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Dialing Up the Past

Erik Champion and Bharat Dave

Introduction

The early 1980s witnessed the first application of computer graphics to historical re-
construction in a project on the Roman Baths (Woodwark 1991, 18-20). Since then,
digital media have been used to create increasingly complex, rich, and interactively-
driven’ projects focusing on historical sites and contexts around the world (Forte and
Siliotti 1996). These visually and aurally stunning digital representations of objects
and events raise problematic issues for the creation of meaningful virtual heritage
environments. One of the central objectives in many of these environments is to com-
municate experient’ml dimensions of another place from another time. If a sense of
place-centeredness is an important goal in virtual heritage projects, how should they sup-
port something more than, to borrow Naimark’s terms (1998), either moving around
or looking around? Can virtual environments help us question or modify people’s un-
derstanding of the cultural significance of heritage sites? What kinds of activities may
foster a richer sense of place?

Despite the centrality of place as a structuring concept in virtual heritage environ-
ments, what this specific sense of place might be remains an elusive question. Instead
of grappling with a potentially circular argument such as here is a place because it was
designed to be a place, this essay develops a more graduated approach to understanding
features of different kinds of virtual places and the cultural and social functions they fa-
cilitate. It is hoped that such an approach will enable us to both analyze and design var-
ious virtual environments. According to this approach, most current virtual heritage
environments can be categorized—based on designer intention—into spatially visual-
ized, activity-based, or hermeneutic environments.

The essay is organized as follows. Section 16.1 provides a brief overview of the
passage from the early days-of digital imagery to the current interactive multimedia
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representations, and how the notion of place has come to occupy'a central position-in

interactive digital environments. In the context of virtual heritage applications, we di
cuss place and “placeness” and suggest that it is more than just visual realism of the
highest possible order. We draw upon concepts from architecture and cultural geogra-
phy to suggest that place is much more than just a locator of objects.

Section 16.2 extends the preceding general discussion into specific elements of:

“placemaking.” Using selected perspectives from literature on virtual environments,
the discussion identifies a number of specific features of placemaking. It is suggested
that virtual heritage environments need to support hermeneutic features of place.

Section 16.3 introduces a graduated matrix for correlating types of virtual environ-
ments, features of place, and the types of relations they engender. Section 16.4
describes a research project that explores some of the issues introduced in this essay in
a specific virtual heritage project, followed by concluding remarks.

16.1 Finding Place

Once lvan Sutherland likened computer graphics to “a looking glass into a mathe-
matical wonderland,” it was only a matter of time before other wonders and lands be-
came visible through this looking glass (1996, 506—508). The developments in digital
media that have followed have led to production of many seductive and mesmerizing
wonderlands based on real and imagined environmients.

Aspen Moviemap, for example, was one of the earliest projects to allow interactive
exploration of the city of Aspen (Lippman 1980, 32—42). While Aspen Moviemap was
an experiment in re-presenting real-world using digital media, more recent projects
have been developed with a view to digitally rendering not just existing but also past
environments. The projects in virtual archacology range in scope from single monu-
ments to entire |anclscapes, and represent a singular moment in time or encompass his-
toric development of place over time (Forte and Siliotti 1996). Even if many of these
projects are driven by what the technology can do, there is increasing awareness that
such projects are interpretive exercises' and a place may be only partially recon-
structed through digital representations.

Some interesting responses to the nature of place are explored in multiuser and
role-playing environments (especially in games and entertainment). These projects re-
volve around the notion of users doing something besides moving around or looking
around. Further, the awareness of actions of others interacting with the information at
the same time is an essential design element. Thus besides a three-dimensional setting
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Figure 16.1 Parallel worlds (Palenque project).

i rs, causalit
we now see the introduction of multiple layers, e.g., awareness of others, causality,

being introduced in interactive digital environments.

minate Sutherland’s mathematical wonderland,
binding themes in the current
1 reconstructions

moveable artifacts, etc.,

Although sense of place did not do !
we now regard place as one of the most recurring and g the
- y in virtual environments. For example, historica -0 '
whether it is a landscape or a map. Even fictitious Active
demarcations in an imaginary space

projects, especiall
need a grounded anchor
Worlds communities revolve around territorial

(figures 16.1 and 16.2).
This raises another naggi
somehow identical to the notion of plac
ways are they different? Is there any “there” there? »
it is not enough to claim that these digital : "
are designed as places. Something more is Tle? ed to
also to tell if it succeeds in its ver-

ng question. Is the notion of place in interactive games

e in virtual heritage projects? If not, in what

environments con-
As suggested carlier,

stitute places simply because they
be able to distinguish one place from another and
sion of “placeness.”

Since many virtual heritage
gree of visual fidelity, it is tempting to use
to distinguish different kinds of places. For we hav

projects invest significant effort in achieving a high de-
a degree of realism as one of the yard sticks

e many technologies at our disposal
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oalproyress instrctior:

Figure 16.2  Crocodile mountain (Palenque project).
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ature, and film revolve around designing place as a locus of pos-

sibilities through suggestion rather than through attention to exhaustive details that ex-

clude any other possibilities.
Architectural design, for example, is more than just an assemblage of building

clements or physical objects. Truly successful design of spaces uses composition of
physical objects, spaces, and contextual conditions to evoke associations that may be
this process, the interactions between build-

metaphorical, allegoric, or thematic. In
ings and spaces, the environmental context, and people and their beliefs and values all

come into play to create unique places.

As Christian Norberg-Schulz (2000) notes, place is where there is “a dynamic unity
elements, inhabitants and interactions between/among them.” Archi-
e is thus interactive. Memorable places, accordingly, are referen-
possib]e associations waiting to be made—individually and

of architectural
tectural experienc

tial and suggestive of
collectively——only when someone actually experiences the architecture.
s, culture has a setting and this setting is enabled through a

For cultural geographer
perceived sense of place. As culture requires a setting, it must be “embedded in real-

life situations, in temporally and spa‘r_ially-speciﬁc ways” (Crang 1998).

While unique, place is further an “integration of elements of nature and
culture . . . interconnected . . . part of a framework of circulation.”? The interactions
between these objects and their setting may be quite complex (Canter 1974).

Thus culture is a feedback loop. A visitor appropriates space to make it a unique

place according to cultural constructs, place “perpetuates culture,” and thus influences
evitably involves objects of shared

the inhabitants in turn. Further, culture almost in
transactional value that are created, used, exchanged, and transmitted from one group
or generation to another group of people via social and individually-constructed
places.

Place-based transactio
to interact with people and objects, and share in the place-sp
Cipolla (2004) would see this as travel as opposed to tourism: “The relation can begin

when a traveller, without preconceptions or preﬁgured images, enco
nt or a cultural expression" (original emphasis).

ns thus enable travel through time and space, to explore, and
ecific relations. Carla

unters a commau-

nity, a monument, a natural environme

16.2 Elements of Placemaking

Instead of focusing solely on creating spatially accurate digital reconstructions in virtual
environments, we need ways to support a sense of
derstand about representations and lived experienc

place by drawing upon what we un-
es. Based on the kinds of disciplines
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cultural setting (a place that indicates certain types of social behavior), -artifaces (and how
they are used), and social agency and contextual tasks, i.c., people teaching others a social

background and how to behave along with one’s personal motives.

One way to approach this issue is to view (and design) digital environments which
represent human cultures within a hermeneutic dimension or capacity, (that afford an

actively engaged interpretation of the lives and intentions of past inhabitants). The her-
meneutic features of place in digital environments are almost certainly more difficult to
incorporate, but that does not negate their importance. Luckily for virtual environ-
ment designers, these hermeneutic features have been described by social scientists

who maintain that people develop shared cultural perspectives of place in many differ-
ent ways. '

Places and Functions

Instead of using the degree of visual correspondence between real and virtual worlds
to discuss place, we propose a matrix (table 16.1) that correlates multiple dimensions
of virtual environments in terms of purposes they serve, features they require, and ex-
periential potential they offer.

Such a graduated categorization, on the one hand, allows us to correlate placemak-
ing features to general aims of virtual environments (spatial visualization, entertain-
ment, social and participatory to culturally immersive experience). On the other hand,
it also suggests that a hermeneutic virtual environment (one that has to be actively
interpreted by a participant) may be the most difficult to compose (table 16.1).

According to the proposed matrix, the most easily achievable kinds of places com-
prise visualization and manipulation of three-dimensional objects. A more advanced
representation of such places may include their contextual settings (e.g., landscapes)
and the ability to navigate through them. Although we can now adequately capture
realistic detail and approximate believable physical behavior of objects, this type of
digital environment, while achievable and useful for various scientific purposes, only
represents spatial configurations and navigation through them.

The second type of virtual environment, the one that affords activity-based behavior,
allows a more interactive form of empathetic insideness. Tasks can be accomplished
inside the environment through interaction, supplemented with decision-making and
navigation for a more immersed experience. Computer games and flight simulation
applications perhaps best convey this type of digital environment.

Table 16.1 .
Graduation of Place and Cultural Functions
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Type of VE Relph’s categories

Features

Personal/ Cultural
Attachment

Spatial Existential
Visualization outsideness-

(Objective)

Activity-based Vicarious-behavioral-

empathetic insideness
(Activity and Events)

Hermeneutic  Existential insideness

(Symbolic)

Locational (links)
Navigational (orients)

Memorable (unique)

Territorial (protects)

Modifiable

Culturally coded

Abandoned
inhabitation
Lived-in inhabitation

Home

i ] intera

if ¢ i kes a notion of others in
¢, only if the environment evo ot : .
PR lar to us, does the digital world begin to f01m,f
(the world around us unfolds as a world o

environment in ways similar or dissimi
. ¢ 1 10
or, to quote Heidegger, “worlds world

» i e and T
ibili i i communities appear to CI cate an :
POSSlbth). e o gilm:nline forums and the selling of virtual roles or equip-

s ”»
encounters (via “mods” an

i (si irtu
iment), their add-on meaning is generally outside Ef the v
: .
where the environment itself shapes and is shaped. y
appropriate and extensive social and cultural learning,

“world” (Weckstrém 2004).

Locates setting
Locates paths and centers

Has uniquely occurring

events

Locates shelter; repose in

regards to dynamic

environment

The artifacts and surrounds
can be modified

Supports an idea of agency-
directed symbols that reveal
secrets of the environment
Evokes an idea of social
agency and past inhabitation
Supports interpersonal
social behavior through
human and/or computer
agents
Affords personal shelter,
primary orientation, .
identification, possession
and collection of artifacts

cting with the

ecord meaningful

al environment. Only

interaction that is informed by
can we begin to say that it is a
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};:leaf;y ar:;r}t;t})lrr:e;lll :bove, we ﬁnd some specific criteria emerging. For example, Yehuda
' \ rx propose eight criteria for “cyber-placemaking” based o)

conf:epts in architecture and town planning (2001, 230-240). These includ ; leveral

setting for an event, that is engaging, provides relative location (i.e., orieurat?ol:)“:rzs

ides au hen ty ¢ D t)’ Xp an
\4 t ticity, 1s adaj lable, aﬂOI ds a varies of experiences aﬁOI ds choice d
’

control iti is i
= t; o;fer transitions, and is inherently memorable. Although these criteri
! ove : ‘ . a are uses
ne; y do not help us to determine which of the above features are most important
. . .
" ssary, or even desired, for different types of virtual environments. F thP b,
o not address several important features of place forhen ey
For instan j ;
| on i ce, glacei are not just memorable but also evocative. Hartshorne said ge
isa . -
S)gl gey ; ]::ef. dzo Sx the memory of the places which surround us” (Relph 19§6
. ing ighli
D e n%: 1'; ry . rec v‘)/fhh.lghhghts our schemas of place—be they telluric projectecl
s urban. en triggering mental associati :

. ssociations to these sch i
evocative, evoking remembered i e P
v sensations of its previ fviti
P previous self, of related activities or

Place gains uni r i
| Flece rim.k l;.llmql.le character through time and use. Place is not just adaptable
ahd . dabe, recordable, it leaves signs of its use; it reveals the way it was usecl
ercei i ich i
p ved by the way in which it has eroded (Massey 1993, 230, 240). In thi
, , . is
it.
Place implies i i
 Flacer p a ce.r‘ta_m type of setting, of occasion (Neumann 1996). A designer is
l ci c:l invent cities, individual buildings and spaces and to provide them gn'th
histor: ‘wi rns’ i nder-
s y, and ‘with patterns and allusive traces of use in order to connect them to und
ing narrati ; ith 1 -
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y its relation to other places fi
e : P , we often populate place with
s m other places. Hence some of its uniqueness is ironically Formgd in rel
n to other places where a traveler has been (Massey 1993) .
To approximate reali i i .
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.These encounters
Portable artifacts that locate and define social rituals.

Coyne (1999) argues one way of creating virtual space is where “cyberspace e~
s similar to physical space.” Architecture

) impactecl by environmental constraints.

ables and constrains human interaction in way
environments as either affordance or

suggest certain ways of acting inside that place.
ter ourselves optimally inside a
of least resistance), our social standing,

Place is also “artifactually” defined. We pla

window but turned away from intense mo

“Pplaced” (spatial) artifacts can indicate social
artifacts, such as houses close to or far fro

And artifacts are not just social, they are
that informs a current use. The arti

also the wider environmen

components,

ford “activities.” The Kalay-Marx criteria,
dress virtual environments that attempt to

cultures.
Partly this omission is due to the fact that

or otherwise. As Yi-Fu Tuan (1998) notes,
lies at the foundation of all human culture,’

attempt to simulate what is there.

elements disseminate cultural information.
we learn about a culture by clynamically

are marked through the wearing of surface and the clevelopment of

s also a flter of human-environment interaction, ye
as constraint. A feeling of place is dynamically

These constraints help define the place and

feld of forces that affect our task efficiency (e.g. path
and our feelings of comfort.

of how we appreciate or dislike environmental featur
rning light. So our idea of place is identifi-

able as a locus between environmental features and persona

m each other (Schiffer and Miller 1999):

facts act like a library of memory cues to remind

people how to behave according to certain events or locations.
t can act as an artifact. Place is also a collection of symbolic
cues for inhabitation and for territorial possession (Rapoport 1982).

As Edward Relph noted, “The identity of a place is comprise
each irreducible to the other: physical features or appeara
activities and functions, and meanings or symbols’
teria of Kalay and Marx address only two major

Relph, environments that afford “physical features or appearances,’
being based on modes of reality, do not ad-

In order to create culturally evocative enviro

participating in the interactions between
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t is not fully utilized in virtual
For example, we place or site and cen-

ce artifacts in relation to our perception
es. A bed may be close to the

1 or physical preferences.
relations between people and between

also cultural; they have a past meaning

* Not just objects but

d of three interrelated
nce, observable
’ (1986, 25). So the placemaking cri-
types of environments addressed by
" and those that af-

offer interpretations of past and present

it is difficult to simulate culture, virtually
“Seeing what is not there [our emphasis]

* yet virtual environments by convention

aments, we need to understand how
According to Schiffer and Miller (1999),
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‘fween patterns of inhabitation and usage of spatial artifacts, such-as furni
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. There is a growing support for the view that physical space and engagerhents need
to address perceptions of appropriate or believable social behaviors (Schuemie 2001,
182-202). If social behavior is an important way of transmitting cultural information
in relation to artifacts, then we require some form of seemingly autonomous social
agents, whether computer-based or other participants.
Designers of real and virtual environments also need to build?

: uonshlp be-
shi'r'igs.5 Even
if the word “culture” is a noun and not a verb, cultures are intangible processes acting
through tangible objects. Cultures can only exist socially through artifacts, labeled by
“Sauer as “agents of change” (Crang 1998). However, artifacts alone constitute only a
fragment of the cultural process. To fully understand a cultural environment, one
requifes both artifacts and an idea of the task that motivates using them.

Some of the most effective constraints in both physical and. virtual realms that offer
and often dictate behavioral cues are derived from the dynamic nature of real-world
Modeling such dynamic environments can range from shelter and

environments.
a hostile world, depending on task direction, artifacts carried,

familiar territory, to
and their impacts on users’ abilities.

Such environments can be permanently modified by user interactions. Some parts of

impede the progress of the user in order for the user to recog-

through the environment.

the avatar’s metaphorical

the environment may
nize trails and paths, and socially accepted ways of traveling
The other parts of the environment may be deleterious to
health—in other words, they act as constraints. The dangers and opportunities of the

d be contextually related to the local cultural perspective. Thus, to

environment. coul
awareness of the cultural

advance through the environment the user must develop an

context as it supports or impedes his/her progress.

Construction of “Pla ce”

tal Visualisation (Dave 2001,

In the Collaboratory for Architectural and Environmen
digital environments that are

942-247), we are exploring and investigating whether

recordable, evocative, referential, and hybn'd contribute to a more engaging sense of

“place” (figure 16.3).

‘One recent research project revolves around Palenque,
site full of rich details from geography to myths, from highly advanced scripts to ritu-
alistically charged architecture. In this project, meaning is conveyed through the
through the quantity and quality of

Mexico, a major Mayan

type of interaction and goal achieved, rather than
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h to und&standing features of different kinds of virtual places, and the cultural

functions they facilitate in order to guide the judicious selection of appropri-

approac
and social :
ate design elements and technologies.
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Notes

1. See Eiteljorg 1998 and Mosaker 2001.
2. See Benedikt 1991, Johnson 1997, Heim 1998, and Coyne 1999.

ited in Relph 1986, 3.
Figure 16.3  Mythological sky snake (Palenque project). 3. See Fred Lukermann, cited in Relp

4. See Johnson 1997, Crang 1998, and Relph 1986.

photorealistic material. In future research we hope to also ascertain how cultural
learning and a sense of authenticity is affected by the existence of others in the same
virtual environment.

The digital information is purposefully designed to be abstract and suggestive rather
than being perceptibly complete at a first glance. The digital environment employs
tasks, events, artifacts, and interactors that are a function of place, time, and the user’s
understanding of Mayan beliefs and actions.

The underlying motive is to enable users to construct an understanding of another
place and time (even if this may lead initially to erroneotss choices and interpretations
by the user). Further, in order to investigate various dimensions of how users develop
such constructions of another culture, this project supports three separate interaction
modes: observing (moving and looking around), being instructed (by scripted agents),
and acting (manipulation of objects in order to accomplish tasks).

5. See Rapoport 1982 and Beckmann 1998.
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Geo—Stozyte]]ing: A Living Archive of Spatial
Culture

Scot T. Refsland, Marc Tuters, and Jim Cooley

Introduction

While standard archacological and historical documentation methodologies serve hu-
mankind well in accurately Ppreserving and indexing cultural and natural heritage, next
generation emerging techno]ogies are now challenging current archival, presentation,
and historical versioning practices. While first and second generation attempts at creat-
ing a “virtual heritage” experience through technologies like virtual reality have typi-
cally fallen dismally short of their much publicized claims, current versions are now
succeeding in accurately presenting and documenting history. An excellent example is
the University of Birmingham's seismic data visualization of 2 spectacular prehistoric
landscape previously unknown to science, where early man roamed more than 10,000
years ago, deep beneath the North Sea (figure 20.1) (Stone 2005).

The stabilization of inexpensive and highly usable technology has accelerated the fo-
cus upon more sophisticated content development and presentation, adding new multi-
viewpoints, new layers of storytelling, and creating dynamic, living archives of spatial
culture. These emerging technological paradigms are pushing for new, transforming
notions of how historical documentation and indexing might be both constructed and
maintained in the near future.

Due in large part to the “off-the-shelf” commercial availability and highly inexpen-
sive usable technologies such as data-capable cellular phones, Geographical Positioning
Systems (GPS) receivers, and Smart Personal Objects Technology (SPOT), the notion
of location-encoded media has begun to seep into the public consciousness. GPS tech-
nologies now appear regularly in Hollywood movies, such as “Mission Impossible,” as

3
5‘

well as in mobile, location-aware computing games such as “MOGI,” which utilize
GPS to enable players to see each other’s locations (Terdiman 2005). Soon we will

i e

e2s
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Fiéure 20.1 Meso House near the Shotton River Stream in a recreation of the prehistoric landscape over
10,000 years ago that is now the North Sea. Credit: R. Stone and E. Ch’ng.

see a sweeping ubiquity of location-aware technology become a standard feature
embedded in the next generation of wireless devices. . . '

Location-aware wireless devices will hypothetically permit an immersive expel‘xe‘r{ce
in which users will be able to browse layers of digital informa-tion encoded .to a.pal.tlc-
ular place, just as they now surf the Internet, involfin;g’ pof:enmal modeiso ?f 111111:1131 acIr:loix;;
that appear “as limitless as the possibilities of reality” (Fisher 1991, 0111 ]z .
darker manifestation, however, pervasive locnﬁon-av\'areness. also. brings \f\'lt it 'uef
possibility of a user being tracked wherever there is a ser\rlc.e sxlg.mfl. Tius sensoeft :n
“big brother” has been the subject of much debate among mec}la 2%1 tists, \]vy ho ?;emd o
carly adopters/explorers of emerging media, where the field is frequently re

as “locative media.”

Geo-Storytclling

Although cultural producers have not been using locative media for long, an uncon-
ventional theater group from the UK known as Blast Theory has developed a series of
award-winning locative projects nicdeled on networked interactive entertainment,
Blast Theory projects such as Roy All'Around-You (figure 20.2), allow participants
equipped with mobile Iocaﬁon-awarémcléi\;izégnto'i}ltéiéct with other players online.
Yet, while these early experiments have:proven: mark
their “commeand and control” mode] of int

bly popular with audiences,
Js_not:perhaps as well-suited to
cultural heritage asset production. o F

Perhaps a more appropriate example of locative media for the purposes of virtual
heritage can be found in the concept of Geograffiti, ‘which, Proposes an open-access
spatial authoring system for mobile, networ ~enabled, location-s
2004, 78-82). Etymologically derived from the Romar:

messages onto public walls (graffito), graffiti has a lon g oliti Liliistory, - throughout
many cultures, as a form of public expression, yet today it iscwidely: considered a vio-
lation of some basic principle of consensual social order, G\ebgraﬁiti .l}owever, can be
conceived of as a kind of “virtual graffiti” that allows*one:to
without visibly altering it." Indeed, what is interesting abqué'lb

aware devices (Tuters

f scratching political

act with a space
 media in the con-
text of virtual heritage is that it makes possible the notisn of'a-collaborative mapping
of space, and the intelligent social filtering or “narrowcas(iﬁgf’ of that space, so that it
is only experienced by those who so desire, and are so equii)pe'd"‘This has the potential
to significantly impact the dominant modes of representat"ién,«l'{ivdst notably the linear,
expository narrative.

Flexible Stoz;vteﬂing

Storytelling is one of the oldest art forms of human beings; initiated in the ox‘{al tradi-
tion, its form has evolved with changes in society and available media with which to
work. The oral storyteller often altered the tale as it was told, choosing words based
on response from the listeners to build the collective moment. Of particular. relevance
here is the Australian aboriginal storytelling tradition in which témtofy is not per-
ceived as a piece of land enclosed within borders, but as “an interlocking network of

3

‘lines’ or ‘ways through’” (Chatwin 1987). Sung into existence by the ancestors, these
stories actually function as maps of their terrain that can be augmented by the accounts
of travelers. Interactive in the beginning, with the advent of the written medium,

storytelling evolved into a noninteractive narrative style.
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The digital era has Provided a more:flexible medium for storytelling. In the primi.
; tive digital sense technology, like hyperlinking, allows weaving of myriad paths through
S Y an otherwise lincar Presentation; 4nd 3lsg allows iriclusion of side-bar material without
disrupting the story for those uninterested:in-its-detail. Stories or articles can be auth-
- ored statically, ahead of the reading,“or-dynamically generated “on-the-fly.” This pro-
vides a medium that can captirre: ichness of the interactive storytelling
) 0 ously available. In a mobile context
i within a cultural heritage landscai;e echnology. can provide rich scenes upon which

to set a tale or narrative, allowing the-viewersto see details that could previously only
be imagined.

more:
present in the original oral tradition

s

Heritage content is typically piecedstogethersfrom “objective” scientific records,
making it almost impossible to intelligently:itranslate.a coherent first-person narrative
from all the facts. In the context of a.museir’o héritage display, the physical artifacts

are arranged in a collection of linear storfes:bjaicurator in order to convey a prepack-
aged slice of some larger set of helisticevert
those stories have different prevailing aécepted
Collaborative cartography potentially caiis
defined by single dominant narratives, *With
media authoring systems,.a flood of amateur:ce
to the collaborative map, will inevitablysbetamo
tude of voices telling different stories invanyigt

Yet:each artifact has its own story and

controversial depictions.
crisis-for those areas which had been

iy pace,-one might consider this a
kind of ecosystem, which produces a decentraliseds¥ision of virtual heritage.

Heritage Ecology

Media ecologjr is a term coined by the famed: media scholar Marshall McLuhan
for considering the whele field of production when engaging with a problem regard-
ing media (Haynes 2004, 227-247). In 1977, McLuhan said that media ecology
means:

arranging various media to help each other so they won’t cancel each other out, to but-
tress one medium with another. You might say, for example, that radio is a bigger help
to literacy than television, but television might be a very wonderful aid to teaching lan-
guages. And so you can do some things on some media that you cannot do on others,
And, thereflore, if you watch the whole field, you can prevent this waste that comes by
one canceling the other out.

Figure 20.2 A street player using a handheld computer to search for Uncle Roy, guided by an interactive map

and messages from online players. Courtesy Blast Theory: Mixed Reality Lab,
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While having identified a problem regarding the absence of multiple points-of-view in
the traditional field of heritage, a media ecologist would argue that if anything, there is
an overabundance of “first-person” points-of-view in the broader field of tontempo-
rary media production. Perhaps the most obvious example of this is the Web-logging,
or blogging phenomenon. While the majority of “blogs™ are simply pcrsona] diaries,
written [or niche audiences, the sheer number of blogs means there is something out
there for everyone. Because of the fact that blogs tend to be written in machine-
readable format, that can be reused across application, enterprise, and community
boundaries, bloggers are able to syndicate their data in the form of “leeds,” which
readers can, in turn, subscribe to. With the emergence of applications that allow one
to associate feeds with given locations and the migration of blogging to mobile plat-
forms (moblogs), it may only be a matter of time before these merge (Kellner and

Petersen 2004). Such locative media systems would allow tomorrow’s mobloggers to

interact with as well as to author a multitude of different points-of-view on a particular
location. . .

When considering locative media, perhaps the field of virtual heritage could highly
benefit from this emergent public interest in archiving spatial culture. Endorsing and
supporting a program of comnunity review of cultural heritage documentation might
facilitate the emergence of a common resource for local knowledge-sharing. As with
the online encyclopedia Wikipedia, this would be constructed and maintained by an
army of hobbyist volunteers. Such a distributed effort could prove invaluable in main-

* taining an informative, unbiased presentation of the often-disputed facts of history.

A potentially relevant future direction for this global project to collaboratively map
spatial culture might be that of the Geoscope, a project proposed by the visionary
philosopher of science, R. Buckminster Fuller (Fuller and Kuromiya 1981, 133—140).
Geoscope was to be a fully computerized globe, a tool for plenning and stewardship
that was supposed to make the entire world “dynamically viewable . . . to all the
world, so that common consideration . . . of all world problems by all world people
would become a practical everyday, hour and minute event.” According to Fuller,
“With the Geoscope humanity would be able to recognize formerly invisible patterns
and thereby to forecast and plan in vastly greater magnitude than heretofore. The con-
sequences of various world plans could be computed and projected, using the accumu-
lated history.” The beauty of drawing on Fuller’s science fiction utopia as a pedigree
for the virtual heritage archiving project is that it does not necessitate the destruction
of the old in order to construct the new. To the contrary, in fact, in the service of her-

itage, locative systems preserve space and culture.

Gco-Storylelling

Channeling the curr o
Tent zeitgeict
project for n;ga))jn ltm zeltgeist around. online collaborative development into a
, cultura ” e .
D ! Sgejw g-] . ural hemage as a sharediresource would help the field of vir-
g ard the construetior=gfs & saichive of spatial culture. Having

recognized the validity of thi SRR

I g y of this decentralized i odel of. cultural asset production, virtual
heritage could greatly improve its-efier poac >
systems for nonlinear storytelling ;

Hhicacy by aé’\}jeld’piilg user-centered and dynamic
ing able to navigate beyond the oﬁi:jl U—]dj %11‘1,: \ ?:C‘:;Se]z]]zrs:‘lsafi‘:‘l] o bc(;
complexity. Crucially, however, ﬂiﬂ;abje“c T eromente
simplify and organize the chaos of :
awareness among the superteclmolog—ié’;ﬂl
while plans to steward such a project

ing we might simply consider the words of Fre

i ; drick’ Jameson. (1982) for whom “t
‘science fiction’ utopia serves not ¢ . e ( ) om the

ive us “images’ of the future . . . but rather t
defrmibar, ) e g : ... but rather to
amiliarize and restructure our experience of our-own present”(147—158). We need

these new visions of the technological

Note

1. The Geograffiti project developed

database known as GPSter.net. Anyi ok ng_—ghent baSCd on a public waypoint:sharing

ausbase ko . runet. Ar ): < gvith an VIx.ltbem:et‘:cognegtviqﬁbou»l}d add to the data-
e, as well as search for personal'points of inteiest  encoded with ;

via a system known as WhereFi. Rath ise 'GP St ach

the project sought to transform the ¥ s

or bluetooth beacons into a publi

cartography. .
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Urban Heritage Representatz’ons in

H yperdocuments

Rodrigo Paraizo and José Ripper Kés

The Problem of Repz'esenting an Urban Heritage Environment

environments has always been a challenge for those who

want to portray a city or a town. Several authors agree that even the term “city” is
an artificial creation to facilitate theorizations and representations of urban spaces and
the lives performed within them.' In the past, cities were enclosed by walls and their
ermined. Once they became larger than their walls—and

territories. could be easily det

even walls were forever removed—city limits could be determined by abstract State
ons, in many cases without a distinct physical counterpart. According to Rob
.. thatcityasa ‘thing.’

The representation of urban

regulati
Shields, we “classify an environment as a city and then ‘reify’ .
The notion of ‘the city,’ the city itself, is a representation” (1996, 227-252).

José Barkd (2003) reminds us that people can only understand reality through repre-
y selected elements put together

sentations, and that representations are constituted b

for a partial and focused understanding of reality, given the complexity of real objects.
Each person elaborates a different representation of the same object and even the same
person represents it differently in distinct moments. Since many different individuals
inhabit cities, they generate a very complex set of social relations, and are constantly
elaborating different representations of the place in which they dwell. As a result,
there is no ultimate representation of an object-—let alone of a city.

When representing an urban heritage environment, two other issues should be
od historical documents to sup-

addressed: one of them is the need to rely upon limit
port representation, and the other is the lack of documentation of urban tissues—and
to depict urban dynamics.

and their buildings, are characterized not only
If an abandoned church can still be praised

use, the same thing seldom happens when

ordinary people’s lives—in order

On the other hand, urban spaces,
by their forms, but also by their dynamics.
for its form, in spite of change (or lack) of




