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The last decade saw a rapid rise of interest in Virtual Reality (VR) technologies, driven
by more mature hardware and software tools. Within the ongoing digitalization of
industry, VR technologies see uses in workstation design, operator training and tele-
operation. This article focuses on how VR can contribute to workstation design
including health and safety assessment. VR allows the inclusion of the operator in the
workstation design process, permitting evaluation of the design in a safe, interactive
and immersive virtual environment. This systematic literature review aims to qualify
the ecological validity of VR tools and identify the current obstacles to safe and
successful workstation design transfer. A standard systematic literature review
procedure is used, on a wide selection of experimental research articles studying
the validity of VR, within or outside of industrial contexts. We aggregate results from
fundamental research on VR ecological validity regarding user perceptions,
movement, cognition and stress. These results are discussed with respect to their
influence on workstation OSH assessment in VR. Furthermore, we identify current
technological factors and upcoming developments that mediate the validity of VR
assessments.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Virtual reality

Virtual Reality (VR) is a collection of digital technologies designed for immersing a user into
a virtual environment, creating the feeling of presence: the subjective psychological perception
of existing inside the virtual environment (Heater (1992)). Immersion in a virtual environment
can be facilitated by various stimuli: visual (VR headsets, stereoscopic screens, immersive
rooms), auditive, and even tactile or haptic (vibratile controllers, force feedback devices), but
also natural modes of interactions, for instance using the user’s hand or body movements.

The last decade saw the rapid emergence of new VR technologies and renewed interest in
VR (Muñoz-Saavedra et al. (2020)). The combination of cheap, lightweight and readily available
VR displays, with the rise in simpler VR content-authoring tools, and the general increase in
available graphical processing power, opened up many opportunities for novel research and
applications, in various fields such as education, healthcare and industrial R&D. VR devices also
incorporate many sensors, with the ability to collect a wide range of data on the user, with
position tracking, accelerometers and even eye-trackers. They can also be used in conjunction
with many motion-capture systems, allowing further immersion and full-body posture and
motion recording. As such, VR technologies are highly instrumented and allow for
customizable virtual environments. This makes VR a useful tool for reproducible and
objective research.
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VR finds its industrial applications in the Fourth Industrial
Revolution or Industry 4.0: a paradigm shift in manufacturing
techniques and work organization, made possible by advances in
digital technologies such as Artificial Intelligence, Big Data,
additive manufacturing, digital simulations, collaborative robotics
and Mixed Reality technologies, comprised of Augmented Reality
and VR. This industrial revolution would allow for greater autonomy
and flexibility of production systems, with fast iteration of product or
workstation designs at a reduced cost.

In this regard, VR is used for operator training (Patle et al.
(2019); Pérez et al. (2019)), teleoperation (Lipton et al. (2017);
Whitney et al. (2020)) or to assist and validate workstation design.
Early in the workstation design process, VR allows operators to take
part and provide feedback based on their interactions with a digital
mock-up of their future work environment. Virtual interactions can
be advanced enough to simulate the functions of tools and
equipment, allowing the operators to perform every step of a
task in the digital mock-up.

These emerging use cases for VR provides opportunities to address
Occupational Health and Safety (OSH) concerns early in the
workstation design process: indeed, VR can provide a virtual, and
thus safe, environment to assess operators’ behavior in potentially
dangerous environments or situations. This article presents a
systematic literature review which aims to evaluate the validity and
limitations of using VR technologies in that context.

1.2 Ecological validity

When using VR tools for training or validation of a workstation
design, it becomes necessary to consider and evaluate the validity of
such tools. The literature distinguish between several types of validity:

• Internal validity (Campbell (1986)) refers to the ability of an
experimental setup or simulation to be locally consistent. In the
case of workstation design, it means to present the situations,
tools, machines, procedures, etc., of a simulated work
environment in a believable manner, both visually and
functionally.

• External validity (Campbell (1986)) refers to the ability of the
experimental setup or simulation to provides observations that
are consistent with external observations. For instance, an
ergonomic assessment made on a real operator in a virtual
environment could be found to be in accordance with an
assessment made using a digital human model in a design tool.

• Ecological validity (Schmuckler (2001)) is a particular case of
external validity, in which experimental or simulation-based
observations are consistent with those made in an ecological
setting, that is, in the previous example, the real operator in their
real-world work environment.

In practice, studies look to, either establish a correlation between
observations made in VR and real-world observations, or find a
difference between such observations, in order to identify the limits
of validity. While even a strong correlation between real-world and
virtual observations is insufficient to make exact predictions based
solely on VR observations, it gives credence to the fact that the
underlying phenomenon responsible for the variance is adequately
reproduced in the virtual environment. For instance, the absolute time

for an operator to perform a task in VRmay differ from the real-world
observed time, but the time variability between different designs of the
workstation may be the same in VR and the real-world. In such a case,
evidence of a correlational validity could be strong evidence for the
validity of comparison of workstations designs in VR in an iterative
conception process.

1.3 Related works

The roles of VR in industrial contexts have been extensively
studied in the scientific literature. Damiani et al. (2018) propose a
qualitative review of 39 articles presenting applications of virtual
and Augmented Reality (AR) in the context of Industry 4.0. They
report on the key technologies behind highlight of VR and AR, and
their main applications in the industry: operator training,
maintenance and decision making. They note that these
technologies are currently welcomed and implemented in real
industrial settings, with potential to improve operators’ safety
through virtual training. In a review of 78 studies,
Radhakrishnan et al. (2021) show that this VR-based training is
used and is effective in many diverse fields, such as healthcare,
manufacturing or construction. However, they observe that
effectiveness varies with technical aspects of the training tool,
such as the visual fidelity of the simulation or modalities and
interfaces of interaction with the environment. Professional
training is an effective way to promote safety in the workplace:
Grassini and Laumann (2020) identified 16 studies reporting VR
OSH applications in industrial contexts. They present successful
implementations of VR-based safety training of operators, showing
that VR can be used as an alternative to existing training processes.
The review however highlighted that few of those applications were
evaluated with respect to their ecological validity.

In a wider context, Kinateder et al. (2014) show that VR is a
promising tool to examine human behavior in fire evacuation
research. It offers high reproducibility and allows to simulate
dangerous situations without putting subjects at risk. They propose
that VR experiments generally have similar ecological validity than
laboratory experiments. This validity however depends on the
experimental setup and the technical limitations of the VR
apparatus. Furthermore there are too few validation studies to
properly assess current limitations to validity.

These existing reviews indicate a clear adoption of VR
technologies in various industries. A widely observed fact in the
literature is that the diversity of hardware and software
implementations of VR influences its effectiveness in its different
applications. Furthermore, while training applications can be
evaluated with respect to their effectiveness, we found few
evaluations of the ecological validity of VR in the context of
workstation design. However, evaluation of the validity of VR for
prevention and safety exists outside of industrial contexts, and may
provide data relevant to workstation design.

1.4 Objectives

This article presents a systematic literature review investigating the
ecological validity of current VR technology in the context of safe and
successful workstation design. That is, how can an interactive digital mock-
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up of a workstation be used to assess safety, health risks and ergonomic
considerations of the future physical workstation. This review aggregate
results from experimental validations of VR simulations, compared to
some ground truth or an equivalent real-world experiment. The considered
experiments may take place in a real or simulated industrial context,

In practice, VR can be implemented through a wide variety of audio-
visual and interaction devices, such as head-mounted displays, immersive
rooms or force-feedback devices, each with different characteristics and
technical limitations. Therefore, this review also present those devices and
considers experimental comparisons of different VR technologies with
respect to the influence they may have on simulation validity.

2 Materials and methods

In this literature review, we follow the engineering-oriented
systematic review procedure presented by Kitchenham (2004). The
review procedure consists of three main phases:

• In the first phase of the process, the research question is
identified and a review protocol is proposed. In particular the
articles sources and inclusion and exclusion criteria of the review
are defined.

• The second phase consists of the identification of relevant research
articles, leveraging searchable databases to find articles using
relevant keywords, determined in the first phase. The inclusion
and exclusion criteria are applied to filter out articles that do not
answer the research question. At this stage, data relevant to the
research question are extracted out of the articles, allowing for a
synthetic quantitative analysis of the literature.

• The final phase consists of reporting the review in a technical
report, thesis or scientific article.

2.1 Research question

In this literature review, we aim to answer the following research
questions:

• VR offers a safe environment to evaluate operator behavior in
dangerous environments or situations. This represents an
important opportunity for health and safety assessments and
training. What is the ecological validity of such simulation, with
regard to operators’ behavior?

• VR technologies are still in a phase of constant evolution, and
various combinations of software, displays and haptic devices
can be employed. What are the influences of those technological
factors on the validity of the simulation?

In conducting this review, we identified four main thematics
relevant to organizational safety and health (OSH) considerations
through which to analyze operators’ behavioral validity in VR: spatial
perception, stress or risk perception, cognition and movement. The
results of this review will be organized around those four thematics.
The ecological validity for each of these components of behavior will
be discussed, identifying for each of them current potential and
limitations of VR simulation and how they are mediated by
technical aspects of the VR apparatus.

2.2 Selection criteria

The articles were retrieved from theWeb of Science database using
keyword search, for articles matching the query:

("virtual reality" OR "virtual environment") AND

("validity" OR ("real" AND "compar*")) AND

"experiment*"

Using the Web of Science “topic” field tag, the query can match
text in the title, abstract and keywords of articles.

Compared to previously cited reviews, we chose to focus our
initial query on the methodological aspects of the articles to
retrieve. We thus restricted our search to articles describing VR-
based experimental procedures designed to evaluate the validity of
VR, or, in other words, compare it to a real situation. However, to
retrieve a sufficient selection of articles, we relaxed criteria
regarding the field of application in this initial query. Relevance
to OSH was assessed by later criteria.

Several methodologies or experimental designs appear in the
literature to assess the ecological validity of VR. We propose here a
classification of three types of methods that produce conclusive
evidence relevant to the scope of this literature review:

• Indirect Comparison: The study describes an experiment carried
out in VR with no directly comparable real condition.
- Reproduction of a real and well-known phenomenon in VR.
For instance, one may want to assess whether a dangerous
situation induces a stress response in VR.

- Establishment of a correlation between a variable measured in
a VR experimental condition and a related psychometric test.
For instance, one may assess whether users with good
performance on a standard memory test also display good
performance on a memory task in a virtual environment.

• Direct Comparison: The study describes an experiment carried
out in both real and virtual conditions, in which measured
variables can be compared directly.
- Establishment of a correlation between a variable measured in
VR experimental conditions, and the same variablemeasured in
a real-world condition. The comparison may be inter-
individual (e.g. high-performing subjects on a real-world task
tend to perform better on the virtual task) or intra-individual
(e.g. individual variance in performance on different real-world
tasks is replicated on equivalent virtual tasks).

- Quantification of a significant effect of VR on a variable
measured in both VR and real-world experimental conditions.

- On the contrary, evidence of the significant absence of an
effect between the VR and real-world conditions. This would
represent the highest level of ecological validity of a
simulation, however, as it requires high statistical
power (Quertemont (2011)), most experimental studies are
unable to present that level of evidence. We must therefore be
careful not to prematurely conclude the absence of an effect on
VR from the lack of evidence of that effect.

• Technical Comparison: The study describes an experiment
carried out using differents VR apparatus, comparing how
different hardware or software properties can affect activity in
the virtual environment.
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We then define the following inclusion criteria:

1. The article must be published between the years 2000 and 2021,
inclusive.

2. The article must be published in English.
3. The article must be published in a academic journal or conference

proceedings.
4. The article must present original, primary experimental research.

These criteria therefore exclude articles solely reporting on a
literature review.

5. The presented experiments must involve one or more audio-visual
VR devices, as defined in Section 1.1.1, used by human subjects.

6. The population observed in the study must be healthy adults. That
is, we excluded articles who considered only subjects presenting a
particular pathology or children.

7. The experimental design of the study must fit in at least one of the
three categories described above.

8. The article reports quantitative results and their statistical
significance.

9. The presented experiments must have similarities to professional
situations or practical applications in OSH.

Each article must comply with each of the inclusion criteria in
order to be included in the review.

The extraction query matched 1311 articles in the Web of Science
database published between 2000 and 2021. According to our inclusion
criteria, 22 articles were excluded from the review as they were not
published in English. Four articles were found to be duplicated and the
duplicates were excluded. Another document was excluded as it was a
poster. Therefore, 1284 articles remained which fit the first three inclusion
criteria.

Among these 1284 retained articles, 46 presented literature
reviews and were excluded from the present review. Furthermore,
115 articles not presenting a VR-based experiment were excluded,
including 16 articles about Augmented Reality. Five articles were
excluded from the review as they presented identical results to
another included article. Finally, we found 92 articles fitting the
inclusion criteria.

2.3 Data extraction

In this literature review, we collect data on:

• The type of VR hardware used in each study, organized into
three categories: HMD, immersive room, one or more computer
screen. One study may use several types of VR hardware.

• The content authoring tools used to create the virtual
environment, when mentioned in the article.

• The experimental design categories that the study belong to, as
defined in Section 2.1.

• The research field of the study, e.g. ergonomics, behavioral
sciences, engineering, etc, using Web of Science categories.

• Any standard psychometric tests and questionnaires
administered for testing the study hypotheses.

• Any standard VR oriented questionnaire designed to provide a
subjective evaluation of the user’s presence in the virtual
environment or of their motion sickness or cybersickness.

3 Results

3.1 Data analysis

3.1.1 Devices
In the selected literature, we identified a wide variety of devices

used to display the virtual environment and allow interaction within it.
In particular, we can distinguish between three families of audio-visual
VR devices commonly used in experiments:

• Head-Mounted Displays (HMD), also known as VR headsets,
are wearable devices offering a stereoscopic display of a virtual
environment. Stereoscopy is achieved through two separate
displays for each eye point of view, and are equipped with
position and orientation tracking devices, allowing to
synchronize the point of view in the virtual environment
with the user’s position in the physical space.

• Immersive rooms, such as the Cave Automatic Virtual
Environment (CAVE) system (Cruz-Neira et al. (1993)),
exist in the form of an cube, with two open faces at the
top and the side. Several projectors display a stereoscopic
image on each internal face of the cube, resulting in a
surrounding view of the virtual environment. A single user
wearing stereoscopic glasses equipped with motion capture
trackers allow for the rendered point of view to be
synchronized with the user’s head position.

• Stereoscopic and non-stereoscopic screens are also used in VR
research, in single or multiple screen setups. They might also be
used in conjunction with head-tracking devices allowing the
rendered point of view to be synchronized with the user’s head
movement.

A common mean of interaction is achieved through tracking the
position and motion of the user’s hands, allowing them to use natural
gestures to “touch” objects in the environment. Fine finger movement
is often not tracked and VR controllers often use simple buttons to
allow for grabbing objects or other programmed interactions within
the environment.

These interactions can be enhanced with tactile and force feedback, or
“haptic” feedback. A simple implementation of haptic feedback is
commonly achieved through vibration of a VR controller, for instance

TABLE 1 Frequencies of usage for different VR systems in the selected articles
(with frequency ≥ 5).

VR system Frequency

Any Head-Mounted Display 61

Oculus Rift HMD 16

HTC VIVE HMD 13

nVisor HMD 5

Virtual Research HMD 5

Non-stereoscopic screen(s) 23

CAVE/Immersive room 13

Stereoscopic screen(s) 8
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to notify the user of a contact with a virtual object. Interaction devices can
however take many more forms, with varying degrees of haptic feedback:

• Handheld controllers: handheld tracked devices capable of
haptic feedback through vibrations.

• Haptic suits (Konishi et al. (2016)): full or upper-body suits with
vibrating motors allowing for localized tactile feedback on the
user’s body.

• Force-feedback arms: a robotic arm with an end effector design
to be held by the user. The force-feedback system can then apply
forces and torques on the end effector, usually in three or
6 degrees of freedom, to simulate weight of objects and
collision forces within the environment.

Table 1 presents the frequency of usage of different VR systemswithin
the selected studies. We observe that a large majority of the literature
concerns HMD-based VR. In particular, recent consumer-oriented
solutions such as the Oculus and HTC HMDs are well represented in
the selected literature, illustrating a shift towards affordable consumer VR
for research: these two solutions, released to the public in 2016, were
featured in 29 out of 44 of the selected articles in the 2016–2021 period.
Furthermore, in that period, a similar shift is observed in VR content
authoring software usage, with the 3D engine Unity being cited in 19 out
of 44 articles. This illustrates the recent evolution of VR technology,
justifying an interest in assessing ecological validity in the different
technological contexts presented by VR.

3.1.2 Topics
This literature review aims to assess the validity of VR for OSH

research. The review however sources experimental studies from a
wide spectrum of fields to validate different dimensions of the

ecological validity of VR. Table 2 presents the Web of Science
categories in which the selected studies are classified.

Within this article, we organized selected studies into four main
topics that are discussed in the following sections. The first topic
concerns spatial perception, which is how the perception of
distances and speed is influenced in a virtual environment. The
second topic is the validity of stress and risk perception within a
virtual environment, in general and industrial contexts. The third
topic concerns how cognition is affected by VR. Finally, the fourth
topic relates to biomechanical considerations in the virtual
environment, more specifically, how manual tasks are performed
in VR and its effects on movement and posture. Table 3 presents the
repartition of selected studies in these categories.

Among the selected literature, we found seven studies who used
the Simulator Sickness Questionnaire (SSQ, Kennedy et al. (1993)) to
assess the incidence of cybersickness in subjects. In these studies, the
SSQ was used to compare incidence of cybersickness across different
experimental conditions or VR apparatuses.

3.2 Spatial perception

3.2.1 Distance perception
Distance perception in VR is affected by the display used, and

egocentric distances, i.e. distances from the observer to an object tend
to be underestimated while in a virtual environment.

Technical characteristics of the display can mediate this effect.
For instance, Naceri et al. (2009) show that distance judgments up
to 80 cm are less accurate using HMDs compared to stereoscopic
screens. Ghinea et al. (2018) compare HMDs to CAVEs, finding
that HMDs gives less accurate distance judgments for distances up
to 8 m. Bodenheimer et al. (2007) and Peillard et al. (2019) further
demonstrates that perceived spatial distortion in HMDs is non-
linear. Hatzipanayioti and Avraamides (2021) show that this
distortion can affect angle perception and pointing accuracy.

The effect is however present on non-stereoscopic screens (Makaremi
and N’Kaoua (2021); Popp et al. (2004)), stereoscopic screens (Lin and
Woldegiorgis (2017); Woldegiorgis and Lin (2017)) CAVEs (Piryankova
et al. (2013); Hofmann et al. (2001)) and HMDs (Bodenheimer et al.
(2007); Gamberini et al. (2008); Geuss et al. (2012); Hiramoto and
Hamamoto (2018); Napieralski et al. (2011)). A comparison of older
and more recent HMDs indicates a reduction of that effect on newer
devices (Kelly et al. (2017)), possibly as a consequence of increased display
resolution and visual information (Ryu et al. (2005)).

Jones et al. (2008) and Jones et al. (2013) investigate the effect of
field of view of HMDs on distance perception. They show that a
narrower field of view biases distance judgments in both real and
virtual environments, but that effect is not sufficient to fully explain

TABLE 2 Count of selected articles in eachWoS category (only showing categories
with count ≥ 5). Articles may fall into several categories.

WoS Category Count

Computer Science 54

Computer Science, Software Engineering 28

Computer Science, Cybernetics 18

Psychology 15

Computer Science, Artificial Intelligence 15

Engineering, Electrical and Electronic 11

Ergonomics 9

Psychology, Experimental 9

Engineering, Industrial 8

Imaging Science and Photographic Technology 8

Computer Science, Theory and Methods 7

Robotics 7

Neurosciences 5

Computer Science, Information Systems 5

Computer Science, Hardware and Architecture 5

TABLE 3 Count of selected articles in the four main thematics of the review.

VR system Count

Spatial perception 33

Stress and risk perception 19

Cognition 14

Biomechanical considerations 27
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distance underestimation in HMD-based VR. Furthermore, while
depth perception seems to be an important feature of modern VR
displays, Paille et al. (2005) show that stereoscopic displays do not
increase accuracy of distance perception, contrary to what may be
intuitively believed. Stereoscopy is however shown to reduce error in
angle perception Karaman et al. (2010).

Vienne et al. (2020) suggest that the lack of visual cues in a
virtual environment may be a cause of distance underestimation.
Steinicke et al. (2010) show that having the subject travels to the
experimental location within the virtual environment allows for
better distance judgments compared to directly immersing them at
the experimental location. Similarly, Kelly et al. (2017) shows that
walking within the virtual environment improves distance
judgments. Using virtual environments that are similar to the
real environment produces a similar improvement, as
demonstrated by Ahmed Wick et al. (2010).

Accurate distance perception is necessary to assess affordance in
the virtual environment: for instance whether the subject can pass
through a gap or over an obstacle. Bhargava et al. (2020) note that
subjects in HMD-based VR make similar judgments of passability
through gaps of different sizes, but require a closer examination of the
gap to produce those judgments. Furthermore, Lin et al. (2015) show
an effect of using a virtual avatar on affordance judgments when
stepping over an obstacle or down a ledge: subjects produce more
conservative judgments when the avatar is visible. A similar effect is
also observed when subjects are instructed to cross the obstacle after
they make their judgement.

3.2.2 Speed perception
VR technologies can also be used to research road safety: it allows

exposing drivers or pedestrians to each other in simulated dangerous
situations, in a safe and controlled environment, allowing for easier
and repeatable experimentation. Collisions between vehicles and
pedestrians are of particular relevance in industries such as civil
engineering and logistics.

Feldstein and Dyszak (2020) observe a difference between the
behavior of pedestrians in HMD-based VR and in the real world
when faced with the decision whether to cross a road in front of an
incoming vehicle at varying speeds. In the real world, pedestrians’
decision to cross is influenced by both the distance and speed of the
incoming vehicle. However, in the virtual environment,
pedestrians make the same crossing decisions irrespective of
variation in speed, considering only the distance to the car.
Consequently, while in VR, the time separation between the car
and pedestrian decreases as the vehicle speed increase. A second
experiment described by Feldstein and Peli (2020) corroborates
these results, while also demonstrating a similar effect of vehicle
color on crossing decisions in both real and virtual environments.
This shows that VR may cause pedestrians to underestimate how
speed increases the risk of collision.

Schneider et al. (2021) compare crossing decisions in CAVE-based
VR, HMD-based VR and real world conditions. Subjects report lower
self-reported risk during crossings in HMD-based VR and are more
reluctant to cross in front of incoming vehicles. Conversely, subjects
display riskier crossing behavior in CAVE-based VR with no increase
in self-reported risk compared to real world conditions.

Branzi et al. (2017) look to validate how speed-related behavior of
drivers is replicated between a real road condition and its virtual clone.
They observe that drivers have a higher speed while in the simulator,

however, drivers adapt their speed in the virtual environment in similar
way than on the real road. In other words, the speed in virtual and real
correlation is strongly correlated, despite a general speed difference. This
could suggest that the difference in driving behavior could be the result of
a difference in distance or speed perception in the simulator. For instance,
acceleration forces of the vehicles cannot be felt while in the simulator.
Furthermore, other technical parameters such as the field of view of the
VR display are known to influence the perception of ego-speed (Hussain
et al. (2020); Lidestam et al. (2019)). Display type also affects motion
perception: Riecke et al. (2005) show that angular motion is
underestimated when using an HMD compared to a non-stereoscopic
screen, even when the field of view is matched. Moreover, cybersickness is
a factor that can influence driver behavior in a simulator, as shown by
Malone and Brünken (2021): users reduce their speed to avoid or limit
effects of motion sickness.

3.3 Stress and risk perception

3.3.1 Stress induction in virtual reality
In order to properly simulate dangerous situations or to assess

acceptability of a workstation design, VR needs to be able to induce
measurable stress. It has been shown that a physiological stress
response can be induced in VR, using artificial stressors such as a
time-sensitive dual task (Legkov et al. (2017)). A point of interest of
this review is how VR can induce an ecologically valid stress
response in simulated dangerous situations, that could be of
interest to OSH.

We identified a set of studies investigating how VR can be used
to assess evacuation behavior in fire evacuation scenarios. Fire
evacuations in VR induces a greater self-reported negative affect
compared to a control condition in CAVE-based (Maïano et al.
(2011)) and HMD-based VR (Zou et al. (2017)), assessed using the
Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS, Watson et al.
(1988)). Maïano et al. (2011) further show that subjects report
higher anxiety through the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI,
Spielberger (1983)). Zou et al. (2017) examine physiological
markers of stress: heartrate variability and Galvanic Skin
Response (GSR), measuring higher stress response as fire
intensity in the virtual environment increases.

It is of interest to assess how self-reported and physiological
adverse reactions to virtual danger influences behavior and
decision-making. Kinateder and Warren (2016) show that self-
reported risk of subjects exposed to a fire alarm is lower when the
stimuli is presented in HMD-based VR compared to a real
evacuation exercise. Consistent with self-reported risk, they also
observe that subjects are less likely to evacuate when they are within
the virtual environment. Kobes et al. (2010) and Feng et al. (2021)
examine the validity of subjects behavior and exit choice in an
evacuation exercise. Feng et al. (2021) report high validity in exit
choice for subjects standing in HMD-based VR. However, Kobes
et al. (2010) show that when required to explore their environment
looking for an exit, subjects are less likely to correctly chose the
nearest one in VR.

Kisker et al. (2021a), Martens et al. (2019), Meehan et al. (2002)
and Phillips et al. (2012) evaluate how HMD-based VR can generate a
physiological stress reaction when subjects are presented with heights
and a risk of falling. Both Kisker et al. (2021a) and Phillips et al. (2012)
measure and observe a reduction of subjects’ walking speed
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confronted with a virtual risk of falling from height, compared to a
safer environment. Martens et al. (2019), Meehan et al. (2002) and
Phillips et al. (2012) observe increases in physiological markers of
stress, such as heartrate and Galvanic Skin Response (GSR).

Yuan and Steed (2010) and Zhang and Hommel (2016) present
experiments in which the virtual hand controlled by the subject is
threatened by a falling object, comparing realistic human hands with
non-human or abstract hands. They observe greater anxiety when the
realistic human hand is threatened, through, respectively, an increase
in GSR, and an increase in self-reported anxiety. This indicates that
using a realistic avatar increases subjective body ownership and
physiological response to threats.

3.3.2 Risk perception in human-robot interactions
Inoue et al. (2005) present a comparison of operators subjective

anxiety towards a mobile robot in a real and a CAVE virtual
environment. They report a high correlation of self-reported
anxiety (r = 0.99) of operators toward robot motion between the
real and virtual environment. Ng et al. (2009) however report a slight
effect of the virtual environment increasing hazard perception towards
a mobile robot, appearing as speed and proximity with the operator
increases. Furthermore, Kamide et al. (2011) reports that operators
express less concern about a robot going out of control during its
operation.

Ng et al. (2011) compare the perception of risk of operators
interacting with robots in real and virtual conditions. Subjects are
asked to estimate the work envelope of various models of robots,
i.e., the volume in which the robot can operate, and where a
collision between the robot and the operator is possible. The
perceived size of envelope increase with the size of the robot
and its operating speed, both in real-world and virtual
conditions. However, in a second experiment, subjects are
shown a simulated accident between the robot and an operator.
In the simulated-accident real-world condition, subjects perceived
a larger work envelope compared to the no-accident condition.
However, subjects who witness the accident in virtual reality do not
seem to adjust their perception of the work envelope relative to the
no-accident condition. Earlier research from Or et al. (2009) shows
that operators self-reported perception of risk increase after
witnessing a similar simulated accident in VR. This suggests that
such self-reports may not be associated with an effect on decision
making while in VR. Furthermore, El-Shawa et al. (2017) reports an
effect of HMD-based VR on perceived work envelope, as operators
tend to stand farther away from operating robots in a virtual
environment compared to the real one.

3.4 Cognition

Tasks performed at a workstation always rely on the cognitive
resources of the operator. In order to assess mental workload and task
performance in VR, it is necessary that the VR simulations do not add
to the mental solicitations of the operator and solicit the same
cognitive processes as the real situation.

Luong et al. (2019) find no effect of HMD-based VR on
performance and mental workload in n-back tasks (Kirchner
(1958)) of varying difficulties, assessed using the Rating Scale
Mental Effort (RMSE, Zijlstra and Van Doorn (1985)). Broek et al.
(2008) show no increase of mental workload (RMSE) in a memory and

manual task in screen-based VR. Furthermore, dual-tasking in VR
properly increase cognitive load, as shown in Han et al. (2021)
(measured using NASA-TLX; Hart and Staveland (1988)).

However, Shen et al. (2019) observe greater mental fatigue in a
virtual office workspace compared to a real one, for an exposition
period of 8 h. This shows that an effect of VR onmental workload may
exist but may not be observable in short sessions. Time perception is
also distorted in virtual reality, as demonstrated by Mullen and
Davidenko (2021): subjects were tasked to estimate a 5-min
interval produces significantly longer estimations while in VR.

Kisker et al. (2021a) show that HMD-based VR involve different
processes of memorization and retrieval. In an experiment where
subjects are tasked with exploring a virtual environment and learning
the locations of differents object, they rely on recollection-based
memory (remembering a particular event with high accuracy)
when exploring the environment using an HMD, while screen-
based VR elicits familiarity-based memory. As natural
autobiographical memory is recollection-based, this shows validity
of using HMD-based VR with respect to the nature of the memory
processes involved. Mania et al. (2003) further report no difference in
performance between a real task and HMD-based VR. Mellet et al.
(2009) also observe a difference in the nature of brain activity between
real and screen-based virtual environment learning tasks, despite no
observable difference in subjects performance between the two
conditions.

This difference in memory process may result in performance
variations depending on the tasks and VR apparatus used. For
instance, Sturz et al. (2009) and Tlauka et al. (2008) report no
difference in spatial learning and memory between a real
environment and screen-based VR, while performance in HMD-
based VR compared to screen-based may (Figueroa et al. (2017))
or may not (Kim et al. (2018)) be improved depending on the nature of
the spatial learning task.

Srivastava et al. (2019) investigate how HMD-based VR influence
spatial learning and memory when exploring a virtual environment,
compared to monitor-based VR. They observe an effect of HMD-
based VR, increasing mental workload measured by NASA-TLX, and
a degradation of memory. Subjects were however found to spend less
time exploring the environment in HMD-based VR. This could be
caused by higher reported motion sickness when using the HMD, and
explain the difference of performance between subjects in the two
conditions.

3.5 Biomechanical considerations

3.5.1 Locomotion and posture in VR
VR offers a variety of techniques for locomotion in a virtual

environment. Arguably, natural locomotion, i.e. walking in the real
environment to move within the virtual one would present the
highest validity. However, several studies indicate different walking
behavior in real and virtual environments. In particular, users
lower their walking speed in HMD-based VR. Janeh et al.
(2017) reports a reduction of step length and walking speed of
6%, while Agethen et al. (2018) reports a speed reduction of 13%.
Other gait characteristics are also influenced in VR, with an
increase in step count, base support, and double support time
(the amount of time in the walking cycle where both feet are on the
ground).
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When colocalized with other users in the virtual environment,
Berton et al. (2019) report a higher reduction of walking speed of
19.5%, with higher clearance when passing another user compared to a
real environment. Podkosova and Kaufmann (2018) also show higher
clearance and a higher self-reported risk of collision when two users
cross paths in VR compared to real conditions.

A limitation of real walking locomotion in VR is the need for a
real space at least as large as the virtual environment. To address
this limitation, other locomotion devices can be used, from simple
joysticks to complex equipment simulating semi-natural
movement, such as omnidirectional treadmills allowing users to
control their walking speed and direction. Souman et al. (2011)
propose and seek to validate an omnidirectional treadmill. They
show that step length and walking speed are reduced and turn
radius is increased when using the treadmill compared to real
walking in the virtual environment, however, familiarity with the
locomotion interface reduces the effect.

Nabiyouni et al. (2015) compare natural walking in a virtual
locomotion task with joystick-based motion and a VirtuSphere
device, a hollow spherical apparatus offering similar functionality
to an omnidirectional treadmill. They observe subjects adopting a
similar trajectory in natural walking and joystick conditions, but
deviate from that trajectory when using the VirtuSphere and
require more time to complete the locomotion task.

Immersion in the virtual environment also affects standing
balance. Kawamura and Kijima (2016) show that body sway
increases in HMD-based VR. This effect further increases with the
latency of the display device. An effect of the nature of the virtual
environment is also observed: subjects have increased body sway in a
realistic virtual environment that is unfamiliar, compared to a replica
of the laboratory where the experiment takes place. This
environmental effect is also investigated by Assländer and Streuber
(2020), comparing a virtual replica of the real experimental
environment to an abstract virtual environment. These two studies
show an effect of HMD-based VR on standing balance, that can
however be moderated by using an environment that subjects are
familiar with and ensuring low latency of the VR system.

3.5.2 Performing manual tasks in VR
Studies investigating how operators perform manual tasks in

real and virtual environments show that they require more time
and make more mistakes in completing the virtual task. This effect
holds true in both CAVE-based (Dessing et al. (2004); Sutcliffe
et al. (2005)) and HMD-based VR (Arnold et al. (2002); Liu et al.
(2009)).

Mottelson andHornbæk (2017) demonstrates an impact of the VR
apparatus used, comparing an identical pointing task using a desktop
HMD in a laboratory or smartphone-based HMD: subject perform a
pointing task faster and more accurately with the greater visual
information displayed on desktop HMD. Sutcliffe et al. (2005)
shows that displaying a virtual hand improves execution time and
accuracy in a CAVE-based VR task.

Chessa et al. (2019) shows the validity of using hand-tracking
devices to examine grasping behavior in VR, as similar grasping
behavior with real or virtual objects. Hameed et al. (2021) however
reports that using hand-tracking as a way to interact with the
virtual environment also increases the time required to perform a
pick-and-place task, while increasing the mental effort of the
operators.

Tian and Duffy (2011) and Wu et al. (2012) propose an
experiment comparing ergonomic assessments based on a lifting
task performed by an operator in a real-world setting and in
HMD-based VR, as well as the same task simulated using a digital
human model. The ergonomic assessment is performed using the
NIOSH Recommended Weight Limit equation (RWL, Waters et al.
(1993)). The RWL allows to compute the maximum mass an operator
should manipulate depending on postural and task-dependent
constraints. A more ergonomic workstation would allow the
operator to adopt postures that raise their RWL. Hu et al. (2011)
compare a drilling task in a real environment and in HMD-based VR.
Operators report higher Rated Perceived Exertion (RPE, Borg (1970))
and higher Body Part Discomfort while working in the virtual
environment, and required more time to complete the task.

These results show that, when performing the task wearing a VR
HMD, operators tend to adopt less ergonomics postures, leading to
greater exhaustion. A proposed explanation for the postural changes is
the reduced peripheral field of view when wearing an HMD, forcing
the operators to adapt their posture to better view manipulated objects
and their environment.

3.5.3 Haptic feedback
Haptic devices allow for interactions with the virtual environment

with tactile and force feedback, thus bringing complimentary sensory
information. Force feedback can also be used to prevent
interpenetration of virtual objects, thus preventing operators to
perform gestures that would be physically impossible in a real
environment. Force feedback allows to simulate weight and
collisions of objects in the virtual environment, promoting realistic
muscle activation (Zhang et al. (2016)), gripping behavior
(Bergamasco et al. (2006)) and ability to feel the shape of objects
(O’Malley and Goldfarb (2002)) similar to what is observed in real
conditions. However, Bell and Cao (2007) show that force feedback
can increase applied force and reaction times compared to real
conditions.

Lassagne et al. (2017) demonstrates the need for haptic feedback in
a task where an operator must interact with a virtual touchscreen.
Using a simple inert panel or actual screen colocalized with the virtual
one, they provide passive haptic feedback. This passive feedback allows
for faster interactions between the operator and machine while
reducing the number of errors made.

Pontonnier et al. (2014) report operators’ subjective experiences
when using an active force-feedback mechanical arm in a virtual
workstation. In the described experiment, subjects insert different
shapes in a hole-box in real and virtual environments, with or without
force feedback. Operators report more difficulty and less realism in
completing the task in the virtual setting when using the haptic device.
Pontonnier et al. (2014) suggest that this difficulty arise from and
absence of colocalization between the haptic device and the visuals of
the virtual environment.

Louison et al. (2017) propose an upper-body haptic suit designed
to give tactile feedback to operators when they touch or collide with
objects in the virtual environment. The device aims to reduce
situations where the body of the operator would pass through
virtual objects, thus making their postures and gestures not
ecologically valid. They observe that, despite the suit providing
only tactile but no force feedback, operators reduced their number
of collisions and time in interpenetration with the virtual
environment, thus reducing impossible and invalid movements.
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4 Discussion

VR technologies still have technical limitations on how the
virtual environment can be rendered, displayed and interacted
with. We find that these limitations influence visual perception in
VR, leading to distortions in how operators may see the virtual
space around them. This affects how distances and velocities are
perceived in VR: egocentric distances and ego-speeds are generally
underestimated and less accurate. This represents a significant bias
in how operators perceive, and thus interact with, the virtual
workspace. These effects are however mediated by technological
factors, such as display resolution and field of view, and they may
become less relevant as VR display technologies continue to
evolve.

Current technical limitations also strongly influence how
operators are allowed to interact with the virtual environment. This
results in operators performing manual tasks more slowly in VR, and
with less accuracy. In order to make interactions more realistic, haptic
feedback can be used, in particular to prevent operators from
performing gestures that would be physically impossible in the real
workspace. Haptics can also improve performance in tasks which rely
on tactile feedback.

A wide range of locomotion modalities exists in VR. Real space
natural walking present good validity in use cases where it is
applicable. VR however has an effect on gait characteristics of
operators, who decrease their walking speed and adopt a generally
more prudent gait, especially around virtual obstacles. Other
locomotion modalities exist, such as using a joystick, present good
validity with respect to trajectories, but may not be used in contexts
where gait and postures are to be analyzed. Furthermore, when
designing a virtual environment that the operator must travel
through, one must consider the possible incidence and effects of
cybersickness, and the potential adaptative behaviors the subject
may develop in response to it.

Just like in a real workstation, performing tasks in VR solicits the
cognitive resources of the operator. We find that the largest effect of
VR on cognition affects the nature of the memory processes involved
in a cognitive task. In particular, unlike real space and HMD-based VR
which solicit recollection-based memory, screen-based VR solicits
familiarity-based memory, a less accurate and less ecological
memory process. However, outside of this effect on memory, we
found little evidence that confirms that VR has an effect on
performance and mental workload in cognitive tasks.

VR offers a safe environment to evaluate behavior in risky
environments or situations. While VR can elicit proper
physiological stress responses in simulated dangerous situations,
the extent to which those reactions are quantitatively valid is
unknown. This will remain a limitation of VR validity literature as
experimental validation is often not possible for such dangerous
scenarios.

We also argue that subjective evaluations of stress or risk in VR
need to be validated with respect to measurable operator behavior.
This is illustrated by the robotic use cases described previously:
while operator may produce ecologically valid risk assesments in
the virtual environment, their decision-making and interactions
with the virtual robots do not reflect real behavior. This
disconnection between risk assessment and behavior in VR may
simply be the consequence of the virtual environment not
presenting an actual risk, while risk assessments rely on a

theoretical understanding of the dangerous situation. Among
factors that can increase the ecological validity of stress and risk
perception VR, having a realistic representation of the operator
helps to create the illusion of body ownership and promotes
presence in the virtual environment.

Within the selected literature, we found few investigations on the
impact of cybersickness on ecological validity. Cybersickness presents
itself as a collection of symptoms (Gallagher and Ferrè (2018)), similar
to motion sickness (Mazloumi Gavgani et al. (2018)), induced by
immersion in a virtual environment. While extensive research on the
incidence of cybersickness exists, its relation to ecological validity
remains difficult to investigate: experimental studies will often exclude
affected subjects. This may introduce a bias in the studied population,
as, for instance, frequent users of VR are less likely to suffer from
cybersickness (Del Cid et al. (2021)).

Besides, while the more severe cases of cybersickness will force
users to exit the virtual environment, milder symptoms still remain
an obvious obstacle to the feeling of presence Weech et al. (2019)
potentially leading to poor ecological validity of the simulation
Deniaud et al. (2015). This can occur as either a direct consequence
of symptoms or from users adjusting their behavior Virtual
environment designers can minimize the risks of cybersickness
by following best practice guides proposed by VR devices
constructors. These guidelines are however bound to evolve as
both VR systems and cybersickness knowledge evolve. The high
variability of cybersickness, between individuals (Del Cid et al.
(2021)) or simulated settings (Davis et al. (2015)), also requires
informing users of the possible symptoms before usage, and
frequently checking for symptoms during usage.

Workstation designers must also remain aware of their terminal
goal of optimizing ergonomics, safety and productivity within the
real work environment. While VR tools allow for quick and cost-
effective prototyping and assessment in an iterative workstation
design process, one must not overfit the design to the
idiosyncrasies of VR.

5 Conclusion

This systematic literature review investigated the ecological
validity of VR, as a tool for safe workstation design. Using a
standard literature review methodology, we identified a set of
92 articles presenting experimental assessment of VR with regard
to four main topics relevant to workstation design: spatial perception,
stress and risk perception, cognition and biomechanical
considerations.

Some limitations of VR ecological validity as a tool for safe
workstation design were discussed. These limitations are however,
in part, mediated by technical factors, such as haptic feedback,
display resolution and field of view. As newer VR hardware gets
released, the limitations discussed in these reviewed may disappear.
However, we found seldom studies comparing a real environment
and a virtual one experienced through different devices, as
ecological validity is often assessed using the most advanced
hardware available. Further research on technological factors
impact on validity could prove necessary.

Furthermore, we identify two limitations in the set of selected
studies. First, the chosen literature for this review does not consider
potential inter-individual differences among subjects. For instance,
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familiarity with the VR interface or susceptibility to cybersickness
could influence the validity of activity observed in a virtual
environment. Secondly, validity is often evaluated in short-term
studies outside of an industrial context. For the purpose of
workstation design, studies of ecological validity on industrial
use cases with long-term follow-ups would be recommended.
Besides, this review assessed the ecological validity of VR in
generic contexts. Different limitations of VR as an ecologically
valid tool for workstation design could manifest in particular
professional contexts, depending, for instance, on the precision,
speed or strength required to accomplish a given task. Further
works should consider those current limitations in the literature in
order to properly assess ecological validity for safe workstation
design.

Data availability statement

The original contributions presented in the study are included in
the article/supplementary material, further inquiries can be directed to
the corresponding author.

Author contributions

GP and AS designed the review procedure (research question,
queries, inclusion criteria and data extraction). GP performed
retrieval, selection and data extraction of reviewed articles.

Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be
construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors
and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations,
or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product
that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its
manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.

References

Agethen, P., Sekar, V. S., Gaisbauer, F., Pfeiffer, T., Otto, M., and Rukzio, E. (2018).
Behavior analysis of human locomotion in the real world and virtual reality for the
manufacturing industry. ACM Trans. Appl. Percept. (TAP) 15, 1–19. doi:10.1145/
3230648

Ahmed Wick, F., Cohen, J., Binder, K., and Fennema, C. (2010). “Influence of tactile
feedback and presence on egocentric distance perception in virtual environments,” in
2010 IEEE Virtual Reality Conference (VR), Boston, 20-24 March 2010 (IEEE), 195–202.
doi:10.1109/VR.2010.5444791

Arnold, P., Farrell, M. J., Pettifer, S., and West, A. J. (2002). Performance of a skilled
motor task in virtual and real environments. Ergonomics 45, 348–361. doi:10.1080/
00140130110120510

Assländer, L., and Streuber, S. (2020). Virtual reality as a tool for balance research: Eyes
open body sway is reproduced in photo-realistic, but not in abstract virtual scenes. Plos one
15, e0241479. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0241479

Bell, A. K., and Cao, C. G. (2007). “Effects of artificial force feedback in laparoscopic
surgery training simulators,” in IEEE International Conference on Systems, Man and
Cybernetics (IEEE), Montreal, 07-10 October 2007 (IEEE), 2239–2243.

Bergamasco, M., Avizzano, C. A., Frisoli, A., Ruffaldi, E., and Marcheschi, S. (2006).
Design and validation of a complete haptic system for manipulative tasks. Adv. Robot. 20,
367–389. doi:10.1163/156855306776014367

Bernal, G., Maes, P., and Kannape, O. A. (2016). “The temporal limits of agency for
reaching movements in augmented virtuality,” in 2016 IEEE International Conference on
Systems, Man, and Cybernetics (SMC), Budapest, Hungary (IEEE), 002896–002899.
doi:10.1109/SMC.2016.7844679

Berton, F., Olivier, A.-H., Bruneau, J., Hoyet, L., and Pettré, J. (2019). Studying gaze
behaviour during collision avoidance with a virtual walker: Influence of the virtual reality
setup. IEEE Conference on Virtual Reality and 3D User Interfaces Osaka, 23-27 March
2019 (IEEE, 717

Bhargava, A., Lucaites, K. M., Hartman, L. S., Solini, H., Bertrand, J. W., Robb, A. C.,
et al. (2020). Revisiting affordance perception in contemporary virtual reality.Virtual Real.
24, 713–724. doi:10.1007/s10055-020-00432-y

Bodenheimer, B., Meng, J., Wu, H., Narasimham, G., Rump, B., McNamara, T. P., et al.
(2007). Distance estimation in virtual and real environments using bisection. Proc. 4th
Symposium Appl. Percept. Graph. Vis., 35–40. doi:10.1145/3196885

Borg, G. (1970). Perceived exertion as an indicator of somatic stress. Scand.
J. rehabilitation Med. 2, 92–98. doi:10.2340/1650197719702239298

Branzi, V., Domenichini, L., and La Torre, F. (2017). Drivers’ speed behaviour in real
and simulated urban roads–a validation study. Transp. Res. part F traffic Psychol. Behav.
49, 1–17. doi:10.1016/j.trf.2017.06.001

Broek, E. L., Meijer, F., Miedema, J., Wang, H., Voort, M. C., and Vergeest, J. S. (2008).
Synthetic environments for cooperative product design. In International Conference on
Cooperative Design, Visualization and Engineering Calvià, September 21-25, 2008,
(Springer), 1.

Campbell, D. T. (1986). Relabeling internal and external validity for applied social
scientists. New Dir. Program Eval. 1986, 67–77. doi:10.1002/ev.1434

Chessa, M., Maiello, G., Klein, L., Paulun, V., and Solari, F. (2019). Grasping objects in
immersive virtual reality. 2019 IEEE Conference on Virtual Reality and 3D User Interfaces
(VR), 23-27 March 2019, Osaka, IEEE, 1749–1754. doi:10.1109/VR.2019.8798155

Cruz-Neira, C., Sandin, D. J., and DeFanti, T. A. (1993). Surround-screen projection-
based virtual reality: The design and implementation of the cave. Proc. 20th Annu. Conf.
Comput. Graph. Interact. Tech., 135–142.

Damiani, L., Demartini, M., Guizzi, G., Revetria, R., and Tonelli, F. (2018). Augmented
and virtual reality applications in industrial systems: A qualitative review towards the
industry 4.0 era. IFAC-PapersOnLine 51, 624–630. doi:10.1016/j.ifacol.2018.08.388

Davis, S., Nesbitt, K., and Nalivaiko, E. (2015). “Comparing the onset of cybersickness
using the oculus rift and two virtual roller coasters,” in Proceedings of the 11th
Australasian conference on interactive entertainment (IE 2015), Australia (Sydney,
Australia: Australian Computing Society), 30.27.

Del Cid, D. A., Larranaga, D., Leitao, M., Mosher, R. L., Berzenski, S. R., Gandhi, V., et al.
(2021). Exploratory factor analysis and validity of the virtual reality symptom
questionnaire and computer use survey. Ergonomics 64, 69–77. doi:10.1080/00140139.
2020.1820083

Deniaud, C., Honnet, V., Jeanne, B., and Mestre, D. (2015). The concept of “presence” as
a measure of ecological validity in driving simulators. J. Interact. Sci. 3, 1–13. doi:10.1186/
s40166-015-0005-z

Dessing, J. C., Peper, C. E., and Beek, P. J. (2004). A comparison of real catching with
catching using stereoscopic visual displays. Ecol. Psychol. 16, 1–21. doi:10.1207/
s15326969eco1601_1

El-Shawa, S., Kraemer, N., Sheikholeslami, S., Mead, R., and Croft, E. (2017). Is this the
real life? is this just fantasy? Hum. proxemic Prefer. recognizing robot gestures Phys. Real.
virtual Real., 341–348. doi:10.1109/IROS.2017.8202178

Feldstein, I. T., and Dyszak, G. N. (2020). Road crossing decisions in real and virtual
environments: A comparative study on simulator validity. Accid. Analysis Prev. 137,
105356. doi:10.1016/j.aap.2019.105356

Feldstein, I. T., and Peli, E. (2020). Pedestrians accept shorter distances to light vehicles
than dark ones when crossing the street. Perception 49, 558–566. doi:10.1177/
0301006620914789

Feng, Y., Duives, D. C., and Hoogendoorn, S. P. (2021). Using virtual reality to study
pedestrian exit choice behaviour during evacuations. Saf. Sci. 137, 105158. doi:10.1016/j.
ssci.2021.105158

Figueroa, J. C.M., Arellano, R. A. B., andCalinisan, J.M. E. (2017). “A comparative study of
virtual reality and 2d display methods in visual search in real scenes,” in International
conference on applied human factors and ergonomics (Berlin: Springer), 366–377.

Gallagher, M., and Ferrè, E. R. (2018). Cybersickness: A multisensory integration
perspective. Multisensory Res. 31, 645–674. doi:10.1163/22134808-20181293

Frontiers in Virtual Reality frontiersin.org10

Personeni and Savescu 10.3389/frvir.2023.1058790

https://doi.org/10.1145/3230648
https://doi.org/10.1145/3230648
https://doi.org/10.1109/VR.2010.5444791
https://doi.org/10.1080/00140130110120510
https://doi.org/10.1080/00140130110120510
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0241479
https://doi.org/10.1163/156855306776014367
https://doi.org/10.1109/SMC.2016.7844679
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10055-020-00432-y
https://doi.org/10.1145/3196885
https://doi.org/10.2340/1650197719702239298
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trf.2017.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1002/ev.1434
https://doi.org/10.1109/VR.2019.8798155
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ifacol.2018.08.388
https://doi.org/10.1080/00140139.2020.1820083
https://doi.org/10.1080/00140139.2020.1820083
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40166-015-0005-z
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40166-015-0005-z
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326969eco1601_1
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326969eco1601_1
https://doi.org/10.1109/IROS.2017.8202178
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2019.105356
https://doi.org/10.1177/0301006620914789
https://doi.org/10.1177/0301006620914789
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2021.105158
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2021.105158
https://doi.org/10.1163/22134808-20181293
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/virtual-reality
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://doi.org/10.3389/frvir.2023.1058790


Gamberini, L., Seraglia, B., and Priftis, K. (2008). Processing of peripersonal and extrapersonal
space using tools: Evidence from visual line bisection in real and virtual environments.
Neuropsychologia 46, 1298–1304. doi:10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2007.12.016

Geuss, M. N., Stefanucci, J. K., Creem-Regehr, S. H., and Thompson,W. B. (2012). Effect
of viewing plane on perceived distances in real and virtual environments. J. Exp. Psychol.
Hum. Percept. Perform. 38, 1242–1253. doi:10.1037/a0027524

Ghinea, M., Frunză, D., Chardonnet, J.-R., Merienne, F., and Kemeny, A. (2018).
“Perception of absolute distances within different visualization systems: HMD and
CAVE,” in International conference on augmented reality, virtual reality and computer
graphics (Berlin: Springer), 148–161.

Giphart, J., Chou, Y.-H., Kim, D., Bortnyk, C., and Wagenaar, R. C. (2007). Effects of virtual
reality immersion and walking speed on coordination of arm and leg movements. Presence
Teleoperators Virtual Environ. 16 (4), 399–413. doi:10.1162/pres.16.4.399

Grassini, S., and Laumann, K. (2020). “Evaluating the use of virtual reality in work safety:
A literature review,” in Proceedings of the 30th European safety and reliability conference
and the 15th probabilistic safety assessment and management conference, Venice,
01 – 05 November 2020 (Springer). 1–6.

Guo, Z., Zhou, D., Zhou, Q., Zhang, X., Geng, J., Zeng, S., et al. (2020). Applications of
virtual reality in maintenance during the industrial product lifecycle: A systematic review.
J. Manuf. Syst. 56, 525–538. doi:10.1016/j.jmsy.2020.07.007

Hameed, A., Perkis, A., and Moller, S. (2021). Evaluating hand-tracking interaction for
performing motor-tasks in vr learning environments. 2021 13th International Conference
on Quality of Multimedia Experience (QoMEX), 14-17 June 2021, Montreal, IEEE,
219–224. doi:10.1109/QoMEX51781.2021.9465407

Han, Y., Diao, Y., Zhenzhen, Y., Jin, R., Kangwa, J., and Ebohon, O. (2021). Immersive
technology-driven investigations on influence factors of cognitive load incurred in
construction site hazard recognition, analysis and decision making. Adv. Eng. Inf. 48,
101298. doi:10.1016/j.aei.2021.101298

Hart, S. G., and Staveland, L. E. (1988). Development of NASA-TLX (task load index):
Results of empirical and theoretical research, Adv. Psychol., 52, 139.

Hatzipanayioti, A., and Avraamides, M. N. (2021). Alignment effects in spatial perspective
taking from an external vantage point. Brain Sci. 11, 204. doi:10.3390/brainsci11020204

Heater, C. (1992). Being there: The subjective experience of presence. Presence
Teleoperators Virtual Environ. 1, 262–271. doi:10.1162/pres.1992.1.2.262

Hiramoto, K., and Hamamoto, K. (2018). “Study on the comparison of the difference of
reaching between the real and the virtual environment using HMD,” in 2018 2nd
International Conference on Biomedical Engineering, Bali, 24-26 July 2018 (IEEE), 60–65.

Hofmann, J., Jäger, T., Deffke, T., and Bubb, H. (2001). Measuring an illusion: The
influence of system performance on size perception in virtual environments. 13–22. doi:10.
2312/EGVE/EGVE01/013-022

Hu, B., Ma, L., Zhang, W., Salvendy, G., Chablat, D., and Bennis, F. (2011). Predicting
real-world ergonomic measurements by simulation in a virtual environment. Int.
J. Industrial Ergonomics 41, 64–71. doi:10.1016/j.ergon.2010.10.001

Hussain, Q., Almallah, M., Alhajyaseen, W. K., and Dias, C. (2020). Impact of the
geometric field of view on drivers’ speed perception and lateral position in driving
simulators. Procedia Comput. Sci. 170, 18–25. doi:10.1016/j.procs.2020.03.005

Inoue, K., Nonaka, S., Ujiie, Y., Takubo, T., and Arai, T. (2005). Comparison of human
psychology for real and virtual mobile manipulators. In Roman 2005. IEEE International
Workshop on Robot and Human Interactive Communication, 13-15 August 2005,
Nashville. (IEEE), 73,

Janeh, O., Langbehn, E., Steinicke, F., Bruder, G., Gulberti, A., and Poetter-Nerger,
M. (2017). Walking in virtual reality: Effects of manipulated visual self-motion on
walking biomechanics. ACM Trans. Appl. Percept. (TAP) 14, 1–15. doi:10.1145/
3022731

Jones, J. A., Swan, J. Edward, and Bolas, M. (2013). Swan IIPeripheral stimulation and its
effect on perceived spatial scale in virtual environments. IEEE Trans. Vis. Comput. Graph.
19, 701–710. doi:10.1109/tvcg.2013.37

Jones, J. A., Swan, J. E., Singh, G., Kolstad, E., and Ellis, S. R. (2008). The effects of virtual
reality, augmented reality, and motion parallax on egocentric depth perception. In
Proceedings of the 5th symposium on Applied perception in graphics and
visualization. IEEE, 08-12 March 2008, Reno, 9.

Kamide, H., Yasumoto, M., Mae, Y., Takubo, T., Ohara, K., and Arai, T. (2011).
Comparative evaluation of virtual and real humanoid with robot-oriented psychology
scale. In 2011 IEEE International Conference on Robotics and Automation (IEEE), 09-
13 May 2011, Shanghai, 599.

Karaman, E., Çetîn, Y., and Yardimci, Y. (2010). Angle perception on autostereoscopic
displays. In 3rd International Conference on Human System Interaction Rzeszow, 13-
15 May 2010, IEEE, 300–307.

Kawamura, S., and Kijima, R. (2016). Effect of HMD latency on human stability during
quiescent standing on one foot. IEEE Symposium on 3D User Interfaces (3DUI) 19-
23 March 2016, Greenville, IEEE, 141–144.

Kelly, J., Cherep, L., and Siegel, Z. (2017). Perceived space in the HTC VIVE. ACM
Trans. Appl. Percept. 15, 1–16. doi:10.1145/3106155

Kennedy, R. S., Lane, N. E., Berbaum, K. S., and Lilienthal, M. G. (1993). Simulator
sickness questionnaire: An enhanced method for quantifying simulator sickness. Int.
J. Aviat. Psychol. 3, 203–220. doi:10.1207/s15327108ijap0303_3

Kim, H., Park, J. Y., and Kim, K. K. (2018). Spatial learning and memory using a radial
arm maze with a head-mounted display. Psychiatry investig. 15, 935–944. doi:10.30773/pi.
2018.06.28.3

Kinateder, M., Ronchi, E., Nilsson, D., Kobes, M., Müller, M., Pauli, P., et al. (2014).
Virtual reality for fire evacuation research. In 2014 federated conference on computer
science and information systems 07-10 September 2014, Warsaw, IEEE, 313–321.

Kinateder, M., and Warren, W. H. (2016). Social influence on evacuation behavior
in real and virtual environments. Front. Robotics AI 3, 43. doi:10.3389/frobt.2016.
00043

Kirchner, W. K. (1958). Age differences in short-term retention of rapidly changing
information. J. Exp. Psychol. 55, 352–358. doi:10.1037/h0043688

Kisker, J., Gruber, T., and Schöne, B. (2021a). Behavioral realism and lifelike
psychophysiological responses in virtual reality by the example of a height exposure.
Psychol. Res. 85, 68–81. doi:10.1007/s00426-019-01244-9

Kisker, J., Gruber, T., and Schöne, B. (2021b). Experiences in virtual reality entail
different processes of retrieval as opposed to conventional laboratory settings: A study on
human memory. Curr. Psychol. 40, 3190–3197. doi:10.1007/s12144-019-00257-2

Kitchenham, B. (2004). Procedures for performing systematic reviews, 33. Keele, UK:
Keele University, 1–26.

Kobes, M., Helsloot, I., Vries, d., and Post, J. (2010). Exit choice, (pre-)movement time
and (pre-)evacuation behaviour in hotel fire evacuation — Behavioural analysis and
validation of the use of serious gaming in experimental research. Procedia Eng. 3, 37–51.
doi:10.1016/j.proeng.2010.07.006

Konishi, Y., Hanamitsu, N., Outram, B., Minamizawa, K., Mizuguchi, T., and Sato, A.
(2016). Synesthesia suit: The full body immersive experience. ACM SIGGRAPH 2016 VR
Village 71, 1. doi:10.1145/2945078.2945149

Lassagne, A., Kemeny, A., Posselt, J., andMerienne, F. (2017). Performance evaluation of
passive haptic feedback for tactile hmi design in caves. IEEE Trans. Haptics 11, 119–127.
doi:10.1109/toh.2017.2755653

Legkov, P., Izdebski, K., Kärcher, S., and König, P. (2017). Dual task based cognitive
stress induction and its influence on path integration. Proc. 23rd ACM Symposium Virtual
Real. Softw. Technol. 5, 1. doi:10.1145/3139131.3139172

Lidestam, B., Eriksson, L., and Eriksson, O. (2019). Speed perception affected by field of
view: Energy-based versus rhythm-based processing. Transp. Res. part F traffic Psychol.
Behav. 65, 227–241. doi:10.1016/j.trf.2019.07.016

Lin, C. J., and Woldegiorgis, B. H. (2017). Egocentric distance perception and
performance of direct pointing in stereoscopic displays. Appl. Ergon. 64, 66–74. doi:10.
1016/j.apergo.2017.05.007

Lin, Q., Rieser, J., and Bodenheimer, B. (2015). Affordance judgments in HMD-based
virtual environments: Stepping over a pole and stepping off a ledge. ACM Trans. Appl.
Percept. (TAP) 12, 1–21. doi:10.1145/2720020

Lipton, J. I., Fay, A. J., and Rus, D. (2017). Baxter’s homunculus: Virtual reality spaces for
teleoperation in manufacturing. IEEE Robotics Automation Lett. 3, 179–186. doi:10.1109/
lra.2017.2737046

Liu, L., van Liere, R., Nieuwenhuizen, C., and Martens, J.-B. (2009). “Comparing aimed
movements in the real world and in virtual reality,” in IEEE Virtual Reality Conference,
Lafayette, 14-18 March 2009 (IEEE). 219.

Louison, C., Ferlay, F., Mestre, D. R., Therme, P., and Mestre, D. (2017). Affective,
anxiety and behavioral effects of an aversive stimulation during a simulated navigation
task within a virtual environment: A pilot study. Comput. Hum. Behav. 27, 169–175.
doi:10.1016/j.chb.2010.07.020

Makaremi, M., and N’Kaoua, B. (2021). Estimation of distances in 3d by orthodontists
using digital models. Appl. Sci. 11, 8285. doi:10.3390/app11188285

Malone, S., and Brünken, R. (2021). Hazard perception, presence, and simulation
sickness—A comparison of desktop and head-mounted display for driving simulation.
Front. Psychol. 12, 647723. doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2021.647723

Mania, K., Troscianko, T., Hawkes, R., and Chalmers, A. (2003). Fidelity metrics for
virtual environment simulations based on spatial memory awareness states. Presence 12,
296–310. doi:10.1162/105474603765879549

Martens, M., Antley, A., Freeman, D., Slater, M., Harrison, P., and Tunbridge, E.
(2019). It feels real: Physiological responses to a stressful virtual reality environment
and its impact on working memory. J. Psychopharmacol. 33, 1264–1273. doi:10.1177/
0269881119860156

Mazloumi Gavgani, A., Walker, F. R., Hodgson, D. M., and Nalivaiko, E. (2018). A
comparative study of cybersickness during exposure to virtual reality and “classic”motion
sickness: Are they different? J. Appl. Physiology 125, 1670–1680. doi:10.1152/japplphysiol.
00338.2018

Meehan, M., Insko, B., Whitton, M., and Brooks, F. P., Jr (2002). Physiological measures
of presence in stressful virtual environments. Acm Trans. Graph. (tog) 21, 645–652. doi:10.
1145/566654.566630

Mellet, E., Laou, L., Petit, L., Zago, L., Mazoyer, B., and Tzourio-Mazoyer, N. (2009).
Impact of the virtual reality on the neural representation of an environment. Hum. Brain
Mapp. 31, 1065–1075. doi:10.1002/hbm.20917

Mottelson, A., and Hornbæk, K. (2017). Virtual reality studies outside the laboratory. Proc.
23rd acm symposium virtual Real. Softw. Technol. 10, 1. doi:10.1145/3139131.3139141

Frontiers in Virtual Reality frontiersin.org11

Personeni and Savescu 10.3389/frvir.2023.1058790

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2007.12.016
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027524
https://doi.org/10.1162/pres.16.4.399
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmsy.2020.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1109/QoMEX51781.2021.9465407
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aei.2021.101298
https://doi.org/10.3390/brainsci11020204
https://doi.org/10.1162/pres.1992.1.2.262
https://doi.org/10.2312/EGVE/EGVE01/013-022
https://doi.org/10.2312/EGVE/EGVE01/013-022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ergon.2010.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procs.2020.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1145/3022731
https://doi.org/10.1145/3022731
https://doi.org/10.1109/tvcg.2013.37
https://doi.org/10.1145/3106155
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327108ijap0303_3
https://doi.org/10.30773/pi.2018.06.28.3
https://doi.org/10.30773/pi.2018.06.28.3
https://doi.org/10.3389/frobt.2016.00043
https://doi.org/10.3389/frobt.2016.00043
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0043688
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00426-019-01244-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-019-00257-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.proeng.2010.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1145/2945078.2945149
https://doi.org/10.1109/toh.2017.2755653
https://doi.org/10.1145/3139131.3139172
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trf.2019.07.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apergo.2017.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apergo.2017.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1145/2720020
https://doi.org/10.1109/lra.2017.2737046
https://doi.org/10.1109/lra.2017.2737046
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2010.07.020
https://doi.org/10.3390/app11188285
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.647723
https://doi.org/10.1162/105474603765879549
https://doi.org/10.1177/0269881119860156
https://doi.org/10.1177/0269881119860156
https://doi.org/10.1152/japplphysiol.00338.2018
https://doi.org/10.1152/japplphysiol.00338.2018
https://doi.org/10.1145/566654.566630
https://doi.org/10.1145/566654.566630
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.20917
https://doi.org/10.1145/3139131.3139141
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/virtual-reality
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://doi.org/10.3389/frvir.2023.1058790


Mullen, G., and Davidenko, N. (2021). Time compression in virtual reality. Timing and
Time Percept. 9, 377–392. doi:10.1163/22134468-bja10034

Muñoz-Saavedra, L., Miró-Amarante, L., and Domínguez-Morales, M. (2020).
Augmented and virtual reality evolution and future tendency. Appl. Sci. 10, 322.
doi:10.3390/app10010322

Nabiyouni, M., Saktheeswaran, A., Bowman, D. A., and Karanth, A. (2015). “Comparing the
performance of natural, semi-natural, and non-natural locomotion techniques in virtual reality,”
in IEEE Symposium on 3D User Interfaces (3DUI), Arles, 23-24 March 2015 (IEEE), 3–10.

Naceri, A., Chellali, R., Dionnet, F., and Toma, S. (2009). “Depth perception within
virtual environments: A comparative study between wide screen stereoscopic displays and
head mounted devices,” in 2009 computation world: Future computing (Cognitive,
Adaptive, Content, Patterns: IEEE), 460.

Napieralski, P., Altenhoff, B., Bertrand, J., Long, L., Babu, S., Pagano, C., et al. (2011).
Near-field distance perception in real and virtual environments using both verbal and
action responses. TAP 8, 1–19. doi:10.1145/2010325.2010328

Ng, P., Duffy, V., and Yucel, G. (2011). Impact of dynamic virtual and real robots on
perceived safe waiting time and maximum reach of robot arms. Int. J. Prod. Res. - INT
J PROD RES 50, 161–176. doi:10.1080/00207543.2011.571452

Ng, P., Yucel, G., and Duffy, V. (2009). Modelling the effect of agv operating conditions
on operator perception of acceptability and hazard. Int. J. Comput. Integr. Manuf. 22,
1154–1162. doi:10.1080/09511920903207456

O’Malley, M. K., and Goldfarb, M. (2002). “Comparison of human haptic size
identification and discrimination performance in real and simulated environments,” in
Proceedings 10th symposium on haptic interfaces for virtual environment and teleoperator
systems (New York: IEEE), 10–17.

Oman, C. M. (1990). Motion sickness: A synthesis and evaluation of the sensory conflict
theory. Can. J. physiology Pharmacol. 68 (2), 294–303. doi:10.1139/y90-044

Or, C., Duffy, V., and Cheung, C. (2009). Perception of safe robot idle time in virtual
reality and real industrial environments. Int. J. Industrial Ergonomics - INT J IND
ERGONOMIC 39, 807–812. doi:10.1016/j.ergon.2009.01.003

Paille, D., Kemeny, A., and Berthoz, A. (2005). Stereoscopic stimuli are not used in
absolute distance evaluation to proximal objects in multicue virtual environment. Stereosc.
Displays Virtual Real. Syst. XII 5664, 596–605. doi:10.1117/12.587744

Patle, D. S., Manca, D., Nazir, S., and Sharma, S. (2019). Operator training simulators in
virtual reality environment for process operators: A review. Virtual Real. 23, 293–311.
doi:10.1007/s10055-018-0354-3

Peillard, E., Thebaud, T., Normand, J.-M., Argelaguet, F., Moreau, G., and Lécuyer, A.
(2019). “Virtual objects look farther on the sides: The anisotropy of distance perception in
virtual reality,” in 2019 IEEE Conference on Virtual Reality and 3D User Interfaces, 23-
27 March 2019 (New York: IEEE, 227–236.

Pérez, L., Diez, E., Usamentiaga, R., and García, D. F. (2019). Industrial robot control
and operator training using virtual reality interfaces. Comput. Industry 109, 114–120.
doi:10.1016/j.compind.2019.05.001

Perret, J., and Vander Poorten, E. (2018). “Touching virtual reality: A review of haptic gloves,
ACTUATOR 2018,” in 16th International Conference on New Actuators (VDE), Bremen,
Germany, 25-27 June 2018 (VDE), 1–120. https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/abstract/document/8470813.

Phillips, L., Interrante, V., Kaeding, M., Ries, B., and Anderson, L. (2012). Correlations
between physiological response, gait, personality, and presence in immersive virtual
environments. Presence 21, 119–141. doi:10.1162/pres_a_00100

Piryankova, I. V., de la Rosa, S., Kloos, U., Bülthoff, H. H., and Mohler, B. J. (2013).
Egocentric distance perception in large screen immersive displays. Displays 34, 153–164.
doi:10.1016/j.displa.2013.01.001

Podkosova, I., and Kaufmann, H. (2018). “Mutual collision avoidance during walking in
real and collaborative virtual environments,” in Proceedings of the ACM SIGGRAPH
Symposium on Interactive 3D Graphics and Games, 15 May 2018. 1–9.

Pontonnier, C., Dumont, G., Samani, A., Madeleine, P., and Badawi, M. (2014). Designing and
evaluating a workstation in real and virtual environment: Toward virtual reality based ergonomic
design sessions. J. Multimodal User Interfaces 8, 199–208. doi:10.1007/s12193-013-0138-8

Popp, M. M., Platzer, E., Eichner, M., and Schade, M. (2004). Walking with and without
walking: Perception of distance in large-scale urban areas in reality and in virtual reality.
Presence Teleoperators Virtual Environ. 13, 61–76. doi:10.1162/105474604774048234

Quertemont, E. (2011). How to statistically show the absence of an effect. Psychol. Belg.
51, 109. doi:10.5334/pb-51-2-109

Radhakrishnan, U., Koumaditis, K., and Chinello, F. (2021). A systematic review of
immersive virtual reality for industrial skills training. Behav. Inf. Technol. 40, 1310–1339.
doi:10.1080/0144929x.2021.1954693

Riccio, G. E., and Stoffregen, T. A. (1991). An ecological theory of motion sickness and
postural instability. Ecol. Psychol. 3 (3), 195–240. doi:10.1207/s15326969eco0303_2

Riecke, B. E., Schulte-Pelkum, J., and Buelthoff, H. H. (2005). Perceiving simulated ego-
motions in virtual reality: Comparing large screen displays with HMDs. Hum. Vis.
Electron. imaging x 5666, 344–355. doi:10.1117/12.610846

Ryu, J., Hashimoto, N., and Sato, M. (2005). Influence of resolution degradation on distance
estimation in virtual space displaying static and dynamic image. 2005 International Conference
on Cyberworlds (CW’05), 23-25 November 2005, Singapore, IEEE, 8.

Schmuckler, M. A. (2001). What is ecological validity? A dimensional analysis. Infancy 2,
419–436. doi:10.1207/s15327078in0204_02

Schneider, S., Maruhn, P., Dang, N. T., Pala, P., Cavallo, V., and Bengler, K. (2021).
Pedestrian crossing decisions in virtual environments: Behavioral validity in caves and
head-mounted displays. Hum. Factors J. Hum. Factors Ergonomics Soc. 64, 1210–1226.
doi:10.1177/0018720820987446

Shen, R., Weng, D., Chen, S., Guo, J., and Fang, H. (2019). Mental fatigue of long-term
office tasks in virtual environment. 2019 IEEE International Symposium on Mixed and
Augmented Reality Adjunct (ISMAR-Adjunct, 10-18 October 2019, Beijing, IEEE, 124.

Souman, J. L., Giordano, P. R., Schwaiger, M., Frissen, I., Thümmel, T., Ulbrich, H., et al.
(2011). Cyberwalk: Enabling unconstrained omnidirectional walking through virtual
environments. ACM Trans. Appl. Percept. (TAP) 8, 1–22. doi:10.1145/2043603.2043607

Spielberger, C. D. (1983). State-trait anxiety inventory for adults. Menlo Park, California,
USA: Mind Garden.

Srivastava, P., Rimzhim, A., Vijay, P., Singh, S., and Chandra, S. (2019). Desktop VR is
better than non-ambulatory HMDVR for spatial learning. Front. Robotics AI 6, 50. doi:10.
3389/frobt.2019.00050

Steinicke, F., Bruder, G., Hinrichs, K., and Steed, A. (2010). Gradual transitions and their
effects on presence and distance estimation. Comput. Graph. 34, 26–33. doi:10.1016/j.cag.
2009.12.003

Stinson, C., and Bowman, D. A. (2014). Feasibility of training athletes for high-pressure
situations using virtual reality. IEEE Trans. Vis. Comput. Graph. 20 (4), 606–615. doi:10.
1109/tvcg.2014.23

Stoffregen, T. A., and Smart, L. J., Jr (1998). Postural instability precedes motion
sickness. Brain Res. Bull. 47, 437–448. doi:10.1016/s0361-9230(98)00102-6

Sturz, B., Kelly, D., and Brown, M. (2009). Facilitation of learning spatial relations
among locations by visual cues: Generality across spatial configurations. Anim. Cogn. 13,
341–349. doi:10.1007/s10071-009-0283-3

Sun, J., Ma, Z., Li, T., and Niu, D. (2015). Development and application of an integrated
traffic simulation and multi-driving simulators. Simul. Model. Pract. Theory 59, 1–17.
doi:10.1016/j.simpat.2015.08.003

Sutcliffe, A., Bruijn, O. d., Gault, B., Fernando, T., and Tan, K. (2005). “Comparing
interaction in the real world and cave virtual environments,” in People and computers
XVIII–Design for life (Germany: Springer), 347–361.

Tian, R., and Duffy, V. G. (2011). Computerized task risk assessment using digital
human modeling based job risk classification model. Comput. Industrial Eng. 61,
1044–1052. doi:10.1016/j.cie.2011.06.018

Tlauka, M., Donaldson, P., and Wilson, D. (2008). Forgetting in spatial memories
acquired in a virtual environment. Appl. Cogn. Psychol. 22, 69–84. doi:10.1002/acp.1341

Vienne, C., Masfrand, S., Bourdin, C., and Vercher, J.-L. (2020). Depth perception in
virtual reality systems: Effect of screen distance, environment richness and display factors.
IEEE Access 8, 29099–29110. doi:10.1109/access.2020.2972122

Waters, T. R., Putz-Anderson, V., Garg, A., and Fine, L. J. (1993). Revised niosh equation
for the design and evaluation of manual lifting tasks. Ergonomics 36, 749–776. doi:10.1080/
00140139308967940

Watson, D., Clark, L. A., and Tellegen, A. (1988). Development and validation of brief
measures of positive and negative affect: The PANAS scales. J. personality Soc. Psychol. 54,
1063–1070. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.54.6.1063

Weech, S., Kenny, S., and Barnett-Cowan, M. (2019). Presence and cybersickness in virtual
reality are negatively related: A review. Front. Psychol. 10, 158. doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00158

Whitney, D., Rosen, E., Phillips, E., Konidaris, G., and Tellex, S. (2020). “Comparing
robot grasping teleoperation across desktop and virtual reality with ROS reality,” in
Robotics research (Germany: Springer), 335–350.

Woldegiorgis, B. H., and Lin, C. J. (2017). The accuracy of distance perception in the
frontal plane of projection-based stereoscopic environments. J. Soc. Inf. Disp. 25, 701–711.
doi:10.1002/jsid.618

Wu, T., Tian, R., and Duffy, V. G. (2012). Performing ergonomics analyses through
virtual interactive design: Validity and reliability assessment. Hum. factors ergonomics
Manuf. Serv. industries 22, 256–268. doi:10.1002/hfm.20267

Yonelinas, A. P. (2002). The nature of recollection and familiarity: A review of 30 years
of research. J. Mem. Lang. 46, 441–517. doi:10.1006/jmla.2002.2864

Yuan, Y., and Steed, A. (2010). Is the rubber hand illusion induced by immersive virtual
reality?, 95, 95–102. doi:10.1109/VR.2010.5444807

Zhang, J., and Hommel, B. (2016). Body ownership and response to threat. Psychol. Res.
80, 1020–1029. doi:10.1007/s00426-015-0698-1

Zhang, W., Neubert, M., Bloomfield, P., and Kaber, D. (2016). Electromyography
(EMG) as a tool for computerized psychomotor test validation, vol. 489. 967. doi:10.
1007/978-3-319-41694-6_92

Zijlstra, F., and Van Doorn, L. (1985). The construction of a scale to measure perceived
effort. Delft, Netherlands: Delft University of Technology.

Zou, H., Li, N., and Cao, L. (2017). Emotional response–based approach for assessing the
sense of presence of subjects in virtual building evacuation studies. J. Comput. Civ. Eng. 31,
04017028. doi:10.1061/(ASCE)CP.1943-5487.0000679

Frontiers in Virtual Reality frontiersin.org12

Personeni and Savescu 10.3389/frvir.2023.1058790

https://doi.org/10.1163/22134468-bja10034
https://doi.org/10.3390/app10010322
https://doi.org/10.1145/2010325.2010328
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2011.571452
https://doi.org/10.1080/09511920903207456
https://doi.org/10.1139/y90-044
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ergon.2009.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1117/12.587744
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10055-018-0354-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compind.2019.05.001
https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/abstract/document/8470813
https://doi.org/10.1162/pres_a_00100
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.displa.2013.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12193-013-0138-8
https://doi.org/10.1162/105474604774048234
https://doi.org/10.5334/pb-51-2-109
https://doi.org/10.1080/0144929x.2021.1954693
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326969eco0303_2
https://doi.org/10.1117/12.610846
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327078in0204_02
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018720820987446
https://doi.org/10.1145/2043603.2043607
https://doi.org/10.3389/frobt.2019.00050
https://doi.org/10.3389/frobt.2019.00050
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cag.2009.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cag.2009.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1109/tvcg.2014.23
https://doi.org/10.1109/tvcg.2014.23
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0361-9230(98)00102-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10071-009-0283-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.simpat.2015.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cie.2011.06.018
https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.1341
https://doi.org/10.1109/access.2020.2972122
https://doi.org/10.1080/00140139308967940
https://doi.org/10.1080/00140139308967940
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.54.6.1063
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00158
https://doi.org/10.1002/jsid.618
https://doi.org/10.1002/hfm.20267
https://doi.org/10.1006/jmla.2002.2864
https://doi.org/10.1109/VR.2010.5444807
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00426-015-0698-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-41694-6_92
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-41694-6_92
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)CP.1943-5487.0000679
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/virtual-reality
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://doi.org/10.3389/frvir.2023.1058790

	Ecological validity of virtual reality simulations in workstation health and safety assessment
	1 Introduction
	1.1 Virtual reality
	1.2 Ecological validity
	1.3 Related works
	1.4 Objectives

	2 Materials and methods
	2.1 Research question
	2.2 Selection criteria
	2.3 Data extraction

	3 Results
	3.1 Data analysis
	3.1.1 Devices
	3.1.2 Topics

	3.2 Spatial perception
	3.2.1 Distance perception
	3.2.2 Speed perception

	3.3 Stress and risk perception
	3.3.1 Stress induction in virtual reality
	3.3.2 Risk perception in human-robot interactions

	3.4 Cognition
	3.5 Biomechanical considerations
	3.5.1 Locomotion and posture in VR
	3.5.2 Performing manual tasks in VR
	3.5.3 Haptic feedback


	4 Discussion
	5 Conclusion
	Data availability statement
	Author contributions
	Conflict of interest
	Publisher’s note
	References


