USER EXPERIENCE IN SOCIAL VIRTUAL REALITY

Exploring methodologies for evaluating user experience in social virtual reality

INTRODUCTION

Social VR technology allows users separated in space to interact with
virtual representations of other people in shared virtual environments.
Currently there are no systematic evaluation methodologies for social
VR user experience.

This research based graduation assignment is part of the EU-funded
project VRTogether. Centrum Wiskunde & Informatica (CWI) is one of
the participants in this project. This graduation assignment addresses

one of the tasks of CWI — understanding the user experience in social
VR.

Based on literature review and user studies, three important dimen-
sions of experience were identified: 1) Quality of interaction, 2) Social
meaning and 3) Presence and immersion. An evaluation methodolo-
gy was designed to evaluate the three dimensions of experience. This
methodology was used in an experiment to evaluate the user experi-
ence of social VR, which was also compared with a Face-to-face con-
ditions and a Skype condition. Advantages and disadvantages of social
VR were identified, and desigh recommendations were proposed.

EVALUATION OUTCOMES

Context

An experiment was designed, based on a specific scenario: Based on literature review, an common ground understanding of
photo sharing between two friends. The evaluation method- social VR user experience was created, shown in Fig 2.
ology (a questionnaire and an interview) was used to eval-
uate the user experience in three conditions: Face-to-face, Based on the experiment results, the evaluation methodology for
Skype and Social VR. (setup shown in Fig 1) each dimension of experience was improved and provided. Apart
from that, design recommendations for future social VR product
26 pairs of participants who know each other joined the ex- were proposed. A ATEIEITIS e S el SN

periment. Results indicated that social VR provides good ex-
perience of social meaning and presence/immersion. But the
quality of interaction need to be improved.

DIMENSIONS OF USER EXPERIENCE

A Face-to-face Quality of Social Presence &

interaction meaning immersion
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Fig 1 The setup for three conditions of the experiment 4. Balance between virtual and real world 4. Comfortable HMD
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