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ABSTRACT 
Virtual Reality (VR) moves away from well-controlled laboratory 
environments into public and personal spaces. As users are visu-
ally disconnected from the physical environment, interacting in an 
uncontrolled space frequently leads to collisions and raises safety 
concerns. In my thesis, I investigate this phenomenon which I de-
fne as the physical breakdown in VR. The goal is to understand the 
reasons for physical breakdowns, provide solutions, and explore 
future mechanisms that could perpetuate safety risks. First, I ex-
plored the reasons for physical breakdowns by investigating how 
people interact with the current VR safety mechanism (e.g., Oculus 
Guardian). Results show one reason for breaking out of the safety 
boundary is when interacting with large motions (e.g., swinging 
arms), the user does not have enough time to react although they 
see the safety boundary. I proposed a solution, FingerMapper, that 
maps small-scale fnger motions onto virtual arms and hands to 
enable whole-body virtual arm motions in VR to avoid physical 
breakdowns. To demonstrate future safety risks, I explored the 
malicious use of perceptual manipulations (e.g., redirection tech-
niques) in VR, which could deliberately create physical breakdowns 
without users noticing. Results indicate further open challenges 
about the cognitive process of how users comprehend their physical 
environment when they are blindfolded in VR. 

CCS CONCEPTS 
• Human-centered computing → Virtual reality; Empirical 
studies in HCI. 

KEYWORDS 
Physical Breakdown; Safety Boundary; Break-Out; Virtual-Physical 
Perceptual Manipulation 

ACM Reference Format: 
Wen-Jie Tseng. 2023. Understanding Physical Breakdowns in Virtual Re-
ality. In Extended Abstracts of the 2023 CHI Conference on Human Factors 
in Computing Systems (CHI EA ’23), April 23–28, 2023, Hamburg, Germany. 
ACM, New York, NY, USA, 5 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3544549.3577064 

1 INTRODUCTION 
Virtual Reality (VR) becomes more available in public and personal 
spaces, eliciting new contexts, like social interaction [11], in-vehicle 
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[19], and confned space [17, 28]. These contexts all share one com-
mon dilemma — users are visually disconnected from the physical 
environment. Perhaps this outcome might originate from pursuing 
a higher presence and better immersive experience. However, imag-
ine using VR in an uncertain environment (e.g., home). Accidents 
could happen and did happen. Prominent examples would be col-
liding, hitting, and falling over, identifed in people’s everyday VR 
usage [6]. I defne these accidents as the physical breakdown in VR 
— an abrupt disruption of the VR experience caused by a collision 
with the physical environment. 

Physical breakdowns become relevant because VR is available in 
uncontrolled environments. They deviate the VR user’s attention 
from the virtual environment to the real world and lead to safety 
concerns that people may get hurt when it occurs. Although current 
VR Head-Mounted Displays (HMDs) provide safety mechanisms 
(e.g., Oculus Guardian) to avoid these accidents, they still cannot 
cover all types of physical breakdowns in VR. There is a lack of 
knowledge about the process of physical breakdowns in VR and 
how future technologies should mitigate them. 

My thesis investigates the reasons for physical breakdowns, how 
they could happen, and how to mitigate them by exploring solu-
tions and future safety mechanisms. I position physical breakdowns 
into the attentional model for synthetic environment [7] by adding 
physical breakdowns as an outcome of actions (Figure 1). The model 
interprets how people elicit a sense of presence in VR. A VR user 
perceives and processes all the sensory information from the virtual 
and physical environments. Presence is a psychological state arising 
from the commitment of attentional resources to the virtual envi-
ronment. The VR user then makes an action to interact in VR (e.g., 
interaction or locomotion). These actions lead to several outcomes, 
like continuing or exiting VR. I explore physical breakdowns in VR 
within this structure and present the following research questions. 

• RQ1: How and why physical breakdowns happen with the 
current HMD-based VR technology? 

• RQ2: What harm and risks come with the physical break-
down, and how to mitigate them? 

• RQ3: What are the behavior and cognitive process behind 
the physical breakdown phenomena? 

To address RQ1, I started by investigating empirical evidence 
of physical breakdown by observing how users perceive and inter-
act with the safety boundary in their everyday VR usage through 
an online survey and a lab study. Results indicate VR users break 
out of the safety boundary for accidental and intentional reasons. 
One accidental reason was that participants could not stop them-
selves while performing large gestures, although they saw the safety 
boundary. Therefore, I developed a solution, FingerMapper, which 
maps small-scale fnger motions onto virtual arms and hands to 
enable whole-body virtual movements when using VR in confned 
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Figure 1: My research explores physical breakdowns in VR within a structure adapted from the attentional model for synthetic 
environment [7], in which I position my research projects (sky-blue) and future directions (pink). 

spaces. This technique mitigates collisions with the physical envi-
ronment by reducing the interaction space, contributing to RQ2. 
FingerMapper shows that the virtual and physical movements do 
not need to keep a one-to-one mapping. Perceptual manipulations 
in VR (e.g., redirection techniques) leverage this discrepancy to 
direct the user’s actions. I explored how malicious actors could 
exploit perceptual manipulations to provoke physical breakdowns 
through a speculative design workshop. By analyzing scenarios 
created by our participants, I identifed two main risks (puppetry 
and mismatching) and proposed suggestions and mitigations for 
current practitioners and the research committee (RQ2). Finally, all 
research projects point to open challenges in RQ3. For example, 
when identifying actions and reasons when interacting with safety 
boundaries, I found participants sometimes rely on their under-
standing of the physical environment when deciding whether to 
break out. My thesis aims to understand the psychological process 
of physical breakdowns with empirical studies and inform future 
mechanisms that mitigate risks and safety concerns. 

Research Situation. I am in the third year of my PhD at Telecom 
Paris, France. In 2023, I will transition to the Department of Com-
puter Science, TU Darmstadt, Germany, to continue my PhD. I plan 
to hand in my thesis in approximately 2.5 years. By participating 
in the Doctoral Consortium, I hope to get valuable feedback on my 
research direction and approach. 

2 BACKGROUND AND KEY RELATED WORK 
Virtual Reality and Presence. VR technologies immerse users 

by providing multi-sensory input (e.g., visual, audio, haptic) and 
motion tracking, enabling 3D interaction inside a simulated envi-
ronment. A user feels a psychological state of “being there” inside 
a computer-mediated environment [25, 30] called the sense of pres-
ence. However, a VR user may be distracted by stimuli from the 
physical environment (e.g., break in presence [24]). This phenome-
non can be explained using the attentional model [7] where par-
ticipants’ attention resources shift from the virtual content to the 
physical environment. These fndings indicate we are not always 
present inside the virtual environment. Instead, multiple transi-
tions happen within the virtual/physical environments and per-
ceptual/conceptual tasks. The physical breakdown is an abrupt 

transition in the context of presence. Studying the physical break-
down in VR improves the user’s safety and opens opportunities to 
explore the behavior process behind these transitions. 

Physical Breakdowns as Potential Harm and Risks in VR. A break-
down represents the moment of an abrupt disruption of an expe-
rience [3]. Dao and colleagues [6] applied the breakdown concept 
to explore VR fails (e.g., overreacting, colliding, hitting) and their 
causes by analyzing YouTube videos. Here, I extend their work and 
defne “the physical breakdown in VR” as an abrupt disruption of 
the VR experience caused by a collision with the physical environ-
ment. Physical breakdowns are a subset of VR fails, which could 
potentially induce harm to the user. In some cases, they may lead 
to exiting a VR experience [14]. 

The safety boundary (e.g., Oculus Guardian, Vive Chaperone) can 
prevent accidents in VR by displaying 2D grids based on the user’s 
proximity. Recent research explored multiple sensory feedback to 
notify the VR user [8, 10]. Nevertheless, the physical environment 
is usually unknown and uncontrolled at home. Blending the virtual 
content with the physical surroundings can keep the presence in 
VR and prevent collision [13]. Still, blending techniques are not 
as prevalent as safety boundaries. Instead of building new arti-
facts, I study the VR user’s behavior while interacting with safety 
boundaries to understand the behavior process before physical 
breakdowns happen and inform future safety mechanisms. 

VR technologies are highly persuasive for benefts (e.g., training) 
as well as malicious purposes because of the realism [23]. Interac-
tion techniques in VR leverage the visual limits of the user (e.g., 
humans are visually dominant when combining several sources of 
sensory information [20, 29]) to hack human perception. Examples 
like redirection techniques [2, 21, 26] and pseudo haptic illusions 
[15, 22], can direct the user’s action to overcome limitations in cur-
rent VR systems (e.g., limited tracked space, lack of haptic feedback). 
I defne them as Virtual-Physical Perceptual Manipulation (VPPM) 
referring to Extended Reality (XR) driven exploits that alter the 
human multi-sensory perception of our physical actions and reactions 
to nudge the user’s physical movements (e.g., the position of body 
and hands). While VPPMs had positive intents, malicious actors 
can also exploit VPPMs to provoke physical breakdowns and even 
harm the VR user. Casey et al. identifed the human joystick at-
tack directing an immersed user’s physical movement to a location 
without the user’s knowledge [5]. My thesis broadly explores how 
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Figure 2: Despite having the safety boundary, VR users may 
still break out accidentally or intentionally (the red circle), 
leading to safety concerns (e.g., collision). I implemented an 
apparatus (FruitSlicer) to replicate the break-out experience. 

malicious actors could impose VPPMs to manipulate the user’s 
body movement and provoke future physical breakdowns using a 
speculative design workshop. 

3 DISSERTATION STATUS 

3.1 Breaking Out of the Safety Boundary in VR 
In this project, I investigated physical breakdowns in the everyday 
usage of VR to address RQ1. Instead of observing physical break-
downs directly, I chose the moment when VR users break out of 
the Safety Boundary (SB). Break-outs happen during interaction 
with SBs, and they are one step before a physical breakdown could 
happen (e.g., colliding with objects in the environment). I explored 
how VR users interact with SBs and the reasons for break-outs in 
VR (RQ1 and RQ3) using an online survey (n=64) and a lab study 
(n=12) with a mixed-method approach. 

The online survey collected data about attitudes towards the SB, 
behavior while interacting with SBs, and reasons for breaking out. 
The results show participants perceived SBs as positive and helpful, 
keeping them safe and alert during a VR experience. However, half 
of them (52%) still broke out while using VR, indicating SBs still 
cannot prevent participants from break-outs every time. By analyz-
ing open-ended questions using a thematic analysis [4], I identifed 
four physical behaviors (retreat, stop, adapt, and ignore in Figure 
1) that VR users did when seeing SBs. Further, I categorized multi-
ple reasons for breaking out into two main classes of break-outs: 
intentional (57%) and accidental (43%). To understand intentional 
break-outs, I implemented FruitSlicer (Figure 2), a VR application 
that can provoke breaking out of SB, allowing us to observe partici-
pants’ reactions and interview them afterward about their reasons. 
The lab study exposed participants to break-out experiences with 
multiple obstacles in a mock-up living room (Figure 2). The anal-
ysis of the semi-structured interview revealed three interaction 
strategies. Cage indicates participants tend to break out with arms 
instead of the body. Confne means participants stay inside the SB 
and avoid break-outs. Lastly, participants sometimes touched the 
obstacles, obtaining more spatial information about the physical 
environment (update), and dared to break out intentionally because 
they assumed it would be safe. 

Through the two studies, I observed that intentional break-outs 
are usually associated with the participant’s understanding of the 

Figure 3: FingerMapper leverages less physically demanding 
fnger motions, enabling whole-body virtual arm movements 
in confned spaces (e.g., the passenger seat of a car) with fewer 
collisions while preserving presence and enjoyment. 

virtual and physical environment. I interpret this observation with 
the Spatial Mental Model (SMM) [9, 16] that VR user forms the 
spatial relation inside a small or well-known environment, and they 
recall their SMM when they decide whether to break out of the 
SB (RQ3). This fnding point to new open challenges in the user’s 
behavior and cognitive process while interacting with VR and being 
aware of the physical environment simultaneously. 

3.2 FingerMapper [CHI EA ’21] 
I found some participants broke out of safety boundaries because 
they had large movements. Although whole-body movements en-
hance the presence and enjoyment of VR experiences, using large 
gestures is often uncomfortable and impossible in confned spaces 
(e.g., public transport). This context may lead to collisions and break 
the VR experience. 

I developed a solution to address RQ2, FingerMapper (Figure 
3), through a user-centered design approach. FingerMapper maps 
small-scale fnger motions onto virtual arms and hands to enable 
whole-body virtual movements in VR. Since the user has fewer 
physical movements, this technique can also reduce collisions. In 
a frst target selection study (n=13) comparing FingerMapper to 
hand tracking and ray-casting, I found that FingerMapper can 
signifcantly reduce physical motions and fatigue while having 
a similar degree of precision. In a consecutive study (n=13), I com-
pared FingerMapper to hand tracking inside a confned space (car). 
The results showed participants had signifcantly higher perceived 
safety and fewer collisions with FingerMapper while preserving 
a similar degree of presence and enjoyment as hand tracking. Fi-
nally, I present three applications demonstrating how FingerMapper 
could be applied for locomotion and interaction for VR in confned 
spaces. The results point out that in a diferent context (e.g., con-
fned spaces), perceived safety should also be considered as other 
metrics like presence. 

3.3 Exploring Future Physical Breakdowns by 
Exploiting Perceptual Manipulations in VR 
[CHI ’22] 

VR interaction does not have to stay in a one-to-one mapping (e.g., 
FingerMapper). Figure 1 shows VR users perceive sensory informa-
tion from the virtual and physical environments, and the perceptual 
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Figure 4: (a) Participants created scenarios in the speculative design workshop to speculate on the malicious use of VPPMs. The 
left shows the puppetry attack that directs a user to fall over the stairs. The right illustrates the mismatching attack in that the 
VR user punches a virtual zombie overlay on a bystander. (b) Physical harm was identifed in all collected scenarios, from mild 
pain or discomfort to extreme cases like death. 

input is dominated by the visual content in VR. Human-Computer 
Interaction (HCI) and VR research leverages this discrepancy to 
create VPPMs, efecting changes in the user’s physical movements, 
becoming able to (perceptibly and imperceptibly) nudge their physi-
cal actions to enhance interactivity in VR. This project [27] explores 
the risks of how malicious actors could provoke future physical 
breakdowns could be by exploiting VPPMs to manipulate a VR 
user’s body motions (RQ1) and how to mitigate them (RQ2). 

I chose speculative design workshop [1, 18] to explore the future 
physical breakdowns and risks posed by the malicious use of VPPMs. 
The goal was to critique current practices and refect on future tech-
nologies and their ethical implications. Through a thematic analysis 
[4], I analyzed 19 scenarios (Figure 4a) created by eight VR and 
design experts, identifying two main risks and characterizing harm 
(Figure 4b). The puppetry attacks control the physical actions of 
diferent body parts of an immersed user. The mismatching attacks 
are manipulations in which the adversary exploits a diference in 
information between a virtual object and its physical counterpart 
to elicit misinterpretation for the VR user. Two sample applications 
were implemented to show how existing VPPMs could be trivially 
subverted to create the potential for physical harm.Finally, I pro-
posed mitigations and preventative recommendations against the 
malicious use of VPPMs. Unlike software leaks, one cannot patch a 
human perception hack easily. My goal was to raise awareness that 
the current way we apply and publish VPPMs can lead to malicious 
exploits of our perceptual vulnerabilities. 

4 FUTURE WORK AND OPEN CHALLENGES 
In my future research, RQ3 is going to be the main focus. I plan 
to conduct experiments to understand the VR user’s behavior and 
cognitive process of the physical breakdown phenomenon. One 
ongoing project is about the intentional break-outs and the concept 
of the Spatial Mental Model (SMM) — a mental model that allows 
us to remember the spatial relation inside a small or well-known 
environment [9, 16]. Users can form an SMM of their physical 
environment (e.g., their home) and recall it despite only seeing the 
virtual environment while using VR. 

When an intentional break-outs happens, I assume the VR user 
might use their SMM of the physical and virtual environment to de-
termine their interaction. Future research should focus on establish-
ing this link even further to understand how these two constructs 

are related and what the user relies more on when breaking out. 
The goal would be identifying this process with SMM exists (i.e., the 
VR user not only using their perceptual information but their SMM 
in the physical environment to interact). Next, I want to observe 
the relationship between the user’s SMM and other VR metrics (e.g., 
presence and enjoyment). An example could be a higher presence 
may lead to an imprecise SMM. My future research should create 
hypotheses around this direction and test them. 

Physical breakdowns also represent a risk when using VR/XR. 
Future work could quantify physical breakdowns (or actions) and 
develop algorithms to predict the user’s behavior. This approach can 
be a part of future safety mechanisms. I co-organized a workshop 
[12] focusing on the intersection of safety, security, and privacy in 
XR. Hacking human perception in VR (e.g., FruitSlicer or VPPMs) is 
also a potential risk in XR. I also plan to explore the countermeasure 
against manipulating human users with XR technology. 

Most HCI and VR research inherit the concept of enhancing 
the VR experience (e.g., presence, immersion, and enjoyment) in 
a controlled environment. However, the context of everyday VR 
usage is uncertain and uncontrolled. Users may encounter multiple 
attentional transitions in one VR experience, switching between 
diferent realities and activities. One insight gained from my cur-
rent progress is that applications should not only optimize for the 
user experience in VR. Instead, new metrics (e.g., safety) should be 
considered and enhanced in a diferent context. My future research 
aims to understand the cognitive process of how a user compre-
hends and interacts with the physical environment while being in 
VR. By investigating physical breakdowns in VR, I anticipate my 
thesis can contribute to the knowledge of VR users’ behavior and 
cognitive process, further providing insights into future VR safety 
mechanisms. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
I am grateful to my supervisors, Jan Gugenheimer, Samuel Huron, 
Eric Lecolinet, and my colleagues for their valuable feedback on 
my research. This work was conducted within INFRES and SES 
at Telecom Paris, IP Paris, LTCI, Institut Mines-Télécom, and the 
University of Glasgow. This work was supported by the Investments 
for the Future Program (PIA), CONTINUUM (ANR-21-ESRE-0030), 
and the INTERPLAY project (ANR-21-CE33-0022), funded by French 
National Research Agency (ANR). 



Understanding Physical Breakdowns in Virtual Reality CHI EA ’23, April 23–28, 2023, Hamburg, Germany 

REFERENCES 
[1] James Auger. 2013. Speculative Design: Crafting the Speculation. Digital Creativ-

ity 24, 1 (March 2013), 11–35. https://doi.org/10.1080/14626268.2013.767276 
[2] Mahdi Azmandian, Mark Hancock, Hrvoje Benko, Eyal Ofek, and Andrew D. 

Wilson. 2016. Haptic Retargeting: Dynamic Repurposing of Passive Haptics for 
Enhanced Virtual Reality Experiences. In Proceedings of the 2016 CHI Conference 
on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI ’16). Association for Computing Ma-
chinery, San Jose, California, USA, 1968–1979. https://doi.org/10.1145/2858036. 
2858226 

[3] Susanne Bødker. 1995. Applying Activity Theory to Video Analysis: How to 
Make Sense of Video Data in Human-Computer Interaction. In Context and 
Consciousness: Activity Theory and Human-Computer Interaction. Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology, USA, 147–174. 

[4] Virginia Braun and Victoria Clarke. 2006. Using Thematic Analysis in Psychology. 
Qualitative Research in Psychology 3, 2 (Jan. 2006), 77–101. https://doi.org/10. 
1191/1478088706qp063oa 

[5] P. Casey, I. Baggili, and A. Yarramreddy. 2019. Immersive Virtual Reality Attacks 
and the Human Joystick. IEEE Transactions on Dependable and Secure Computing
(2019), 1–1. https://doi.org/10.1109/TDSC.2019.2907942 

[6] Emily Dao, Andreea Muresan, Kasper Hornbæk, and Jarrod Knibbe. 2021. Bad 
Breakdowns, Useful Seams, and Face Slapping: Analysis of VR Fails on YouTube. 
In Proceedings of the 2021 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems 
(CHI ’21). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 1–14. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/3411764.3445435 

[7] John V. Draper, David B. Kaber, and John M. Usher. 1998. Telepresence. Human 
Factors 40, 3 (Sept. 1998), 354–375. https://doi.org/10.1518/001872098779591386 

[8] Sarah Faltaous, Joshua Neuwirth, Uwe Gruenefeld, and Stefan Schneegass. 2020. 
SaVR: Increasing Safety in Virtual Reality Environments via Electrical Muscle 
Stimulation. In 19th International Conference on Mobile and Ubiquitous Multimedia 
(MUM 2020). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 254–258. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/3428361.3428389 

[9] Nancy Franklin, Barbara Tversky, and Vicky Coon. 1992. Switching Points of 
View in Spatial Mental Models. Memory & Cognition 20, 5 (Sept. 1992), 507–518. 
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03199583 

[10] Ceenu George, Patrick Tamunjoh, and Heinrich Hussmann. 2020. Invisible 
Boundaries for VR: Auditory and Haptic Signals as Indicators for Real World 
Boundaries. IEEE Transactions on Visualization and Computer Graphics (2020), 
1–1. https://doi.org/10.1109/TVCG.2020.3023607 

[11] Jan Gugenheimer, Evgeny Stemasov, Julian Frommel, and Enrico Rukzio. 2017. 
ShareVR: Enabling Co-Located Experiences for Virtual Reality between HMD 
and Non-HMD Users. In Proceedings of the 2017 CHI Conference on Human Factors 
in Computing Systems (CHI ’17). Association for Computing Machinery, New 
York, NY, USA, 4021–4033. https://doi.org/10.1145/3025453.3025683 

[12] Jan Gugenheimer, Wen-Jie Tseng, Abraham Hani Mhaidli, Jan Ole Rixen, Mark 
McGill, Michael Nebeling, Mohamed Khamis, Florian Schaub, and Sanchari Das. 
2022. Novel Challenges of Safety, Security and Privacy in Extended Reality. In 
Extended Abstracts of the 2022 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing 
Systems (CHI EA ’22). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 
1–5. https://doi.org/10.1145/3491101.3503741 

[13] Jeremy Hartmann, Christian Holz, Eyal Ofek, and Andrew D. Wilson. 2019. 
RealityCheck: Blending Virtual Environments with Situated Physical Reality. In 
Proceedings of the 2019 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems 
(CHI ’19). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 1–12. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/3290605.3300577 

[14] Jarrod Knibbe, Jonas Schjerlund, Mathias Petraeus, and Kasper Hornbæk. 2018. 
The Dream Is Collapsing: The Experience of Exiting VR. In Proceedings of the 2018 
CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI ’18). Association 
for Computing Machinery, Montreal QC, Canada, 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1145/ 
3173574.3174057 

[15] A. Lecuyer, S. Coquillart, A. Kheddar, P. Richard, and P. Coifet. 2000. Pseudo-
Haptic Feedback: Can Isometric Input Devices Simulate Force Feedback?. In 
Proceedings IEEE Virtual Reality 2000 (Cat. No.00CB37048). 83–90. https://doi. 
org/10.1109/VR.2000.840369 

[16] Paul U. Lee and Barbara Tversky. 2005. Interplay Between Visual and Spatial: 
The Efect of Landmark Descriptions on Comprehension of Route/Survey Spatial 
Descriptions. Spatial Cognition & Computation 5, 2-3 (Sept. 2005), 163–185. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13875868.2005.9683802 

[17] Jingyi Li, Ceenu George, Andrea Ngao, Kai Holländer, Stefan Mayer, and Andreas 
Butz. 2021. Rear-Seat Productivity in Virtual Reality: Investigating VR Interaction 
in the Confned Space of a Car. Multimodal Technologies and Interaction 5, 4 
(April 2021), 15. https://doi.org/10.3390/mti5040015 

[18] Thomas Markussen and Eva Knutz. 2013. The Poetics of Design Fiction. In 
Proceedings of the 6th International Conference on Designing Pleasurable Products 
and Interfaces (DPPI ’13). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, 
USA, 231–240. https://doi.org/10.1145/2513506.2513531 

[19] Mark McGill, Alexander Ng, and Stephen Brewster. 2017. I Am The Passenger: 
How Visual Motion Cues Can Infuence Sickness For In-Car VR. In Proceedings 

of the 2017 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI ’17). 
Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 5655–5668. https: 
//doi.org/10.1145/3025453.3026046 

[20] Michael I. Posner, Mary J. Nissen, and Raymond M. Klein. 1976. Visual Dominance: 
An Information-Processing Account of Its Origins and Signifcance. Psychological 
Review 83 (1976), 157–171. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.83.2.157 

[21] Sharif Razzaque, David Swapp, Mel Slater, Mary C. Whitton, and Anthony Steed. 
2002. Redirected Walking in Place. In Proceedings of the Workshop on Virtual 
Environments 2002 (EGVE ’02). Eurographics Association, Goslar, DEU, 123–130. 

[22] Michael Rietzler, Florian Geiselhart, Jan Gugenheimer, and Enrico Rukzio. 2018. 
Breaking the Tracking: Enabling Weight Perception Using Perceivable Tracking 
Ofsets. In Proceedings of the 2018 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing 
Systems (CHI ’18). Association for Computing Machinery, Montreal QC, Canada, 
1–12. https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3173702 

[23] Mel Slater, Cristina Gonzalez-Liencres, Patrick Haggard, Charlotte Vinkers, Re-
becca Gregory-Clarke, Steve Jelley, Zillah Watson, Graham Breen, Raz Schwarz, 
William Steptoe, Dalila Szostak, Shivashankar Halan, Deborah Fox, and Jeremy 
Silver. 2020. The Ethics of Realism in Virtual and Augmented Reality. Frontiers 
in Virtual Reality 1 (2020), 1. https://doi.org/10.3389/frvir.2020.00001 

[24] Mel Slater and Anthony Steed. 2000. A Virtual Presence Counter. Presence 9, 5 
(Oct. 2000), 413–434. https://doi.org/10.1162/105474600566925 

[25] Mel Slater, Martin Usoh, and Anthony Steed. 1994. Depth of Presence in Virtual 
Environments. Presence: Teleoperators and Virtual Environments 3, 2 (Jan. 1994), 
130–144. https://doi.org/10.1162/pres.1994.3.2.130 

[26] Qi Sun, Anjul Patney, Li-Yi Wei, Omer Shapira, Jingwan Lu, Paul Asente, Suwen 
Zhu, Morgan Mcguire, David Luebke, and Arie Kaufman. 2018. Towards Virtual 
Reality Infnite Walking: Dynamic Saccadic Redirection. ACM Transactions on 
Graphics 37, 4 (July 2018), 67:1–67:13. https://doi.org/10.1145/3197517.3201294 

[27] Wen-Jie Tseng, Elise Bonnail, Mark McGill, Mohamed Khamis, Eric Lecolinet, 
Samuel Huron, and Jan Gugenheimer. 2022. The Dark Side of Perceptual Manip-
ulations in Virtual Reality. In Proceedings of the 2022 CHI Conference on Human 
Factors in Computing Systems (CHI ’22). Association for Computing Machinery, 
New York, NY, USA, 1–15. https://doi.org/10.1145/3491102.3517728 

[28] Wen-Jie Tseng, Samuel Huron, Eric Lecolinet, and Jan Gugenheimer. 2021. Fin-
gerMapper: Enabling Arm Interaction in Confned Spaces for Virtual Reality 
through Finger Mappings. In Extended Abstracts of the 2021 CHI Conference on 
Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI EA ’21). Association for Computing 
Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 1–4. https://doi.org/10.1145/3411763.3451573 

[29] Robert J van Beers, Daniel M Wolpert, and Patrick Haggard. 2002. When Feeling 
Is More Important Than Seeing in Sensorimotor Adaptation. Current Biology 12, 
10 (May 2002), 834–837. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0960-9822(02)00836-9 

[30] Bob G. Witmer and Michael J. Singer. 1998. Measuring Presence in Virtual 
Environments: A Presence Questionnaire. Presence: Teleoperators and Virtual 
Environments 7, 3 (June 1998), 225–240. https://doi.org/10.1162/105474698565686 

https://doi.org/10.1080/14626268.2013.767276
https://doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858226
https://doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858226
https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
https://doi.org/10.1109/TDSC.2019.2907942
https://doi.org/10.1145/3411764.3445435
https://doi.org/10.1518/001872098779591386
https://doi.org/10.1145/3428361.3428389
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03199583
https://doi.org/10.1109/TVCG.2020.3023607
https://doi.org/10.1145/3025453.3025683
https://doi.org/10.1145/3491101.3503741
https://doi.org/10.1145/3290605.3300577
https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3174057
https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3174057
https://doi.org/10.1109/VR.2000.840369
https://doi.org/10.1109/VR.2000.840369
https://doi.org/10.1080/13875868.2005.9683802
https://doi.org/10.3390/mti5040015
https://doi.org/10.1145/2513506.2513531
https://doi.org/10.1145/3025453.3026046
https://doi.org/10.1145/3025453.3026046
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.83.2.157
https://doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3173702
https://doi.org/10.3389/frvir.2020.00001
https://doi.org/10.1162/105474600566925
https://doi.org/10.1162/pres.1994.3.2.130
https://doi.org/10.1145/3197517.3201294
https://doi.org/10.1145/3491102.3517728
https://doi.org/10.1145/3411763.3451573
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0960-9822(02)00836-9
https://doi.org/10.1162/105474698565686

	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Background and Key Related Work
	3 Dissertation Status
	3.1 Breaking Out of the Safety Boundary in VR
	3.2 FingerMapper [CHI EA '21]
	3.3 Exploring Future Physical Breakdowns by Exploiting Perceptual Manipulations in VR [CHI '22]

	4 Future Work and Open Challenges
	Acknowledgments
	References

