Minimally invasive and continuous rating of affective experience
in immersive Virtual Reality: a feasibility study.
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Introduction

Background

« Subjective experience: integral component of affective
states (AS) [1].
Summary ratings (SR) commonly used after stimulus to
capture subjective experience of AS.
Continuous rating (CR) under dynamic stimulation
* may allow more fine-grained understanding of AS but
* may alter the experience of AS (“invasiveness”) [5,6].

* Immersive virtual reality (VR)
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c. Extend to clinical populations
d. Combine with physiological recordings v



