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Abstract Telepresence VR systems allow for face-to-

face communication, promoting the feeling of presence

and understanding of nonverbal cues. However, when

discussing virtual 3D objects, limitations to presence and

communication cause deictic gestures to lose meaning

due to disparities in orientation. Current approaches use
shared perspective and avatar overlap to restore these

references, which cause occlusions and discomfort that

worsen when multiple users participate.

We introduce a new approach to shared perspective

in multi-user collaboration where the avatars are not co-
located. Each person sees the others’ avatars at their po-

sitions around the workspace while having a first-person

view of the workspace. Whenever a user manipulates

an object, others will see his/her arms stretching to

reach that object in their perspective. SPARC combines
a shared orientation and support to nonverbal commu-

nication, minimizing occlusions. We conducted a user

study (n=18) to understand how the novel approach

impacts task performance and workspace awareness. We

found evidence that SPARC is more efficient and less

mentally demanding than life-like settings.
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1 Introduction

Remote work strongly impacts corporations and work-

ers since it saves time and resources, along with many

other changes still to be understood. Remote work has

increased fast with the recent pandemic and is mostly

done through the many teleconferencing solutions avail-

able. However, videoconferencing systems limit users’

interactions with counterproductive communication lay-

ers. Even the most widely used teleconferencing solutions

cannot avoid cumbersome steps to what would be easily

performed in a face-to-face meeting [38], e.g., various

people pointing to a diagram in a presentation. These

communication barriers are caused by the disregard for

the various ways users communicate in a face-to-face

setting, including gestures, body posture, awareness of

where others are looking, and side conversations.

Past works have shown that using Virtual Reality

(VR) is a better approach to cooperation between mul-

tiple users since it affords new but natural ways of

visualizing and interacting with objects, the environ-

ment, and people [14,43,38]. This is especially useful
when there is a need to manipulate and discuss objects

such as 3D models, which is a very common setting in

many fields, such as engineering, architecture, geophys-

ical exploration, and even medicine. Effective remote

collaboration requires users to understand each other

and know where others are in the environment and what

they are doing unambiguously.

Current VR technology can simulate face-to-face

settings faithfully. However, when collaborating over

shared content, people have different points of view on

the environment and the task at hand. Despite being

very natural, this disparity can induce some ambiguities

with opposing orientations, i.e., left and right [11], which

is especially true when many collaborators are working
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around a table. While this also occurs in physical en-

vironments, VR can simulate environments one ”step

outside of the normal bounds of reality” [44], enhancing

it.

That said, a virtual environment (VE) can be de-

signed to purposefully manipulate individual perspec-

tives into a shared perspective between users [12,46]. For

each user, it is as if they were seated on the same chair,
seeing the work area from the same point of view (POV),

with the difference that four hands are visible, and each

user controls their pair. Shared perspective has induced

a more effective collaboration between two users [10,

8]. However, it is limited as it removes the non-verbal

communication offered by a face-to-face setting. Not

addressing the unsolved issues can hurt collaborative

efforts, hinder the awareness of others in collaborative

tasks, and interfere with the perceived workload and

the social presence felt by the collaborators. Moreover,

when there is a need for multiple experts in different

fields to be able to give their insights about the working

task, more than two users must be supported. Using the

current approaches with multiple users would cause the

visual space to become cluttered, a reason why shared

perspectives with multiple users have not been explored.

This paper introduces a solution to cluttering and

lack of face-to-face non-verbal communication. With our

approach, multiple users work around a table in a VE.
They can see each other in their respective seats at the

same time that they all see the working objects from the

same perspective (Fig. 1). It works as if there were mul-

tiple synchronized copies of the scenario, one before each

user. Nevertheless, this is not enough because when you

point to an object in front of you, your co-workers will
not see where your hand is pointing in their copy of the

scene. Therefore, we present a solution based on manipu-

lating the user representations (avatars) that provides a

faithful localization of references in the workspace. This

approach stretches the users’ arms representation in the

others’ environments while maintaining the local user

in their virtual body. In the remainder of the paper, we

detail the technique and present an experimental study

we conducted on the impact of the technique on metrics

such as task performance, the feeling of co-presence, and

workspace awareness (WA) compared to a conventional

VR setting without a shared perspective.

2 Background and Related Work

This section analyzes various important concepts in

collaborative work and multiple approaches already de-

veloped.

Fig. 1: Over-the-shoulder collaboration (top) is replaced

by shared perspective with stretched avatars (bottom).

While the perspective is shared, the avatar visualization

is face-to-face, allowing for non-verbal cues.

2.1 Awareness

Awareness of groupware is a common topic in the CSCW

community. Greenberg et al. [17] summarized Workspace

Awareness (WA) as “the collection of up-to-the-minute

knowledge a person uses to capture another’s interaction

with the workspace,” which comprises the knowledge
of where other people are and what they are doing in

the workspace as well as changes to the shared environ-

ment [20]. Although maintaining awareness in a collab-

orative face-to-face setting comes naturally, it must be
explicitly implemented in a VR collaboration. It has

proven to be a rather difficult task to achieve a real-

life-like sense of awareness [17]. The consequent lack of

awareness is why the usual feeling of inefficiency and

awkwardness felt in many groupware systems compared

to face-to-face work [20]. Therefore, we understand that

developing mechanisms to maintain WA is a pivotal fac-

tor in making remote collaboration systems feel closer

to the fluidity of face-to-face collaboration [13].

When working alone, a person’s activities and WA

only cover the workspace and the domain task. This

changes in a collaborative setting where an additional

collaboration task is added. Hence, a person’s WA will

involve the workspace, the domain task, and the collab-

oration task, which encompasses both communication

and discussion of the domain task.
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Fig. 2: Domain and collaboration tasks (from Gutwin

and Greenberg [21])

Gutwin and Greenberg [21] suggest that in a group-

ware system, awareness information should be presented

in a natural way, as people have grown accustomed to

co-located environments, by making use of the following

WA gathering mechanisms: consequential communica-

tion, feedthrough and intentional communication. Con-

sequential communication revolves around nonverbal
communication, consequent to a person’s activity within

an environment. This includes body posture, movement,
the position of arms and hands, and knowing where the

other person is looking. Yet, it does not include inten-

tional bodily communication (e.g., pointing ). Artifacts

around the workspace can also give off awareness infor-

mation. Feedthrough is the perception of an artifact’s

state during or after manipulation. This information
can be gathered through senses like sight or hearing,

such as the sound of crumpling a paper, which will allow

a person to infer the state of that object. When the

person manipulating the artifact and the artifact can be

seen, feedthrough is coupled with consequential commu-

nication. Intentional communication encompasses verbal

communication and gestures. Deictic gestures and other
visual actions, such as nodding, are also a part of this

mechanism.

Although these mechanisms happen naturally in a co-

located environment, maintaining WA is challenging in a

remote collaboration system with current technological

limitations.

2.2 Awareness in shared workspace

Bill Buxton [6] identified the three types of spaces that

need to be considered at the micro-level of communica-

tion: person space – the space from which nonverbal

cues such as gaze, posture, and body language are picked

up. It is also the space where the attention is directed

to when another person talks; task space – the shared

space where the work is presented, such as diagrams,

presentations, or 3D models. This space can be altered,

and all participants should notice differences; refer-

ence space - “the space within which the remote party

can use body language to reference the work.” This is

the space where deictic gestures such as pointing or

gesturing happen. Buxton further argued that “effec-

tive telepresence depends on quality sharing of both

person and task space” [7]. Integrating body language

and non-verbal cues within the task space was proven

very important to the effectiveness of collaborative work.

These allow for maintaining consequential communica-

tion and feedthrough, which, as discussed, were decisive

for WA, especially in virtual collaboration.

Intending to integrate person and task space seam-

lessly, Ishii et al. [24] discussed three metaphors: the

whiteboard, over-the-table, and glass window. Regarding

the whiteboard metaphor, participants share a common

task space. Reference space and orientation are shared,

and intentional communication like pointing is facil-

itated. However, there is a clear distinction between

person and task space, so collaborators must shift fo-

cus from the task space to read others’ body language

and nonverbal cues, which can be straining and hin-

der communication efforts. Collaboard [27] uses this

approach and displays the back-view of the user on

top of the whiteboard, allowing for deictic gestures but

hindering consequential communication since users are

not presented face-to-face. With some common features,

Zillner et al. [50] proposed the 3D-Board, which renders

a front-facing 3D embodiment of the remote user be-

hind the whiteboard and suggests a gain in efficiency

and user awareness when collaborating in a face-to-face

setting compared to a solution like Collaboard. Alter-

natively, Higuchi et al. [22] developed ImmerseBoard,

where different configurations were studied: one where

the remote user’s full body is shown at the side of the

shared task space and deictic references are consistent

through the elongation of the remote user’s arm; and
another configuration where the shared task space is

tilted. Both of these approaches bear some constraints,

such as occlusions from the arm and hindrances to non-

verbal communication. In the over-the-table metaphor,

collaborators sit across the table from each other and

the collaborative task at the table. Consequential com-

munication is ensured since a user can see the other

face-to-face, but the task space orientation is not com-

mon, as referred by Ishii et al. [24].

IllumiShare ([26]) can project on and share any

surface as the task space. Participants are connected

through a video call to support personal space and

acquire consequential communication cues. This imple-

mentation separates person and task spaces but closely

couples task and reference spaces. It was found that

removing the projected surface was more disruptive

than removing the video call. Sodhi et al. [45] devel-

oped BeThere, an AR solution that renders the remote
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user’s hand in the local user’s workspace. This approach

supports intentional communication and feedthrough,

although non-verbal communication cues are absent due

to only the person’s hands being shown.

Benko et al. [5] designed MirageTable, a curved

projection-based AR system that can display real and

virtual worlds on a tabletop with one user having an in-

verted perspective. Leithinger et al. [29] tackled physical

telepresence with an approach where users can interact

with and manipulate objects remotely in face-to-face

and corner-to-corner settings. Iwai et al. [25] approach

projects the arm of the remote user onto the local table-

top, applying transformations to seamlessly extend the

remote user’s image in the monitor where a video chat

is happening. In the three previous approaches, users

are constrained, e.g., to the range of the depth camera

or the table, and cannot roam around the room. Main-

taining effective intentional communication can also be

challenging due to objects occluding part of a person’s
gestures.

Finally, the glass window metaphor is a naturally

coordinated shared space since both users can write

on their side of the glass while still seeing the other

person’s work. There is support for consequential com-

munication because users can see each other’s faces

and bodies. The reference space is also respected and

ensured with intentional communication, including deic-

tic gestures. Gutwin et al. [21] identified the inversion

of orientation as a downside, which can be solved by

mirror-reversing one of the participants. This is called a

WYSIWIS [47] approach, although in this case, it was

mirrored. That was one feature of the design character-

istics in ClearBoard [24], a shared drawing medium for

pairwise collaboration. It was found that gaze aware-
ness played a vital role in this solution. Despite this,

it constrained users to a specific location. Similarly, Li

et al. [30,31] designed FacingBoard-2, enabling remote

collaboration between two users. It suggested that in a

telepresence system, the reversal of graphical content

improved awareness in a face-to-face setting. The study

dove into techniques to facilitate intentional and con-

sequential communication and studied how these can

lessen awareness loss.

2.3 Awareness in multi-user meetings

Gross et al. [19] introduced blue-c, a system where the

user is surrounded by three “see-through” projection

screens that allow the user to be captured by cameras

positioned behind these. A full-body 3D model of the

user is then created from the different cameras’ output

and rendered in the shared virtual environment. This

approach provides a good sense of presence and a realis-

tic model of the person in the virtual world. However, it

takes up much room and shows the same limitation as

previous techniques [16,3] by lacking interaction with

both real and virtual objects, which plays an important

role in these settings [4].

Analogous to the blue-c system, Kurillo et al. [28]

presented a system that renders full-scale 3D recon-

structions of users in real-time in a VE, which allows

interacting with virtual objects in a CAVE environment

system. Besides requiring a sizable amount of hardware,
it is not portable and very hard to implement in a re-

motely located meeting between groups. Maimome et

al. [32] presented a telepresence system that allowed one

tracked user to “look through a window” into a room.

It conveyed a good sense of presence by displaying the

remote room in 3D on two large screens at the correct

viewpoint by the local user. This approach only allows

for one user’s viewpoint to be tracked, so it would not

work in a group-to-group setting, which poses a prob-

lem for multi-user-dependent collaborative tasks. More

recently, in 2016, Orts-Escolano et al. [37] presented a

system that supports both AR and VR telepresence,

which allows for both the real-time 3D reconstruction of

an entire space and for users to interact with real and

virtual objects. The downsides of this approach are that

it has very demanding hardware requirements and does

not account for the problem of object occlusion. Scott

et al. [18] presented CocoVerse, an immersive multi-user

collaboration tool that allows creating and manipulating

virtual 3D objects to improve learning experiences. This

approach supports user interactions with other users

and the environment, although it suffers from occlusions
when participants stand in front of each other. Ardal

et al. [1] uses a VR filmmaking tool, including editing,

scene visualization, and discussion. They suggest that

VR technologies are useful in collaborative settings, giv-

ing users a sense of awareness and co-presence while
working on a shared task, including [35].

Other approaches to 3D teleconferencing and 3D

virtual collaboration [39,49,48,40] were also studied but

are limited to two simultaneous people.

2.4 Perception Manipulation

Human beings use their body to communicate, either

inadvertently or purposely. The latter fits into inten-

tional communication, where actions such as nodding

or gestures like pointing fit in. The effectiveness of this

communication is decisive when remote collaborators

work on collaborative tasks.

Piumsomboon et al. [41] found that always keep-

ing communication cues in sight of the collaborators
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improved collaborative task completion times and re-

duced mental effort. Azmandian et al. [2] used warping

of the virtual world and the virtual body to align virtual

objects with real-world objects. Results showed that a

higher sense of presence was achieved when combining

the two transformations, i.e., virtual world and body,

was used. Fussel et al. [15] argued that collaborative

tasks and communication performance were enhanced

when participants had a more complete perception of the

gestures the other collaborators were executing. Their

results showed that when collaborators could pair verbal
references with visual ones, performance in collaboration

increased significantly, with pointing gestures being the

most frequent. Sousa et al. [46] studied how different

manipulations of participants and environment represen-

tations affected WA in face-to-face communication. It

was argued that sharing the same perspective decreased

mental effort. They also pointed out that opposing view-

points were not ideal for complex analysis scenarios, with

the first option being preferable. A related approach [33],

discussed remote selection techniques. Hoppe et al. [23]

introduced ShiSha, which allows multi-user collabora-

tion by having users share the same perspective of an

object or task space while maintaining the users’ avatars

spatially positioned without overlapping. Results from

this work were similar to the previous one in that having

intentional communication and sharing a common per-

spective enhanced task efficiency. However, the spatial

inconsistency between where the user is looking from

and where the user’s avatar is might induce some con-

fusion and break the feeling of presence in the virtual

world.

Chénéchal et al. [8] developed Vishnu, a mixed-reality

collaborative tool where a local user connected with an

AR HMD can see the hands and arms of a remote user

connected through VR. It was argued that although task

completion times were not lower than with a desktop

application with a pen tool to sketch, mapping refer-

ences was easier since there was the availability of deictic

references in 3D space and a shared perspective between

users. Fidalgo et al. [12] also employed a shared perspec-

tive over the task space with manipulations to users’

avatars to preserve deictic references without them be-

ing noticeable by the second user. It was argued that

there was an improvement in WA and in the feeling

of co-presence. Piumsomboon et al. [42] also showed

that manipulating avatars can improve awareness, posi-

tively contribute to collaborative tasks, or even create

additional interactions.

2.5 Discussion

This section reviewed various approaches representing

the state of the art, focusing on multi-user collabora-

tion technologies since our approach aims to improve

this type of setting. The different approaches are used

against different features of our work, such as support

for multiple users and supported communication mecha-

nisms. WA requires the three types of communication to

be successfully maintained. Approaches in references [50,

1,12,24,30,28,37] do this. Despite that, manipulation

of 3D virtual objects is essential to many collaboration

tasks, and only references [18,1,5,?,46,12,28,37] sup-

port this. In terms of support for multiple users, there

is a limited number of approaches: references [18,1,34,

23,36].

Approaches that combine all of the different types

of communication, through which it is possible to main-

tain WA better and support multi-party interactions,

are scarce. To our knowledge, ShiSha [23] is the clos-

est approach to doing it since avatar and perspective

manipulations are also employed to provide a shared

perspective in a multi-user setting. However, the authors

do this through the disembodiment of the avatar, which

hinders consequential communication since users may

not be aware of others’ body language cues.

3 SPARC Approach

In the context of the past work presented in Sec. 2, we

introduce SPARC, a multi-user VR collaborative tech-

nique that enables users to work together from the same

perspective while maintaining face-to-face communica-

tion, distorting the Avatar Representation as needed

to reconcile face-to-face communication with a shared

perspective (Fig. 3). We developed a Proof of Concept

(POC) using Unity, incorporating Photon Engine’s PUN

multiplayer networking engine. It supports various VR

platforms, including the Oculus Quest 2 used in our

prototype, a.k.a. Meta Quest 2.

3.1 Improving Workspace Awareness

Following the three collaboration metaphors discussed,

our solution uses an over-the-table setting, where users

sit around a table with a collaborative task between

them. In this approach, the task space, i.e., where the

work is presented, is the table placed between the users,

which will also correspond to the reference space where

users can use gesturing and pointing to reference the

work. Additionally, users can see each other from across

the table, simplifying the capture of nonverbal cues in
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Fig. 3: Avatar manipulation: [A] - User on the left points

at a piece in his local workspace; [B] - User on the right

sees this reference mapped to local own workspace

a person’s space. This approach ensures consequential

and intentional communication since users can see each
other face-to-face, thus understanding where the other

is looking, their position, and their actions.

SPARC also enables users to collaborate through

a shared perspective over one or more objects in the
workspace, allowing for differences in their actions to

be noticeable to all participants as such feedthrough is

ensured.

However, as identified by Ishii et al. [24], the over-the-

table metaphor has a downside in that the perspective

will be inverted for one of the users in a pairwise col-

laboration. To deal with this problem, we will provide

a shared perspective for all users. This not only allows

for a common understanding of the workspace but also

removes the problem of the occlusion of gestures by

the objects in the workspace. To preserve the mean-

ing of gestures, transformations are applied to map the

user’s intended referencing position to the others’ work-

space, i.e., if the user points to a piece on the right of

their workspace, the other users will see the avatar’s

arm stretched and pointing to the right of their local

workspace. This is an imperative part of any collabora-

tive task involving referencing specific workspace parts

through gestures.

3.2 Perspective-sharing: Environment Modifications

To obtain a common perspective over the workspace,

manipulations are done to the local environment of each

user. These are based on the seat that the user takes

around the table. The workspace is divided into eight

increments of 45 degrees, starting from the Assembler

position, i.e., the right of the table in a top view. In

Fig. 4, there is an example. In [A], we see user A’s

POV, which has the workspace rotated by 90 degrees

counter clockwise. In [C], representing user B’s POV,

their workspace does not require rotation since they are

at position 0, i.e., right of the table. User C will need a

rotation of 270 degrees since they are at position 7 in

Fig. 4: Transformation applied to the avatar’s arm and

hand position: [A] - User A points at a point in his

workspace, [B] - User B receives the information of

where user A pointed and maps it to his own workspace,

[C] - User A’s opposing arm is rendered as a spline

and his hand points at the mapped point in User B’s

workspace.

the table, while B is in position 1 (0 degrees) and A is in

position 3 (90 degrees). In a setting with eight users, the

space between User A and User B would have another

user with an increment of 45 degrees and a user between

User C and A with an increment of 315 degrees.

3.3 Perspective-sharing: Avatar Modifications

In our POC, there are two modes of interacting and

referencing the workspace: by direct interaction, using

their virtual hands, or indirect interaction, using their

virtual rays or pointers (see Fig.5).

Due to the locally applied rotation to the user’s

workspace, the meaning of the deictic gestures and any

referencing of the workspace is lost. To counter this, our

approach maps the references made by each user in their

workspace to the local user’s workspace. This is done

in three main steps that are shown in Fig. 4: [A] - User

A points at a point in their local workspace with their

right hand; [B] - User B receives the point where user

A’s right hand is and maps it to their workspace (by

rotating it by the difference in rotation between the two

users, i.e., 90°) [C] - User B renders user A’s left hand

to the mapped point with a line connecting to it.

In our implementation, the manipulation of the

avatars does not always happen. It will only occur if

the user references something in the workspace using

either of the interaction modes. The trigger will happen

if the hand enters the workspace or the ray points at an

object inside the workspace. This trigger happens for

each hand individually.

Each user is assigned an angle, and this is used

to calculate others’ deictic references. The information

regarding each user’s hand position is propagated and

then rotated around the center point, i.e., the center

of the table, by the difference in degrees between the
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Fig. 5: Different conditions in the same POV: [A] and [B] represent the Veridical condition. [C] and [D] represent

SPARC

local user (LU) and the remote user (RU). To connect

the RU’s avatar to these new calculated references, we

used Splines that are rendered in real-time in the LU’s

environment coming from the RU’s arm to his hand

positioned at the calculated reference, as can be seen

in Fig.3, where the angle difference will be 180°. Notice

that there was a mirroring of the RU. This is done to

avoid the arms crossing over one another when both

hands are being used to reference something.

4 Evaluation

We designed and conducted a user study to assess the

effects of the SPARC on task performance, workspace

awareness, and sense of co-presence in the VE. Our POC

demonstrated technical support for up to eight users

at a time. Nevertheless, for the sake of simplicity, we
chose to test with trios only. Thus, any effect involving a

different number of co-workers is out of the scope of this

assessment. With trios, we address a scenario challenging

the previous works with a shared perspective.

We tested two conditions:

– Condition V: Veridical collaboration. Participants

stood around a virtual table and collaborated with

different individual perspectives of the task, as it

would be in real-life interactions.

– Condition S: Collaboration under SPARC. Partic-

ipants stood around a virtual table with a shared

perspective and avatar manipulations active.

4.1 Task

We chose a 3D assembly task represented by the Bedlam

Cube [9]. It is a 3D puzzle with thirteen distinct pieces

designed to fit together in a 4x4x4 frame. With over

19,000 combinations, the assembler can’t guess which

piece fits each position. In our setting, each participant in

a trio is assigned one of three roles: Assembler, Instructor

1, or Instructor 2. The assembler is the one who can

manipulate objects. The two instructors have access to

the instructions, i.e., the solution for the next piece, but

cannot manipulate the pieces. The instructors see the

outline of a piece correctly placed inside the cube and

must indicate to the assembler which piece and where it

should go. In such a scenario, the two instructors have

to communicate with each other and with the assembler

to share their knowledge, which must be understood

by the assembler, who manipulates the pieces, one at a
time, until the task is completed with the assembly of

the full cube.

An example of the puzzle in the POV of an instructor

is depicted in Fig. 5D, where the yellow outline inside

the empty cube represents the piece and its orientation.
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A grid-snapping system is employed to aid in the posi-

tioning of the pieces, and when a piece is dropped or

rotated, its pose will be corrected to this grid - this

removes issues regarding overly precise positioning.

Users are constrained to life-like perspectives in the

veridical condition (V). The puzzle is directed towards

the assembler, and the instructors have a side view of

the puzzle. The instructor on the left-hand side of the

assembler will see the puzzle from the left of the puzzle.

A comparison between the two conditions can be seen

in Fig. 5, where the POV of Instructor 1 is seen under
the two conditions.

4.2 Procedure

All experiments followed the same procedure. Partici-

pants began by completing a user profile and a consent
form. Next, they were provided with an explanation of

how to use the HMD and interact in the POC. The

task was also explained at this point, and participants
decided who would be assigned to each role, with the

task and roles further elaborated on as needed. After ad-

justing their HMD, participants familiarized themselves

with their respective roles and the different interactions

available in the VE. In particular, the assembler was in-

structed on moving and rotating the pieces using direct

and indirect interaction modes.

The design is within subjects. The 18 participants

are grouped into 6 trios, and each trio performs the task

once in condition V and once in condition S. The order

between conditions is counterbalanced: the first three

groups started in condition S, followed by condition V,

and the remaining three groups did the inverse.

The participants began in one of the conditions and

were tasked with completing one puzzle until all the

pieces were correctly placed. Following this, there was a

short break during which participants completed a ques-

tionnaire regarding the collaborative task. The pieces

were then jumbled, and the task was repeated under

the other condition, and another questionnaire was com-

pleted afterwards.

4.3 Measurements

The measurements we obtained were divided by type

into two groups: task performance and user preference.

Regarding performance, we collected the following:

1. Total completion time: End time minus initial

time, in seconds.

2. Errors per piece: Counted when a piece is released

at a wrong position within the cube (it returns to

its place on the table).

3. Number of attempts: Counted when a piece is

grabbed and released outside the cube.

4. Eye-contact time: Time spent looking at the other

players. Computed when a raycast from the center

point of the avatar’s head intercepts another avatar’s

head.

These other metrics are derived from the measures

above:

1. Total errors: The sum of the errors per piece.

2. Total moves: The sum of errors and attempts. Note

that the successful moves are not accounted for as

they are forcefully the same for every completed

puzzle, i.e., 13.

To evaluate user preference and satisfaction, we ap-

plied a questionnaire that compiled questions evaluating

various aspects of a collaborative task in a VE: the per-

ceived workload of the task, the sense of co-presence

felt, and user awareness. The questionnaire was mostly

composed of statements evaluated on a 6-point Likert

scale. At the end of the questionnaire, the users could

also give their thoughts on the task and report any bugs

they experienced.

4.4 Participants

The subject group comprised 18 participants, with 8

females and 10 males. Their ages ranged from 20 to 39,

with an average age of approximately 24 years (M = 24,

SD = 4.14). All participants had attained a university

education.

Regarding remote collaboration technology usage,

eight individuals reported using videoconference plat-

forms, such as Skype, Zoom, or Microsoft Teams, at

least once a day. Six participants used these platforms

at least once a week, while four reported rare usage. Con-

cerning VR environments, the data indicated that the

majority of participants (15 out of 18) had never used

VR environments, and the remaining three participants

reported infrequent usage of these environments.

5 Results

Fig. 6 shows the raw data collected from the experiment.

In a preliminary analysis, we looked for tendencies and

eventual outliers. Remember that groups 1-3 performed

condition V first, and groups 4-5 started with condition

S. Two facts are strikingly noticeable: (1) green bars

(condition V) tend to be higher than orange ones (con-

dition S) for groups 1 to 3, and the trend inverts for the

remaining groups; (2) group 6 is the only one with an
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics

(Mean ± SD)
Total Time Total Errors Total Moves

SPARC 681 ± 192 4.2 ± 2.3 64 ± 26
Veridical 1015 ± 455 7.8 ± 5.6 96 ± 34
Total 848 ± 373 6 ± 4.5 80 ± 33

inverted trend in the three measures. These facts suggest
an order effect. On the one hand, V-first presents higher

times, errors, and moves for V than S. On the other

hand, S-first has more mixed results, with fairly lower

S bars than groups 1-3, which did not improve much in

condition V. Our interpretation is that V is harder for

everyone but becomes easier after some experience with

S. The opposite is not true. Groups performing S first

perform well and keep performing well in V, with only

slight improvement. Concerning group 6, it presented a

pattern diverse enough to be excluded from the study

due to its profile.

A third factor is also noticeable. Group 1 presented

much higher times and moves than the average of the

other groups. Nevertheless, we identified that this group

spent all that additional time and moves by playing with

a single piece. However, we did not remove that piece

from the analysis because we did not record individual

times per piece.

For further analysis, we kept the data from 15 partic-

ipants, i.e., five groups and ten trials. Overall statistics

are in Table 1.

We detail the results below, grouped into four differ-

ent categories. It is worth noticing that with five groups,

the statistical power of our sample is not strong. Yet, as

the results will show, there are statistically significant

findings, and non-significant data also has interesting

trends.

5.1 User preferences

The applied questionnaires and associated results are

summarized in Fig. 7. We employed the Wilcoxon Signed

Ranks test to check for the significance of the differ-

ences. Most of them showed no statistical significance.

This hints that the tested conditions weakly affect co-

presence, attentional allocation, and perceived message

understanding.

In terms of Task Load, the test reported a significant

increase in mental demand in the Veridical condition

(”How mentally demanding was the task?”), where Z =

-2,486, p = .013.

5.2 Task performance: completion time

After running the Shapiro-Wilk test, we could assume a

normal distribution for the time data. We then used a

paired T-test and observed that there was no statistically

significant difference in the total times with results t(6)

= −1.83, p= .14 between SPARC (M = 681, SD =

192) and the Veridical approach (M = 1015, SD = 455).

Nevertheless, the average of times suggests an advantage

for SPARC in terms of time efficiency. Fig. 8a illustrates

the magnitude of this potential advantage.

5.3 Task performance: total errors

After a Shapiro-Wilk test, the error distribution could

also be assumed normal. the mean results are our ap-

proach (M = 4.20, SD = 2.38) and veridical (M = 7.80,

SD = 5.67). Again, we performed a Paired T-Test (t(6)

= -1.28, p = .26), which also resulted in no statistical

significance for the difference of the means. See also

Fig. 8b.

5.4 Task performance: movement economy

We define movement economy as the number of times

pieces were picked up until the puzzle’s completion. Sim-
ilar to the previous two variables, we discovered through

the Shapiro-Wilk test that our data was normally dis-

tributed. The results for the total errors between our

approach (M = 64.4, SD = 26.5) and veridical (M =

96.2, SD = 34.3) are depicted in Fig. 8c. We performed

the Paired T-Test and, this time, obtained statistical
significance with t(6) = −3.17, p = .033.

5.5 Additional observations

We observed that in the Veridical condition, users with
the role of instructor tended to move around the table

and reposition themselves beside the assembler, possibly

to have a better view of the pieces or the puzzle. About

the observed communication at the moments of discov-

ering which piece was going on the cube, users mostly

verbalized references to their pointers or hand (e.g.”this

piece”). We also observed that explaining rotations was

harder under SPARC for some users. In general, some

interactions were also limited because the other user’s

arms were in the way of the user’s workspace.

6 Discussion

The main research questions we approached with this

work are:



10 João Simões et al.

Fig. 6: Raw data collected from the experiment depicting the three measures variation by trios for the two conditions.

The lower, the better. Arrows indicate the direction of the difference for each group: red when veridical is higher

and blue when SPARC is higher.

Q1. Task Performance: Does using a common perspec-

tive with manipulations to the avatars affect task

performance in a collaborative task?

Q2. Workspace Awareness and Co-presence: Does using

a common perspective with manipulations to the

avatars affect workspace awareness and the sense of

co-presence?

To evaluate Q1, we analyzed three main character-

istics regarding task performance: the total time spent,

the number of errors made, and the number of move-

ments required to achieve the goal. Despite the novelty

and non-naturalness of our approach, the means point

to SPARC as more efficient than veridic in time and

error performance. However, the results show the mean

differences are non-significant. This is probably due to

the small sample size.

The third performance measure variable was move-

ment economy. SPARC performed significantly better

than veridic in the moves count. This means that shar-

ing the perspective causes users to understand better

how a piece is rotated or which piece needs to be picked

up, thus resulting in fewer trial-and-error movements.

There is enough evidence that a shared perspective with

stretched references outperforms a veridic condition for

collaborating with more than two users in VR. The low

statistical significance for some metrics is explained by

our small sample size to detect significant differences.

Yet, some are significant, and all of them indicate a

trend in favor of SPARC.

Our User Preference results reported a significant

increase in how mentally demanding the task was in

V compared to S. Such may happen because when em-

ploying a shared perspective, users have a common

orientation of the workspace, where commands such as

left, up, or back are the same for all users, facilitating

the giving and receiving of instructions, which causes

less mental effort.

This can also be connected to an effect reported

in the observations, where we recognized a tendency

for instructors in V to work from the shoulder of the

assembler to get a better view of the workspace or the

piece’s rotation. From previous works, we know that

this shift in position, effectively putting the participants

in a whiteboard metaphor setting, results in users shift-

ing focus between person and task spaces that are now

distinctively separated. This could explain the reported

result since collaborators must move to both understand

and be understood, especially when using intentional

communication mechanisms such as gestures. Conse-

quential communication is also obstructed when work-

ing with this displacement, considering that seeing the
other user’s body or arms position is more demanding

when standing over their shoulder.

We can now connect these results to Q2. Our results

showed no statistical significance regarding the sense of

co-presence, workspace awareness (WA), and the user’s

perception of others. However, one could argue that

S potentially increased the WA when compared to V

since it allowed users to remain in a face-to-face setting

while maintaining the use of intentional communication

(e.g., deictic gestures), consequential awareness (e.g.,

body language) and feedthrough (e.g., piece’s rotation
after being moved by the assembler). This would be

supported by the mental load result since users are not

required to shift focus between person and task spaces,

and previous studies show that these communication

forms are the three basic mechanisms through which

WA is maintained [17].

Although more research is needed to refine the tech-

nique and answer all questions with stronger significance,

our findings contribute to understanding the effects of

perspective and avatar manipulations on collaboration

in a VE, emphasizing the importance of shared per-

spectives for improved communication and less mental

demand.



SPARC 11

Fig. 7: Results from the user preferences questionnaire for both our approach(A) and Veridical(V) conditions. *
indicates statistical significance.

7 Conclusions and future work

Through Virtual Reality, we can do more than copy

reality; we can enhance it. SPARC takes advantage of

this by using environment and avatar manipulations to

tackle workspace occlusions in shared perspective collab-

orative interactions. It features a common perspective

while preserving the meaning of deictic references. Users
can then maintain a common understanding of the task

space and how others interact with it. Using a round-

table setting, all users can see each other, which means

they can understand and be understood by others rela-

tive to their intentions and nonverbal cues, and they do

this without shifting their attention between task and

person spaces.

The combination of these features and the accom-

modation of an unlimited number of users in a shared

perspective is unique in the literature. Reports from our

user study concluded that collaborating under a shared

perspective meant lower mental demand than in the

Veridical condition. It could be argued that Workspace

Awareness was improved under SPARC by creating a

common task, reference, and personal space without re-

quiring users to shift focus between them, which would
be supported by the lower mental demand result. More-

over, a mix of significant and non-significant quantitative

results indicate that SPARC helps improve an assembly

task’s performance.

Our work paves the way for future research that

could build upon this. We aim to conduct a bigger user

study, with more simultaneous users in the VE where we

would explore the effects of different numbers of users.

Scaling to more users would also create new challenges,

such as the overload of arms stretching in the workspace
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(a) Total time (b) Total errors (c) Total moves (movement economy)

Fig. 8: Summary of the experimental data analysis comparing SPARC (S) and Veridical (V) conditions.

and the difficulty of understanding where each user is
by where their voice originates. Alternative means to

stretch the arms and other references are under study.

Additionally, spatial audio and other natural features
such as eye-gaze could be included to improve workspace

awareness and experimental data collection.

Virtual Reality technologies enable us to achieve

things beyond reality, potentially positioning this tech-

nology as a better alternative to real-life meetings than

videoconference tools, allowing richer and more accurate

communication.
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27. Kunz, A., Nescher, T., Küchler, M.: Collaboard: A novel

interactive electronic whiteboard for remote collaboration
with people on content. In: 2010 International Conference
on Cyberworlds, pp. 430–437 (2010). DOI 10.1109/CW.
2010.17

28. Kurillo, G., Bajcsy, R., Nahrsted, K., Kreylos, O.: Im-
mersive 3d environment for remote collaboration and
training of physical activities. In: 2008 IEEE Vir-
tual Reality Conference, pp. 269–270 (2008). DOI
10.1109/VR.2008.4480795

29. Leithinger, D., Follmer, S., Olwal, A., Ishii, H.: Phys-
ical telepresence: Shape capture and display for em-
bodied, computer-mediated remote collaboration. In:
Proceedings of the 27th Annual ACM Symposium on
User Interface Software and Technology, UIST ’14, p.
461–470. Association for Computing Machinery, New York,
NY, USA (2014). DOI 10.1145/2642918.2647377. URL
https://doi.org/10.1145/2642918.2647377

30. Li, J., Greenberg, S., Sharlin, E.: A two-sided collabora-
tive transparent display supporting workspace awareness.
International Journal of Human-Computer Studies 101,
23–44 (2017). DOI https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhcs.2017.
01.003

31. Li, J., Greenberg, S., Sharlin, E., Jorge, J.: Interactive two-
sided transparent displays: Designing for collaboration.
In: Proceedings of the 2014 Conference on Designing
Interactive Systems, DIS ’14, p. 395–404. Association
for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA (2014).
DOI 10.1145/2598510.2598518. URL https://doi.org/

10.1145/2598510.2598518
32. Maimone, A., Fuchs, H.: A first look at a telepresence

system with room-sized real-time 3d capture and life-sized
tracked display wall. Proceedings of ICAT 2011, to appear
pp. 4–9 (2011)

33. Mendes, D., Medeiros, D., Cordeiro, E., Sousa, M., Fer-
reira, A., Jorge, J.: Precious! out-of-reach selection using
iterative refinement in vr. In: 2017 IEEE Symposium on
3D User Interfaces (3DUI), pp. 237–238 (2017). DOI
10.1109/3DUI.2017.7893359

34. Nguyen, V.A., Zhao, S., Vu, T.D., Jones, D.L., Do, M.N.:
Spatialized audio multiparty teleconferencing with com-
modity miniature microphone array. In: Proceedings
of the 21st ACM International Conference on Multi-
media, MM ’13, p. 553–556. Association for Comput-
ing Machinery, New York, NY, USA (2013). DOI
10.1145/2502081.2502146. URL https://doi.org/10.

1145/2502081.2502146
35. Noronha, H., Campos, P., Jorge, J., Araújo, B., Soares,
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