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Abstract Developing the necessary skills in Software Engineering students to conduct effective requirements elici-
tation interviews is a complex challenge. Immersive role playing has emerged as a promising educational strategy,
enabling students to simulate realistic interviews, receive real-time feedback, and improve their performance under
pressure. This approach blends traditional role playing with immersive learning environments, providing engaging
and authentic experiences that better prepare students for industry demands. This article presents an experience
report on the use of an immersive role playing to teach the interview technique for requirements elicitation. Con-
ducted with 86 undergraduate students enrolled in a Requirements Engineering course, the study offers a broader
perspective on the effectiveness and challenges of this approach. The findings suggest that immersive activities
foster reflection, help identify areas for improvement, and emphasize the importance of emotional regulation in
real-world interactions. These insights reinforce that mastering Requirements Engineering requires not only techni-
cal proficiency, but also strong interpersonal and emotional skills.
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1 Introduction
The growing demand for qualified professionals in Software
Engineering, combined with rapid technological evolution,
continuously challenges educational institutions to update
their instructional approaches. Cavalcante et al. (2023) high-
light the importance of complementing theoretical instruc-
tion with practical experiences to better prepare students for
the job market. This approach is fundamental for develop-
ing the skills required in the field of Information Technology
(IT), where adapting to new methodologies, tools, and tech-
nologies is essential for success.
Teaching Software Engineering presents significant chal-

lenges, particularly in offering students practical, hands-on
experiences. Often, these experiences are acquired only dur-
ing professional internships, which may not be equally ac-
cessible or beneficial to all students. This gap between the
theory taught in the classroom and the practical demands of
the job market underscores the need for innovative teaching
methods in Software Engineering, aiming to prepare future
professionals for real-world challenges. Among the essen-
tial competencies for software engineers is the ability to ap-
ply Requirements Engineering (RE) techniques, particularly
those related to requirements elicitation.
Interviews are among the most widely used and effective

techniques for requirements elicitation (Davis et al., 2006),
enabling professionals to engage with clients and stakehold-
ers (Bano et al., 2019). The ability to extract accurate and

comprehensive requirements from diverse stakeholders is
closely tied to the interviewer’s experience and interpersonal
skills (Fernández et al., 2017). However, fostering interview
skills in undergraduate students remains a challenge, as nu-
merous factors can significantly impact the effectiveness of
this activity (Hadar et al., 2014). According to Bano et al.
(2019), students often struggle with question formulation,
omissions, and effective communication when simulating in-
terviews.
A widely adopted strategy for developing interview com-

petencies among undergraduate students involves the simu-
lation of real-life scenarios. Numerous researchers have pro-
posed various methods and tools to enhance the realism of
these experiences (Bano et al., 2019; Ferrari et al., 2019;
Görer and Aydemir, 2024; Ferrari et al., 2020; Rusu et al.,
2011). However, ensuring high levels of student engagement
remains a significant challenge, as designing practical activi-
ties that effectively motivate learners can be complex (Quaye
et al., 2019; Krusche et al., 2020; Ouhbi and Pombo, 2020).
Immersive learning has emerged as a promising approach

in educational contexts. Although multiple definitions ex-
ist (Dengel, 2022), immersive learning can be implemented
through a range of physical and digital media, methods, and
technologies (Mystakidis and Lympouridis, 2023), which fa-
cilitates its adoption in universities. A particularly notable
physical and analog immersivemethod is role playing, a tech-
nique grounded in the learning by doing philosophy (Dewey,
1986; Anzai and Simon, 1979). This method has been effec-
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tively applied in RE education (Ferrari et al., 2019; Zowghi
and Paryani, 2003; Nakamura et al., 2014), as it fosters mo-
tivation and engagement and supports diverse learning pro-
cesses (Castro, 2023; Montenegro et al., 2017).
Recent findings by Otemaier et al. (2024) further cor-

roborate these benefits, demonstrating that immersive role
playing enhances student engagement, promotes authentic
learning experiences, and aids in the development of critical
skills such as communication, adaptability, and active listen-
ing. Their study underscores that immersive environments
offer real-time feedback and encourage reflection on mis-
takes, thereby rendering the learning process more dynamic
and closely aligned with industry demands.
Daun et al. (2023) carried out a systematic literature re-

view (SLR) highlighting the importance of involving real
or realistic stakeholders in teaching and learning processes.
Their findings emphasize that authentic learning experiences
can significantly enhance students’ RE knowledgewhile also
improving interpersonal collaboration and teamwork skills.
In this context, role playing has emerged as a prominent ed-
ucational strategy, enabling students to assume roles in low-
risk, project-based collaborative instruction scenarios.
In a previous study, Daun et al. (2021) identified three

primary trends in instructional approaches for teaching RE,
including role playing and stakeholder involvement. These
strategies have been shown to effectively increase students’
motivation and enthusiasm for learning. Furthermore, immer-
sive learning environments have been recognized as valuable
resources for enhancing learner engagement and providing
more authentic educational experiences.
Immersive learning environments employ technologies

such as Virtual Reality (VR), Augmented Reality (AR), and
Mixed Reality (MR) to deliver highly interactive and engag-
ing educational experiences (Alnagrat et al., 2022; Khlaif
et al., 2024; Fernandes et al., 2022). These environments cre-
ate a sense of presence by simulating real-world scenarios,
allowing students to explore, interact, and learn in a more ef-
fective and engaging manner (Mystakidis and Lympouridis,
2023). Moreover, they provide a safe and controlled setting
for experiencing real-world situations, making them particu-
larly suitable for use in lectures, virtual laboratories, profes-
sional training, and simulations.
The study reported by Otemaier et al. (2024) presented an

initial investigation using immersive role playing to teach in-
terview techniques for software requirements elicitation, in-
volving 15 students from the RE course in February 2024.
The activity was conducted in an immersive environment at
the PUCPR Extended Reality Center. The objective was to
address the following research questions:

• RQ1:Howdo students perceive the use of an immersive
environment for learning software requirements elicita-
tion?

• RQ2:How do students perceive their learning when us-
ing an immersive environment?

• RQ3: What are the challenges of using an immersive
environment to teach software requirements elicitation?

Building upon the findings of this initial study, a subse-
quent and expanded experience was conducted in August
2024, incorporating adjustments based on prior insights and

involving 86 students. This expanded sample size not only
enhances the reliability of the findings but also enables a
more comprehensive and in-depth analysis of the research
questions. Therefore, this article aims to present the new re-
sults, providing a broader perspective on the effectiveness
and challenges of using immersive environments for teach-
ing software requirements elicitation.
The remainder of this article is organized as follows: Sec-

tion 2 presents related work; Section 3 describes the planning
of the immersive experience; Section 4 outlines the execu-
tion of the interview simulation for requirements elicitation;
Section 5 presents the results; Section 6 provides an in-depth
discussion of the findings; and Section 7 concludes the arti-
cle.

2 Related Work
Several studies have investigated the use of role playing in
teaching RE, especially in simulation-based activities. For
example, Andersson and Andersson (2010) conducted stud-
ies where students interacted with professional software engi-
neers in realistic industrial contexts, demonstrating that role
playing can foster professional skills and encourage positive
attitudes toward the technique. However, many of these ini-
tiatives are limited to face-to-face role playing and do not
fully explore immersive technologies (e.g., virtual or aug-
mented reality). Moreover, few systematically assess how
communication unfolds under pressure. The present study
addresses these gaps by introducing a more immersive envi-
ronment, in which students interact with avatars that simulate
diverse client personalities and receive real-time feedback on
their performance.
Building upon the agent-based feedback systems proposed

by Nakamura et al. (2014) and extended in Tachikawa and
Nakamura (2017), which monitored student behavior in
classroom-based role-playing sessions, our work introduces
an immersive environment to enhance the authenticity of the
experience. Although their findings were positive regarding
requirements quality and student performance, their simula-
tions occurred primarily in conventional classroom contexts.
These approaches did not fully leverage immersive technolo-
gies capable of recreating high-pressure interview scenar-
ios and realistic client interactions. Our study addresses this
gap by placing students in a virtual environment where they
interact through avatars and deal with unpredictable client
behavior. This enhances realism, requiring adaptive inter-
view strategies and spontaneous decision-making. Further-
more, immediate and targeted feedback reinforces learning
during the experience, fostering both technical and interper-
sonal skills in requirements elicitation.
In order to stimulate reflection on errors, Ferrari et al.

(2019) proposed a pedagogical strategy combining role play-
ing, peer review, and self-assessment. Their approach re-
duced frequent mistakes such as vague questioning and in-
sufficient preparation. Bano et al. (2019) also identified typi-
cal novice errors, such as unclear or omitted questions, poor
rapport with interviewees, and ineffective communication.
However, neither study explored the potential of immersive
or simulated environments to expose students to real-time
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Table 1. Comparison of Related Work on RE Strategies

Study VR/AR Feedback Real Simulated Highlights
Usage Immediate Stakeholders Stakeholders

Andersson and Andersson (2010) No Partial Yes No Realistic simulations in indus-
tries

Nakamura et al. (2014),
Tachikawa and Nakamura (2017) No Yes No Yes Agent system for feedback

Ferrari et al. (2019) No Partial No Yes Explores role playing and peer
feedback

Görer and Aydemir (2024) Yes (robot) Yes No Yes Use of virtual agent and robot
tutor

This Study (2025) Yes (avatar) Yes No Yes Immersive context + instant
feedback

stressors and feedback. In contrast, our approach integrates
immersive role playing with dynamic and reactive virtual
personas, allowing students to practice real-time communi-
cation, adapt quickly to unexpected responses, and reflect on
mistakes as they occur. Our work combines immersive tech-
nologies, spontaneous user interactions, and feedback loops
to prepare students for real-world elicitation scenarios more
effectively than traditional methods.

Morávanszky (2023) investigated how RE is taught in
Swiss higher education and emphasized the challenges of
preparing students to be industry-ready. The study supports
the use of active learning methods such as Problem Based
Learning (PBL) and role playing to bridge the gap between
theory and professional practice. Similarly, Görer and Ay-
demir (2024) proposed the REIT architecture, which inte-
grates robotic (RoREIT) and virtual voice agents (VoREIT)
to enhance interview training. Their results indicate that
structured feedback improve students’ communication skills
and ability to engage with stakeholders.

Building upon these perspectives, our work explores im-
mersive role playing not only as a means to develop techni-
cal interview skills, but also as a tool for behavioral reflec-
tion and emotional self-regulation. Immersive interactions
exposed students to diverse interviewee profiles, which re-
quired them to exercise patience and empathy, skills that are
often overlooked in traditional RE instruction. For example,
during interviews with Maria (a retired user), many students
demonstrated impatience, revealing difficulties in maintain-
ing professionalism. These findings support the argument
that interpersonal and emotional competencies are as critical
as technical skills in RE practice.

Table 1 provides a summary of related work. In this study,
we use immersive role playing to foster both technical and
soft skill in requirements elicitation interviews. By simulat-
ing realistic, emotionally nuanced client interactions, the ap-
proach provides an authentic learning environment aligned
with real-world challenges faced by software professionals.

3 Planning the Experience
This study was conducted in a 120-hour RE course offered in
the second semester of the Software Engineering undergrad-
uate program at PUCPR. The program curriculum is struc-
tured around four core competencies that students are ex-
pected to develop throughout the four-year degree. The RE
course is mandatory and aims to cover the entire RE pro-
cess over twenty weeks of combined theoretical and prac-
tical instruction, employing active learning methodologies.
Among the elicitation techniques addressed, the interview
aligns with the competency: “Design computational solu-
tions for diverse scenarios by precisely, critically, and in-
novatively combining context-appropriate methods and tech-
niques.” The associated Learning Outcome (LO) aims to
equip students to identify requirements using the most suit-
able elicitation method for each problem and context.
Before the immersive experience, students participated in

an introductory session on interview techniques. This session
covered best practices for formulating questions and conduct-
ing interviews, providing the foundational knowledge for the
subsequent activity.
The experience was organized in five steps:
1. Scenario Definition: The first planning step was to de-

fine a scenario unfamiliar to students, encouraging them to
develop their elicitation skills from scratch. The selected con-
text was the development of the Brazilian Federal Govern-
ment’s income tax system, which citizens use annually to
declare their income and taxes. This scenario ensured that
students would have to investigate both technical and user-
oriented aspects.
2. Persona Creation: The second step involved the cre-

ation of realistic user personas to provide students with an
authentic learning experience. Following the guidelines of
Preece et al. (2015), we developed four personas (Figures 1–
4), eachwith a name, photo, educational background, income
level, tax profile, personal interests, and challenges related
to filing a tax return. These personas aimed to simulate real-
world diversity, enhance empathy, improve communication
skills, and prepare students for the interpersonal complexity
of actual RE practice, as supported by Mims (2003).
3. Interview Script Preparation: In the third step, we
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Figure 1. Persona 1 – Young Professional: Lucas

Figure 2. Persona 2 – Retired Woman: Maria

designed interview answer scripts containing various situa-
tions typically encountered in real-world interviews. These
included phone call interruptions, vague or evasive responses
(e.g., “yes” or “no”), shifting client needs, and indecisiveness.
The objective was to expose students to common elicitation
obstacles and train them to manage such difficulties effec-
tively, fostering adaptability and strategic thinking.
4. Participant Selection: The cohort consisted of students

regularly enrolled in a mandatory Requirements Engineer-
ing course. Participants formed teams based on self-selected
affinities, simulating collaborative dynamics similar to those
found in professional settings.
5. Execution Stages: The fifth step outlined the stages of

the experience process:

• Learning Stage: Students studied the income tax sys-
tem that served as the basis for requirements elicitation.

• Script Development: Students collaboratively pre-
pared interview scripts.

• InterviewConduct: Students conducted the interviews
under professor supervision.

• Feedback: Professors provided individualized feed-
back on interview performance.

• Perception Assessment: Students completed a post-
activity survey to evaluate their perceptions of the im-
mersive experience.

We conducted two experiences:

• First experience (February 2024): This experience in-
volved 15 students, organized into five teams, with each
team interacting with two of the four personas. The first
implementation served as a pilot study, collaboratively
designed and refined by four researchers. Insights from

Figure 3. Persona 3 – Middle Age Woman

Figure 4. Persona 4 – Self-employed Man

this initial experience lead to improvements in the sec-
ond iteration, including a reduction in the number of per-
sonas and the standardization of interview dynamics.

• Second experience (August 2024): This experience in-
volved 86 students, divided into two groups (Group 1
and Group 2). This iteration used only two personas
(Figures 1 and 2) to standardize the experience across
participants. Reducing the number of personas mini-
mized external variation and allowed for more consis-
tent interaction profiles, enabling a more rigorous com-
parison of student performance and perceptions. Stan-
dardizing the second experience was essential for iso-
lating the effectiveness of the interview technique itself.
This control enhanced the validity of the analysis by en-
suring that observed outcomes could be attributed more
directly to students’ elicitation strategies and behavior.

It is important to note that the two implementations in-
volved distinct student cohorts, ensuring that there was no
overlap between participants in the two experiences.
Three professors, designated as T1, T2, and T3, supervised

the experiences.

4 Executing the Experience
The immersive experience was conducted in three different
rooms: Room 1, Room 2, and Room 3. Room 2 and Room 3
were adjacent, separated by a wall, and connected via wired
internet. Each room had a distinct role:

• Room1 (supervised by Professor T1) served as thewait-
ing area, where students were grouped before participat-
ing in the immersive activity.

• Room2 (Figure 5) was equippedwith a television, desk-
top computer, webcam, and microphone. This was the
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interview room, where students interacted with the dig-
ital avatar representing the selected persona. Professor
T2 was present in this room, observing each interview
and taking notes to provide immediate feedback.

• Room 3 (Figure 6) was configured with a screen, desk-
top computer, smartphone on a holder, headset, and mi-
crophone. In this room, Professor T3 operated the se-
lected persona via a digital avatar and voice modulation
software, simulating realistic client interactions.

The execution process followed these stages:

• General Instructions: Professor T2 introduced the ex-
ercise, explained its objective, to simulate a realistic
user interview scenario, and presented the contextual
background of the system to be analyzed. Students were
also briefed on the rules for conducting the interview.

• Interview Script Preparation: Students had 90 min-
utes to research the income tax system and collabora-
tively develop their interview scripts. Professors T1 and
T2 supervised this stage, answering questions and en-
suring that students remained focused. While not all
members interacted directly with the avatar, the activ-
ity required collective preparation and joint reflection.
Professors assessed group behavior as a whole, based
on collaborative performance and post-interview discus-
sions.

• Interview Execution: In Room 1, Professor T1 re-
mainedwith the waiting groups. In Room 2, T2 received
each student team individually. Students conducted the
interview using a microphone to speak with the digital
avatar displayed on the television. T2 observed silently
and took notes for feedback. In Room 3, Professor T3
selected the appropriate persona and controlled its corre-
sponding avatar. T3 interacted with the students via mi-
crophone while viewing them through a webcam. The
professor’s voice was altered using voice modulation
software to match the chosen persona’s profile. Each
team conducted sequential interviews with two differ-
ent personas during the session.

• Feedback Session: After each interview, Professor T2
provided immediate and personalized feedback to the
teams. The feedback highlighted effective strategies as
well as areas needing improvement. Student reactions
varied; some passively received the feedback, while
others actively engaged, asking clarifying questions to
deepen their understanding.

• Data Collection: After the activity, each student com-
pleted an online questionnaire to report their percep-
tions regarding the immersive experience.

Each team interacted with two different personas during
the experience. Although the interactions occurred sequen-
tially, this structure provided students with exposure to differ-
ent user profiles and communication styles. After completing
both interviews, the professors provided immediate forma-
tive feedback to the teams, highlighting strengths and areas
for improvement. This feedback encouraged students to com-
pare the communication dynamics and information obtained
from each persona, supporting critical reflection on how to
improve future interview practices.

Figure 5. Room 2 – Students interviewing the client avatar

Figure 6. Room 3 – Professor T3 representing the client avatar

5 Results
This section presents the general observations made by Pro-
fessor T2 regarding student behavior during the interviews,
as well as the results from the data collection. The findings
are structured according to the three research questions.

5.1 Student Behavior

The behavior categories presented in this section were not
predefined. Instead, they emerged inductively from the pro-
fessors’ observations during the activity. Professor T2 sys-
tematically observed the behavior of student teams during
the interviews, identifying and classifying recurring actions
as either Appropriate Behaviors (AB) or Inappropriate Be-
haviors (IB). Each behavior was assigned a code (e.g., AB1,
IB3) for reference and subsequent analysis. The final typol-
ogywas refined collaboratively based on shared observations
among all professors.

5.1.1 First Experience

The group participating in the first experience was divided
into five teams. Regarding appropriate behaviors (AB), as
shown in Table 2, teams ST1, ST2, ST3, and ST4 demon-
strated common behaviors such as explaining the purpose of
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the interview to the client (AB1), asking broad questions fol-
lowed by specific ones (AB2), maintaining a non-imposing
attitude (AB3), and attempting to understand the client’s pro-
file (AB4). Team ST2 was the most prepared, as they exhib-
ited key behaviors for requirements elicitation, such as active
listening (AB5), seeking a deeper understanding of the busi-
ness (AB6), and improvising by asking questions outside the
script based on the client’s responses (AB7). On the other
hand, team ST5 displayed an imposing attitude and faced
greater difficulties than the others.

Table 2. First experience – Appropriate Behaviors (AB)

Behavior ST1 ST2 ST3 ST4 ST5

AB1 – Explains the purpose of the interview x x x x
AB2 – Starts with broad then specific questions x x
AB3 – Maintains a non-imposing attitude x x x x
AB4 – Understands the client’s profile x x x
AB5 – Demonstrates active listening x
AB6 – Understands business context x
AB7 – Improvises beyond the script x

Regarding inappropriate behavior (IB), as shown in Ta-
ble 3, the most common mistakes included strictly follow-
ing the script without addressing unexpected situations (IB3),
not engaging in listening actively (IB4), failing to ask di-
rect questions (IB5), asking technical rather than business-
related questions (IB6), and lacking planning and coordina-
tion among team members (IB12). Additionally, ST2 and
ST5 recorded the interview without obtaining client consent
(IB7), which is considered unacceptable in any professional
setting. ST4 and ST5 showed impatience when responding
to the client’s questions (IB9), struggling to handle the sim-
ulations of the client’s lack of knowledge. ST5 also failed to
explain the purpose of the interview (IB10) and took exces-
sive time to begin, potentially demonstrating a lack of respect
for the client’s availability (IB11).

Table 3. First Experience – Inappropriate Behaviors (IB)
Behavior ST1 ST2 ST3 ST4 ST5

IB1 – Not asking for the interviewee’s name X
IB2 – Not asking questions to understand the interviewee’s profile X X
IB3 – Following the script and not responding to the unexpected X X X X
IB4 – Not listening actively X X X X
IB5 – Not asking direct questions X X X X
IB6 – Asking technical questions X X X X
IB7 – Not asking permission to record X X
IB8 – Asking irrelevant questions X X X
IB9 – Showing impatience with client questions X X
IB10 – Not explaining the purpose of the interview X
IB11 – Taking too long to start the interview X
IB12 – Lack of planning and coordination between team members X X X X

5.1.2 Second Experience

To accommodate a larger number of students, the second ex-
perience was divided into two groups: Group 1 (eight teams)
and Group 2 (seven teams).
Table 4 presents the professor’s observation of the appro-

priate behaviors exhibited by Group 1. All teams demon-
strated a non-imposing attitude (AB3), respecting the client.
Teams ST2 and ST3 attempted to understand the client’s pro-
file (AB4), while ST7 and ST8 sought a deeper understand-
ing of the business (AB6). A new finding compared to the

first experience was that ST6 explicitly asked for permission
to record the interview (AB8).

Table 4. Second Experience – Appropriate Behaviors (AB) –
Group 1
Behavior ST1 ST2 ST3 ST4 ST5 ST6 ST7 ST8

AB1 – Explains the purpose of the interview x x x
AB3 – Maintains a non-imposing attitude x x x x x x x x
AB4 – Understands the client’s profile x x
AB6 – Understands business context x x
AB8 – Requests permission to record x

Regarding inappropriate behaviors (IB), Table 5 shows
that most teams in Group 1 failed to ask for the interviewee’s
name (IB1), did not engage in active listening (IB4), and did
not request permission to record the interview (IB7). Addi-
tionally, ST3 did not ask direct questions (IB5).

Table 5. Second Experience – Inappropriate Behaviors (IB) –
Group 1
Behavior ST1 ST2 ST3 ST4 ST5 ST6 ST7 ST8

IB1 – Fails to ask for interviewee’s name x x x x
IB4 – Lack of active listening x x x x x x
IB5 – Fails to ask direct questions x x
IB7 – Did not request permission to record x x x x

Table 6 presents the appropriate behaviors exhibited by
Group 2. Teams ST1 and ST2 explained the objectives of
the interview (AB1) and attempted to understand the client’s
profile (AB4). ST5 started with broad questions before ask-
ing specific ones (AB2). ST3maintained a non-imposing atti-
tude (AB3). Only ST6 and ST7 demonstrated active listening
(AB5). Additionally, ST2 aimed to understand the business
(AB6), and teams ST2, ST6, and ST7 effectively improvised
beyond the script when responding to the client’s questions
(AB7).

Table 6. Second Experience – Appropriate Behaviors (AB) –
Group 2
Behavior ST1 ST2 ST3 ST4 ST5 ST6 ST7

AB1 – Explains the objective of the interview x x
AB2 – Starts broad then specific x
AB3 – Maintains a non-imposing attitude x
AB4 – Understands the client’s profile x x
AB5 – Demonstrates active listening x x
AB6 – Understands business context x
AB7 – Improvises beyond the script x x x

Regarding the inappropriate behaviors (Table 7), it is ob-
served that most teams did not ask questions to understand
the interviewee’s profile (IB2) nor explain the purpose of the
interview (IB8). Additionally, Team ST3 did not ask for the
interviewee’s name (IB1). Teams ST1 and ST3 did not for-
mulate direct questions (IB5), which may have hindered the
collection of relevant information. Furthermore, Teams ST4
and ST5 showed impatience (IB9) when interviewing a par-
ticipant with a retired profile, which could have negatively
impacted the quality of the interaction.

Table 7. Second Experience – Inappropriate Behaviors (IB) –
Group 2
Behavior ST1 ST2 ST3 ST4 ST5 ST6 ST7

IB1 – Fails to ask for interviewee’s name x
IB2 – Doesn’t explore interviewee’s profile x x x x
IB5 – Fails to ask direct questions x x
IB8 – Did not explain the interview purpose x x x
IB9 – Showed impatience x x
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5.2 RQ1 – How do students perceive using an
immersive environment to learn software
requirements elicitation?

5.2.1 First Experience

The analysis of student feedback revealed a wide range of
perceptions regarding the immersive experience. Initially,
some participants reported feelings of anxiety or discomfort,
expressing comments such as: “I was afraid of the 3D avatar
used to represent the interviewee” and “It felt strange; it was
something new, and I didn’t know what to expect.”. How-
ever, these reactions gradually diminished as students en-
gaged more deeply with the activity.
Despite early apprehension, many students emphasized

the opportunity to apply theoretical knowledge in practice,
reinforcing the value of experiential learning. Representative
quotes include: “The activity was very interesting because
we were able to put into practice what we learned in class”
and “It was an important experience to understand how a
real interview works.”. Students described the experience as
innovative, engaging, and productive, with some highlight-
ing its novelty: “I was fascinated since it was a completely
new and different experience” and “It was a very unique and
productive experience. I really enjoyed it.”
These comments suggest that immersive environments

can enhance student engagement and promote meaningful
learning, especially by enabling the application of theoret-
ical concepts in realistic, industry-like scenarios. Although
discomfort was noted at the outset, most students ultimately
responded positively, appreciating the relevance and authen-
ticity of the activity.
The immersive experience also contributed to the develop-

ment of essential competencies, including:

• Requirements elicitation: The activity required stu-
dents to formulate effective and context-aware ques-
tions while dynamically adapting to the avatar’s re-
sponses. This process directly supported the intended
learning outcome of identifying requirements using ap-
propriate elicitation techniques for each scenario.

• Interpersonal communication: The simulated inter-
views demanded clarity, empathy, and adaptability in
communication, key competencies for engaging with di-
verse stakeholders in real-world software engineering
contexts.

• Teamwork: The collaborative preparation and execu-
tion of the interviews fostered essential team-based
skills, including negotiation, role distribution, and
collective decision-making, mirroring dynamics com-
monly encountered in professional environments.

Overall, students perceived the immersive activity as a
valuable and realistic learning experience that fostered both
technical and soft skills development. Nevertheless, addi-
tional studies are needed to explore the long-term impacts
of such approaches and identify strategies to maximize their
educational benefits.

5.2.2 Second Experience

The results from the second experience reinforced the find-
ings of the first, with both positive and negative perceptions
reported.
In Group 1, some students felt surprised, tense, or un-

comfortable, while others expressed enthusiasm and engage-
ment. A key observation was the resistance to interacting
with avatars, as many students expected human interviewees.
This was reflected in comments such as: “I was surprised
by the interviewees” and “It felt strange to converse with
an avatar that had no prior knowledge of the subject.” For
some, the experience was stressful, as one student noted: “It
was tense to have to sell a software solution when the person
didn’t understand or know anything about the topic.” These
responses illustrate the realism of the experience and high-
light the importance of preparation for dealing with diverse
stakeholders.
However, perceptions improved following instructor feed-

back. Comments like “I was nervous but excited; it was in-
teresting and a new experience” and “It was an interesting
experience” indicate growing appreciation for the learning
opportunity.
In Group 2, the feedback was predominantly positive. Stu-

dents reported satisfaction with the activity, describing it as
realistic, challenging, and rewarding. Quotes such as “I en-
joyed it because it made me feel like I was in a real interview
situation” and “It was a unique experience because we had
to interview people we didn’t know” reflect this sentiment.
Some students acknowledged being out of their comfort zone
due to the unfamiliar format but felt motivated to explore
further, as one noted: “I felt out of my comfort zone but in-
terested and motivated to explore further.” Others found the
activity fun and stimulating: “I thought it was fun; it was fas-
cinating to see two completely different interviewees” and “I
was intrigued by the methodology used, as it created a real-
istic situation.”
These findings underscore the potential of immersive

learning environments to create authentic and context-rich
experiences that foster student engagement and deepen learn-
ing in RE. By simulating real-world scenarios and introduc-
ing unexpected variables, such as unfamiliar interviewees or
incomplete information, the activity challenged students to
adapt, reflect, and develop professional skills. The diverse
responses, ranging from initial discomfort to enthusiasm and
curiosity, highlight the value of such pedagogical strategies
in promoting not only content acquisition but also the inter-
personal and adaptive competencies essential for RE prac-
tice.

5.3 RQ2 – How do students perceive their
learning using an immersive environ-
ment?

5.3.1 First Experience

Students’ reflections revealed a strong perception of learning
through the immersive activity. As shown in Table 8, partic-
ipants emphasized the value of practicing interviews with a
simulated software product user and recognized the impor-
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tance of learning from their mistakes.

Table 8. Students’ perceptions on learning – First experience

Std Perception

S1 “When conducting an interview, we should not assume
that the interviewee already has knowledge of the area.”

S2 “I learned through practice how to conduct an interview
correctly.”

S3 “I learned that I need to be more objective in some ques-
tions and explore certain observations made by the inter-
viewee in greater depth.”

S4 “I learned that it is important to understand the intervie-
wee and adapt the language used in the interview (more
technical or less technical, depending on the case).”

S5 “How to prepare questions for a recruitment interview
and how to conduct it properly?”

S6 “I learned how to conduct the interview correctly.”
S7 “I learned to pay attention to detail when conducting a

requirements elicitation interview.”
S8 “I was able to learn about income tax and how to ask the

interviewee good questions.”
S9 “To conduct the interview, it was necessary to assess the

interviewee’s knowledge of the subject and adapt the ques-
tions accordingly.”

S10 “Improved analysis of an interview script.”
S11 “I learned how to formulate interview questions and that

we should delve deeper into topics.”
S12 “It is ideal to adapt to the client’s language... while having

a deep understanding of the content.”
S13 “I learned how to structure questions so that meaningful

requirements can be extracted.”
S14 “Always ask the interviewee about anything I do not know.

The professor’s feedback was extremely valuable.”
S15 “The greatest gain was having something real, immediate

feedback, and meaningful interaction.”

Students consistently emphasized the importance of adapt-
ing language and style based on the interviewee’s level of
knowledge. For example, S9 observed: “It was necessary to
assess the interviewee’s knowledge and adapt the questions
accordingly.”. Similarly, S12 noted: “We should speak in an
informal way if necessary, but still master the subject.”
Another key insight was the ability to structure effective

questions and explore topics in depth. As S13 stated: “I
learned how to structure questions to extract meaningful
requirements and always follow up when something is un-
clear.”
A significant advantage of the immersive experience was

the opportunity to receive immediate and targeted feedback,
which students considered essential to their learning. For ex-
ample, S14 and S15 emphasized: “The professor’s feedback
was extremely valuable,” highlighting its role in reinforcing
learning by clarifying mistakes and validating correct prac-
tices.
These insights indicate that immersive environments can

foster deeper learning by combining practical experience, re-
flective feedback, and the development of both technical and
communication skills.

5.3.2 Second Experience

In this second experience, a larger group of students partic-
ipated, yielding more diverse perspectives. Their feedback,
summarized in Tables 9 and 10, reveals the development
of both technical skills (e.g., planning and conducting inter-
views) and soft skills (e.g., self-control, adaptability). Many
students emphasized preparing for unforeseen challenges,
adapting questions to each interviewee’s knowledge, and re-
maining composed amid unexpected responses. These find-
ings highlight the importance of combining solid technical
expertise with interpersonal skills for successful requirement
gathering.

Table 9. Students’ perceptions on learning – Group 1

Std Perception

S4 “Being better prepared for more general questions.”
S6 “I understood how a real interview works and how to

interact with different people.”
S8 “Not all interviewees will share the same perspective

or knowledge about software development.”
S9 “You can be caught by surprise, so patience is

essential.”
S12 “Understanding the user’s background and adapting

the interview accordingly.”
S14 “How to handle uncomfortable situations.”
S16 “There are many types of clients, and we must know

how to handle different situations.”
S21 “I learned how to deal with unexpected situations

and how to prepare better in the future.”
S20 “Being more objective when asking questions.”
S22 “I believe I need to prepare better for tasks in

general.”

Table 10. Students’ perceptions on learning – Group 2

Std Perception

S1 “Developing questions and context based on the
interviewee’s responses.”

S2 “There are different types of interviewees, some
knowledgeable, others not.”

S3 “Analyzing the topic, formulating questions, and
understanding how to apply them effectively.”

S4 “Conversations are not always easy, and not
everyone has prior knowledge about the subject.”

S5 “How to gather requirements effectively and avoid
being too rigid with the script.”

S7 “Adapting to unexpected situations during an
interview.”

S8 “I learned to better assess circumstances before and
during the interview.”

S10 “When the interviewee’s identity is unknown, it is
crucial to prepare a flexible script.”

S13 “In real interviews, interruptions can happen...
different profiles require different question
structures.”
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5.4 RQ3 –What are the challenges of using an
immersive environment to teach software
requirements elicitation?

5.4.1 First Experience

In response to RQ3, which aimed to investigate students’ per-
ceptions regarding the main challenges encountered during
the immersive requirements elicitation activity, several rel-
evant difficulties emerged. Although most of the students
acknowledged the innovative and realistic nature of the im-
mersive experience, they also reported facing significant ob-
stacles that affected both their performance and the overall
learning process. These challenges, when analyzed in depth,
reveal three central categories of difficulty commonly expe-
rienced by participants:

• Preparing effective questions: Many students strug-
gled to formulate clear, objective, and contextually
appropriate questions. Their limited knowledge of
the income tax domain hindered the development of
coherent scripts, often resulting in vague or generic
inquiries. The need to tailor questions to user profiles
revealed a gap in the ability of students to perform
targeted and effective elicitation.

• Understanding and adapting to the interviewee’s
profile: Students had difficulty assessing the intervie-
wee’s level of knowledge and adjusting their language
and approach accordingly. The diversity of personas,
which varied in background and communication styles,
added complexity to the interaction, especially when
responses were ambiguous or tangential. This challenge
emphasized the importance of empathy and situational
awareness in the elicitation process.

• Time pressure and real-time adaptation: The limited
duration and unpredictability of the avatars demanded
quick thinking and improvisation. Students often felt un-
prepared to steer the conversation when the interviewee
deviated from expected behavior. The experience high-
lighted the value of emotional regulation and adaptabil-
ity, skills that are rarely addressed in traditional class-
room instruction.

Taken together, these challenges provided moments of sig-
nificant learning, prompting students to critically reflect on
their actions, limitations, and growth throughout the activ-
ity. The immersive format intensified the perception of these
difficulties, making them more tangible and memorable, and
allowing both students and instructors to recognize learning
gaps that might otherwise remain unnoticed in traditional the-
oretical approaches.
To further illustrate the challenges discussed, Table 11 pro-

vides a summary of individual student perceptions gathered
during the first immersive requirements elicitation experi-
ence.

Table 11. Students’ perceptions of the challenges – First experience

Std Perception

S1 “Maintain eye contact with the interviewee.”
S2 “Our group asked superficial questions and weren’t

able to extract all the necessary information.”
S3 “The creation of the interview script required more

knowledge about income tax.”
S4 “Not knowing the client’s understanding level made it

difficult to prepare.”
S5 “The development of questions.”
S6 No answer
S7 “Structuring a simple yet adaptable script was

challenging.”
S8 “Learning about income tax to provide clear and

objective interviews.”
S9 “Our lack of knowledge made it difficult to ask good

questions.”
S10 “Be more curious.”
S11 “Make the interview feel informal and comfortable.”
S12 “Observe and adapt to the client’s profile.”
S13 “Researching a subject I wasn’t familiar with.”
S14 “We focused on system questions, not on personal

traits like occupation or age.”
S15 “Time and adapting to a surprise interviewee were the

main challenges.”

5.4.2 Second Experience – Group 1

Table 12 presents the challenges reported by students in
Group 1. Several participants noted difficulties in conduct-
ing the interview (S14), formulating questions (S2), and deal-
ing with unexpected situations (S15, S17, S18). Many high-
lighted the complexity of interacting with clients who lacked
business context (S16), as well as challenges in maintaining
communication, particularly with the retired persona (S25),
who often digressed and gave unrelated responses.

Table 12. Students’ perceptions of the challenges – Group 1

Std Perception

S1 “Communicating with a talkative interviewee.”
S2 “Difficulty in structuring questions.”
S5 “Client was out of sync with the project.”
S8 “Patience and surprise from the interviewees.”
S9 “Having patience with older interviewees.”
S12 “Exercising patience and dealing with unforeseen

events.”
S14 “Conducting the interview and managing the

situation.”
S15 “Handling unforeseen events.”
S16 “Interviewees didn’t know anything about the

project.”
S17 “Dealing with the unexpected.”
S18 “Maintaining focus and adapting questions during the

interview.”
S25 “Active listening.”
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5.4.3 Second Experience – Group 2

In Group 2 (Table 13), while some students reported no dif-
ficulty (S1 and S11), most identified challenges in adapting
questions (S2), managing unexpected situations (S4, S5, S8),
handling interruptions (S19), and maintaining patience (S16,
S17). Students emphasized the need to adjust language and
manage conversations with interviewees who had little or no
technical background.

Table 13. Students’ perceptions of the challenges – Group 2

Std Perception

S1 “No difficulty.”

S2 “Adapting questions to each interviewee and re-
sponse.”

S4 “Talking to someone unfamiliar with the subject.”

S5 “Handling unexpected answers from the interviewee.”

S8 “Dealing with people with no technical background.”

S11 “The interview was smooth.”

S16 “Slow responses and difficulty managing the script.”

S17 “Having patience with the interviewee.”

S19 “Interruptions and misunderstandings during the inter-
view.”

The selection of personas with contrasting profiles, such
as Maria, a retired user with no prior experience filing her
income tax, and Lucas, a young professional with extensive
experience managing his own tax returns, proved effective
in generating challenges for the students, eliciting diverse re-
sponses and behaviors. Therefore, for this experience, the in-
clusion of personas with opposing characteristics is consid-
ered relevant.
These findings illustrate that immersive activities not only

simulate technical aspects of requirements elicitation but also
expose students to interpersonal and emotional challenges
commonly encountered in professional contexts. Difficulties
related to question formulation, real-time adaptation, and
emotional self-regulation were repeatedly mentioned, rein-
forcing the value of immersive experiences for comprehen-
sive skill development.

6 Discussion
The results presented in Section 5 indicate that immersive
role playing can significantly enhance student engagement,
learning outcomes, and the development of both technical
and soft skills in RE. However, several challenges persist,
particularly regarding the consistency of communication and
the ability to manage unexpected situations during elicitation
interviews. This section offers a deeper analysis of our find-
ings, situating them in the context of existing literature and
highlighting the implications for teaching RE through immer-
sive methodologies. We also discuss recurring challenges,
the role of feedback, and the importance of designing real-
istic scenarios that closely mirror professional settings.

6.1 First Experience – Professors’ Observa-
tions

Professor T2’s observations during the first experience
proved valuable in providing feedback on the students’ learn-
ing process. Even though the intervention lasted only 180
minutes, it allowed for close scrutiny of student behaviors,
including both successes and mistakes, typical of beginners
in requirements elicitation.
The proposed approach yielded higher student engage-

ment, revealing that using role playing to teach elicitation
fosters motivation and interest. Conducting the activity in an
environment distinct from a traditional classroom, featuring
immersive and playful technologies, brought students closer
to the types of experiences they may encounter in industry,
thus raising their motivation to complete the tasks. These re-
sults align with Ouhbi and Pombo (2020), who highlights
that role-playing is an effective strategy for teaching elici-
tation techniques over short periods and increasing student
engagement.
Observing students’ mistakes was essential for the

teaching-learning process. Based on these errors, professors
could provide more precise and individualized feedback, en-
couraging students to reflect on what went wrong, evalu-
ate alternative approaches, and identify which technical and
soft skills need improvement (Ferrari et al., 2019; Nakamura
et al., 2014; Tachikawa and Nakamura, 2017).
Regarding inappropriate student behaviors, we classified

them according to Bano et al. (2019) into seven cate-
gories: (1) errors in question formulation, (2) question omis-
sion, (3) issues with question ordering, (4) communication
skills, (5) interviewer behavior, (6) client interaction, and (7)
planning/teamwork. A notable observation was that approx-
imately 60% of the teams did not practice active listening,
a critical gap given how vital it is for effective interviewer–
client communication. Strengthening active listening skills
is thus an area that warrants further attention, particularly to
help students handle unexpected situations and improve their
overall elicitation performance.

6.2 Second Experience – Professors’ Observa-
tions

In the second experience, two professors observed the teams
and provided real-time feedback, examining both positive be-
haviors and areas needing improvement. These findings are
consistent with the literature discussed in Section 2 (Bano
et al., 2019; Ferrari et al., 2019, 2020; Daun et al., 2021, 2023;
Otemaier et al., 2024), underscoring the role of immersive
role playing in developing the competencies required for RE.
Nonetheless, the results also reveal persistent challenges in
student behavior and communication.
Figure 7 illustrates the percentage of teams displaying

key interview behaviors. The highest rates were observed
for “Professional posture and politeness” (68.75%) and “Ini-
tial Presentation” (62.5%). On the other hand, lower percent-
ages were found for “Explanation of the objective” (31.25%),
“Identification of the interviewee” (31.25%), and “Practice of
active listening” (31.25%), suggesting that many teams strug-
gled to clearly define the interview’s goals, gather essential
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background information, and engage actively in the dialogue.

Figure 7. The percentage of teams displaying key interview behaviors

Another frequent issue was difficulty in formulating ap-
propriate questions to understand the interviewee’s profile.
This resonates with the “question omission” theme identified
by Bano et al. (2019) and Ferrari et al. (2019), highlighting
the need to systematically teach strategies for exploring the
client’s context. Additionally, concerns about politeness and
empathy emerged, as some students exhibited impatience or
insensitivity toward the interviewee’s pace, a finding aligned
with Sakuma et al. (2023), who propose that immersive envi-
ronments can bolster interpersonal skills by exposing learn-
ers to unexpected avatar responses.
Over-reliance on the scripted interview was another chal-

lenge. Some teams did not adapt to unforeseen situations or
deviated too rigidly from the plan. While role reversal and
improvisation have been suggested as effective ways to en-
hance student confidence (Ferrari et al., 2020), not all partic-
ipants demonstrated these adaptive behaviors.
Lastly, some teams displayed a lack of politeness and pro-

fessionalism, such as immediately shifting to technical ques-
tions upon discovering the interviewee had an IT background.
This can compromise the trust built during elicitation, corrob-
orating findings by Hadar et al. (2014). Overall, the second
experience reaffirmed the utility of immersive role-playing
as a learning tool but also highlighted the ongoing need
for structured, iterative training that hones communication,
adaptability, and emotional self-regulation skills.

6.3 First Experience – Students’ Perceptions

Overall, students expressed positive views of the immersive
environment, noting that its realism motivated them to bet-
ter grasp interview techniques. The immersive approach also
helped them identify and reflect on mistakes in practice, em-
phasizing the value of learning by doing in an environment
different from standard classrooms.
Real-time feedback proved crucial. Immediately follow-

ing each team’s interview, instructors highlighted both ef-
fective strategies and shortcomings, aiming to promote re-
flective thinking and deeper learning. Students reported that

learning from mistakes was particularly meaningful, often
describing the biggest lessons as stemming from errors.
However, a point of concern was the limited time allot-

ted for preparation and for learning about the interviewees’
backgrounds. Students suggested that 180 minutes was in-
sufficient and advocated for a longer timeframe, such as 240
minutes total, to research the topic, conduct the interview, re-
ceive feedback, and engage in structured reflection.

6.4 Second Experience – Students’ Percep-
tions

The expanded experience supported the role of immersive en-
vironments as a teaching tool in RE, addressing documented
gaps in prior research (Bano et al., 2019; Ferrari et al., 2019,
2020). Incorporating immersive technologies was shown to
elevate realism and student engagement, resonating with the
arguments of Daun et al. (2021, 2023) about the need for au-
thentic stakeholder participation in RE education. Immediate
feedback and diverse client behaviors also aided in preparing
students for real-world unpredictability (Ferrari et al., 2019).
Nevertheless, communication and behavioral challenges

remained, echoing Hadar et al. (2014). Participants often
struggled with patience and active listening when facing in-
terviewees possessing varying domain knowledge, an obser-
vation that aligns with Sakuma et al. (2023), who emphasize
the need for empathy and real-time adaptation in interviews.
Additionally, the significance of planning and crafting suit-

able questions, emphasized in our findings, converges with
the recurring novice errors noted by Bano et al. (2019).
By exposing students to clients without an IT background,
we created realistic uncertainties advocated by Ouhbi and
Pombo (2020), which can foster deeper engagement and skill
internalization. However, the limited time for scenario repe-
tition and interview review hinders full consolidation of best
practices, aligning with Ferrari et al. (2020), who propose
iterative learning cycles.
Lastly, students’ reflections on mistakes further corrobo-

rate the power of immediate, targeted feedback (Tachikawa
and Nakamura, 2017). While most participants praised this
approach, some indicated a desire for more preparation time,
suggesting the need to extend both the activity duration
and prior instructional content. Overall, our findings demon-
strate how immersive environments address identified gaps
in the literature and underscore the importance of an iterative
method that integrates theory, practice, error reflection, and
scenario re-execution to maximize RE learning potential.

6.5 Lessons Learned

The implementation of the immersive role-playing activity
revealed several important lessons, summarized as follows:

• Promote Diversity to Enhance Observation: The use
of personas with distinct profiles broadens the opportu-
nities to assess the diversity of student behaviors. Apply-
ing the same personas to all participants enables more
consistent comparisons between responses and strate-
gies adopted.
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• Ensure a Minimum of Two Personas per Student:
Considering that each interview requires time to be con-
ducted, and that it is important for students to interview
at least two distinct profiles, it is recommended to have
at least two personas to make the activity feasible in
larger classes.

• Standardize Personas to Facilitate Comparability:
In the first experience, each team interacted with two
out of four personas selected at random, introducing
variability in the interview dynamics. In the second ex-
perience, all teams interacted with the same two per-
sonas, standardizing the interaction context. Although
the study did not aim to directly measure the effect
of this standardization on the occurrence of student
mistakes, professors observed fewer extreme behav-
ioral deviations and more uniform challenges across
teams. This suggests that standardizing personas can re-
duce contextual noise and facilitate a more controlled
comparison of student strategies and performance. Fu-
ture studies may explore whether this consistency con-
tributes to a reduction in error frequency.

• Distribute InstructorRoles for Effective Facilitation:
The activity requires the coordination of three instruc-
tors with distinct responsibilities: one to simulate the
persona via avatar; another to supervise students await-
ing or concluding their turn, maintaining engagement
and preparation; and a third to observe interviews and
deliver immediate feedback. This distribution of respon-
sibilities proved essential for effective management of
the immersive environment, ensuring the maintenance
of educational quality.

• Incorporate Immediate Feedback to Reinforce
Learning: Immediate feedback is essential for stu-
dents to understand their strengths and areas needing
improvement, both regarding their behavior during
the interview and their technical knowledge, thereby
promoting the consolidation of learning.

6.6 Threats to Validity
Although the reported results are promising, some factors
may threaten the validity of our findings:

• Sample size and selection: Each iteration was limited
to participants from a single institution. The findings
may therefore not generalize to other institutions or cul-
tural settings.

• Variability in participants’ background: Students en-
tered the course with different levels of programming
and business knowledge. These varying skill sets likely
influenced both their performance and their perceptions
of the immersive experience.

• Self-reported perceptions: Qualitative data on learn-
ing experiences and challenges relied mainly on self-
reports, which can be subject to social desirability bias
or incomplete recollection. Although all participants
signed an informed consent form before engaging in
the activity, their responses may reflect subjective in-
terpretations or a tendency to present socially desirable
answers, rather than fully accurate self-assessments.

• Team-based interaction and evaluation: Another po-
tential limitation concerns the fact that not all students
directly interacted with the avatar during the interviews.
Each team was free to define its internal strategy, and
in some cases, only one or two members conducted the
conversation. Consequently, individual behaviors were
not assessed in isolation; instead, feedback and evalua-
tion focused on the collective performance of the team.
While this approach reflects real-world collaborative dy-
namics, it may have limited the opportunities to observe
individual skill development.

7 Conclusion

This article presented the use of immersive role playing to
teach requirements elicitation interview technique in a Soft-
ware Engineering undergraduate course, involving 86 partic-
ipants.
The results indicate that immersive learning environments

can significantly enhance students’ engagement, encourage
reflection on professional behavior, and support the devel-
opment of both technical and interpersonal skills. The ac-
tivity allowed students to simulate realistic interviews, deal
with unpredictable responses, and receive immediate feed-
back, fostering essential competencies such as adaptability,
empathy, active listening, and question formulation.
Analysis of the three research questions showed that stu-

dents perceived the immersive environment as an innovative
and realistic learning strategy, despite initial discomfort or
anxiety. They recognized the activity’s value in helping them
connect theoretical knowledge to practical application and in
highlighting areas for personal and technical improvement.
Moreover, the activity made it possible to observe behaviors
that often go unnoticed in traditional classroom settings, such
as poor communication strategies, lack of preparation, and
emotional reactions under pressure.
The challenges reported by students, related to communi-

cation, planning, limited domain knowledge, emotional reg-
ulation, and the immersive setup itself, are also representa-
tive of real-world difficulties faced by software profession-
als. These findings suggest that immersive role-playing not
only improves content learning but also prepares students for
the unpredictable and interpersonal nature of RE in practice.
As future work, we intend to refine the pedagogical de-

sign of the activity by incorporating more structured feed-
backmechanisms, diversifying personas, and exploring long-
term impacts on students’ professional behavior.We also aim
to investigate whether the immersive experience influences
students’ performance in subsequent interviews, particularly
in capstone projects and internships.
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