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ABSTRACT 
Aim/Purpose This case study examines students’ affective responses to and relationships with 

two-dimensional (2D) and 360° videos that were experienced with or without 
low-cost virtual reality (VR) headsets. 

Background The prior research on low-cost VR technology is scant. Schools and universities 
are not financially able to purchase tens or hundreds of  expensive inbuilt VR 
headsets. Therefore, we recommend an alternative, low-cost solution.  

Methodology We conducted the experiment with students’ (N=100) responses to videos and 
VR technologies used in a higher education setting. We also applied a quantita-
tive research approach examined in light of  media richness and affective experi-
ence theories. 

Contribution This study provides evidence of  the integral role that VR technologies and 360° 
video content play, because using low-cost VR headsets potentially decreases 
the initial affective experiences of  360° videos among students. Although VR 
headsets improve media richness, they might simultaneously weaken students’ 
overall affective experiences if  they experience usability challenges. 

Findings The results showed that using low-cost VR headsets decreased positive user ex-
periences when they were watching 360° videos. The 360° video experience was 
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noted to be better without low-cost VR headsets. Low-cost VR headsets with a 
smartphone and 360° videos were found to be complicated to set up and use 
among first-time users. However, 360° videos created a more positive affect 
than did 2D videos. We also found that the positive affect of  videos enhanced 
the social sharing intention. 

Recommendations  
for Practitioners 

Educational institutes and teachers with limited financial budgets need to plan 
and manage courses that increases their need to adopt low-cost VR headsets. 
However, a poor initial user experience of  low-cost VR technology usability 
might create negative student attitudes, which might hinder VR’s adoption rate 
in higher education.  

Recommendations  
for Researchers  

This study provides a new understanding about students’ affective experiences 
of  2D videos and 360° videos with and without low-cost VR headsets. The re-
sults show that positive user experiences of  2D and 360° videos enhance stu-
dents’ interest in sharing and collaboration in digital learning environments.  

Impact on Society The results help educators to predict possible usability challenges in selecting 
the proper rich media for different learning situations. Additionally, the results 
assist educators to design VR assisted courses that motivate students. 

Future Research The experimental comparison of  different VR solutions and traditional learning 
technologies merits further examination. Additionally, more research is needed 
to determine the relationship of  VR technologies, video content and learning 
methods, because technological features and content are tightly integrated in 
VR. 

Keywords 360° video, VR technologies, higher education, affective user experience  

 

INTRODUCTION 
The popularity of  virtual reality (VR) and 360° video panoramas has driven researchers to look at the 
utilization of  these technologies in an educational context. Investigation into the role of  virtual real-
ity technologies for different levels of  education could help educational institutes anticipate potential 
drawbacks to using these technologies. Martín-Gutiérrez et al. (2017) believed that VR technologies 
can break down boundaries in education and assist educators in exploring topics that are difficult to 
present in classrooms, such as machines’ performances or medical processes. The adoption of  VR in 
higher education is a natural continuum for the use of  instructional 2D videos in education. Videos 
have been a popular educational technology for decades because they improve student engagement 
and active learning (Bétrancourt & Benetos, 2018; Brame, 2016). Despite that, little prior research ex-
ists that compares 2D videos to VR technologies, although VR is a richer medium.     

VR is gradually gaining popularity (Gudoniene & Rutkauskiene, 2019), and it is already being utilized 
for adult education and training (Harvie et al., 2020) and teaching disabled children (e.g., Cheng et al., 
2017; Freina & Ott, 2015). Most researchers believe that using VR technologies for teaching is a posi-
tive initiative (e.g., Tichon, 2012); however, there are also challenges, such as the cybersickness felt by 
some students (Beadle, 2019) and the association of  VR with gaming, which sometimes causes stu-
dents not to take it seriously (Velev & Zlateva, 2017). Nevertheless, previous comparative research 
into low-cost VR and other media technologies is scarce. The literature currently lacks defined guide-
lines for the development and utilization of  low-cost VR technologies in education. Such guidelines 
would help educators design VR-assisted courses that motivate students and provide rewarding learn-
ing experiences. The mainstream VR user experience research has also been focusing on the expen-
sive VR headsets. However, the role and the impact of  low-cost VR are not yet investigated thor-
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oughly. Therefore, the user experience research gaps are self-evident and justify why we have con-
ducted this study. Additionally, the financial burdens for purchasing VR technologies is yet another 
challenge for educational institutes and training organizations (e.g., Huang et al., 2010; Panchuk et al., 
2018).  

Student experiences related to VR are important because they support a learner’s active participation, 
inner motivation, immersion, individualization and first-order experiences (Kavanagh et al., 2017; 
Mikropouls & Natsis, 2011). These properties of  a learning environment optimally support users’ 
learning according to the constructivist learning model. Therefore, it is no wonder that the construc-
tivist learning model is the most commonly used approach to using VR in pedagogical contexts (Ka-
vanagh et al., 2017; Mikropouls & Natsis, 2011). 

Our findings are yet another effort to encourage educators to try and utilize VR technologies cost 
effectively in their educational offerings. Educational institutes and teachers who need to plan and 
manage courses with limited financial budgets have increased need to adopt the low-cost VR head-
sets. The COVID-19 pandemic will set new limitations on sharing the same VR headsets by several 
students in the same classrooms. However, studies on the user experiences with 360° videos and low-
cost VR headsets are scant. The low-cost VR headsets are “cardboard style”; for example, plastic or 
cardboard VR headsets that use a smartphone as the display terminal. They are simple VR viewers 
that anyone can build and buy (see, e.g., Google, 2020). The low-cost VR technology is also known as 
360° VR or immersive video (Kittel et al., 2020; Panchuk et al., 2018). A low-cost method for VR-
based education is to use cardboard classes because everyone has their own smartphones (Román-
Ibáñez et al., 2018). Thus, the devices used in this study differed from “real” integrated and inbuilt 
VR devices, such as Oculus Go or Sony PlayStation VR. Statista’s report (Vailshery, 2021) shows that 
the leading “real” VR headset prices range from $249 to $999. 

This study conducted a general examination of  how the media features of  digital applications af-
fected students’ experiences when watched with a conventional video format and 360° videos with or 
without low-cost VR headsets (low-cost VR technologies). The media features of  VR technologies, 
such as interactivity, immersion and virtual presence, are an integral part of  the digital usage experi-
ence. The study’s aim was to increase understanding of  current higher education students in relation 
to their affective experiences as users of  conventional videos and low-cost VR technologies. Students 
currently consume a lot of  digital content through various digital technologies, and understanding 
their preferences related to those technologies could help educators and curriculum designers to uti-
lize more computer-assisted methods. Prior research (e.g., Hallikainen et al., 2019; Jahanmir & Cava-
das, 2018) on this topic has shown that understanding users’ experiences can assist designers in devel-
oping technological solutions that diffuse more quickly. Additionally, previous research findings have 
pointed out that understanding users’ preferences can provide hints about potential opportunities for 
and obstacles to future technology adoption.  

This study aimed to research students’ experiences when they adopted VR technologies and com-
pared them to conventional video experiences. The results will contribute to pedagogical planning 
and curriculum design in higher education and help teachers identify opportunities and predict the 
challenges of  adopting low-cost VR technologies to their teaching practices. We put special focus on 
the usage differences between conventional videos, 360° videos, and “cardboard style” low-cost VR 
headsets. Thus, the main goal of  this study was to examine the differences between students’ experi-
ences with two-dimensional (2D) videos and with 360° videos, both with and without low-cost VR 
headsets. 
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RELATED WORK 

CHARACTERISTICS OF VIDEOS AND VR  TECHNOLOGIES IN LEARNING AND 
TEACHING 
Videos have been largely used in education and learning during the last two decades (e.g., Fokides et 
al., 2019; Gouia & Gunn, 2016). 2D videos have been found to be effective educational tools for 
higher education when they improve student engagement and promote active learning (Brame, 2016; 
Thompson et al., 2021). Videos support students in self-directed learning and tutoring and they are 
complements in classroom learning or “flipped classroom” trend (Bétrancourt & Benetos, 2018). 
The 360° videos and other virtual reality (VR) technologies have become important elements in edu-
cation in recent years (Hebbel-Seeger, 2017; Laine et al., 2016; Nguyen et al., 2018) as the most com-
mon mobile and social media platforms have started to support to viewing of  360° videos.  

Virtual reality (VR) refers to a three-dimensional (3D) computer-generated virtual environment in 
which a person can become immersed in and interact with an object (Bowman & McMahan, 2007). 
VR has created many opportunities in education (e.g., Chen et al., 2021; Hamilton et al., 2021; Pirker 
& Dengel, 2021). VR has been used to support students’ learning according to a constructivist peda-
gogical model. In those cases, VR supports the learner’s active role, situational awareness and individ-
uality (Chen, 2010; Kavanagh et al., 2017; Mikropoulos & Natsis, 2011). VR creates a virtual experi-
ence for users (Fegely & Cherner, 2021) that makes it possible to experience affective feelings and 
cognitive information similar to those that a person could have in actual physical experience. The 
technologies of  360° or panorama have become feasible and popular in recent years, and 360° videos 
and images have become important elements of  Augmented Reality (AR) and VR application offer-
ings (Hebbel-Seeger, 2017). Hebbel-Seeger’s (2017) and Toet et al.’s (2020) experiments demonstrate 
that 360° videos have an emotional and physiological influence on users. 

Several studies show that VR technologies enhance and enrich learning and teaching (Nguyen et al. 
2018), but the adoption of  VR in teaching may also cause challenges or negative outcomes for teach-
ing arrangements (Huang et al., 2010; Lan, 2020). Teaching is a complex phenomenon because it in-
tegrates formal learning, students’ tacit knowledge, socio-constructive knowledge creation and practi-
cal hands-on activities and experiments (Alamäki, 2018). The existing research also emphasizes the 
importance of  students’ engagement in VR-assisted learning and teaching (Christopoulos et al., 
2018). Thus, teaching requires dynamic and complex interpersonal skills (Ke et al., 2016), the ability 
to mix virtual and physical environments in teaching (Garrison & Kanuka, 2004; Zilka et al., 2018) 
and competencies to integrate VR into teaching arrangements (Lan, 2020). The literature on VR pro-
vides a rather broad review of  its educational advantages (Freina, & Ott, 2015), yet research is scarce 
on students’ experiences in adopting low-cost VR. This knowledge would assist teachers in predicting 
possible usability challenges and technological disadvantages in planning teaching arrangements in 
adopting low-cost VR technologies. 

The previous research related to VR technologies in education (e.g., Huang et al., 2010; Vesisenaho et 
al., 2019) shows that teachers need to understand the principles of  VR technologies, their pedagogi-
cal opportunities and models and challenges that students might meet when adopting VR technolo-
gies. Huang et al. (2010) point out that cost effectiveness is an important factor in designing and 
adopting VR-assisted learning and teaching, and high costs are still a major challenge for education 
and training organizations. The previous research shows (Román-Ibáñez et al., 2018; Panchuk et al., 
2018) that low-cost VR is able to meet the needs of  virtual reality and is able to create an enhanced, 
realistic experience to students.  

The literature on VR technologies provides a rather broad review of  its opportunities to education, 
but research on the role of  low-cost VR technologies in students’ experiences is scant. Research stud-
ies exist on users’ affective experiences when they adopt VR for the first time in their life (Dirin, 
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2020), but the role and impact of  low-cost VR technologies are not investigated thoroughly. The fi-
nancial burden of  purchasing VR equipment is yet another challenge for educational institutes.  

VIRTUAL PRESENCE EVOKING AFFECTIVE EXPERIENCES 
Virtual presence refers to the extent to which an individual feels the existence of  virtual objects or 
space (Lee, 2004). The concept of  virtual presence was initially introduced without the word “vir-
tual” or as “telepresence” (Schubert, 2009). According to Schubert (2009), presence was initially de-
fined and studied from the late 1990s to the early 2000s, and most studies focused on space. Terms 
such as “telepresence” and “physical presence” are widely used for a similar concept. Scholars subse-
quently began to take an interest in cognitive-faceted processes (Lee, 2004), which encompass an un-
consciously acquired feeling of  presence through a mental process when faced with a virtual environ-
ment (Wirth et al., 2007). For example, we may experience the feeling of  “being there” even though 
we are merely visiting a website and navigating it.  

Virtual presence has been examined for its efficacy in a virtual environment related to business in the 
forms of  telepresence and social presence (Khalifa & Shen, 2004). Moreover, the more users feel 
connected to a virtual environment, the greater the behavioral effects, depending on the users’ per-
sonalities (McCreery et al., 2013). The question of  which factors increase the feeling of  being con-
nected to virtual environments has been studied for over a decade (Banos et al., 2008). Studies have 
also combined avatars with presence (McCreery et al., 2012). Other studies have investigated the neg-
ative side of  telepresence pertaining to VR settings. For instance, McCreery et al. (2013) argued that 
users can experience feelings of  disorientation, headache, dizziness, and tiredness. VR technologies 
are strongly related with telepresence, which helps to present remote locations or situations in learn-
ing and teaching settings in higher education.  

Virtual presence and users’ affective and behavioral responses have a strong relationship (Kisker et 
al., 2019; Riva et al., 2007). Virtual presence also influences users’ first impressions (Bergmann et al., 
2012; Cafaro et al., 2016). Mania and Robinson’s (2004) study pointed out that the media features of  
VR technologies have a relationship to the users’ impression. However, the causality and relationship 
between virtual presence, the VR technologies’ features and users’ affective responses is complex and 
still require further examination (Gromer et al., 2019).  

Media richness theory 
More knowledge is needed about the underlying theories of  media effects because of  the high media 
richness of  VR applications and their potential ability to affect student behavior in order to under-
stand the phenomenon of  virtual presence in an educational context. Media richness, as an essential 
feature of  media, indicates the extent to which media can facilitate a shared understanding within a 
time interval (Sun & Cheng, 2007). Media richness (Daft & Lengel, 1983, 1986) provides a theoretical 
framework by which to understand the potential value that students gain from using different media. 
Media richness does not directly impact the media effects of  videos and VR applications, yet it forms 
a technological enabler to build digital media solutions. Media richness (Alamäki et al., 2019; Daft & 
Lengel, 1983, 1986) also creates the framework by which to evaluate the potential ability of  conven-
tional 2D videos and VR applications to elicit affective responses. Media richness demonstrates the 
potential value of  digital media from the perspective of  the media’s ability to simultaneously deliver 
audio-visual cues and information and to promote engagement and understanding (Alamäki et al., 
2019).  

Videos are rich multimedia presentations that convey semantically rich information by using several 
symbolic systems (Lim & Benbasat, 2000; Mayer, 2009). The richer media facilitate understanding, 
make information less ambiguous and convey verbal, non-verbal and visual messages (Lim & Benba-
sat, 2000; Salomon, 1979). Thus, 360° videos as richer media are able to make more logical connec-
tions between symbolic systems by presenting richer information, interactivity and visual effects than 
the leaner media of  2D videos. The latest advancements in VR-based media technologies enable an 
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almost real sense of  social or physical presence. VR-based applications also provide new ways to 
view real-feeling experiences. VR media technologies thus provide a higher level of  communication 
than digital text, images, or video, and this capacity increases its media richness. Media richness ex-
plains how much information or visual, verbal, or social cues videos and VR applications are able to 
deliver within a selected timeframe (Alamäki et al., 2019) and illustrates how these cues create logical 
connections for meaningful and effective communication.  

The media richness theory thus suggests that VR technologies create potentially richer media experi-
ences than conventional 2D videos (cf. Daft & Lengel, 1983, 1986; Lim & Benbasat, 2000; Salomon, 
1979). Yeo et al. (2020) pointed that CG-VR (computer generated VR) performed better than 360-
VR and TV in the creation of  perceived presence, but they did not find a difference between affec-
tive outcomes. VR technologies improve interactivity and deliver simultaneously more visual, verbal 
and social cues and their symbolic systems than conventional media technologies. Therefore, VR 
technologies as richer media should potentially evoke a stronger virtual presence and affective user 
experiences among users than learner media.  

Affective user experience 
We need to understand, when designing VR-assisted learning environments, the students’ cognitive 
and affective processes when they adopt VR technologies (Vesisenaho et al., 2019). Behavioral stud-
ies have pointed out that affective evaluation plays a crucial role in a user’s experience (Dirin et al., 
2018; Knutson & Greer, 2008), and VR technologies are an effective medium for evoking affective 
experiences, such as impressions (Bergmann et al., 2012; Cafaro et al., 2016; Ghanbarzadeh & 
Ghapanchi, 2020). Video technologies provide a sample of  affective visuals from real-life experiences 
(X. Liu et al., 2018), whereas VR technologies create not only samples from real-life experiences but 
also the sense of  a real-life environment with stronger impressions among users (Yeo et al., 2020). 

The first impression is a human process that represents how users perceive and process interactions 
to form positive or negative judgements (Gronier, 2016). According to Gronier (2016), humans begin 
to perceive informational elements from the very first moments of  interaction that they use to form 
impressions from the parties to the interactions. The literature of  VR technologies (e.g., Cafaro et al., 
2016) shows that humans form impressions from both physical and virtual experiences. For example, 
when users access the digital environment, they first form an overall impression before they begin to 
observe details and examine detailed information (Kim & Fesenmaier, 2008; C. Liu et al., 2010). Kim 
and Fesenmaier (2018) explain that users form first impressions from several perceived elements 
right after they have selected and entered a new webpage. Those perceived elements are inspiration, 
usability, credibility and informativeness among other elements that users observe, experience and 
perceive on a webpage. This process seems to align with the cognitive appraisal theory (Lazarus, 
1991) that explains that users form affective responses through their cognitive evaluation of  ob-
served information. Venkatesh et al. (2012) similarly show in their unified theory of  acceptance and 
use of  technology (UTAUT2) that hedonic motivation plays an essential role when people consider 
using new technologies. The UTAUT2 model combines cognitive, behavioral and social variables, in 
addition to hedonic motivation as an affective variable, that influence users’ behavioral intentions to 
use new technologies (Venkatesh et al., 2012).  

Prior studies (e.g., Filippou et al., 2018; Park et al., 2017) show that positive affective experiences cre-
ate a stronger media effect than cognitive information alone. Thus, impression, cognition and affec-
tion are not separate or exclusive concepts; they are often interrelated in human behavior, yet the in-
dividual character affects the human perceptions that influence individual affective experiences (e.g., 
Alamäki et al., 2019; Kulviwat et al., 2014). A goal of  video- or VR-based instruction is to change or 
facilitate students’ cognitive and affective processes (Vesisenaho et al., 2019). According to the cogni-
tive appraisal theory (Lazarus, 1991), students cognitively observe and interpret digital content or re-
flect their usage experiences in ways that potentially influence their initial impression and affective 
outcomes. Additionally, positive affective user experiences influence users’ intentions to share online 
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content on social media (Berger & Milkman, 2012). Thus, affects, in addition to cognitive processing, 
seems to be a significant factor influencing student behavior. For example, digital learning content 
that creates strong positive experiences will be more likely to make the student act in accordance with 
the instructions. The learning content or user experience of  educational technologies that creates a 
strong negative affect will likewise make the student act contrary to the instructions. 

Prior research shows that VR technologies might also cause negative outcomes in addition to positive 
experiences (McCreery et al., 2013). The previous research indicates that positive affective experi-
ences enhance students’ learning motivation (Huang et al., 2010) and their intention to share digital 
content on social media (Berger & Milkman, 2012). We believe that the intention to share videos on 
social media indicates the degree of  the users’ affective experiences, but there is no prior research on 
that in the VR technologies literature. The previous literature has emphasized the importance of  pos-
itive user experiences, but less is known about user experiences in adopting low-cost VR technolo-
gies. Hence, the relationship between affects, 2D videos, 360° videos and the use of  low-cost VR 
headsets and social sharing intentions calls for more research. 

Predictions 
Media richness studies (e.g., Alamäki et al., 2019; Lim & Benbasat, 2000; Mayer, 2009), the literature 
of  affective experiences (Gronier, 2016; Kim & Fesenmaier, 2008), VR-related learning studies 
(Chen, 2010; Kavanagh et al., 2017; Mikropoulos & Natsis, 2011), and the UTAUT2 model (Ven-
katesh et al., 2012), along with the previous research on virtual presence (e.g., Yeo et al., 2020) and 
social sharing intention (e.g., Berger & Milkman, 2012), created the framework by which to evaluate 
and compare the students’ affective experiences of  conventional 2D videos, 360° videos and VR 
headsets. We predicted, on the basis of  previous research on VR technologies, media richness, litera-
ture of  affective experiences and social sharing intention, that 360° videos provide a stronger positive 
experience than conventional 2D videos and that using VR headsets further enhances positive experi-
ences. We also predicted that positive user experiences enhance social sharing intentions in the con-
text of  360° videos. We formulated the following specific predictions: 360° videos with low-cost VR 
headsets create more positive experiences than 2D videos or 360° videos without VR headsets, and 
positive 360° video experiences trigger social media sharing intentions. Additionally, we examined 
how students express their first impression of  low-cost VR technology with an explorative research 
approach. 

RESEARCH METHODS AND DATA 

STUDENTS AND DESIGN 
The methodology of  this research is a case study that includes features of  experimental research set-
tings (Cohen et al., 2013). Students used video applications and virtual reality (VR) headsets before 
responding to the questionnaire that enabled us to collect authentic user experiences. The students 
were 100 undergraduate students enrolled in bachelor’s degree programs in Finland. They were 
mainly recruited to the experiment from two courses, digital business and user experience, and the 
experiment was conducted during their classes. The selection criterion was that the students should 
represent potential real-life users of  online videos and VR applications in higher education, because 
this study aims to contribute to video and VR technologies usage as a part of  learning and teaching 
in higher education. Table 1 presents the students’ socio-demographic profiles. The socio-demo-
graphic profiles show that 39 % of  the students were female and 61 % were male, most students 
were 21-30 years old, and 33 % of  the students had no previous user experience with VR headsets. 
The goal of  this research was to increase our understanding about the factors that cause differences 
in students’ experiences, not to generalize the findings. We expect that the socio-cultural context of  
VR usage is similar across continents among higher education students. Additionally, we expect simi-
lar results although students were from business information technology programs and might have 
more familiarity with advanced technologies than other students with similar socio-demographic 
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backgrounds. VR applications represent an audio-visual medium that creates 3D-based, computer-
generated virtual environment in which a student can become immersed and interact with a signifi-
cant object (Bowman & McMahan, 2007; Hebbel-Seeger, 2017; Toet et al., 2020). Thus, it creates vir-
tual experiences rather than work as a complicated software system.     

Table 1. Students’ socio-demographic data and prior experiences 

 Number (N) Percent (%) 

Gender Female 39 39.0 

Male 61 61.0 

Age (years) 18–20 7 7.0 

21–30 77 77.0 

30+ 16 16.0 

Previous experience of  
VR headsets 

Yes 67 67.0 

No 33 33.0 

 

DESIGN AND PROCEDURE OF EXPERIMENT 
We employed a conventional video and 360° video with or without VR headsets. The students inter-
acted with both videos and VR headset in the same testing situation, which provided a similar social 
situation and physical context. The experiments occurred in classrooms with 20–25 students. The 
students watched both the conventional video and a 360° video. All students (N=100) watched first 
the conventional 2D video without low-cost VR technologies. They watched a 360° video after this, 
but the student population was divided into two groups: those with and without low-cost VR head-
set. Seventy percentage (N=70) of  the students watched 360° videos with the VR headsets and inter-
acted with them through the combination of  VR headset and smartphone display. Thirty percent of  
the students (N=30) watched 360° video without VR headset, and they interacted with it though the 
keyboard. We intentionally gave minimum technical guidance and instructions to set up the VR head-
sets to simulate the real usage situation in higher education. We also allowed students to select how 
they interacted with the 360° videos (with or without VR headsets). The VR headsets used were 
“Google cardboards,” meaning either plastic (VR Box for 4-6” smartphones) or cardboard headsets 
(cardboard headset for 4-6” smartphones). The VR headsets required a smartphone as the display 
terminal, and students used their own smartphones as the end terminal. Thus, the devices used in 
this study differed from “real” integrated VR devices, such as Oculus Go, Sony PlayStation VR, that 
are significantly more expensive. 

The experiment began with an orientation in which the researcher explained the purpose and proce-
dure of  the experiment. The researcher also distributed written instructions for the experiment that 
included the QR code and TinyURL of  the test content and applications. The conventional video 
was not interactive, unlike the 360° video. Thus, the media formats differed in terms of  interactivity, 
media richness, and virtual presence. The content included a conventional (2D) stand-up paddling 
(SUP-paddling) video (40 seconds), a conventional video on skiing in Alberta (32 seconds), a SUP-
paddling 360° video (1 min 55 seconds), and a 360° video on skiing in Alberta (2 min 16 seconds). 
Thus, the fields of  view were related to outdoor exercise with similar activities and views. The videos 
were public videos on YouTube. Students were asked to first watch the SUP-paddling conventional 
video and then the 360° SUP-paddling video, followed by the conventional skiing video and the 360° 
skiing video. The view control methods of  the 360° videos were the smartphone’s inbuilt gyroscope 
based on the user’s motion and mouse if  they watched it directly from the computer screen. There 
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were no other view direction control methods (see Stebbins & Ragan, 2019). Students were advised 
to click on the VR mode on the YouTube platform to watch the 360° videos in VR headsets. The 
students accomplished the experiment alone or shared their devices with two or three other students 
when using the VR headset. The students answered the questionnaire’s research items immediately 
after watching the videos and completing all three required experiments. The researcher supervised 
the experiment’s procedure, which lasted for one hour on average, including the briefing, the experi-
ments, and the completion of  the questionnaire. Based on the content and the angle of  the presented 
content, we had a low chance of  users experiencing cyber sickness. Furthermore, the duration of  the 
experiment was less than 10 minutes. Based on the prior literature on VR (e.g. Beadle, 2019), the re-
searchers were aware of  ethical concerns related to the experiment, such as potential cyber sickness. 
The researcher was ready to stop the experiment with any student who visibly began to suffer cyber 
sickness. The questionnaire was filled in and the data were handled anonymously. 

MEASURES 
The users’ subjective affective experiences can be examined with the self-reported questionnaire in 
experimental media research (see, e.g., Falk et al., 2016; Mandryk et al., 2006; Vesisenaho et al., 2019). 
Aligned with this, we constructed affective measures based on the previous studies (Falk et al., 2016; 
Venkatraman et al., 2015) to examine the users’ positive and negative affect. The questionnaire was 
constructed to determine the students’ experiences with the conventional video and VR 360° video 
with or without VR headsets. Paper questionnaires were handed to the students after they had fin-
ished the experiments. The item “The video helped me to feel the following feelings” (asked sepa-
rately about the use of  conventional 2D video and 360° video) was accompanied by eight 5-point 
Likert multiple-choice statements (ranging from 5 = strongly agree to 1 = strongly disagree), of  
which four were positive (“exciting, encouraging, inspiring, relaxing”) and four were negative (“bor-
ing, negative, depressing, unpleasant”). We asked the students to answer the following open-ended 
questions: “Verbally describe your first impression of  360 & VR” and “What things surprised in 360 
& VR?”. The willingness to share the videos on social media was assessed with the following state-
ment measured on a 5-point Likert-scale: “I would love to share similar 360 video on social media.” 
There were also three questions concerning the students’ age, gender and prior experience with VR 
applications. The gender differences have been presented in another report (Dirin et al., 2019) and 
have been excluded from this study.  

DATA ANALYSIS 
The dataset comprised 100 completed questionnaires. Data from the open-ended questions were ana-
lyzed quantitatively by applying open coding without predefined coding categories (Strauss & Corbin, 
1998). The coding of  users’ responses involved marking all comments that mentioned something re-
lated to the users’ experiences. The analysis revealed that the users reported their experiences in syn-
onymous terms, which allowed for the constructions of  meaningful categories. The quantitative data 
analysis was conducted using IBM® SPSS® Statistics 23. We tested the validity of  all original experi-
ence variables in each scale and included them in the analysis, because the Cronbach’s alpha level was 
high (between 0.82 and 0.902). We also used sum variables concerning affective measures. We con-
ducted independent sample t-tests to find the differences between groups of  VR headset users and 
non-users. We also conducted a paired sample t-test to find the differences among participants relat-
ing to the conventional video and 360° video. We also ran a correlation analysis to understand the 
connections between all variables.  
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RESULTS 

STUDENTS’ INITIAL, LOW-COST VR  TECHNOLOGY EXPERIENCES 
We asked the students whether they had prior experience with virtual reality (VR) to analyze their ini-
tial experiences, and we only used the responses of  those who were using VR headsets for the first 
time in the analysis. We categorized their positive and negative experiences from the open-ended re-
sponses in the questionnaire (Table 3) and grouped them as positive and negative themes. We 
counted all themes mentioned in each answer of  the questionnaire’s open-ended question. The find-
ings showed that the students’ first experiences of  VR technologies were generally positive, although 
they also faced technical challenges and had dissatisfying experiences. According to the students, VR 
technologies provide visual experience about a place. A student (female, 20–30 years old) who had no 
prior experience with VR technologies described her first experience: “In watching the 360 and VR 
classes, I felt that I was in the place that was shown in the video, but it took a while before my eyes 
got used to the video.” The students also faced technological challenges, quality problems, or bad 
physical experiences when watching a 360° video with a low-cost VR headset.  

Table 2. Positive and negative experiences of  using VR technologies for the first time 
(N = 33, those who had no prior experience about VR headsets) 

Positive user experience themes Frequency and percentage 

Aroused positive affective experiences 28 (85%) 

I felt like I was there 10 (30%) 

Good idea 6 (18%) 

Funny 5 (15%) 

Visually promising 3 (9%) 

Other 1 (3%) 

Negative user experience themes Frequency and percentage  

Technical challenges 15 (46%) 

Poor quality of  VR headsets 11 (33%) 

It hurt my eyes 8 (24%) 

Useless 4 (12%) 

I felt sick or got a headache 2 (6%) 

 

Regarding the technology, the 360° view and atmosphere surprised the students the most when 
watching 360° videos with VR headsets for the first time (Table 3). For example, a student (female, 
20–30 years old) stated, “The atmosphere made me feel as though I was in the middle of  a lake in 
summer, even though it was mid-winter in reality.” However, the VR technology experiences also cre-
ated negative experiences. The students had some technological challenges or poor physical experi-
ences, although some students indicated that VR technology did not provide any surprising experi-
ences. 
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Table 3. Surprising experience themes when using VR technologies for the first time  
(N = 33, those who had no prior experience about VR headsets) 

Surprising experience themes Frequency and percentage 

360° view or atmosphere 16 (49%) 

No surprising issues 8 (24%) 

Quality 7 (21%) 

The technology itself 10 (30%) 

Made user to feel sick or it hurt the eyes 7 (21%) 

Technological difficulties 6 (18%) 

Engaging  3 (10%) 

Accessibility 1 (3%) 

COMPARISON BETWEEN STUDENTS’ EXPERIENCES WITH CONVENTIONAL 
VIDEO AND 360° VIDEO  
A paired sample t-test showed that the students (n = 95) experienced the 360° video as more positive 
(x = 14.01) than the conventional video (x = 12.98), t(95) = 2.12, p < .05. Similarly, the t-test showed 
more negative user experiences related to the conventional video (x = 9.46) than the 360° video, alt-
hough the result was not statistically significant in the negative constructs. The results of  the negative 
user experiences confirmed these results because the conventional videos were experienced as more 
negative among the students.  

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE EXPERIENCES OF VR-HEADSET USERS AND 
NON-USERS 
We examined the differences in the students’ experiences when watching 360° videos with and with-
out low-cost VR headsets. We asked them to indicate whether they watched 360° videos with a VR 
headset or directly on a PC or mobile screen (without VR headsets). A significant difference was ob-
served in the negative 360° video experience score between VR-headset users (x = 9.31) and non-
users (x = 7.72), t(94) = 2.19, p < .05. The VR-headset users reported more negative experiences 
(“boring, negative, depressing, unpleasant”) overall than the students who watched 360° video with-
out VR headsets. The use of  VR headsets did not notably increase positive statements. It is im-
portant to note that the participants used “cardboard” headsets with smartphones as a display, not 
real VR headsets with integrated display and computer technology. 

USER EXPERIENCE SCORE AND SOCIAL SHARING INTENTION 
Table 4 presents the Pearson correlations and the coefficient of  determination between user experi-
ence and willingness-to-share variables. Willingness to share the 360° video showed a statistically sig-
nificant correlation at the 0.01 level between positive (r = 0.381, R2 = 0.15) and negative (r = -0.27, 
R2 = 0.07) user experiences relating to 360° videos. Willingness to share a conventional video also 
had a statistically significant correlation at the 0.01 level to positive (r = 0.323, R2 = 0.10) and nega-
tive user experiences (r = -0.314, R2 = 0.10) relating to conventional videos. Finally, a statistically sig-
nificant correlation at the 0.01 level was found between willingness-to-share conventional videos and 
positive (r = 0.275, R2 = 0.07) user experiences relating to 360° videos. The willingness to share had 
a strong relationship overall to positive user experiences. 
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Table 4. The relationships between social sharing intention and user experience 

 

 

User experience variables 

 Neg conv. 
video 

Pos conv. 
video 

Neg 360° 
video 

Pos 360° 
video 

Social  
sharing  
intention 

2D 

Video 

r -.314** .323** -.153 .275** 

R2 0.10 0.10 0,02 0,07 

360° 
video 

r -.178 .150 -.270** .381** 

R2 0.03 0.02 0.07 0.15 

r Pearson correlation 
R2 The coefficient of  determination 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

DISCUSSION 
We predicted on the basis of  the literature review (e.g., Gronier, 2016; Kim & Fesenmaier, 2008; Lim 
& Benbasat, 2000) that 360° videos provide stronger positive affect than conventional 2D videos, 
and using virtual reality (VR) headsets enhances and enriches the user’s experience when watching 
360° videos. The findings showed that the 360° videos created a stronger positive affect than conven-
tional video. Media richness does not always have a causal connection to the actual performance of  
communication (Dennis & Kinney, 1998), but it seems to improve affective experience in the context 
of  2D and 360° video formats.  

Unlike what we predicted, using low-cost VR headsets did not improve the positive affect in watch-
ing 360° videos compared to non-users of  low-cost VR headsets. This finding is aligned with the 
findings of  Yeo et al. (2020) in which CG-VR and 360-VR invoked positive affects similar to a TV 
screen, although VR technologies improved the feeling of  presence. This indicates that mere richer 
technology does not improve the user experience; therefore, enhancing new technology needs to be 
as smooth in usage as the existing digital solutions. Furthermore, new technology is important for 
providing additional features and capabilities that create a stronger effect for affective experiences. 
Our study differs from the experimental comparison of  Yeo et al. (2020) because we found a differ-
ence between technologies in affective measures. Additionally, we showed that that the positive affect 
of  360° videos also have a connection to social sharing intentions. 

The results support the prior findings of  VR’s effect on enhancing a learner’s active role and situa-
tional awareness (e.g., Chen, 2009; Kavanagh et al., 2017; Mikropoulos & Natsis, 2011), but they do 
not necessarily improve students’ affective experiences. This study provides evidence of  the integral 
role of  VR technologies and 360° video content, because using VR headsets potentially decreases the 
initial affective experiences of  360° videos among students. VR headsets improve media richness by 
increasing interactivity and immersion, yet they might simultaneously weaken users’ overall affective 
experiences if  they experience usability challenges. The poor initial user experience of  low-cost VR 
technology usability might create a negative student attitude that hinders the general adoption rate of  
other more advanced VR technologies toward the mainstream technology. The Economist (2020) wrote 
in its pragmatic analyses of  the VR industry that it is still awaiting the fulfillment of  40 years of  
promise for VR to become a mainstream media technology. Thus, these findings provide new in-
sights into this important phenomenon of  technology adoption and fill a research gap by creating a 
new understanding of  students’ affective experiences between low-cost VR headsets, 360° and 2D 
videos. 
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STUDENTS’ INITIAL IMPRESSION OF LOW-COST VR  TECHNOLOGY 
We examined the students’ experiences with using VR technologies for the first time. The findings 
showed that 33% of  the students had no prior experience with VR headsets. The media characteris-
tics of  low-cost VR technologies created positive impression in the students who were using VR 
technologies for the first time (see Tables 2 and 3). The most common responses (85%) were catego-
rized as “it aroused positive affective experiences”. This finding shows the importance of  hedonic 
motivation to users’ positive behavioral intention to use new technologies (Venkatesh et al., 2012). 
However, while the affective responses were positive, the use of  a low-cost VR headset also caused 
some physiological problems (see Table 2). For example, some students reported eye pain or head-
aches, while others felt nauseous when watching 360° videos with VR headsets. This finding aligned 
with prior research about real VR headsets (Cobb et al., 1999; Rebelo et al., 2012), and we found this 
also with the “cardboard-style” headsets. Unlike VR, augmented reality (AR) applications have not 
caused similar negative physiological experiences among students (Alamäki et al., 2021). Further-
more, the adoption of  VR technologies caused more technical challenges, because the VR headsets 
were more complicated to use (46%) or had perceived poor quality (33%). The positive experiences 
of  the technology most frequently reported as surprising were the 360° view and the overall atmos-
phere of  low-cost VR technologies. However, the onset of  eye pain and technological difficulties 
were also reported as surprising outcomes. These findings align with the technology acceptance 
model (Venkatesh & Davis, 2000) that emphasizes the role of  easiness and usefulness in adopting 
new technologies. It should be noted, again, that the students did not use actual VR headsets but ra-
ther cardboard or plastic low-cost VR headsets that they inserted into their smartphones, and it was 
necessary to select the VR-setting of  a video clip to enable the 360° video to play on the two separate 
windows on the smartphone screen.  

DIFFERENCES IN THE AFFECTIVE EXPERIENCES OF CONVENTIONAL 
VIDEO AND 360° VIDEOS 
This study found that the 360° videos create a stronger positive affect than does 2D-video content. 
The findings showed that the students had statistically more positive experiences with 360° videos (p 
< .05) than with conventional videos. It can be concluded that a 360° video is an affectively stronger 
experience than a 2D-video. Additionally, the richness of  the conventional video’s media was scored 
the weakest, indicating that richer media are related to stronger positive experiences. This study 
points out that user experiences are important to consider when selecting the proper learning tech-
nologies. Positive affective experiences create a stronger media effect than cognitive information 
alone (e.g., Park et al., 2017). This study also shows that media richness positively influences user ex-
periences in the context of  low-cost VR technologies. According to prior research (Alamäki et al., 
2019; Daft & Lengel, 1983; Sun & Cheng, 2007), the effect of  media richness on user experience is 
contextual. This study extends the understanding of  user experiences and media richness in the con-
text of  low-cost VR technologies among higher education students.  

THE EFFECT OF LOW-COST VR-HEADSET USAGE ON USER EXPERIENCES  
We found that the low-cost-VR-headset users reported more negative experiences than the students 
who watched the 360° video without VR headsets (p < .05). It is important to note that low-cost VR 
headsets require users to set up their smartphones to connect to the VR headset and select the video 
settings for the 360° videos. In our experiment, 33% of  students did not have prior experience in the 
use of  VR, which evidently affected their technical skills in adopting VR technologies in real-life set-
tings. This might also have affected their prior expectations, thereby influencing the level of  user ex-
periences. Qualitative results also showed that some users experienced physiological problems, such 
as sickness. This probably also affected user experiences when using low-cost VR headsets.  
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SOCIAL-SHARING INTENTION AND USER EXPERIENCES 
We also aimed at increasing understanding of  the relationship between user experiences and social-
sharing intentions. This is significant because students learn in social settings, such as project teams, 
in which they collaboratively define and solve problems (Alamäki, 2018). We compared the students’ 
willingness to share normal videos and 360° videos and its relationship with the affective responses  
to examine this relationship. The findings (see Table 4) showed a clear correlation between user af-
fective experience and social-sharing intentions related to conventional videos and VR content (p < 
.01). This supported our prediction. We concluded that the more the students liked the applications, 
the greater their intention to share them through social media. We also found a similar effect in terms 
of  both positive and negative constructs of  affective experiences: negative affective responses de-
creased their willingness to share, while positive affect increased their willingness to share. Prior re-
search has provided evidence for this in the context of  online newspaper articles (Berger & Milkman, 
2012) and AR applications (Alamäki et al., 2021), whereas this study provides evidence of  VR tech-
nologies in higher education.  

PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS FOR TEACHING ARRANGEMENTS 
Assistance and hands-on support are required when using VR technologies for the first time, because 
watching 360° videos with low-cost VR headsets caused technological challenges for some students, 
thus creating a negative experience from an education perspective. A presentation should not last for 
a very long period of  time because low-cost VR technologies caused physiological problems for 
some students. A long period of  using VR technologies can make users uncomfortable, create cyber-
sickness, and distract them from the topic (Rebenitsch & Owen, 2016; Saballe et al., 2018).  

The findings also suggest that teachers should consider using 360° videos without VR headsets if  
students do not have prior experience installing and using low-cost VR headsets and there are limited 
support resources available to them. Unlike conventional 2D videos, low-cost VR headsets require 
students to take a more active role, because they must set up their smartphones to connect to the 
headsets and select the video settings for the 360° videos. Thus, more technical problems can be ex-
pected with low-cost VR headset usage than with conventional video usage or 360° videos alone. 
Conventional 2D videos might just “pop-up” on the screen, but the use of  low-cost VR technology 
requires more interaction by the user. Thus, students need to have an interest in or motivation to en-
gage with VR applications that may not capture users’ attention as quickly as conventional videos do. 
VR-based applications are not suitable for all topics; however, they are especially suitable for situa-
tions in which a physical demonstration is unfeasible (e.g., Mantovani et al., 2003; Rizzo et al., 2013; 
Zajtchuk & Satava, 1997). Low-cost VR is a technology that can overcome the existing gaps in educa-
tional offerings. Therefore, identifying these gaps is important for the sustainable usage of  the learn-
ing application. This is related to the usefulness of  educational technology (e.g., I. F. Liu et al., 2010). 

This study reveals that a positive user experience can increase students’ intention to share 360° vid-
eos on social media. We conclude that positive experiences enhance sharing and social collaboration, 
whereas negative experiences decrease students’ interest in sharing and collaboration in digital learn-
ing environments. We also conclude that conventional 2D or 360° videos that do not require the use 
of  VR headsets are a better fit for fast learning needs or simple tasks, because they are significantly 
easier and faster to watch than digital content delivered through low-cost VR headsets. Low-cost VR 
technology requires greater user engagement, so its role could be useful in more complicated or 
larger-scale learning situations.  

CONCLUSIONS 
Virtual Reality (VR) is an effective learning technology that activates students with situational aware-
ness. This study emphasizes putting more attention on students’ usage experiences with VR. VR 
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headsets improve media richness by increasing interactivity and immersion, but they might simultane-
ously weaken students’ affective experiences if  they experience usability challenges. A poor initial 
user experience with VR technologies might create negative side effects that hinder students’ learning 
results. Additionally, there was not causal connection between richer media and affective measures. 
This confirms our understanding that the effects of  VR technologies are contextual. Thus, we need 
more comparative research to discover where VR technologies perform better compared to the tradi-
tional media and how different VR technologies perform. For example, conventional videos are eas-
ier to create, share, and use, because they do not require any additional devices, such as low-cost VR 
headsets. We conclude that conventional video is a better fit for self-study when technical support is 
unavailable. The low-cost VR technology provides more value in situations where stronger impres-
sions or other affective effects are needed. This study contributes to the discussion of  technology se-
lection in higher education.  

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
This study has several limitations. First, in studies on media effects, any additional issue may affect 
students’ experiences, just as conventional video and VR technologies might provide different usabil-
ity experiences. Furthermore, this study was a one-shot experiment with a short intervention. Thus, 
we are not able to make long-term claims for experiential learning and information retention. Addi-
tionally, the findings should not be directly connected to the effectiveness of  all VR, because we used 
low-cost Virtual Reality (VR) technologies. VR technologies are developing rapidly. Thus, the results 
of  this study apply to the user experiences with 2D and 360° videos and cardboard VR headsets but 
not to the affective experiences of  more advanced VR. Second, this study used a small target group, 
which influenced the generalizability of  the results. Third, the students used the application for a rel-
atively short period in a laboratory-type research setting, which did not provide a long enough time 
to learn to use new VR headsets or VR technologies. Fourth, the results of  this experimental study 
should not be generalized. Additionally, the focus on students’ learning outcomes were not examined, 
which should also be considered as a limitation. The fast-developing and advancing technologies in 
VR and in general educational technology mandate that we all utilize the experience we gained from 
our previous research studies and findings to compliment and develop robust solutions. Therefore, 
the findings of  this paper are valuable for academicians, practitioners and low-cost VR solution de-
velopers. However, a part of  our findings is limited to the near future due to the increasing and wide-
spread use of  advanced VR solutions and applications. 

Nevertheless, the experimental comparison of  different VR and traditional technologies merits fur-
ther examination in the contexts of  learning and teaching. Additionally, more research is needed to 
determine which specific features of  low-cost VR technologies create an actual media effect on stu-
dents’ cognitive and affective processes in learning situations.  

REFERENCES 
Alamäki, A. (2018). A conceptual model for knowledge dimensions and processes in design and technology 

projects. International Journal of  Technology and Design Education 28(3), 667-683. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-017-9410-7 

Alamäki, A., Dirin, A. & Suomala, J. (2021). Students’ expectations and social media sharing in adopting aug-
mented reality. International Journal of  Information and Learning Technology, 38(2), 196-208. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJILT-05-2020-0072 

Alamäki, A., Pesonen, J., & Dirin, A. (2019). Triggering effects of  mobile video marketing in nature tourism: 
Media richness perspective. Information Processing & Management 56(3), 756-770. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ipm.2019.01.003 

Banos, R. M., Botella, C., Rubio, I., Quero, S., Garcia-Palacios, A., & Alcaniz, M. (2008). Presence and emotions 
in virtual environments: The influence of  stereoscopy, CyberPsychology & Behavior 11(1), 1-8. 
https://doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2007.9936 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-017-9410-7
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJILT-05-2020-0072
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ipm.2019.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2007.9936


Students’ Experiences of  2D and 360° Videos 

324 

Beadle, S. (2019). Simulator sickness coping strategies: Findings from Reddit. Proceedings of  the Human Factors and 
Ergonomics Society Annual Meeting, 63(1), 2262-2266. https://doi.org/10.1177/1071181319631043 

Berger, J., & Milkman, K. L. (2012). What makes online content viral? Journal of  Marketing Research, 49(2), 192-
205. https://doi.org/10.1509/jmr.10.0353 

Bergmann, K., Eyssel, F., & Kopp, S. (2012). A second chance to make a first impression? How appearance and 
nonverbal behavior affect perceived warmth and competence of  virtual agents over time. In Y. Nakano, M. 
Neff, A. Paiva, & M. Walker (Eds.), Proceedings of  the International Conference on Intelligent Virtual Agents (pp. 
126-138). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-33197-8_13 

Bétrancourt, M., & Benetos, K. (2018). Why and when does instructional video facilitate learning? A commen-
tary to the special issue “developments and trends in learning with instructional video”. Computers in Hu-
man Behavior, 89, 471-475. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2018.08.035 

Bowman, D. A., & McMahan, R. P. (2007). Virtual reality: How much immersion is enough? Computer, 40(7), 
36-43. https://doi.org/10.1109/MC.2007.257 

Brame, C. J. (2016). Effective educational videos: Principles and guidelines for maximizing student learning 
from video content. CBE – Life Sciences Education, 15(4), 1-6. https://doi.org/10.1187/cbe.16-03-0125 

Cafaro, A., Vilhjálmsson, H. H., & Bickmore, T. (2016). First impressions in human-agent virtual encounters. 
ACM Transactions on Computer-Human Interaction (TOCHI), 23(4), 1-40. https://doi.org/10.1145/2940325 

Chen, C. H., Hung, H. T., & Yeh, H. C. (2021). Virtual reality in problem‐based learning contexts: Effects on 
the problem‐solving performance, vocabulary acquisition and motivation of  English language learners. 
Journal of  Computer Assisted Learning, 37(3), 851-860. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcal.12528 

Chen, C. J. (2010). Theoretical bases for using virtual reality in education. Themes in Science and Technology Educa-
tion, 2(1-2), 71-90.  

Cheng, A., Yang, L., & Andersen, E. (2017). Teaching language and culture with a virtual reality game. Proceed-
ings of  the 2017 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, 541-549. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/3025453.3025857 

Cobb, S. V., Nichols, S., Ramsey, A., & Wilson, J. R. (1999). Virtual reality-induced symptoms and effects 
(VRISE). Presence: Teleoperators & Virtual Environments, 8(2), 169-186. 
https://doi.org/10.1162/105474699566152 

Cohen, L., Manion, L., & Morrison, K. (2013). Research methods in education (7th ed.). Routledge. 
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203720967 

Christopoulos, A., Conrad, M., & Shukla, M. (2018). Increasing student engagement through virtual interac-
tions: How? Virtual Reality, 22(4), 353-369. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10055-017-0330-3 

Daft, R. L., & Lengel, R. H. (1983). Information richness. A new approach to managerial behavior and organization design 
(No. TR-ONR-DG-02). Office of  Naval Research Technical Report, College of  Business Administration, 
Texas A&M University, College Station. https://doi.org/10.21236/ADA128980  

Daft, R. L., & Lengel, R. H. (1986). Organizational information requirements, media richness and structural 
design. Management Science, 32(5), 554-571. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.32.5.554 

Dennis, A. R., & Kinney, S. T. (1998). Testing media richness theory in the new media: The effects of  cues, 
feedback, and task equivocality. Information Systems Research, 9(3), 256-274. 
https://doi.org/10.1287/isre.9.3.256 

Dirin, A. (2020). User experience of  mobile virtual reality: Experiment on changes in students’ attitudes. Turk-
ish Online Journal of  Educational Technology, 19(3), 80-93. 

Dirin, A., Alamäki, A., & Suomala, J. (2019). Gender differences in perceptions of  conventional video, virtual 
reality and augmented reality. International Journal of  Interactive Mobile Technologies, 13(6), 93-103. 
https://doi.org/10.3991/ijim.v13i06.10487 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1071181319631043
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmr.10.0353
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-33197-8_13
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2018.08.035
https://doi.org/10.1109/MC.2007.257
https://doi.org/10.1187/cbe.16-03-0125
https://doi.org/10.1145/2940325
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcal.12528
https://doi.org/10.1145/3025453.3025857
https://doi.org/10.1162/105474699566152
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203720967
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10055-017-0330-3
https://doi.org/10.21236/ADA128980
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.32.5.554
https://doi.org/10.1287/isre.9.3.256
https://doi.org/10.3991/ijim.v13i06.10487


Alamäki, Dirin, Suomala, & Rhee 

325 

Dirin, A., Laine, T., & Alamäki, A. (2018). Managing emotional requirements in a context-aware mobile applica-
tion for tourists. International Journal of  Interactive Mobile Technologies, 12(2), 177-196. 
https://doi.org/10.3991/ijim.v12i2.7933 

The Economist. (2020, October). Headset technology is cheaper and better than ever: But it has yet to go 
mainstream. Technology Quarterly. https://www.economist.com/technology-quarterly/2020/10/01/headset-
technology-is-cheaper-and-better-than-ever  

Falk, E. B., O’Donnell, M. B., Tompson, S., Gonzalez, R., Dal Cin, S., Strecher, V., & An, L. (2016). Functional 
brain imaging predicts public health campaign success. Social Cognitive and Affective Neuroscience, 11(2), 204-
214. https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsv108 

Fegely, A., & Cherner, T. (2021). A comprehensive rubric for evaluating EduVR. Journal of  Information Technology 
Education: Research, 20(1), 137-171. https://doi.org/10.28945/4737 

Filippou, J., Cheong, C., & Cheong, F. (2018). A model to investigate preference for use of  gamification in a 
learning activity. Australasian Journal of  Information Systems, 22, 1-23. https://doi.org/10.3127/ajis.v22i0.1397 

Fokides, E., Chronopoulou, M. I., & Kaimara, P. (2019). Comparing videos and a 3D virtual environment for 
teaching school-related functional skills and behaviors to students with ADHD or developmental dyslexia, 
displaying challenging behaviors: a case study. Research and Practice in Technology Enhanced Learning 14(1), 22. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41039-019-0117-0 

Freina, L., & Ott, M. (2015). A literature review on immersive virtual reality in education: State of  the art and 
perspectives. Proceedings of  the 11th International Scientific Conference eLearning and Software for Education, 133-141.  

Garrison, D. R., & Kanuka, H. (2004). Blended learning: Uncovering its transformative potential in higher edu-
cation. Internet and Higher Education, 7(2), 95-105. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2004.02.001 

Ghanbarzadeh, R., & Ghapanchi, A. H. (2020). Antecedents and consequences of  user acceptance of  three-
dimensional virtual worlds in higher education. Journal of  Information Technology Education: Research, 19, 855-
889. https://doi.org/10.28945/4660 

Google. (2020). Google Cardboard. https://arvr.google.com/cardboard/  

Gouia, R., & Gunn, C. (2016). Making mathematics meaningful for freshmen students: Investigating students’ 
preferences of  pre-class videos. Research and Practice in Technology Enhanced Learning 11(1), 1-8. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41039-015-0026-9 

Gromer, D., Reinke, M., Christner, I., & Pauli, P. (2019). Causal interactive links between presence and fear in 
virtual reality height exposure. Frontiers in Psychology, 10, 141. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00141 

Gronier, G. (2016). Measuring the first impression: Testing the validity of  the 5 second test. Journal of  Usability 
Studies, 12(1), 8-25. 

Gudoniene, D., & Rutkauskiene, D. (2019). Virtual and augmented reality in education. Baltic Journal of  Modern 
Computing 7(2), 293-300. https://doi.org/10.22364/bjmc.2019.7.2.07 

Hallikainen, H., Alamäki, A., & Laukkanen, T. (2019). Individual preferences of  digital touchpoints: A latent 
class analysis. Journal of  Retailing and Consumer Services, 50, 386-393. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretcon-
ser.2018.07.014 

Hamilton, D., McKechnie, J., Edgerton, E., & Wilson, C. (2021). Immersive virtual reality as a pedagogical tool 
in education: A systematic literature review of  quantitative learning outcomes and experimental design. 
Journal of  Computers in Education, 8(1), 1-32. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40692-020-00169-2 

Harvie, D. S., Rio, E., Smith, R. T., Olthof, N., & Coppieters, M. W. (2020). Virtual reality body image training 
for chronic low back pain: A single case report. Frontiers in Virtual Reality, 1, 1-10. 
https://doi.org/10.3389/frvir.2020.00013 

Hebbel-Seeger, A. (2017). 360 degrees video and VR for training and marketing within sports. Athens Journal of  
Sports, 4(4), 243-261. https://doi.org/10.30958/ajspo.4.4.1 

Huang, H. M., Rauch, U., & Liaw, S. S. (2010). Investigating learners’ attitudes toward virtual reality learning 
environments: Based on a constructivist approach, Computers & Education, 55(3), 1171-1182. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2010.05.014 

https://doi.org/10.3991/ijim.v12i2.7933
https://www.economist.com/technology-quarterly/2020/10/01/headset-technology-is-cheaper-and-better-than-ever
https://www.economist.com/technology-quarterly/2020/10/01/headset-technology-is-cheaper-and-better-than-ever
https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsv108
https://doi.org/10.28945/4737
https://doi.org/10.3127/ajis.v22i0.1397
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41039-019-0117-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2004.02.001
https://doi.org/10.28945/4660
https://arvr.google.com/cardboard/
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41039-015-0026-9
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00141
https://doi.org/10.22364/bjmc.2019.7.2.07
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2018.07.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2018.07.014
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40692-020-00169-2
https://doi.org/10.3389/frvir.2020.00013
https://doi.org/10.30958/ajspo.4.4.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2010.05.014


Students’ Experiences of  2D and 360° Videos 

326 

Jahanmir, S. F., & Cavadas, J. (2018). Factors affecting late adoption of  digital innovations. Journal of  Business Re-
search, 88, 337-343. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.01.058 

Kavanagh, S., Luxton-Reilly, A., Wuensche, B., & Plimmer, B. (2017). A systematic review of  virtual reality in 
education. Themes in Science and Technology Education, 10(2), 85-119. 

Ke, F., Lee, S., & Xu, X. (2016). Teaching training in a mixed-reality integrated learning environment. Computers 
in Human Behavior, 62, 212-220. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.03.094 

Khalifa, M., & Shen, N. (2004). System design effects on social presence and telepresence in virtual communi-
ties. Proceedings of  the International Conference on Information Systems, Washington, DC, 547-558.  

Kim, H., & Fesenmaier, D. R. (2008). Persuasive design of  destination web sites: An analysis of  first impres-
sion. Journal of  Travel Research, 47(1), 3-13. https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287507312405 

Kisker, J., Gruber, T., & Schöne, B. (2019). Behavioral realism and lifelike psychophysiological responses in vir-
tual reality by the example of  a height exposure, Psychological Research, 1-14. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00426-019-01244-9 

Kittel, A., Larkin, P., Cunningham, I., & Spittle, M. (2020). 360° virtual reality: A SWOT analysis in comparison 
to virtual reality, Frontiers in Psychology, 11. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.563474  

Knutson, B., & Greer, S. M. (2008). Anticipatory affect: Neural correlates and consequences for choice. Philo-
sophical Transactions of  the Royal Society B: Biological Science, 363(1511), 3771-3786. 
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2008.0155 

Kulviwat, S., Bruner, G. C., & Neelankavil, J. (2014). Self-efficacy as an antecedent of  cognition and affect in 
technology acceptance. Journal of  Consumer Marketing, 31(3), 190-199. https://doi.org/10.1108/JCM-10-
2013-0727 

Laine, T. H., Nygren, E., Dirin, A., & Suk, H. J. (2016). Science spots AR: A platform for science learning 
games with augmented reality. Educational Technology Research and Development, 64(3), 507-531. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-015-9419-0 

Lan, Y. J. (2020). Immersion, interaction, and experience-oriented learning: Bringing virtual reality into FL 
learning. Language Learning & Technology, 24(1), 1-15. https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.plm.2020.03.001 

Lazarus, R. S. (1991). Cognition and motivation in emotion. American Psychologist, 46(4), 352-367. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.46.4.352 

Lee, K. M. (2004). Why presence occurs: Evolutionary psychology, media equation, and presence. Presence: Tele-
operators & Virtual Environments, 13(4), 494-505. https://doi.org/10.1162/1054746041944830 

Lim, K. H., & Benbasat, I. (2000). The effect of  multimedia on perceived equivocality and perceived usefulness 
of  information systems. MIS Quarterly, 449-471. https://doi.org/10.2307/3250969 

Liu, C., White, R. W., & Dumais, S. (2010). Understanding web browsing behaviors through Weibull analysis of  
dwell time. Proceedings of  the 33rd International ACM SIGIR Conference on Research and Development in Information 
Retrieval, Geneva, Switzerland, 379-386. https://doi.org/10.1145/1835449.1835513 

Liu, I. F., Chen, M. C., Sun, Y. S., Wible, D., & Kuo, C. H. (2010). Extending the TAM model to explore the 
factors that affect intention to use an online learning community. Computers & Education, 54(2), 600-610. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2009.09.009 

Liu, X., Shi, S. W., Teixeira, T., & Wedel, M. (2018). Video content marketing: The making of  clips. Journal of  
Marketing, 82(4), 86-101. https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.16.0048 

Mandryk, R. L., Atkins, M. S., & Inkpen, K. M. (2006). A continuous and objective evaluation of  emotional 
experience with interactive play environments. Proceedings of  the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Com-
puting Systems, 1027-1036. https://doi.org/10.1145/1124772.1124926 

Mania, K., & Robinson, A. (2004). The effect of  quality of  rendering on user lighting impressions and presence 
in virtual environments. Proceedings of  the SIGGRAPH International Conference on Virtual Reality Continuum and 
its Applications in Industry, 200-205. https://doi.org/10.1145/1044588.1044629 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.01.058
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.03.094
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287507312405
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00426-019-01244-9
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.563474
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2008.0155
https://doi.org/10.1108/JCM-10-2013-0727
https://doi.org/10.1108/JCM-10-2013-0727
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-015-9419-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.plm.2020.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.46.4.352
https://doi.org/10.1162/1054746041944830
https://doi.org/10.2307/3250969
https://doi.org/10.1145/1835449.1835513
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2009.09.009
https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.16.0048
https://doi.org/10.1145/1124772.1124926
https://doi.org/10.1145/1044588.1044629


Alamäki, Dirin, Suomala, & Rhee 

327 

Mantovani, F., Castelnuovo, G., Gaggioli, A., & Riva, G. (2003). Virtual reality training for health-care profes-
sionals. CyberPsychology & Behavior, 6(4), 389-395. https://doi.org/10.1089/109493103322278772 

Martín-Gutiérrez, J., Efrén Mora, C., Añorbe-Díaz, B., & González-Marrero, A. (2017). Virtual technologies 
trends in education. Eurasia Journal of  Mathematics, Science and Technology Education, 13(2), 469-86. 
https://doi.org/10.12973/eurasia.2017.00626a 

Mayer, R. E. (2009). Multimedia learning (2nd ed.). Cambridge University Press. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511811678 

McCreery, M. P., Krach, S. K., Schrader, P. G., & Boone, R. (2012). Defining the virtual self: Personality, behav-
ior and the psychology of  embodiment. Computers in Human Behavior, 28(3), 976-983. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2011.12.019 

McCreery, M. P., Schrader, P. G., Krach, S. K., & Boone, R. (2013). A sense of  self: The role of  presence in vir-
tual environments. Computers in Human Behavior, 29(4), 1635-1640. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2013.02.002 

Mikropoulos, T. A., & Natsis, A. (2011). Educational virtual environments: A ten-year review of  empirical re-
search (1999-2009). Computers & Education, 56(3), 769-780. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2010.10.020 

Nguyen, N., Muilu, T., Dirin, A., & Alamäki, A. (2018). An interactive and augmented learning concept for ori-
entation week in higher education. International Journal of  Educational Technology in Higher Education, 15(35), 1-
15. https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-018-0118-x 

Panchuk, D., Klusemann, M. J., & Hadlow, S. M. (2018). Exploring the effectiveness of  immersive video for 
training decision-making capability in elite, youth basketball players. Frontiers in Psychology, 9, 2315. 
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02315  

Park, B., Blevins, E., Knutson, B., & Tsai, J .L. (2017). Neurocultural evidence that ideal affect match promotes 
giving. Social Cognitive and Affective Neuroscience, 12(7), 1083-1096. https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsx047  

Pirker, J., & Dengel, A. (2021). The potential of  360-degree virtual reality videos and real VR for education: A 
literature review. IEEE Computer Graphics and Applications. https://doi.org/10.1109/MCG.2021.3067999 

Rebelo, F., Noriega, P., Duarte, E., & Soares, M. (2012). Using virtual reality to assess user experience. Human 
Factors, 54(6), 964-982. https://doi.org/10.1177/0018720812465006 

Rebenitsch, L., & Owen, C. (2016). Review on cybersickness in applications and visual displays. Virtual Reality, 
20(2), 101-125. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10055-016-0285-9 

Rizzo, A., John, B., Newman, B., Williams, J., Hartholt, A., Lethin, C., & Buckwalter, J. G. (2013). Virtual reality 
as a tool for delivering PTSD exposure therapy and stress resilience training. Military Behavioral Health, 1(1), 
52-58. https://doi.org/10.1080/21635781.2012.721064 

Riva, G., Mantovani, F., Capideville, C. S., Preziosa, A., Morganti, F., Villani, D., Gaggioli, A., Botella, C., & Al-
cañiz, M. (2007). Affective interactions using virtual reality: The link between presence and emotions. Cy-
berPsychology & Behavior, 10(1), 45-56. https://doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2006.9993 

Román-Ibáñez, V., Pujol-López, F. A., Mora-Mora, H., Pertegal-Felices, M. L., & Jimeno-Morenilla, A. (2018). 
A low-cost immersive virtual reality system for teaching robotic manipulators programming. Sustainability, 
10(4), 1102. https://doi.org/10.3390/su10041102 

Saballe, C., Hang, L., & Dirin, A. (2018, July). Experience changes the perception and feelings: A case study on 
MVR application in educational context. Proceedings of  the 10th Annual International Conference on Education and 
New Learning Technologies, Palma, Spain, 10204-10213. https://doi.org/10.21125/edulearn.2018.2481 

Salomon, G. (1979). Interaction of  media, cognition, and learning: An exploration of  how symbolic forms cultivate mental 
skills and affect knowledge acquisition. Jossey-Bass. 

Schubert, T. W. (2009). A new conception of  spatial presence: Once again, with feeling. Communication Theory, 
19(2), 161-87. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2885.2009.01340.x 

https://doi.org/10.1089/109493103322278772
https://doi.org/10.12973/eurasia.2017.00626a
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511811678
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2011.12.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2013.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2010.10.020
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-018-0118-x
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02315
https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsx047
https://doi.org/10.1109/MCG.2021.3067999
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018720812465006
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10055-016-0285-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/21635781.2012.721064
https://doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2006.9993
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10041102
https://doi.org/10.21125/edulearn.2018.2481
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2885.2009.01340.x


Students’ Experiences of  2D and 360° Videos 

328 

Stebbins, T., & Ragan, E. D. (2019). Redirecting view rotation in immersive movies with washout filters. Proceed-
ings of  the IEEE Conference on Virtual Reality and 3D User Interfaces (VR), Osaka, Japan, 377-385. 
https://doi.org/10.1109/VR.2019.8797994 

Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. M. (1998). Basics of  qualitative research: Techniques and procedures for developing grounded theory 
(2nd ed.). Sage Publications. 

Sun, P. C., & Cheng, H. K. (2007). The design of  instructional multimedia in e-learning: A media richness the-
ory-based approach. Computers & Education, 49(3), 662-676. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2005.11.016 

Tichon, J. (2012). Evaluation of  virtual reality training using affect. International Journal on E-Learning, 11(2), 209-
218. 

Thompson, P., Xiu, Y., Tsotsoros, J., & Robertson, M. A. (2021). The effect of  designing and segmenting in-
structional video. Journal of  Information Technology Education: Research, 20, 173-200. 
https://doi.org/10.28945/4756 

Toet, A., Heijn, F., Brouwer, A-M., Mioch, T., & van Erp, J. B. F. (2020). An immersive self-report tool for the 
affective appraisal of  360° VR videos. Frontiers in Virtual Reality, 1. 
https://doi.org/10.3389/frvir.2020.552587 

Vailshery, L. S.  (2021). Reported price of  leading consumer virtual reality (VR) headsets in 2019, by device. The Report of  
Statista. https://www.statista.com/statistics/1096886/reported-price-of-leading-consumer-vr-headsets-by-
device/  

Velev, D., & Zlateva, P. (2017). Virtual reality challenges in education and training. International Journal of  Learn-
ing and Teaching, 3(1), 33-37. https://doi.org/10.18178/ijlt.3.1.33-37 

Venkatesh, V., & Davis, F. D. (2000). A theoretical extension of  the technology acceptance model: Four longi-
tudinal field studies. Management Science, 46(2), 186-204. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.46.2.186.11926 

Venkatesh, V., Thong, J. Y., & Xu, X. (2012). Consumer acceptance and use of  information technology: Ex-
tending the unified theory of  acceptance and use of  technology. MIS Quarterly, 157-178. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/41410412 

Venkatraman, V., Dimoka, A., Pavlou, P. A., Vo, K., Hampton, W., Bollinger, B., Hershfield, H. E., Ishihara, M., 
& Winer, R. S. (2015). Predicting advertising success beyond traditional measures: new insights from neu-
rophysiological methods and market response modeling. Journal of  Marketing Research 52(4), 436-452. 
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmr.13.0593 

Vesisenaho, M., Juntunen, M., Häkkinen, P., Pöysä-Tarhonen, J., Fagerlund, J., Miakush, I., & Parviainen, T. 
(2019). Virtual reality in education: Focus on the role of  emotions and physiological reactivity. Journal of  
Virtual Worlds Research, 12(1). https://doi.org/10.4101/jvwr.v12i1.7329 

Wirth, W., Hartmann, T., Böcking, S., Vorderer, P., Klimmt, C., Schramm, H., Saari, T., Laarni, J., Ravaja, N., 
Gouveia, F. R., Biocca, F., Sacau, A., Jäncke, L., Baumgartner, T., & Jäncke, P. (2007). A process model of  
the formation of  spatial presence experiences. Media Psychology, 9(3), 493-525. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/15213260701283079 

Yeo, N. L., White, M. P., Alcock, I., Garside, R., Dean, S. G., Smalley, A. J., & Gatersleben, B. (2020). What is 
the best way of  delivering virtual nature for improving mood? An experimental comparison of  high defini-
tion TV, 360° video, and computer-generated virtual reality. Journal of  Environmental Psychology, 72, 1-13. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2020.101500 

Zajtchuk, R., & Satava, R. M. (1997). Medical applications of  virtual reality. Communications of  the ACM, 40(9), 
63-64. https://doi.org/10.1145/260750.260768 

Zilka, G. C., Cohen, R., & Rahimi, I. D. (2018). Teacher presence and social presence in virtual and blended 
courses. Journal of  Information Technology Education: Research, 17(1), 103-126. https://doi.org/10.28945/4061 

https://doi.org/10.1109/VR.2019.8797994
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2005.11.016
https://doi.org/10.28945/4756
https://doi.org/10.3389/frvir.2020.552587
https://www.statista.com/statistics/1096886/reported-price-of-leading-consumer-vr-headsets-by-device/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/1096886/reported-price-of-leading-consumer-vr-headsets-by-device/
https://doi.org/10.18178/ijlt.3.1.33-37
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.46.2.186.11926
https://doi.org/10.2307/41410412
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmr.13.0593
https://doi.org/10.4101/jvwr.v12i1.7329
https://doi.org/10.1080/15213260701283079
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2020.101500
https://doi.org/10.1145/260750.260768
https://doi.org/10.28945/4061


Alamäki, Dirin, Suomala, & Rhee 

329 

AUTHORS 
Ari Alamäki, PhD, is a principal lecturer at Haaga-Helia University of  
Applied Sciences and an adjunct professor at University of  Turku, Fin-
land. His current research focuses on the applications of  artificial intelli-
gence and VR in education, business services and human behavior. His 
academic work has been published in journals such as Information Processing 
& Management, International Journal of  Information Management and Interna-
tional Journal of  Technology and Design Education.  

 

 

 

Dr. Amir Dirin is an adjunct professor in educational technology at the 
University of  Helsinki and lecturer at Haaga-Helia University of  Applied 
Sciences. His main research area is in immersive experience, machine 
learning, and user experience design. Dr. Dirin additionally is a keynote 
speaker in immersive experience and user experience design in different 
international conferences and seminars. As a latest activity, Dr. Dirin is 
active in organizing MOOC courses such as Data Mining, Immersive Ex-
perience, and Artificial Intelligent. 

 

 

 

Jyrki Suomala, PhD (adjunct professor), is a principal lecturer at Laurea 
University of  Applied Sciences in Finland. He has research interests in 
human decision making and learning in different contexts from universi-
ties and companies to marketplaces. He has published papers in journals 
such as PLOS ONE, European Journal of  Innovation Management and Journal 
of  Neuroscience, Psychology and Economics.   

 

 

 

 

Cheul Rhee is a professor of  e-business department at Ajou University 
in Korea. He has research interests in human factors & HCI, VR & AR, 
knowledge management, metaverse, enterprise systems and e-business 
strategies. He has published papers in journals such as Communications of  
the ACM, Virtual Reality, International Journal of  Hospitality Management, and 
many others.  

 


	Kansi_pohja.pdf
	JITE-Rv20p309-329Alamaki7126.pdf
	Students’ Experiences of 2D and 360  Videos With or Without a Low-Cost VR Headset:  An Experimental Study in Higher Education
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Related Work
	Characteristics of Videos and VR Technologies in Learning and Teaching
	Virtual Presence Evoking Affective Experiences
	Media richness theory
	Affective user experience
	Predictions


	Research Methods and Data
	Students and Design
	Design and Procedure of Experiment
	Measures
	Data Analysis

	Results
	Students’ Initial, Low-Cost VR Technology Experiences
	Comparison Between Students’ Experiences with Conventional Video and 360  Video
	Differences Between the Experiences of VR-Headset Users and Non-Users
	User Experience Score and Social Sharing Intention

	Discussion
	Students’ Initial Impression of Low-Cost VR Technology
	Differences in the Affective Experiences of Conventional Video and 360  Videos
	The Effect of Low-Cost VR-Headset Usage on User Experiences
	Social-Sharing Intention and User Experiences
	Practical Implications for Teaching Arrangements

	Conclusions
	Limitations and Future Research
	References
	Authors


