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Abstract

Human works shift its roll from physical condition to the system supervisory control task. In this
paper safety-presentation configuration is discussed instead of well-known fault~warning
configuration. Of paticular interest was the personal factor whiich include the cognitive process.

Through a performance between each person, information processing(d’) and decision process(B)
was pointed out to explain the sensitivity of personal cognitive process. Impact of uncertainty
effectthe supervisor having doubt situations. These facts are released by the use of flat fuzzy
number of B and its learning rate R.
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Fig. 1. Hierachical nature of supervisory control
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Fig.2. System state transition for fault-warning configuration(up) and safety-presentation
configuration(down)
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Fig. 3. Model of human information processing [Wickens,1984]
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Fig. 4. perceptive judgement on uncertainty
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Fig. 5. Theoretical diagram of conflict decision
Fi:frequency of conflict responses if conflict(c/c)
Fofrequency of conflict responses in non conflict(c/C)
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REACTION TIME BY SIGNAL

Source of variance Sum of DF Mean F Signif
squares square of F
Main Effect 4,683 1 4.683 245,196 .000
EXPERT 4683 1 4,683 245,196 000
Explained 4.683 1 4,683 245,196 .000
Residual 80.172 4198 091
Total 84.855 4199 .020

Fig. 6. Experiment setting and its result
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