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Abstract

Data visualisation is an essential ingredient of scientific analysis, discovery, and communication. Along with a human
(to do the looking) and the data (something to look at), an image display device is a key component of any data
visualisation workflow. For the purpose of this work, standard displays include combinations of laptop displays, peripheral
monitors, tablet and smartphone screens, while the main categories of advanced displays are stereoscopic displays, tiled
display walls, digital domes, virtual/mixed reality (VR/MR) head-mounted displays, and CAVE/CAVE2-style immersive
rooms. We present the results of the second Advanced Image Displays for Astronomy (AIDA) survey, advertised to the
membership of the Astronomical Society of Australia (ASA) during June-August 2021. The goal of this survey was to
gather background information on the level of awareness and usage of advanced displays in astronomy and astrophysics
research. From 17 complete survey responses, sampled from a population of ∼ 750 ASA members, we infer that: (1) a
high proportion of ASA members use standard displays but do not use advanced displays; (2) a moderate proportion
have seen a VR/MR HMD, and may also have used one – but not for research activities; and (3) there is a need for
improved knowledge in general about advanced displays, along with relevant software or applications that can target
specific science needs. We expect that this is compatible with the experiences of much of the international astronomy
and astrophysics research community. We suggest that VR/MR head-mounted displays have now reached a level of
technical maturity such that they could be used to replicate or replace the functionality of most other advanced displays.

Keywords: virtual reality, data visualisation, data-intensive astronomy, visual discovery

1. Introduction

The tools of modern astronomy and astrophysics are
many and varied: optical telescopes, radio interferometers,
particle detectors, satellites, desktop and high-performance
computers, and a variety of mobile computing devices.
These tools assist with the collection, processing, storing
or sharing of data, with the over-riding purpose of advanc-
ing understanding of the Universe.

Data visualisation plays an important enabling role in
the process of turning data into knowledge. Data visuali-
sation allows the astronomer to view, understand and gain
insight into the data they collect or generate. Data visu-
alisation is an essential ingredient of analysis, and simpli-
fies the process of communicating and sharing results with
academic colleagues, students, or the general public.

Within all sub-fields of astronomy, visual inspection
and interpretation of data by humans is being steadily
augmented or replaced by automated strategies. In par-
ticular, this has occurred through: (1) the use of source
finders, such as SExtractor for extended sources (Bertin
and Arnouts, 1996), MOPEX for point sources (Makovoz
and Marleau, 2005), SOFIA for radio spectral line data
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(Serra et al., 2015; Westmeier et al., 2021), and PyBDSF
for astronomical “blobs” (Mohan and Rafferty, 2015); and
(2) the growth in application of artificial intelligence (AI)
and machine learning (ML) methods. For general reviews
and overviews of AI and ML in astronomy see, for exam-
ple, Ball and Brunner (2010), Baron (2019), Djorgovski
et al. (2022), Fluke and Jacobs (2020), Longo et al. (2019),
Moriwaki et al. (2023), Sen et al. (2022), Webb and Goode
(2023), and Zelinka et al. (2021).

The shift away from ‘human-only’ visual approaches in
astronomy has been motivated by the continuing growth
in the volume, or quantity, of data and the velocity, or
rate, at which the data is collected. New classes of instru-
ments, bigger and better telescopes, and improved access
to high performance computing, means more data, more
often, and a need for faster decision-making and discov-
ery processes in order to generate timely and actionable
knowledge. Indeed, in the future, the vast majority of as-
tronomical data recorded is unlikely to ever be looked at
directly by a human.

1.1. Image display devices
While astronomers are not planning to eliminate in-

specting and interpreting data visualisations from their
workflows any time soon – nor should they – their ability
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to complete this task relies on access to a suitable display
device.

Along with a human (to do the looking) and the data
(something to look at), an image display device is a key
component of any data visualisation workflow. The display
device plays the crucial role of intermediary between the
data and the astronomer’s visual system. In most cases,
this is achieved using a fixed-resolution grid of picture el-
ements (pixels), which is either presented directly using a
light-emitting screen or via projection onto a surface.

Despite the growth in the total number of astronomical
data pixels, voxels, spaxels, points and polygons available
for visual inspection, the majority of current data visual-
isation activities in astronomy (see Lan et al., 2021) are
completed using standard image display devices. This cat-
egory includes combinations of laptop displays, monitors
attached as peripheral displays, or small-scale screens on
tablets and smartphones.

In general, standard displays are used so often because
they are: (i) inexpensive; (ii) readily available; and (iii)
transportable. Domain-specific visualisation and analysis
software works with minimal additional fine-tuning or set-
up. Laptops, tablets and smartphones are designed to be
portable, such that most astronomers are likely to have
near-continuous access to a standard display.1

The alternative to the standard display is to use an ad-
vanced image display (Fomalont, 1982; Rots, 1986; Norris,
1994; Fluke et al., 2006). In general, the purpose of an ad-
vanced display is to present data in a mode that cannot be
achieved with a standard display. The value proposition is
that seeing data presented differently may lead to new in-
sights, knowledge or discoveries that would not otherwise
be apparent, or would take much longer to obtain, using
a standard display. In some cases, this may be because
there is a more natural match between the characteristics
of the dataset and the display (e.g. viewing all-sky data
on a curved surface, real or virtual, which eliminates the
distortion inherent when projecting from a spherical co-
ordinate system to a two-dimensional plane). In others,
the potential advantage is the ability to see more data at
a time or to encourage collaborative visual analysis to oc-
cur. It is important to reflect that not all astronomers
see – or want to see – data visualisations presented in the
same way (Fluke et al., 2023).

In comparison to standard image displays, advanced
displays are often considered to be: (i) expensive; (ii) less
readily available; and (iii) constrained to specific locations,
which requires the astronomer to leave their office to ac-
cess and use a suitable visualisation facility. Additionally,
existing analysis software does not necessarily work with
advanced displays, and may require a higher level of on-
hand technical support. Consequently, and despite several
decades of availability of relevant technologies, the uptake

1Unless you printed this manuscript on physical paper, it is quite
likely that you are currently reading it using a standard display.

of advanced displays in astronomy and astrophysics re-
search has been very low.2 Online surveys, targeting as-
tronomers, provide us with some insight as to why this
might be the case.

1.2. From anecdote to evidence
Fluke et al. (2006) first surveyed the Australian astron-

omy community in 2005 in order to understand the level
of awareness of advanced displays – the Advanced Image
Displays for Astronomy (AIDA 2005) survey. A request
for participants was distributed via e-mail to members of
the Astronomical Society of Australia (ASA). 41 responses
were received, or about 10% of the ASA membership at
the time.

The AIDA 2005 survey questions were used to gather
information on demographics, astronomical instruments
and visualization approaches, and the level of awareness
of a subset of advanced displays (see Section 4 and the
Appendix of Fluke et al. (2006) for full details). Partic-
ipants were also asked to select from a list of factors, or
suggest their own, that were perceived as preventing their
use of advanced displays.

A revised and updated version of the AIDA 2005 sur-
vey was conducted between June-August 2021 (hereafter
AIDA 2021). In particular, we hoped to: (1) investigate
whether the level of awareness and/or adoption of several
categories of advanced image display technologies had in-
creased; and (2) determine whether the perceived barriers
to adoption had changed. A total of 17 complete responses
was obtained through two requests for participation dis-
tributed to the membership of the ASA (see Section 3.2).

While acknowledging that the number of responses in
both the original and updated AIDA surveys was low, we
are grateful to those who contributed their time to com-
plete one (or possibly both) of the questionnaires. It is im-
portant to note that the 2021 survey was conducted during
the second year of the global COVID-19 pandemic, when
researchers were trying to operate within the constraints
of lockdowns, travel bans, home schooling of children, and
complex family and carer arrangements. This downturn in
response rates – “survey fatigue” – was not unique to the
AIDA survey (e.g de Koning et al., 2021; Possami et al.,
2021; Krieger et al., 2023) during this time period.

1.3. Overview
In Section 2, we contribute to awareness by providing a

brief overview of the most important categories of standard
and advanced image displays relevant for use in astronomy
and astrophysics research. In Section 3, we describe our
approach and protocols for undertaking the AIDA 2021
survey, including our advertising strategy, and the cor-
responding impact on participation. We present tabular

2It is less likely that you are using an advanced display to read
this paper, at least in the time period during which this work was
authored.
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summaries of the responses to the ten survey questions,
grouping questions into three categories: (1) usage of stan-
dard and advanced image displays (Section 3.3); (2) knowl-
edge of, and interest in, advanced image displays (Section
3.4); and (3) benefits and limitations (Section 3.5). We
encourage the reader to consider what their own responses
would have been had they participated in the survey.

In Section 4, we discuss the AIDA 2021 survey results
through the use of population proportion confidence in-
tervals and compare key outcomes with the AIDA 2005
survey. We identify one class of advanced displays – vir-
tual reality/mixed reality head-mounted displays – where
both awareness and first-hand experience appear to have
increased, and explain how these displays can now act as
low-cost analogues for other key categories of advanced
displays: stereoscopic displays, digital domes, tiled-display
walls, and room-scale immersive visualisation environments.
We present our concluding remarks in Section 5.

2. Standard and advanced image displays

Most of the standard and advanced imaged displays de-
scribed in this section share a common origin: with the ex-
ception of digital dome projection, they were not designed
with the specific requirements of astronomers or astronom-
ical data in mind. Instead, the displays were general-
purpose solutions that can be, and have been, adopted
for viewing two-dimensional (2D), three-dimensional (3D)
or multi-dimensional data products. This includes pixel-
based images, structured volumetric data, or unstructured
point/particle clouds (Brunner et al., 2002; Hassan and
Fluke, 2011). In all cases, a mapping is required from a
digital representation of a dataset to a version that can be
viewed with a display.

2.1. Standard image displays
The two defining features of standard image displays

are their pixel dimensions and their physical size. Selecting
a display with more pixels increases the resolution of fine
detail in the image, but at a higher total computational
cost to generate and display the image. A larger physical
display area (e.g. using a data projector rather than a
dedicated computer monitor) can improve the field-of-view
or support collaborative inspection, but can also result
in visible pixels. Secondary characteristics, such as the
display brightness, screen aspect ratio, and refresh rate,
can further impact both the quality and the suitability of
the display for displaying different types of data.

The majority of modern standard image displays rely
on liquid-crystal display (LCD), light-emitting diode (LED)
or organic LED (OLED) technologies, although legacy
cathode-ray tube (CRT) solutions may still be in use in
some environments. Considering a collection of represen-
tative current display resolutions (standards or recent re-
leases of specific devices), the typical number of pixels per
screen is around 2 to 6 Megapixels – see Table 1.

Table 1: Pixel dimensions for a collection of representative stan-
dard image displays. FHD is the Full High Definition standard, also
referred to as 1080p. WUXGA is the Widescreen Ultra Extended
Graphics Array standard. 4K UHD, or 4K × 2K, is the 4K Ul-
tra High Definition standard. Table columns are the resolution (in
pixels) and the total number of pixels (in Megapixels).
Standard or device Dimensions Total
FHD 1920 × 1080 2.07
WUXGA 1920 × 1200 2.30
Microsoft Surface Pro 11 (2024) 2880 × 1920 5.53
Apple iPad Pro (2024) 2752 × 2064 5.68
14-inch MacBook Pro (2023) 3024 × 1964 5.94
4K UHD 3840 × 2160 8.29

For comparison, the Wide Field Channel of the Ad-
vanced Camera for Surveys instrument (Hubble Space Tele-
scope) captures images that are 4096 × 4096 pixels =
16.7 Megapixels in size (Clampin et al., 2002), while DE-
Cam (Dark Energy Camera; Cerro Tololo Inter-American
Observatory) combines 62 individual 4096 × 2048 charge-
coupled devices (CCDs) in a hexagonal configuration for
a total of 520 Megapixels per field (e.g. Flaugher, 2006).
In both cases, the pixel sizes of the images exceed the ca-
pabilities of most standard displays, which means that a
combination of panning and zooming is required in order
to completely inspect a full-resolution image.

2.2. Advanced image displays
The advanced image display category includes several

important technologies, which we will refer to in the re-
mainder of this work:

• Stereoscopic screens and digital three-dimensional (3D)
projection environments (Fluke et al., 2006; Holli-
man et al., 2011), which provide depth perception
through the generation of horizontal parallax within
a pair of images (Figure 1, top left);

• Tiled display walls (TDWs; Sims et al., 2010; Meade
et al., 2014; Pietriga et al., 2016; Fluke et al., 2023),
which use a matrix of standard monitors to achieve
both a much higher pixel count and a larger collab-
orative workspace (Figure 1, top right);

• Digital domes (Fluke et al., 2006; Marchetti and Jar-
rett, 2018; Jarrett et al., 2021), which originated with
the hemispherical displays used for public educa-
tion in the planetarium, including both large-format
shared spaces and smaller-scale vertical domes (Fig-
ure 1, bottom left);

• Virtual reality (VR) and other mixed reality (MR) or
extended reality (XR) head-mounted displays (HMDs),
where the user is immersed in a partly- or fully-
artificial environment, able to access up to 4π stera-
dian of digitally-generated space (see Deering (1992)
and Bryson (1996) for important early work) (Figure
1, bottom right); and

3



Figure 1: Examples of the four advanced image displays that continue to be the front runners for wider-scale adoption in astronomy
and astrophysics research. (Top left) Large-format stereoscopic projection using a two-projector set-up with linear polarising filters and
polarisation-preserving silver screen (globular cluster simulation by J. Hurley, visualisation by D. Barnes). (Top right) The Swinburne
Discovery Wall is a tiled display wall comprising a matrix of ten 4K UHD displays for a total 84 million pixels, described in (Fluke et al.,
2023). (Bottom left) Visualisation of the local Milky Way projected onto the dome of the Hayden Planetarium (American Museum of Natural
History). (Bottom right) The Meta Quest 2 virtual reality head-mounted display with handheld controllers. The image of the Hayden
Planetarium is courtesy A.Goodman and J.Faherty (see http://milkyway3d.org for details). The other images are the work of C.Fluke
(CC-BY-NC).

• CAVE (CAVE Automatic Virtual Environment; Cruz-
Neira et al., 1992) and CAVE2 (Febretti et al., 2013)
room-scale immersive environments, which use either
multiple projectors or multiple stereoscopic monitors
combined with motion tracking to present a high-
fidelity 3D experience.

The typical features of advanced image displays are the
support for one or more of (see Table 2):

• High pixel count (e.g. TDWs and multi-projector
digital domes), which can allow an improved match
of display pixels to image pixels for very high-resolution
imaging (see, for example, Figure 1 of (Meade et al.,
2014));

• Stereoscopic or 3D display (e.g. digital 3D projec-
tion, VR/MR HMDs, and CAVE/CAVE2), which is
particularly suitable for three-dimensional datasets,
such as volumetric data from spectral cubes or grid-
based simulations, particle simulations, and astro-

nomical surveys (two celestial coordinates and a red-
shift or distance coordinate);

• Immersive visualisation (e.g. TDWs, digital domes,
VR/MR HMDs, CAVE/CAVE2 environments), where
the viewer is either placed inside a dataset or more
of the viewer’s field of view is utilised;

• Physical navigation, where the viewer can move around
or within the display space to see data from different
perspectives; and

• Collaborative visualisation, where multiple users can
easily view, navigate and explore the same visuali-
sation experience within a shared physical or virtual
space.

Most advanced displays require the use of either spe-
cialised hardware (e.g. VR/MR HMDs) or purposefully-
configured environments. Examples here include the curved
projection surfaces required for digital domes or the

4
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Table 2: Characteristics of the key categories of advanced image displays for research data visualisation in astronomy and astrophysics.
Selection of an appropriate advanced display will likely depend on the need for: a display that can be housed in a typical office or at the
desktop (Office), high pixel count (Many pixels), stereoscopic 3D visualisation (Stereo 3D), immersion within the dataset(Immersive), physical
navigation (Navigable), and suitability for collaborative visualisation and exploration of data (Collaborative).

Display type Office Many pixels Stereo 3D Immersive Navigable Collaborative
Stereoscopic monitor Yes No Yes No No No
Stereoscopic projection No No Yes Partial (A) Possible (B) Possible (C)
Tiled display wall No Yes Yes Possible (D) Yes Yes
Digital dome No Possible (E) Possible (F) Yes Yes Yes
VR/MR head-mounted display Yes No Yes Yes Yes Possible (G)
CAVE/CAVE2 No Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial (H)
A: Stereoscopic projection provides a strong sense of immersion, but requires the viewer to look at the projection screen
at all times.
B: Limited physical navigation is possible within front-projected spaces, improving with rear-projection and head-tracking.
C: Collaborative visualisation is possible when using a large-format projected display, but caveats from note B remain.
D: Non-stereoscopic tiled display walls can utilise a wide variety of geometrical configurations beyond those of the linear
matrix shown in Figure 1.
E: Multiple-projector digital dome projection is common, however, there is a requirement for edge-blending between
projectors and maintenance of uniform brightness.
F: Stereoscopic dome projection is achievable, however, this is preferable for fixed, forward-facing seating or head-tracking
of an individual.
G: Remote collaboration is achievable within VR/MR environments, with opportunities to explore and enhance the use of
representational avatars.
H: For correct immersive stereoscopic projection, a single user must be head-tracked, reducing the suitability of the
CAVE/CAVE2 as a multi-person environment.

polarisation-preserving silvered screens for digital stereo-
scopic projection. Other advanced displays can be con-
structed by using common off-the-shelf components, such
as a multiple-monitor tiled displays, which may also need
multiple computers with higher-capability graphics cards.
Large format advanced displays often require a dedicated
space, which imposes an important constraint: the display
is not present in the office for everyday access and use.

Finally, there are advanced displays that have crossed
over to become standard displays. An example here is the
4K ultra-high definition monitor (4K UHD – see Table 1),
which became widely available due to the closely-related
global 4K television market. Taking the 4K UHD mon-
itor’s place as an advanced display is the 8K alternative
(7680×4320 pixels). Similarly, ultrawide curved monitors,
which share some features with partial digital domes, have
become popular within the global computer gaming com-
munity.

Astronomers can benefit from the reduction in prices
of standard and advanced displays when stable consumer
markets take hold. A drop in customer interest, usually
linked to a lack of quality or relevant content, can quickly
spell the end of an interesting technology. Consider the
case of stereoscopic televisions and monitors that experi-
enced a rapid growth in consumer interest around 2010-11
followed by a sudden decline, with production by major
manufacturers ceasing in 2017.

3. The AIDA 2021 survey

The AIDA 2021 survey was conducted as part of a
larger effort to understand visual discovery in astronomy,
with a particular focus on the types of training that as-
tronomers receive (Walsh et al., submitted). In the present
work, we only report on the ten questions regarding stan-
dard and advanced image displays. The project underwent
ethical review by, and received approval from, Swinburne
University of Technology’s Human Research Ethics Com-
mittee (SUHREC) prior to the collection of any survey
data.

3.1. Approach and protocols
The AIDA 2021 questions were loosely based on those

of the 2005 instance (Fluke et al., 2006), but with modifica-
tions to the age-based demographic categories and the sub-
set of advanced displays considered. Additional questions
were added regarding standard visualisation and analysis
configurations, and the use of VR/MR.

The advanced displays referred to in the AIDA 2005
survey included four options that have retained their rel-
evance, but with minor technical modifications: (1) digi-
tal dome projection; (2) multiple-projector tiled displays;
(3) stereoscopic projection (single screen); and (4) head-
mounted displays (HMDs). Elsewhere in the present work
we: (1) replace multi-projector tiled displays with tiled dis-
play walls, as they both aim to provide many more pixels
by combining lower-pixel count solutions; (2) generalise
stereoscopic projection to stereoscopic 3D displays; and
(3) tighten the focus of HMDs to comprise only VR/MR
technologies.
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Other displays that were of interest in 2005 are no
longer relevant, as they had been superseded or discon-
tinued by 2021: autostereoscopic displays, curved stereo-
scopic environments, and the eight-wall, rear-projected Vir-
tual Room (see Section 3.2 and Figure 2 of (Fluke et al.,
2006)).

Examples of all of the standard and advanced displays
described in Section 2.2 were available in Australia when
the AIDA 2021 survey was conducted, however, we did
not directly ask respondents where or when they had last
seen or used any of these displays. We note that since the
survey was conducted, one of the CAVE2 systems in Aus-
tralia (at Monash University) ceased operation. Other-
wise, apart from some minor updates to specific consumer
VR/MR head-mounted displays (e.g. Meta Quest 2 was
released in 2020, and the upgraded Meta Quest 3 in 2023),
the technology landscape for standard and advanced dis-
plays remains largely unchanged since 2021.

As per the approved human research-ethics protocol,
participants were provided with access to a consent infor-
mation statement prior to commencing the survey. Partic-
ipation in the AIDA 2021 survey was limited to individu-
als who: (1) were at least 18 years of age; (2) intended to
commence, had commenced, or had completed a postgrad-
uate qualification; and (3) were currently undertaking, or
intended to undertake, research in astronomy (or Earth
observation – the results presented here only consider re-
spondents with a clear connection to astronomy).

The survey was administered online using the Qualtrics
XM experience management platform.3 Data was exported
from Qualtrics XM for post-collection analysis and visual-
isation in Microsoft Excel and R. Analysis was performed
using a standard image display configuration comprising a
laptop screen plus external monitor (see Section 3.3 and
Table 5).

As a preamble to the AIDA 2021 questions, respon-
dents were presented with the following contextual infor-
mation: “The questions in this section relate to your level
of knowledge and awareness of various standard and ad-
vanced image displays. An image display refers to any
technological device that can be used to enable a visual in-
spection task. A standard image display refers to a device
such as an external monitor, laptop monitor, or similar
screen. Such devices are likely to be supplied as the default
option to a researcher or student. An advanced image dis-
play refers to a device such as a tiled display wall (> 3
monitors used as a single display space often configured as
a matrix of rows and columns), a virtual reality or mixed
reality head-mounted display, CAVE-style immersive envi-
ronments, or a curved surface such as a digital planetarium
dome.”

In Sections 3.3-3.5, we group questions into three themes:
(1) usage; (2) knowledge and interest level; and (3) bene-
fits and limitations. Questions are discussed in the order in

3https://www.qualtrics.com

which they were presented to respondents, and have been
renumbered here from 1-10.

Figure 2: A stacked bar chart showing the number of responses to
the AIDA 2021 survey received per day. The survey was advertised
via the ASA e-mail distribution list on 18 June and 27 July 2021.
Respondents are categorised as being postgraduate students (PGS,
blue), early-career researchers (ECR, orange), mid-career researchers
(MCR, grey), or senior-career researchers (SCR, yellow).

3.2. Advertising and participation
The survey was advertised twice through the ASA e-

mail distribution list on 18 June 2021 and 27 July 2021.
Responses were collected from 18 June-4 August 2021. As
shown in Figure 2, our advertising only elicited 20 re-
sponses. At the time of the first advertisement, the num-
ber of ASA members was reported as being 729 people, so
that AIDA 2021 received responses from less than 3% of
the ASA.4

From the 20 astronomers who submitted their answers
for analysis, three respondents chose not to complete the
AIDA-related questions. Their responses are contained in
the investigation and analysis of training in visual discov-
ery in Walsh et al. submitted.

We group our remaining 17 respondents into four career-
stage categories: 7 postgraduate students (PGS), 2 early
career researchers (ECRs; < 10 years post PhD), 4 mid
career researchers (MCRs; 10− 20 years post PhD), and 4
senior-career researchers (SCR; > 20 years post PhD).

There is a clear relationship between the dates of the e-
mail advertisements to the ASA and the rate of responses.
This suggests that the main ways to increase the partici-
pation rate would have been to: (1) advertise the survey
more regularly; and/or (2) use alternative methods that
directly target the professional cohort that we wished to
understand.

3.3. Usage of Standard and Advanced Image Displays
The first question block in the AIDA 2021 survey com-

prised four questions regarding:

4http://asa.astronomy.org.au/membership/
membership-information/
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Q1. Prior usage of standard image displays (see Table 3);
Q2. Prior usage of advanced image displays (see Table

4);
Q3. The combination of displays used most frequently for

work-related activities (see Table 5); and
Q4. The computer operating system used most frequently

for work-related activities (see Table 6).

Table 3: Q1. Have you ever used a standard image display for your
research?

Response PGS ECR MCR SCR Total
Yes 6 2 4 4 16
No 0 0 0 0 0

Not sure 1 0 0 0 1

Table 4: Q2. Have you ever used an advanced image display for your
research?

Response PGS ECR MCR SCR Total
Yes 0 0 1 0 1
No 5 2 3 4 14

Not sure 2 0 0 0 2

Table 5: Q3. Consider the combination of displays that you use
most frequently for completing your work activities. From the fol-
lowing list of options, please select the components that are the best
match to the single display or combination of displays that you use
most frequently. We use the following abbreviations: LS = laptop
screen, EM = external monitor, TS = tablet screen, AIO = all-in-one
computer.

Configuration PGS ECR MCR SCR Total
LS 0 0 0 1 1

LS + EM 7 1 3 2 13
TS, LS+EM 0 1 0 0 1

2×EM 0 0 1 0 1
AIO + 2×EM 0 0 0 1 1

Most respondents had used standard displays for re-
search (16/17 = 94%, with 1 ‘not sure’ response), but had
not used an advanced display (14/17 = 82%). For Q3,
participants were prompted to select from a list of screen
options: tablet, smartphone, laptop, all-in-one-computer,
single or multiple external monitors, an advanced display
or their own choice via a free text option. As none of
the respondents selected smartphone, advanced display or
used the free text option, those items have been omitted
from Table 5. The most common combination of displays
comprised a laptop screen and an external monitor (13/17
= 76%). This suggests that the portability of the com-
puter and one screen was an important factor, but with
the need to also access a larger display area for typical
work activities.

Unfortunately, Q3 does not provide insight into who
pays for the displays that are used, which may also in-
fluence the choice of configurations. This is more likely
to impact PGS and ECR, who may have limited funding

Table 6: Q4. Which one of the following operating systems (OS) do
you use most regularly for work-related activities? The two respon-
dents who did not use a laptop screen (Q3 and Table 5) were both
Unix/Linux users.

OS PGS ECR MCR SCR Total
Unix/Linux 5 0 1 1 7

macOS 0 2 3 3 8
Windows 2 0 0 0 2

Table 7: Q5. For each of the Image Displays in the following table,
please select the option that is the closest match to your experience
with using the Display. Column headings are: NF = Not familiar
with the display; NS = Not seen but know what the display is; Seen
= Have seen the display, but not used it; UNRP = Use for non-
research purposes. The final two columns indicate the regularity of
usage of the display for research purposes: < 50% or > 50% of the
time. One blank response was noted for the 8K monitor.

Display NF NS Seen UNRP < 50% > 50%
Smartphone 0 0 1 15 1 0
LCD display 0 0 1 1 1 14
4K monitor 0 1 7 4 2 3
8K monitor 0 6 7 1 1 1

TDW 3 5 7 1 1 0
Stereo 3D 3 4 8 2 0 0

CAVE/CAVE2 11 3 2 1 0 0
Digital Dome 2 4 8 2 1 0
VR/MR HMD 0 3 13 1 0 0

available to choose a different compute or display option.
However, as we show in Section 3.5, the cost of advanced
displays is not considered to be a significant impediment
to their uptake.

Regarding the operating system used most regularly
for work-related activities, Unix-style options (Unix/Linux
and macOS) were in the majority (15/17 = 88%), with
a reasonably even split between these two options. The
two non-laptop screen configurations in Table 6 were both
Unix/Linux systems.

If astronomers are to make use of advanced displays,
then the path to adoption is simplified when the displays
use the operating system astronomers are most familiar
with for research tasks. As we suggest in Section 4.3,
VR/MR HMDs appear to be growing in relevance, yet
they have been more tightly bound to Microsoft Windows
environments than other advanced displays.

3.4. Knowledge of and interest in advanced image displays
In the second three-question block, participants were

prompted to select their level of:

Q5. Experience with a subset of standard and advanced
displays (see Table 7);

Q6. Interest in using specific advanced displays (see Ta-
ble 9); and

Q7. Knowledge, interest and ownership of VR/MR HMDs
(see Table 10).

Although the Smartphone is a ubiquitous device, 15/17
participants responded that they use one only for non-
research purposes. While this was somewhat unexpected,
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Table 8: A breakdown of the results of Q5 (see Table 7) in terms
of the different participant cohorts. Only the set of six advanced
displays is considered. For each display and cohort, we present a
triplet of values collating the three responses: (1) Not familiar with
the display; (2) Not seen but know what the display is; and (3) Have
seen the display, but not used it.

Display PGS ECR MCR SCR
8K monitor (0,3,4) (0,2,0) (0,0,1) (0,1,2)
TDW (3,3,0) (0,0,2) (0,1,3) (0,1,2)
Stereo 3D (3,1,2) (0,2,0) (0,0,3) (0,1,3)
CAVE/CAVE2 (6,1,0) (2,0,0) (0,2,1) (3,0,1)
Digital Dome (1,3,2) (0,1,1) (0,0,2) (1,0,3)
VR/MR HMD (0,1,5) (0,0,2) (0,0,4) (0,2,2)

it might be that communication activities related to re-
search (e.g. e-mail, social media, etc) are considered as
distinct from data analysis and visual discovery activities.
If that is indeed the independent interpretation that each
of our survey participants has made, then our confidence
increases that the answers provided regarding advanced
displays are indeed strongly related to the types of re-
search activities that require a larger-format screen than
a Smartphone provides. The standard LCD display was
the most commonly used display: 15/17 used for research
purposes, and 14/17 use one more than 50% of the time.

With the regards to the usage and awareness of ad-
vanced displays, four features standout:

1. There is limited use of advanced displays. While 17
responses is insufficient to draw strong conclusions
about the broader level of up-take, this result is con-
sistent with experience;

2. The CAVE/CAVE2 was the one display category
that respondents were least familiar with, which is
almost certainly linked to the low number of these
facilities in Australia – in part due to the costs for
establishment and on-going operations;

3. There is limited availability or accessibility of ad-
vanced displays. Aside from VR/MR HMDs, be-
tween 6 (8K monitor and digital dome) to 14 (CAVE/
CAVE2) respondents reporting either no familiarity
with – or no prior opportunity to see – specific ad-
vanced displays; and

4. While there were no instances of use for research pur-
poses amongst the survey participants, all respon-
dents were familiar with VR/MR HMDs, and 13/17
had seen these devices in operation; and

To further understand awareness and availability, Ta-
ble 8 presents a breakdown of a subset of the results of Q5
in terms of the different participant cohorts. Only the set
of six advanced displays is considered. For each display
and cohort, we present a triplet of values collating the
three responses: (1) not familiar with the display; (2) not
seen but know what the display is; and (3) have seen the
display, but not used it. Overall, the PGS cohort was the

least aware of advanced displays, either having no familiar-
ity or had not seen specific displays in operation. However,
for the CAVE/CAVE2, this unfamiliarity was evident in
3 of the 4 career stages, suggesting that awareness is not
wholly dependent on longevity in the discipline.

Table 9: Q6. For each of the Image Displays in the following table,
please select the option that is the closest match to your interest in
using the Display in your research. As a metric of overall interest,
the average of each column has been calculated and reported in the
final row as a percentage.

Not Would like to Know how
Display interested Not sure know more to use
8K monitor 5 6 4 2
TDW 5 5 5 2
Stereo 3D 2 8 7 0
CAVE/CAVE2 2 7 7 1
Digital Dome 3 9 4 1
VR/MR HMD 3 7 6 1
Average 20% 41% 32% 7%

Table 10: Q7. Low-cost consumer-grade Virtual Reality (VR) and
Mixed Reality (MR) head-mounted displays are now available from
multiple commercial vendors. From the following list, please choose
all options that apply to your knowledge, interest, and ownership of
VR/MR head-mounted displays.
Option PGS ECR MCR SCR Total
Never used 2 0 1 2 5
Have used 5 2 3 2 12
Own or can access wireless HMD 2 1 0 0 3
Own or can access wired HMD 1 0 0 0 1
Have used for entertainment 4 1 2 1 8
Have viewed other’s data 0 1 1 1 3
Have viewed own data 0 0 1 0 1

Even though advanced displays, in various forms, have
been available for many decades, the results in Table 9
suggest that there is still limited awareness of what role
they can play in supporting research activities in astron-
omy. For each advanced display category, no more than 2
respondents knew how to use the display for their research.
While between 2-5 respondents were not interested in spe-
cific displays, the message is clear (and consistent with
anecdotal experiences of the authors) that astronomers are
not sure whether an advanced display can be of benefit. As
a metric of overall interest, the average number of answers
for each of the four response categories (not interested,
not sure, would like to know more, know how to use) was
calculated, with ∼ 30% indicating that they would like to
know more about the advanced displays.

The third question in this block explored the level of
knowledge, interest, and access to VR/MR HMDs. As
was noted above, awareness of VR/MR HMDs was high
amongst our respondents, although we identify an incon-
sistency in the responses to questions Q5 and Q6. In Table
9, 13 participants reporting having seen a VR/MR HMD,
and one had used for non-research purposes. In Table 10,
12 astronomers reported that they had used a VR/MR
HMD. This is potentially due to the regularity of use – a
one-off experience in using a VR/MR HMD (i.e. the de-
vice had been seen) for multiple survey participants versus
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more regular usage by one of the participants.
As we see in the responses to the questions regard-

ing ownership or access (we did not distinguish between
these two options), few of the respondents own or can ac-
cess an HMD. Use for entertainment purposes (8/17) oc-
cured more frequently than use for viewing data (3 viewing
other’s data, 1 viewing their own data).

3.5. Benefits and limitations
The final question block examined perceptions regard-

ing both the benefits and the limitations of utilising ad-
vanced displays. These questions asked:

Q8. Whether participants saw a potential benefit from
using advanced image displays for research (see Table
11);

Q9. If there were particular factors preventing astronomers
from using advanced displays (see Table 12); and

Q10. Which types of interventions, selected from a list or
freely posed, would likely have the the greatest im-
pact on access or use of advanced displays (see Table
13).

Table 11: Q8. In general, do you see a potential benefit from using
Advanced Image Displays for your research?

Option PGS ECR MCR SCR Total
Yes 1 1 2 2 6 (35%)
Maybe 1 0 1 1 3 (18%)
No 1 1 1 1 4 (24%)
Not sure 4 0 0 0 4 (24%)

Table 12: Q9. Which, if any, of the following factors do you believe
are preventing you or your colleagues from using Advanced Image
Displays in your discipline? Please choose all options that apply.
Reason PGS ECR MCR SCR Total
Lack of:
. . .An application that suits my needs 5 2 3 1 11
. . .Knowledge of available displays 3 2 2 2 9
. . .Access to or availability of displays 3 1 2 2 8
. . .Time to develop suitable applications 3 2 1 0 6
. . .Knowledge of how to use 2 1 0 2 5
. . .Time to learn how to use 2 1 0 2 5
. . .Technical support 2 1 0 0 3
Cost of advanced displays 1 1 0 1 3
Other: Lack of relevance to personal 1 0 1 1 3

research activities

24% of respondents did not see a potential benefit from
using advanced displays for their research (Table 11). As
we did not explore specific research activities for individu-
als, for example through case studies, interviews, or other
user-centred design approaches, then it is reasonable that
advanced displays are not a unique panacea. The people
who are best placed to understand what they currently
can achieve – or are prevented from achieving with their
existing visual discovery workflows – are the astronomers
themselves. What we do take encouragement from is that
35% did see a benefit, with the remainder uncommitted,

Table 13: Q10. Considering your own knowledge and interest in
the use of Advanced Image Displays, select up to 3 of the following
options that would likely have the greatest impact on your ability
to access or use Advanced Image Displays to improve your research
activities.
Option PGS ECR MCR SCR Total
Improved knowledge 3 1 3 2 9
Software/application availability 3 1 2 1 7
Improved access 1 1 2 2 6
Discipline-specific training 4 0 0 2 6
Simpler development process 2 1 1 0 4
Availability of technical support 1 1 1 0 3
Availability of generic training 1 0 0 1 2

indicating that there is an opportunity for a growth in
adoption.

For question Q9, participants were presented with a
list of potential limiting factors or barriers, based on the
outcomes of the AIDA 2005 survey. A free text option was
also provided, with relevance of the displays appearing as
the only other clear barrier.

Lack of access to advanced displays, lack of knowledge
of the types of advanced displays that are available, and
lack of appropriate applications that suit the specific needs
of individuals were the most commonly-selected limiting
factors (Table 12).

Addressing awareness can be achieved, in part, through
works such as this, but a more visible campaign to raise
knowledge may be warranted. Indeed, improved knowl-
edge was identified as the intervention that would likely
have the greatest impact on the use of advanced displays
to improve research activities (Table 13).

Lack of access is more difficult to overcome, as we are
not able to influence hardware purchasing decisions – al-
though we do note that cost was not considered such an
important factor as was the case in AIDA 2005 (41% iden-
tifying cost as a barrier).

4. Discussion

Despite the small numbers, the AIDA 2021 survey data
presents a snapshot of the Australian astronomical re-
search community at a specific point in time. A lack of
responses to the survey may be due to a lack of knowledge
of, or engagement with, the topic – which is an equally
interesting and relevant outcome.

We choose to take a pragmatic view that the responses
we have obtained are relevant for understanding the broader
astronomical research community. If experiences exist within
our participant cohort, then they are present worldwide.
Even if there is only a small proportion of the global as-
tronomy research community who would like to make an
informed decision about the potential benefits of using ad-
vanced displays, then it is worthwhile understanding, as-
sessing and ultimately addressing their questions and con-
cerns.
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Table 14: Population proportion confidence intervals (CIs) calculated for 90% confidence level with sample proportion Psp, Nsample = 17 and
Npopulation = 750. For each of the 10 survey question, we calculate CIs for the most common response(s), compared with all other responses
combined. The population considered here is the membership of the Astronomical Society of Australia. For Q1, the upper confidence level is
clipped at 100, with a value of 103.4 calculated.
Q# Question Response Nresponse Psp CI
1 Have you used a standard image display? Yes 16 94% ( 84.6 , 100.0 )
2 Have you used an advanced image display? No 14 82% ( 66.8 , 97.2 )
3 Which display combination do you use most often? LS + EM 13 76% ( 59.2 , 92.9 )
4 Which operating system do you use most often? Unix/Linux 7 41% ( 21.6 , 60.4 )

macOS 8 47% ( 27.3 , 66.7 )
5 Which display do you use most regularly? LCD 14 82% ( 66.8 , 97.2 )

Have you seen VR/MR HMD? Yes 13 76% ( 59.2 , 92.9 )
6 Which display would you like to know more about? Stereo 3D 7 41% ( 21.6 , 60.4 )

CAVE/CAVE2 7 41% ( 21.6 , 60.4 )
7 Have you used a VR/MR HMD? Yes 12 71% ( 53.1 , 88.9 )
8 Do you see a benefit in using Advanced Displays? Yes 6 35% ( 16.2 , 53.8 )

No 4 24% ( 7.5 , 41.0 )
9 What prevents you from using Advanced Displays? Lack of application 11 65% ( 46.2 , 83.8 )

Lack of knowledge 9 53% ( 33.3 , 72.7 )
10 Which factor would have the greatest impact? Improved knowledge 9 53% ( 33.3 , 72.7 )

4.1. Population proportion confidence intervals
As we have acknowledged, the low number of partici-

pants in the AIDA 2021 survey limits our ability to draw
conclusions about the global astronomy and astrophysics
research communities. However, if we consider the ASA as
our population of interest, we can calculate a population
proportion confidence interval to assess the likelihood that
the survey responses are representative of the ASA mem-
bership. As the questions were not known to respondents
prior to them commencing the survey, the most likely par-
ticipation bias is an underlying interest in the use of ad-
vanced image displays.

We use the online Select Statistical Services5 calcula-
tor to determine population proportion confidence inter-
vals from our sample, calculated for 90% confidence level
(see Appendix A for details of the calculation). We have a
sample size of Nsample = 17 from a population of 729 ASA
members (as of June 2021), although we use a slightly
higher Npopulation = 750 for the calculations. For each
question, we consider the most common response com-
pared with all other responses combined to obtain the
(percentage) sample proportion, Psp.

Population proportion confidence intervals (CIs) are
presented in Table 14, from which we conclude that amongst
the ASA membership:

1. A high proportion (Q1: CI = 85-100%) use standard
displays – most likely incorporating an LCD screen
(Q3 and Q5: CI = 59-93% for the laptop screen plus
external monitor combination and CI = 67-93% for
use of an LCD) – but do not use advanced displays
(Q2: CI = 67-97%);

5https://select-statistics.co.uk/calculators/
confidence-interval-calculator-population-proportion/

2. A moderate proportion have seen a VR/MR HMD
(Q5: CI = 59-93%), and may also have used one (Q7:
CI = 53-89%) – but not for research activities; and

3. There is a need for improved knowledge about ad-
vanced displays (Q10: CI = 33-73% as the factor
with the greatest impact), along with relevant ap-
plications that can target specific science needs (Q9:
CI = 46-84%).

With regards to the benefits of advanced displays (Q8),
the sample proportions for the definitive Yes (35%) and
No (24%) responses have the lowest values in Table 14.
Consequently, the 90% confidence intervals are that 16-
54% of the ASA membership likely sees a benefit, while 7-
41% see no benefit. As we have acknowledged in this work
(see Section 3.5), we do not suggest that all astronomers
have to see or derive a benefit from advanced displays.
Even if the lower limit of the Yes response represents the
true state of the ASA membership, 16% is still ∼ 120
people in the Australian astronomy community who see
benefit, and hence we can expect many more globally.

Table 15: Comparing the usage of standard and advanced image dis-
plays for research activities between the AIDA 2005 and AIDA 2021
surveys. Responses are reported for Postgraduate students (PGS)
and Academic (ACA = ECR+MCR+SCR) cohorts.
AIDA 2005 2021
Cohort PGS ACA Total PGS ACA Total
Standard 88.9% 91.3% 90.2% 85.7% 100.0% 94.1%
Advanced 16.7% 8.7% 12.2% 0.0% 10.0% 5.9%

4.2. Comparing the AIDA 2005 and 2021 surveys
In the 16-year period between the two AIDA iterations,

the most significant changes in the availability of advanced
displays were the establishment of consumer markets for
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4K UHD televisions and monitors, and the emergence of
affordable VR/MR hardware from multiple vendors.

What was not foreseen in 2005, was the widespread
adoption of the touch-based tablet and smartphone as
ubiquitous portable computing and communication devices.
The public release of the Apple iPhone in 2007 marked the
true start of the smartphone revolution/screen-based cul-
ture that has impacted how people work with technology
for social connectivity, education and work-related activi-
ties.

The AIDA 2005 cohort comprised 17 postgraduate stu-
dents, 10 postdoctoral researchers, 8 academics with per-
manent positions, 4 contract researchers, 1 undergradu-
ate student and 1 retired academic (Fluke et al., 2006).
To simplify analysis, respondents were identified as either
students (18 people), equivalent to the PGS cohort, or
‘seniors’ (23 people). We now relabel the non-student cat-
egory as ‘academics’, noting that this combines the AIDA
2021 ECR, MCR and SCR cohorts.

With regards to usage of standard and advanced image
displays for research, by students or academics, there is
little change between the results of AIDA 2005 and AIDA
2021: see Table 15.

When asked in AIDA 2005 whether they saw “a bene-
fit from using advanced image displays for astronomy re-
search”, 16 astronomers answered ‘yes’ while the remainder
selected ‘perhaps’. Scepticism was present in the free-text
responses to this question, linked to the availability of dis-
plays, the time required to learn to use them properly,
and a feeling that existing two-dimensional 2D were ade-
quate for visualising 3D datasets. The factors that were
perceived to be limiting the uptake of advanced displays
were lack of: (1) knowledge (30/41 = 73% of responses);
(2) software tools (19/41 = 46%); (3) access to local facil-
ities (19/41 = 46%); and (4) cost of the displays (17/41 =
41%).

If we assume that the results of both the 2005 and 2021
AIDA surveys are indeed representative of the experiences
of the Australian astronomical community, then several
messages emerge:

1. Astronomers are still not using advanced displays
as part of their typical research workflows – they
use standard displays, with a laptop screen and an
attached external (peripheral) monitor proving to be
a popular configuration (question Q3).

2. The level of knowledge regarding the role that ad-
vanced displays could play in enhancing visual dis-
covery workflows, and other research activities, has
not improved: 73% of responses in AIDA 2005 and
53% in AIDA 2021 (questions Q9 and Q10).

3. There continues to be a lack of suitable software
or applications available, which makes it more diffi-
cult to take advantage of advanced displays: 46% in
AIDA 2005 and 65% (questions Q9 and Q10). More-
over, Unix/Linux and macOS operating systems are
used widely, so for the best return, any software or

application needs to be compatible with one or both
of these operating systems (question Q4).

4. Of the four significant categories of advanced dis-
plays (Digital domes, TDWs, Stereoscopic 3D, VR/MR
HMDs), the only display where there appears to be
a growth in awareness, including actually seeing the
display in use, is the HMD (question Q5). We illus-
trate this in Figure 3: for each device, we determine
the difference between the percentage of responses
in question Q5 of AIDA 2021 with the equivalent re-
sults from AIDA 2005. The number of users who had
seen VR/MR HMDs increased by 50% compared to
2005, with a corresponding drop in the proportion
who were not familiar with or had not seen HMDs.

Figure 3: Change in awareness of four advanced displays. For each
device category, we determine the difference between the percentage
of responses in question Q5 of AIDA 2021 with the equivalent results
from AIDA 2005.

With these outcomes in mind, we now consider the
biggest (current) opportunity to change directions on the
adoption and awareness of advanced displays through a
strategic focus on a single all-purpose display: the VR/MR
head-mounted display.

4.3. The VR/MR HMD as multi-purpose advanced display
Perhaps the main distinguishing factor between stan-

dard displays and advanced displays is their accessibility
– some displays become standard because they are read-
ily accessible to a majority of users (e.g. low-cost laptop
screens, tablets, and smartphones), while others remain in
the advanced category as they require a dedicated space
and are more expensive to both install and operate (e.g.
CAVE and CAVE2).

As a low-cost, transportable device, the VR/MR HMD
has the greatest potential to remove all of the access-
to-advanced display barriers for researchers. Moreover,
with a growing level of familiarity with VR/MR for non-
research purposes, and a significant level of interest through
investments by global corporations such as Meta and Ap-
ple, there are reasons to remain optimistic that consumer-
level VR/MR products will persist as a relevant technology
for some time yet.

Due to improvements in screen resolution, increased
frame rates and reduced latency, and usability factors (e.g.
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wireless streaming to the HMD instead of requirement for
tethering to a computer, inclusion of pass-through cameras
for safety, enhancement of hand tracking rather than re-
quiring controllers), the digital experience available with
current-generation VR/MR HMDs enables them to per-
form the role of four of the other advanced displays:

• Stereoscopic display of data works through the simul-
taneous or sequential presentation of a pair of images
with horizontal parallax present. Controlling what
the left and right eye see can can be achieved with
(active) shutter glasses, (passive) polarising filters,
anaglyph methods, or lenticular screens. As VR/MR
HMDs work by providing separate left-eye/right-eye
views within the head-set, they are inherently usable
as a stereoscopic display.

• In general, astronomers do not keep small- or large-
scale domes in their offices, but may be able to obtain
access to a suitable dome through collaboration with
astronomy education providers.6 Large-scale digital
domes can be aligned with the horizon or tilted to
maximise the field-of-view of a forward-facing viewer
or audience. Partial dome-style displays, such as
the Cobra Simulation7 and Elumenati8 products pro-
vide a quasi-desktop experience, but with a greater
field of view (see Jarrett et al., 2021). The chal-
lenge with any dome-based display, as opposed to
curved monitor, is the need for one or more pro-
jectors that can cover the display area. For smaller
scale domes, this usually requires either a customised
fish-eye style lens or a mirror-based solution (Fluke
et al., 2006), with additional computation required
to correctly distort a two-dimensional source image
to match the surface shape. For large domes, the im-
ages from multiple projectors must be synchronised
and blended. VR/MR HMDs remove both the need
for a physical dome surface and a projection solu-
tion, allowing the researcher to access a 4π steradian
field of view (see also Fluke and Barnes, 2018, for a
detailed discussion).

• Tiled display walls are particularly effective when
they are used with physical navigation or as part of
a collaborative analysis activity (Meade et al., 2014).
Being able to step back and see the display in its en-
tirety provides an overall perspective, able to high-
light large-scale features or relationships (’the for-
est’). Then, the viewer can move closer to the display
and inspect the final detail of one region (’the trees’).
A virtual TDW-style experience can exist within the
world-space of virtual reality, where the user is able

6For example, the Data2Dome initiative of the International Plan-
etarium Society, see https://data2dome.org and Marchetti and Jar-
rett (2018)

7https://www.cobrasimulation.com/
8https://www.elumenati.com/

to walk around a physical space to gain different per-
spectives on their data. This is possible through a
combination of external position tracking (e.g. with
infrared beacons placed around the room) or inside-
out camera tracking (e.g. with cameras attached to
the head-set) and the availability of wireless HMDs
that remove the hazards associated with getting tan-
gled in a cable. Additionally, the introduction of
passthrough modes on VR/MR HMDs, such as the
Guardian System (for Meta Quest headsets) that is
marked out at the beginning of an interaction expe-
rience, can reduce trip hazards and collisions with
walls or other users sharing the physical space.

• Addressing the lack of a suitable high-resolution HMD,
the original CAVE design used rear-projected screens
in a cube or cube-like configuration, combined with
head-tracking and significant computational resources
(Cruz-Neira et al., 1992). The CAVE2 was screen-
based, using a tiled configuration of stereoscopic mon-
itors, which dramatically increased both the total
pixel count and the screen budget (Febretti et al.,
2013). In both cases, there is a level of redundancy in
the graphics pipeline, as content is generated that is
not seen by a lone, head-tracked viewer. VR HMDs
provide the actual experience that CAVE/CAVE2
were designed to emulate, but at substantially lower
cost, and without the need for a dedicated facility.

For VR/MR HMDs to become a practical and usable
advanced display for astronomy, there are barriers and lim-
itations that need to be overcome. These include factors
that were examined in the AIDA 2021 survey, in particular
the lack of suitable software applications and the lack of
time for researchers to develop suitable applications (ques-
tion Q9), and incompatibilities with existing operating sys-
tems (question Q4).

A growing assortment of platforms, libraries and soft-
ware for VR have now been developed, trialled and as-
sessed within astronomy. Recent examples include the use
of Unity9 (Ferrand and Warren, 2018; Toussaint et al.,
2020; Vizi and Bérczi, 2020), A-Frame WebVR10(Fluke
and Barnes, 2018), Universe Sandbox11 (Severson et al.,
2020), PointCloudsVR12 (Kuchner et al., 2020), and
iDaVIE13 for spectral data cube visualisation(Jarrett et al.,
2021).

Additionally, vendors are continuously changing tech-
nical specifications (e.g. platforms and operating systems
that are supported), introducing new features (e.g. in-
tegrated hand-tracking for more natural interaction) that
can make prior solutions redundant, or ceasing develop-
ment of products based on the level of general consumer

9http://unity3d.com
10https://aframe.io/
11http://universesandbox.com
12https://github.com/nasa/PointCloudsVR
13https://github.com/idia-astro/iDaVIE
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interest (e.g. Google’s decision to discontinue support of
the Daydream View HMD in October 2019). These exter-
nal factors have made it difficult for preferred HMDs, and
hence data-to-VR workflows, to be identified.

From a technical stand-point, the current challenges
limiting adoption of HMDs for astronomy are: (1) the pixel
dimensions of the image presented to each eye – relevant
when considering very high-resolution astronomical images
or point-based simulations with billions of particles; (2) the
latency in generating highly-detailed imagery that must be
updated for even minor head or body movements in order
to avoid motion sickness; and (3) the need to access local
high-speed wireless networks (e.g. 5G networks) in order
to take advantage of direct-to-headset streaming.

Considering the growth in academic literature pertain-
ing to VR/MR in astronomy, there is evidence that ex-
perimentation and adoption of this advanced image dis-
play is gaining momentum. Building on the pioneering
work of Donalek et al. (2014), Schaaff et al. (2015), and
Ferrand et al. (2016), amongst others, who all wrestled
with vendor-specific Software Development Kits (SDKs)
and early-adoption of game engine solutions such as Unity,
there are promising signs that VR/MR may now be en-
tering the “plateau of productivity” in the Gartner hype
cycle.14

4.4. Adoption of virtual reality in astronomy
Several broad application categories have emerged within

astronomy and planetary science for VR-based scientific
data visualisation and exploratory data analysis:

• General-purpose tools for multi-dimensional data ex-
ploration: available as standalone solutions (Kaluza
et al., 2019), or integrated with the Virtual Obser-
vatory (Polsterer and Taylor, 2017), the Data and
Analysis Centre for Exoplanets (Alesina et al., 2019),
and for analysis of GAIA data (Ramírez et al., 2019).
VR has also opened up new modes of immersive
multi-sensory data exploration via data sonification
(Cooke et al., 2019).

• Targeted exploration and visualisation: including ap-
plications to the quantitative study of the three-
dimensional structures supernova remnants with the
E0102-VR application (Baracaglia and Vogt, 2020),
candidate identification and structure analysis of cir-
cumstellar disks (Kuchner et al., 2020), morpholog-
ical and physical analysis of giant molecular clouds
(Romano et al., 2019), mapping of post-starbust E+A
galaxies in rich clusters of galaxies (Liu et al., 2021;
Liu and Liu, 2021), tomographic reconstruction of
foreground absorption fields from Lyman-α mapping
(Lee et al., 2018), visualisation of high-resolution

14https://www.gartner.com/en/research/methodologies/
gartner-hype-cycle

planetary images (Elgner et al., 2017), the discov-
ery of disks in nearby young stellar associations that
were found in Gaia data using VR (Higashio et al.,
2022), and exploration of the membership of stellar
clusters (Ramsey et al., 2024). With the COVID-19
pandemic providing additional motivation for remote
collaboration, (Milisavljevic et al., 2021) developed
the Collaborative Astronomy VR platform, with an
early application in the analysis of supernova rem-
nants.

• Spectral line cube analysis: iDaVIE was used to dis-
tinguish between anomalous gas and the main disc of
two spiral galaxies observed in the WALLABY Pilot
Data Release 1 (Westmeier et al., 2022), contributing
to the discovery of two potential polar ring galaxies
(Deg et al., 2023). Of note was the use of interactive
data masking performed within iDaVIE’s immersive
environment to enhance kinematic modelling of the
neutral hydrogen (Hi) gas distribution – see also
Kleiner et al. (2021). Other use of iDaVIE includes
visualisation of Hi-rich galaxy groups (Glowacki et al.,
2024) and validation of source-finding outputs
(Maccagni et al., 2024) with spectral line data from
MeerKAT (Jonas and MeerKAT Team, 2016).

• Simulation visualisation: VR provides alternative ways
to assess and examine the outputs of computational
simulations, for example, magnetohydrodynamical
models from astrophysical simulations (Bocchino et al.,
2019; Orlando et al., 2019), hydrodynamic simula-
tions of the Galactic centre (Russell et al., 2018,
2019), and general-relativistic ray-tracing of accret-
ing supermassive black holes (Davelaar et al., 2018).

• Lunar, planetary and small-body surface reconstruc-
tion: the availability of 3D topographical datasets
has enabled VR-based Lunar surface simulations for
robotic testing (Walker et al., 2018; Menon et al.,
2020), and investigation of the Martian surface via
the 3D Digital Outcrop Model (DOM) obtained from
photogrammetry undertaken with the Mars Science
Laboratory rover Curiosity (Le Mouélic et al., 2018,
2019; Caravaca et al., 2020; Wiedemann et al., 2020).
As a component of mission control for synthetic Lu-
nar missions, Osinski et al. (2019) demonstrated the
potential for VR to provide improved situational aware-
ness for human operators in mission operations.

There has been a corresponding growth in the use of
VR for education and new modes of outreach and com-
munication in astronomy, planetary science, and space ex-
ploration. With its immersive nature providing a natural
way to view all-sky information, VR has been used suc-
cessfully to build virtual planetaria (Alho et al., 2019), in-
cluding the American Astronomical Society’s WorldWide
Telescope (Rosenfield et al., 2018). Impey and Danehy
(2022) discuss the creation of a virtual astronomy exhibi-
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tion, including the importance of considering viewer com-
fort. For an overview of the educational opportunities,
including perspectives from educators, see Kersting et al.
(2024). The potential for VR to transform the conference
experience is now being explored through the Future of
Meetings community (Moss et al., 2021, 2023).

In several instances, such as the work by Ferrand and
Warren (2018), there is a dual use of VR for both outreach
and as a tool for scientific visualisation and planning. Ex-
amples here include a walk-through of the Cassiopeia A
supernova remnant (Arcand et al., 2018), realistic simula-
tions of the WISPR camera of the Parker Solar Probe (Sa-
vani et al., 2018), and the programs initiated at the Inter-
University Institute for Data Intensive Astronomy (IDIA)
Visualisation Lab (Marchetti and Jarrett, 2018). In this
last work, a multi-format approach to data-intensive visu-
alisation utilises the planetarium dome, large format desk-
top displays, and virtual reality. Lambert et al. (2020)
used these tools to aid identification, and build compre-
hension, of sub-structures in the 2MASS Redshift Survey
galaxy catalogue (Macri et al., 2019).

4.5. The Python in the room
As explained in Section 3, the results presented in this

work were obtained from responses to 10 questions that
were part of a larger survey effort to understand visual dis-
covery in astronomy (Walsh et al., submitted). One ques-
tion from that full survey is relevant to consider here, as
it addresses a missing piece in the adoption-of-advanced-
displays puzzle: Which one or more of the following soft-
ware packages, languages, or tools do you use most reg-
ularly to develop computer programs or processing scripts
to analyse or visualise data? The choices presented in-
cluded C/C++, Python, R, and Fortran, amongst others,
including an “Other” free-text option – see Table 16. Re-
sponses were obtained from 82 people, comprising 15 PGS,
18 ECRs, 19 MCRs and 30 SCRs.

There is a general understanding that Python has be-
come the most important and widely-used programming
language in astronomy, as evidenced by the significant ci-
tation impact of community efforts such as Astropy15 (As-
tropy Collaboration et al., 2013) and SciPy16 (Virtanen
et al., 2020). As anticipated, this outcome was clear in
the responses we gathered, with 80% of the survey partic-
ipants indicating that they used Python – twice as many
as R, which was the next closest option.

For astronomers to adopt advanced displays in general,
or VR/MR HMDs as multi-purpose displays, there is a
clear need to bridge the gap between Python scripting and
gaming engines (especially Unity and Unreal Engine17).
Here, another discipline – vision science – has demon-
strated the required pathway. The Perception Toolbox
for Virtual Reality18 (PTVR Castet et al., 2024), which

15https://astropy.org/)
16https://scipy.org/
17https://www.unrealengine.com/
18https://ptvr.inria.fr/

Table 16: Survey participants were asked to nominate the software
packages, languages, or tools they used most regularly to develop
computer programs or processing scripts to analyse or visualise data.
The 82 respondents selected one or more options from the list in the
table, along with a free-text choice of Other.

Option PGS ECR MCR SCR Total
Python 14 17 15 20 66

R 4 7 7 15 33
Unix shell 5 3 3 10 21

C 3 4 5 5 17
IDL 3 1 5 8 17

Fortran 1 4 3 8 16
C++ 2 4 2 0 8

Perl/PDL 0 0 2 1 3
MATLAB 0 1 0 1 2

Java 0 1 0 0 1
Other 2 2 2 8 14

targets HTC Vive Pro HMDs, provides a translation layer
between Python and Unity. The workflow encourages the
researcher to focus on the experiment they wish to define
and conduct, creating Python scripts that the software
uses to create the relevant Unity assets and environments.
We note that this is a similar approach to that taken
by Barnes et al. (2006), with the s2plot 3D program-
ming library acting as a layer above OpenGL19, providing
straightforward access to multiple types of advanced dis-
play.20

5. Conclusions

Through the AIDA 2021 survey advertised to the mem-
bership of the Astronomical Society of Australia, we have
obtained a snapshot (at a point in time) of the level of
awareness and interest in the use of advanced image dis-
plays in astronomy and astrophysics research. As we have
emphasised throughout, our cohort of 17 responses sam-
pled from a population of 750 ASA members does not al-
low us to draw far-reaching conclusions. There is, however,
statistical relevance at the 90% confidence level when con-
sidering the most frequent answers to several key ques-
tions.

We find that astronomers: (1) use standard image dis-
plays, especially LCD monitors (67-97% of ASA members),
as a critical component of their research workflows (85-
100% of ASA members); but (2) do not use advanced dis-
plays (67-97% of ASA members).

Compared to the AIDA 2005 survey, awareness of VR/MR
HMDs appears to have improved, with 59-93% astronomers
likely to have seen such a display in action, but have not
used one for research purposes. VR/MR HMDs may be
able to play a research role as a portable, multi-purpose

19https://www.opengl.org/
20Both the stereoscopic and tiled-display wall visualisations in Fig-

ure 1 make use of s2plot.
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advanced display that can support immersion, stereoscopic
modes, all-sky or wide field-of-view visualisation without
the need for a physical dome surface, and physical nav-
igation at a fraction of a cost of a tiled display wall or
CAVE/CAVE2 without requiring a dedicated room.

Aligned with increased awareness of VR/MR HMDs,
there are data exploration tools ready for use (for exam-
ple, Universe Sandbox, PointCloudsVR and iDaVIE) –
and perhaps more importantly – scientific discoveries or
insights enabled with VR-based visualisation and analysis
(e.g. Higashio et al., 2022).

The benefit of using advanced displays is still very
much in question (only 16-54% ASA members see a bene-
fit), however, interest does not have to be universal for an
alternative solution to be worthy of further exploration.
Lack of suitable software applications (46-84% of ASA
members) and lack of knowledge (33-73%) appear to be the
two most significant barriers to experimentation, adoption
and use. Our hope is that this work contributes to ad-
dressing the lack of knowledge, while presenting a prompt
for some astronomers to think more carefully about the
role advanced displays could play in their own research
workflows now and into the future.
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Appendix A. Population proportion confidence in-
tervals

For each of the 10 questions in the AIDA2 survey, we
calculate the population proportion confidence interval us-
ing the procedure below. For a stated confidence level, the
confidence interval provides an estimate of the uncertainty
that a measured value represents the population.

Given that a particular answer was provided Nresponse

times – for example, Nresponse = 16 selected “Yes” to ques-
tion Q1 Have you used a standard image display? – we
calculate the sample proportion to be:

Psp =
Nresponse

Nsample
. (A.1)

In all cases, the sample size of respondents is Nsample =
17 from a population of Npopulation = 750 members of
the ASA. From this we determine the finite population
correction:

FPC =
Npopulation −Nsample

Npopulation − 1
= 0.9786 (A.2)

Selecting the required confidence level, the population
proportion confidence interval (CI) is then:

CI = Psp ± Za/2

√
FPC × Psp(1− Psp)

Nsample
(A.3)

where Za/2 is the critical value of the normal distribution.
For a confidence level of 90%, a = 0.1 and Za/2 = 1.65
using a standard normal table.
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