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ABSTRACT
Fidelity describes how closely a replication resembles the original.
It can be helpful to analyze how faithful interactions in virtual
reality (VR) are to a reference interaction. In prior research, fidelity
has been restricted to the simulation of reality—also called realism.
Our definition includes other reference interactions, such as su-
perpowers or fiction. Interaction fidelity is a multilayered concept.
Unfortunately, different aspects of fidelity have either not been
distinguished in scientific discourse or referred to with inconsistent
terminology. Therefore, we present the Interaction Fidelity Model
(IntFi Model). Based on the human-computer interaction loop, it
systematically covers all stages of VR interactions. The concep-
tual model establishes a clear structure and precise definitions of
eight distinct components. It was reviewed through interviews with
fourteen VR experts. We provide guidelines, diverse examples, and
educational material to universally apply the IntFi Model to any VR
experience. We identify common patterns and propose foundational
research opportunities.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Human-centered computing→ HCI theory, concepts and
models;Virtual reality; •Computingmethodologies→ Virtual
reality.
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VR, fidelity, realism, theory, framework, HCI, input, simulation,
output
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1 INTRODUCTION
Realism in virtual reality (VR) is pursued intensely in research and
development [16, 31, 40, 78, 84, 109, 112]. While the concept of real-
ism—how closely a simulation resembles reality—may initially seem
straightforward, it is a complex, multi-faceted construct. We quickly
assess something as realistic or unrealistic, be it a painting, the be-
havior of a movie character, a synthetic voice, or a virtual world.
However, this intuitive judgment is insufficient for a comprehen-
sive understanding of and reasoning why something is perceived
as more or less realistic, especially in such a complex domain as VR,
where countless factors might influence the outcome. To purpose-
fully design virtual experiences that are convincingly realistic, it is
essential to untangle the different aspects that impact the overall
realism.

VR technology can create immersive experiences of being in
and interacting with simulated realities. By interacting with the
VR system, a user can perceive and affect the virtual environment
(VE), while the system can sense and react to user input. As in
the real world, users and their environments can mutually influ-
ence each other. For many VR applications, realism is a decisive
quality metric. The true-to-life resemblance is essential for skill
training (e.g., surgery [20]), learning abilities (e.g., sports climb-
ing [91], vocational education like public speaking [75], music [92]),
entertainment (e.g., traveling the world [89]), therapy (e.g., fear of
heights [27]), or use cases that would be expensive or impossible
without VR (e.g., visiting Mars [36]). In these scenarios, the success
of the simulation depends on how closely the equivalent from real-
ity can be reproduced. Even in fictional scenarios, certain aspects of
the interaction might need to be grounded in reality (e.g., Euclidean
geometry, spatial audio, swarm behavior, gravity, or the color space
perceptible by humans). However, the concept of realism is limited
to matching the real world and, therefore, cannot be applied to VR
use cases simulating aspects impossible in reality.
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Figure 1: The Interaction Fidelity Model differentiates between eight fidelity components that affect any VR interaction. The
model is based on the Human–Computer Interaction Loop [71, 81] and extends a previous framework by McMahan et al. [59].

1.1 The Concept of Fidelity
More generally speaking, the degree of how accurately an original
is reproduced is called fidelity [63]. Every VR simulation recreates
some reference, be it a real-life situation, a training scenario, a
fictional world, or a designer’s imagination. From the Latin term
fidēlis for “faithful,” fidelity describes how faithful something is to
its original. When simulating reality, this degree of correspondence
is called realism. Thus, realism is a specific form of fidelity. There-
fore, a VR application can have low realism yet high fidelity to a
reference frame other than the real world. For example, the swords
in Beat Saber have high fidelity to lightsabers from Star Wars but
are unrealistic. Comparing simulations more generally to reference
systems than only to the real world has been suggested by Raser
[79] in 1969, and we adopt this notion for more universal applica-
bility. Figure 2 compares reference interactions and their simulated
VR interactions in two examples. On the top, a real-life activity is
reproduced virtually: picking an apple from a tree. This has been
investigated with haptic interfaces of different realism [23, 43]. On
the bottom, the fantasy concept of flying with a magic carpet is

adapted as a locomotion technique [73]. This metaphor affords a
large design space of possible realizations with varying interac-
tion fidelity in VR [62]. The terms fidelity, realism, and naturalness
are often used universally in scientific literature without detailing
which aspect is referred to. If a specific aspect of fidelity is men-
tioned, a clear definition is often missing [84]. As a result, the terms
and definitions within the VR literature have been inconsistent and
contradictory, as illustrated in Section 2.

While the community’s research efforts have led to useful defi-
nitions, models, and frameworks (see, e.g., Table 2), these mainly
focus on dedicated aspects of fidelity, differ in their use of terms,
and therefore do not provide a comprehensive understanding. This
makes it harder to establish links between individual discoveries,
generalize the results, and synthesize fundamental principles. Thus,
this research aims to provide an umbrella framework that conflates
existing findings on different aspects of fidelity into one compre-
hensive and consistent model.
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Figure 2: Two examples of reference interactions that are virtually replicated in VR simulations. (top) Here, an interaction
from the real world is reproduced. Picking an apple from a tree is a complex activity to be simulated virtually as the user’s
actions, the provided feedback, and the physical simulation are closely coupled. This is a recent implementation with a haptic
device by de Tinguy et al. [23] which dynamically moves the sphere proxy into the user’s hand when grasping. (bottom) Here,
a fictional interaction is reproduced. The mythologicalmagic carpet from Middle Eastern literature can be realized as a VR
locomotion technique in many different ways [62]. This is an early implementation by Pausch et al. [73]. Copyright of the
top-right images by [23] and of the bottom-right images by [73] (modified by the authors). The images for the reference interactions
have been generated with Midjourney.

1.2 Introducing the Interaction Fidelity Model
Therefore, we present the Interaction Fidelity Model (IntFi Model).
This conceptual model distinguishes the different aspects of fidelity
inherent in all VR interactions. The IntFi Model considers not only
the system’s fidelity but also the fidelity of interactions between the
user and the system because of their reciprocal relationship. Beyond
physical and functional simulation of a virtual environment in the
form of bits and bytes, VR technology requires accounting for how
the user’s body affects the virtual world and how output devices
can generate physical stimuli. This makes a holistic integration of
all elements of embodied 3D interactions imperative. Therefore,
the IntFi Model is based on the human-computer interaction (HCI)
loop [71], a well-established design principle that breaks down how
a user and a system perceive and influence each other. For this, one
aspect of fidelity is assigned to each of the eight stages of the HCI
loop, as illustrated in Figure 1. As a result, the IntFi Model consists
of eight distinct fidelity components: (i) action, (ii) detection, (iii)

transfer, (iv) simulation, (v) rendering, (vi) display, (vii) perceptual,
and (viii) experiential fidelity.

Building on prior work, the proposed model establishes a clear
structure of the fidelity components with consistent terminology,
precise definitions, detailed explanations, and illustrative examples
in Section 3. This paper serves as a signpost by referring to more
specialized frameworks and models detailing single components
beyond the scope of this work. The IntFi Model can also help set
a rigorous research agenda to advance purposeful measurement
methods, determine factors contributing to fidelity, and understand
the interdependence of the individual components. The IntFi Model
can inform the VR community on how to focus its efforts to achieve
a broad comprehension of realistic interactions. Beyond demon-
strating how realistic a simulation is or how its fidelity differs
from another, the model’s theoretical foundation allows us to un-
derstand why [113]. Hence, theory-driven study designs facilitate
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more generalizable evaluation results and make linking them to
other research easier.

The next section summarizes previous approaches, terms, and
conceptualizations of fidelity and related constructs. We then
present the IntFi Model in detail in Section 3. The subsequent sec-
tion demonstrates the model’s application with three example use
cases. In Section 5, we describe the validation process and report
the findings from 14 semi-structured, one-hour interviews with VR
experts from research and the industry. In Section 6.1, we share
best practices for applying the model, explain how it can serve
as different lenses through which VR interactions can be viewed,
and caution against common application traps. Section 7 provides
a discussion of typical fidelity patterns, practical and theoretical
implications, and limitations of the proposed model. Lastly, we
propose an abundant research agenda that the IntFi Model opens
up and can inspire future work in our field in Section 8.

2 RELATEDWORK
As soon as users enter a VE, they interact with the simulation.
Within the scope of this paper, we consider interaction as a recip-
rocal exchange of a user and a computer system observing and
reacting to each other through actions and states. The actions taken
by users and the output generated by a computer depend on each
other and together form the interaction. Therefore, interactions
with a computer system cannot be attributed solely to humans or
computers. The two must be considered together [37]. The two-
sided behavior happens simultaneously, continuously, inseparably,
and inevitably, similar to a person affecting and being affected by
the world around them in reality.

Although this exchange simultaneously occurs in both direc-
tions, it can be helpful to think about the interaction as a circular
sequence of steps for conceptually distinguishing them. A software
design framework that describes this circular process is the model-
view-controller (MVC) pattern introduced by Reenskaug [81] in
1979. This software architecture pattern became one of the most
influential for describing and developing user interfaces. We illus-
trate the process in Figure 3. A design principle that describes a
similar process with HCI-specific labels is what we call the human-
computer interaction loop. Forming the inner circle in Figure 1, the
HCI loop links the user, the input devices, the computer, and the
output devices with transitions between these elements. This model
can be traced back to a chapter by David Owen in “User Centered
System Design” (p. 368) edited by Don Norman and Stephen Draper
[71]. In the same book, Norman describes a similar process from
a cognitive perspective of how users must overcome the Gulfs of
Execution and Evaluation. He argues that the user continuously
evaluates the current system state and plans actions to accomplish a
specific goal—input and feedback. Numerous frameworks and text-
books adapted the loop for different purposes and specializations,
making it an established tool in HCI research [1, 39, 56, 59, 72, 111].
Combined, the states and transitions of the HCI loop form the eight
components of the proposed IntFi Model, and the two gulfs corre-
spond to the grouping of input into and output from the system.

Figure 3: The Model-View-Controller pattern [81] from 1979
on which the IntFi Model is conceptually based: A user uses a
controller to manipulate the model, which updates the view
and is then seen by the user.

2.1 Understanding Interaction Fidelity
In the context of VR, the interaction with a system has the purpose
for the user to experience and influence a simulated reality. As
outlined in the introduction, the level of fidelity plays a vital role in
many VR simulations. Several frameworks, models, and evaluations
have investigated various aspects of interaction fidelity. Please note
that we refer to the original terms from cited works instead of the
IntFi Model’s terminology in this subsection. As a result, they might
appear confusing and contradictory.

Most prominently, McMahan [55] proposed the Framework for
Interaction Fidelity Analysis (FIFA) that was released in an updated
version in 2016 [59]. The revised FIFA considers the three categories
biomechanical symmetry describing the reproduction of body move-
ments from the real world, input veracity, which considers the exact-
ness of input devices capturing movements, and control symmetry,
which covers the exactness of control in the virtual world compared
to the real world. Each category comprises further detailed compo-
nents. The framework is designed to compare the user’s motions
during virtual activities that involve body movements, such as tech-
niques for locomotion or object manipulation, to their counterpart
in reality. Results from their user studies suggest an uncanny valley
of VR interactions. They found good user performance with low-
and high-fidelity systems but a drop in performance with medium-
fidelity systems. Similar findings have been presented in further
studies [12, 66]. In other investigations, Bowman et al. [16] also
found that high-fidelity interactions can enhance performance and
the overall user experience, but medium levels of fidelity can be
unfamiliar and detrimental to performance.
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The FIFA framework, however, only considers the fidelity of
user actions and, therefore, only the input side of the two-way
interaction. The system output is neglected in this framework even
though it is an inseparable part of the interaction and can heavily
influence the realism of a system. McMahan et al. [58] acknowledge
the missing output component by also analyzing the display fidelity
and finding a similar negative effect for medium display fidelity
as for their interaction fidelity. Nilsson et al. [67] build on this
finding and argue that when some fidelity components are limited,
maximizing the fidelity of other components may be detrimental to
the perceived realism. Therefore, decreased fidelity might positively
influence perceived realism in some instances. In addition, Abtahi
et al. [2] show that even for interactions that go beyond reality,
some aspects of the interaction should still be grounded in the real
world to avoid sensory conflicts in the user.

For evaluating the fidelity of a VR simulation, Stoffregen et al.
[104] consider the action fidelity as the relationship between perfor-
mance in the simulator and performance in the simulated system,
the system’s output in the form of optic, acoustic, mechanical, and
inertial arrays, as well as the experiential fidelity in the form of
perceived presence [94]. With a focus on more practical aspects of
current VR systems, Al-Jundi and Tanbour [5] present a framework
for evaluating fidelity concerning four interrelated elements: digi-
tal sensory system fidelity, interaction system fidelity, simulation
system fidelity, and integration among these aspects to produce
high-fidelity virtual experiences. They identify various factors for
evaluating VR hardware regarding visual, auditory, and haptic feed-
back, the tracking system, and graphic quality. Conversely to the
FIFA framework, this framework focuses on the output side of inter-
actions and neglects the user actions as part of the interaction with
the VR system. The fidelity of haptic feedback can also be assessed
in more detail with the Haptic Fidelity Framework by Muender et al.
[64], providing detailed factors to analyze and quantify aspects of
sensing, hardware, and software.

In the context of gaming, Rogers et al. [83] evaluated interac-
tion fidelity for object manipulation and whole-body movements
and found that high fidelity is preferred for object manipulation.
Still, moderate fidelity can suffice for whole-body movements as
there is a trade-off between fidelity, usability, and social factors.
Further, Rogers et al. [84] provide an in-depth analysis of realism
in digital games, including a focus on VR. The authors present a
two-part framework of realism dimensions consisting of a hierar-
chical taxonomy of realism dimensions and the mapping of realism
dimensions within Adams’ game model [3]. Alexander et al. [7]
investigated the effect of fidelity on the transfer of knowledge from
games and simulations to the real world. They argue that the fidelity
of a simulation is a significant factor in enabling skill transfer and
define three categories of fidelity: Physical fidelity is the degree to
which the simulation looks, sounds, and feels like the real world;
functional fidelity is the degree to which the simulation acts like
the real world; and psychological fidelity is the degree to which
the simulation replicates the psychological factors (e.g., stress, fear)
experienced in the real world.

The Reality-Based Interaction framework by Jacob et al. [38] pro-
vides four themes to enable high-fidelity interactions on a more
general level with interfaces such as touchscreens, tangibles, and VR.

Interaction designers should consider naïve physics, body aware-
ness and skills, environment awareness and skills, and social aware-
ness and skills. The work outlines trade-offs between realism and
expressiveness, efficiency, versatility, ergonomics, accessibility, and
practicality. In contrast to most other frameworks that cover input
and output components of the interaction, Lindeman and Beckhaus
[48] focus on experiential fidelity, enhancing the realism of the
user experience by guiding the user’s frame of mind in a way that
their expectations, attitude, and attention are aligned with the VR
experience.

2.2 Inconsistent Fidelity Terminology
To this point, we have adhered to the terminology originally used
in the mentioned works. The literature established a patchwork of
different but similar terms based on different interpretations and
assumptions. This is why the wording of the above explanations
might sound inconsistent and contradictory. It demonstrates how
critical uniform designations are for research communication.

The terms fidelity, realism, and naturalness were often used syn-
onymously in previous literature. Researchers often investigated
only a specific part of interaction fidelity but referred to it uni-
versally as (interaction) fidelity. For example, the term interaction
fidelity has been used to refer to visual render quality [53], camera
views and gravity [12], or dialogue capabilities [19]. Some publi-
cations refer only to the user’s system input with it [16, 59]. This
neglects half of the two-way interaction between the user and the
system, which can only be considered in its reciprocal dependence,
as outlined at the beginning of this section. Also, the literature gen-
erally refers to other individual aspects of the interaction as fidelity.
For example, some fidelity conceptions focus on the simulated vir-
tual environment, such as in game research [7, 50], or are reduced to
the simulation’s physical and functional dimensions [33, 34], while
it is crucial for VR and 3D interfaces also to consider the means of
input and output as well as the user’s role. A recent framework clas-
sified the fidelity of mixed-reality prototyping [22]. Furthermore,
outside computer science, fidelity has been narrowly defined within
the fields’ contexts, such as in health and psychology regarding
realistic psycho-behavioural and affective responses [8, 32]. These
examples illustrate how divided the VR community has been about
the term’s understanding and usage.

In a systematic review of the concepts of realism and fidelity
for digital games, Rogers et al. [84] found a “substantial potential
for confusion given the overlapping and contradictory use of re-
alism types.” The authors report that the type of realism is often
not even further defined but remains vague in the literature. The
rigorous analysis covers VR research as part of gaming but excludes
the realism of other VR interactions and the fidelity compared to
other reference frames. Nevertheless, the survey outlines the vast
range of terms used to describe aspects of realism and fidelity. This
emphasizes the urgent need for a theoretical basis of consistent
terminology. Plenty of research contributes to the understanding
of the multidimensional concept of fidelity. Still, it lacks an um-
brella model into which the individual elements can be integrated
to understand the bigger picture. We will consequently use the
IntFi Model’s terminology for the remainder of this paper.
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Figure 4: The fidelity spectrum with approximate ranges from low, medium, and high to maximum fidelity with an example
use case: implementations with different fidelity levels of somebody picking an apple from a tree. The reference interaction
from the real world on the right side is defined as maximum fidelity. Copyright of the “High Fidelity” images by de Tinguy et al.
[23]. The other images have been photographed or generated with Midjourney by the authors.

3 MODEL OF INTERACTION FIDELITY
The conceptual model presented here distinguishes various aspects
of the fidelity of interactions in VR. It covers the entire process of a
user interacting with a VR system, from user input over system pro-
cessing to output from the system experienced by the user. Instead
of assessing the contribution of each device or system component
to the fidelity of the interaction, we propose distinguishing between
the stages of the interaction to systematically evaluate how true
it is to the original. The IntFi Model is based on the HCI loop [71],
which originates from the model-view-controller pattern described
in Section 2. Following the structure of the loop, the model assigns
one aspect of fidelity (for example, display fidelity) to one stage of
the loop (in this example, output devices), as illustrated in Figure 1.
The loop offers simplicity, yet all fidelity aspects of any conceivable
interaction are integrated. Therefore, it is a sound foundation for
the intuitive differentiation of factors that define the fidelity of any
VR interaction with the user in mind.

Based on the Merriam-Webster Dictionary [63], McMahan [55],
Alexander et al. [7], and Raser [79], we consider interaction fidelity
as the degree of exactness with which reference interactions are
reproduced. Thus, it describes how closely a user’s interactions with
a VR system resemble the interactions from a reference system. This
reference system can be the real world, in which case we refer to
realism, but we can also choose any other reference interaction,
such as fictional worlds (e.g., Star Wars), hyper-realistic interaction
techniques (e.g., the Go-Go technique [76]), a previous VR system,

a planned system iteration, or a replicated study. It is important
to clearly define the chosen reference interaction for a meaningful
and unambiguous fidelity assessment. If the reference is changed
to make another comparison, the assessed fidelity will also change.

We can describe the level of fidelity on a spectrum covering low,
medium, and high to maximum fidelity as illustrated in Figure 4.
With maximum fidelity, there is theoretically a perfect correspon-
dence to the original, even if it might be technologically impossible
to achieve. Between perfect and no correspondence, there is a con-
tinuum [12, 15, 22, 50] without clear-cut “low”, “medium”, or “high”
states. This wording demonstrates a relative difference or approxi-
mate range on the continuum.

It is crucial to keep in mind that fidelity is an objective concept
simply describing the degree of correspondence without judgment.
Higher interaction fidelity is not necessarily better, more desirable,
more effective, or more immersive but merely implies a closer match
to the reference. Although higher fidelity can have benefits for
other metrics or goals, it has also been shown how lower-fidelity
and hyper-natural interactions can be beneficial [25, 26, 35, 57,
60, 66]. On the other hand, aspects of fidelity often determine the
success of a simulation. For instance, in motor skill learning, the
faithfulness of the user’s movements is crucial. Likewise, authentic
scenic details are the key aspect of a travel simulation, accurate
haptic feedback during surgical training, and plausible situations
for phobia therapy. As Section 7 outlines, objective system fidelity
does not necessarily correlate with perceived realism. For effective
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and economical planning, interaction designers and VR developers
must reflect on what kind of fidelity is important for the use case.

All aspects of fidelity can be assessed objectively and subjec-
tively depending on the point of view. When applying standardized
metrics for reproducible, indisputable measures to describe fidelity,
we can objectively determine and verify the exactness of the inter-
action’s match with the reference interaction. For example, we can
impartially compare two screens regarding their technical specifica-
tions, such as pixel density. When relying on personal impressions
from interviews or questionnaires, we can subjectively assess fi-
delity. For example, we can ask a user in a questionnaire how closely
the hand movements in a VR juggling training experience match
juggling in reality. Some fidelity aspects can be assessed objectively
in amoremeaningful way, such as system specifications (e.g., screen
resolution) or historical facts (e.g., the 1988 ACM Turing Award
recipient) with verifiable ground truth. For other aspects, on the
other hand, it might make sense to assess them subjectively, such
as perception or experience. Currently, we do not have the means
to determine every aspect objectively. This might be technically
possible in the distant future, even for experiential fidelity, with
sufficiently sophisticated brain–computer interfaces.

One could argue that users’ perceptions and experiences are
inherently subjective because they vary between individuals. How-
ever, while they are different between users, we can assess percep-
tual and experiential fidelity individually: How would the same
person probably perceive and experience the reference interaction?
Because systems are usually not tailored to individuals, typical or
average users from a target group can be considered for better gener-
alizability. For this pragmatic reason, we advocate for a population-
centric assessment through user-centric research. Some fidelity
aspects can be assessed independently (e.g., rendering fidelity), but
especially for the user-related aspects (i.e., perceptual, experiential,
and action fidelity), the target users’ abilities and characteristics
must be considered to provide accessible systems acknowledging
the diversity of users. For example, people with color vision defi-
ciency perceive the same visual output differently, which might
affect how closely it resembles their real-life perception. Similarly,
target populations can experience a system’s fidelity differently, for
example, depending on their expertise and how competent they feel
in a virtual experience compared to their real-world competence.
For example, experienced soccer players feel more restricted than
novices in virtual kicking with medium simulation fidelity [13]. In
discourse, we must keep in mind that we all perceive the world
subjectively and create a mental model of how it works [70]. While
people can have different perspectives on theoretical ground truth
and be challenged in their view, we need to agree in discussions on
an explicit reference interaction that is supposed to be simulated
and target user groups for meaningfully applying the term fidelity.

3.1 Development of the Model
We have devised the idea for the IntFi Model when gathering differ-
ent aspects of fidelity from the literature and testing possible classi-
fications to bring structure to the concept. When cross-referencing
the first approaches with related work, we realized that any di-
mension fits neatly into the HCI loop. In an iterative process, we

refined the labels and definitions of the components from discus-
sions among the authors, with research peers, in teaching practice,
and at conferences. We conducted semi-structured expert inter-
views with 14 VR researchers and practitioners to improve and
validate the model. We present the method and results in detail in
Section 5.

3.2 Structure of the Model
The model consists of the user and the VR system, which includes
input devices, the computer as the processing unit with data and
models, and output devices. Between these components, Figure 1
uses arrows indicating a translation from software to hardware
(such as the rendering from the simulation to the output devices) or,
vice versa, from physical to intangible information (such as from
the system output to the user’s mind through perception). Every
aspect of interaction fidelity corresponds to one stage of the HCI
loop and is, thus, represented by one component in the model, as
visualized in Figure 1. For example, the fidelity with which the
system detects the user actions corresponds to the input devices in
the HCI loop, which is the controller in the MVC paradigm and is
linked to the detection fidelity in this model. The single components
of the model are further detailed in this section.

We can consider the model vertically and distinguish aspects
of input fidelity (right side) and output fidelity (left side). We can
also consider the model horizontally and distinguish aspects of
fidelity that concern the user with their perceptions, experiences,
and actions (upper part) and those concerning system fidelity with
the detection, transfer, simulation, rendering, and displays (lower
part). Input fidelity in this model is close to what McMahan [55]
described as interaction fidelity in the Framework for Interaction
Fidelity Analysis (FIFA) and comprises similar components: action,
detection, and transfer fidelity. All further components were not
considered in FIFA.

Aspects of fidelity that determine the characteristics of the VE
and react to the user input are included in the component simulation
fidelity. Proceeding in the loop, the group of output fidelity com-
ponents comprises rendering fidelity, display fidelity, and sensory
fidelity. Finally, all these aspects combined determine experiential fi-
delity, the impression created in the user’s mind. In the IntFi Model,
we focus on the endpoints of the single components instead of
elaborating on the technical processes behind each component. For
example, detection fidelity is determined by the final output of the
input device’s API, not by the sensor’s firmware or signal processing.
The single components can be broken down further as needed (e.g.,
interaction fidelity → simulation fidelity → presentational fidelity
→ 3D model→ skin texture→ height map→ resolution). In the
scope of this paper, we will only detail conceivable subcomponents
through examples, not comprehensively, except for simulation fi-
delity. As a whole, all aspects of the model define overall interaction
fidelity. In the following, the components are explained in detail
following this structure: We define the fidelity aspect, distinguish
it from the subsequent aspect, detail its characteristics, state its
requirements for maximum fidelity, illustrate how different levels
of fidelity could be designed, and refer to specialized frameworks
or similar definitions.
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Table 1: The definitions of the fidelity components and the categorizing sets of components.

Aspect is defined as the degree of exactness with which. . . Depends on

Action Fidelity user actions resemble those of the reference interaction. User

Detection Fidelity input devices detect the user’s actions. System

Transfer Fidelity virtual actions, derived from the input measurements, resemble
the user’s actions of the reference interaction. System

Simulation Fidelity a virtual environment resembles the characteristics of the reference
interaction’s world and adequately reacts to the user’s actions. System

Rendering Fidelity the output content generated by the computer resembles what
would be presented to the user in the reference interaction. System

Display Fidelity the output devices reproduce the physical stimuli presented to the
user in the reference interaction. System

Perceptual Fidelity the user’s perception of the physical stimuli created by the system
resembles how the user would perceive the reference interaction. User

Experiential Fidelity the user’s experience of the simulated interaction resembles how
the user would experience the reference interaction. User

Set of aspects is defined as the degree of exactness with which. . . Includes

Input Fidelity the virtual actions generated from the user’s input resemble the
user actions of the reference interaction. Action, Detection, Transfer

Output Fidelity the system output is generated and perceived as the user would
perceive it in the reference interaction. Rendering, Display, Perceptual

System Fidelity the system reproduces the world of the reference interaction re-
acting to the user.

Detection, Transfer, Simula-
tion, Rendering, Display

Interaction Fidelity reference interactions are reproduced. All aspects

3.2.1 Action Fidelity. Action fidelity is the degree
of exactness with which user actions resemble those
of the reference interaction. In the context of this
model, we consider actions as any active behavior or
passive state of the user, including sheer existence.

In contrast to the next component, detection fidelity, it is irrelevant
for action fidelity whether the system captures the user actions.

This component comprises all behavior and states of the user,
including body movements, such as grasping or walking, and any
other modality and activity, such as speaking, eye gaze, facial ex-
pressions, or brain activities. It is crucial to consider the full range

of user actions. Not only intentional actions (e.g., gestures) are
relevant for action fidelity but also subconscious (e.g., blinking),
uncontrolled (e.g., blushing, swelling), involuntary (e.g., tremor),
passive (e.g., static poses), and unaware actions (e.g., body temper-
ature).

In the example of grasping an object, the user of a low-fidelity
solution would point at the object with a 3-degrees-of-freedom
(DoF) controller and hold it by pressing a button. With high action
fidelity, the user would reach out the hand to the object’s position,
enclose it with the fingers according to its shape and size, and
exert force with the arm in proportion to its weight. To virtually
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reproduce interactionswithmaximumfidelity, the usermust behave
exactly as in the reference interaction.

This component is close to the biomechanical symmetry dimen-
sion of the revised FIFA by McMahan et al. [59]. In their definition,
only the movements of body parts are considered user actions. They
distinguish between anthropomorphic, kinematic, and kinetic sym-
metry of body movements. We include additional forms of user
actions in this model beyond active bodily motion.

3.2.2 Detection Fidelity. Detection fidelity is the
degree of exactness with which input devices detect
the user’s actions. In contrast to the next component,
transfer fidelity, it is irrelevant for detection fidelity
how the system interprets or classifies the captured
sensor data. While detection fidelity is about con-
verting physical actions into measurements of those

actions, transfer fidelity is about converting those measurements
into meaningful virtual actions.

This component involves the capability of sensors to capture
relevant signals. For high detection fidelity, the measurements are
accurate, noiseless, reliable, and immediate. The kind of signal and
the appropriate input device depend on the respective user actions
and concerns the same range outlined under action fidelity, from
optical tracking of body movements to microphones for speech
detection to electromyography (EMG) for facial expressions. The
sensor range can cover all possible parameters, such as thermosen-
sors for measuring body temperature. The system does not need to
detect actions or body signals that would not affect the reference
interaction, such as the temperature of the feet when knitting with
one’s hands.

For example, a low-fidelity solution in a horror game would
detect the user jumping in terror and gasping. In contrast, in a
high-fidelity solution, the system would also detect the user’s eyes
snapping open, their muscles contracting, and the intensity of their
sweating. To virtually reproduce interactions with maximum fi-
delity, the input devices must detect every relevant user action and
state precisely.

This component is close to the input veracity dimension of the
revised FIFA [59]. The authors distinguish between the measure-
ment’s accuracy, precision, and latency as the delay before sensory
feedback. We consider the immediacy of the detection as a decisive
factor but independent of system feedback.

3.2.3 Transfer Fidelity. Transfer fidelity is the de-
gree of exactness with which virtual actions, derived
from the input measurements, resemble the user’s
actions of the reference interaction. In contrast to the
next component, simulation fidelity, it is irrelevant
for transfer fidelity how the virtual actions affect the
simulation.

This component refers to how the system considers the sensor
readings, processes and transforms them, and interprets them in the
context of the simulation to generate virtual actions mapped from
the user’s real actions in a meaningful way. The virtual actions
can deliberately differ from the real actions, e.g., by modifying
the control/display ratio. Therefore, this component is determined
by the correspondence of the virtual actions with the reference
interaction to be simulated, not with the actual user actions, if

these differ. For example, in redirected walking [80], we compare
the virtual path to the intended straight path, not the circular path
that the user physically takes. In case of incomplete, distorted, or
simplified input data, processing can make up for input deficiencies
to allow finding a probable interpretation.

As an example of low transfer fidelity, when processing noisy
capacitive sensor data of a hand-held controller for approximat-
ing the hand pose, a low-fidelity solution would show jittery and
anatomically absurd finger movements. In contrast, a high-fidelity
solution would result in smooth and plausible finger movements
that match the real hand pose of the user, e.g., using inverse kine-
matics. To virtually reproduce interactions with maximum fidelity,
the transfer function must allow the system to correctly interpret
the measurements, infer the correct meaning, and enable the virtual
actions to affect the simulation appropriately.

This component is close to the control symmetry dimension of
the revised FIFA [59]. It is described to only depend on the transfer
function symmetry where the system’s transfer function is con-
trasted with a theoretical transfer function from reality. While we
agree that no transfer function that would correspond to this sys-
tem component exists in reality, we consider matching the virtual
replication of the user actions with its counterpart of the reference
interaction more practical than constructing a theoretical dummy.

3.2.4 Simulation Fidelity. Simulation fidelity is
the degree of exactness with which a virtual envi-
ronment resembles the characteristics of the refer-
ence interaction’s world and adequately reacts to the
user’s actions. In contrast to the next component,
rendering fidelity, it is irrelevant for simulation fi-

delity how the VE is rendered as output. While simulation fidelity
considers the environment with its characteristics, rendering fi-
delity converts those characteristics through a dynamic process to
the output devices (i.e., rendering pipeline).

This component concerns all elements of the simulated envi-
ronment, including objects, agents, physics, and any other entity
or logic from the reference interaction’s world. To help categorize
these aspects and to avoid simulation fidelity being a “black box”,
we define four subcomponents: presentational fidelity, behavioral
fidelity, physical fidelity, and scenario fidelity.

Presentational fidelity is the degree of exactness with which
the presentation of the simulated world resembles the reference
world. Properties that can affect presentational fidelity include an
object’s mesh, colors, materials, scent, surface, reflectivity, and level
of detail. For example, a low-poly presentation of an apple with
a simple color-based material would have lower presentational
fidelity to a real-world apple than a laser-scanned presentation
with a photorealistic texture-based material.

Behavioral fidelity is the degree of exactness with which the
behaviors of agents (e.g., virtual humans) within the simulation
resemble the behaviors of their counterparts in the reference in-
teraction’s world. The fidelity of these behaviors depends on three
aspects of the agent: its perceptual model, cognitive model, and
motor model [56]. The perceptual model defines what information
is made available to the agent, which can vary from all information
about the state of the world (i.e., fully observable) to a subset of
information (i.e., partially observable) [86]. The cognitive model
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defines how the agent will generate actions based on the informa-
tion provided by the perceptual model, such as simple reflexive
responses or more complex decisions based on prior events and the
agent’s goals. The motor model defines what observable actions
the agent can control, such as body movements, facial expressions,
speech, or manipulating objects within the environment. Hence, a
simple reflex agent that chooses actions from a small set based on
current, partially observable information would have less behav-
ioral fidelity than a goal-based agent that chooses actions from a
large set of possibilities given fully observable information about
the simulation.

Physical fidelity is the degree of exactness with which the physics
of the simulation resembles the physics of the reference interac-
tion’s world. Physical fidelity can be affected by shapes, mass, dis-
tribution of mass, drag, gravity, or whether collisions are calculated
discretely or continuously. For example, when skipping a stone
over water, a high-fidelity system would simulate how the stone
bounces due to the surface tension, travels a realistic trajectory,
and creates ripples on the water’s surface. In contrast, a stone with
low physical fidelity (such as a box collider, a default mass of 1kg,
and simple force estimations) would simply sink to the ground.

Scenario fidelity is the degree of exactness with which the simu-
lated situation resembles the situation of the reference interaction.
While presentational and behavioral fidelity focus on individual
objects or agents, scenario fidelity focuses on the holistic aspects
of the simulation. This involves the spatial relationships among
objects (e.g., a chair is usually placed under a table and not on top
of it), their semantic relationships (e.g., an indoor room usually has
a ceiling), and their logical relationships (e.g., flipping a light switch
turns the light on or off). For example, a VE with a flat ground
plane and no vegetation would provide less scenario fidelity to hik-
ing through a mountain forest than an environment with uneven
terrain and numerous trees.

As an example of different simulation fidelity, consider the refer-
ence interaction of playing tennis against a friend at your local park.
A low-fidelity implementation may use low-poly representations
of the tennis ball, rackets, and net with a basic virtual agent as
the opponent that only reacts to the user hitting the ball, which
follows a simple trajectory. On the other hand, a high-fidelity im-
plementation would use high-poly representations in an outdoor
park environment surrounding the tennis court, a virtual human
driven by its own goals and capable of social interactions (e.g., con-
gratulatory comments), and advanced physics that allows the user
to apply topspin when hitting the ball. To virtually reproduce inter-
actions with maximum fidelity, the simulation must replicate the
reference world identically, including its objects, agents, physics,
and situation.

The first part of the definition is based on McMahan [55]. This
component closely links to the concept of simulation fidelity by
Nilsson et al. [67]. They accept the definition by McMahan [55] and
further attribute simulation fidelity to “the realism of the models
forming the basis for the generation of the VE (e.g., geometric,
lighting, or physical models).” While we largely agree, we extend
the scope of simulation fidelity by the system’s response to the
user’s input. This is also reflected in the concept of functional
fidelity by Alexander et al. [7], which requires in a training context
that “the simulation acts like the operational equipment in reacting

to the tasks executed by the trainee.” However, in this definition,
the characteristics of the VE independent of the task execution
are disregarded. Further, we adopt and expand the subcategories
attribute, behavioral, and physical coherence by McMahan [56] as
well as physical and functional characteristics by Hays and Singer
[34].

3.2.5 Rendering Fidelity. Rendering fidelity is
the degree of exactness with which the output con-
tent generated by the computer resembles what
would be presented to the user in the reference in-
teraction. In contrast to the next component, display
fidelity, it is irrelevant for rendering fidelity whether

the output devices can display the rendered output (accurately) and
make it perceptible to the user.

This component involves any modality, including visual, audi-
tory, haptic, olfactory, gustatory, and vestibular stimuli. The sen-
sory stimuli must be rendered for any output device of the system.
Systems with a visual display must render graphical images that
can differ in their resolution, aspect ratio, framerate, visual style,
antialiasing, texture resolution, detail of height maps, shadow, spec-
ular effects, and much more. Similarly, the sensory stimuli for any
other kind of display must be rendered considering the respective
parameters affecting the level of fidelity, such as audio, haptics, etc.
(see display fidelity). The rendering parameters do not necessarily
correspond to the parameters of the simulation or the display; e.g.,
the rendered audio might compress the audio sources from the sim-
ulation and still have a higher resolution than what the earphones
can display.

As an example, for the sound of a virtual human walking, a
low-fidelity solution would play a loop of the same footstep record-
ing with strong compression. In contrast, a high-fidelity solution
would synchronize the timing with the foot movement, adjust the
volume, pitch, reverberation, and direction to the user’s position,
and dynamically blend high-resolution sound samples matching
the floor material and the impact of the foot. To virtually reproduce
interactions with maximum fidelity, the rendered output for all
modalities must be indistinguishable from what the user would
perceive in the reference interaction.

This component is related to the definition of display fidelity
by McMahan et al. [58]: “the objective degree of exactness with
which real-world sensory stimuli are reproduced.” In our model, we
divide this aspect into rendering and display fidelity to reflect the
independence of calculating output from displaying it.

3.2.6 Display Fidelity. Display fidelity is the de-
gree of exactness with which the output devices re-
produce the physical stimuli presented to the user
in the reference interaction. In contrast to the next
component, perceptual fidelity, it is irrelevant for dis-
play fidelity whether and how the user perceives the
stimuli.

This component covers displays that concern any modality, in-
cluding visual, auditory, haptic, olfactory, gustatory, and vestibular
displays. Since the alignment of output devices and human percep-
tion is highly complex, countless factors must be considered for
display fidelity. For instance, concerning the graphical output of a
head-mounted display, visual fidelity can be affected by the screen
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resolution, pixel density, field of view, refresh rate, contrast, and
color depth, but also optical properties of the lenses and optical
interferences such as god rays. The situation is again entirely differ-
ent in a CAVE system with wall projections. With any modality, the
properties of the displays might not match those of the renderings
or what the user would be capable of perceiving, e.g., a screen might
have a different resolution than the rendered image and the user’s
retina.

As an example of haptic fidelity, considering the task of sawing
through a plank, a low-fidelity solution would create static vibra-
tion feedback in a hand-held controller when moving the saw. In
contrast, a high-fidelity solution would display force feedback that
resembles the resistance of the wood and restricts the hand’s lateral
movement, as well as generate contact forces from the saw handle
on the hand, render the gravitational pull of the heavy saw, and
produce dynamic vibrations matching the jerky movement through
the wood. To virtually reproduce interactions with maximum fi-
delity, the sensory stimuli displayed to the user address all senses
and perfectly resemble the stimuli in the reference interaction.

This component is related to various frameworks that detail
display fidelity addressing a single sense, such as the Haptic Fidelity
Framework by Muender et al. [64], components of visual display
fidelity according to Bowman and McMahan [15], or dimensions of
the Spatial Audio Questionnaire by Lindau et al. [47].

3.2.7 Perceptual Fidelity. Perceptual fidelity is
the degree of exactness with which the user’s per-
ception of the physical stimuli created by the system
resembles how the user would perceive the refer-
ence interaction. In contrast to the next component,
experiential fidelity, it is irrelevant for perceptual fi-

delity how users interpret the perceived stimuli, what meaning they
assign to them, and what consequences they draw.

This component concerns all sensory cues that the user registers
with any sense: vision, audition, touch, smell, taste, proprioception,
equilibrioception, nociception, etc. The physical stimuli produced
by the output devices are registered through sensory receptors.
The information is transduced to and processed in the user’s brain.
The impressions from the different senses are integrated into one
unified perception, called multimodal integration. We consider the
interpretation of the stimuli already part of the user’s experience
and, therefore, included in experiential fidelity. We assume that
maximum display fidelity inevitably leads to maximum perceptual
fidelity because the human sensory system cannot identify the ori-
gin of a physical stimulus, whether the real world or a simulation
generates it. With an imperfect display, however, perceptual fidelity
may deviate. Mechanisms in human perception can compensate
for display deficiencies, enabling phenomena such as illusions, bi-
ases, or sensory substitution. Thus, high perceptual fidelity may be
achieved even without high display fidelity in some cases. Further,
the qualia of perception can vary immensely between individuals,
which is why perceptual fidelity must be assessed on a user-by-user
basis. Consider a color-blind user who experiences the real world in
shades of grey. A black-and-white scene would look more realistic
to that user than to users with full-color vision, thus yielding higher
perceptual fidelity. Considering future possibilities of perception

through direct neural manipulation without the respective recep-
tors being stimulated, our understanding of this component remains
the same: How closely does the user’s perception correspond to the
reference? However, the restriction to simulation through physical
cues must then be omitted.

In the example of someone touching different locations on the
user’s back, a solution with low display fidelity, such as a haptic vest
with low-resolution actuators, would still result in high perceptual
fidelity, as the two-point discrimination of skin receptors on the
back is relatively poor [46]. A low-fidelity solution would have
the same display resolution on the user’s hand as the receptors
are more sensitive to local variations here. Perceptual fidelity is
also low in this example if the user only perceives visual cues and
feels no tactile sensation. To virtually reproduce interactions with
maximum fidelity, the stimuli by the output devices must evoke the
same sensation for all senses and create the same perception in the
user’s brain as in the reference interaction.

3.2.8 Experiential Fidelity. Experiential fidelity
is the degree of exactness with which the user’s ex-
perience of the simulated interaction resembles how
the user would experience the reference interaction.
When comparing to the real world, this is often re-
ferred to as perceived realism. In contrast to the next

component, action fidelity, it is irrelevant for experiential fidelity
how the user reacts to the simulation.

This component is based on how faithful to the reference interac-
tion the user considers their own actions, how the observed world
behaves, and how it can be perceived. Experiential fidelity is often
the ultimate objective when optimizing any other component, as
the perceived authenticity can determine the subjective quality of a
simulation. In other use cases, however, it can be subordinate, as in a
technical proof of concept or a training situation that must prioritize
action or simulation fidelity, whether experienced as faithful or not.
Curiously, an objectively highly realistic system is not necessarily
experienced as such, as discussed in Section 7.6. Various factors af-
fect experiential fidelity, such as individual differences in perception
and judgment, since systems are often not optimized for one specific
user and use case but are designed to be versatile and adaptable.
Also, suspension of disbelief—or lack thereof—can substantially
impact perceived fidelity, e.g., due to different assumptions and
expectations, distractions from other realities, and the credibility
or plausibility of the simulation. Also, unconscious effects need
to be considered. For example, users can experience a higher cog-
nitive load even for unnoticeable manipulations with redirected
walking techniques [17]. Furthermore, multisensory integration
can influence how users interpret conflicting stimuli, which can be
demonstrated with phenomena such as the McGurk effect [107].
Another critical factor is the awareness of the experience being
simulated or the memory of having entered a simulation.

For example, when interacting with highly but not perfectly real-
istic virtual humans, the experiential fidelity has often been found
to be low due to the uncanny valley [54], despite high rendering
and display fidelity. On the other hand, even with low display fi-
delity, it is possible to achieve high experiential fidelity, e.g., Valve’s
experience of drawing a longbow with only vibration and sound
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Table 2: Selected frameworks, models, and instruments that include details specialized on a certain aspect of fidelity, listed
with its original designation. The references are grouped by their correspondence to the IntFi ModelṪhis does not represent an
exhaustive list of all relevant, prior literature, nor does it comprehensively address all subcomponents.

IntFi Model components Literature covering this component

Action Fidelity Biomechanical Symmetry [55] (only active motions), Motion Realism [84] (only in games)

Detection Fidelity Input Veracity / System Appropriateness [55], Tracking System Fidelity [5]

Transfer Fidelity Control Symmetry [55]

Simulation Fidelity Simulation System Fidelity [5], Physics Realism / Avatar Realism [84] (only in games), Functional
Fidelity [7], Naive Physics [38]

Rendering Fidelity Software [64] (only haptics), Visual/Graphic & Auditory Realism [84] (only in games)

Display Fidelity Hardware [64] (only haptics), Spatial Audio Quality [47] (only audio), Visual & Auditory & Haptic
System Fidelity [5], Device Realism [84] (only in games)

Perceptual Fidelity Sensing [64] (only haptics), Spatial Audio Quality [47] (only audio), Sensory Realism [84] (only in
games), Body Awareness and Skills [38]

Experiential Fidelity Experiential Fidelity [48], Player Response Realism [84] (only in games), Presence [94, 100], Psycho-
logical Fidelity [7], Haptic Experience (HX) [42], Environment & Social Awareness and Skills [38]

Input Fidelity Action Fidelity [104]

Output Fidelity Physical Fidelity [7], Digital Sensory System Fidelity [5]

System Fidelity System Fidelity [56]

feedback using a hand-held controller.1 Another example is the
rubber hand illusion and its virtual replication [51], which demon-
strates how users can have strong body ownership and perceive
haptic sensations with high perceived realism despite only sensing
visual cues. To virtually reproduce interactions with maximum fi-
delity, the interaction with the system must convince the user to
experience the reference interaction, not a simulation. This would
be the equivalent of a successful Turing Test for VR interactions,
as proposed by Stoffregen et al. [104].

This component is related to concepts such as presence, im-
mersion, coherence, or body ownership and is assessed in several
corresponding questionnaires [94]. We discuss this in more detail
in Section 7.3.

3.3 Dedicated Literature on Subcomponents
With these eight distinct components, the IntFi Model illustrates
what design decisions influence the fidelity and characteristics of
VR systems enabling immersive interactions. When zooming out,
the model provides an umbrella framework. When zooming in, fur-
ther specialized models are needed to investigate the underlying
complexity of the components. In multi-modal simulations, fidelity
has countless detailed determinants that can be finely dissected as
required. For example, when looking at the wrinkles of a virtual
human, we can go further down in the component hierarchy: in-
teraction fidelity → simulation fidelity → presentational fidelity
→ 3D model → skin texture → height map → resolution. But
while skin characteristics can be rendered visually, they can also
1The Lab (https://steamcommunity.com/app/450390?, last access: 2023-08-15). Valve
Corporation, 2016.

be rendered haptically: interaction fidelity → display fidelity →
haptics. The Haptic Fidelity Framework [64] is a good example that
illustrates the complexity of one of the modalities of display fidelity.
The framework comprises 14 distinct criteria defining just this one
output modality.

In the interest of this model’s simplicity, we refrained from fur-
ther detailing the included components. Instead, the work builds
on various rich and informative works we refer to in Table 2 as a
signpost. It lists related frameworks and models from the literature
that tie into the components of the IntFi Model. They specialize in
one or a few aspects and provide in-depth information as needed.
While the referred works provide further details concerning a com-
ponent, they are not necessarily in exact correspondence with the
component. Beyond the works listed, we encourage the HCI and VR
community to devise further dedicated frameworks and measure-
ment instruments to fill the current gaps. For instance, regarding
simulation fidelity, the broad range of influences is not yet covered
adequately by any specialized framework. Further, while the FIFA
framework [59] allows a detailed analysis of body movements as a
part of input fidelity, other elements of user actions and states are
disregarded, such as speech, gaze, or body temperature.

4 EXAMPLES OF APPLYING THE MODEL
Let us look at three diverse examples to bring the theory to life.
In this section, we walk you through the analysis process of three
use cases with different types of reference interactions. Example
1 demonstrates how we can use the IntFi Model to evaluate how
realistic a training system for surgeons is. The goal is to come as
close as possible to real surgery to practice under safe conditions.
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Figure 5: (left) The reference interactions in the real world to be simulated: A surgeon and his team performing a laparoscopy.
(middle) The user operating the VR training system. (right) The user’s view inside the VE: the operating room and a virtual
screen with the laparoscopic camera view. Images by Surgical Science, modified by the authors.

Therefore, high interaction fidelity is essential for acquiring skills
in VR so they can be transferred to real-life surgery. In contrast,
Example 2 outlines skill training in which low-fidelity elements
are helpful. Here, we assess the realism of a game for learning to
juggle. The goal is to provide deliberately low interaction fidelity for
effective training, accompanied by empirical research [4]. Example
3 shows how the IntFi Model can be applied to fictional reference
interactions. We discuss the fidelity of a VR game from the Star
Wars universe.

The authors conducted these exemplary assessments. They are
subjective in nature, thus contestable. The examples illustrate how
a complete evaluation based on the model could be performed.
However, the outcome can differ depending on the analysis goals,
context, and individual perspective. In our experience, disagreeing
with an assessment and justifying the opposing opinion already
provides a deeper understanding. Therefore, we encourage reasoned
disagreement with our evaluation.

4.1 Example 1: Surgical Training
The LAPSIM® by Surgical Science2 is a commercial surgical training
simulator for laparoscopic interventions. The system offers medical
simulation training for effective and patient-safe training of surgical
competence that can be transferred to the real operating room.3
Laparoscopic surgery is a technique in which short, narrow tubes
are inserted into the abdomen through small incisions. Long, narrow
instruments are inserted and used tomanipulate, cut, and sew tissue,
as shown in Figure 5 (left). The LAPSIM is an advanced simulator
with detailed graphics and haptic feedback to train these procedures.
The system consists of a custom input device with two laparoscopic
grips with precise tracking through a wire system and a third grip
to control the camera position inside the virtual patient’s body.
The grips offer accurate haptic feedback for soft tissue and hard
surfaces, such as bones, with force feedback delivered through the

2https://surgicalscience.com/simulators/lapsim/
3Overview of the system https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7wlIBBm1RXU

wire system. For the experience of being in a virtual operating
room, the system is equipped with an Oculus Rift headset with
outside-in head tracking. The Oculus controllers are not used. The
virtual scene consists of a patient, a monitor with a view of the
laparoscopic camera, and assisting surgery staff, e.g., nurses.

We now go through the loop clockwise, starting with the user’s
actions. The user interacts with the LAPSIM through custom laparo-
scopic grips. As a result, the user performs actions with their body
that match well with real laparoscopic surgery, particularly the
movements of the arms, fingers, and one hand. However, the other
hand and the body posture differ as users stand comfortably in
front of the LAPSIM while in the real surgery, they must lean in, as
can be compared in Figure 5. Still, action fidelity can be considered
high. The actions’ detection is realized with a wire system precisely
measuring the motions in four DoF (three rotational and insertion
depth) of the laparoscopic grips—the same as in the reference. The
system provides very high detection fidelity of the surgical tools.
However, finger, arm, other body motions and the voice are not
captured, decreasing detection fidelity. The system transfers the
measurements into appropriate positions and orientations of the
virtual grips. In addition, the system uses inverse kinematics to
estimate hand and arm motions based on the end position of the
grips. This gives the system high transfer fidelity.

Based on the input, the LAPSIM simulates tissue properties very
accurately, such as its softness or response when cutting it. When
blood vessels get damaged, the system simulates bleeding abstractly
in the form of blood spilling out but not flowing anywhere. Outside
the surgical site, the behavior of the surgical staff is simulated
quite well as they perform relevant tasks in the operating room
and react to the progress of the surgery. However, their animations
seem sluggish and unrealistic. Therefore, simulation fidelity is in
some aspects high, in others low. The VE in the LAPSIM can be
considered as two separate parts: (1) the operating room the user
is standing in and (2) the surgical site inside the virtual patient’s
body, which is displayed on a virtual screen within the operating
room. The in-body view is rendered with highly detailed textures,
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Figure 6: (left) The reference interaction of a person juggling with balls. (middle) A user juggling in the VR simulation using
a VR headset and controllers. (right) The user’s view within the VE: three balls are being thrown in a cascade pattern in a
Mars-inspired environment. The two rings represent the user’s hands. Left image by Loris Bottello (CC BY-NC-SA 2.0, modified).
Middle and right images (modified) from [4].

reflections, and lighting for the internal tissue. On the other hand,
the operating room and staff are rendered in a cartoon style that
does not reflect the real environment well. Therefore, rendering
fidelity is in parts high and medium.

The laparoscopic grips display the haptic feedback precisely by
considering tissue softness and resistance. This aspect of display fi-
delity is high. In contrast, the visual and auditory output is displayed
on the Oculus Rift headset, which differs from what is perceivable
in the real world due to constraints such as a limited field of view or
screen resolution. Olfactory cues are missing. Concerning modali-
ties other than haptics, display fidelity is medium-low. Limited by
each modality’s display fidelity, the user’s perception is equally
restricted compared to reality. Hence, perceptual fidelity is in parts
medium-low or high.

As a user’s experience is highly subjective, we conducted an
informal interview with an experienced surgeon to assess experi-
ential fidelity. He has practiced with the LAPSIM and frequently
conducts this type of surgery. The surgeon described the haptic
feedback as extremely close to the real world, with a high contri-
bution to the experience, as this is the focus of the intervention.
On the other hand, the animations were described as not convinc-
ing. Some surgery procedures are missing in the LAPSIM, such as
changing the physical instruments by completely pulling them out
and inserting a new instrument. Overall, the surgeon assessed the
system to have high realism as it comes close to the experience of
a real laparoscopic surgery with a match of 70% to 80%.

In conclusion, the LAPSIM provides high fidelity for aspects
that are most important for the training of hand-eye coordination,
surgical procedures, and the development of manual dexterity. The
system provides medium to low fidelity for less relevant aspects,
such as staff animations and environmental graphics. However,
this suffices for the training purpose, as scientific validation con-
firmed. Studies have shown that skills trained in LAPSIM can be
successfully transferred to real surgery [18, 21]. Our detailed as-
sessment of LAPSIM’s interaction fidelity identifies the strengths

and weaknesses of the system, confirms adequate prioritization
in its development, and shows opportunities to improve realism
further. The example demonstrates that thoughtful interaction and
system design can help achieve the purpose of a VR system without
improving fidelity in every aspect.

4.2 Example 2: Learning to Juggle
Juggling with three or more balls is a complex activity that can be
challenging to learn. There is a steep learning curve as you either
throw and catch the balls with the correct timing, or they will fall to
the ground repeatedly. To make learning to juggle easier, a virtual
simulation can deliberately deviate from the reference interaction in
the real world, thus lowering interaction fidelity. In this example, we
analyze the VR software Planet Juggle by Benjamin Outram,4 which
provides various features to facilitate a gentler learning process
of juggling movements, such as the cascade pattern. For instance,
the user can activate the following assistive features. Slow motion
allows the user to practice and internalize movement sequences
without getting hectic. When touching, the balls can snap to the
hand to make catching easier. Visual indicators can show the trail of
the balls and previewwhere they will go to achieve the ideal cascade
trajectory. The balls can always reach the ideal height independent
of the throwing impulse. And there is background music that helps
get the ideal rhythm. When getting more confident, the user can
turn off the features for closer-to-reality training.

Again, we now systematically look at the interactions’ fidelity
along the loop when all assistive features are activated. The 1-
to-1 mapping of the motions within the 3D space would allow
high correspondence of the body movements to the movements of
real juggling. However, the grasping and releasing actions differ
since the user controls the virtual balls with the trigger buttons
of the hand-held Oculus controllers instead of physical balls. For

4Description, video trailer, and free download of Planet Juggle for the Oculus Quest
and Rift at https://www.benjaminoutram.com/planet-juggle, last accessed 2023-08-15
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holding the controllers comfortably, the hands are rotated inwards
for virtual juggling, other than in real juggling, where the palms
must face up to catch a ball. Further, supportive features such
as snapping, slow motion, or automatic height make the system
tolerant of discrepancies in hand position or rotation, throwing
power, and bad timing. While this allows successful first steps in
virtual juggling, the same movements would lead to failure in the
real world, resulting in low action fidelity. The detection of hand
movements works precisely using the Oculus tracking systems.
Other body movements are not registered, although less relevant
to the activity. Therefore, we can assess high detection fidelity. The
system tolerates discrepancies in hand movements by making up
for them with transfer functions. Although the user actions may
differ from realistic juggling movements, the transformed virtual
juggling actions closely correspond to the reference interaction,
which leads to high transfer fidelity.

The lower gravity leading to the slow motion effect fits the nar-
rative of Planet Juggle as the user is supposed to juggle on the
Moon or Neptune. Disregarding side effects such as the dreadful
death from cold, the simulation’s physics is generally sophisticated
regarding ball behavior. However, our reference interaction for this
comparison is real juggling on Earth. Features such as slow motion
or visual trajectory indicators limit realism. Particularly, the strong
predetermination of where the balls can travel and land, such as
the spatial confinement to a plane disregarding the third dimension
away from the user, leads to low simulation fidelity. Moving on to
output fidelity, the system renders an abstract environment with
grids on the ground, geometrical landscapes, and glossy, highly
reflective surfaces. Rhythmic music is generated to influence the
juggling tempo, and the balls create abstract sounds when touching
the hands. All this can be considered low rendering fidelity. The
visual quality depends on the Oculus hardware used, but even with
the superior Rift headset, the visual impression can be clearly dis-
tinguished from what the user could see in reality. Similarly, haptic
fidelity is limited because the system only provides continuous
contact forces from holding the controller and abstract vibrations
when touching a ball. Overall, display fidelity is medium to low.
The controller’s vibration feedback acts as a sensory substitution.
The user cannot feel the momentum and weight of the falling ball,
but the vibration intensity is calculated from these parameters. The
haptic cues can inform the user about the ball’s properties and
the impact of catching. Similarly, audible cues represent the ball’s
force on the user’s hand. Consequently, perceptual fidelity can be
considered higher than display fidelity, with medium fidelity.

Finally, to assess experiential fidelity, we tested the simulator
ourselves with a think-aloud approach. The app gave a juggling
novice the impression of quickly acquiring juggling skills as the
movements for the cascade pattern were quickly performed. He
felt competent to virtually juggle after a few minutes, thanks to
the assistive features. On the other hand, transferring these skills
to the real world was a completely different story, as too many
aspects differ from juggling with real balls. Another of the authors,
proficient in juggling, struggled with the skill transfer in the other
direction. At first, he could not accomplish a stable juggling pattern
because it felt so different from what he was used to. Mainly the
haptics were found to be too different as the soft vibration gave no
impression of an impact. Also, the lack of catching and releasing

the balls with the hand felt unfamiliar. The author further missed
the third dimension because the ball trajectory is restricted to a 2D
plane. He disliked the assistive features in VR: “I find reality much
more ‘assistive.’ I missed that in VR.” Overall, the authors enjoyed
the playful VR activity but did not get the feeling of real juggling.
We assess experiential fidelity subjectively as low.

In summary, the simulator provides virtual aids to learn the prin-
ciples of juggling by deliberately deviating from a highly realistic
replication. The supportive features allow quick progress for virtual
juggling and can help build muscle memory through authentic arm
movements. A scientific evaluation of the app has explored how
it can be integrated into learning to juggle with real balls [4]. The
study showed how users had more fun training with the VR simula-
tion but struggled with transferring the acquired skills. Therefore,
developers should carefully consider which fidelity aspects should
maintain high realism to ensure skill transferability.

4.3 Example 3: Lightsabers from Star Wars
In this third example, we turn to a reference interaction from a
fictional narrative: using a lightsaber, the energy sword from the
Star Wars franchise. Specifically, we examine the interaction fidelity
of using lightsabers in the VR game Vader Immortal: A Star Wars
Series – Episode III by ILMxLAB.5 The player can use the weapon in
lightsaber duels, to block blaster bolts, hit enemies, and throw it at
targets. It is operated with hand-held Oculus Touch controllers. But
what dowe compare the VR interactions to if nobody has ever held a
real lightsaber? The depiction in StarWars media that also informed
the game’s development seems a reasonable match. Even in the
best case, a fidelity assessment is debatable as we currently lack
objective measures. Our evaluation is even more contestable when
we compare to a fictional reference interaction since that already
leaves room for speculation and disagreement. Interpretations can
vary depending on the canonical choice of Star Wars media, such
as comics, TV shows, books, video games, or merchandise artifacts.
For this reason, we focus on the original movies as a reference. We
invite all readers to question our stance and justify their proposal.

Instead of a circular procedure, we look at the most striking
characteristics of the interaction. The weapon functions in the
virtual world much as you would expect it to. The player holds
the lightsaber’s hilt, wields it, and throws it as the plasma blade
blocks attacks and cuts through any objects. However, most ob-
jects are not cut into pieces when the blade goes through them,
and it hardly leaves a trace. Due to the simplistic game mechan-
ics of the choreographed lightsaber duels, also the opponents do
not always respond to being touched by the lightsaber; similarly,
the player does not die instantly from being hit by an enemy’s
lightsaber. In this game, using a lightsaber has medium simulation
fidelity. The controllers as input devices are beneficial for action
fidelity because the player has a similar hand pose as when gripping
the lightweight, slim saber hilt. Even the activation by pressing a
button corresponds well. How the player holds the weapon and
performs combat movements with six DoF contributes to overall
high action fidelity. It is sometimes lower, though. If the player holds
the hilt with both hands, having two separate controllers limits

5Trailer and download at https://www.oculus.com/experiences/quest/
2426206484098337/
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Figure 7: (left) A person holding a lightsaber as the reference to be simulated. (middle) A user with a headset and a controller
using the virtual lightsaber. (right) The player’s view in the VE. Left image generated with OpenAI DALL·E 3, right image captured
from “Vader Immortal: A Star Wars Series – Episode III”.

action fidelity. It further suddenly decreases when there should
be resistance from hitting another lightsaber, but the player’s arm
continues to move unhindered.

This equally affects display fidelity due to the lack of force feed-
back. Because the controllers only provide passive haptic feedback
and vibrations, we assess this aspect as low-fidelity, even more so
when virtually throwing the lightsaber but still gripping the con-
troller. The headset’s constraints on the visual impression reinforce
this impression. At the same time, transfer fidelity can be considered
high as the wrist’s flicking motion and the grip button’s release are
interpreted as a throw, sending the weapon on a boomerang trajec-
tory in an adequate direction. Generally, movements are recognized
accurately, resulting in high detection fidelity. When activating the
weapon, the player hears the iconic hissing sound. The pitch of the
electric swoosh sound is higher when wielding the sword. Together
with the convincing glowing effect of the blade, we thus assess
rendering fidelity as high. Given the limited skills of the testing
author, we are comforted by the low nociceptual fidelity as there is
no pain from getting hit. Instead, the view is overlaid with a red
vignette, and we hear the avatar moan, which could be considered a
decreasing factor for rendering fidelity. Apart from that, perceptual
fidelity is restricted by low display fidelity.

Lastly, to inform our assessment of experiential fidelity, we in-
formally tested the game with a Star Wars enthusiast and someone
who has only seen a few movies. The enthusiast was amazed at how
much the lightsaber made him feel like a Jedi. It felt convincing,
wielding a glowing, humming lightsaber in 3D space with high
levels of embodiment, especially compared to playing the game
series Star Wars: Jedi Knight on the computer with a mouse and
keyboard or using sticks as a child. Only the crude combat game
mechanics detracted from the experience. The other tester, who
did not care about Star Wars, also enjoyed handling the lightsaber.
When asked if this is how he would expect a lightsaber to feel
and behave, he was unsure as he never contemplated it. He was
surprised that there was no air resistance or weight like from a
metal longsword but then assumed: “Probably, this is just what a

lightsaber feels like.” Furthermore, he was confused by the incon-
sistent controls: a blaster requires continued pressing of the grip
buttons while the lightsaber only needs one short press. Also, the
vibrations and the headset’s visual limitations were described as
irritating. Overall, both testers quickly forgot about the system’s
shortcomings and were immersed in the experience. We suggest a
medium-high fidelity rating.

This example demonstrates that the reference interaction does
not need to be based on the real world. As long as the original to be
simulated is clearly defined, the IntFi Model can be applied mean-
ingfully. Regarding experiential fidelity, users with no knowledge
of the reference cannot make a competent comparison, but they still
have their assumptions. Similarly, non-swimmers cannot compare
virtual swimming to real experiences but can make an informed
guess, assess the simulation’s coherence and credibility, and form
their impression intuitively. Moreover, the lightsaber interaction
exemplifies how other factors (such as fun in gaming) should be pri-
oritized over maximum fidelity. The game would hardly be playable
if the weapon sliced every object and the self-avatar, when touching
it with the deadly blade.

5 VALIDATION
To polish and validate the IntFi Model, we conducted expert inter-
views with 14 established VR specialists from academia and the
industry. The goal of this evaluation was to collect feedback and
criticism, discuss the proposed terminology, and put the model to
the test in terms of its applicability.

5.1 Method
We conducted semi-structured, interactive interviews via Zoom or
in person. We prepared an interview guideline to structure the con-
versations and make them comparable. The only variation between
the interviews concerned the experts’ example projects to which
they applied the model during the interactive sessions. At least two
of the authors were present for each session. We conducted the
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interviews between March and May 2023. The conversations took
between 45 and 79 minutes, averaging 63 minutes. We recorded the
sessions with the participants’ consent and collected 14.75 hours
of material. We performed a thematic analysis of the data to pro-
cess and structure the findings. Two of the interviews could not be
recorded due to a technical error, so we resorted to notes on these
sessions. After finalizing the manuscript, we asked all interviewees
whether the interviews had been adequately summarized in the
reported findings. One expert did not find the time, but everybody
else confirmed that the text accurately reflects the conversations
without any requests for changes or additions.

5.1.1 Sample. We selected researchers, interaction designers, de-
velopers, and managers for their contributions to the VR field and
their professional experience. We invited 19 selected candidates, of
whom two could not find the time, and three did not respond. The
diverse sample covered a broad range of VR-related research fields,
backgrounds, and perspectives. Because we assured all participants
that they would remain unidentifiable, we can only report broadly
on the sample’s composition.

The sample included five full professors, three assistant or as-
sociate professors, and a lecturer from academia, as well as two
senior professionals, a research scientist manager, a product owner,
and a consultant from the industry. Among the experts were distin-
guished scientists who were awarded three IEEE VGTC VR Tech-
nical Achievement Awards, the IEEE VGTC VR Significant New
Researcher Award, an IEEE VGTC VR Best Dissertation Honorable
Mention, and various career awards. The sample also included three
IEEE VGTC VR Academy members and an ACM Distinguished Sci-
entist. The ten researchers in our sample had an average citation
count of 7,043 and an average h-index of 35 as of 14 February
2024 according to Google Scholar. The h-index ranged from 11 to
69 and reflects the spectrum of our selection that includes young
scientists publishing with a focus close to the IntFi Model and ex-
perts with decades of experience in VR research. All participants
primarily work in VR or HCI. The experts’ focus includes hap-
tics, locomotion, interaction techniques, embodiment, computer
graphics, visualization, presence, training and education, avatars,
perception, medicine, collaboration, artificial intelligence, and mul-
timodal interfaces. The variety of topics demonstrates how broadly
the model can be applied in practice. After analyzing the last in-
terview, we invited three interviewees to join the author team and
further contribute to this work, which they accepted.

5.1.2 Interview Structure. The interviews followed a semi-
structured guideline based on a slide deck.

(1) Working definition. We defined the terms fidelity and
realism in the context of our model.

(2) Task 1.Without any previous biasing, we asked the experts
to describe the fidelity of the interactions in one of their
works and with their own words. Find more details below
on how we selected the work.

(3) Introduction to the IntFi Model. We explained the pur-
pose of the model, the objective approach, the fidelity spec-
trum, the HCI loop as the foundation, and the components
of the model integrated into the loop. We then elaborated
on the single aspects with definitions and characteristics.

(4) Initial feedback. We asked for first thoughts, any con-
fusion or questions, criticism, and concerns regarding the
terminology. In some conversations, this feedback was al-
ready raised during the presentation of the model.

(5) Task 2. We suggested different ways to apply the model.
Once more, we asked the expert to elaborate on the in-
teraction fidelity of the same work as in task 1, only this
time using the IntFi Model as a basis. We discussed it in
more detail and asked follow-up questions as needed, such
as identifying key aspects with prioritized fidelity, low-
hanging fruit for improving fidelity, connections between
aspects, etc.

(6) Conclusion. Finally, we asked for the expert’s overall eval-
uation of the model. Depending on the time left, we went
into more detail regarding possible benefits, improvements,
or research opportunities that the experts wanted to add.

For the two tasks of assessing interaction fidelity in a specific
example, we selected one project, system, or user study of the expert.
The interview partners were familiar with the work, so we could
directly dive into the discussion. This approach also allowed us to
authentically test the practical applicability of the IntFi Model in
genuine use cases. By using the example in both tasks, we could
compare how the experts approached the analysis either with or
without the model providing structure. While we observed the
differing levels of detail and evaluation strategies between the first
and second task execution, the experts could experience how the
model can facilitate the assessment of interaction fidelity.

The works covered a wide variety of topics, including avatars,
locomotion, haptics, perceptual illusions, presence, object manipu-
lation, social interactions, embodiment, emotions, virtual environ-
ments, and training. To preserve the anonymity of our interview
partners, we do not specify the chosen publications or projects. The
works were required to link to the model, i.e., depend on at least
two aspects of fidelity, aim for any kind of fidelity, or be inspired
by an explicit reference interaction that has been reproduced.

5.2 Findings
In this section, we present the insights from the expert interviews.
We refer to the experts from our sample with E01 to E14. Overall,
the interviewed experts found the IntFi Model “useful” (E04), “com-
prehensible” (E07), “sound” (E02), and “a meaningful contribution”
(E03). However, there was also reasoned criticism, opposing views,
and a need for clarifying discussions. For example, some terms were
described as “not perfect” (E11). Expert E10 was not convinced of
our validation process’ rigor, while E04 particularly liked it and
found it “very systematic”. E08 struggled with the HCI loop as a
not entirely suitable basis but also found that “some more modern
reflection on the old interaction loop is definitely interesting.” Each
of our interview partners appreciated the IntFi Model as interesting
and helpful.

The findings are structured by the identified themes: concept
criticism, terminology criticism, applicability criticism, application
strategies, and contributions. The themes application traps and pat-
terns were moved to the separate Sections 6.3 and 7.1. Some cri-
tiques are addressed in the discussion section and, therefore, only
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mentioned here as a topic but not directly elaborated upon to re-
duce redundancy. Comments, misunderstandings, and concerns
that were resolved in the interviews are not outlined. Similarly,
any additional literature suggested by the experts was integrated
into the Related Work Section but is not mentioned here separately.
We directly adjusted the model and this paper according to the ex-
perts’ suggestions without reporting before-and-after comparisons
to avoid confusing readers with changes from an unknown earlier
version. These unreported improvements primarily concern details
of descriptions, definitions, framing, or illustrations.

5.2.1 Theme: Concept Criticism. The fundamental conceptualiza-
tion of the IntFi Model, linking the fidelity aspects to the stages of
the HCI loop, convinced most of our interview participants. E03
found that “on a conceptual level, this is a very nice piece of work.
I think it would be a meaningful contribution to how we think
about and talk about virtual reality systems. [...] It’s obvious a lot
of thought went into this.” One participant called the model “a very
high-dimensional matrix” (E08).

However, there was also criticism on a conceptual level. The two
most prominent critiques addressed the claim of objectifiability and
the lack of quantification. Concerning the former, some participants
doubted that all aspects of the model can be described objectively
and struggled with the impracticality of ever determining an under-
lying ground truth. E14 hypothesized that system-related aspects
(i.e., the bottom five) can only be assessed objectively, while the
user-related aspects (i.e., the top three) only subjectively. We argue
in the discussion (Section 7) that all components can be assessed ob-
jectively and subjectively depending on the approach. Concerning
the latter, most experts indulged at some point in the interview in
the idea of how helpful it would be to quantify interaction fidelity
and its components: “This scale from low to maximum fidelity: this
is a scale from 0 to 100, and I want to have that value. It would be
nice if I could assess that, of course.” (E14). Enjoying the prospect of
universal fidelity metrics and measurements ourselves, we explain
in the discussion why this is not in the scope of this paper and
might need many more years of systematic research.

For some interviewees, the concept of fidelity was less intuitive
than realism. They initially proposed reframing the model for com-
parisons to real-life interactions as the most common replication
reference of VR simulations. After looking at practical examples
with reference frames other than reality, most experts supported
using the fidelity concept and preferred the more universal appli-
cability. One of the FIFA authors criticized this limitation in their
own work in hindsight: “That was a weakness we had with [FIFA]
that we were gauging everything with regards to the real world.”

One expert from our sample, E08, raised doubts that it makes
sense to consider perceptual fidelity “because we can’t know—it’s
unknowable!” Although it is currently challenging or impossible in
many cases to determinewhat a user objectively perceives, there is a
ground truth to it that has a higher or lower match to what the user
would perceive in the reference interaction. With this, independent
of its ascertainability, perceptual fidelity is a valid construct. Some
interviewees pointed out that perception might even be measurable
in the future if we develop more sophisticated neural interfaces.
E08 continued, that “obviously, nobody knows if perceptions are
the same. That’s the whole philosophical debate about qualia.” For

this reason, we recommend considering perceptual and experiential
fidelity on an individual level. Only a user-by-user assessment can
do justice to different personal abilities and characteristics. From
a practical stance, E05 argued that while perceptual fidelity “is
user-dependent, it is not unknowable or unpredictable if you have
enough information about the user.”

Another critique by E08 concerned the HCI loop as it is seg-
mented into stages, while interactions in VR often occur with si-
multaneous input and output in parallel. Appreciating the debate
about the loop’s limited applicability for direct manipulation tech-
niques due to the concurrence of input and output, we argue that
it is nonetheless insightful to use the loop as a theoretical con-
struct for abstracting and distinguishing the involved elements of
the reciprocal VR interactions. Breaking down the permanent ex-
change of user and system can help understand the ongoing parallel
processes while identifying isolated aspects relevant for analysis.

Fundamentally, E08 was skeptical of operationalizing fidelity at
all “as it’s obviously impossible to reproduce things.” In our conver-
sation, we agreed that perfectly replicating an original is extremely
difficult and potentially impossible, especially regarding something
as complex as bodily interaction with the world. However, using
the IntFi Model to determine interaction fidelity is most helpful on
the vast spectrum before reaching “maximum”, i.e., to describe how
imperfectly something is reproduced. Realistically, we are nowhere
close to the upper extreme of the spectrum with current technology.
Until we achieve perfection, the model can help assess the degree
of fidelity.

Several experts wondered how some aspects can be evaluated
independently of others as they seem inseparably linked in practice.
For example, rendering fidelity seems to be coupled to simulation
fidelity on a computational level and to display fidelity on a hard-
ware level. We agree that from the optimization viewpoint, the
components should strongly depend on each other. Consequently,
they are usually configured in combination by game engines and
developers. Still, it can be beneficial to consider the aspects individ-
ually from an interaction design perspective. Consider a use case
where a user cannot see the hair on his arm. It makes a difference if
it is incorrectly represented in his avatar model, if it is not rendered
due to missing height maps, or if the display resolution is too low
for the hair to be recognizable. Further, distinguishing the aspects
can even be required from a technical point of view. For example,
in cloud computing or when watching 360° videos, the rendered
output can be displayed on HMDs with different screen resolutions,
affecting rendering and display fidelity separately.

As an addition to the model, E03 proposed integrating a ninth
component along the middle axis of the loop: an element that mod-
erates between the user’s mental model (as part of experiential
fidelity) and the system’s data model (as part of simulation fidelity).
We have not implemented the proposed extension of the IntFi Model
for two reasons. First, there is no correspondence of the abstract
concept of a mental model to any reference interaction, which is
why the term “fidelity” does not apply. Second, the HCI loop has
no equivalent component, and we prefer sticking to the original
conceptual foundation.

5.2.2 Theme: Terminology Criticism. We asked the experts about
the clarity and suitability of the chosen terms. Most interviewees
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had no concerns regarding any of the labels and appreciated how
consistent they are. E02 said: “I think the terms are perfectly clear
as they are. And it’s good that they’re short, both in writing and
when talking about it.” Although many experts pointed out how
introducing a defined vocabulary can be helpful for communication,
others cautioned against conflicts with existing terms or definitions.
In the literature and oral vocabulary, some terms are used differently
from the IntFi Model understanding, and sometimes different terms
are used for the same thing. For example, interaction fidelity is
coined more narrowly in the Framework of Interaction Fidelity
Analysis [59]. One of its co-authors, who is part of our sample,
commented on the redefinition: “In our previous work, we used
[interaction fidelity] almost exclusively for the input side. But it
was always a problem. [...] That will be a battle you’ll have to fight
to get the term to mean more. But it makes sense overall.”

Furthermore, there was criticism on a few specific terms, mainly
by E11. We thoroughly discussed the critique with the experts and
among the authors. In the end, we chose the term that seemed most
suitable. For example, we changed sensory to perception fidelity to
avoid confusing it with system sensors, and later from perception
to perceptual fidelity for linguistic reasons and consistency with
experiential fidelity. We also changed the previous term feedback
fidelity to output fidelity for higher symmetry with input fidelity
and a better match with the component output devices of the HCI
loop. Moreover, the term feedback implies a reaction of the system
to user input. Hence, in a non-interactive 360◦ movie without user
input, there can be no feedback, but the system can still give output.

Other alternative labels were suggested in the interviews but not
adopted after careful consideration. For example, tracking fidelity
was suggested instead of detection fidelity, though this term implies
including the transfer component. Alternatively, it was proposed
to be called human sensory fidelity while technical sensory fidelity
would replace perceptual fidelity. However, this might facilitate
misunderstandings and would be less concise. Further, the label
action fidelity was criticized for not encompassing passive states
and uncontrolled behavior by the user. Instead, behavior fidelity was
suggested, although this has the same limitations. Alternatively,
body fidelity was suggested. However, this has an overly passive
framing and could be misleading by implying only to represent
the user’s body as an avatar and neglecting voice or neural input.
None of the terms are perfect, so we chose action fidelity as the
most intuitive and flexible compromise.

The experts also criticized terms for which we could not find
any better alternative. For instance, input fidelity was challenged
because undetected actions never enter the system and, thus, are
not indeed system input. We argue that the user’s intent and the
potential of capturing all actions are decisive for being included
in input fidelity as the user would expect a high-fidelity system to
detect everything. Lastly, we observed that display and rendering
fidelity have strong connotations with visual screens for some peo-
ple. In our sample, this was especially pronounced in the industry.
In the instructional material, we emphasized that any modality can
be rendered and displayed.

5.2.3 Theme: Application Criticism. With an example of their own
previous work, all experts utilized the IntFi Model to analyze and
reflect on a user study or system design. This enabled them to

assess its applicability in a realistic scenario. Some of the experts
experienced the onboarding as demanding: “It’s a lot to take in. [...]
If I would have to use it as a tool, I would require a bit of time to
get familiar with all the intricacies” (E02). It was a challenge for the
participants to understand the model’s concept and remember the
components’ definitions. Some of them grasped the ideas quickly
as they studied the subject intensely. To others, the proposed way
to contemplate fidelity was unfamiliar, so they needed more time,
detailed explanations, and examples to wrap their head around the
model. Most participants asked several comprehension questions
during or after the presentation of the model.

Even interviewees experienced in fidelity research recommended
creating accessible instruction material: “ideally, a graphical version
that would make it very easy to use” (E02). To enable teams to use
IntFi Model as a practical tool, there must be a quick and easy
way to learn how to work with it. Therefore, we developed an
informative and intuitive poster that gives a visually appealing
introduction to the model. E02 suggested “creating a very nice
graphical representation of it that you can print out in A0 and have
in your lab. [...] Having all of it up on a wall would be very good for
me.” This agrees with our experience of hanging it on the wall as a
poster and referring to it during our daily work. We also prepared
a slide deck that can be conveniently adapted for teaching material.
Both can be accessed in the appendix and used for free under a
Creative Commons license.

All experts but two stated that they would like to use the model
in their work in the future. One of the two, E08, wanted to read the
paper first. The other expert, E10, was concerned about adequate
validation before employing it: “I think validation is important
when it comes to something like this.” E04 appreciated the expert
interviews as a validation method: “I like the approach. Very sys-
tematic.” For E10, however, to sufficiently verify the soundness and
acceptance of the proposed model, it must prove itself in practice
on a large scale. Only if the community can work with it and em-
braces it the IntFi Model will be valid to E10. At the same time, this
seemed to be the most promising prospect: “At the moment, it’s a
theoretical model, a conceptual model. Making it more than that,
that’s a research opportunity. Bring it to practice!”

When applying the model, some experts fell into application
traps, which led to criticism of the model’s applicability. We col-
lected these traps in Section 6.3 as guidance for readers without
elaborating on them further here. We also collected special use
cases and integrated them at appropriate parts of this publication,
such as the applicability for multi-user systems (E06), mixed reality
(E13, E06), or troubleshooting (E12, E14).

5.2.4 Theme: Application Strategies. From the observations in our
interview workshops, we can conclude that the IntFi Model suc-
cessfully guided the participants through the analysis process and
was a helpful basis for discussion. This is evident in the differ-
ent approaches and outcomes from the first and second tasks, i.e.,
without or with the help of the model. In the first task, without
the model, the participants’ explanations and considerations were
unstructured, and occasionally seemed lost in the complexity of
the subject. Most were uncertain about where to start and stopped
after mentioning only a few aspects. In contrast, equipped with
the model in the second task, all participants identified many more

19



Bonfert, et al.

relevant aspects and kept elaborating on the interactions’ fidelity.
Typically, it took them a few moments to think about it and match
the model with the use case. Then, they went through the single
aspects and their connections, talking like a waterfall and coming
up with additional insights they had not considered in the first task.
Further, they now involved every part of the interaction in their
analysis. E12 described this experience with: “I thought it was really
cool because [with the model] you could just work through several
points step by step, whereas before I just groped in the dark.” With
this, the IntFi Model seemed to have an empowering effect on our
participants.

The experts used different strategies for applying the model
to their individual use cases. We did not instruct them how to
proceed but just set the task to describe interaction fidelity using
the model. Some explicitly asked for the correct way to use it:
“Where does it start? On the top with the user? Or with action
fidelity?” (E12). Indeed, half of the sample adapted the approach
we chose for presenting the model, starting with action fidelity and
continuing in the loop aspect by aspect. As a variation, E02 started
with action fidelity but then followed the logic of the interaction
technique. Alternatively, three experts started with their study’s
independent variable and went in the loop from there. Similarly,
E01 started with the aspect most important for the application but
then went through aspects chaotically and went back and forth,
addressing different modalities. E04 and E09 had a purely chaotic
approach, following their narrative organically as it evolved. E14
deliberately made two rounds in the loop: first for a “clean” version
of the interaction technique, then for the modified version with
sensory manipulation. This helped him contrast the differences.

It was our impression that the experts from the industry gen-
erally needed more information and assistance for applying the
IntFi Model. For example, E12 and E07 asked to return to the intro-
ductory slides with the descriptions for performing the second task.
As a result, their analysis was conspicuously close to the notes and
talking points on the slides. Although it seemed more demanding,
they appreciated how beneficial it was. E09 concluded that “a more
analytical approach for designing [immersive] interfaces and ex-
periences would be reasonable because I think a lot of designers
shoot in the dark.”

The experts in our sample used the model for different goals.
In most cases, they roughly located all aspects within the fidelity
spectrum as a starting point. After this analysis phase, they inter-
preted their findings depending on their goal. For example, some
attempted to reason or predict experiential fidelity through the
other aspects (E01, E05, E06, E09, E12). Others wanted to set in-
formed design priorities by weighing the aspects regarding their
relevance for a use case (E01, E06). For this, they also linked their
interpretations to established design principles and effects, such as
visual dominance. For some researchers, assessing the degree of
fidelity was less decisive. Instead, they wanted to identify which
components the independent variables of a user study were part of
(E03, E14): “This is helpful! Because it makes more precise what I
did and did not manipulate in my research” (E03). This researcher
realized that all of their manipulated study variables affect simula-
tion fidelity, which they first criticized as not that interesting. Still,
while contemplating using the IntFi Model, they realized they had
achieved what they set out to do in the study: alter aspects of the

interaction influencing plausibility illusion. Since E03 interpreted
this as the relationship between simulation and experiential fidelity,
they concluded to have chosen a suitable focus. In a further step,
some researchers reflected on aspects that would be interesting
to manipulate in follow-up studies (E02, E06): “It has been very
useful trying to understand what it is I’m manipulating, and when
designing an experiment, figuring out what are the factors that are
relevant to manipulate” (E02).

A further reoccurring strategy of applying the model was iden-
tifying aspects of utmost importance for specific use cases or pur-
poses (E06, E09, E13). For example, in applications for motor skill
training, it is critical to optimize for high action fidelity, while simu-
lation fidelity must be as high as possible for educational purposes.
Therefore, some participants tried to define target variables, such
as learning success, confidence in use, fun, or control precision, to
deduce the determining components. Overall, the strategies and
paths of applying the IntFi Model were as varied as the participants’
objectives.

5.2.5 Theme: Contributions. Although the purpose of the inter-
views was to obtain criticism from experts in the field, we also
want to outline the commendatory remarks of our participants.
This theme includes positive remarks, suggested use cases, and
contributions of the IntFi Model brought up by the experts.

Overall, the interviewees appreciated the model: “It’s a nice the-
oretical framework. It’s well polished” (E04). Many of them enjoyed
contemplating and discussing VR interactions with the model as
the basis of the conversation: “Interesting! That gives me some
thoughts” (E08). The model was described as “super cool! super
exciting! super useful!” (E06), and E07 concluded that it “makes
sense! It’s all comprehensible”. An interviewee from the industry
liked the IntFi Model as it helped reflect on fidelity in VR: “It’s
interesting because I understand it intuitively, but I don’t know
how to formalize it. And this is spelling it out for me. [...] I love it!”
(E09).

E02 acknowledged that the model builds on existing frameworks
and concepts: “I like the model. I used similar models myself, but
this one takes it a step further and adds detail. I think it makes
really good sense. [...] It adds structure to a large body of literature.
It distills a lot of different concepts and presents them in a single
model. The fact that we can go one level deeper and get more sub-
components, I think, has a lot of utility—both for designing studies
and as a pedagogical tool.” Contrasting it to similar frameworks,
E11 liked the “agnostic approach”. Extending previous work, E05
found that “comprehensiveness and consistency around the entire
loop of VR interactions is the main benefit.” In particular, the ad-
vancements compared to the Framework for Interaction Fidelity
Analysis (FIFA) [59] were addressed in the interviews. While the
FIFA only considered input, the IntFi Model also considers the sys-
tem output. Also, FIFA’s focus on the system was extended to the
user and their mutual influence. And while FIFA was limited to
realism, the IntFi Model extends to any reference interaction, from
reality or not.

Further, it seemed important to many of the experts “to have
a precise and integrated set of terminology. I think that’s good
and the biggest benefit” (E03). For unambiguous communication
within the community, participants found it “very useful to get a
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shared vocabulary” (E02). Beyond using the same labels, E13 em-
phasized: “The benefit is not only to talk about the same thing but
also to trust the other person refer to the same thing.” While we also
received critical feedback and alternative suggestions, most partici-
pants liked the chosen wording. The terminology was described as
“accurate” (E03) and “consistent across the model” (E02).

Most of the experts were eager to use the IntFi Model in their
work, described it as “helpful” (E01), and found various use cases:
“I like this a lot in many ways!” (E05). Many of the proposed ap-
plications concerned system design and development. One utility
often mentioned was the help in understanding the single com-
ponents of interaction fidelity to predict experiential fidelity or
the user experience. Distinguishing the fidelity aspects was also
described as helpful in setting priorities depending on the goals
or purpose of a system. As a next step, the model was considered
helpful for iterating system designs to increase interaction fidelity.
Also, participants liked comparing two similar systems based on
the model.

To analyze existing systems, the IntFi Model was used by some
participants like a checklist: “It’s cool to think it through in small
steps: like check boxes that you can tick off” (E12). Also, E01 empha-
sized: “The structure is helpful when going through the individual
fidelity categories.” Similarly, troubleshooting was mentioned as a
use case. If there is an issue with the system or the users are un-
satisfied, E12 and E14 suggested using the model to search for the
problem systematically: “I like how you can examine a user’s expe-
rience in smaller steps: Where exactly now does the error get into
the system?” (E12). E06 and E14 further suggested use cases outside
VR, such as for mixed reality interactions, video instructions, or
other applications with a simulation approach.

Furthermore, the experts suggested numerous ways the model
can be used for research. In the interviews, many researchers used
it to understand a study better in hindsight: “What is it that we
manipulated in our study?” (E02). We observed many instances
where the experts tried to identify the modified independent vari-
able of a study and how they searched for dependencies within the
loop. This was also considered helpful for planning upcoming stud-
ies. Several researchers suggested a systematic literature review to
identify which fidelity aspects were investigated in VR user studies.
The model could provide a structure for a large body of literature
(E02), and it could be expanded to be a signpost to all related work
with details on specialized subcomponents (E13). Nine interviewees
mentioned the significant research opportunity of systematically
studying the fidelity components across the loop, both individually
and regarding their influence on each other. Due to the model’s
structure, high comparability might help identify patterns (E05, E06,
E13, E14), such as uncanny valleys in different sensory modalities
(E04, E12). These endeavors were often considered a long-term
community effort.

Lastly, teaching was mentioned repeatedly as an ideal use case
for the IntFi Model: “Excellent presentation! I would include this in
my curriculum right away. These are good learning materials for
the students” (E13). The participants liked how they could convey
the processes and connections of different factors in VR interactions
with one central figure as an overview.

6 APPLICATION OF THE MODEL
In this section, we illustrate ways to use the IntFi Model in the work
of researchers, designers, developers, practitioners, teachers, and
students who work with VR. We collected best practices from our
own experience and the expert interviews (see Section 5), possi-
bilities for applying the model as a tool, and common traps to be
careful of.

6.1 Best Practices
We recommend the following guidelines for applying the
IntFi Model purposefully and effectively. They build on expe-
riences from using the model for over two years and observing the
participants in our expert interviews use it.

• Mind your reference. It is crucial to keep the reference
interaction in mind when assessing fidelity. Define the ref-
erence as specific and detailed as possible before comparing
it to the VR interaction. Keep recalling the reference inter-
action throughout the analysis, not only at the start. When
using several references simultaneously, be aware of which
one you currently compare to.

• Choose a focus.Decide how holistic or focused your analy-
sis should be. Are you interested in just one isolated aspect
of the experience (e.g., a handshake) or all elements in-
volved (e.g., the full complexity of greeting conventions,
environmental conditions, multiple users, etc.)? It can be
easier to break down the interactions for analysis.

• Set a goal. Reflect on the purpose of applying the model.
The IntFi Model can be used as various lenses through
which interactions can be examined, allowing different per-
spectives. We propose a number of ways to apply the model
in the next section.

• Skip irrelevant aspects. You can use the IntFi Model mod-
ularly. In most cases, only parts of the loop are needed
for analyzing an interaction. Feel free to ignore irrelevant
components and instead focus on the key aspects.

• Be objective. The connotation of “high-fidelity” as “better”
is common in practice as the Better–Worse Trap in Sec-
tion 6.3 illustrates. However, the IntFi Model works best as
an objective tool. The fidelity concept is free of judgment.
Therefore, clearly differentiate between “high experiential
fidelity” and “great user experience.” While higher fidelity
can be desirable for interactions, deliberately decreasing
fidelity can also help reach a goal.

• Justify your assessment. Be more specific than only as-
signing low- or high-fidelity labels. The insights from anal-
yses or discussions can be richer if you argue how you came
to that conclusion. This can help identify dependencies or
patterns.

• Adhere to the terminology. Please stick to the official
terms used in the IntFi Model when referring to it in sci-
entific communication. If you need to specify a fidelity
subcomponent (e.g., haptic fidelity), additionally mention
the higher-level component it belongs to in the model (in
this example, display fidelity).
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6.2 Lenses of the Model
The model can serve as different lenses through which interactions
can be viewed. Depending on your goals, the IntFi Model can be
applied with various strategies yielding different insights.

Describe & Report: The IntFi Model provides well-founded
and consistent terminology for the different aspects of fidelity in
VEs that all contribute to the overall fidelity of a system. This
structure helps to identify and name the fidelity aspect of inter-
est and provides a foundation for an informed and differentiated
discussion about fidelity in VR. In communicating study results,
the investigated realism dimension can be unambiguously speci-
fied, supporting comprehension and retrieval by other researchers.
Furthermore, the model offers a structure for reporting VR system
specifications rigorously within the VR research community.

Understand & Distinguish: The IntFi Model can be used to
understand the influencing factors on the overall fidelity in VEs
at different stages of the HCI loop. It facilitates a comprehensive
understanding of distinct factors and typical relations between
the single components that contribute to the overall fidelity in
VR. The model can also help to untangle interwoven components
such as input and output through the same device. For example,
user actions and haptic feedback when using force-feedback gloves
directly depend on each other. Designers and developers can apply
the framework to understand why their product performs the way
it does and make informed decisions that explicitly address the
influences of the single fidelity components on the overall fidelity.
This could, for example, include a coherent level of fidelity across
all stages of the loop or strategies to compensate for limitations in
one component through improvements in others, e.g., when bodily
trembling in an interaction can be compensated through denoising
the signal with the transfer function. Overall, educators can use the
model to explain the complexity of fidelity in VR and give students
an overview of approaches for the different components of fidelity
and examples of how these typically unfold in combination.

Compare & Analyze: Researchers, designers, and developers
can apply the IntFi Model to compare variants in VR setups, e.g.,
different input devices, and systematically analyze the effects on
the distinct fidelity components. As the model holistically addresses
input fidelity and output fidelity, a complete reflection of the effect
of, e.g., joystick vs. actual walking as different input techniques
for locomotion in VR not only addresses the fidelity of the users’
actions, the detection and the transfer function on the input side. It
also directs to connected aspects of the output, such as perceptual
fidelity, which can broadly vary between setups with different input
fidelity. The model’s components can provide insight into where
differences or similarities between systems are, how decisive they
are, what the underlying reasons are, or what could be done to
compensate for them.

Hypothesize & Guide: The IntFi Model can be used to generate
research questions around fidelity in VR to analyze and understand
this design space further. It reveals many research opportunities,
such as design guidelines regarding the combination of different
fidelity levels in the model’s components. For example, can compo-
nents compensate for each other? Or should the components rather
have coherent levels of fidelity? How do the quantitative components
influence the overall experiential fidelity? The model could also be

used as a starting point for heuristic evaluations of the fidelity of
VR systems by systematically addressing the fidelity components.
For empirical evaluations of realism in VR, researchers can also
use the IntFi Model to formulate reasoned hypotheses as well as to
explain and discuss the findings in relation to the different stages of
the loop. In the following section, we will elaborate on the arising
research opportunities based on our model.

Teach & Convince The model’s simple structure combined
with the intelligible visualization makes it easy for students to learn
about VR interactions and how different components must be con-
sidered for reproducing something virtually. As the IntFi Model can
be universally employed for any use case, it works in various practi-
cal and scientific curricula. Teachers can use the sequence of aspects
to guide students stage-wise through the relevant components of
interactions while emphasizing the reciprocal nature of human-
centered simulations. Similarly, the model is suitable for convincing
stakeholders and managers with limited experience with HCI meth-
ods or VR technology why a proposed strategy, system design, or
research agenda would be advisable. The complexity of seemingly
trivial interactions can be demonstrated just as effectively as the
interdependence of the single components.

6.3 Application Traps
We identified several common pitfalls that people applying the
model fall into and which we were also repeatedly caught in when
developing it. The following traps are partially based on experiences
from the expert interviews presented in Section 5. Be sure to avoid
these common mistakes to get the most out of the IntFi Model.

Better–Worse Trap The most frequent fallacy might be attribut-
ing a judgment instead of objectively describing fidelity. People
tend to use phrases such as better, worse, nicer, more immersive,
better UX, etc., instead of an impartial assessment of the exactness
of correspondence. The neutral, dispassionate view in fidelity eval-
uations is not the most intuitive attitude. A possible explanation
is that fidelity and desirability correlate for many interactions, es-
pecially when striving for natural interfaces. However, it can also
be beneficial to decrease fidelity deliberately to achieve a particu-
lar effect. Therefore, it helps to avoid thinking of low fidelity as a
shortcoming.

Time-Travel Trap In contrast to absolute assessments of how
close an aspect is compared to the reference, peoples’ assessment
is sometimes linked to the state of the art at a certain time. For
example, some researchers evaluated a system in the context of
technical possibilities at the time of development. Consequently, the
low-poly visuals of an application were described as high-fidelity
because 15 years ago, when it was built, the system was considered
world-class, thus high-fidelity compared to anything else at the
time. It can be reasonable to make a time-dependent comparison,
e.g., when selecting hardware with the current technical limitations
or tracing system capabilities over time. In other instances, however,
it can be misleading to make assessments depending on the current
state of the art as it shifts the assumed upper limit from maximum
fidelity to currently attainable fidelity.

Apples-and-Oranges Trap Another trap we experienced and
observed frequently is comparing the VR interactions to different
references without noticing. For example, in the expert interviews,
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one participant assessed a locomotion technique as low- and high-
fidelity at the same time and was confused about the outcome. The
reason was that the comparison was made to different references:
first to a teleportation technique, second to actual walking. While
both comparisons can result in valuable insights, it should always
be clear which reference is currently compared to. Another person
fell into the same trap and referred to it as “comparing apples
and oranges.” Therefore, it is vital to apply the IntFi Model in a
meaningful way. When comparing, choose a clear purpose and an
adequate reference interaction. When in doubt, you can ask: What
do I want to reproduce?

Visual-Dominance Trap As there is a strong connotation of
rendering and display regarding vision, there is a risk of neglecting
other modalities and senses when using the model. In many experi-
ences, the visual impression is the most dominant and sophisticated
modality. But it might be important to include all senses, depending
on the use case. On the other hand, it can also make sense to narrow
the focus to relevant modalities.

Feasibility Trap We also observed the risk of overestimating a
system’s fidelity and referring to it incorrectly asmaximum fidelity,
although it was merely the highest fidelity possible to achieve. In-
creasing it further could be restricted by limited resources, physical
boundaries, personal abilities, or one’s own imagination. How-
ever, it is irrelevant to assessing fidelity if there are limits in feasi-
bility. Describing the exactness of correspondence is technology-
agnostic, hence independent of the reasons behind a system design.
To achieve maximum fidelity, optimizing a system as much as possi-
ble is insufficient unless there is a perfect match with the reference.
We may never accomplish maximum fidelity in some aspects.

7 DISCUSSION
We now turn to the broader context of the model, considering its
general meaning and implications. In the following, we discuss po-
tential patterns of how the fidelity components might be connected,
considerations of optimizing for realism, how the IntFi Model re-
lates to similar constructs, how fidelity can be described objectively,
how it can be measured, the significance of perceived fidelity, and
how the model can be applied to reference frames other than reality,
such as fiction or mixed reality.

7.1 Patterns
Investigating numerous VR interaction techniques, systems, expe-
riences, and user studies, we found similar phenomena repeatedly.
From this, we distilled reoccurring connections, dependencies, and
relationships between the fidelity components. In this section, we
propose potential patterns that might be discoverable in various VR
interfaces. Not all patterns necessarily appear in every interaction.
Please note that the patterns presented here are not systematically
studied and lack empirical evidence. They are merely based on
incomplete sets of examples and theoretical reasoning. Further sys-
tematic research is needed to test these suggested patterns and
reveal additional ones.

Bottleneck Pattern | In some use cases, experiential fidelity
cannot be higher than a limiting key component, even if other
aspects have much higher fidelity. For example, when juggling in
VR, it is irrelevant if visual rendering fidelity is exceptionally high as

long as action or simulation fidelity is low. The bottleneck of these
limitations will always impair experiential fidelity. Consequently,
it is necessary to identify the critical components of an application
and prioritize them for increasing fidelity.

Loss-Propagation Pattern | Certain aspects in the loop can-
not be higher than the previous one. In this case, the component
inherits the constraints of the preceding one. We can find such a
conditional dependence in the pipeline Simulation → Rendering →
Display. For example, a display can depict something at most with
the resolution it was rendered at, and the rendering software can, at
best, match the quality of the simulation’s 3D model. Although we
can speculate and approximate to compensate, we cannot assure
the compensation’s authenticity. Thus, loss at an early stage of
such sequences cannot reliably be made up for and is propagated
throughout the loop.

Similar dependencies can be in the sequence Action → Detec-
tion→ Transfer. For example, if a controller prevents a natural hand
pose when juggling, no sensor of an input device can make up for
this, and if the sensors do not detect the hand position, a transfer
function cannot compensate for missing data. There might be fur-
ther such sequences, e.g., Display → Perceptual → Experiential; or
Experiential → Action. As a consequence, it is advisable to optimize
at the start of such sequences to avoid inheritance of early losses.
However, a component can also be limited by a component much
earlier in the loop, e.g., Action→ Perceptual due to the vestibular
system. Therefore, searching for the root of an issue in the preced-
ing components can be helpful, as it might just be a propagated
problem.

Irrevocable-Loss Pattern | An extreme version of the Loss-
Propagation Pattern was proposed by E08 in our expert interviews:
“It’s like a pipeline. [Progressing through the pipeline], there are
only losses.” In many use cases, such a drastic error progression
might occur. However, it can be prevented in some cases. For ex-
ample, if the hand pose is detected incompletely due to occlusion,
we can still compensate for this deficiency by reconstructing a
probable hand pose using anatomic models and inverse kinematics.
Consequently, there might be a viable solution to a component’s
limitation later in the pipeline, compensating for earlier losses.

Free-Upgrade Pattern |Maximum fidelity in some components
automatically leads to maximum fidelity for the subsequent com-
ponent. For example, if the displays reproduce the physical stimuli
perfectly, they will also be perceived indistinguishably from the
original stimuli of the reference, as we cannot sense the source of a
physical signal but just the signal itself. Thus, maximum display
fidelity inevitably results in maximum perceptual fidelity. Similarly,
experiential fidelity will automatically be at maximum as inherited
from the previous component. Therefore, if you need to increase the
fidelity of a particular component, it might be helpful to optimize
the preceding components.

Uncanny-Valley Pattern | Comparing varying input fidelity
with user performance, McMahan et al. [59] suspected an “uncanny
valley of VR interactions” that leads to poor performance for un-
familiar interfaces with medium input fidelity. While the tested
low-fidelity interfaces were known from preexisting systems and
the high-fidelity interfaces were intuitive, both delivered higher
performance than unknown, somewhat abstract medium-fidelity
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alternatives. However, as the authors discuss, this non-linear re-
lation cannot be generally applied to any input system. Further
studies identified similar patterns in gaming [50], training [12],
and locomotion [65]. Consequently, it might be beneficial to avoid
interaction techniques with medium fidelity.

7.2 Optimizing Realism
Reality is not the only reference frame to which the IntFi Model
helps compare VR, but it is undoubtedly a particularly relevant
and common one. Therefore, we discuss the ambivalent goal of
striving for high realism. An interaction’s level of realism is merely
a descriptive, impartial attribute. High realism is not per se superior.
For some use cases, increasing interaction realism can be beneficial
(e.g., skill training and education) or fundamental (e.g., preservation
of historical artifacts). For other use cases, enhancing realism might
be negligible (e.g., data visualization, art), detrimental (e.g., fictional
entertainment), or even harmful (e.g., source memory confusion).
Supernatural abilities have massive potential for VR interactions
(e.g., brain-computer interfaces for telekinesis or changing laws
of physics), as pointed out by Bowman et al. [16] and supported
through a design method by Sadeghian and Hassenzahl [87]. Even
in use cases originally meant for reproducing real experiences,
such as social interactions, deviating from high realism can enrich
the experience and introduce new possibilities [14, 60, 61]. Dewitz
et al. [25] develop a framework on interaction techniques beyond
realism, such as magic techniques, superpowers, or hyper-natural
augmentation. It locates interaction techniques along the three
orthogonal axes internalizability, congruence, and enhancement.

Striving for high fidelity requires time and financial effort. There-
fore, it is important in research and development to critically reflect
on how much realism is desirable and expedient. The IntFi Model
can help identify components that should be optimized or can be
less prioritized. We discuss such considerations in Subsection 8.2.
While we can do a lot of good with highly realistic VR simulations,
it can also be harmful and used maliciously. A growing body of
literature addresses problematic implications of progressing XR
technology, the ethics of increasingly attainable realism, and the
risk of hostile manipulations [52, 85, 99, 108, 110], which should be
considered when striving for high-fidelity applications.

Supporting the recommendation of careful tradeoffs by Jacob
et al. [38] as part of their framework for reality-based interaction,
we further suggest reducing realism in return for other desired
qualities that align with the simulation’s purpose. Jacob et al. [38]
propose considering benefits in expressive power, efficiency, ver-
satility, ergonomics, accessibility, or practicality for a tradeoff. For
example, in a training simulator for learning how to juggle, high
action and simulation fidelity are essential for the trainee to trans-
fer the acquired skills to reality and apply the movements with
real balls. Nevertheless, offering a training mode in slow motion to
practice the movements without time pressure can be a beneficial
deviation from reality.

7.3 Related Constructs
In the literature, numerous concepts and ideas have been associ-
ated with the fidelity of a simulation, such as the Place Illusion
of “being there” and the Plausibility Illusion (also referred to as

presence) [94, 98], coherence[93], immersion [15], engagement [50],
and others [94]. We consider these as different from but correlated
with fidelity. Thus, a high-fidelity interaction could result in low
presence but usually leads to high presence. Conversely, a high
sense of presence in a coherent, highly engaging world can also be
achieved with a low-fidelity system. Slater [97] argues that high
levels of place and plausibility illusions lead to realistic behavior of
the user. Accordingly, the user’s reactions to the virtual experience
ought to correspond to how the user would react to the reference
interaction, i.e., high experiential and action fidelity.

In practice, these constructs have a strong link and correlate in
countless empirical studies. They also overlap in their typical as-
sessment, e.g., some presence questionnaires comprise items to self-
report perceived or experienced realism [90, 112]. Yet, the constructs
concern different theoretical questions. It is, therefore, important
not to confuse their claim. In particular, in empirical evaluations,
the choice of measurements and interpretation of evidence depends
on the concept that the research question revolves around. While
there have been decades of discourse on the conception of presence
and similar concepts [94], fidelity as the objective degree of corre-
spondence between simulation and original is straightforward and
with the distinct components of the IntFi Model intuitive for the
planning and analysis of VR systems. Although this makes fidelity
an unequivocally defined concept, it might not be the relevant one
to evaluate depending on the purpose of a system or study, just as
presence is not always the essential metric that should be sought
after [45].

7.4 Describing Fidelity Objectively
Let’s assume there is an objective, indisputable ground truth of
how exact the correspondence between an original and its repli-
cation is. This truth could be described objectively if it is known.
The assessments of what is true, however, can be subjective and
might diverge. The more precisely we agree on how to evaluate
interaction fidelity in a systematic, replicable way, the more ob-
jectively we can determine and agree on it. As discussed in the
following subsection, we can only approximate the ground truth
and achieve consensus through standardized measuring criteria.
Technical parameters regarding system fidelity are simpler to assess
objectively, while we need to rely more on subjective evaluation of
user-related aspects. As various aspects determine the multi-faceted
concept of interaction fidelity, it is difficult to identify its ground
truth comprehensively.

Here is an example of a seemingly unambiguous and objective
fidelity assessment. Probably, most people would agree that com-
pared to the reference interaction of grasping an object, we can
attribute higher interaction fidelity when the user reaches out and
encloses the virtual object with their bare hand, than when the user
points at the object with a hand controller and presses the trigger
button. The latter implementation relies on mappings and seems
less natural. However, primarily action fidelity is higher in the first
implementation, while display fidelity is lower due to the lack of
haptic feedback. The controller’s passive force feedback has a higher
correspondence to grasping a rigid object, providing higher display
fidelity. Hence, depending on the focus or context, evaluations can
vary. Although there is an irrefutable ground truth that we strive
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to ascertain, we do not necessarily succeed in doing so objectively.
As a result, it is essential in communication—especially in scientific
discourse—to clearly describe our perspective and reasoning.

Especially the IntFi Model’s components Perceptual and Experi-
ential Fidelity are difficult to determine objectively as the subjective
nature of a person’s qualia is individual and might be intrinsi-
cally subjective. Depending on the perspective on the philosophical
mind–body problem, it might not even be possible to deduce men-
tal events of the unobservable mind from the physical events in
the observable brain [28]. Therefore, an objective, holistic descrip-
tion of interaction fidelity might be unattainable. Regardless of
metaphysics and seen from a pragmatic point of view, it is more ex-
pedient to assess experiential fidelity subjectively on a user-by-user
basis: Does a specific person experience the VR simulation exactly
how this person would experience the reference interaction? This
perspective takes all personal characteristics and biological features
into account. Usually, the diversity of people’s individuality must
be considered because most systems are aimed at large user groups.

7.5 Measuring Fidelity
Beyond a qualitative understanding of interaction fidelity, it can
be helpful to express the degree of correspondence quantitatively.
Some fidelity aspects can already be assessed with high objectivity.
For example, characteristics of input and output devices can be
technically gauged, e.g., regarding pixel density, sensory noise, or
degrees of freedom. Some of these quantifiable parameters allow
a direct interpretation of how they affect interaction fidelity in
direct comparisons. For example, a screen with a higher resolution
than an otherwise identical screen provides higher display fidelity.
For other aspects, it is harder to infer an uncontroversial effect
on interaction fidelity from technical parameters. For example,
regarding rendering fidelity, the influence of shaders treating light
reflections differently might depend on various circumstances and
is more intricate to interpret.

Some aspects are commonly assessed subjectively with self-
reports, such as in questionnaires or interviews. Due to their sub-
jective nature, experiential and perceptual fidelity are usually mea-
sured through user reports. But also some system-related compo-
nents might only make sense to be assessed subjectively by large
numbers of evaluators, for example, the credibility and human like-
ness of virtual human animations. Unfortunately, there is a limit to
how much we can ask users to share their pmpressions in studies,
making a holistic assessment of all subjective parameters impos-
sible. However, we claim that it is possible to predict experiential
fidelity sufficiently if enough about the other fidelity components
is known.

In this work, we described the level of fidelity with the coarse
categories low, medium, high, and maximum fidelity. This gives us
an approximate location on the continuum and allows the rough
comparison of a few systems. However, we should strive as a com-
munity for detailed, theory-based, technology-agnostic, and un-
ambiguous metrics for all fidelity components, as outlined in the
research opportunities in Section 8.

7.6 The Normative Power of Subjective Truth
There is an additional challenge when comparing VR interactions
to the real world. In the case of assessing realism, we need to agree
not only on the nature of the simulated interaction but also on the
reality-based interaction. From a philosophical perspective, it is
hard enough to agree on what “reality” objectively is. Anybody dis-
cussing the manifestation of the real world can only do so from their
subjective point of view informed by their individual perceptions.
While we can assess the exactness of the correspondence between a
simulation and what is considered a broad consensus about the real
world, the judge will ultimately be the users with their impressions.
Depending on the simulation’s purpose, their subjective judgment
may not be decisive for how the interactions are designed, but of-
ten, experiential fidelity is the only outcome that matters and will
be optimized for. In this case, only the user-related components
regarding what the user perceives, experiences, and does seem im-
portant. Why should we then care for system fidelity at all? The
system-related components primarily determine the levels of the
user fidelity aspects. For designers and developers of VR systems
and interactions, system fidelity is the only way to influence the
user’s perception, experience, and actions. The better we under-
stand the components’ mutual influence and interdependencies,
the more effective our endeavors can be.

Interestingly, increasing the fidelity of single aspects does not
necessarily increase the experiential fidelity. Previous research has
suggested that reducing fidelity aspects for some interactions elic-
its higher experiential fidelity [59, 67]. For example, when moving
through a VE using a treadmill as an input device, the walking
speed is experienced as more realistic by the user when the virtual
pace is exaggerated relative to the originally slower pace in the real
world [10, 41, 77]. Here, the transfer function is mapped unrealis-
tically to compensate for other limitations in interaction fidelity,
such as the missing kinetic feedback from staying in place (i.e., low
perceptual fidelity). The required amount of exaggeration has also
been found to depend on the visual display fidelity: The smaller the
field of view is, the stronger the speed must be exaggerated for the
user to feel realistic [68]. Alternatively, the visual projection can
be distorted to display more peripheral information [69]. Hence,
reducing transfer or rendering fidelity can increase experiential
fidelity. Similarly, Bowman et al. [16] argue that high fidelity in a
certain component (e.g., action fidelity by rotating a Wii controller
to steer a vehicle) might result in lower perceived realism because
of the shortcomings in other components (in this example, missing
force feedback and latency). As a consequence, the purpose of a sys-
tem must be considered for prioritizing the different components’
targeted level of fidelity.

7.7 Applicability to Fiction, Mixed Reality, and
Other Reference Frames

The IntFi Model is designed to help assess the correspondence of in-
teractions in virtual reality with interactions in any other reference
frame. While the reference can be the real world, the model can
also guide the analysis of fictional and other scenarios as long as
the element to be reproduced is explicitly specified. This applies to
any fictional media, imaginary narrative, dream, or fantasy, but also
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other VR systems, setups of previous user studies, or different levels
of blended realities along the reality–virtuality continuum [96].

As an example of fictional references, the characteristics, behav-
ior, and appearance of a lightsaber from Star Wars are extensively
defined by the creators of the fictional artifact and, therefore, can
be virtually reproduced. By contrasting the simulation with the
original descriptions and depictions, we can evaluate its fidelity, as
demonstrated in Example 3 of Section 4. The less clear the original
to be simulated is, the more controversial the fidelity assessment
might be. To stick to the Star Wars example, when simulating inter-
actions using “the force” for telekinesis, it is less obvious how this
might be realized virtually—arguably not only with a hand gesture
but rather a brain-computer interface. The experiential fidelity will
broadly differ between users as they have differing conceptualiza-
tions and expectations depending on what Star Wars media they
have seen or read.

While developing the IntFi Model, we encountered scenarios in
which no reference would be obvious to compare to, which always
led us to the question: What are we trying to (re)create here? As an
example from our expert interviews, participant E09 brought up an
application to teach chemical processes. However, the equivalent
process from reality on an atomic level made no sense to reproduce
virtually for teaching. Instead, it had to be magnified to a human
scale. But what could it sound like if two atoms bond on a human
scale? The most suitable reference interaction we could come up
with was the educator’s idea of what an upscaled version of the
virtualized school book model might look, sound, and feel like.
This is where the model reaches its limits. A comparison using the
IntFi Model provides little insight if the reference is only vaguely
defined.

Another use case for applying the model is to compare two
interactive systems. For example, we could compare the realism
of playing baseball on a Nintendo Wii with an implementation
in VR. While aspects of input fidelity might be similar using 6-
DoF controllers, the VR version might show high fidelity in other
components and explain outcomes of comparative user studies.

Similarly, the IntFi Model can be used to evaluate mixed real-
ity (MR) applications blending virtual worlds with physical reality.
There are many forms of incorporating more or less portions of dif-
ferent realities [96]. The interaction can be based in the real world
with virtual elements integrated, or VR can be the foundation com-
prising elements from reality—any combination is conceivable. To
apply the model meaningfully in MR contexts, it is even more im-
portant to clarify what is being compared. We advise treating the
blended realities as unity and comparing it to a non-mixed equiv-
alent. Consider, for example, an MR meeting in which co-located
users participate in the real world and virtual users join remotely.
To design the interactions in this blended setting, comparing them
jointly to the purely real or a purely virtual equivalent can be help-
ful. Obviously, you can achieve high levels of fidelity when simply
augmenting reality with virtual elements compared to the chal-
lenge of building a system that recreates everything virtually from
scratch. Automatically, some aspects are maximum fidelity as they
equal the real world. But as Lindeman and Beckhaus [49] proposed,
why should we not leverage parts of the real world and augment it
to create overall high-fidelity interactions if reality affords it, such
as using passive haptics for teleoperation? On the other hand, we

encounter limitations that are more difficult to resolve in an MR
context. For example, a remote user cannot manipulate a physical
object. Because the object is integrated into the interaction but not
necessarily part of the system, maximum fidelity cannot be reached
without virtually modifying the real world.

Another special case we would like to address is multi-user sys-
tems. Here, we find another added complexity when comparing
interactions because the same encounter or activity might be expe-
rienced differently. We recommend splitting every comparison per
person to avoid entangling the actions and perceptions of users or
the differing hardware available to the users. Each user’s interac-
tion with the system must be considered individually for insightful
analysis. This is especially important in asymmetric settings, such
as in MR, where users have different possibilities and restrictions
in perceiving and influencing the simulation.

7.8 Limitations
Inductively built on established HCI theory, no empirical evidence
confirms the structure of the IntFi Model. The model was reviewed,
practically tested, and critically discussed in interviews with 14
experts from the field, but it has not been systematically evaluated
with large numbers of users in the wild. The most conclusive valida-
tion will be the community’s application of the model in everyday
research and development, which is yet to be seen. To provide a
universal structure, our model deliberately does not include media-
specific fidelity focuses such as narrative realism as described by
Rogers et al. [84] or fidelity addressing the single senses (e.g., olfac-
tory fidelity) but rather provides a generic framework, in which all
of these can be further detailed. Depending on the use case, specific
aspects can influence more than one component, such as visual
fidelity, which can affect all three components of output fidelity.
Another current limitation concerns the quantification of fidelity,
which would help assess and compare approaches. We currently
apply the approximate ranges of low, medium, high, and maximum
fidelity similar to previous research [29, 50, 59] and we regard nu-
meric assessments with standardized metrics as an opportunity for
future research.

The IntFi Model is designed for examining interactions in the
context of VR. This does not necessarily involve a graphical 3D
environment, multimodal interfaces, a head-mounted display, or a
self-representation of the user. The model can be helpful in better
understanding other human-computer interactions or even non-
computer-assisted technology that involves some simulation, e.g.,
ship navigation simulators or telemedicine interfaces. However, we
emphasize that not all definitions and concepts will fit perfectly. We
encourage using the IntFi Model wherever it can provide structure
and guidance but advise awareness of blurred lines of systems and
realities that make identifying correspondences difficult.
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8 RESEARCH OPPORTUNITIES
Understanding the intricacies of building systems closely resem-
bling the real world or other reference frames requires systematic
research. The conceptual nature of the IntFi Model opens up foun-
dational research avenues as it considers the full scope of people’s
interactions with virtual worlds and illustrates relations of the
underlying processes. While it can be interesting to examine a
component individually (e.g., action fidelity of a controller-based
system), it inevitably depends on others (e.g., on display fidelity
due to contact forces from holding the controller). The complexity
of interdependencies, impacts on other components, and method-
ological challenges raise novel research questions for future work.
Further, the model can inspire new perspectives on optimization
and methodology.

8.1 Relationships
Which components depend on others? On the system side, there

are close relations between the hardware components and the soft-
ware transmitting between them, e.g., for an output device, the
rendering software calculating the simulation output for a display
to show must be precisely matched with both attached components.
The same applies to the transfer functions translating between in-
put devices and the computer. But also, on the user side, we find
a close connection between the sensory information from the re-
ceptors and the brain processing and interpreting it. Although it is
helpful for scientific discourse and system development to abstract
the individual components, they cannot be regarded as independent.
Even components that are not consecutive in the loop show depen-
dencies. For instance, when assessing a system with eye tracking,
the action fidelity of a user’s gaze inevitably depends on rendering
and display fidelity. It can only be planned or evaluated together.
But how do the components generally depend on and influence
each other?

Can one component compensate for another? If one aspect of
realism is constrained, can an increase of another fidelity aspect
make up for it? If so, can any other aspect or only a specific one?
For example, in a system without a haptic display for rendering
forces, modifying the control/display ratio can still induce a sense
of kinesthetic forces [82, 88]. As a consequence, there is higher
perceptual fidelity despite low display fidelity by deliberately low-
ering transfer fidelity. Are there similar compensations that allow
us to build cost-effective and universal systems? Another example
was given in subsection 7.6 concerning the exaggerated virtual
walking speed when using a treadmill. Due to the lack of kinetic
cues from not moving forward, the limitations in perceptual fidelity
can be compensated by reducing transfer fidelity with a higher
speed gain [67]. Similarly, if the head-mounted display’s field of
view is small, hence low display fidelity, a decrease in rendering
fidelity due to minifying the visual output can result in higher ex-
periential fidelity [103]. Further, when using redirected walking
as a locomotion technique, action fidelity is reduced as the virtual
and real paths do not match due to physical restrictions in space.
We can compensate by adjusting transfer fidelity [80], simulation
fidelity [105], display fidelity [9], and rendering fidelity [44] all
to maintain perceptual fidelity. Nilsson et al. [67] suggest “that
when limitations to a given component of fidelity reduce or distort

perceptual information, then sometimes it may be possible to com-
pensate by adjusting another component of fidelity—even if the
adjustment on the surface constitutes decrease in the fidelity of the
second component.” Future research might investigate what other
compensations should be considered in systems with restricted
fidelity.

What components constitute experiential fidelity? Every compo-
nent ultimately influences experiential fidelity. Some components
are already well-understood through years of research, such as the
aspects of input fidelity. Other components still need more schol-
arly attention. Above all, it requires further research to understand
how strong the components’ impact on experiential fidelity is. We
hypothesize that the influence varies between components and
cannot be reduced to a simple weighted sum of the single compo-
nents. Various neural phenomena will increase complexity, such as
superadditivity in multisensory integration, i.e., the effect that, for
example, visual and auditory stimuli give a stronger sensory im-
pression combined than when just adding up the individual impres-
sions [101]. It is still unclear whether the model’s components are
sufficient predictors for experiential fidelity. Other influences not
represented in the IntFi Model might affect perceived fidelity. For
example, Witmer and Singer [112] integrate the meaningfulness of
the experience in their questionnaire factor realism. Consequently,
a dilemma would arise about how a meaningless experience from
reality would be effectively simulated.

The interdisciplinary nature of this component calls for joint
research, especially including psychology and cognitive science.
Unraveling how experiential fidelity relates, depends, and affects re-
lated constructs, such as presence, coherence, or user experience re-
search, is a complex endeavor that has already been embraced [94],
but must be pursued in further detail—both theoretically and empir-
ically. We suggest systematic analyses with a study design similar
to the experiment by Skarbez et al. [95] on the influence of compo-
nents of the plausibility illusion.

Which further patterns can be identified? Beyond the potential
patterns that we proposed in Subsection 7.1, we can seek further
patterns by systematically analyzing and linking empirical evidence
based on the IntFi Model’s structure. Similarly, most of our proposed
patterns need empirical validation.

8.2 Optimization
What benefits result from improving each fidelity component?

While it seems safe to assume that maximumfidelity has advantages
for various user experience metrics, several studies demonstrate
how less-than-perfect fidelity systems have considerable limita-
tions in performance and preference [16]. Since it is an immensely
long way to the “ultimate display” [106] indistinguishable from
the real world, we currently ought to focus our research efforts on
interactions with medium to high fidelity. Striving for maximum
fidelity is costly and must be justified. As outlined in the Uncanny-
Valley Pattern in Subsection 7.1, medium-fidelity interfaces can
even result in a worse outcome than a low-fidelity implementation.
Bowman et al. [16] hypothesized that hyper-natural interaction
techniques (or “magic” interactions) could potentially even exceed
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the best possible performance of natural approaches. Yet, we need
to recognize where to deviate from faithful imitation profitably.

After decades of empirical research on VR interactions, a large
body of literature informs us about the effects of different levels
of fidelity [12, 16, 31, 50, 78, 84, 109]. Unfortunately, it is often
not further differentiated what fidelity component varies or how
we can relate the findings in a broader picture. With the model’s
systematic and theoretical foundation to understand interaction
fidelity as an overarching concept, we can better connect the dots
and systematically design follow-up studies.

What are the natural limits for expedient system optimization?
Technically, we could indefinitely increase interaction fidelity by re-
producing reference interactions in ever greater detail, converging
closer and closer to maximum fidelity. However, human perceptual
sensitivity and body control are naturally limited, making further
optimization futile. For example, although screen resolution could
be increased to the point where we can display a grain of sand at
the horizon, no user could ever tell the difference as the retina’s
resolution is limited. Similarly, the limited precision of performing
manual tasks makes more precise tracking obsolete. Studies on
such constraints in perception or body control can inform expedi-
ent system design when systematically assessed, e.g., as has been
demonstrated for thresholds of redirected walking [44, 102], virtual
hand offset [11, 114], latency for foveated rendering [6], or shape
dissimilarity for passive haptics [24].

Should all components have a coherent level of fidelity? The dis-
crepancy in the levels of fidelity between different components
can result in low experiential fidelity, as discussed above, or bring
disadvantages in performance, preference, or other user experience
aspects [16, 59]. One could hypothesize that the lower fidelity is
in one component of the IntFi Model, the more other components
need to be enhanced to compensate. But it would also be reasonable
to assume that other components must be matched at the same
level to give the user a consistent impression. For example, in Mario
Kart with cartoony visuals and a comical setting, high-fidelity vehi-
cle control and physics would seem inappropriate, might decrease
the perceived overall fidelity, and limit performance. Instead, the
transfer functions and car behavior that make driving simple and
error-tolerant lead to a coherent experience and arguably higher
experiential fidelity. Similarly, we hypothesize that a driving simula-
tor with sophisticated car physics and true-to-life input devices will
be experienced as most realistic if the sensory feedback matches
the high faithfulness and does not rely on cartoony visuals, funny
sounds, or lacks haptics. Systematic experimental comparisons
might reveal how uniform interactions should be designed.

8.3 Methodology
How can we quantify fidelity? Ideally, every component of the

IntFi Model would come with means of quantification or a theo-
retically founded metric. Due to the scope of this universal model
and the depth of its conceivable subcomponents, achieving a set of
methods for quantifying all fidelity components comprehensively is
a considerable endeavor that the research community has worked
on and will arguably need to continue working on for decades.

Al-Jundi and Tanbour [5] proposed five categories in their frame-
work for evaluating some fidelity aspects. The limitations of human
sensory capabilities partially define the maximum. The other classi-
fications are not delimited clearly. It is challenging to evaluate the
moving target of rapidly evolving technology as it requires either
dynamic adjustment of the classification or prospective universal-
ity. Ideally, a comprehensive framework would allow assigning
numeric values objectively, reproducibly, and universally. Looking
at haptic fidelity as an example, the Haptic Fidelity Framework
by Muender et al. [64] shows how complex and manifold it can
be to specify even one of the subcomponents of display fidelity.
This specialized framework identifies 14 factors defining haptic
fidelity along the categories sensing, hardware, and software. The
publication includes an expert tool to quantify each factor and cal-
culate an aggregated haptic fidelity score on a five-point Likert
scale for technology-agnostic comparison. Considering that this
covers only one modality in one out of eight fidelity components,
it poses a significant research opportunity to provide such sophisti-
cated frameworks for all aspects of interaction fidelity. Meanwhile,
a validated questionnaire for users’ self-reports in studies on haptic
fidelity is still missing—leading to the following research opportu-
nity.

How can we measure each aspect? Given we have means to de-
scribe all fidelity factors quantitatively, we need to establish meth-
ods, standards, and instruments to measure it objectively and sub-
jectively. Gonçalves et al. [30] recently presented a systematic lit-
erature review on the methodology of 79 studies on VR realism.
For heuristic expert analysis, specialized frameworks, such as the
FIFA [59], the Haptic Fidelity Framework[64], or the Simulation
Fidelity Rating Scale for flight simulators [74] can help investigate
single (sub)components, as outlined before. Furthermore, standards
for technical evaluations are needed to compare devices, for in-
stance, regarding the physical similarity of generated sensory stim-
uli or the accuracy of tracking devices. Validated instruments for
psychometric evaluations allow comparison between studies on
perceptual fidelity. Case-specific behavioral measures can improve
our assessment of how realistically users react but are difficult to
standardize. For subjective assessments, specialized and validated
possibilities for self-reporting are essential beyond broad subscales
of presence questionnaires. We propose developing dedicated tools
to understand the perceived fidelity of the distinct interface com-
ponents instead of generalizing overall realism.

Which specialized tools are out there? Gathering the already avail-
able resources on fidelity research would significantly support the
community. However, comprehensively collecting and arranging
all frameworks, instruments, questionnaires, etc., is challenging.
This work provides a first step, particularly with the overview in
Table 2. Beyond that, a systematic review is needed.

What should reporting guidelines include? Another crucial chal-
lenge for interaction fidelity research is finding standard reporting
guidelines for fostering comparability and generalizability. Cur-
rently, relevant information about the system design is often miss-
ing to understand evaluation results and apply meta-analyses com-
prehensively. The IntFi Model might serve as a starting point to
agree on reporting guidelines ensuring all system components that
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define interaction fidelity as a holistic concept are being reported.
Because of the interdependencies of the single aspects, we encour-
age researchers to report details about the interactions beyond the
element of interest.

9 CONCLUSION
To understand what makes interactions in VR simulations more
or less faithful to the real world or any other reference frame, we
must distinguish between various aspects of fidelity. In this arti-
cle, we proposed the Interaction Fidelity Model (IntFi Model) that
allows analyzing how closely a virtual interaction corresponds to
the original along various factors. We define eight fidelity compo-
nents along the HCI loop: action, detection, transfer, simulation,
rendering, display, perceptual, and experiential fidelity.

The consequent terminology offered in this work supports pre-
cise communication and consistency across publications in the field.
With a clear structure, rigorous explanations, practical examples,
and a guideline with best practices, we demonstrate how VR pro-
fessionals in research and development can use the conceptual
model to describe, understand, compare, hypothesize, and teach.
With its theoretically grounded simplicity, the IntFi Model can be
universally applied to any VR experience. Therefore, our taxon-
omy defines only twelve general fidelity terms, as listed in Table 1.
Beyond that, this article serves as a signpost referring readers to
previous publications with specialized frameworks or concepts, as
each component can be further distinguished in more detail.

The presented model underwent rigorous, critical discussions
and was refined iteratively. For validation, we conducted 14 exten-
sive interviews with experts from academia and the industry to
review and test the model from different perspectives. The thematic
analysis showed criticism of the concept, the terminology, and ap-
plications, identified application strategies, and outlined various
benefits and use cases of the model. All experts found it interesting
and helpful. As suggested in the interviews, we provide educational
material as part of the supplemental material, including modern
posters and a slide deck, which are free to use and adapt.

From our practical experiences with the model, we identified
common patterns that might be prevalent in various use cases and
interaction techniques. By connecting the dots in such a way, the
IntFi Model will support finding similarities in study results and see
their findings in a bigger picture. Using the model to think about
the fidelity of VR interactions opens up promising opportunities for
systematic and targeted research. We hope to inspire new directions
in research for a better understanding of interactions in VR.
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A APPENDIX: EDUCATIONAL MATERIAL
As part of this publication, we will provide educational material
as supplemental material. It will be distributed under the Creative
Commons BY 4.0 license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/
by/4.0). It can then be shared, adapted, and printed as long as the
original publication and authors are appropriately cited, and any
modifications are indicated. Figures 8, 9, 10, and 11 preview the files
that will be made available upon acceptance of the peer-reviewed
article.

We will further share a template of the Correspondence Figure as
used in Figures 2, 5, 6, and 7, which compares a reference interaction
to an implementation in VR. It can be adapted in other publications
and will be available as PNG and PSD (Adobe Photoshop) files.
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Figure 8: A preview of the large ISO A0 portrait poster. It will be distributed in the highest printing quality after peer reviewing.

Figure 9: A preview of the ISO A1 landscape poster. It will be distributed in the highest printing quality after peer reviewing.
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Figure 10: A preview of the slide deck outlining the central concepts of this work. The editable PPTX file will be distributed
after peer reviewing.

Figure 11: The template of the Correspondence Figure in which other systems can be inserted. The high-resolution PNG and an
editable PSD file will be distributed after peer reviewing.
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