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Virtual Reality-based Design Personalization System for Enhanced Work Experience

- Prototype Implementation and User Validation -
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Abstract

This study investigates the effects of design personalization in virtual reality workspaces (VRWS) on workspace satisfaction and productivity.
Twelve graduate students were divided into three groups; each compared the default condition with one personalization level: Level 1 (e.g.,
desk stationery manipulation), Level 2 (e.g., interior design), or Level 3 (e.g., spatial structure alterations). Participants performed reading
comprehension and proofreading tasks, with task accuracy and completion time collected as objective measures. Subjective assessments
included PANAS, NASA-TLX, IPQ, MAUVE, and satisfaction ratings. Results indicate that personalization tends to enhance both satisfaction
and productivity, underscoring the significance of visual aesthetics in VRWS design and informing guidelines for platform development.
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3.1. Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS)
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3.2. iGroup Presence Questionnaire (IPQ)
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3.3. NASA-Task Load Index (TLX)
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3.4. Multi-Criteria Assessment of Usability for Virtual
Environment (MAUVE)
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