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VR Interface Element Coding Based on HTC Vive

SUN Wei-bo, LYU Jian, YU Jie, ZHANG Wen-zhao
(Guizhou University, Guiyang 550025, China)

ABSTRACT: The work aims to further improve the interaction efficiency of the virtual interface and design experiments
to explore the effects of different element sizes, expansion ratios and locations on the usability of virtual remote mobile
interaction. The experimental environment was constructed based on HTC Vive platform and Unreal Engine 4. 18 subjects
with VR equipment experience were selected to test the usability of 6 sizes, 3 expansion ratios and 25 regional locations,
and the variance analysis of the experimental results was carried out. The results were as follows: when the target size was
270 mm, the task completion time, pointing error and pointing portability were the best. The larger the expansion ratio,
the better, especially when the target size was less than 360 mm. The center and left side of the interface were better than
the rest of the area, making it more suitable for placing primary interaction elements or emphasis elements. The virtual
reality system built in this experiment and the related conclusions herein can provide objective and scientific guidance for
the design of the subsequent virtual interface, and have an important impact on improving the usability of the virtual in-
terface interaction.
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Fig.3 Average task completion time for different target sizes
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