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Abstract
This article presents a critical viewpoint on the existing research to establish the boundaries of immersive
technologies, such as virtual reality, exploring distinctions between sensorial and mental experiences and
highlighting the influence of technological determinism in this scholarly domain. The analysis reveals a lack of
established conceptual structures for categorizing distinct types of immersion, emphasizing that immersion
is not universal and is not inherently technological. In particular, it highlights that, fundamentally, immersive
technologies are not designed to immerse into narratives. As a result, this article suggests a dual cognitive
framework of immersion to explain the nature of different immersive experiences. The article also critically
addresses ethical concerns related to identity tourism and argues against the oversimplification of complex
psychological processes, emphasizing the overreliance of the existing studies on visual or technological stimuli.
To avoid this, the article suggests a way to avoid technological determinism in relevant conceptualizations.
Overall, the article scrutinizes the assumptions associated with immersive technologies, offering insights into
their capabilities to stimulate senses and vividly inform, contributing to a nuanced understanding of their
effects and ethical implications.
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1. Introduction

Research on immersive technologies (such as virtual reality [VR]) is dominantly based on technologically
deterministic assumptions. These assumptions arise from understanding immersion solely as a quality of the
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technology (Cummings & Bailenson, 2016). Examples include equating immersion with simply wearing the
head‐mounted display, or HMD (Shen et al., 2021). These deterministic assumptions may also reduce
embodiment to the mere use of an avatar (Li & Kim, 2021), even though embodiment, as a sense of owning
the virtual body (Forster et al., 2022), involves multiple elements beyond avatar attributes (Gonzalez‐Franco
& Peck, 2018). Another assumption is that using a first‐person avatar makes users “someone else” by sharing
identities and/or bodies (Li & Kim, 2021; Tan et al., 2022), e.g., of an ethnic minority (Chen et al., 2021).
However, there’s no evidence to suggest users become someone else; individuals remain the same people
with their own selves and biases (Yee & Bailenson, 2007). By doing this, many VR studies also overlook the
ethical side of their research. In particular, by placing users into “bodies” of someone else, “immersive”
technologies potentially promote identity tourism, as a superficial play with identities of others (Nakamura,
2013), instead of true perspective‐taking. All these issues also stem from an overarching approach that
doesn’t differentiate between mental and sensory (immersive) experiences.

In the end, this is an outdated approach that the communication field overcame by rejecting the linear model
of communication and technological determinism (Hall, 1973), and this is what immersion (technologies)
scholarship should overcome because technology does not tell us how to feel; instead, we process and
interpret the incoming stimuli (Shaw, 2017). This may also include the exclusion of the term “immersive
technology” from everyday use and replace it with a term that describes what these technologies factually
do, instead of what users are expected to feel. The following article also advocates for diversifying the
concept of immersion based on the type of experiences, differentiating between sensory and mental
immersions, which would help to encompass diverse media interactions. To further promote understanding
of the differences between different immersive experiences, I suggest that sensory and mental immersions
should be connected to presence and narrative engagement, respectively. Overall, this would mean
excluding narratives as objectives of the presence research to facilitate a clearer distinction between
different types of immersion and experiences, as well as their effects and determinants.

2. Immersion Is a Psychological State, not a Quality of Technology (Boundary 1)

Immersion (via technology) is a complex psychological state that depends on various factors. The idea that the
quality of the technology by itself can induce a particular experience nomatter what the content is, aside from
being problematically deterministic, is challenging (Calleja, 2014). Technology alone doesn’t create immersion
for users. Therefore, it is also incorrect to suggest that some technologies are either low or non‐immersive
technologies compared to others (Bailey & Bailenson, 2017). Everything depends on the context in which the
technology is being perceived. From this and other perspectives, immersion (via technology) is not different
from the sense of presence.

Technology plays a role in immersion because (certain types of) immersion is a product of interaction with or
perception of it. It does not necessarily matter how well the system is designed, or how advanced it is—it has
to be noticed, paid attention to, and perceived. In other words:

A thing must be not only perceptible, but perceived. And in order to be perceived, a thing must be
subject to some minimal allocation of perceptual attention, even if fleeting and non‐deliberate. Put
plainly, one could not expect to feel present in a virtual environment if one’s eyes are shut and ears are
plugged. (Murphy & Skarbez, 2020, p. 182)
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There are always individual factors in play too, whether it is a mood or some personality characteristics, such
as an immersive tendency (Witmer & Singer, 1998). Also, if a person is not open or willing to be immersed via
certain technologies, it will not happen (Sas & O’Hare, 2003).

How do we then describe the quality of such technologies? Riecke and Schulte‐Pelkum (2015) suggested
describing it as “immersiveness” or “the medium’s ability to afford the psychological process of immersion”
(p. 205). It still does not describe the quality of the technology per se. In the end, this quality arguably refers to
fidelity. In most general terms, fidelity is “the extent to which the simulation replicates the actual environment”
(Liu et al., 2008, p. 92). This quality differentiates “immersive” technologies, but it does not define what these
technologies are and what they do.

While these technologies do not necessarily immerse users or make them someone else, they do objectively
simulate experiences, environments, activities, entities, and so forth. These technologies produce
simulations, or, more particularly, interactive simulations (Brey, 2008; Søraker, 2011). Simulation, in general,
models systems (Brey, 2008), or the system of signs from the original behaviour system (Frasca, 2013). Not
all interactive simulations are designed to reproduce reality and its cues—although the high‐fidelity ones
usually do. High‐fidelity simulations are supposed to be more “immersive” (Calleja, 2014), which, however,
only means that these simulations replicate more sensorial cues compared to low‐fidelity simulations.

So, even though it is not as appealing to the industry as “immersive technology,” it is more accurate to refer to
these technologies as “simulation(al)” (Kukshinov, 2023). In that sense, as a technological domain, simulation
is similar to mediation. All media or mediation technologies have the potential to induce a sense of social
presence, whether it is an email or a complex teleconference system (Kojima et al., 2021); however, what these
technologies de facto all do is they allmediate social communication. It is also necessary to remember that VR,
and related technologies, are not always supposed to immerse users (McVeigh‐Schultz & Isbister, 2022).

As a psychological state, immersion should not be considered a mere “engagement,” or a technical occlusion
from the real world (as in, e.g., Tran et al., 2019). It is a vague and non‐operationalizable approach, which
also devaluates the immersion’s meaning and significance. The value of immersion, as a conception and a
psychological state, lies in its capability to blur or merge experiences between media/technology and the real
world (Martínez, 2014; Snodgrass et al., 2013). As a result, something that is not real, whether a location or a
social situation, is experienced to some extent as real. However, there are at least two ways for our cognition
to “misjudge” reality via immersion like that, which I describe in the next section.

3. Differences Between Sensory and Mental (Immersive) Experiences (Boundary 2)

The possibilistic model of consciousness suggests that cognition consists of perception and imagination that
mutually definewhat is real andwhat is not (O’Connor&Aardema, 2005, 2012;O’Connor et al., 2005). In short,
perception is processing what is “there” to be perceived, while imagination processes what is “not there,” or
possibilities (O’Connor et al., 2005). For example, when we see an object from one of its sides, we do not
assume that nothing exists on the back of this object—we mentally simulate some possibilities of what it can
be. So, we make sense of reality with both imagination and perception. Therefore, there are at least sensory
and mental ways not only to “judge” but also to “misjudge” reality.
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For example, we can misperceive reality via illusions (Ramakonar et al., 2011). Presence, as a perceptual
illusion of non‐mediation (Lombard & Ditton, 1997) and/or non‐simulation (Kukshinov, 2024), is not just any
immersive state (Behm‐Morawitz et al., 2016). Presence is a form of sensory immersion because it relies on
the perceptual process, on sensory cues, or fidelity, i.e., on how well and coherently the simulation replicates
some aspect of reality (Murphy & Skarbez, 2020). Something has to be simulated to be perceived.
Otherwise, if it is not simulated, if it is not “there,” it is left to the imagination as a possibility. Possibilities or
uncertainty are beneficial for mental immersion as they stimulate the imagination, which is key to
mental immersion.

Presence, as a sensory illusion, happens at the moment of perceiving the simulated, i.e., it is impossible to be
immersed in VR by memory. For presence, this spatiotemporal sequence of sensory cues needs to be
credible before it can be lived‐in or experienced as real (O’Connor & Aardema, 2012). For mental immersion,
it is the opposite. Mental immersion does not involve external simulation that is being perceived—it is based
on the mental simulation, for instance, of narratives. Narrative, such as a book, a movie, or a song, is not a
simulation that is perceived in which we may feel immersed—it is perceived to be mentally simulated.
Narrative engagement can be described as a mental reconstruction of the narratives (Busselle & Bilandzic,
2009). The narrative unveils its structure in the imagination as it is only through this process that it attains
credibility (O’Connor & Aardema, 2012). So, individuals need to live through narratives and engage
emotionally to feel them as something meaningful. Also, mental immersion does not have to happen in the
actual process of consuming a narrative—it can persist after consuming a narrative (Martínez, 2014). Along
with technology, narratives do not inevitably immerse their consumers (who are not “users”).

As a result, there are at least two types of immersion, i.e., sensory and mental, which can be represented by
the states of presence and narrative engagement, respectively. A dual approach to immersion is most
common in video game research. For instance, some researchers distinguished sensory and imaginative
immersions or diegetic and situated immersions (as mentioned in Veale, 2012) or psychological and
sensory/perceptual immersions (Carr et al., 2006). “Narrative” and “technological” conceptualizations of
immersion are also common, but they focus on the potential source of the immersion, not on its cognitive
nature as with “sensory”/”mental” conceptualization. Nilsson et al. (2016) also distinguished challenge‐based
immersion, which may arise from challenges to the user’s motor or mental skills. However, this potential
form of immersion seems to be very similar to the state of flow, as the authors themselves stated (Nilsson
et al., 2016). In any case, based on the dual cognitive approach, the mental and sensory immersions are
fundamentally different and, sometimes, contradict each other as they are based on different types of
cognitive processing and forms of attention.

3.1. Storytelling and Narrative Issues

Such contradictions appear, for instance, when immersion into narratives impacts action possibilities,
vection (i.e., perceived self‐motion), reality judgment, and, consequently, presence (Balakrishnan & Sundar,
2011). Research also indicates that external factors, such as control over media content (Oh et al., 2014), can
disrupt immersion into narratives (Busselle & Bilandzic, 2009). This happens because sensory immersion, or
presence, which relies on active involvement and perception of external stimuli, can disrupt mental
immersion, which is based on internal focus and mental simulations.
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As a result, without differentiation of immersive experiences, presence scholars assume it is possible to feel
presence “in” narratives. This may sound more plausible when researchers refer to audio‐visual narratives,
such as movies, because these types of narratives involve more sensory output. However, they are still
narratives that need to be mentally processed for immersion to appear. When it comes to textual narratives,
presence scholarship faces the so‐called “book problem” (Gysbers et al., 2004; Schubert & Crusius, 2002).
It is a problem because it becomes difficult for presence researchers to justify “presence in books” via
sensorial terms, level of fidelity, and other associated factors. However, books and novels can be the most
(mentally) immersive narratives as they engage imagination more than narratives represented via richer
media modalities, such as movies (Green et al., 2008). Simultaneously, there is no research on “presence in
cartoons” because presence researchers probably recognize this specific boundary. Overall, simulations
can induce sensory immersive experiences, while narratives can induce mental immersive experiences.
It is not correct to combine them, as narratives and simulations represent different types of media
(Calleja, 2014).

The lack of this differentiation creates another assumption based on blurring the difference between
presence and narrative engagement. This assumption implies a natural capability of “immersive”
technologies to convey stories. However, this approach does not consider that storytelling, as a
reproduction of narratives, can be immersive by itself, and that simulation technology does not improve but
impedes storytelling. In short, “immersive” technologies do not allow users to follow the storyline once users
have a choice of what to perceive. As a result, the simulative nature of “immersive” technologies impedes
storyline comprehension (Pressgrove & Bowman, 2021), hindering recall of the story (Szita et al., 2018).
However, story understanding and retention are pivotal for narrative engagement (Busselle & Bilandzic,
2009). As a result, regular flat screens, as media technologies, are better suited to consume narratives
uninterruptedly and emotionally engage with them (Baños et al., 2004).

Video games are one of the most coherent examples of “immersive” or simulated storytelling
(Gröppel‐Wegener & Kidd, 2019) because they are designed as both simulations and narratives (Frasca,
2013). The story in video games is coded to progress depending on the players. There might be other
examples of media, such as art installations, that make it possible to experience both sensory immersion
from simulation and mental immersion into narratives.

3.2. Empathy, Perspective‐Taking, and Identification Issues

There are more issues in video game research that stem from a lack of immersion differentiation. For instance,
characters, as driving story elements (Eder, 2010), are often conflated with avatars (as in Downs et al., 2019),
which are virtual representations of players in simulated environments (Nowak & Fox, 2018). This leads to
mistaking character identification and avatar embodiment as the same concepts and experiences, even though
they are distinct psychological processes. This further exemplifies the confusion between sensory (via avatar
control) and mental experiences (via character relationships). However, when we imagine characters and their
situations (even when we imagine ourselves with them), we cannot alter the course of events, as we do not
control characters or possess any agency when we engage with narratives; characters also do not react to us,
no matter how strongly we identify with them (Calleja, 2014). Those relationships are parasocial, or one‐sided
and imagined.
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Arguably, because of this confusion, sometimes researchers assume that players identify with characters due
to the fact of playing as them (as in Lin, 2013). However, identification requires mental effort—it is about
an emotional connection with the character and the character’s behaviour, motives, and desires (Busselle
& Bilandzic, 2009). Characters, whether in books or video games, should be relatable, so that players can
identify with them; it is not enough to play as them. Alternatively, embodiment is sometimes equated with the
fact of using an avatar because, as sometimes suggested, the “body transfer” happens (Herrera et al., 2018;
van Loon et al., 2018). However, embodiment does not simply happen when we use an avatar; it depends
on the combination of various senses that are not always related to an avatar, such as a sense of location
(Gonzalez‐Franco & Peck, 2018).

In VR studies, in particular, the blurring of mental and sensory processes can become problematic. This
happens because many VR researchers confuse the conception of a point of view (a sensory viewpoint)
with a perspective of another person (a mental attitude and understanding of them), which produces an idea
that VR is naturally capable of evoking perspective‐taking just because we “see through the eyes of
the other.”

Perspective‐taking is based on the mental effort to make inferences about and represent others’ intentions,
goals, and motives (Stietz et al., 2019), or feelings and thoughts of others in terms of affective and cognitive
perspective‐taking respectively (Healey & Grossman, 2018). Affective empathy is usually described as the
ability to share the emotional experiences of others, while cognitive empathy is usually equated to affective
perspective‐taking (Cox et al., 2012; Healey & Grossman, 2018). These are mental processes of relating to and
thinking about the other, which does not mean that the user of a technology becomes someone else. In any
case, no matter how much time a person spends “in” a virtual body, it does not (necessarily) transform them;
it is still the same person, who has certain attitudes and biases.

As a result, for instance, when a racist person is “placed” in the “body” of a person of colour, who is facing
virtually simulated abuse, this (a) does not make them a different person with different experiences, and
(b) does not automatically make them less racist due to this intervention. Instead, users of these
technologies remain themselves, along with any stereotypes and biases these individuals may have. If there
are any biases attributed to certain simulated identities, then they are reproduced in such situations. This
effect is called the Proteus effect (Yee & Bailenson, 2007). So, the question is not whether these
technologies help to reduce biases, but rather how much reproducing these expressions of biases and
stereotypes reinforces the biases by reliving and practising them in the virtual settings.

In addition to that, the whole premise of this type of research is problematic as it promotes identity tourism
(Nakamura, 2013), a form of “superficial, reversible, recreational play at otherness…[based on] an episodic
experience” (p. 55). What generally happens in such studies is a reduction of the human lives and tragedies
into the virtually visualized pieces of information posed as “real experiences.” As Nakamura (2013) discusses
further, this glimpsing at other people’s lives does not entail any real consequences or impact for users:

In cyberspace, players do not ever need to look for jobs or housing, compete for classroom attention,
or ask for raises. This ensures that identity tourists need never encounter situations in which exotic
otherness could be a liability….Players who represent as members of a minority may get the impression
that minorities “don’t have it all that bad,” since they are unlikely to find themselves discriminated
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against in concrete, material ways. This imperfect understanding of the specific “real life” social context
of otherness can lead to a type of complacency backed up by the seemingly unassailable evidence of
“personal experience.” (pp. 56–57)

As a result, such studies are not only incorrect in their underlying assumptions—they can also be dangerous
in regard to the effects they have on the participants by deepening the ignorance towards traditionally
marginalized groups.

4. Discussion and Conclusion

“Immersive technology” is neither a useful nor a precise term. It reflects a technologically deterministic (and
marketing‐driven) framework that is currently dominant in the scholarship. Technology use is not equal to any
particular psychological state, including immersion or immersive experiences. At the same time, scholarship
and forms of immersive experience are not bounded by certain technologies—immersion is a complex and
diverse psychological state. Simulation technology can induce sensory immersion or presence by presenting
a coherent set of sensory cues. Narratives can induce mental immersion by mentally simulating narrative
possibilities. In other words, there are different forms of immersion, and they often contradict each other.
The relationship between the different types of immersions can be tested using mixed methods, especially if
questionnaires, such as presence questionnaires, are context‐dependent (Kukshinov et al., 2024) and require
clarifications from the questionnaire respondents. Phenomenological analysis may be the best way to examine
different immersive experiences in detail.

Even though sensory and mental immersions may contradict each other, their combination through
“immersive” or rather virtually simulated storytelling is possible. Video games are a great example of
combining narratives and simulations. Still, there is a necessity to maintain a constant balance between the
focus on the simulation and engagement with narratives, or players’ agency and characters’ relationships.

Alternatively, documentaries can be a better content to represent via simulation technologies. It is possible
to minimize the impact of the simulation by “reducing” the narrative structure of the content. In other words,
more informative and less fictional content can be better suited for virtual and simulation technologies, as it is
less immersive, or, in other words, extractive (Kukshinov, 2023), which refers to information as media content
(Humphreys et al., 2013).

In addition, it may be possible to assign different modalities for the simulation and narrative parts.
In particular, it can be useful to use the audio channel for the narrative and the video channel for the
simulation (i.e., a 360‐degree video). As a result, it would be possible to visually stimulate a sense of space
through a simulation and provide a mentally engaging audio‐recorded narrative. This way, the story is not
intervened by the sensorial input—it is rather supplemented.

Even though simulation technologies are not naturally designed to tell stories, these technologies are very
impactful and useful in certain areas that require stimulating senses/sensations or vividly informing users via
sensory immersion or presence. These technologies are effective in simulating situations to train and stimulate
learning (Grassini et al., 2020) or to prepare for new circumstances (Lanzieri et al., 2020). VR is extremely
useful, for example, in terms of VR exposure therapy, when it is necessary to simulate virtual contexts that are
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perceived as less intimidating than real ones to treat phobias (Price & Anderson, 2007). In the end, simulation
itself and control over simulation can be fun and entertaining (Grodal, 2000).

Simulation technologies may not make stories more involving, or people less racist, but these technologies
are still incredibly impactful in their own way. It is necessary to understand the boundaries and use the
benefits of these technologies to the fullest extent. It is also crucial to remember that it is the processing of
these technologies that can have an effect on their users, not the mere fact of using them. Moving forward,
it is imperative to refine our understanding of immersion beyond technological determinism and a unified
conceptual framework. By embracing this, we can harness the transformative potential of the simulation
technologies while addressing critical questions about their societal, ethical, and psychological implications.

Acknowledgments
I would like to express gratitude to the Games Institute for their overall support.

Funding
This article was partially funded by the Lupina Foundation’s Postdoctoral Scholarship.

Conflict of Interests
The author declares no conflict of interests.

References
Bailey, J. O., & Bailenson, J. N. (2017). Immersive virtual reality and the developing child. In F. C. Blumberg &
P. J. Brooks (Eds.), Cognitive development in digital contexts (pp. 181–200). Academic Press. https://doi.org/
10.1016/B978‐0‐12‐809481‐5.00009‐2

Balakrishnan, B., & Sundar, S. S. (2011). Where am I? How can I get there? Impact of navigability and narrative
transportation on spatial presence. Human–Computer Interaction, 26(3), 161–204.

Baños, R. M., Botella, C., Alcañiz, M., Liaño, V., Guerrero, B., & Rey, B. (2004). Immersion and emotion: Their
impact on the sense of presence. Cyberpsychology & Behavior, 7(6), 734–741. https://doi.org/10.1089/
cpb.2004.7.734

Behm‐Morawitz, E., Lewallen, J., & Choi, G. (2016). A second chance at health: How a 3D virtual world can
improve health self‐efficacy for weight loss management among adults. Cyberpsychology, Behavior, and
Social Networking, 19(2), 74–79. https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2015.0317

Brey, P. (2008). Virtual reality and computer simulation. In K. Himma&H. Tavani (Eds.),Handbook of information
and computer ethics (pp. 361–384). Wiley.

Busselle, R., & Bilandzic, H. (2009). Measuring narrative engagement. Media Psychology, 12(4), 321–347.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15213260903287259

Calleja, G. (2014). Immersion in virtual worlds. In M. Grimshaw (Ed.), The Oxford handbook of virtuality (pp.
222–236). Oxford University Press.

Carr, D., Buckingham Shum, S., & Sierhuis, M. (Eds.). (2006). Computer games: Text, narrative and play. Polity.
Chen, V. H. H., Chan, S. H. M., & Tan, Y. C. (2021). Perspective‐taking in virtual reality and reduction of
biases againstminorities.Multimodal Technologies and Interaction, 5(8), Article 42. https://doi.org/10.3390/
mti5080042

Cox, C. L., Uddin, L. Q., Di Martino, A., Castellanos, F. X., Milham, M. P., & Kelly, C. (2012). The balance
between feeling and knowing: Affective and cognitive empathy are reflected in the brain’s intrinsic

Media and Communication • 2024 • Volume 12 • Article 8423 8

https://www.cogitatiopress.com
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-809481-5.00009-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-809481-5.00009-2
https://doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2004.7.734
https://doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2004.7.734
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2015.0317
https://doi.org/10.1080/15213260903287259
https://doi.org/10.3390/mti5080042
https://doi.org/10.3390/mti5080042


functional dynamics. Social Cognitive and Affective Neuroscience, 7(6), 727–737. https://doi.org/10.1093/
scan/nsr051

Cummings, J. J., & Bailenson, J. N. (2016). How immersive is enough? A meta‐analysis of the effect of
immersive technology on user presence. Media Psychology, 19(2), 272–309. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/
10.1080/15213269.2015.1015740

Downs, E., Bowman, N. D., & Banks, J. (2019). A polythetic model of player‐avatar identification: Synthesizing
multiple mechanisms. Psychology of Popular Media, 8(3), 269–279. https://doi.org/10.1037/ppm0000170

Eder, J. (2010). Understanding characters. Projections, 4(1), 16–40.
Forster, P. P., Karimpur, H., & Fiehler, K. (2022). Why we should rethink our approach to embodiment and
presence. Frontiers in Virtual Reality, 3, Article 838369. https://doi.org/10.3389/frvir.2022.838369

Frasca, G. (2013). Simulation versus narrative: Introduction to ludology. In M. J. P. Wolf & B. Perron (Eds.), The
video game theory reader (pp. 221–235). Routledge.

Gonzalez‐Franco,M., & Peck, T. C. (2018). Avatar embodiment. Towards a standardized questionnaire. Frontiers
in Robotics and AI, 5, Article 74. https://doi.org/10.3389/frobt.2018.00074

Grassini, S., Laumann, K., & Rasmussen Skogstad, M. (2020). The use of virtual reality alone does not promote
training performance (but sense of presence does). Frontiers in Psychology, 11, Article 1743. https://doi.org/
10.3389/fpsyg.2020.01743

Green, M. C., Brock, T. C., & Kaufman, G. F. (2008). Transportation across media: Repeated exposure to print
and film.Media Psychology, 11(4), 512–539. https://doi.org/10.1080/15213260802492000

Grodal, T. (2000). Video games and the pleasures of control. In D. Zillmann & P. Vorderer (Eds.), Media
entertainment (pp. 197–213). Routledge.

Gröppel‐Wegener, A., & Kidd, J. (2019). Critical encounters with immersive storytelling. Routledge.
Gysbers, A., Klimmt, C., Hartmann, T., Nosper, A., & Vorderer, P. (2004, 13‐15 October). Exploring the book

problem: Text design, mental representations of space, and spatial presence in readers [Paper presentation].
7th International Workshop on Presence, Valencia, Spain.

Hall, S. (1973). Encoding and decoding in the television discourse. Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies.
Healey, M. L., & Grossman, M. (2018). Cognitive and affective perspective‐taking: Evidence for shared and
dissociable anatomical substrates. Frontiers in Neurology, 9, Article 491. https://doi.org/10.3389/fneur.
2018.00491

Herrera, F., Bailenson, J., Weisz, E., Ogle, E., & Zaki, J. (2018). Building long‐term empathy: A large‐scale
comparison of traditional and virtual reality perspective‐taking. PLoS ONE, 13(10), Article e0204494.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0204494

Humphreys, L., Von Pape, T., & Karnowski, V. (2013). Evolving mobile media: Uses and conceptualizations
of the mobile internet. Journal of Computer‐Mediated Communication, 18(4), 491–507. https://doi.org/
10.1111/jcc4.12019

Kojima, H., Chen, D., Oka, M., & Ikegami, T. (2021). Analysis and design of social presence in a computer‐
mediated communication system. Frontiers in Psychology, 12, Article 641927. https://doi.org/10.3389/
fpsyg.2021.641927

Kukshinov, E. (2023). Experiential challenges of and opportunities for applying immersive technologies with
storytelling. PRESENCE: Virtual and Augmented Reality, 30, 31–43. https://doi.org/10.1162/pres_a_00365

Kukshinov, E. (2024). Presence, (re)focused and explicated. The Communication Review. Advance online
publication. https://doi.org/10.1080/10714421.2024.2366684

Kukshinov, E., Tu, J., Szita, K., Senthil Nathan, K., &Nacke, L. E. (2024). “Never the same”: Systematic analysis of
the methodological issues in the presence studies that employ questionnaires. In F. F. Mueller, P. Kyburz,

Media and Communication • 2024 • Volume 12 • Article 8423 9

https://www.cogitatiopress.com
https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsr051
https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsr051
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1080/15213269.2015.1015740
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1080/15213269.2015.1015740
https://doi.org/10.1037/ppm0000170
https://doi.org/10.3389/frvir.2022.838369
https://doi.org/10.3389/frobt.2018.00074
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.01743
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.01743
https://doi.org/10.1080/15213260802492000
https://doi.org/10.3389/fneur.2018.00491
https://doi.org/10.3389/fneur.2018.00491
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0204494
https:/\protect \protect \leavevmode@ifvmode \kern -.1667em\relax \protect \protect \leavevmode@ifvmode \kern +.1667em\relax /doi.org/10.1111/jcc4.12019
https:/\protect \protect \leavevmode@ifvmode \kern -.1667em\relax \protect \protect \leavevmode@ifvmode \kern +.1667em\relax /doi.org/10.1111/jcc4.12019
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.641927
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.641927
https://doi.org/10.1162/pres_a_00365
https://doi.org/10.1080/10714421.2024.2366684


J. R. Williamson, & C. Sas (Eds.), CHI EA ’24: Extended abstracts of the 2024 CHI Conference on Human
Factors in Computing Systems (Article 8). Association for Computing Machinery. https://doi.org/10.1145/
3613905.3651074

Lanzieri, N., Samelson, H., McAlpin, E., & Shilane, D. (2020).Work‐in‐progress—A 360 virtual reality simulation
to prepare social work students to interact with community environments. In D. Economou, A. Klippel,
H. Dodds, A. Peña‐Rios, M. J. W. Lee, D. Beck, J. Pirker, A. Dengel, T. M. Peres, & J. Richter (Eds.),
6th International Conference of the Immersive Learning Research Network (iLRN 2020) (pp. 271–274).
Immersive Learning Research Network. https://doi.org/10.23919/iLRN47897.2020.9155161

Li, B. J., & Kim, H. K. (2021). Experiencing organ failure in virtual reality: Effects of self‐ versus other‐embodied
perspective taking on empathy and prosocial outcomes. New Media & Society, 23(8), 2144–2166. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1461444821993122

Lin, J. H. (2013). Do video games exert stronger effects on aggression than film? The role of media interactivity
and identification on the association of violent content and aggressive outcomes. Computers in Human
Behavior, 29(3), 535–543. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2012.11.001

Liu, D., Yu, J., Macchiarella, N. D., & Vincenzi, D. A. (2008). Simulation fidelity. In P. A. Hancock, D. A. Vincenzi,
J. A. Wise, & M. Mouloua (Eds.), Human factors in simulation and training (pp. 91–108). CRC Press.

Lombard, M., & Ditton, T. (1997). At the heart of it all: The concept of presence. Journal of Computer‐Mediated
Communication, 3(2), Article JCMC321.

Martínez, M. A. (2014). Storyworld possible selves and the phenomenon of narrative immersion: Testing a
new theoretical construct. Narrative, 22(1), 110–131. http://doi.org/10.1353/nar.2014.0004

McVeigh‐Schultz, J., & Isbister, K. (2022). A “beyond being there” for VR meetings: Envisioning the future
of remote work. Human–Computer Interaction, 37(5), 433–453. https://doi.org/10.1080/07370024.2021.
1994860

Murphy, D., & Skarbez, R. (2020). What do we mean when we say “presence”? PRESENCE: Virtual and
Augmented Reality, 29, 171–190. https://doi.org/10.1162/pres_a_00360

Nakamura, L. (2013). Cybertypes: Race, ethnicity, and identity on the internet. Routledge.
Nilsson, N. C., Nordahl, R., & Serafin, S. (2016). Immersion revisited: A review of existing definitions of
immersion and their relation to different theories of presence. Human Technology, 12(2), 108–134.

Nowak, K. L., & Fox, J. (2018). Avatars and computer‐mediated communication: A review of the definitions,
uses, and effects of digital representations. Review of Communication Research, 6, 30–53.

O’Connor, K., & Aardema, F. (2005). The imagination: Cognitive, pre‐cognitive, and meta‐cognitive aspects.
Consciousness and Cognition, 14(2), 233–256. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2004.07.005

O’Connor, K., & Aardema, F. (2012). Living in a bubble: Dissociation, relational consciousness, and obsessive
compulsive disorder. Journal of Consciousness Studies, 19(7/8), 216–246. https://www.ingentaconnect.
com/contentone/imp/jcs/2012/00000019/F0020007/art00016

O’Connor, K., Aardema, F., & Pélissier, M.‐C. (2005). Beyond reasonable doubt: Reasoning processes in obsessive‐
compulsive disorder and related disorders. Wiley.

Oh, J., Chung, M.‐Y., & Han, S. (2014). The more control, the better? The effects of user control on movie
trailer immersion and enjoyment. Journal of Media Psychology, 26(2), 81–91. https://doi.org/10.1027/
1864‐1105/a000114

Pressgrove, G., & Bowman, N. D. (2021). From immersion to intention? Exploring advances in prosocial
storytelling. Journal of Philanthropy and Marketing, 26(2), Article e1689. https://doi.org/10.1002/nvsm.
1689

Price, M., & Anderson, P. (2007). The role of presence in virtual reality exposure therapy. Journal of Anxiety
Disorders, 21(5), 742–751. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.janxdis.2006.11.002

Media and Communication • 2024 • Volume 12 • Article 8423 10

https://www.cogitatiopress.com
https://doi.org/10.1145/3613905.3651074
https://doi.org/10.1145/3613905.3651074
https://doi.org/10.23919/iLRN47897.2020.9155161
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444821993122
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444821993122
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2012.11.001
http://doi.org/10.1353/nar.2014.0004
https://doi.org/10.1080/07370024.2021.1994860
https://doi.org/10.1080/07370024.2021.1994860
https://doi.org/10.1162/pres_a_00360
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2004.07.005
https://www.ingentaconnect.com/contentone/imp/jcs/2012/00000019/F0020007/art00016
https://www.ingentaconnect.com/contentone/imp/jcs/2012/00000019/F0020007/art00016
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-1105/a000114
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-1105/a000114
https://doi.org/10.1002/nvsm.1689
https://doi.org/10.1002/nvsm.1689
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.janxdis.2006.11.002


Ramakonar, H., Franz, E. A., & Lind, C. R. (2011). The rubber hand illusion and its application to clinical
neuroscience. Journal of Clinical Neuroscience, 18(12), 1596–1601. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jocn.2011.
05.008

Riecke, B. E., & Schulte‐Pelkum, J. (2015). An integrative approach to presence and self‐motion perception
research. In M. Lombard, F. Biocca, J. Freeman, W. IJsselsteijn, & R. J. Schaevitz (Eds.), Immersed in media
(pp. 187–235). Springer.

Sas, C., &O’Hare, G.M. (2003). Presence equation: An investigation into cognitive factors underlying presence.
Presence, 12(5), 523–537.

Schubert, T., & Crusius, J. (2002). Five theses on the book problem: Presence in books, film and VR. In
PRESENCE 2002—5th Annual International Workshop on Presence (pp. 53–59). International Society for
Presence Research. https://ispr.info/presence‐conferences/previous‐conferences/presence‐2002

Shaw, A. (2017). Encoding and decoding affordances: Stuart Hall and interactive media technologies. Media,
Culture & Society, 39(4), 592–602. https://doi.org/10.1177/0163443717692741

Shen, S., Chen, H. T., Raffe, W., & Leong, T. W. (2021). Effects of level of immersion on virtual training transfer
of bimanual assembly tasks. Frontiers in Virtual Reality, 2, Article 597487. https://doi.org/10.3389/frvir.
2021.597487

Snodgrass, J. G., Dengah, H. J. F., II, Lacy, M. G., & Fagan, J. (2013). A formal anthropological view of motivation
models of problematic MMO play: Achievement, social, and immersion factors in the context of culture.
Transcultural Psychiatry, 50(2), 235–262. https://doi.org/10.1177/1363461513487666

Søraker, J. H. (2011). Virtual entities, environments, worlds and reality: Suggested definitions and taxonomy.
In C. Ess & M. Thorseth (Eds.), Trust and virtual worlds: Contemporary perspectives (pp. 44–72). Peter Lang.

Stietz, J., Jauk, E., Krach, S., & Kanske, P. (2019). Dissociating empathy from perspective‐taking: Evidence
from intra‐and inter‐individual differences research. Frontiers in psychiatry, 10, Article 126. https://doi.org/
10.3389/fpsyt.2019.00126

Szita, K., Gander, P., & Wallstén, D. (2018). The effects of cinematic virtual reality on viewing experience and
the recollection of narrative elements. PRESENCE: Virtual and Augmented Reality, 27(4), 410–425. https://
doi.org/10.1162/pres_a_00338

Tan, M. C. C., Chye, S. Y. L., & Teng, K. S. M. (2022). “In the shoes of another”: Immersive technology for
social and emotional learning. Education and Information Technologies, 27(6), 8165–8188. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s10639‐022‐10938‐4

Tran, K. T., Jung, S., Hoermann, S., & Lindeman, R. W. (2019). MDI: A multi‐channel dynamic immersion
headset for seamless switching between virtual and real world activities. In R. Teather, Y. Itoh, J. Gabbard,
F. Argelaguet, A.‐H. Olivier, & D. Keefe (Eds.), 2019 IEEE Conference on Virtual Reality and 3DUser Interfaces
(VR) (pp. 350–358). IEEE. http://doi.org/10.1109/VR.2019.8798240

van Loon, A., Bailenson, J., Zaki, J., Bostick, J., & Willer, R. (2018). Virtual reality perspective‐taking increases
cognitive empathy for specific others.PLoSONE,13(8), Article e0202442. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.
pone.0202442

Veale, K. (2012). “Interactive cinema” is an oxymoron, but may not always be. Game Studies, 12(1). http://
www.gamestudies.org/1201/articles/veale

Witmer, B. G., & Singer, M. J. (1998). Measuring presence in virtual environments: A presence questionnaire.
Presence, 7(3), 225–240.

Yee, N., & Bailenson, J. (2007). The Proteus effect: The effect of transformed self‐representation on behavior.
Human Communication Research, 33(3), 271–290. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468‐2958.2007.00299.x

Media and Communication • 2024 • Volume 12 • Article 8423 11

https://www.cogitatiopress.com
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jocn.2011.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jocn.2011.05.008
https://ispr.info/presence-conferences/previous-conferences/presence-2002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0163443717692741
https://doi.org/10.3389/frvir.2021.597487
https://doi.org/10.3389/frvir.2021.597487
https://doi.org/10.1177/1363461513487666
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2019.00126
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2019.00126
https://doi.org/10.1162/pres_a_00338
https://doi.org/10.1162/pres_a_00338
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-022-10938-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-022-10938-4
http://doi.org/10.1109/VR.2019.8798240
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0202442
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0202442
http://www.gamestudies.org/1201/articles/veale
http://www.gamestudies.org/1201/articles/veale
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.2007.00299.x


About the Author

EugeneKukshinov is amedia psychology andHCI researcher at theHCIGamesGroup of the
University ofWaterloo, Canada. His focus is on understanding the psychological processing
of media and technology. This includes immersive experiences and their interrelationships
in different contexts such as (social) VR, video games, or storytelling.

Media and Communication • 2024 • Volume 12 • Article 8423 12

https://www.cogitatiopress.com

	1 Introduction
	2 Immersion Is a Psychological State, not a Quality of Technology (Boundary 1)
	3 Differences Between Sensory and Mental (Immersive) Experiences (Boundary 2)
	3.1 Storytelling and Narrative Issues
	3.2 Empathy, Perspective-Taking, and Identification Issues

	4 Discussion and Conclusion

