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Abstract—Problem solving is a composite cognitive process,
invoking a number of systems and subsystems, such as perception
and memory. Individuals may form collectives to solve a given
problem together, in collaboration, especially when complexity
is thought to be high. To determine if and when collaborative
problem solving is desired, we must quantify collaboration first.
For this, we investigate the practical virtue of collaborative
problem solving. Using visual graph analysis, we perform a
study with 72 participants in two countries and three languages.
We compare ad hoc pairs to individuals and nominal pairs,
solving two different tasks on graphs in visuospatial mixed
reality. The average collaborating pair does not outdo its nominal
counterpart, but it does have a significant trade-off against
the individual: an ad hoc pair uses 1.46 more time to achieve
4.6 higher accuracy. We also use the concept of task instance
complexity to quantify differences in complexity. As task instance
complexity increases, these differences largely scale, though with
two notable exceptions. With this study we show the importance
of using nominal groups as benchmark in collaborative virtual
environments research. We conclude that a mixed reality envi-
ronment does not automatically imply superior collaboration.

Index Terms—Collaboration, controlled experiment, graph
analysis, groups, immersive environments (IE), mixed real-
ity (MR), problem solving

I. INTRODUCTION

PROBLEM solving is a consequential cognitive process.
Everyday we are surrounded by situations that involve

problem solving, in which we invoke sensation, perception,
memory, and inference [1]. Searching, identification, memo-
rization, or abstraction may be applied. Well-known strategies

Manuscript received xx x 202x; revised x xx 202x; accepted xx xxx
202x. Date of publication xx xxx 202x; date of current version xx xx
202x. This work was supported by Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG,
German Research Foundation), under Germany’s Excellence Strategy - EXC
2117 - 422037984, and DFG project ID 251654672 - TRR 161, by MUR
PRIN Proj. 2022TS4Y3N - EXPAND: scalable algorithms for EXPloratory
Analyses of heterogeneous and dynamic Networked Data, by MUR PRIN
Proj. 2022ME9Z78 - NextGRAAL: Next-generation algorithms for con-
strained GRAph visuALization, and by Università degli Studi di Perugia,
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constitute divide-and-conquer, step-by-step solving, exhaustive
search, reduction, and applying heuristics or analogies [2], [3].
Of course, problem solving varies in complexity, c. p. when
comprising of tasks [4], [5].

Collaboration is a fundamental social process. It is charac-
terized by the interaction among group members who have a
shared goal. Among others, collaboration plays an important
role in communication [6], teamwork [7], [8], collective behav-
ior [9], coordination in game theory [10], and, more abstractly,
in basic self-organization [11], [12]. Collaboration is linked to
complexity, e. g., in grounding [6] by bringing everyone on the
same page, or for devising more effective strategies [13]. But
during collaboration group interaction also incurs load in the
form of process costs [14]. Could process costs be overcome,
benefits ought to scale with complexity [15], [16].

Graphs, or networks, represent a versatile concept widely
applied for the representation and analysis of problems across
domains and scales [17]. A graph can be represented in
different ways, most notably, as a node-link diagram, an
adjacency matrix, or both [18], [19]. To visualize a node-link
diagram, layout methods in two (2-D) or three dimensions (3-
D) may be employed. Graphs visualized in 3-D are particularly
applicable in visuospatial problem solving, where locating,
orienting, navigating, and understanding of spatial objects and
their relationships are invoked concurrently [20].

For some time now, mixed reality (MR) has been deemed
a new paradigm. In Milgram et al.’s taxonomy [21], mixed
reality sits on a continuum, spanning from two extremes: re-
ality and virtuality, including augmented reality (AR) and aug-
mented virtuality (AV). Like other visuospatial mediums, MR
is predominantly associated with stereoscopic head-mounted
displays (HMD). The first such display was built for AR
back in 1968 [22]. Since then, display technology and our
understanding for it have advanced significantly, including
more recently the emergence of dedicated fields, such as
immersive analytics (IA) [23]. IA harnesses the affordances
of virtual environments (VE) for sensemaking by transforming
them in immersive environments (IE). Helped by improved and
more affordable display and interaction technology, analysts
can reach higher engagement and obtain better immersion.
Collaboration in VE is not a new topic [24]–[27], but one
that deserves revisiting. For only after the value of collabo-
ration is quantified, can a bridge be built from fundamental
results in group science to applications in collaborative virtual
environments (CVE).
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Fig. 1. Participants solving visuospatial tasks on graphs in mixed reality. Participants who were assigned to ad hoc pairs solved the tasks collaboratively,
while remaining participants solved these on their own, either as individuals or in a nominal pair.

This study focuses on collaborative problem solving in a
visuospatial collocated MR setting (Fig. 1). The vast majority
of studies on collaboration in VE do not probe collaboration
itself, and the few that do [28]–[31] take place in VE different
from spatially immersive 3-D, and omit to control for group
size effects. Apart from group size, in this study controlled
was also the type of collaborative group. The study defines
task instance complexity and examines its effects, it represents
the first such experiment in VE.

While being in pairs or on their own, we asked participants
to complete two graph tasks for two visually selected nodes:
1) determine the length of the shortest path; 2) count the
number of common neighbors. The research questions posed
for collaborative problem solving in MR were:
RQ1 Do accuracy and completion time of any pair differ from

that of one individual or two individuals?
RQ2 Relatedly, do differences in accuracy and completion time

change with task instance complexity and how?
RQ3 Does teamwork affect cognitive load differently when

total task instance complexity is high and low?
To tackle these questions we designed and conducted a

controlled experiment, and made replication data and source
code openly available [32]. Contributions include:

– a controlled experiment in collaborative problem solving
in MR applying visual graph analysis, that was conducted
in two countries and three languages,

– an investigation into how (collaborative) problem solving
scales for different levels of task instance complexity,

– an elicitation of differences in solving strategies and the
sense of flow in pairs and individuals,

– a benchmark for disentangling collaboration from two
heads are better than one effects in pairs.

Results should further basic research at the intersection of
those topics, and underpin the design of CVE.

II. RELATED WORK

Any setting has a profound effect on its occupants, e. g.,
early research revealed electronic communication reduced

overall communication without increasing productivity [33], or
more recently, the degree of AR’s impact in education [34].
Today’s emerging technology calls for renewed scrutiny of
fundamental questions related to basic visuospatial reason-
ing [35], psychomotor learning, and realism [36]. A survey
covering virtual reality (VR), collaborative problem solving,
and learning spatial skills [20] categorize studies as having
three foci: applications of VR, virtual factors supporting
collaboration, and physical factors supporting collaboration;
more generic surveys [37], [38] point out similar factors, such
as awareness and presence. This highlights a strong trend of
situating research in collaboration that stands in contrast with
traditional research on groups. Groups in IE warrant more
formal studies, as a way of backing a growing body of liter-
ature around CVE. Collaboration has already been identified
as a grand challenge [39], and studies in collaborative graph
analysis have targeted factors such as the environment [27],
interaction [31], and symmetry [40].

In the following, we focus on controlled experiments and
their implications, but do include other studies in an attempt to
capture the state-of-the-art. Evaluations of systems, however,
fall out of scope, given the higher complexity and lower
controllability of such evaluations [41].

A. Collaborative problem solving

In behavior science and social psychology, groups have been
studied for most of the past hundred years. A group is defined
as [42]:

A group is an intact social system, complete with
boundaries, interdependence for some shared pur-
pose, and differentiated member roles.

Group problem solving, as measured by time and score,
depends on the task at hand [7], [43], [44]. For example,
groups require more time per person [45], [46], but tend to
achieve higher levels of abstraction [13], and have higher
completion rates than individuals [43], [47]–[49]. The strength
of groups lies more in the group’s self-correcting mecha-
nism [43], [47], rather than the number of contributions [48].
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When time is limited, aggregate solutions can be better than
those of groups [50], [51]. Such findings stress the importance
of evaluating groups against equally sized pools of individu-
als [47]–[49], [52].

Group effectiveness is inferior to pooled effectiveness, but
it may be hypothetically veered by the interaction among
its members [7], given the course of action in the group
is often suboptimal [52]–[54]. Researchers have therefore
sought exceptions to the rule in the form of assembly bonus
effects [15], [54], such that groups can outperform individuals
both alone and in aggregate. Task complexity may be one
factor in that [15], however evidence has been scarce, e. g.,
regarding test questions [55] and encoding tasks [56].

More recently, Hackman and Katz [57] formulated questions
for evaluating group effectiveness and identified responsibility,
synchronicity, authority, and work type as group attributes. As
research opportunities they outlined investigating established
norms for new technologies and evaluating their usefulness. To
this end, Wikstöm et al. [58] developed and evaluated a task
for collaborative problem solving in VR and reality, that was
a 3-D puzzle with shapes, similar to other 3-D puzzles [30].
Yet decision making has over time become the umbrella term
for research on human and animal groups [54], [59], [60].

B. Collaboration in virtual environments

Collaboration in and across VE can be collocated or dis-
tributed, and synchronous or asynchronous [61], [62]. Com-
pared to VR, collocated collaboration in AR/MR benefits
from face-to-face communication [63], [64], comparing well to
unmediated face-to-face communication [65]. It preserves non-
verbal cues (Exp. 1) [66] and serves well in communicating
common ground [67] or spotting errors [68]. In collocated
collaboration pairs tend to prefer a same-side perspective [69],
for which dedicated techniques, such as supporting shared
awareness [70], have started to emerge. Fellow representations
are still underexplored, e. g., for different levels of immer-
sion [71]. Exactly how interactions should be synchronized
depends on the task [25], [72]–[74]. As to collaborative
navigation, early results favored egocentric over exocentric
perspectives [75]. Spatial referencing, which can help reduce
process loss [14], was discussed by Heer and Agrawala [76],
who identified nuanced pointing as one design consideration
for improving collaboration.

In terms of space use, participants (individually or in
small groups) seem to prefer utilizing physical objects like
walls [77], whiteboards or tables [78], and transparent dis-
plays [79]. Without physical affordances, the use of space is
more mixed, especially so when working alone [80], and not
much different from established conventions in 2-D [81].

Just a few studies have investigated the value of collabora-
tion in virtual environments. Comparing pairs to individuals,
differences were found for earlier types of environments [28],
[29], interaction techniques [31], and small group sizes [30].
Using propagating selection, pairs made less errors in finding
the shortest path, and were faster than individuals when
complexity was high (Exp. 1) [31]. In Sando et al.’s exper-
iments pairs were more accurate than individuals and groups

of four judging relative distances (Exp. 1) [30]. In another
task (Exp. 2) where more perspectives were used groups
of four were more accurate. Individuals were faster overall,
unless perspectives played a part, then the groups of four
were faster (Exp. 3). There are no studies that have separated
collaboration from aggregation in virtual environments, e. g.,
comparing against nominal groups (see Sec. III).

C. Collaborative visual graph analysis in virtual environments

During collaborative task solving group performance is also
affected by the visualization, e. g., by its interactivity [82] or
stereoscopicity [83]. On the other hand, the effectiveness of a
visualization links back to the task at hand [84]. For graphs,
there are a number of task taxonomies to rely on in study
design, such as for common low-level tasks [85], mental-
map tasks [86], [87], tasks with groups [88], trees [89], and
temporal graphs [90].

“Collaborative graph analysis is not represented promi-
nently” [91] and there is not much empirical evidence from
VE [27], [31], [40]. Prouzeau et al. [31] validated the afore-
mentioned selection technique on large displays (Exp. 1).
Participants were asked to find the shortest path in graphs
of different size and density. The graphs were planar and
small-world, drawn with a neural-network layout [92]. Cordeil
et al. [27] proved the utility of HMD-mediated CVE over
less affordable CAVE environments. The authors used two
global tasks: 1) find the shortest path; and 2) count the
number of triangles; in random graphs of varying size but
equal density, drawn with constraint-based force-directed lay-
out [93]. Tong et al. [40] evaluated asymmetric CVE and
found their effectiveness to be on par with VR and non-VR
environments. Alongside a document-reading task, pairs drew
node-link diagrams as solving aids.

A parallel but separate line of research is found in the field
of collaborative learning—learning with graph-oriented rep-
resentations. In Suthers et al.’s study [94] of asynchronously
communicating pairs, knowledge maps were consistent with
higher hypothesis generation, consensus reaching, and integra-
tion of information, compared to threaded discussions. Subse-
quent studies explored the benefits of other representations,
e. g., argumentative diagrams [95], concept maps [96], [97],
game-tied matrices [98], three-part thinking graphs [99], and
neural-network-supported knowledge graphs [100].

III. DEFINITIONS

Here we introduce the formal terms we refer to in this paper.
a) Individual: a person who solves tasks independently.
b) Ad hoc pair: two persons who solve tasks together.

The term ad hoc implies the pair is formed for a specific pur-
pose and is not pre-arranged, practiced, or permanent. Practice
or training may affect collaborative task solving [46], [50] and
ad hoc pairs are preferred. Working in an ad hoc pair is what
we refer to as collaboration.

c) Nominal pair: two persons (individuals) who solve
tasks independently, but the result is evaluated collectively
based on a specific setup (see Sec. IV-A1) [7], [14], [52], [57],
related to the nominal group technique [101]. Such groups
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have their uses, e. g., generating more new ideas [52], or in
reference to the wisdom of crowds [60], [102]. We employ
this technique to differentiate collaborative from aggregate
contributions.

d) Task complexity: Following established theoretical
frameworks [4], [44], we consider a task as complex, such
that its composition of task attributes [4] consists of hetero-
geneous subcompositions [103], [104] (not just a series of
subtasks [84], [85]), and the behavior requirements [4] to
complete the task are high for a given level of abstraction.
We use this concept to define task instance complexity.

e) Task instance: A task can be presented in several
ways. For a given task representation, e. g., a set of instructions
or a node-link diagram, there are one or more distinct task
instances that can be acted on to solve the task, where any
instance may affect task solving differently. The number of
task instances is countable and independent of the viewpoint.

f) Task instance complexity: denoted by ξ, is determined
by the following two factors:

1) the interactions with the instance using an optimal
solving strategy,

2) the noise in the region of inspection (ROI).

With 1) we estimate the optimal interactions with task
attributes on a path to the correct solution [5]. The ROI may
also contain noise, with the intuition being that an increase in
clutter results in a costlier processing of attributes [4], e. g.,
regarding identification, search, and memorization [2], or lack
of certainty [105]. Noise interferes with applying an optimal
solving strategy. Task instance complexity is a task-specific
measure for the lower bound of necessary interactions with
the representation under some noise constraint. We call 1) and
2) signal instance complexity and noise instance complexity,
respectively.

Other studies have pursued the opposite approach: from a
set of known metrics, test the predictive power based on ob-
served data. Yoghourdjian et al. [104] apply dimensionality
reduction to construct what they deem “task hardness”. Despite
the single perspective under test (2-D screen), two classes of
contributors seem present [104, Fig. 9], this, along with dispar-
ities across graph sizes and densities [104], [106], [107], would
support the dual composition of task instance complexity.

Graph preliminaries

An undirected graph G, or network, is a tuple G = (V,E) of
set of vertices, or nodes, V , and set of edges, or links, E ⊆ V×
V . A graph representation Γ(G) is a graph drawing, or layout,
of G, where every node is assigned a point, or position, in an
Euclidean drawing space E3 with an associated vector space.
Additionally, every node and every edge has visual attributes,
such as size, color, and edge type, attached to it.

Let deg(u) be the degree of u, i. e., the number of adjacent
nodes, or neighbors, to u. Let dist(u, v) = ||v − u|| be the
distance from u to v in Γ(G). For consistency, we use geodesic
path [107, Fig. 2] to refer to dist(u, v), and shortest path to
refer to the shortest topological distance in G (see Sec. IV-B4).

IV. EXPERIMENT

In this section, we report on the experiment in more
detail. We discuss the experimental design, the posed tasks,
the applied instance complexity methodology, the formulated
hypotheses, and the experimental procedure.

A. Experimental design

The experiment follows a mixed design with two indepen-
dent variables: group type (ad hoc pairs, individuals, and nom-
inal pairs), and task instance complexity. Dependent variables
are: 1) accuracy, 2) completion time, and 3) weighted workload
ratings from NASA-TLX [108] as a measure of cognitive
load [109], [110].

1) Between-subject design: For group type, the design
is between-subject, with nominal pairs invoked to differen-
tiate collaborative from aggregate effects. To create pairs,
we randomly assign half of all participants in the nominal
pairs, and half—in the ad hoc pairs. Then, we randomly pick
one individual from each nominal pair. Any comparisons are
performed entirely against the ad hoc pairs. Picking individuals
from the nominal pairs, as opposed to constructing nominal
pairs from the individuals, avoids oversampling individuals
and ensures independence between nominal pairs.

To harmonize nominal pairs, we employ the following
setup [101]. Imagine we place each member of a nominal pair
in a separate room. We record measures as in ad hoc pairs,
assuming a parallel start. We have to wait for all members to
complete, before we can compare results and pick the best. For
accuracy, solving is disjunctive, whereas for completion time
it is conjunctive [53]. The scenario is alternative to picking
the first-to-complete member, regardless of the result.

To harmonize the responses of ad hoc pairs, members are
required to reach consensus. Group consensus is important for
decision making [111], [112] and naturally emerging in small
groups [113]. In case of no consensus, consensus is technically
enforced as part of the interface—members cannot proceed
until consensus is reached.

2) Within-subject design: For task instance complexity, the
design is within-subject and repeated-measures. We selected
two distinct graph analytical tasks as to not inhibit general-
izability, as compared to one task [114]. Introducing more
tasks is, however, difficult due to the onset of discomfort after
prolonged HMD use, e. g., in novice users, and in line with
prior studies [27]. The number of instances per task is feasible,
such that a procedure lasts around an hour [115], with no
breaks for the sake of controllability. A participant gives 25
answers: 12 instances of each task, plus one control instance.

We counterbalance task order and randomize task instances.
Randomization of task instances is performed based on answer
value and after controlling graph properties. Between-subject
participants are then paired to solve the same task instances.
Pairing helps narrow differences to the group type.

B. Tasks

To strengthen ecological validity [116], [117], we sought
divisible, but not divided allocation of work. To inform task



IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON VISUALIZATION AND COMPUTER GRAPHICS 5

selection, we consider several graph task taxonomies [85],
[118] and tasks used in prior user studies on collaboration [27],
[31] and complexity [104]. Our selection draws a dichotomy
between local and global topological tasks on the graph. Under
the broader framework of what constitutes a task [44], we
asked participants to:
(1) count the number of common neighbors for two selected

nodes,
(2) determine the length of the shortest path between two

selected nodes,
where selected nodes are visually highlighted.

In posing the tasks, we control the environment, the graph,
the layout, and certain network properties locally and globally
and in terms of topology and representation. Additionally, for
each task we remove outliers that may severely imbalance
work division. We discuss separately each task with its in-
stance complexity methodology in Sec. IV-B3 and Sec. IV-B4.

1) Environment control variables: A facing position
prompts pairs to involve each other more than a side-by-
side position [66], [79], e. g., it is beneficial while receiving
instructions [119]. With this in mind, we set each ad hoc pair’s
starting position as facing across the task space, after which
participants are allowed to move freely. Each graph is placed
in the center of an empty 9m2 area without specific physical
arrangements as to avoid potential effects on participants’
interactions and movement. The bounding box of each graph
is uniform (1m3), resulting in equal distance to each starting
point. The barycenter of each graph view is set to 1.45m
from the ground1. To not hinder verbal communication in ad
hoc pairs, nodes are labeled with numbers. Labels are placed
centrally on the nodes and orientated cylindrically outwards
from the view’s center.

Optical hand tracking is used and answer inputs are synchro-
nized. To minimize interruptions in task solving and effects on
movement, an input-typing interface stays with each partici-
pant (in front, slightly tilted, at about chest height), unless this
would interfere with the graph, in which case the interface does
not cross in the graph view. A progress bar shows the instances
completed per task. No other interactions are provided to avoid
any confounding due to tracking precision and interaction.

Graphs are drawn in the same slightly emissive sky blue
color , whereas selected nodes are in vermilion . These
colors belong to the Okabe-Ito CUD schema [121] and are
selected to accommodate color blindness, as well as to achieve
salient contrast to the surrounding environment. The lighting
in the rendered scene follows a simple gradient model with
emitters from above, below and any of the sides. Bright
sunlight is dimmed, such that it would not interfere with any
of the headset’s tracking and rendering.

2) Graph control variables: Social networks are known
to be globally sparse and locally dense [18], while being of
practical relevance. We select real-world social networks from
epidemiology, depicting the interactions of small mammalian
species, known as field voles, during trapping sessions at
four sites over the span of 7 years [122], [123]. As a single

1From NCD-RisC data [120], est. shoulder level 0.85( 1
2
HIT09

+
1
2
HIT19

+ 1
2
HDE09

+ 1
2
HDE19

) ≈ 145cm.

collection of real-world networks, the dataset contains similar
networks with different topological properties, not readily
found in a probability model, such as a random, modular, or
small-world model. Graph mean size is 149 nodes (SD = 40)
and mean density is 0.05 (SD = 0.01). Based on empirical
evidence [104], we opt for larger, denser, and varied graphs
to have task instances of different complexity, to limit ceiling
effects in group types, and to study interaction effects [15],
[54]. Task instances are randomly drawn from 34 graphs,
where each graph is seen at most once by any participant.

a) Layout: Ways for computing graph layouts in 3-D for
a semiphysical environment include: 1) transfer of common
2-D methods to 3-D (e. g., energy-based methods, such as
force-directed [124], stress minimization [125], and multi-
level [126] or layered [127] approaches); 2) layouts projecting
and extending to 3-D [128]–[130] (e. g., spherical and radial);
and 3) others (e. g., random layout). In light of the lack of
comparative evaluations of layouts for collaboration in 3-D
VE, we consider single-level energy-based methods, where the
layout results from topology: a force-directed layout and stress
minimization. In comparison, multi-level layouts are used in
drawing very large graphs, in the tens of thousands of nodes.

For the force-directed method by Fruchterman and Rein-
gold [124] and our viewing volume of choice (1m3), the
extension to 3-D resulted in noticeable boxing along the view’s
bounds (see Suppl. Mat.). A custom variant without a strict
cut-off during simulation and with uniform normalization of
the final results, still had locally dense sub-networks drawn
closely, even some node-node overlaps. Ultimately, we think
an artifact-free distribution of the nodes depends on a different
than the default choice of k, the ideal edge length [124], which
would near the distribution achieved by stress minimization.
Hence, we use stress minimization in 3-D as implemented in
OGDF [131], post-removal of any smaller graph components.

b) Graph properties: For the tasks at hand, we consider
global but also local graph properties. First, we calculate
all node candidates per task. For task similarity purposes,
the number of selected nodes is always two. Second, we
consider subgraphs, formed by the 1-neighborhood. These
subgraphs are not necessarily induced. Third, we calculate
common network properties to control network topology and
representation. Topologically, we calculate local density and
local clustering coefficient, degree centrality (Task 1), and path
betweenness (Task 2); geometrically, we calculate Euclidean
node distance and fill ratio. Per graph we control for outliers,
whose z-scores lie at least two standard deviations away from
the mean.

We define fill ratio (FR) as the ratio of the graph’s repre-
sentation to the drawing space, i. e., intuitively how full the
view is. For crossings and overlaps, the element’s dimensions,
e. g., the element’s own volume in 3-D, contribute equally. The
general case is outlined in Eq. 1:

FR = n

√√√√ 1

χn(view)

∑
x∈G|view

χn(x), (1)

where χn is the hypervolume in the n-dimension.
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3) Task 1 (Common neighbors): Identifying common
neighbors starts by looking at each neighbor of a selected
node, followed by inspecting incident edges to confirm or
reject a connection to another selected node. Let u, v be the
two selected nodes. Let w be a common neighbor of u, v with
w ∈ Nuv , the set of common neighbors, and u ̸= w ̸= v.
Further, let Euv be the set of incident edges among w and
u, v. For noticeable degree differences, one should start from
u, given deg(u) ≤ deg(v), to reduce the overall number of
inspections. This should then be followed by an exhaustive
inspection of neighbors of u to identify w. A competing
tendency, though less optimal, is to discretize the topological
search space into concentric ROI over Γ. The likelihood a ROI
contains w is proportional to the closeness to u, v. To interpret
closeness, one starts from the closest point o to u, v, which
is the mid-point of the segment uv from u to v in the layout
Γ. In both cases, traversing common neighbors is estimated
via geodesic distances in the ROI, where for the optimal
strategy this represents the lower bound that guarantees a
correct solution. Prior empirical evidence linking geodesics
and counting common neighbors is lacking [118].

Therewith, any measure of instance complexity should
account for 1) the optimal strategy, based on the closeness
of w to u, v; and 2) finding w using the latter, sub-optimal
strategy, where a higher cost is given to far w that are easier
to overlook. Let construct a sphere Suv = (o, ||u−v||

2 ) around
u and v, with center o and radius, the distance ||u−v||

2 to u
and v. Is w inside Suv , w is geometrically between u and v
and falls in sight while looking at both. In this case, finding w
is easier. Is w outside Suv , the position of w is asymmetrical
to u or v (or equally further away). Additional (or longer)
searches are needed to find w, and its incident edges may
not be immediately traceable. To quantify the signal instance
complexity of Task 1, we propose ξ1(Γ):

ξ1(Γ) =
∑

w∈Nuv

(
dist(w, u) + dist(w, v)− dist(u, v)

)2

(2)

Over the simple solution of
∑

w∈Nuv
dist(w, o), the im-

provement can be seen for w on the segment uv. In the
simple solution, a node w on uv, very close to u or v
would be awarded a higher cost, despite being one of the
easiest instances. In Eq. 2, all nodes w on uv have the same
value (zero) and small values close to it. By taking a low
polynomial (square), we punish nodes that go beyond Suv ,
though less strongly.

For noise, an increase in visual clutter and crossings hinders
understanding and performance [106], [132]–[135], with mul-
tiplicity outweighing direction [136]. A ROI should include
any w, as well as u, v. Let deg(u) ≤ deg(v). For the optimal
strategy, the ROI should further include any neighbor of u,
where each neighbor of u is inspected separately. Therefore,
we construct a sphere S(o, r) with center o and radius r =
dist(o, far(u)), the distance from o to the furthest neighbor of
u. A single geometric object as the sphere serves as a simple
and robust estimator of the view—ensuring the task is solved
correctly requires looking within S. Eq. 3 shows the noise in

the ROI, where the measure µ(x) of an element x ∈ G is the
length of x. ∤

ξ1(Γ) =
∑

x ̸∈Nuv∪Euv

and x∈S(o,r)

µ(x) (3)

4) Task 2 (Shortest path): To find the shortest path between
two nodes, readers tend to prioritize search in the direction of
the target node [106], [107]. Starting from one of the nodes,
readers progressively include edges as they approach the target
node; increases in proximity serve intuitively to track progress.
Before including an edge, readers perform a series of quick
forward scans, that is about the straight line to a target node.
This is known as the geodesic-path tendency [107], and can
e. g., be seen in scanpath data on public transit maps [137].
Simpler, shorter paths tend to be approximated altogether,
cf. path-continuity tendency [106], [118]. There is a strong
tendency to map topological onto spatial distances, under the
constraint of minimality. For graphs with many crossings or
nodes, metrics such as path length serve as good predictors
for visuospatial complexity [104].

Going back to our initial assumption, edges that go away
from the target node are less likely to be searched. Such edges
necessarily form approximately sharp node angles. Small
angles have previously been found to have an adverse effect on
graph comprehension [135], [138]. In graph drawing, angles
are used to maximize the separation of outgoing edges [134],
[135], [139] and the orthogonality of edge crossings [138],
with further uses in the design of layout algorithms [140] and
in machine learning models, e. g., point classifiers [141].

For a graph representation Γ we seek to estimate the
instance complexity of finding the shortest path, ξ2(Γ), before
considering the noise. Let u...v be the shortest path, let
w ∈ u...v. Let u be the start node with deg(u) ≤ deg(v). Let
the node angle at w be θ = ∢ (prev(w)− w, next(w)− w),
where w is the common neighbor of prev(w), next(w) ∈
u...v. When prev(w) or next(w) do not exist, θ is 0. Note, θ
is always the smaller of the two angles. ξ2(Γ) is given as

ξ2(Γ) = max
∀u...v

{
1

2

∑
w∈u...v

(1− cos(180◦ − θ)) · dist(w, v)

}
(4)

where the geodesic paths dist(w, v) are considered in
reference to the angle difference 180◦−θ. For the latter, there
are three cases.

- θ > 90◦: the polyline (prev(w), w), (w, next(w)) ap-
proximates a line or a curve. The reader can more
easily follow the outgoing edge (w, next(w)), therefore
dist(w, v) is adjusted lower.

- θ ≈ 90◦: the outgoing edge (w, next(w)) is near-
orthogonal to the ingoing edge (prev(w), w). The reader
is not approaching v or zigzagging toward v, dist(w, v)
is adjusted for this case.

- θ < 90◦: the polyline (prev(w), w), (w, next(w)) ap-
proximates a sharp bend. The reader has to search more
for the outgoing edge (w, next(w)), which may be going
away from v, therefore dist(w, v) is adjusted higher.

Note, the geodesic path distance dist(u, v) is al-
ways included as-is. With 1

2 we normalize the range of
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1− cos(180◦ − θ) between 0 and 1. If there are more than
one shortest paths u...v, the maximum corresponds to task
instance complexity’s lower bound for any of the shortest
paths. The proposed measure differentiates paths of different
shapes. It also scales well with the number of nodes. That
is, let us fix node positions in space, and insert nodes in the
shortest path. Any inserted node w′ is a common neighbor
of two other nodes, prev(w′) and next(w′); the previous
edge (prev(w′), next(w′)) is replaced by two new edges
(prev(w′), w′) and (w′, next(w′)).

- w′ lies on or near the previous edge: the respective
geodesic distances are adjusted for no or minimal increase
in instance complexity.

- w′ lies away from the previous edge: w′ represents an
increase in instance complexity, deviating from geodesic-
path tendency, and the respective geodesic distances are
adjusted accordingly.

Back on the shortest path, let us now pull all nodes apart
while the rest of the graph remains fixed. As a consequence,
the adjusted distance will increase, but so would the noise.
More generally, instead of the adjusted distance in absolute
terms, we can set dist(u, v) = 1 to have dist(w, v) relative,
after which the estimated measure becomes dimensionless and
scale-invariant. For the absolute adjusted distance, compar-
isons across view sizes can still be made after normalizing
for the view’s maximum distance.

Given a geometric container, i. e., a geometric object within
Γ [142], we estimate noise by how one looks at the path.
To determine a suitable geometric container, we proceed to
overlay all path instances. We transform each instance, so that
all u have the same start and all v have the same end position;
geodesic path distance normalized to 1. Based on the aggregate
shape of all instances (see Suppl. Mat.), an ellipsoid is inferred
as the shape of the container. Over each instance, we find the
minimum volume enclosing ellipsoid [143], [144], where the
points used are the positions of the nodes w ∈ u...v (Fig. 2).
A node or an edge is counted as noise, when one or more
points x satisfy (x − c)⊺A(x − c) ≤ 1. In quadratic form, A
is the 3× 3 positive-definite matrix for the ellipsoid E3 with
center c. That is, an edge or node must lie wholly or partly
inside E3 and not be part of u...v. Compared to a sphere,
the ellipsoid shape approximates u...v’s shape more closely
after the radius constraint is relaxed. As a single object, it
shows how one looks at the path: contained elements, which
may interfere with path-following, are visible from different
perspectives. The noise,

∤

ξ , is given in Eq. 5, where for an
element x ∈ G, the measure µ(x) is the element’s length. If
there are more than one shortest paths u...v, the minimum is
the closest approximation of the geodesic path and the smallest
ROI.

∤

ξ2(Γ) = min
∀u...v


∑

x ̸∈u...v and
x∈E3

µ(x)

 (5)

Fig. 2. Path nodes w ∈ u...v (yellow) are enclosed by their minimum volume
ellipsoid E3 (red), as seen in the small view. Nodes and edges not part of
u...v, which lie wholly or partly in E3, are then counted as noise (cyan).

C. Hypotheses

(H1) An ad hoc pair has higher accuracy than an individual
and a nominal pair.

For our study we define accuracy as a value between 0 and 1,
such that:

Accuracy = max

(
1− |acorrect − aactual|

acorrect
, 0

)
, (6)

where acorrect − aactual is the difference between the
correct and actual answers. Higher accuracy of ad hoc pairs
is expected in spite of process loss [14]. For higher values of
common neighbors and node degrees (Task 1), memorization
could outdemand identification (and benefit collaboration),
whereas for lower values any difference in accuracy should
be less apparent. For longer and denser paths (Task 2), ad
hoc pairs should achieve higher accuracy also, e.g., via error
correction and use of multiple perspectives.

The difference to nominal pairs should thus be smaller,
confirming the presence of collaborative effects, even on
smaller time scales. To achieve this, we expect the emergence
of collaborative effects from interaction in the pair, while
cognitive resources are the same as in the nominal pair.
Collaborative effects may include more frequent applications
of appropriate solving strategies, more iterative refinements
of understanding, use of divide-and-conquer solving, and
synchronization of individual cognitive processes, such as
perception and memory.

(H2) An ad hoc pair has slower completion time than an
individual, but is faster than a nominal pair.

The tasks we pose are of mixed composition (see Sec. III),
and the workload is divisible. If we apply Amdahl’s law [145],
[146], the theoretical upper speedup of pairs would be two, or
twice as fast. This is however unlikely, rather ad hoc pairs
will need to communicate and coordinate more, i.e., verbally,
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referentially, and spatially. Reaching consensus and searching
overlooked neighbors and shorter paths will be less present in
or executed more efficiently by individuals.

Then, the question arises: does collaborative solving reduce
the time difference of two individuals solving the task sep-
arately? We have graph analytical tasks of varied instance
complexity in an environment that predisposes information
pooling, use of perspectives, and trust to allow temporal gains
from collaboration. For the setting under test, we expect ad
hoc pairs to be faster than nominal pairs.

(H3) With increased task instance complexity, 1) the difference
in accuracy increases, that is between ad hoc pair vs. indi-
vidual and nominal pair; and 2) the difference in comple-
tion time decreases between ad hoc pair and individual,
and increases between ad hoc pair and nominal pair.

We expect task instance complexity to interact with group
type. The interaction would confirm the utility of collabora-
tive solving when instance complexity changes. As a factor
for group outperformance first hypothesized about 50 years
ago [15], task complexity, across its many definitions, has
remained empirically elusive [52], [55], [56], [59]. Motivated
by this new and yet untested integration of environment and
visuospatial tasks, we think collaborating pairs can pool their
resources and tackle higher instance complexity better than
separate individuals, in terms of accuracy and time. The format
of the experiment however also acts as a constraint: on smaller
time scale effect sizes will not be outsized.

Searching and identification of the optimal interactions with
graph elements in the more complex instances will be superior
in ad hoc pairs. Error correcting will further support ad hoc
pairs, at least accuracy-wise, and especially on Task 2. Since
hand and gaze interactions are excluded, division of workload
will not be that evident and require additional coordination
and strategy building, where Task 1 will allow easier division.
Multiple perspectives will be effectively found and shared
reducing the detrimental effects of visual clutter.

D. Additional observation

A study of its own would be warranted to measure and
analyze cognitive load in its entirety. We instead accommodate
a previously operationalized subjective measure of cognitive
load in our study design [109]. RQ3 investigation is observa-
tional for task solving in MR across all task instances.

(O1) Total task instance complexity affects the cognitive load
of ad hoc and nominal pair members differently.

Increased cognitive work results in mental fatigue, explained
by metabolic regulation in the brain [147]. Collaborating in
IE can mean varying cognitive load [40], [148], [149]. How
collaboration alone affects cognitive load is more nuanced.
For example, division of workload, insights generation, and
information pooling should decrease the impact of task in-
stance complexity. On the other hand, spatial and temporal
coordination, and uneven division of workload, should increase
it. Therefore, we do expect collaboration to interact with task
instance complexity, but cannot set the direction.

E. Experimental procedure

We ran a pilot study with 8 participants across two locations.
Four Meta Quest Pro headsets (v62) were used with video
pass-through and inside-out tracking, such that the software
prototype was built on each device. In both locations, each
pair of headsets was connected to a dedicated server in a local
area network.

Participants could determine the language of choice them-
selves (Italian, German, or English)2. Then, participants were
briefed and agreed to participate in the study. Several co-
variates were considered, using a demographics and prior
experience questionnaire. Participants were introduced to and
prepared for each of the three overarching topics. As part of
learning about graphs, participants were asked to solve three
training tasks on paper and in a casual setting—ad hoc pairs
could also talk to each other. Before entering MR, participants
were instructed how to put on the headset, where to start,
what the general format is, and how to adjust eye focus if
needed. Prior to task solving, participants were walked through
an illustrative example involving a book rendering: the goal
was to get familiar with viewing, moving, and typing, as well
as to ask any questions. After completing all task instances,
participants were asked to fill out NASA TLX and participate
in a short interview, before final debriefing. A procedure lasted
between 1 hour and 1.5 hours, with few ad hoc groups around
the 2-hour mark.

After controlled randomization, the correct answers varied
from 2–11 for Task 1, and 3–16 for Task 2; distributions
were positively skewed and had heavy tail (see Suppl. Mat.).
We logged data, such as accuracy and completion time, via
the headset. Due to high temporal resolution, small time
differences appeared in ad hoc pairs, for which the longer
of the two completion times was used. The first instance in
each series was discarded, as well as any other instances where
interruptions occurred (4), plus one faulty instance.

F. Participants
We performed an a priori power analysis to determine

sample sizes with G*Power v3.1.9.7 [150] targeting practical
effect sizes in exploratory research. 72 participants took part
in the study, evenly split in two countries: Italy and Germany.
We conducted the study in three languages (English, German,
Italian). Mean age was 25.3 years (SD = 7.6, range: 19−59),
with 35 being female, and 37 male. Education level included
bachelor (39), master (20), doctoral (9), or other (4), across
18 fields. Except 5, all participants reported normal or normal-
to-corrected vision. 41 reported familiarity with networks, 25
with visualizations, and 25 with research on groups. Due to
controlling and extraneous circumstances we discarded and
redid sessions with 15 persons (10 together, 5 alone). No
participants withdrew from the experiment.

V. RESULTS

We performed quantitative and qualitative analysis based
on our design (see Sec. IV-A). For the quantitative analysis,

2The interface and/or NASA TLX were still administered in English.
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(a) (b) (c)
Fig. 3. a) Absolute difference in accuracy, paired, between group types. Error bars mark significant difference from the null, based on bootstrapped 95%
CI. b), c) Average completion time, seconds, given by group type. Horizontal bars (top) indicate significance after post hoc correction.

we considered mixed-effects modeling to account for indi-
vidual variability and within-subject correlation in estimating
population averages [151]. We also used stratified bootstrap
resampling where necessary to go beyond just reporting p-
values [152], [153], e. g., non-parametric rank tests. The
plots used in verifying model assumptions can be found in
Suppl. Mat. The alpha level was set at 0.05.

A. Quantitative results

The starting point of our analysis was a linear mixed-effects
model:

Yijk = µ+ αi + δk(i) + ϵijk, (7)

where Yijk is the response of the kth individual/pair of the
ith group type for the jth measurement; αi the fixed group type
effect; δk(i) the random effect of individual/pair k, nested in
group type i; and ϵijk the error term. Bootstrapping techniques
were used to derive 95% CI or replace a model if assumptions
had been violated (H1).

1) Accuracy: Residuals were not normally distributed. No
transformation could meet the assumptions in Eq. 7. Therefore,
we applied nonparametric bootstrap resampling (R = 104) to
obtain estimates for the paired mean difference. Resampling
was also stratified to account for repeated measures. Bootstrap
resampling guarantees the sampling distribution of paired
mean differences to converge to a normal distribution [154].
A paired permutation test was used to obtain p-values.

a) Ad hoc pair—Individual: The average accuracy of
the ad hoc pair was 93.9%, whereas an individual could
achieve 89.2%. Results (Fig. 3 (a), bottom) from stratified
bootstrap resampling evidenced the ad hoc pair to have a 4.6%
higher mean accuracy with 95% CI [2.9%, 6.5%]. The paired
permutation test p-value stood at p = 0.0001.

b) Ad hoc pair—Nominal pair: The average accuracy
of a nominal pair was 94.4%. Results (Fig. 3 (a), top) from
bootstrapping lacked evidence of a clear advantage: 0.5% with
95% CI [1.9%,−0.9%] in favor of the nominal pair. The paired
permutation test found no significant difference.

2) Completion time: Residuals were not normally dis-
tributed, but followed log-normal distributions. We there-
fore applied logarithmic transformation. Tukey-Anscombe
plots indicated homoscedasticity of residuals. Random ef-
fects appeared to be normally distributed, despite smaller
sample sizes (36). For increased robustness and closer 95%
CI estimates, we then applied stratified bootstrap resam-
pling (R = 104) refitting each model.

a) Ad hoc pair—Individual: The average measured com-
pletion time of an ad hoc pair was 83.17s±64.74, whereas an
individual used 57.59s± 59.87. The geometric mean comple-
tion time was 65.16s and 44.73s, respectively. The two were
significantly different (t = −3.032, df = 34, p = 0.00463), esti-
mating the ad hoc pair’s completion time to be e0.37628 ≈ 1.46
times higher, see Fig. 3 (b). The bootstrapped 95% CI were
(61.31s, 69.27s) for the ad hoc pair, and (38.91s, 51.46s) for
the individual. An ad hoc pair is estimated to be between 1.58
and 1.35 times slower. Ca. 27.1% of the total variance (95%
CI

[
e0.27, e0.45

]
) was from participants.

b) Ad hoc pair—Nominal pair: The average measured
completion time of a nominal pair was 80.00s± 64.35, com-
pared to the ad hoc pair’s 83.17s±64.74. The geometric mean
completion time was 65.16s and 65.50s, respectively. There
was no significant difference between the means (Fig. 3) (c),
which was consistent with bootstrapping. Ca. 20.7% of the
total variance (95% CI

[
e0.22, e0.38

]
) was from participants.

3) Task instance complexity, ξ: We treated ξ as fixed
and not random effect, since the graphs, from which task
instances were randomly drawn, had been selected of specific
type (see Sec. IV-B2). Interaction between ξ’s components was
excluded. Noise instance complexity followed a log-normal
distribution, and was transformed accordingly.

a) Accuracy: Accuracy is bounded in [0, 1] and does
not follow a normal distribution. A logistic transformation of
accuracy was not applicable due to a bimodal distribution of
residuals. Mixed-effects logistic regression in the form of a
generalized linear mixed-effects model was used instead [155].
An analysis with DHARMa [156] revealed no clear violations of
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Fig. 4. Completion time by task instance complexity for ad hoc and nominal
pairs. As signal instance complexity increases (left), nominal pairs tend to
slow down more than ad hoc pairs. For increases in noise instance complex-
ity (right), the difference between pair types remains largely unchanged.

assumptions; random effects were normally distributed. Mul-
ticollinearity was acceptable and incorporation of curvilinear
components supported the log-transformation of noise instance
complexity. As a result, the probability πijk of accurate answer
was modeled as:

log
(

πijk

1−πijk

)
= β0 + β1 × Gi + β2 × ξj + β3 (G × ξ)ij + δk(i), (8)

where ξj = (ξ1,2 + log(

∤

ξ1,2))j , Gi is the group type, and
δk(i) the random effect; βl with l = 0, . . . , 3 denotes each
multiple regression coefficient.

A Wald test did not find specific evidence toward improved
ad hoc pair’s odds while task instance complexity increased,
i. e., β3 in Eq. 8, which was the case for both the ad hoc—
individual and ad hoc—nominal comparisons.

b) Completion time: For completion time, we extended
our previous model, Eq. 7, to include ξ:

Yijk = µ+ αi + βj + (αβ)ij + δk(i) + ϵijk, (9)

where βj is the added corresponding fixed effect, and (αβ)ij
the interaction. After log-transformation of completion time,
residuals were normally distributed in each model. Tukey-
Anscombe plotting indicated constant variance and random
effects appeared normally distributed in their Q-Q plots.

b) a) Ad hoc pair—Individual. For increased task instance
complexity, the difference in completion time between the ad
hoc pair and the individual did not decrease. In fact, an ad hoc
pair tended to become slightly slower, but not significantly.

b) b) Ad hoc pair—Nominal pair. The difference in com-
pletion time between the ad hoc pair and the nominal pair
increased with increases in task instance complexity (Fig. 4).
In particular, our bootstrapped model suggested a small evi-
dence of interaction with signal instance complexity. As signal
instance complexity increased, the nominal pair’s completion
time increased e0.098 ≈ 1.1 times proportionally more (boot-
strapped 95% CI [1.01, 1.21]). Evidence of interaction with

noise instance complexity was inconclusive, though marginally
in favor of nominal pairs.

4) Cognitive load (CL): NASA-TLX was administered af-
ter completion of all task instances. Responses ranged between
0 (low) and 100 (high), where exact totals of 0 and 100 are
unlikely. Responses approximated a beta distribution, based
on which we proceeded to fit a beta regression model [157]
of the probability πik to have high CL:

log
(

πik

1−πik

)
= β0 + β1 × Gi + β2 × Ξ + β3 (G × Ξ)i, (10)

where Ξ =
∑

ξj is the combined task instance complexity
a participant experiences across all instances. To reduce mul-
ticollinearity, we centered ξ’s components around their mean.
For model diagnostics, we consulted an example from a recent
review on the topic [158]. Plotting of deviance residuals did
not reveal particular deviations. Two responses corresponding
to levels of comparatively low CL (17.00 and 23.67) were
flagged as outliers. After closer inspection, we kept the re-
sponses, e. g., recorded when ξ’s components crossed.

a) Ad hoc pair—Nominal pair. When total noise instance
complexity increased, the probability of high CL significantly
increased in ad hoc pairs (z = 2.397, df = 7, p = 0.0165),
with the opposite effect when it decreased, see Fig. 5. The
effect was pronounced: The odds of high CL were predicted
to increase/decrease by 15% for every e0.1 change in total noise
instance complexity from the sample mean of 194m (95% CI
[3%, 25%]). The interaction between collaboration and total
signal instance complexity was not significant.

5) Post hoc analysis: Following a recent discussion on cor-
rections for multiple testing in applied research [159], we di-
vided inferences into three families: 1) ad hoc pair—individual
performance; 2) ad hoc—nominal pair performance; and 3)
effects of paired solving on cognitive load for lower/higher
total task instance complexity. These account for the nesting
of tests in a hypothesis and include the atomicity of responses,
e. g., accuracy and time. Because in our design nominal pairs
cannot be compared with individuals, an omnibus null hypoth-
esis cannot be tested and correction is not necessary (see RQ1–
3). To control the error rate of false-positive inferences in each
family, we used the Holm-Bonferroni correction. Adjusted p-
values did not markedly differ from the original p-values, see
Suppl. Mat.

Fig. 5. Average probability of high cognitive load for total noise instance
complexity from the sample mean of 194m.
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Fig. 6. Average predicted probability of accurate answer for noise in-
stance complexity and group type: ad hoc–individual (left) and ad hoc–
nominal (right).

In our post hoc analysis, we also explored how task instance
complexity alone affects responses, that is across group types.

a) Accuracy: The effect of signal instance complexity
was not significant, however, that of noise instance complexity
was (z = −5.514, p < 0.0001; z = −5.518, p < 0.0001). The
odds of answering accurately were predicted to decrease
by 49% for every e1 increase in noise instance complex-
ity (95% CI [35%, 60%]). Fig. 6 shows how the average
predicted probability of accurate answer decreases as noise
instance complexity increases for any group type.

b) Completion time: Signal instance complexity had sig-
nificant effect on completion time (t = 7.301, df = 753.1,
p < 0.0001; t = 7.463, df = 753.4, p < 0.0001): For every
increase in signal instance complexity, completion times were
e0.2884 ≈ 33% times higher (bootstrap 95% CI [25%, 43%]).
Noise instance complexity also significantly affected comple-
tion time (t = 10.202, df = 753.8, p < 0.0001; t = 10.426,
df = 754.3, p < 0.0001), such that completion times were
e0.2152 ≈ 24% times higher (bootstrap 95% CI [18%, 30%])
for every e1 increase in noise instance complexity.

c) Cognitive load: Total signal instance complexity had
a small significant effect (z = −2.219, df = 7, p = 0.0265). For
every increase from the sample mean of 16.5, the odds of high
CL were predicted to decrease by 11% (95% CI [1%, 20%])
Total noise instance complexity had larger, but not significant,
effect on increasing the odds of high CL.

B. Qualitative results

At the end, we conducted a short interview with the partic-
ipants. Interview questions were about subjective aspects and
aspects difficult to quantify, e. g., what solving strategy did
participants apply and did they face any particular challenges.
The summary of qualitative results can be found in the curated
dataset in DaRUS [32].

1) Perceived difficulty: Each participant rated task diffi-
culty a on scale of one, the least, to five, the most, and
reasoned the choice in their own words. Ad hoc pairs found

on average each of the two tasks slightly easier than nominal
pairs (Task 1: 2.66 vs.←→ 2.88, Task 2: 3.08 vs.←→ 3.22), with the
shortest path task (SP) slightly more difficult than the common
neighbors task (CN). By frequency, participants’ explanations
why SP was more difficult included: a larger solving space
physically and analytically, an increased sense of uncertainty,
and being a more visually demanding task, e. g., due to density.
For CN, feedback pointed to greater memory involvement and
being a less intuitive task. SP and CN thus made for a more
global and a more local, systematic task, respectively.

2) Perceived duration: Immersive analytics [23] is con-
cerned with establishing immersion for analysis’ sake, often
through a sense of flow, where the very perception of time is
distorted. To this end, participants provided estimates of the
time they spent task solving. In cases of several estimates,
we considered the initial, individual estimate over latter, more
educated guesses. Self-reported and recorded values followed
a log-normal distribution and were transformed accordingly.
The perceived and the recorded time aligned overall based on
a paired t-test. This is notable considering access to watches
and mobile devices was restricted, and may demonstrate a
good blend of realism and engagement in the MR setting.
Pairs and individuals may perceive differently the time in MR
spent task solving, as indicated by a paired t-test (t = 2.282,
df = 35, p = 0.029), which may be caused by altered in-pair
perception (t = −1.929, df = 35, p = 0.062).

3) Applied strategies: An overview of the applied strategies
is in Fig. 7, where these differed in each task. In the first
task (CN), a smaller set of participants reported applying
an exhaustive search method, such as following all edges
or sweeping the space inside the ROI. Occupying a middle
ground, slightly more participants focused on any of the
two nodes, depending on its perspective, proximity or some
other criteria, while the majority of participants initiated their
search from the lower degree node. In the second task (SP),
participants reported applying various strategies, often jointly
and sometimes in succession, such as focusing on cut and hub
nodes or the related long edges in the layout, geodesic path
following, comparing with or discussing multiple paths. Other
strategies included stepwise exploration, e. g., circumventing
”dead ends”, and round-trip traversing.

Ad hoc pairs regularly consulted, and if needed reached
consensus by explaining the intermediate steps. Ad hoc pairs
developed less strategies than nominal pairs, but could better
correct for suboptimal strategies (Sec. III, Def. f), 1)). Ad hoc
pairs subdivided the space, but did share any good viewing
perspective. Indeed, many of the ad hoc pairs’ strategies had
a common tendency for perspectives, on the other hand, certain
pairs struggled to find a cooperative strategy.

4) Ad hoc pair interaction: Process loss [14] occurred
primarily in two forms, view synchronization and consensus
reaching, e. g., via explanation. Still, notable trade-offs were
evident, at the start one of the members would ensure common
ground by bringing the pair on the same page. Later, members
would share new insights, such as label use or the location of a
selected node, any doubts they might have, and ultimately the
common strategy. Gradually as a pair got accustomed to work-
ing together, communication and strategy use became more
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Fig. 7. Applied strategy to solve each of the two tasks by ad hoc pairs (left) and individuals (right). Vertical stacking in each heatmap indicates whether
several strategies were jointly used or when these may have evolved gradually (bottom to top).

efficient. For example, members would solve in parallel and
opt for brief exchanges, some even communicating through
the interface, with deeper interactions saved for more complex
instances. Others would engage in a dialogue throughout,
e. g., being side by side, and/or proceeding step by step;
and may actively split workload as in counting CN. We also
observed a build-up of trust, where a member might trust
their partner without necessarily expecting clarification or
continuing to solve the task themselves. Overall, ad hoc pairs
rated interaction to be 4.5 on the previous one to five scale.

5) Preferred viewing position: Participants’ reported either
combining exocentric and egocentric exploration, or relying
exclusively on exocentric viewpoints as their preferred viewing
positions. Ad hoc pairs especially preferred exocentric or a
mixture of both. Only a few participants adopted an egocentric
view of the graph. Lack of awareness and ”fear of contact”
were reasons, at least initially, why some preferred outside;
labels orientation was also pointed out. Depending on where
the selected nodes were, the outer viewpoint could vary and
even include top and bottom. If density was high, participants
would employ an egocentric, even node-centric, view to reduce
clutter. On the other hand, density was why many disliked
being inside the graph (e. g., ”edges would go in my eyes”).
The majority of participants were closer to the graph solving
the CN task, and leveraged distance to the graph to obtain an
overview for the SP task. Exocentric exploration was crucial
in finding good perspectives in any of the tasks.

6) Challenges and discomforts: Challenges and discom-
forts introduce added difficulty to task solving. Challenges
were partitioned depending on if remarks were predominantly
made by ad hoc pairs or by individuals. Edge crossings
and graph density, along with memory demand and visual
clarity were most common and mostly reported by individuals.

A participant described density as ”mentally and physically
demanding”, related with frequent shifts of perspective. In
this context, some individuals mentioned long SP as another
challenge. Lack of interactive node selection was often the
expressed workaround for high memory demand (also by few
pairs). Visual clarity encompassed overall sharpness and pix-
elation, as well as difficulties in discerning edges and degrees
specifically. Ad hoc pairs focused on challenges hindering
their interaction, such as issues related to labels and graph
synchronization. The difference in views, just like around any
object, was also mentioned by a couple of pairs, e. g., ”You
had to walk over there and lose where you are”, which is in
line with more comments by pair members adjusting to MR.

Wearing the HMD, at least one discomfort was indicated
by over half of all participants. Responses included primarily
head and eye problems, e. g., headache and eye strain. Few also
complained from balance problems, fatigue or frustration.

VI. DISCUSSION

Results from our experiment show that this type of visuospa-
tial mixed reality setting is viable for collocated collaboration.
Testable duration, however, seems to be limited to the minute
range based on the record of discomforts; more research is
needed to investigate frequent and prolonged problem solving
wearing HMD. Despite notable exceptions, ad hoc pair results
were largely in line with established research on groups—
an MR environment does not automatically imply superior
collaboration.

In terms of accuracy and completion time, neither ad hoc
pairs nor nominal pairs outperformed. Against individuals, the
accuracy-time trade-off of ad hoc pairs was evident: ad hoc
pairs used 1.46 more time to achieve 4.6% higher accuracy.
Collaborative effects did emerge, most notably in establishing
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common ground, correcting for suboptimal strategies, and
pooling insights to reach consensus. Collaboration was mostly
fluid and tended to vary between pairs, e. g., regarding com-
munication style, or strategy building. Yet, on average an ad
hoc pair was still only as accurate as the more accurate of
two individuals, and as slow as the slower of two individuals.
One explanation for this could be unnecessary coordination,
which, as one pair surprisingly found, can be reduced with
the use of local copies, i.e. semi-distributed collaboration. But
to have pair’s collaborative effects outweigh aggregate effects,
especially in accuracy, more than improved coordination seems
to be required.

To investigate group type differences for different degrees of
perceivable complexity, we introduced and operationalized the
concept of task instance complexity. This estimates the lower
bound of necessary interactions under some perturbation re-
quired to solve a task instance. More concretely, the complex-
ity comprises the signal and noise complexity of that instance.
An instance that deviates from the trivial case (task-specific)
has higher signal complexity. Since deviations are adjusted
in absolute terms, longer paths (Task 2) would have higher
signal complexity, but also have their instances associated with
the actual environment and its properties, such as division
of workload. An instance has higher noise complexity, if
inspection of the instance is hindered by non-instance elements
in the region. Analogously, noise multiplicity is measured in
absolute terms, where for Tasks 1 and 2 the elements’ length
serves as a simple estimator of visual occlusion as projected
to some average view.

Somewhat surprisingly, average differences between group
types scaled well for increases in task instance complexity,
with just a few notable exceptions. In particular, as signal
instance complexity increased, ad hoc pairs slowed down
10% less than nominal pairs. In other words, collaborative
solving helped the slower individual reduce completion time
increasingly more. Increases in noise instance complexity
might have the opposite effect, but more research is required.
The reported changes in cognitive load may give us more
clues. In the sample of the study we observed the odds of
high cognitive load in pair members to increase alongside
accumulated noise instance complexity, i. e., by 15% for
differences as small as 27%. Since nominal pairs seemed
less affected, the ad hoc pair’s strength, its coordination and
exchange of information, may also become its weakness when
noise instance complexity is high. While the underlying causes
are generally consistent between group types, such as edge
crossings and graph density, in ad hoc pairs these manifest in
increasingly difficult coordination and loss of common ground.

Visuospatial mixed reality as such cannot improve collabo-
ration alone, that is to yield higher collective intelligence than
aggregate groups [60] like nominal pairs. Our results therefore
serve to quantify collaboration and should not be viewed as a
verdict against collaboration.

On task instance complexity

In our post hoc analysis we explored the effects of task
instance complexity. The predicted probability of an accurate

answer followed a power law as noise instance complexity
increased (Fig. 6), which was independent of group type. The
decrease in probability could be caused by various perceptual
factors across both tasks, such as occlusion and overlaps
distorting normal use of perspectives, higher information load,
and uncertainty. Very high noise complexity would eventually
render solving not much different than guesswork. Less ex-
pected was the effect of signal instance complexity on the odds
of an accurate answer, or rather, the lack of it (in Suppl. Mat. a
slightly positive trend can be observed). We attribute this to the
limits of the experimental design, and in particular to some of
the characteristics of shortest paths in social networks, which
we elucidate in Sec. VII.

In our MR setting, both signal and noise instance complexity
affected completion time. Given instances were drawn in
controlled randomization, each measure seems to estimate
what intuitively constitutes complexity of a task instance.
While a narrow answer range can be good for isolating specific
effects, we suspect that this would be prone to learning effects.
Learning effects can then be mitigated by including instances
outside the range to discard later, but in exchange of feasibility.

The results presented here serve to validate the operational-
ization of task instance complexity in experiments involving
visuospatial problem solving, while more research will help
refine and expand its use.

VII. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE WORK

The type of group is one limitation, where results might
differ for practiced groups [52], [160]. Ad hoc pairs are
nevertheless preferable over mixed groups and practiced pairs
are experimentally less feasible. Conclusions should translate
well to more cohesive groups of similar sizes, that is, when
ad hoc pairs exceeded. Other activities, tasks and task types in
collaborative immersive environments can aid generalization.
Laboratory measurements are also prone to social facilita-
tion [161], unlike those in the wild, and as in our case, may
include participants with different incentives.

Due to higher path lengths, solution plurality per task
instance was not limited to one. For a fixed task instance
complexity, solution singularity may be a co-contributing fac-
tor toward increased complexity. For certain graph tasks, e. g.,
the shortest path task, high signal instance complexity may
require sufficiently large graphs, where singular points, such
as cut vertices, can be better controlled for, since otherwise,
somewhat counterintuitively, accuracy can increase with signal
complexity.

MR is inherently visuospatial, linking visual attention and
spatial reasoning. For any increase in instance complexity, so
do perception and memory requirements. In our study, while
we acknowledge that, we tried not to attenuate one or the other.
Technical limitations, such as the sharing of spatial anchors
between HMD without prior verification in the Meta Horizon
store, should also be noted, whereby subtle tracking offsets
were noticeable despite strict procedural routines. We are also
inadvertently limited by current display technology: HMD, the
predominant stereoscopic technology today, are well known
for obfuscating awareness and facial cues [62], [64], and may
pose challenges (Sec. V-B6) limiting prolonged use.
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VIII. CONCLUSION

In this paper we reported on a study investigating collabo-
rative problem solving by means of visual graph analysis in
mixed reality. We could provide simple answers to our research
questions and uncover new research directions. A visuospatial
immersive environment, like the one in this study, has potential
for overcoming process loss in small groups. Nominal groups
can represent an added benchmark in empirically validating
collaborative applications. In any such study design, individu-
als can then be naturally compared against to explore specific
trade-offs. Complexity as a decisive factor for collaboration
remains elusive, however, elements of task instance complexity
did result in exceptions to the rule. Research into signal and
noise instance complexity could reveal mechanisms of dealing
with instance complexity in collaboration.

Results of the study are important for and beyond the area
of collaborative virtual environments. In particular, the results
have implications for the development of interactive methods
and visualizations that reduce coordination loss, increase in-
formation flow, and improve collaboration.
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