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Figure 1: On-surface interaction with virtual objects in VR is challenging without physical contact between the end effector and
the target surface. MorphPatch combines a dynamic shape display that approximates the virtual surface with visuo-haptic pen
redirection, enabling users to interact as if they were directly touching a virtual object surface.

ABSTRACT

While on-surface interaction in Virtual Reality (VR) enhances in-
put performance through physical support and tactile feedback, cur-
rent shape displays are constrained by limited resolution. This of-
ten causes misalignment between physical and virtual surfaces, de-
grading usability and user experience. We present MorphPatch, a
system that enables real-time alignment between a dynamic shape
display and virtual surfaces. MorphPatch employs a Signed Dis-
tance Field-based surface approximation pipeline to find practical
alignments across geometries. For residual discrepancies, the sys-
tem further incorporates pen redirection with visuo-haptic illusion
to perceptually compensate for the misalignment. MorphPatch was
evaluated through three studies: a technical evaluation showing im-
proved geometric alignment, a perceptual study establishing toler-
able thresholds for positional and rotational pen redirection, and
a comparative user study showing improved control, surface guid-
ance, and modeling results over mid-air and tablet-like interaction.

Index Terms: On-surface interactions, dynamic shape display,
visuo-haptic illusion, virtual reality.

1 INTRODUCTION

Virtual Reality (VR) has increasingly become a platform for cre-
ative workflows such as 3D sketching, sculpting, and modeling
[1, 2], as it enables designers to directly manipulate objects in 3D
while benefiting from enhanced spatial perception and 6-DOF inter-
action [3, 4]. However, performing precise on-surface interactions
in VR remains challenging. When users sketch or sculpt directly on
virtual objects using mid-air input, the absence of physical contact

and support prevents them from getting the haptic feedback essen-
tial for stability and fine motor control [5, 6]. As a result, users
often experience reduced precision and difficulty controlling stroke
input when interacting with virtual surfaces.

One approach to address this issue is to introduce physical sur-
faces that allow users to rest their hands and guide pen movements.
Prior research has integrated touchscreens [6, 7, 8] and graphic
tablets [9, 10, 11, 7] into VR sketching systems to stabilize pen
input and prevent strokes from penetrating virtual objects. These
interfaces improve interaction stability by providing tactile support
and spatial guidance. However, such approaches provide only pla-
nar physical feedback, while many target geometries in creative
workflows are non-planar and more complex, such as characters,
organic models, or architectural structures. Consequently, users
experience a mismatch between the flat surface they feel and the
curved surface they see, which can reduce interaction realism, re-
quire additional learning effort [12], and limit the effectiveness of
the input technique [13].

Recent advances in dynamic shape displays provide a potential
alternative by enabling physical interfaces that can approximate vir-
tual geometries [14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19]. For example, bendable,
scroll-like displays such as VRScroll introduce a portable shape-
changing surface composed of articulated flaps that can dynami-
cally simulate virtual surfaces with varying curvatures [20]. How-
ever, existing work primarily presents these shape-changing devices
as hardware prototypes, without a concrete interaction pipeline
that enables on-surface interaction with curved virtual geometries.
Moreover, since these devices usually consist of a small number of
discrete shape-change components, their physical surfaces provide
only a coarse approximation of geometry, resulting in noticeable
mismatches between the physical proxy and the target virtual ob-
ject [21, 19, 22]. This raises two key challenges. First, given a
physical device with strong kinematic constraints and limited de-
grees of freedom, how can its shape be aligned with an arbitrary
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virtual surface in real time? Second, since the physical proxy can-
not perfectly reproduce complex geometry, how can the remaining
discrepancy be compensated so that users can still perform precise
and natural interactions?

To address these challenges, we introduce MorphPatch, a system
that enables high-fidelity on-surface interaction in VR using a con-
strained one-dimensional shape-changing interface (VRScoll [20]).
MorphPatch combines two complementary techniques as shown
in Figure 1. First, it introduces a real-time surface approxima-
tion pipeline that aligns the VRScroll’s surface with a target vir-
tual object. The pipeline leverages a Signed Distance Field (SDF)
representation together with a High-Curvature Edge Vector Field
(HCEVF) to guide device alignment under hardware constraints.
Second, MorphPatch employs pen redirection based on visuo-
haptic illusions to perceptually compensate for residual discrepan-
cies between VRScroll and the virtual geometry [23, 24]. By visu-
ally redirecting the virtual representation of the interaction pen, the
system maintains perceptual alignment between the virtual pen tip
and the virtual surface while the physical pen interaction remains
on the shape display.

We evaluate MorphPatch through three complementary studies.
First, a technical evaluation demonstrates that the proposed approx-
imation algorithm significantly improves geometric alignment be-
tween the physical proxy and virtual surfaces. Second, perception
studies investigate users’ tolerance to positional and rotational pen
redirection, establishing thresholds for natural pen interaction. Fi-
nally, a comparative user study evaluates the effectiveness of Mor-
phPatch in a creative modeling task by comparing it with commonly
used VR interaction techniques, including mid-air interaction and
tablet-like input methods. Overall, the results suggest that combin-
ing kinematically constrained shape-changing devices with surface
approximation and pen redirection techniques can enable practical
on-surface interaction with complex virtual objects in VR, improv-
ing fine motor control, interaction stability and task performance.

2 RELATED WORK

Our work extends the existing body of research that has demon-
strated the techniques to enhance on-surface interactions in VR;
shape displays that render a variety of physical surfaces; and visuo-
haptic illusions to improve users’ perception of a virtual object.

2.1 On-Surface Interactions in VR
VR has become an immersive and intuitive workspace for 3D de-
sign [3, 4], where on-surface interactions, such as sketching and
sculpting, are fundamental tasks. Direct 3D model manipulation in
VR has received considerable attention in both research [25, 26, 4]
and commercial systems such as Tilt Brush [27]. While immer-
sive environments provide strong spatial perception and expressive
6-DOF interaction, mid-air VR creative tools often result in lower
control stability and task precision than conventional tablet-based
methods because they lack the haptic feedback and physical guid-
ance [13, 28, 5].

To improve VR creative workflows, such as sketching, prior
work has explored haptic devices and physical surfaces. Haptic
approaches, such as Phantom-based pen guidance [28] and un-
constrained tactile feedback using vibration or pneumatic actua-
tion [29], provide tactile and force feedback but do not fully re-
produce the physical support and pen contact needed for precise
sketching [6, 30]. Physical surfaces such as touchscreens [6, 7, 8]
and graphic tablets [9, 10, 11, 7] have also been integrated into VR
sketching and model manipulation systems [9, 31] to stabilize pen
input through tactile support and spatial guidance. However, these
interfaces provide only planar physical feedback, creating a mis-
match when users interact with non-planar virtual geometries such
as characters, organic models, or architectural structures. This mis-
match can reduce interaction realism and performance, require ad-

ditional learning effort [12], and limit the effectiveness of the input
technique [13]. One-to-one tangible proxies offer more accurate
physical guidance and can reduce sketching deviation [32, 30], but
fabricating a dedicated proxy for each virtual object is costly and
impractical given the diversity of target shapes [33, 22].

2.2 Dynamic Shape Displays
Dynamic shape displays offer a promising way to represent virtual
geometry in VR by enabling physical interfaces with controllable
properties such as form, curvature, and texture [34, 35]. Prior work
has explored grounded pin-array displays for high-resolution shape
rendering [36, 14], as well as portable hand-held displays and other
actuated systems using motors or mini robots for users to feel vir-
tual shapes through grasping and touch [15, 37, 16, 17, 18]. While
these systems are effective for immersive object perception and ma-
nipulation, they generally lack a sufficiently large and smooth sur-
face for precise on-surface tasks such as sketching or sculpting.

Bendable shape displays provide relatively larger and smoother
surfaces through articulated flaps [19, 22, 21]. However, most
bendable displays are designed primarily as graspable shape-
changing props rather than as interaction surfaces for precise, high-
performance input. While Morphaces enables sketching on a de-
formable surface [38], it relies on manual deformation rather than
responsive automatic shape change. More recent systems, such as
VRScroll [20], introduce portable, scroll-like shape displays that
can simulate surfaces with varying curvature. However, existing
work has largely presented such devices as hardware prototypes
without a concrete interaction pipeline for on-surface interaction
with diverse virtual geometry. In addition, because these devices
typically consist of only a small number of discrete shape-changing
elements, they provide only coarse physical approximations, result-
ing in noticeable mismatch between the physical proxy and the tar-
get virtual object that can reduce interaction naturalness and task
performance [21, 19, 22].

2.3 Visuo-Haptic Illusions
While dynamic shape displays can simulate virtual objects in VR,
their limited size and resolution prevent them from fully replicat-
ing target geometry. However, when users interact with virtual ob-
jects through physical shape displays, vision often dominates other
senses and can mask discrepancies between the visual and physical
shapes [39]. This perception manipulation is known as visuo-haptic
illusion, which has been widely used in mixed reality to enhance
perceived contact [40] and shape perception [41, 42, 24].

Prior work has shown that when discrepancies between a phys-
ical shape display and a virtual object, such as in position, ori-
entation, or size, remain within certain thresholds, users can still
perceive the interaction as natural and realistic [24]. For exam-
ple, during on-surface interaction, users can touch a static passive
surface while perceiving virtual surfaces with different angles and
curvatures through visual manipulation, hand redirection, or space
warping [23, 43, 44, 45]. Researchers have also explored mapping
everyday objects onto predefined virtual objects in augmented re-
ality to enhance perceived shape correspondence [33]. These stud-
ies primarily manipulate visual information and pseudo-haptic cues
to increase users’ tolerance to the mismatch between physical and
virtual shapes. However, while visuo-haptic techniques have been
investigated for hand-based [24, 46] and stick-based interactions
[47, 48], their findings may not directly generalize to pen-based
interaction, which supports finer-grained input in creative tasks
[49, 50].

3 MORPHPATCH SYSTEM

MorphPatch is designed to support efficient and effective on-
surface interaction with diverse virtual objects using a low-
resolution, kinematically constrained shape-changing device. In



Figure 2: (a) Configuration of surface approximation. The anchor represents the root of the VRScroll hierarchy and also serves as the pivot of
the central flap. (b) Pipeline of the surface approximation process. The procedure consists of snapping the VRScroll to the object, aligning root
rotations (Z, X, Y), adjusting root position, and finally aligning motor angles with flap scaling.

this section, we describe the three main components of the sys-
tem: (1) VRScroll as the physical proxy, (2) a real-time surface ap-
proximation pipeline for aligning the physical proxy with the target
virtual shape, and (3) a pen redirection method with visuo-haptic
illusion for compensating residual mismatch.

3.1 VRScroll: A Dynamic Shape Display
We followed the design of the VRScroll device proposed in prior
work [20]. VRScroll is a shape-changing surface composed of
seven motorized flaps that can rotate to approximate the shape of a
virtual object surface (Figure 3). Each flap is driven by a DC geared
motor with encoder feedback and controlled by an ESP32-S3 mi-
crocontroller, enabling a rotation range of approximately 225◦. The
device measures 188× 175× 6 mm and weighs 228 g. A flexible
plastic sheet and fabric layer cover the flaps to create a continuous
touchable surface. The device is powered by a 2S Li-Po battery and
tracked using reflective markers with the OptiTrack system.

We also developed a pen-based input device for interaction with
VRScroll [20]. The pen resembles a pencil and integrates a force-
sensitive resistor at the tip to detect contact and applied force, along
with a barrel-mounted switch for toggling between VRScroll’s de-
fault shape (Figure 3a) and morphed shape (Figure 3b, as an exam-
ple). An onboard ESP32-S2 microcontroller transmits force data to
the PC via Wi-Fi, and reflective markers enable 6-DOF tracking.

Figure 3: VRScroll shape-changing device.

3.2 Surface Approximation
To support precise on-surface interaction, it is critical that the phys-
ical surface of the device closely approximates the target virtual
geometry. However, because the shape-changing device has lim-
ited degrees of freedom and resolution, perfect matching is gen-
erally not possible. We therefore propose a real-time surface ap-
proximation pipeline that computes a practical alignment between
the constrained physical proxy and the virtual surface. Rather than
exactly reconstructing the target geometry, the pipeline seeks an
interaction-relevant approximation that preserves the local surface
shape within the mechanical limits of the device. We formulate

the alignment using a Signed Distance Field (SDF), which provides
continuous geometric information about the target surface, and a
High-Curvature Edge Vector Field (HCEVF), which further guides
the proxy toward salient geometric features that are important for
surface approximation and interaction.

3.2.1 Signed Distance Guided Alignment
The SDF provides the signed distance from any point in space to
the target virtual surface, where the gradient of the field indicates
the local surface normal direction. We use this property to guide the
alignment of VRScroll so that its articulated flaps better conform to
the target geometry. Specifically, each flap is sampled at multiple
points (Figure 2a), and the SDF gradient is queried at each sample.
The device is then iteratively adjusted to reduce the distance be-
tween the physical proxy and the target virtual surface while mak-
ing the local flap orientations more consistent with the surface nor-
mals of the virtual shape.

The alignment is performed hierarchically, beginning with the
orientation of the root (anchor) and subsequently adjusting the mo-
tor angle of each adjacent flap in sequence. We first optimize the
pose of the root flap along the yaw, roll, and pitch axes to establish
a coarse global alignment between VRScroll and the target surface.
We then refine the motor angles of the subsequent flaps so that the
local surface of the device more closely follows the shape of the
virtual object. For each flap, the sampled gradients are projected
onto its local plane, and the adjustment is computed along its yaw
axis. By leveraging the SDF, the system can efficiently compute
a continuous approximation target without requiring explicit sur-
face correspondence or expensive geometric matching, making the
method suitable for real-time interaction.

3.2.2 High Curvature Edge Guided Alignment
While the SDF provides effective guidance for general surface
alignment, it does not explicitly prioritize geometrically salient re-
gions (e.g., edges) that are especially important for interaction.
Since VRScroll only rotates along a single axis, enabling the ro-
tating axis to represent the geometrically salient region becomes
critical. In particular, the motor axis represents the only region of
high articulation density. By aligning this axis with regions of high
curvature on the object surface before SDF alignment, we can im-
prove the quality of the subsequent motor angle optimization.

To achieve this, we introduce a High-Curvature Edge Vector
Field (HCEVF), VHCE(x), which serves as the primary guidance
signal for alignment. Let S(x) denote the SDF. We estimate surface
curvature using the trace of the Hessian matrix H(S):

κ(x) = tr(H(S(x))) (1)

For each grid point xg, we locate the nearest high-curvature point
e∗ within a distance threshold. If such a point exists, the vector field



Table 1: Technical evaluation results of surface approximation. MSD: Mean Surface Distance, HD: Hausdorff Distance. Units are in millimeters.

Method Metric

Cube Torus Arch Cone Cylinder Ellipsoid Stairs Curved Stairs

CBS MSD 12.39±5.33 19.08±5.46 17.01±7.16 19.77±8.98 20.73±4.19 26.77±4.39 14.39±7.96 11.77±6.13
HD 25.35±25.71 62.83±11.49 45.81±20.91 64.40±20.33 56.33±10.26 86.01±11.67 46.74±28.07 37.78±22.54

Ours
(w/o HCEVF)

MSD 5.08±0.99 14.77±2.61 12.29±6.25 8.89±4.79 9.08±4.47 12.07±3.40 9.41±4.85 8.84±5.45
HD 6.37±2.24 23.44±35.34 27.94±20.19 32.37±12.01 21.04±13.37 35.99±9.87 21.93±24.60 29.29±19.27

Ours MSD 5.01±0.93 14.67±2.59 12.18±6.14 8.85±4.83 9.11±4.44 12.11±3.39 8.60±4.84 7.50±5.10
HD 6.41±2.25 23.21±35.12 28.11±20.18 32.27±12.40 20.99±13.26 35.16±9.86 20.45±23.94 21.07±16.73

is defined as VHCE(xg) = e∗ − xg; otherwise, the vector is zero.
Query points reuse the nearest grid point’s target edge, which keeps
the field smooth and consistent.

After fixing the root orientation, we use the HCEVF to translate
the root so that the motor line moves closer to high-curvature re-
gions. Specifically, we sample HCEVF vectors at points q taken
along the edges parallel to each flap’s width direction. The root
translation ∆proot is then computed as the empirical mean of the
non-zero vectors:

∆proot = EVHCE(q)̸=0
[

VHCE(q)
]

(2)

After motor angle optimization, we further adjust each flap k by
modifying its width wk using HCEVF guidance. For flap k, we sam-
ple HCEVF vectors qk along its width-direction edges, project each
non-zero vector onto the flap’s plane, and compute their empirical
mean. The width adjustment ∆wk is then given by the component
of this mean vector along uk, the local width-direction unit vector
of flap k:

∆wk =
(
EVHCE(qk )̸=0[VHCE(qk)proj]

)
·uk (3)

By incorporating curvature information, the HCEVF comple-
ments the SDF-based alignment and helps the device make more
effective use of its limited mechanical degrees of freedom. This
is particularly beneficial for shapes with more complex or sharply
varying geometry.

3.3 Pen Redirection with Visuo-Haptic Illusion
While VRScroll can dynamically render virtual shapes, interaction
on a virtual surface through VRScroll might have some noticeable
discrepancies, such as the pen appearing off-surface or inconsis-
tency between visual and haptic feedback regarding the surface’s
geometry, as shown in Figure 4a. To compensate for these dis-
crepancies, we applied positional and rotational redirection to the
physical pen on VRScroll, mapping it to a virtual pen on the target
virtual surface. This redirection provides a more natural and realis-
tic interaction experience, allowing users to feel as though they are
directly interacting with the virtual surface.

As shown in Figure 4a, we compute the redirected position by
projecting the pen contact point on the morphed VRScroll onto the
target virtual surface along its local surface normal. The pen ori-
entation is then redirected so that the surface normal at the contact
point on the target virtual surface aligns with the corresponding nor-
mal on the morphed VRScroll surface. By maintaining consistency
between visual and haptic cues about surface geometry, this redi-
rection may improve interaction performance. To further reduce
perceptual discontinuities, we apply padding and a Gaussian blur
to smooth positional and rotational redirection within the interac-
tion space around VRScroll.

Figure 4: (a) Pen redirection used with VRScroll. (b) Experimental
setup in the pen redirection studies. (c) An example virtual surface
used in the positional pen redirection study. (d) An example virtual
surface used in the rotational pen redirection study.

4 MORPHPATCH EVALUATION
We evaluate MorphPatch along three complementary dimensions:
(1) a technical evaluation to examine the geometric accuracy of the
proposed surface approximation algorithm, (2) perception studies
to investigate users’ tolerance to positional and rotational pen redi-
rection, and (3) a comparative user study to evaluate the practical
benefits of MorphPatch through a creative modeling task in VR.

4.1 Technical Evaluation of Surface Approximation
To quantitatively assess our proposed surface approximation
method, we used two standard geometric metrics: Mean Surface
Distance (MSD) and Hausdorff Distance (HD) [51]. We com-
pared our method against two baselines. The first baseline was
a Collision-Based Simulation (CBS), which produces a collision-
driven configuration by incrementally bending the flaps until con-
tact with the target surface is established. This baseline captures a
physically plausible end state without any explicit optimization and
thus serves as a lower-bound reference. The second comparison
method was a reduced version of our approach, termed “Ours (w/o
HCEVF)”, which uses only SDF-guided alignment to optimize root
orientation and motor angles while excluding HCEVF-guided root
translation and flap-width adjustment.

We evaluated these methods on a diverse set of target objects,
including simple and complex geometries such as a cube, torus, and
stairs. To reflect realistic usage, we first collected natural approach
trajectories from five users for each object. From these trajectories,
we sampled 50 distinct initial VRScroll configurations per object as
starting points for the approximation process, enabling evaluation
across a range of user-initiated scenarios.

The results, summarized in Table 1, demonstrate the effective-
ness of our surface approximation approach. Across most target
objects, our method consistently outperformed CBS by a substan-
tial margin in both MSD and HD, indicating a closer and more com-
plete approximation of the target shape. Compared with the variant



Figure 5: Perceptual evaluation results of pen redirection. Average unnaturalness detection ratio when using a pen on a flat physical surface to
interact with (a) convex curved, (b) concave curved, (c) convex angled, and (d) concave angled virtual surfaces.

without HCEVF guidance, performance differences were relatively
small for simpler shapes such as the cylinder and ellipsoid. How-
ever, for more complex geometries such as the stairs, our method
achieved clearly lower errors in both MSD and HD, showing that
HCEVF-guided root translation and flap-width adjustment are es-
pecially beneficial in more challenging cases.

4.2 Perceptual Evaluation of Pen Redirection

As shown in the technical evaluation, although the approximation
algorithm enables VRScroll to closely align with the virtual sur-
face, discrepancies between the device and the target geometry still
remain due to the limited shape resolution of the device. Such
discrepancies in distance and curvature may affect users’ percep-
tion when controlling the pen. To compensate for this mismatch,
MorphPatch applies positional and rotational pen redirection while
leveraging visuo-haptic illusion to improve the naturalness of redi-
rected pen interaction. To evaluate the perceptual feasibility of this
approach, we conducted two perception studies: one on position
redirection for curved surfaces with continuous geometric variation
(Figure 4c), and one on rotation redirection for angled surfaces with
abrupt geometric changes (Figure 4d). The position redirection
study examined how much translational discrepancy users could
tolerate when tracing on curved virtual surfaces using a flat physical
surface. The rotation redirection study examined how much angu-
lar discrepancy users could tolerate when tracing on virtual surfaces
with abrupt changes in surface orientation. Together, these studies
establish perceptual thresholds for the pen redirection method used
in MorphPatch.

Participants For the position redirection study, we recruited
12 male participants from a university. Their ages ranged from 23
to 30 (M = 27, SD = 2), and all were right-handed. Ten partici-
pants had previous VR experience, while two had never used VR.
For the rotation redirection study, we recruited 12 right-handed par-
ticipants from a university (4 female and 8 male), aged 20 to 30
(M = 25, SD = 3). Seven participants had previous VR experience,
while five had never used VR. Both experiments took around 30
minutes, and participants received 15 USD.

Experimental Setup Both studies used a 3D-printed flat plate
and a force-sensitive 6-DOF pen to simulate interaction with a low-
resolution physical proxy. We used a flat surface because VRScroll
cannot bend along the y-axis, making the plate a representative sim-
plified proxy for evaluating redirection. Participants were seated,
wore a Meta Quest Pro headset, and used the pen with their dom-
inant hand. The headset, plate, and pen were tracked using Opti-
Track at 360 Hz, with a mean tracking error of 0.28 mm. The study
software was implemented in Unity and ran on a laptop with an
Intel Core i7 CPU and NVIDIA RTX 3080 GPU.

For the position redirection study, the plate size was 150× 150
mm, chosen based on the y-axis length of VRScroll. The plate was
mounted at a 45◦ angle in front of the participant for comfortable
access (Figure 4b). For the rotation redirection study, participants
used a 280× 150 mm flat plate to interact with virtual angled sur-
faces.

Procedure and Measures In both studies, participants traced
a straight line rendered on the virtual surface (Figure 4c,d) by mov-
ing the pen on a flat physical surface (Figure 4b). The pen input
on the flat surface was positionally or rotationally redirected to cre-
ate the illusion that the pen was directly tracing along a non-planar
virtual surface. The physical plate was not revealed before par-
ticipants wore the headset, and the redirection manipulation was
not disclosed. After each trial, participants answered two questions
adapted from prior work [24]: (1) “Did you feel the pen movement
was natural?” (2) “How confident are you in your answer, from 1
to 5?”

Following prior work [24], we considered the illusion to be de-
tected when a participant reported the movement as unnatural with
a confidence level of 3 or higher. We computed the detection ratio
for each surface by averaging across participants. A psychomet-
ric function was then fitted to estimate the Conservative Detection
Threshold (CDT), where the detection ratio is 0.5, and the Detec-
tion Threshold (DT), where the detection ratio is 0.75:

f (x) =
1

1+ eax+b (4)

Perceptual Tolerance to Position Redirection The position
redirection study evaluated how pen movements on a flat physical
surface could be redirected to curved virtual surfaces. We tested
five convex and five concave virtual surfaces of size 150×150 mm
with maximum distance discrepancies of 10, 20, 30, 40, and 50
mm, along with a flat baseline condition (d = 0 mm). Larger dis-
tance discrepancies corresponded to higher surface curvature and
larger pen position redirection. The tested discrepancy range cov-
ered the maximum offset observed when VRScroll approximated
curved objects such as a torus and an ellipsoid. Each participant
was required to trace on each surface 4 times, which involved a
total of 44 tracings.

For pen position redirection, we did not observe either CDT or
DT for convex or concave surfaces, as shown in Figure 5a,b. Even
when the discrepancy between the physical flat surface and the vir-
tual curved surface reached 50 mm, the average detection ratio re-
mained below 0.5, indicating that participants still perceived the
redirected interaction as natural. We therefore selected 50 mm, the
maximum discrepancy tested, as the positional redirection thresh-
old in MorphPatch. This threshold is substantially larger than that
reported in prior work on hand-based interaction, which found that
discrepancies of around 15 mm were already noticeable [24]. One



Figure 6: (a) Mid-Air interaction, where the user directly interacts
with the virtual object using a pen. (b) Tablet interaction, where the
user uses the tablet to control a cursor on the object surface, and the
surface is reflected on the tablet. (c) MorphPatch interaction, where
the user uses VRScroll and the pen on VRScroll is redirected to the
virtual object for manipulation. The transparent layer on the bear’s
head represents the surface approximation. Blue cursors represent
the pen contact point.

possible explanation is that hand-based interaction provides richer
tactile cues through multi-point contact, while pen-based interac-
tion involves only single-point contact at the pen tip, making posi-
tion redirection easier to tolerate.

Perceptual Tolerance to Rotation Redirection The rotation
redirection study evaluated whether similar perceptual tolerance
would extend to virtual surfaces with abrupt geometric changes.
Participants interacted with convex and concave angled surfaces us-
ing a flat physical plate, with angular discrepancies of 15◦, 30◦,
45◦, 60◦, and 75◦, together with a flat baseline condition (θ = 0◦).
Larger angular discrepancies corresponded to sharper changes in
surface curvature and larger amounts of pen rotation redirection.

For convex angled surfaces, we found a DT of 69.28◦ from a psy-
chometric fit with parameters a =−0.07 and b = 3.91, as shown in
Figure 5c. For concave angled surfaces, we found a DT of 64.87◦
with parameters a = −0.08 and b = 3.78, as shown in Figure 5d.
These results indicate that pen redirection becomes perceptibly un-
natural when the angular discrepancy exceeds 69.28◦ for convex
surfaces and 64.87◦ for concave surfaces. Based on the more con-
servative result, we selected 64.87◦ as the maximum rotational redi-
rection threshold used in MorphPatch.

4.3 Comparative Study in a Creative Modeling Task

To demonstrate MorphPatch for immersive creative tasks in VR,
we developed a 3D design application that supports both sculpting
and sketching. We then conducted a comparative study to evaluate
MorphPatch (Figure 6c) against two common interaction methods
for VR creative work, including Tablet (Figure 6b), which mimics
a graphics tablet, and Mid-Air (Figure 6a), a visual-only mid-air
interaction technique.

4.3.1 Participants

We recruited 12 right-handed participants (1 female, 11 male) from
a university, aged 20 to 30 (M = 25, SD = 3). Seven participants
used VR weekly or monthly, mainly for research, gaming, or watch-
ing videos, while the others had used VR for marketing activities
or prior study participation. Regarding creative experience, three
participants reported basic pen-and-paper drawing skills, one had
experience with cursor-based drawing and CAD software, and the
rest reported no relevant background. The study took ∼ 60 min-
utes, and participants were compensated for 20 USD.

4.3.2 Experiment Setup

During the experiment, participants were seated, wearing a Meta
Quest Pro VR headset and using a 6-DOF pen with their dominant
hand. Participants held a flat plate with their non-dominant hand

under the Tablet condition, and they held VRScroll when interact-
ing using the MorphPatch system. The tracking setup and the sys-
tem running the study software were the same as those used in the
pen redirection study.

4.3.3 Sculpting and Sektching Task
We developed a simple 3D modeling application that supports both
sculpting and sketching (Figure 6). Similar to prior studies on 3D
modeling tasks [52, 53, 54], we used a toy bear as the reference
object. The bear is an organic shape with multiple non-planar sur-
faces, making it suitable for evaluating curved-surface interaction.
Participants were given a reference model and instructed to sculpt
the bear by extruding facial features, such as the eyes and nose, on
the curved face surface, and carving details on higher-curvature re-
gions such as the ears, arms, and legs. After sculpting, they were
asked to sketch texture details on different parts of the bear, includ-
ing shape making, line drawing, and area coloring.

Participants started from a base bear model with a width of 200
mm and a height of 400 mm. All surfaces could be sculpted and
sketched using a virtual pen. For sculpting, the system performed
real-time surface deformation on the 3D mesh. When the pen con-
tacted the model, vertices within a radius around the pen tip were
displaced inward for carving or outward for extrusion along the lo-
cal surface normal. The deformation radius and displacement mag-
nitude were linearly controlled by pen force, with a larger force pro-
ducing broader and deeper deformation. Both values were further
modulated by the distance from the brush center using a Gaussian
falloff, enabling smooth and localized sculpting effects.

For sketching, the system projected pen input onto the virtual
surface and generated a continuous stroke by capturing hit points
and normals in real time. The resulting stroke was rendered directly
as a textured line, with stroke thickness controlled by pen force.
A larger force produced thicker lines. This on-surface sketching
method allowed users to trace geometric features and add detailed
surface textures with precision.

4.3.4 Interaction Methods
To evaluate the benefits of MorphPatch for creative tasks, we com-
pared it with two baseline interaction methods, Mid-Air and Tablet.
Since each condition required a slightly different setup, the config-
urations of the three methods are described below.

Mid-Air Interaction Mid-air pen interactions in VR allow
users to draw and manipulate content directly in 3D space without
relying on a physical surface, offering freedom of movement [55]
but often at the cost of precision and stability [6]. We adopted a
similar pen interaction technique for the Mid-Air condition, where
participants directly sculpt or sketch on the virtual target using the
pen in their dominant hand, as shown in Figure 6a. Since no physi-
cal surface was present, pen contact with the virtual surface was de-
termined by detecting collisions between the pen tip and the target
surface. Sculpting depth and sketch stroke thickness were linearly
mapped to the penetration distance of the pen, with a maximum
penetration distance of 50 mm. Whenever the pen tip collided with
the virtual surface, sketching or sculpting was applied at the point
of contact.

Tablet Interaction Tablets with pens are widely used tools for
creative tasks such as sketching because they provide a stable and
high-resolution input surface. Commercial pen tablets, such as Wa-
com devices [56], allow users to move a pen across the tablet while
indirectly controlling a cursor on a display. Prior research has also
explored the use of tablets for sketching in VR by projecting the
drawing canvas onto the tablet to support detailed input [10, 7]. We
combined both tablet-based interaction methods in our Tablet con-
dition. Participants used a pen and tablet to indirectly control a cur-
sor on the target object surface, while the surface was also projected
onto the tablet to support more intuitive interaction on a flat canvas,



as shown in Figure 6b. To ensure consistent pen and touch detec-
tion across conditions, we used a 3D-printed passive plate paired
with a force-sensitive pen to emulate tablet-based interaction. The
plate measured 188×155 mm, matching the usable surface size of
VRScroll. We applied the same surface mapping method to select
and project the object surface onto the tablet. However, instead of
physically changing the surface shape and redirecting the pen, the
tablet remained flat, and a cursor was rendered at the corresponding
redirected position on the virtual surface. When the virtual sur-
face was aligned with the tablet, the cursor was also aligned with
the physical pen tip. The virtual surface was then projected onto
the tablet, and drawings made through pen contact on the physical
tablet were reflected onto the virtual object in real time.

MorphPatch Interaction In the MorphPatch condition, par-
ticipants held the VRScroll device in their non-dominant hand by
grasping its body, as shown in Figure 6c. Pen contact was detected
based on the force measured at the pen tip. Sculpting depth and
sketch stroke thickness were linearly mapped to the pen’s contact
force, with a maximum force of ∼10 N. Interaction with VRScroll
in the MorphPatch condition involved five steps: surface map-
ping, surface approximation, shape change, pen redirection, and
on-surface interaction.

Initially, VRScroll remained in an untriggered state and was ren-
dered as flat. Users began the surface mapping process by point-
ing VRScroll toward the virtual object and positioning it over the
area of the surface they wished to interact with. A ray was cast
from the VRScroll anchor to the virtual surface, indicating the cen-
ter of the selected region. Next, the MorphPatch system performed
surface approximation and rendered a simulated shape change of
VRScroll on the virtual surface. During this stage, users could
move VRScroll across the object to explore different target regions,
while the expected surface approximation was updated in real time.
Once users were satisfied with the position of VRScroll and the ap-
proximated surface, they could toggle a switch on the pen to lock
the shape change, causing VRScroll to physically morph to match
the selected virtual surface, as shown in Figure 6c. After the shape
change was completed, a blue frame was rendered on the virtual ob-
ject to indicate the active interaction area. The physical pen move-
ment on VRScroll was then redirected to the framed region on the
virtual surface using our pen redirection technique. Finally, the
redirected pen enabled on-surface interaction. When the physical
pen contacted VRScroll, sketching or sculpting was applied to the
corresponding location on the virtual surface.

4.3.5 Evaluation
Model Similarity to the Reference To evaluate participants’

ability to reproduce the reference bear model in the tutorial task
(Figure 7a) under different interaction conditions, we computed an
objective similarity metric using DINO [57, 58]. DINO produces
high-level visual embeddings that capture pixel-level similarity be-
tween images, making it suitable for comparing complex modeling
results. For each participant’s result, we rendered the participant-
generated model and the reference model from a fixed viewpoint
and extracted visual feature embeddings using a pre-trained ViT-
B/16 DINO model. We then computed the cosine similarity be-
tween the embeddings of the participant-generated model and the
reference target, where higher similarity scores indicate closer re-
semblance to the target model.

Subjective Quality Rating To subjectively evaluate the qual-
ity of the 3D model produced by sculpting and sketching with dif-
ferent interaction methods, we recruited 20 reviewers from Ama-
zon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) to rank the sculpting and sketching
results under each condition from every participant based on the
overall quality of the result model (1 being the best and 3 being the
worst). The ranking task took ∼ 10 minutes, and MTurk workers
received USD 3 for their effort.

Figure 7: (a) Reference model provided in the sculpting and sketch-
ing task. (b) Collection of the results under each interaction condition
from 3 users.

Approximation, Pen, and Usability Participants were asked
to rate their experience with the interaction method in terms of sur-
face imitation and pen interaction. Specifically, we asked “Do you
think the physical patch created a surface that properly imitates the
virtual object surface?” when participants interacted using Morph-
Patch or Tablet, where the “patch” means VRScroll or the tablet.
After each interaction session, we asked “Did the pen interaction
feel natural?” The System Usability Scale (SUS) [59] was also used
to evaluate participants’ perceived usability of the systems using the
three interaction techniques.

4.3.6 Data Analysis
For parametric measurements, all data were tested for normality
and applied Aligned Rank Transform (ART) [60] for non-normally
distributed factors. Repeated-measure ANOVA tests were used to
analyze the normally distributed data with p = 0.05 as the level
of significance. If further post-hoc testing was necessary, pairwise
t-tests with Bonferroni correction were conducted. For the non-
parametric measures (subjective ratings), a Friedman’s ANOVA test
was performed on the Likert results. Mann-Whitney post-hoc tests
with a Bonferroni correction were conducted if needed.

4.3.7 Results
Figure 7b presents representative sculpting and sketching results
from three participants for the toy bear creation task. MorphPatch
appears to better support clear shape creation and detailed coloring,
especially in high-curvature areas such as the face, belly, and legs.

Table 2: DINO-based similarity between participant-generated mod-
els and the reference target. Higher scores indicate closer resem-
blance to the reference model.

Interaction DINO Median DINO Mean

MorphPatch 0.7154 0.6806
Mid-Air 0.7133 0.6730
Tablet 0.7016 0.6677

Model Similarity to the Reference Table 2 summarizes the
DINO similarity scores for the three interaction conditions. Mor-
phPatch achieved the highest objective similarity to the reference



model, with a median score of 0.7154 and a mean score of 0.6806.
Mid-Air yielded lower scores, with a median of 0.7133 and a mean
of 0.6730. Tablet produced the lowest similarity scores, with a me-
dian of 0.7016 and a mean of 0.6677. Overall, the results show a
consistent trend in which MorphPatch enabled participants to pro-
duce models that more closely resembled the reference target than
those created with Mid-Air and Tablet.

Modeling Results Ranking We presented the sculpting and
sketching results created using each interaction method from every
participant to 30 MTurk reviewers. Reviewers rated the results un-
der the MorphPatch condition as the best (median = 1, IQR = 1),
followed by Mid-Air (median = 2, IQR = 1) and Tablet (median =
2, IQR = 2) as shown in Figure 8a. A Friedman test revealed a
significant overall effect of interaction method (χ2(2) = 8.67, p <
0.001). Post-hoc tests found that MorphPatch was ranked signifi-
cantly higher (lower rank values) than both Tablet (p < 0.001) and
Mid-Air (p< 0.001). However, the difference between Mid-Air and
Tablet was not significant (p > 0.05).

Surface Approximation Effectiveness Participants’ feed-
back on mimicking the virtual surface was significantly affected by
using different interaction methods: MorphPatch or tablet (χ2(3) =
6.0, p < 0.05), as shown in Figure 8b. Post-hoc tests found that
MorphPatch was rated with a median value of 4.5 (IQR = 1.0),
which was significantly higher than Tablet with a median value of
4.0 (IQR = 1.25) (p < 0.05).

Pen Naturalness For pen naturalness, participants rated Mid-
Air highest (median = 4.5, IQR = 1), followed by MorphPatch
(median = 4.0, IQR = 1.25) and Tablet (median = 3.5, IQR = 1)
as shown in Figure 8c. Although a Friedman test indicated the dif-
ference was significant (χ2(3) = 8.67, p< 0.05), no significant dif-
ference was found between these interaction methods (p > 0.05).

System Usability For the overall system usability (Figure 8d),
the SUS scores significantly differed across interaction methods
(F(2,22) = 4.39, p < 0.05), with Mid-Air yielding the highest us-
ability ratings (mean = 82.5, SD = 14.3), followed by MorphPatch
(mean = 76.3, SD = 11.2) and Tablet (mean = 69.6, SD = 13.6).
Post-hoc tests only found that SUS scores were significantly lower
in the Tablet condition compared to Mid-Air (p < 0.05).

Overall Preference and User Feedback When asking par-
ticipants’ overall preference, six participants preferred Morph-
Patch. The MorphPatch system was frequently praised for enhanc-
ing realism and control through its physical surface. As P1 noted,
“accurate and good imitation of object surface. . . it gives me a di-
rect and accurate sense of my pen, and also a good imitation of the
painted object, and I don’t feel physically tired”. Others highlighted
its ability to support curved surfaces: “I have a curved plate for me
to draw. I can best simulate the surface of the object” (P2). Par-
ticipants also described the interaction as responsive and intuitive
after practice: “I liked that it felt very responsive. I had to spend
some time learning what was going on, but after a while, it clicked”
(P9). In addition, MorphPatch was reported for some hardware lim-
itations (“device is a bit heavy to be held in hands” (P7)) and pen
force fluctuation due to the flexible surface (“The brush stroke had
some inconsistency as it was moving around the surface” (P10)).

Another six participants preferred Mid-Air. Mid-Air interactions
were described as flexible and natural, enabling quick, direct draw-
ing. Participants emphasized ease of use: “in the air is easier to use
than on the patch. . . it requires no trace and feels more easy” (P6),
and “Drawing in the air felt the most natural, and it was also the
easiest to navigate” (P9). However, fatigue emerged as a recurring
limitation: “arm gets sore after using the system for a while” (P1).
Others reported reduced control for fine details: “I also feel like
drawing in the air had more inconsistency in terms of brush stroke
and its size” (P10).

While no participant reported Tablet as their favorite interaction
method, tablet interactions were mentioned for familiarity and reli-
able pen control. Participants noted that the physical support aided
precision and comfort: “there’s a board in my hand, so I have a
sense of where the cursor is in the real world” (P1), and “I liked that
you could push down harder to control the brush size” (P10). How-
ever, many described difficulty capturing curved 3D forms: “The
plain board is not good at very curved parts. It cannot simulate the
curved surface as the curved patch [MorphPatch]” (P2). Control is-
sues and visibility concerns were also raised: “sometimes the board
in VR would block the vision” (P1) and “The location of the plane
is hard to control” (P12).

Overall, participants valued the realism and surface feedback of
MorphPatch, the familiarity and stability of tablet interactions, and
the freedom and intuitiveness of Mid-Air input. These findings sug-
gest complementary strengths of each interaction method: Morph-
Patch approximates curved surfaces well but introduces hardware
challenges, Tablet supports controlled planar input but lacks 3D re-
alism, and Mid-Air affords speed and directness but can be tiring.

5 DISCUSSION

Our work investigates how a low-resolution, kinematically con-
strained shape-changing device can support precise on-surface in-
teraction with complex virtual objects in VR. Rather than relying on
perfect physical replication, MorphPatch combines real-time sur-
face approximation with pen redirection to make a coarse physical
proxy practically usable for creative work such as sketching and
sculpting.

5.1 Benefits and Trade-offs of MorphPatch

Our study results prove the effectiveness of MorphPatch through the
three-axis structure: the validity of the surface approximation algo-
rithm, the feasibility of perceptual compensation for the pen, and
the practical support for task-level on-surface interactions. First,
the technical evaluation showed that the proposed surface approxi-
mation method improved the alignment between VRScroll and tar-
get virtual surfaces, especially for more complex geometries where
curvature-guided adjustment became more beneficial. This sup-
ports the validity of the shape approximation algorithm and shows
that a constrained physical proxy can be aligned to a virtual tar-
get more effectively than simpler baselines. Second, the percep-
tual studies showed that users could tolerate substantial amounts
of redirection, particularly for positional redirection, indicating that
perfect physical replication is not necessary for practical pen-based
interaction as long as the remaining mismatch is kept within percep-
tually acceptable bounds. Last but not least, the comparative study
demonstrated end-task value in a creative workflow, where Mor-
phPatch enabled more favorable modeling results overall and bet-
ter supported controlled interaction on curved surfaces than tablet-
based or mid-air methods. The comparative results also reveal
meaningful trade-offs. Mid-air interaction was perceived as flexible
and natural, but it lacked the physical support needed for stable and
precise surface-based input. Tablet interaction provided a familiar
and stable surface, yet it could not directly convey the geometry of
curved virtual objects. MorphPatch improved interaction realism
and control on varying geometry, although at the cost of increased
hardware complexity and some learning workload. These mixed
outcomes suggest complementary strengths of different interaction
paradigms. For example, Mid-air methods can be used for simple
and coarse manipulation, tablet-based methods can be leveraged if
the device is accessible, while MorphPatch is most beneficial for
tasks that depend on fine motor control, surface guidance, and in-
teraction stability on non-planar geometry.



Figure 8: Subjective ratings for (a) overall quality of the modeling results, (b) surface reproduction, (c) pen interaction naturalness, (d) SUS
scores when interacting with the three interaction techniques.

5.2 Generalizability Beyond VRScroll

Although MorphPatch was implemented on VRScroll, the broader
contribution of this work lies in a more general interaction strat-
egy for curved virtual surfaces using constrained physical proxies.
More specifically, the work suggests that practical on-surface in-
teraction can be achieved by combining three elements: real-time
geometric alignment between a target virtual surface and a physi-
cal proxy, perceptual compensation for the residual mismatch that
cannot be physically reproduced, and an interaction objective that
prioritizes usability rather than geometric fidelity alone. The sig-
nificance of MorphPatch is not simply that VRScroll can mimic
certain curved surfaces, but that low-resolution and kinematically
constrained physical interfaces can still become useful interaction
surfaces when approximation and perception compensation are de-
signed together. We suggest that the broader framework may in-
form shape-changing systems whose hardware is similarly limited
in spatial resolution, deformation range, or degrees of freedom.
Rather than treating physical approximation as only a geometry-
matching problem using shape-changing devices, MorphPatch sug-
gests that approximation should be evaluated in terms of how well it
supports interaction. The objective is not only to minimize surface
alignment error, but to optimize the combined physical and per-
ceptual conditions under which users can effectively interact with
virtual geometry.

5.3 Limitations and Future Directions

While MorphPatch leverages shape approximation and visuo-haptic
illusion techniques, it has only been implemented and tested on
VRScroll, a device that supports deformation primarily along a
single axis. This limits the range of geometries that can be rep-
resented effectively, especially surfaces with substantial variation
across multiple axes. When the discrepancy between VRScroll and
the virtual object becomes too large, direct on-surface interaction
may no longer remain natural or effective, and alternative interac-
tion modes such as mid-air input may be more appropriate.

These limitations point to several directions for future work. On
the hardware side, more advanced shape-changing mechanisms,
such as multiple shape-memory polymers [61], self-reconfiguring
modular robots [62, 63, 64], or arrays of linear actuators with de-
formable surfaces [65, 46], could enable higher-resolution or multi-
axis shape change and better support interaction with more complex
virtual surfaces [66]. On the interaction side, future work could fur-
ther investigate how different types of discrepancies between virtual
and physical surfaces, such as their spatial frequency and distribu-
tion patterns, interact with pen redirection and perceptual tolerance.
Such knowledge could inform the design of more effective redirec-
tion strategies for pen-based VR interaction.

Our evaluation was also conducted in a controlled setting and
focused primarily on novice users. Future work could broaden
the empirical scope by testing more varied object geometries and
creative tasks, comparing MorphPatch against commercially avail-
able haptic solutions such as the Phantom Pen [67], and examining
whether the benefits observed here extend to expert designers and
artists.

6 CONCLUSION

We introduced MorphPatch, a system for supporting precise on-
surface interaction with varying virtual objects in VR using a kine-
matically constrained and low-resolution shape-changing device.
MorphPatch addresses this challenge through two complementary
components: a real-time surface approximation pipeline that aligns
the physical proxy with a target virtual surface, and a pen redirec-
tion technique that compensates for the residual mismatch through
visuo-haptic illusion.

Our evaluation showed that this combination is effective across
three levels. First, the technical evaluation demonstrated that the
proposed approximation method improves the geometric alignment
between the physical proxy and target virtual surfaces. Second,
the perceptual studies established practical thresholds for positional
and rotational pen redirection. Third, the comparative evaluation
showed that MorphPatch can improve control, surface guidance,
and overall modeling performance in a creative VR task.

More broadly, this work suggests that useful on-surface interac-
tion in VR does not require perfect physical replication of virtual
geometry. Instead, effective interaction can emerge from the com-
bination of approximate physical embodiment, perceptual compen-
sation, and task-oriented interaction design. We hope MorphPatch
informs future dynamic shape displays and creative VR tools that
better support precise interaction with virtual surfaces.
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