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ABSTRACT

The COVID-19 pandemic has radically changed the way stu-
dents learn and engage with their peers and instructors. Like-
wise, instructors had to quickly transform their course mate-
rials to suit the online classroom format. Results from a sur-
vey of students at an educational institution revealed that per-
ceived levels of learning and collaboration were lessened with
the transition to online learning. In this research, we devel-
oped a VR classroom through user-centered research and as-
sessed feedback from the students. The goal of the VR class-
room was to minimize the pain points of traditional online
classrooms as denoted by the survey results while enabling
better experiences. Participants rated the VR classroom to
be more engaging, fun, immersive, and collaborative than the
video conference classroom. Our research indicated VR class-
rooms improve learning and immersion outcomes and discov-
ered that the greatest detractor from the VR classroom is the
inability to take notes, which is an important feature for future
research. In this paper, we also report on the future direction
of the study focusing on the security component of the VR
classrooms.
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CCS Concepts

*Human-centered computing — Human computer inter-
action (HCI); Visualization; *Applied computing — Dis-
tance learning; *Security and privacy — Human and soci-
etal aspects of security and privacy; *Information systems
— World Wide Web, Information retrieval;
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INTRODUCTION

In March 2020 all U.S. public school buildings, as well
as many colleges and universities, were closed to in-person
attendance. By May, remote learning had become com-
monplace with the end to be determined [@]. The rapid
pivot from in-person to online learning highlighted the under-
preparedness of schools for a virtual learning environment [,
[T]. Initially, the challenges were focused on getting the tech-
nology in place for institutions, instructors, and learners [T7].
Even with the technology in place, remote learning in virtual
classrooms highlighted the need as well as the opportunities
modern technologies could contribute to facilitating engaging
and successful remote learning [I9]. While the COVID-19
pandemic accelerated the recognition of a lack of engaging
remote learning mechanisms, the problems with regards to
socializing and engagement in virtual classrooms remain.

To address these problems, our research approaches a poten-
tial solution first by a survey and analysis of what students
face when encountering remote learning for the first time
and identifies the gaps between virtual and in-person learn-
ing. Based on the outcomes of the user-centered research, we
then developed a Virtual Reality (VR) classroom from scratch
that addresses the identified issues by the users. The resulting
VR classroom was tested and evaluated by users including the
instructors and the students. The results highlight the possi-
bilities of timely and secure developments of more engaging
classroom technologies which are the next steps in this re-
search.

RELATED WORK

Recently, many industrial organizations have enhanced the
quality of AR/VR devices and implemented them in our daily
lives with devices such as Oculus Rift, Unity, Google Card-
board, HTC Vive, and others [9, 2, ]. VR creates computer-
generated simulations impacting several areas such as enter-
tainment, retail, interior design, urban planning, real estate,
tourism, education, manufacturing, marketing, and healthcare
have adopted the use of AR/VR [B]. Along these lines, re-
search has shown that VR poses several opportunities in vir-
tual classrooms. It is also noted that people remember 20%



of what they hear, yet remember 90% of what they experi-
ence including experiences in simulations [R]. VR has the
opportunity to simulate a classroom and create experiences
in a learning context [TZ2]. However, in the current practical
applications, the majority of VR educational applications are
single-user based whereas the monetary significantly better-
funded entertainment industry has been able to implement
multi-user based VR applications [T4]. It is important to
implement these strategies for enhancing the learning expe-
rience of students.

Proposing a Virtual Reality Classroom

In a systematic literature review by Noah and Das, they noted
that given prior studies, it is hypothesized that the VR Class-
room will score higher than Zoom in all aspects for learning
outcomes, collaboration outcomes, and immersion outcomes
(sense of presence) [I7]. Another review of current VR class-
room designs noted that “a creative virtual classroom enabled
by VR technology will inevitably impact online course deliv-
ery to the extent that it might foundationally transform the fu-
ture classrooms" [S]. A nationwide survey of over 1,000 K-12
teachers found that only 2% of teachers had used VR in their
classrooms, but 60% would be interested in including it [21].
Notably, over 80% of teachers surveyed stated that it was a
challenge to keep students engaged in the curriculum using
current technologies and that the use of VR could improve
learning outcomes, based on increased student motivation, a
better understanding of learning concepts, and greater collab-
oration between students [[I8]. Thus the presented work here
focuses on closing the gap on current limitations in students
collaborations by using VR technology to facilitate interac-
tions in virtual classrooms.

METHODOLOGY

To understand the problems students face in an all-virtual
classroom and develop potential VR-based solutions, we first
surveyed students at the educational institution about their ex-
periences while taking virtual classes. Based on this assess-
ment, we developed a Virtual Reality Prototype that aimed
to addresses the main concerns. The prototype was tested by
current students at the university and evaluated for how it en-
ables collaborations in a virtual classroom.

Survey Design

To understand the problems students face in an all-virtual
classroom and develop potential VR-based solutions, we first
surveyed students at an educational institution. We asked 50
students 22 questions about their perceptions of virtual learn-
ing and their preferences over in-person learning. The ques-
tions targeted their learning outcomes, in-classroom collabo-
rations, and their immersion in the virtual classrooms which
was at the time taking place via video teleconferencing. The
study was approved by the ethical review board.

Prototype Design

Based on the survey results, the design of the VR classroom
prototype focused on enabling the aspects of learning out-
comes, collaboration, and immersion to a greater extent than
a traditional virtual classroom. Notable features of the VR
classroom prototype include:

o Player Representation: Players are represented by avatars
with their names appearing above their avatars’ heads.
Avatar movements will be synchronized with the player’s
equipment.

e Multiplayer Network Synchronization: Multiple players
reside in the same VR space and can see other players in
the same space in real-time. Movements are synchronized
across the network that all other players see the same move-
ment with minimal lag time.

e 360 Degree Audio Transmission: Players can communi-
cate with each other via their VR headsets in a way that if,
for example, a speaker is sitting on the left side of a listener,
the sound will be transmitted through the left side of the lis-
tener’s VR headphones to simulate real-life when sound is
coming in more strongly through their left ear.

e Improved Ability to See Everyone at Once: Avatar sizes
are standardized and their quality is not dependent upon
their user. Users can maintain the confidentiality of a vir-
tual classroom (e.g. not showing their actual face), while
still having a virtual presence (e.g. the avatar’s body) to
peers and the instructor.

o Referencing Real Classrooms: The desire for more real-
istic feeling virtual classrooms led to implementing one-
on-one conversations, asking for help, forming breakout
groups, moving around the classroom, interacting with and
manipulating objects in the VR prototype, simulating phys-
ical classrooms.

Virtual Reality System

The VR classroom prototype was developed using the HTC
VIVE Virtual Reality System [I3]. It includes a head-
mounted display (VIVE Headset) and handheld controllers
(VIVE Controllers). For each user, this equipment was re-
quired to fully participate in the classroom prototype. The
headset uses “room-scale” tracking technology that allows
users to move in a 3D space and use the motion-tracked hand-
held controllers to interact with the environment. The oper-
ating system used was SteamVR running on Microsoft Win-
dows [M3]. The VR classroom prototype was developed us-
ing the Unity game engine and C# scripts. Additional re-
sources were SteamVR, the XR Interaction Toolkit, PUN 2,
and Voice for PUN 2. SteamVR is a Unity plugin that man-
ages three central aspects for developers: loading 3D mod-
els for VR controllers, handling input from those controllers,
and estimating what hands will look like while using those
controllers. This was used to update avatar movements and
register when a player is attempting to grab an object or tele-
port within the scene [IL6].

RESULTS

Survey: Online vs. In-Person Learning

50 students responded to the survey (23 female, 3 did not an-
swer) Six students reported to be undergraduate and have not
taken in-person classes at the University, 21 were undergradu-
ate that previously have taken classes on campus, and 22 were



graduate students, one participant did not answer. The aver-
age age was reported as Myg, = 25.17 (SD4q. = 8.15), with a
median age of 21.

Learning Outcomes

The survey identified that between learning in-person and
learning virtually, learning outcomes are improved for stu-
dents when occurring in-person. When asked: What is your
level of learning in traditional, virtual classrooms as com-
pared to traditional, physical classrooms?, 64% of respon-
dents reported that they learn much better or slightly better
in physical classrooms. When asked about the level of en-
gagement, 74% of respondents reported that they are more en-
gaged when a class is in a physical classroom. Together the
responses suggest that students rate their learning outcomes
in person higher as compared to virtual classrooms.

Collaboration Outcomes

The survey outcomes suggest that the ability to collaborate
with peers is improved when students are in-person. When
asked about their overall satisfaction with collaborations with
peers, 56% of respondents reported that they are very dissat-
isfied or dissatisfied with not being able to collaborate with
their peers in virtual classrooms. The frequency of one-on-
one side conversations with their peers in class was reported
by 65.31% of respondents to be significantly higher in phys-
ical classrooms. Similar, half the respondents were ‘dissatis-
fied’ or ‘very dissatisfied’ with working in groups in virtual
classrooms, and not a single person reported to be ‘very sat-
isfied with working in groups. 64% of respondents reported
that they would prefer group work in a physical classroom if
possible. The responses suggest that collaboration outcomes
are improved in-person compared to virtual classrooms. The
ability for collaboration and increased frequency of one-on-
one conversations with peers seemed to be a desired feature
that is not available in current traditional virtual classrooms.

Immersion Outcomes

The sense of immersion in a classroom is rated stronger for
students when in-person. 58% Students reported that a vir-
tual classroom feels completely different from a real, physi-
cal classroom on campus. More strongly, 70% reported that
the quality of interactions with the instructor is significantly
better in physical classrooms and 90% rated the interactions
with peers as better in a physical classroom. These responses
strongly suggest that the sense of immersion in an educational
atmosphere and the quality of social interactions is higher in-
person than in virtual classrooms.

Prototype Testing: Zoom vs. Virtual Reality Classrooms
The meta-analysis found that when learning tasks were declar-
ative, elaborate explanation type of feedback is more effec-
tive. This may be due to students needing detailed instruction
or information to complete a task, which is based on factual
knowledge [I0]. The lecture material requires factual knowl-
edge and is declarative so that is why detailed information
will be provided to the students, followed by discussion, and
then additional information is based on the discussion points
to help students to complete the quiz questions.

To assess the Virtual Reality Classroom prototype, we con-
ducted a case study with three participants. All participants
were students of Computer Science at the educational institu-
tion. It was originally planned to conduct a study with a larger
participant count, however, local COVID restrictions did not
permit access to the facilities and hardware necessary at the
time. The case study compared a control condition (video
conference lecture) to a VR classroom lecture.

All three participants were the institute’s students. One is a
first-year undergraduate student with no in-person/on-campus
classroom experience. The second is a third-year undergrad-
uate student with in-person/on-campus and remote/virtual
classroom experience. The third is a graduate student with in-
person/on-campus and remote/virtual classroom experience.
Each participant was presented with a lecture on linear regres-
sion for supervised learning in Machine Learning via video
conference and lectures on decision trees for supervised learn-
ing in Machine Learning via the VR Classroom prototype. In
both conditions, the experimental design followed the same
procedure. To assess potential prior knowledge, participants
completed a pre-quiz. This was followed by the lecture, a
breakout group. a class discussion, and a post-quiz on the
topic of the lecture. The topics were chosen as students would
very likely not have encountered advanced machine learn-
ing techniques in their education and they were complicated
enough to assess learning outcomes. The post-quiz contained
questions that participants only were able to answer if they
participated in the class discussion.

DISCUSSION

The most frequent challenge encountered during the imple-
mentation phase of the project was an incompatibility be-
tween the SteamVR plugin and XR Interaction Toolkit. The
VR Classroom was developed using the Unity Game Engine,
which, at the end of January 2020, released version 2019.3
where it fundamentally changed its input system. Previously,
the old input system checked for input from different de-
vices every frame to determine whether players took an action.
However, the new input system separates device input from
code actions. This means that only the actions that the play-
ers trigger need to be handled. Therefore, information about
the device the player is using or the specific button they are
clicking is not needed. Along with this new input system, the
2019.3 version of Unity also deprecated support for the built-
in VR support, including for OpenVR. OpenVR was Valve’s
application programming interface for SteamVR. This was re-
placed by a new modular XR Plugin system. In building this
new system, Unity officially worked with six XR platforms:
Apple’s ARKit, Google’s ARCore, Microsoft’s HoloLens &
WMR, Magic Leap, Oculus, and PlayStation VR [I5].

Support for these officially supported platforms can be en-
abled very easily and is fully supported by Unity. Moreover,
Unity is directly working with these platforms on deep plat-
form integration, improvements to the engine, and optimiza-
tions to the XR tech stack for the platforms. Unity also allows
third parties to write their plugins, such as Valve’s SteamVR
plugin. When this 2019.3 version was released, Valve was
working on a plugin for OpenVR, which would be shipped



separately from Unity by Valve. This plugin is available now
as “OpenVR Unity XR Plugin" on the GitHub page for Valve
Software. This package provides OpenVR rendering to Unity
XR, with the necessary SDK libraries for users to build appli-
cations that work with the OpenVR runtime. The OpenVR
XR Plugin gives you access to rendering on all major VR de-
vices through one interface. It offers explicit support for the
HTC Vive, HTC Vive Cosmos, Oculus Rift, Oculus Rift S,
Oculus Quest (Link), Windows Mixed Reality, and Valve In-
dex [20].

Unfortunately, this is a Beta version, and Valve warns that
developers should not release titles with it just yet. Games
developed with this plugin cannot create OpenVR actions
meaning players cannot use SteamVR’s built-in system for
remapping controls, nor can developers have access to the
SteamVR Skeletal Input APIL It seems, for the time being,
Valve’s SteamVR plugin, even with the OpenVR addition,
and Unity’s new input system are relatively incompatible. We
hope that future releases of this software will help fix the com-
patibility issues that we encountered.

The following series of events serves to explain how this in-
compatibility issue was resolved.

1. First, a Unity project was developed using the new XR In-
teraction Toolkit. This utilizes the new input system and
is a robust package that simplifies the coding needed to
receive input from the controllers and head-mounted dis-
play camera. Unfortunately, without including SteamVR,
no controller or HMD input was received so the game was
static, with nothing happening because the hardware was
not properly tracking.

2. The SteamVR plugin was included in the project, which al-
lowed for setting up the hardware with ease. The controller
tracking was smooth and the scene updated properly as the
HMD moved. Unfortunately, SteamVR is not officially
supported by the XR Interaction Toolkit [T5]. This was
made very clear by the fact that, still, no input was being
received by the controllers or HMDs, so very little could be
accomplished within the VR Classroom, movement-wise.

3. The OpenVR package, in Beta, was added in an attempt
to reconcile the incompatibilities of SteamVR with the XR
Interaction Toolkit. Unfortunately, it was highly evident
that this was a Beta version [[3]. The controller tracking
was extremely shaky, making it near impossible to teleport
or interact with objects because the controller location was
not registering properly, so it often appeared far away or
would fly out of control randomly. It became clear that the
reliability of the tracking controller and camera input was
low, and therefore not ideal for the VR Classroom proto-

type.

4. Since the XR Interaction Toolkit was not ideal for our
use case we instead turned to the SteamVR plugin, which
comes with a SteamVR player prefab. This prefab was
a character controller, with SteamVR components and
scripts for controlling the camera and controllers. The con-
trollers were incredibly responsive and interactions with
objects and teleportation were easily supported. The setup

of the scene was dramatically different than the XR Inter-
action Toolkit way though. This proved to be a critical
problem because, though the SteamVR player prefab was
perfect for a single-person game, it does not work for multi-
player games. Multiple errors arose because the scene had
multiple cameras tracking and input from one controller as
“The Player class acts like a singleton which means there
should only be one Player object in the scene" [[1].

5. At this point, the only choice was to go back to using the

XR Interaction Toolkit, which sets up the XR rig in a way
that is compatible with PUN2. The problem is the con-
trollers and camera do not properly send their input, due to
the incompatibility issues that were previously mentioned.
The workaround was to borrow scripts from the SteamVR
player prefab (such as the camera helper script and con-
troller components) to stitch together functional code. This
was the final solution, though it’s not great because none
of the built-in XR Interaction Toolkit scripts work, nor do
most of the Steam VR scripts, again due to the radically dif-
ferent ways that the two set up the XR rig and track the
camera and controllers.

Future Extension of the Work: Secure VR Classrooms
The feedback from the study participants mentioned repeat-
edly the ability to take notes. This feedback is highly valu-
able as many students rely on notes and this seemed to be
the largest drawback participants mentioned. With that, the
ability to take notes is one of the highest priority changes we
target for future work. Another change will be the use of lec-
ture materials that best take advantage of the VR space and
capabilities. For example, a static lecture does not leverage
aspects of VR like being able to manipulate objects or move
through three-dimensional space.

Virtual Reality could provide a significant addition to a stu-
dent’s learning experience, for example in medical training
classes, flight simulations, and mechanical engineering. In
addition, VR could enable new ways of teaching complicated
concepts like graph theory, city planning or statics, and ar-
chitecture. Current VR technology also has just started to
implement tactile feedback for user actions [A]. The ability to
experience textures or tactile feedback from an object could
increase immersion and engagement students experience in
their virtual classroom. However, a key concern with all of
these planned interactions in the virtual classroom is the abil-
ity to protect the privacy and security of people interacting
with the environment. To accomplish this, we will be adding
authentication and authorization to the classroom to ensure
that students and teachers are only admitted to classrooms to
which they belong. In addition, we will be restricting voice
chat and screen sharing actions between VR users such that a
user has to explicitly grant permissions to another user before
their voice can be heard, or before that user can see content
that they wish to share.

CONCLUSION

The research and implementation presented here show initial
proof of concept of utilizing VR classrooms and comparing
them to current virtual classrooms. The implications of this



research show that the VR classroom prototype is an effec-
tive means of increasing learning outcomes and immersion.
Mixed results were found with respect to collaboration out-
comes and the VR Classroom prototype, which is valuable
in understanding what contributes to a positive collaborative
experience and how collaboration can be ameliorated in a vir-
tual setting. Overall, this case study offers significant insights
into virtual learning pain points, developing a VR classroom
environment with the HTC VIVE, and student perceptions
and reactions to learning in a VR classroom.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

We would like to acknowledge the Secure Reality Labora-
tory, the Inclusive Security and Privacy-focused Innovative
Research in Information Technology (InSPIRIT) Laboratory,
and the Colorado Research Institute for Security and Privacy
(CRISP) Laboratory at the University of Denver. Any opin-
ions, findings, conclusions, or recommendations expressed in
this material are solely those of the authors.

REFERENCES
[1] Melissa Bond. 2020. Schools and emergency remote
education during the COVID-19 pandemic: A living
rapid systematic review. Asian Journal of Distance
Education 15, 2 (2020), 191-247.

Davide Castelvecchi. 2016. Low-cost headsets boost
virtual realitys lab appeal. Nature News 533, 7602
(2016), 153.

[3] Pietro Cipresso, Irene Alice Chicchi Giglioli,
Mariano Alcaiiiz Raya, and Giuseppe Riva. 2018. The
past, present, and future of virtual and augmented
reality research: a network and cluster analysis of the
literature. Frontiers in psychology 9 (2018), 2086.

[2

—

[4

[}

Coronavirus History 2020. The Coronavirus Spring:
The Historic Closing of U.S. Schools (A Timeline).
(July 2020).https://www.edweek.orq/leadership

Chunming Gao, Yan Bai, and Bryan Goda. 2019. Are
We Ready for a VR Classroom? A Review of Current
Designs and a Vision of Future Virtual Reality
Classrooms. In Proceedings of the 20th Annual SIG
Conference on Information Technology Education
(SIGITE ’19). Association for Computing Machinery,
New York, NY, USA, 39. DOI:
http://dx.doi.ord/10.1145/3349266.3351351

[5

—

[6

—_

Francois R Hogan, Jose Ballester, Siyuan Dong, and
Alberto Rodriguez. 2020. Tactile dexterity:
Manipulation primitives with tactile feedback. In 2020
IEEE international conference on robotics and
automation (ICRA). IEEE, 8863-8869.

[7

—

Maria Korolov. 2014. The real risks of virtual reality.
Risk Management 61, 8 (2014), 20-24.
http://www.rmmagazine.com/2014/10/01/
the-real-risks-otf-virtual-reality/

[8] Kathie Lasater. 2007. High-fidelity simulation and the
development of clinical judgment: Students’
experiences. Journal of Nursing Education 46, 6
(2007), 269-276.

(9]

(10]

(11]

[12]

(13]

[14

[}

[15]

[16

—_—

(17]

(18]

(19]

[20

[t}

(21]

V. Luckerson. 2014. Facebook Buying Oculus
Virtual-Reality Company for 2 Billion Dollars. (2014).
http://time.com/37842/tacebook-oculus-ritt

Zahira Merchant, Ernest T. Goetz, Lauren Cifuentes,
Wendy Keeney-Kennicutt, and Trina J. Davis. 2014.
Effectiveness of virtual reality-based instruction on
students’ learning outcomes in K-12 and higher
education: A meta-analysis. Computers & Education
70 (Jan. 2014), 29-40. DOI:
http://dx.doi.orq/10.1016/7.compedu.2013.07.033

Husam Jasim Mohammed and Hajem Ati Daham. 2021.
Analytic hierarchy process for evaluating flipped
classroom learning. Comput. Mater. Contin. 66, 3
(2021), 2229-2239.

Naheem Noah and Sanchari Das. 2021. Exploring
evolution of augmented and virtual reality education
space in 2020 through systematic literature review.
Computer Animation and Virtual Worlds (2021), €2020.

Adi Robertson. 2016. HTC Vive VR review: great
ideas, unfinished execution. (April 2016). https://www.
theverge.com/2016/4/5/11358618/htc-vive-vr-review

Adalberto L Simeone, Marco Speicher, Andreea
Molnar, Adriana Wilde, and Florian Daiber. 2019. Live:
The human role in learning in immersive virtual
environments. In Symposium on Spatial User
Interaction. 1-11.

Skarredghost. 2021. How to make SteamVR input work
with Unity XR Interaction Toolkit in Unity. (Feb 2021).
https://skarredghost.com/2020/09/25/
steamvr-unity-xr-interaction-toolkit-input/

SteamVR 2021. About the SteamVR Plugin. (2021).
https://store.steampowered.com/app/250820/SteamVR/

SteamVR Interaction System 2021. Interaction System
from The Lab. (2021).
https://valvesottware.github.io/steamvr_unity_plugin/
articles/Interaction-System.html

Vinh T. Nguyen, Rebecca Hite, and Tommy Dang.
2018. Web-Based Virtual Reality Development in
Classroom: From Learner’s Perspectives. In 2018 IEEE
International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and
Virtual Reality (AIVR). 11-18. DOI:
http://dx.doi.orqd/10.1109/ALVR. 2018, 00010

Faiza Tazi, Sunny Shrestha, Dan Norton, Kathryn
Walsh, and Sanchari Das. 2021. Parents, Educators, &
Caregivers Cybersecurity & Privacy Concerns for
Remote Learning During COVID-19. In CHI Greece
2021: Ist International Conference of the ACM Greek
SIGCHI Chapter. 1-5.

ValveSoftware. 2021. unity-xr-plugin. (2021).
https://github.com/ValveSoftware/unity-xr-plugin

Jennifer Zaino. 2016. Teachers Ready for Virtual
Reality in Education. (2016).
https://insights.samsung.com/2016/06/27/
teachers-ready-tor-virtual-reality-in-education/


https://www.edweek.org/leadership
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3349266.3351351
http://www.rmmagazine.com/2014/10/01/the-real-risks-of-virtual-reality/
http://www.rmmagazine.com/2014/10/01/the-real-risks-of-virtual-reality/
http://time.com/37842/facebook-oculus-rift
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2013.07.033
https://www.theverge.com/2016/4/5/11358618/htc-vive-vr-review
https://www.theverge.com/2016/4/5/11358618/htc-vive-vr-review
https://skarredghost.com/2020/09/25/steamvr-unity-xr-interaction-toolkit-input/
https://skarredghost.com/2020/09/25/steamvr-unity-xr-interaction-toolkit-input/
https://store.steampowered.com/app/250820/SteamVR/
https://valvesoftware.github.io/steamvr_unity_plugin/articles/Interaction-System.html
https://valvesoftware.github.io/steamvr_unity_plugin/articles/Interaction-System.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/AIVR.2018.00010
https://github.com/ValveSoftware/unity-xr-plugin
https://insights.samsung.com/2016/06/27/teachers-ready-for-virtual-reality-in-education/
https://insights.samsung.com/2016/06/27/teachers-ready-for-virtual-reality-in-education/

	Introduction
	Related Work
	Proposing a Virtual Reality Classroom

	Methodology
	Survey Design
	Prototype Design
	Virtual Reality System

	Results
	Survey: Online vs. In-Person Learning
	Prototype Testing: Zoom vs. Virtual Reality Classrooms

	Discussion
	Future Extension of the Work: Secure VR Classrooms

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgement
	References 

