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Abstract. This paper reports on a study which investigated whether the addition 
of haptics (virtual touch) to a three-dimensional (3D) virtual reality (VR) 
simulation promotes learning of key concepts in biology for students aged 12 to 
13 years. We developed a virtual model of a section of the cell membrane and a 
haptic-enabled interface that allows students to interact with the model and to 
manipulate objects in the model. Students, in two schools in England, worked 
collaboratively on activities, in pairs, designed to support learning of key difficult 
concepts. These concepts included the dynamic nature of the cell membrane, 
passive diffusion and facilitated diffusion. Findings from observation of the 
activities and student interviews revealed that students were very positive about 
using the system and believed that being able to feel structures and movements 
within the model assisted their learning. Results of pre- and post-tests of 
conceptual knowledge showed significant knowledge gains but there were no 
significant differences between the haptic and non-haptic condition. 
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1 Introduction and background 

Haptics provides the additional sense of touch to a virtual reality (VR) environment, 
thus enabling people to feel the objects they are interacting with. Furthermore, a haptic-
enabled interface can enable people to directly manipulate objects in a three-
dimensional (3D) VR environment much more realistically than is possible through 
more standard interfaces such as mouse and tracker ball. Our research objectives were 
to: 1) design and develop a haptic-enabled VR environment that would enable students 
to explore difficult concepts through multisensory collaborative activities; 2) 
investigate whether or not the ability to feel the interactions through touch affected 
students’ development of understanding of key concepts; and 3) examine students’ 
perspectives on the interactive learning experience. 

We focused on cell biology as an important area of science learning that poses 
significant challenges that may be addressed through the use of VR simulations. 



Understanding cell biology is critical for understanding biology as a whole [1], but 
introductory courses tend to be limited in their scope, mainly owing to the difficulties 
of developing conceptual understanding of such complex systems that cannot be 
observed directly. Furthermore, there is evidence that persistent misconceptions are 
common in cell biology at school level [2, 3]. 

The model developed for this study was of a section of the plasma membrane, 
otherwise known as the cell membrane, which is the membrane surrounding all cells. 
The decision to focus the study on cell membrane structure and function was based on 
three main considerations: 1) the crucial importance of cell membranes for the overall 
understanding of biology; 2) the prevalence of conceptual difficulties and 
misconceptions in learning about membrane structure and function; and 3) the good 
opportunities for haptic exploration of the forces at work in membrane transport. The 
way in which the cell membrane controls movement of materials into and out of cells, 
through diffusion, active transport, facilitated diffusion, etc., is critical for the 
functioning of biochemical processes. Known problems in understanding these 
particular phenomena include: a persistent anthropomorphic view of processes and 
assignment of intentionality to cell functions [2]; issues in understanding magnification 
and scaling [4]; problems in understanding randomness in relation to diffusion [5]; and 
issues in visualisation of cell structures with different representations [6]. Specific 
misconceptions that have been identified previously include: molecules diffuse 
depending on the space available [7]; diffusion in a cell depends on the “living” 
processes of the cell and therefore stops following the death of the cell [8]; and a 
substance dissolved in a liquid spreads out by breaking into smaller particles. 

Haptic interaction in a VR simulation can enable students to experience forces 
resulting from concentration gradients, suction effects of specific carrier proteins as 
well as to feel the virtual representations of microscopic structures whose shape is 
critical for their function. Thus, we have chosen to investigate a learning situation 
where haptic interaction may be particularly beneficial. 

Previously, Webb et al. [9] argued that the potential benefits for learning science 
concepts, of the addition of haptics to a VR simulation, derive from: 1) the known 
general benefits of multisensory learning compared with uni-sensory; 2) engagement 
and motivational effects of a more realistic experience; and 3) the more specific 
possibility that haptic interaction will support the visualisation that is necessary for 
understanding many key processes in science [10]. A possible theoretical foundation 
for the suggested improved learning associated with haptic support for visualisation 
comes from Dual Coding Theory [11, 12] which proposes that distinct interconnected 
systems for different sensory modalities act synergistically. 

In this paper, we first discuss the principles and design of the VR environment that 
we developed for this study, and the haptic-enabled interface designed to explore the 
VR environment. We then discuss the nature of the interactive learning environment 
and activities that we developed, based on findings from previous studies [9]. The 
methods for collecting data, preliminary results and discussion of findings then follow. 



2 Design of the VR environment 

Designing the VR environment presented several challenges. First, cell membranes and 
the ways in which they control the movement of substances into and out of cells are 
very complex, so achieving a realistic model, for example by using real images, was 
impossible.  Therefore, it was necessary to identify suitable iconic ways of representing 
structure and function. Understanding cell membrane function is crucial for 
understanding both the normal functioning of cell and organ systems as well as the 
opportunities for bio-engineering, and is an area of active research [see, for example, 
13].  However, determining what level of understanding of such complex systems 
would be desirable and achievable for the target group of students presented a 
challenge. Furthermore, understanding of the functioning of cell membranes is an area 
of cell biology that leads to significant student comprehension problems and 
misconceptions, as explained earlier [2, 14]. It is likely that some of these problems and 
misconceptions result from poor models and representations currently used for 
teaching. Therefore, key considerations for the design of the model included: 
1. Identifying a level of complexity that would be sufficiently accurate not to lead to 

misconceptions, while being feasible to be modelled in a virtual environment and 
not too complex for students aged 12 to 13 years to understand. 

2. Deciding on the level of detail for representing molecular structures that would 
enable understanding of their function in membrane transport. 

3. Representing the relative size and scale of structures within a confined space, given 
that manipulation of the haptic-enabled interface is restricted to a limited vertical 
and horizontal space. 

4. Modelling the haptic forces in such a way that students would be able to feel forces 
and manipulate the structures. 

The screenshot in Figure 1 shows the cell membrane model near the start of the 
activity. The phospholipid bilayer of the membrane is depicted as a straw-coloured 
barrier with some hexagonal shapes representing the idea that the layer consists of many 
separate molecules and the bilayer is also indicated by the cross-sectional view. 
However, the details of the bilayer were not considered to be important for students 
aged 12 to 13 years to understand. The pale cream structures penetrating through the 
membrane represent the membrane proteins; several different types of membrane 
protein were modelled. Carbon dioxide and oxygen molecules, represented by their 
coloured atoms, following the CPK (Corey, Pauling, Koltun) colouring convention, can 
be seen in Figure 1.  

The user is able to interact with the system via two points of contact of the thumb 
and index finger on the same hand (either left or right) by means of a thimble device as 
shown in Figure 2. In the model, the fingers are able to move freely through the cell 
membrane but when the user grabs hold of an object in the model, such as a glucose 
molecule, if the haptics is enabled, the user feels the object and any forces acting on 
that object, such as those resulting from concentration gradients. In the non-haptic 
condition, the user interacts using the same interface, but the haptics is turned off in the 
software, so the user must rely on visual cues to grab objects. When the user makes 
contact with one of the substances, the “Label” changes to show the name of the 



substance (carbon dioxide, oxygen, glucose, sodium and potassium). When haptics is 
enabled, users can feel forces on the substances, depending on their concentration, as 
they push a molecule or ion. During the simulation, users can add more molecules and 
ions, thus changing the concentration gradient. Some of the membrane proteins are 
modelled as glucose transporters, based on the GLUT1 transporter, as far as its structure 
and function is known [15]. When a user pushes a glucose molecule towards a glucose 
transporter, the user feels the force as the molecule is drawn into the transporter protein, 
and the model simulates the glucose transporter changing shape as it transports the 
glucose molecule through the membrane. 

 

 
Figure  1. View of part of the cell membrane model 
 

 

 
Figure  2. Students using the system 



3 The interactive learning environment and activities  

As shown in Figure 2, students worked in pairs, where one student (the pilot) was 
immersed in the VR environment using the interface and the head-mounted display, 
while the other student (co-pilot) had the same view of the 3D environment on a 
standard computer screen. The pilot controlled the interaction with the VR environment 
while the co-pilot directed the activity by: reading the instructions and questions on the 
worksheet; controlling some aspects of the model through the keyboard; and writing 
the answers onto the worksheet. The design of this learning environment was informed 
by a series of investigations with previous prototypes and discussions with teachers and 
students [9]. The following were the main design principles: 
1. to focus students’ attention on the haptic interaction and feel of the structures 

through the activities and questions; 
2. to encourage students to learn collaboratively by discussing their ideas; 
3. to encourage students to formulate their ideas precisely. 

For the students, aged 12 to 13 years, who were the subjects in our study, their usual 
study of cell membranes included examination of cell preparations under the light 
microscope, where cell membranes appeared as a thin line stained with a dye, together 
with two-dimensional diagrammatic representations and teaching and discussion 
regarding how membranes function to control movement into and out of cells, 
specifically through diffusion, osmosis and active transport. 

Based on considerations of the existing curriculum, activities were designed to 
develop understanding of the following key concepts: 
1. The cell membrane is a barrier to the movement of some substances whereas others 

pass through freely. 
2. Substances move in the cellular fluid by diffusion and some substances are able to 

continue moving by diffusion through the membrane. 
3. The movement of substances that are able to freely diffuse depends on their 

individual diffusion gradients. 
4. The cell membrane is a dynamic structure in which membrane proteins “float”. 
5. Carrier proteins enable the movement of some substances through the membrane 

by attracting a specific molecule and changing shape as the molecule passes 
through the channel of the transporter.  

4 Research methodology  

The study was carried out in a boys’ school and a girls’ school with students who were 
in their first term of Year 8 (aged 12 to 13 years). Both schools were independent and 
selective, so the students were of relatively high academic ability. Opportunist 
sampling was used, based on which students could be freed from lessons at the time of 
the study. Pairs of students were assigned randomly to the haptic or non-haptic 
condition in equal numbers, and the students were not informed of this difference. In 
all, data were obtained from 32 pairs of students: 16 pairs in haptic-enabled condition, 
and 16 pairs in non-haptic condition.  



In line with ethical considerations, the purpose of the study was explained carefully 
to the students, and theirs’ as well as their parents’ consent for the data collection was 
obtained. As some students were only exposed to the non-haptic condition, in a follow-
up study later in the academic year, we ensured that all students had the opportunity to 
experience the haptic condition. 

A test of biology knowledge, based on the key concepts listed above, and 
incorporating 14 true/false questions, was administered before and after the activity. 
While students were undertaking the activity (approximately 40 minutes in duration) 
they were video recorded. Students were observed by members of the research team 
who made notes on how students engaged with the activities and with each other. The 
research team later reviewed the notes and videos in order to identify advantages and 
limitations of the system and interaction. Students worked through the activity using 
the worksheet without teacher support; technicians were on hand to deal with technical 
issues with the hardware and software. Following the activity, students were 
interviewed in pairs using a semi-structured interview of about 20 minutes duration that 
elicited students’ perspectives on: using the VR system; carrying out the activities; and 
collaborating while using the VR system as well as their thoughts on their learning 
during activities. The interviews were transcribed and subjected to inductive coding 
and thematic analysis. In this paper, we focus on the value of haptics for learning by 
examining both students’ knowledge gains and their perspectives on their learning and 
how learning may be supported by the activities and the system.  

5 Results 

Observations of students during activities showed that both those in the haptic and non-
haptic condition were engaged with the tasks and most pairs worked very well together 
to support each other in interacting with the system and answering the questions. The 
majority of the students had not previously used VR systems and therefore the 
experience was novel and exciting. Generally, students quickly became familiar with 
the system and were able to use it effectively. There were some technical problems, 
particularly with the thimble devices, so it was sometimes necessary to stop and restart 
the system in order to adjust the thimble devices. The technical problems were quickly 
resolved by technicians or the students themselves and generally did not interfere with 
the progress of activities. 
 
Table 1. Comparison of pre- and post-test results for the true/false questions 

 

 Condition Mean Standard Deviation N 
Pre-test Score Haptic 5.5000 2.03200 32 

Non-Haptic 4.8438 2.15690 32 
Total 5.1719 2.10483 64 

Post-test Score Haptic 8.3125 1.97464 32 
Non-Haptic 8.3437 1.42805 32 
Total 8.3281 1.70949 64 



Table 1 shows the scores for the 14 true/false questions on the knowledge tests. 
There was no significant difference in the pre-test scores for haptic (M=5.50, SD= 2.03) 
and non-haptic (M=4.84, SD=2.16) conditions; t(62)=1.25, p=.22. There was also no 
significant difference in the post-test scores for haptic (M=8.31, SD=1.97) and non-
haptic (M=8.34, SD=1.43) conditions; t(62)=-.07, p=.94.  

There was a significant difference (p<0.001) between the pre-and post-test results 
suggesting that students had improved their understanding by undertaking the 
activities. However, whether the participants were in the haptic or non-haptic condition 
did not affect the change in score (p= 0.23). While the overall scores on the test 
improved, incorrect answers remained, including, particularly, answers related to Key 
Concepts 3 and 4 (see Section 3). 

All the pairs of students reported that they found the system generally easy to use. 
However, a significant minority of pairs, both in haptic and non-haptic conditions, said 
that they found difficulty in grasping the objects in the system. Nearly all the students 
reported that they enjoyed working in pairs in these activities and found learning 
collaboratively was well supported by the system.  

All the students who experienced the haptic-enabled condition were positive about 
being able to feel the particles. They commented particularly that they believed they 
gained a better understanding through using the VR system and specifically through 
being able to feel, especially compared with more traditional methods of teaching and 
learning such as listening to the teacher or viewing static diagrams. For example, when 
asked what they liked about the system, one student commented: “I liked the touch 
about it, so I’d know what it feels like” and further when asked about the benefits for 
their learning: “Well, because if you looking at it you can only imagine what it’s like, 
so you don’t actually know what’s it’s like for real” 

Students who worked in the “non-haptic” condition were also positive about the 
system and valued the visual experience but also commented on the value of being able 
to grasp and move the objects. The students were not told that the haptics had been 
disabled and were asked the same questions as the experimental group, including 
questions about the feel of the model, e.g. in the interview they were asked: “do you 
think being able to feel the membrane and the particles virtually can help you learn 
better, and why?” Some of these students were well aware of the lack of feel and 
commented on this as a limitation of the system, e.g. “It was hard ‘cause it kept asking 
the question how you feel, but I couldn’t physically feel so I didn’t actually understand 
what, like, the question...” However, many of the students did not comment on this lack 
of feel. Some found the fact that they could grasp objects with their fingers but not feel 
them quite strange, e.g. “We couldn’t actually feel them in a way… It’s really weird, 
it’s like you can see you’re moving something but you can’t feel like actually sense that 
you’re moving it.” Others thought that they were somehow compensating by imagining 
the “feeling” of what they were seeing, e.g.: 

 “I didn’t feel too much, actually, with the haptic feedback... But, I think it really will 
improve kind of being able to feel the resistance, cos you can kind of feel it in what 
you’re seeing. But there probably just needs to be a bit more actual vibrations, for 
example, coming out of the system” (Student in non-haptic condition). 
 
Overall, the students felt that being able to interact with a haptic-enabled VR system 

would support their learning.  



6 Discussion and conclusion 

Findings from the interviews, together with observations of the activities and videos, 
showed that the students: were engaged with the system; they worked well together in 
pairs to complete the tasks; enjoyed the activities; found the experience fun and 
interesting; and believed that they were learning. Furthermore, findings from the pre-
and post-tests revealed that students had better understanding of the subject matter after 
undertaking the activities with the system. Therefore, we can conclude that the design 
of the model and interface and the associated activities were: suitable for the students; 
enabled collaboration; were engaging and motivating; and supported students in 
learning most of the key concepts.  

Observations of the students while they were undertaking the activities as well as 
students’ own perspectives revealed that turning off the haptic feedback generally did 
not inhibit the students from interacting with the system and carrying out the activities. 
We can therefore conclude that students were able to compensate for the lack of feel 
through visual cues. As there was no significant difference in knowledge gains between 
the haptic and non-haptic condition in this study, turning off the haptics so that students 
could not actually feel the objects appears not to have affected their learning of 
concepts. This finding needs to be interpreted with caution. It is possible that just being 
able to grab the objects with their fingers enabled students to explore the environment 
and hence to learn. However, it is also noteworthy that on the post-test, students still 
found difficulty with some concepts that we had expected would be supported by their 
experiences of haptic feedback. Some observations during activities suggested that 
students were not experiencing the full effects of the haptic feedback that we had 
expected. This may have been because they had difficulties grasping objects, owing to 
problems with the thimble interface. Alternatively, or in addition, the forces may not 
have been sufficiently strong for students to notice. A possibility is that the students did 
not notice haptic stimuli because the visual stimuli, which were novel and exciting, 
directed their attention away from the haptic stimuli. “Visual dominance” is a well-
known psychological phenomenon, which suggests that people are more likely to notice 
and respond to visual stimuli than those from their other senses. For example, even in 
experiments where participants were compelled to attend to a particular sensory 
stimulus, an irrelevant visual stimulus interfered much more with their response to an 
auditory stimulus than vice versa [16]. Lukas et al. explained these findings in relation 
to the theory of directed attention [17], which claims that visual stimuli are not as 
automatically attention-capturing stimuli as other modalities, so people have to actively 
focus their attention towards visual stimuli, which therefore occupy more of their 
attentional resources. A recent review [18] revealed that a majority of studies suggest 
that attentional resources are distinct for visual and auditory sensory modalities. 
However, findings vary, and may be dependent on the type of response being 
investigated and the context of the study. In this review, consistent with the majority of 
recent studies, the emphasis was on visual and auditory rather than haptic. Furthermore, 
the studies included in their review were focused in the real world whereas there is 
evidence that people’s perceptions of touch vary between the real world and other 
representations. For example, Gaffary et al. [19] found, in an experimental study, that 
people’s perceptions of a virtual piston differed between an augmented reality (AR) 
and VR environment. A recent review also shows that there are variations in 



multisensory perception with age and across different groups [20]. In summary, 
although we kept the other conditions of the investigation basically the same between 
the experimental and control groups, the interactions between students and the VR 
environment and between students in their pairs, provided many opportunities for 
variations that may have influenced learning. In further research, we will be conducting 
video analysis of the interactions and undertaking further experiments in order to 
examine these possibilities in depth.  

Whether or not the haptic feedback is critical for students’ learning, the addition of 
haptics to a VR system does provide a more complete and authentic experience. 
Furthermore, some students found the experience of being able to grasp objects without 
feeling them to be strange. Currently, the addition of haptics to VR systems presents 
significant technical challenges. Therefore, typically VR systems rely heavily on visual 
representation and haptics is generally lagging behind the visual in implementation, 
including in, for example, surgical applications, where there is evidence that 
incorporating haptic feedback would be valuable [21]. Currently, haptic interfaces are 
relatively expensive, whereas the costs of VR systems with 3D visual interfaces are 
reducing. If, as expected, it becomes possible to provide relatively inexpensive haptic 
interfaces to VR systems, then it will be important to identify the relative learning 
benefits and issues associated with haptic feedback in various situations.  

 While this investigation was of necessity conducted outside of their normal lessons 
and no elements of the usual interaction with a teacher were included in the activities, 
it is expected that similar activities could be incorporated into normal classroom 
lessons. For example, a haptic activity might be incorporated into a circus of 
investigations, in which students move around from one activity to the next during a 
lesson. Such activities might include various investigations using VR and haptics as 
well as the standard laboratory cell studies. 
 
Acknowledgments. The authors are pleased to acknowledge support for this work from 
the Leverhulme Foundation project ‘3D Learning in a Rich, Cooperative Haptic 
Environment’. We are also pleased to thank our colleagues on this project, Jon Rashid, 
Carleen Houbart, Phil James, Richard Fisher, and Simon Bliss as well as all the students 
who participated. 

7 References 

1. Verhoeff, R.P., Waarlo, A.J., Boersma, K.T.: Systems Modelling and the Development of 
Coherent Understanding of Cell Biology. International Journal of Science Education, 30, 
543-568 (2008) 

2. Flores, F., Tovar, M.E., Gallegos, L.: Representation of the cell and its processes in high 
school students: An integrated view. International Journal of Science Education, 25, 269-
286 (2003) 

3. Tibell, L.A.E., Rundgren, C.-J.: Educational Challenges of Molecular Life Science: 
Characteristics and Implications for Education and Research. CBE-Life Sciences 
Education, 9, 25-33 (2010) 

4. Marsh, G., Parkes, T., Boulter, C.: Children's Understanding of Scale-The Use of 
Microscopes. School Science Review, 82, 27-31 (2001) 



5. Garvin-Doxas, K., Klymkowsky, M.W.: Understanding Randomness and its Impact on 
Student Learning: Lessons Learned from Building the Biology Concept Inventory (BCI). 
CBE Life Sciences Education, 7, 227-233 (2008) 

6. Rundgren, C.-J., Tibell, L.A.E.: Critical features of visualizations of transport through the 
cell membrane—an empirical study of upper secondary and tertiary students’ meaning-
making of a still image and an animation. International Journal of Science and 
Mathematics Education, 8, 223-246 (2010) 

7. Tekkaya, C.: Remediating High School Students' Misconceptions Concerning Diffusion 
and Osmosis through Concept Mapping and Conceptual Change Text. Research in Science 
& Technological Education, 21, 5-16 (2003) 

8. Oztas, F.: How do High School Students Know Diffusion and Osmosis? High School 
Students’ Difficulties in Understanding Diffusion & Osmosis. Procedia - Social and 
Behavioral Sciences, 116, 3679-3682 (2014) 

9. Webb, M., Tracey, M., Harwin, W., Tokatli, O., Hwang, F., Johnson, R., Barrett, N., Jones, 
C.: The potential for haptic-enabled interaction to support collaborative learning in school 
biology. In: Resta, P., Smith, S. (Eds.) Society for Information Technology & Teacher 
Education International Conference 2017, Association for the Advancement of Computing 
in Education (AACE), Austin, TX, 927-935 (2017) 

10. Tuckey, H., Selvaratnam, M.: Studies Involving Three-Dimensional Visualisation Skills 
in Chemistry: A Review. Studies in Science Education, 21, 99-121 (1993) 

11. Paivio, A.: Mental imagery in associative learning and memory. Psychological Review, 
76, 241 (1969) 

12. Paivio, A.: Intelligence, dual coding theory, and the brain. Intelligence, 47, 141-158 (2014) 
13. Strzyz, P.: Connections, connections, connections. Nature Reviews Molecular Cell 

Biology, 18, 139 (2017) 
14. Malińska, L., Rybska, E., Sobieszczuk-Nowicka, E., Adamiec, M.: Teaching about Water 

Relations in Plant Cells: An Uneasy Struggle. CBE-Life Sciences Education, 15, (2016) 
15. Deng, D., Xu, C., Sun, P., Wu, J., Yan, C., Hu, M., Yan, N.: Crystal structure of the human 

glucose transporter GLUT1. Nature, 510, 121 (2014) 
16. Lukas, S., Philipp, A.M., Koch, I.: Switching attention between modalities: further 

evidence for visual dominance. Psychological Research PRPF, 74, 255-267 (2010) 
17. Posner, M.I., Nissen, M.J., Klein, R.M.: Visual dominance: An information-processing 

account of its origins and significance. Psychological Review, 83, 157 (1976) 
18. Wahn, B., König, P.: Is Attentional Resource Allocation Across Sensory Modalities Task-

Dependent? Advances in Cognitive Psychology, 13, 83-96 (2017) 
19. Gaffary, Y., Gouis, B.L., Marchal, M., Argelaguet, F., Arnaldi, B., Lécuyer, A.: AR Feels 

than VR: Haptic Perception of Stiffness in Augmented versus Virtual Reality. IEEE 
Transactions on Visualization and Computer Graphics, 23, 2372-2377 (2017) 

20. Jonas, C., Spiller, M.J., Hibbard, P.B., Proulx, M.: Introduction to the Special Issue on 
Individual Differences in Multisensory Perception: an Overview. Multisensory Research, 
30, 461-466 (2017) 

21. Enayati, N., Momi, E.D., Ferrigno, G.: Haptics in Robot-Assisted Surgery: Challenges and 
Benefits. IEEE Reviews in Biomedical Engineering, 9, 49-65 (2016) 


