracy recorded for the distal band, likely
because the Proximal Band cues were longer and were therefore more easily
identified. However, because these cues were so prominent, they tended to mask
the distal band cues.

The confusion matrices show more specifically where errors occurred. Off-
diagonal elements in the same sub-matrices as the main diagonal denote Dis-
tal Band errors. Elements in off-diagonal sub-matrices denote incorrect Proxi-
mal Band responses (i.e. not correctly identifying radial squeeze or lateral skin
stretch). Within those off-diagonal sub-matrices, the cells follow the same pat-
tern, where the diagonal corresponds to correct Distal Band responses, and off-
diagonal elements denote Distal Band errors.

The results indicate that the identification mistakes made with the MIS-
SIVE were far more consistent than on the single-sensory device. Specifically,
when stretch and squeeze were both active, users had trouble perceiving the
stretch cue. However, with the unimodal system, confusion consistently occurred
in identifying which of the vibrotactors was active in the Distal Band, along with
errors in mistaking the Proximal Band cues. This suggests that the vibrotactors
in the Proximal Band hindered the participants’ ability to accurately perceive
the vibrotactors in the Distal Band. The regularity of the type of errors observed
with the MISSIVE device point to potential opportunities for design improve-
ments that could increase perceptual accuracy.

6 Conclusion

In this work, we present a novel, multi-sensory approach to increase percep-
tual accuracy of concurrently rendered cues. We combined multiple modalities
of haptic cues (vibration, lateral skin stretch, and radial squeeze) that are per-
ceptually distinct and can be recognized when presented concurrently. Experi-
mental results showed that participants were better able to identify concurrent
multi-sensory haptic cues compared to a concurrent single-sensory haptic cues.
In addition, qualitative feedback from the participants revealed a preference for
MISSIVE over the single-sensory system.

Acknowledgements. This work was supported by Facebook, Inc.



300 N. Dunkelberger et al.

References

1. Akhtar, A., Nguyen, M., Wan, L., Boyce, B., Slade, P., Bretl, T.: Passive mechani-
cal skin stretch for multiple degree-of-freedom proprioception in a hand prosthesis.
In: Auvray, M., Duriez, C. (eds.) EUROHAPTICS 2014. LNCS, vol. 8619, pp.
120–128. Springer, Heidelberg (2014). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-44196-
1 16

2. Alluisi, E.A., Muller Jr., P.F., Fitts, P.M.: An information analysis of verbal and
motor responses in a forced-paced serial task. J. Exp. Psychol. 53(3), 153 (1957)

3. Battaglia, E., Clark, J.P., Bianchi, M., Catalano, M.G., Bicchi, A., O’Malley, M.K.:
The rice haptic rocker: skin stretch haptic feedback with the Pisa/IIT softhand.
In: IEEE World Haptics Conference, pp. 7–12. IEEE (2017)

4. Casini, S., Morvidoni, M., Bianchi, M., Catalano, M., Grioli, G., Bicchi, A.: Design
and realization of the cuff - clenching upper-limb force feedback wearable device
for distributed mechano-tactile stimulation of normal and tangential skin forces.
In: IEEE/RSJ International Conference on Intelligent Robots and Systems, pp.
1186–1193 (2015)

5. Chinello, F., Pacchierotti, C., Tsagarakis, N.G., Prattichizzo, D.: Design of a wear-
able skin stretch cutaneous device for the upper limb. In: Haptics Symposium, pp.
14–20. IEEE (2016)

6. Christiansen, R., Contreras-Vidal, J.L., Gillespie, R.B., Shewokis, P.A., O’Malley,
M.K.: Vibrotactile feedback of pose error enhances myoelectric control of a pros-
thetic hand. In: 2013 World Haptics Conference, pp. 531–536 (2013)

7. Ernst, M.O.: A bayesian view on multimodal cue integration. In: Human Body
Perception from the Inside Out, vol. 131, pp. 105–131 (2006)

8. Gault, R.H.: Progress in experiments on tactual interpretation of oral speech. J.
Abnormal Psychol. Soc. Psychol. 19(2), 155 (1924)

9. Gopalai, A.A., Senanayake, S.A.A.: A wearable real-time intelligent posture cor-
rective system using vibrotactile feedback. IEEE/ASME Trans. Mechatron. 16(5),
827–834 (2011)

10. Israr, A., Meckl, P.H., Tan, H.Z.: A two Dof controller for a multi-finger tactual
display using a loop-shaping technique. In: Proceedings of the ASME International
Mechanical Engineering Congress and Exposition (IMECE 2004), pp. 1083–1089
(2004)

11. Karam, M., Russo, F.A., Fels, D.I.: Designing the model human cochlea: an ambient
crossmodal audio-tactile display. IEEE Trans. Haptics 2(3), 160–169 (2009)

12. Kim, M., Lee, S., Choi, S.: Saliency-driven real-time video-to-tactile translation.
IEEE Trans. Haptics 7(3), 394–404 (2014)

13. Liang, X., Makatura, C.R., Schubert, M., Solomon, B.H., Walker, J.M., Blank,
A.A., O’Malley, M.K.: [D86] skin-stretch proprioceptive feedback for a robotic
gripper. In: 2014 IEEE Haptics Symposium, p. 1 (2014)

14. Norman, S.L., Doxon, A.J., Gleeson, B.T., Provancher, W.R.: Planar hand motion
guidance using fingertip skin-stretch feedback. IEEE Trans. Haptics 7(2), 121–130
(2014)

15. Novich, S.D., Eagleman, D.M.: Using space and time to encode vibrotactile infor-
mation: toward an estimate of the skin’s achievable throughput. Exp. Brain Res.
233(10), 2777–2788 (2015)

16. Pandey, S., Byrne, M.D., Jantscher, W.H., O’Malley, M.K., Agarwal, P.: Toward
training surgeons with motion-based feedback: initial validation of smoothness as a
measure of motor learning. In: Proceedings of the Human Factors and Ergonomics
Society Annual Meeting, vol. 61, no. 1, pp. 1531–1535 (2017)



Improving Perception Accuracy with Multi-sensory Haptic Cue Delivery 301

17. Reed, C.M., Delhorne, L.A.: Current results of a field study of adult users of tactile
aids. In: Seminars in Hearing, vol. 16, pp. 305–315. Thieme Medical Publishers,
Inc. (1995)

18. Reed, C.M., Durlach, N.I., Braida, L.D.: Research on tactile communication of
speech: a review. ASHA Monographs 20, 1 (1982)

19. Stanley, A.A., Kuchenbecker, K.J.: Evaluation of tactile feedback methods for wrist
rotation guidance. IEEE Trans. Haptics 5(3), 240–251 (2012)

20. Suhonen, K., Müller, S., Rantala, J., Väänänen-Vainio-Mattila, K., Raisamo, R.,
Lantz, V.: Haptically augmented remote speech communication: a study of user
practices and experiences. In: Proceedings of the 7th Nordic Conference on Human-
Computer Interaction: Making Sense Through Design, pp. 361–369. ACM (2012)

21. Tan, H., Gray, R., Young, J.J., Taylor, R.: A haptic back display for attentional
and directional cueing (2003)

22. Tan, H.Z., Reed, C.M., Durlach, N.I.: Optimum information transfer rates for
communication through haptic and other sensory modalities. IEEE Trans. Haptics
3(2), 98–108 (2010)

23. Tang, A., McLachlan, P., Lowe, K., Saka, C.R., MacLean, K.: Perceiving ordinal
data haptically under workload. In: Proceedings of the 7th International Confer-
ence on Multimodal interfaces, pp. 317–324. ACM (2005)

24. Treadway, E., Gillespie, B., Bolger, D., Blank, A., O’Malley, M.K., Davis, A.: The
role of auxiliary and referred haptic feedback in myoelectric control. In: World
Haptics Conference, WHC, pp. 13–18. Northwestern University, IEEE (2015)

25. Walker, J.M., Blank, A.A., Shewokis, P.A., O’Malley, M.K.: Tactile feedback of
object slip facilitates virtual object manipulation. IEEE Trans. Haptics 8(4), 454–
466 (2015)

26. Weisenberger, J.M., Broadstone, S.M., Kozma-Spytek, L.: Relative performance of
single-channel and multichannel tactile aids for speech perception. J. Rehabil. Res.
Dev. 28(2), 45 (1991)

27. Wheeler, J., Bark, K., Savall, J., Cutkosky, M.: Investigation of rotational skin
stretch for proprioceptive feedback with application to myoelectric systems. IEEE
Trans. Neural Syst. Rehabil. Eng. 18(1), 58–66 (2010)

28. Wong, E.Y., Israr, A., O’Malley, M.K.: Discrimination of consonant articulation
location by tactile stimulation of the forearm. In: 2010 IEEE Haptics Symposium,
pp. 47–54 (2010)

29. Yuan, H., Reed, C.M., Durlach, N.I.: Tactual display of consonant voicing as a
supplement to lipreading. J. Acoust. Soc. Am. 118(2), 1003–1015 (2005)


