
If the aim of public heritage
presentation and interpretation
is to share insights and reflec-
tion about historical and cultural
significance with the genera l
public, to what extent and by
what methods are those objec-
tives now being achieved? In
recent decades we have all wit-
nessed an explosion of interest
and investment in public inter-
pretation in schools, sites,
archives, libraries, and muse-
ums in which the new digital
technologies have played an
increasingly prominent role
(MacDonald 2006). In the inter-
active touch screens of national
museums and local visitor cen-
ters, in the interpretive applica-
tions at archaeological sites and
monuments visited by school
groups and tourists in their mil-
lions, and in countless websites
and on-line archaeological data-
bases, the past has become an
e ve r-present reality that is
simultaneously more real and
more virtual than ever before.
No longer the exclusive domain

of specialized scholars trained in
arcane lore of ancient lan-
guages, ceramic chronology,
and architectural history, the
past is now seen as a resource
for the economic development
of local communities and
regions, a medium for cultural
identity and cross cultural com-
munication, an edifying destina-
tion for cultural tourists, and a
focus for educational enrich-
ment. As the presentations at
this conference will vividly show,
Virtual Re a l i ty offers a com-
pelling range of techniques for
visualization and immersive
experience; multimedia, in its
interactivity, flexibility, and wide
variety of applications provides
interpretive tools of far-reaching
potential; online events and dig-
ital projects can provide anyone
with a computer and an internet
connection with a direct link to
historical monuments, archaeo-
logical sites and laboratories all
over the world.

In this opening presentation, I'd
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like to concentrate on one par-
ticular element of this emerging
digital world: namely, that
unique nexus of scholarship,
public administration, tourism,
town planning, and community
activities that are connected
with the on-site public interpre-
tation of particular places
deemed to be of archaeological
historical significance. By their
very context and setting, listed
monuments, archaeological
parks, and historic districts are
quite distinct in their use of dig-
ital technologies from museums,
classrooms, and cyberspace. For
the site is not only the venue for
digital presentation, it is the rea-
son for the interpretation itself.
Museums can be moved, rebuilt,
redesigned, and reconfigured.
Websites can pop up and disap-
pear everyday. But the historical
site is the tangible embodiment
of our legacy from past genera-
tions, and as such, should it be
altered, damaged, or disappear,
a part of our heritage would be
permanently lost.

Public heritage is not just an
optional social luxury but a vital
component of the every human
society (Lowenthal 1985). Our
perceptions of the past as both
individuals and communities-
whether they come from school-
books, grandmothers' stories,
neighborhood landmarks, or
d i g i t i zed archaeological data-
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offer us an almost biologically
necessary sense of chronological
balance, without which we sim-
ply would not know who, where,
or even when we are. The iconic
images of famous monuments,
ty p o l o g i c a l l y-a r ranged pottery
sherds and flint tools in glass
cases, the architecture of his-
toric urban districts, elaborate
archaeological parks, and even
over-grown, fenced-off ruins in
remote places evoke powerful
emotional associations and
inspire complex mental associa-
tions about past and present,
about progress and decay for
everyone. The visual and tactile
network of fragments of ancient
or merely "old" material culture
is everywhere around us and our
physical immersion in a varie-
gated landscape of new and old
and ancient creates a deep per-
sonal relationship with the past-
that may or may not be exactly
the same as what heritage
experts, preservation societies,
academic studies or authorita-
tive text panels tell us that rela-
tionship should be.

Here I would like to make a cru-
cial distinction between the
terms "Presentation" and
"Interpretation". In the last two
years of working with ICOMOS
on the Ename Charter for the
Interpretation of Cultura l
Heritage Sites (Silberman
2006), it has become evident



just how confused and unclear
two distinct approaches to com-
municating information about
the past to the public have
become. The essential meaning
of Presentation is "making a col-
lection of condensed, compre-
h e n s i ve, systematic information;
a summary or synopsis"-a
digest-and that is how Heritage
Presentation has tra d i t i o n a l l y
been done. On the basis of
scholarly research and expert
opinion, a carefully planned
arrangement of information and
physical access to a cultural her-
itage site is designed and pre-
sented to the public, usually by
scholars, designers, and her-
itage professionals. Heritage
Presentation in that sense is a
largely one-way mode of com-
munication in which scholarly or
officially sanctioned perspec-
tives are presented to the public
in the form of physical and virtu-
al reconstructions, historical
n a r ra t i ves, and systematically
arranged collections of facts.

In contrast, "Interpretation"
places the stress on the under-
standing of the receiver of the
message as much as the content
of the message conveyed. In
that sense, interpretation is not
complete or successful until
some channel of communication
has been established. What
good, after all, is a trained lan-
guage interpreter if the transla-

tion is not accepted or under-
stood? Interpretation has the
active sense of "sharing a per-
sonal sense of understanding,"
and that process of reflection
and association can be done by
anyone who experiences a her-
itage site. Interpretation must,
or should, include the full range
of activities, reflection, research,
creativity, and creative associa-
tions stimulated by a cultural
heritage site. Although heritage
professionals and scholars play
important roles and often initi-
ate this process, it continues
and matures only with the input
and invo l vement of visitors,
local community groups, and
other stakeholders of va r i o u s
ages and educational back-
grounds. For every generation's
view of the past is a common,
composite creation-a shared
recognition of the burdens, the
pleasures, the achieve m e n t s ,
and the legacies we have inher-
ited in many different ways. 

Digital technologies have now
become major elements in the
c o n t e m p o rary shaping of our
perceptions of the past, in both
presentation and interpretation
modes (Hemsley et al. 2005).
N e ver before, have so many
people, in so many walks of life
in so many places, been offered
so many avenues to the past.
But do these avenues all lead in
the same direction? Should
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they? And what is the larger role
in our society can the digital
heritage technologies most
effectively play?

Creating an Information
Infrastructure for Cultural
Heritage

There is no question that the
new digital technologies have
already greatly enhanced public
heritage and archaeology pro-
g rams, but they have also
become integral components of
c o n t e m p o rary historical and
archaeological research itself
(Evans 2005). Remote imaging,
field data recording, database
construction, the analysis of
subtle statistical patterns, and
the creation of dynamic visual-
izations have all profoundly
altered the very character of
archaeology. The enormous data
processing power of the digital
technologies now make record-
ing much more precise and flex-
ible. They also possess an
unprecedented ability to detect
subtle patterns in the material
record both through time and
space.

Yet, as we all know, the digitiza-
tion of archaeology is, if not in
its infancy, then at least in its
youth. It faces a wide variety of
technical challenges (Addison
2003). The wide range of appli-
cations and data formats in
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which archaeological informa-
tion is currently collected and
processed results in isolated
clusters of data and visualiza-
tions that are not easily trans-
ferable or even comparable. This
is a particular problem because
of the current global scale of
archaeology. For there once was
a time when historians and
archaeologists worked entirely
within regional or thematic tra-
ditions; there were, for exam-
ple, prehistorians, Classicists,
Near Eastern archaeologists,
Mesoamericanists, and indeed
specialists in regional histories
and archaeologies all over the
world (Trigger 1990). But today,
no branch of historical studies is
entirely isolated from the oth-
ers. New approaches and meth-
ods developed in one place are
readily adopted in others.
Although the specific historical
context of a 19th century facto-
ry site may be worlds away from
a Late Bronze Age temple, it is
not uncommon for their excava-
tion and data analysis to be con-
ducted in similar ways.

No less important, the increas-
ing influence of anthropological
approaches over traditional art-
or culture-historical methods,
make universal themes such as
urbanization, migration, social
relations, and technological
innovation increasingly relevant
e verywhere (La Bianca and



Scham 2006). In keeping up
w i t h -and even increasing the
pace of these theoretical and
methodological deve l o p m e n t s ,
the digital technologies have a
central role to play. In fact, one
of the most important initiatives
in this direction is the EPOCH
network (an European Sixth
F ramework network of exc e l-
lence), whose mandate and
challenge is to coordinate the
research of dozens of institu-
tions working in of Cultura l
Heritage ICT throughout the
world to forge a common infor-
mation infrastructure for all of
c u l t u ral heritage (EPOCH a.
n.d.).

This has so far been conceived
primarily as an engineering
challenge. In EPOCH's original
vision, the basic strategy to
overcome the fragmentation of
information is integra t i o n - t h e
seamless merging and inter-
change of digitized data along a
c u l t u ral heritage informatics
production pipeline (EPOCH b
n.d.). At the start of this pipeline
are the applications for data col-
lection and documentation, fol-
lowed those for processing and
archiving information, manage-
ment, curatorship, and preser-
vation, image processing and
enhancing, reconstruction and
narration. At the very end, after
the scientific work has been con-
cluded and the scientific judg-

ments formulated, come author-
itative, accessible, and complex-
ly hyperlinked dissemination, in
the form of academic publica-
tions, closely followed by popu-
l a r i zed presentations for the
general public in the form of
effectively crafted CDs, DVDs,
websites, and multimedia appli-
cations for use in education,
community edification, and the
valorisation of museums, histor-
ical monuments, and archaeo-
logical sites. The goal of
EPOCH's integrated pipeline is
thus "to provide a clear organi-
sational and disciplinary frame-
work for increasing the
e f f e c t i veness of work at the
interface between technology
and the cultural heritage of
human experience represented
in monuments, sites and mu-
seums".

Another ambitious initiative
toward integration of Cultural
Heritage ICT, deals more with
the centralization of content
than the technological structure.
It is the proposed SAVE Project,
formulated by Bernard Frischer
of the Institute for Advanced
Technologies in the Humanities
of the Unive r s i ty of Virginia
(Frischer 2004). SAVE, whose
acronym stands for "Serving and
Archiving Virtual Environments,"
is conceived as a global frame-
work for creating, archiving, and
distributing an online real-time
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visualization of the entire cultur-
al history of humanity. Linking
together digital reconstructions
of scattered sites and periods, it
would, in Frischer's words,
"become a powerful omnidisci-
plinary tool for research and
education. It would help us to
v i s u a l i ze the development of
human culture and to analyze
the continous intera c t i o n
between humanity and the nat-
u ral world on various scales
from the atomic and cellular to
the planetary and galactic". In
its envisioned global integration
and interopera b i l i ty, it would
become the definitive archive,
library, and showcase for all dig-
ital heritage.

Many obstacles remain to the
achievement of this vision of an
i n t e g rated cultural heritage
information infrastructure, both
in terms of the enormous com-
puting power and capacity
required for such a grand chal-
lenge and in light of the current
f ragmentation of information
sources and types. But the nat-
ural capacity of digital technolo-
gies to speak in a unified,
flexible language offers it offers
the real possibility of becoming
the obvious medium for a global
collective memory. It is impor-
tant to note, however, that these
ICT projects envision heritage
presentation and education pro-
grams essentially as the end-
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point of a production process.
That is to say, that the general
public are seen as end-users of
definitive scientific information
about the past that is presented
in increasingly vivid realistic
ways. Yet are the digital tech-
nologies essentially value-neu-
tral recording devices that can
powerfully capture the unam-
biguous essence of ancient soci-
eties? (Cameron & Kenderdine
in press). In fact, do ancient
monuments and the societies
that built them even have an
unambiguous essence that can
be agreed upon by all
researchers and digitally visual-
ized that will survive into an
indefinite future despite the con-
tinuing, dramatic evolution of
historiography itself?

David Lowenthal (1994) put it
b e s t-and with chara c t e r i s t i c
frankness-when he wrote that
"the more realistic a reconstruc-
tion of the past seems, the more
it is a part of the present". This
is especially true of visualiza-
tion, in which the digital tech-
nologies excel. Just compare an
artist's rendering of a pharaonic
temple from the massive 18th
century Description de l'Egypte,
with an early 20th century
Egyptologist's reconstruction,
with the latest computer-gener-
ated imagery. The differences
are not only due to the progres-
sive accumulation of scientific



data or increasingly advanced
techniques of reconstruction.
Each of them also embodies the
deepest cultural sensibilities of
the era in which they were made
(Molyneaux 1997). That cannot
be avoided; we can only see the
past from the perspective of the
present and that inevitably
time-bound perspective is what
makes every generation's vision
of the past so valuable and
unique. And so we must ask if
the most important element of
this digital vision is its scientific
conclusiveness -which will sure-
ly be superseded by the
research and insights of future
generations of scientists- or its
unique digital capacity to
expand, revise, and update its
tightly interwoven content with
new facts, new discoveries, and
e ver changing hy p o t h e s e s ,
emphases and ideas.

New Heritage and New
Forms of Interpretation

Scholarly research and its digi-
tized public presentations are
only one part of the story.  We
are confronted today with new
kinds of heritage whose signifi-
cance defies analysis by scientif-
ic methods alone (Pe c k h a m
2003). Our material legacy is no
longer seen in only stately buil-
dings or prehistoric settlement
levels, but in an increasingly
broad and sometimes unpleas-

ant sampling of the achieve-
ments -and failings- of human
history. The World Heritage List
now includes the grisly remains
of World War I trench warfare,
c o n c e n t ration camps, colonial
prisons, and rusting, crumbling
19th century factories and
mines where children worked,
workers died, and the very idea
of a production pipeline wa s
born. Can statistical patterning
of shell holes in No Man's Land
at the Battle of Ypres, or a
detailed database of the eye-
glasses and shoes collected from
the victims at Auschwitz, or a
precise 3D reconstruction of the
18th-century slave terminal on
the island of Gorée off the coast
of Senegal help us better to
understand and to productively
reflect upon the unpleasant rea-
lities of the past still painfully
embedded in the fabric of our
society-that those heritage sites
symbolize?

I spoke before about the distinc-
tion between Presentation and
Interpretation, and want to
return to this subject, because
heritage is not only about scien-
tific results and official com-
m e m o ration, but about the
o p p o r t u n i ty for serious public
reflection as well. For interpreta-
tion, in contrast to carefully pre-
pared presentations, is based on
a dynamic relationship between
a site, its specialize d
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researchers, and the public at
large. And that public is chang-
ing. To d ay, formerly coherent
ethnic, national, and cultura l
identities are in the process of
transformation, with increasing
globalization closely para l l e l e d
matched by the resurgence of
regional, ethnic, and religious
identities (Barber 1996). The
historic districts of many cities
have become home to struggling
i m m i g rant communities for
whom the official epics present-
ed by antiquities services and
national monument administra-
tions-and even the concept of a
d i s t i n c t i ve "national" identity-
have a sharply different inter-
pretations and, all too often,
little practical relevance.

"Heritage" can indeed mean
many things to many people in
the multi-ethnic landscapes of
the 21st century and the grow-
ing acknowledgment of the
claims of non-academic, non-
g overnmental heritage stake-
holders such as community
groups, religious bodies, new-
comers, and diasporic communi-
ties for participation in the
design and management of her-
itage sites implies an obligation
not merely to homogenize all
their separate heritage percep-
tions into a master narrative but
to offer respect and dignity to a
wide variety of approaches and
perspectives on the past. It is
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evident that digital technology
has the potential of increasing
public access to heritage, not
only on the development of ever
more complexly created and sci-
entifically documented presen-
tations, but also to create
information avenues of two-way
communication, in which, along-
side traditional archaeological
and historical data, questions of
relevance and significance of the
past to the present are dis-
cussed.

For the value of the past is pre-
cisely to teach us new things, to
offer difficult themes for public
discussion and reflection. We
must apply our technology to
more closely monitoring current
heritage practices and develop-
ing new forms of cultural com-
munication programs -in which
success lies not only in profes-
sional competence, technology
and rational planning, but in the
creation of lively local institu-
tions, not static monuments-
sustainable in the long run not
because of how they look or
what information they contain,
but for how effectively they
function as centers for common
reflection, productive question-
ing, and historical awa r e n e s s
within every community. Fo r
this, a more inclusive vision-and
infrastructure-is needed to facil-
itate serious and creative reflec-
tion in society at large.



And what of the places where
heritage is in direct conflict? The
legacy of narratives of promised
lands and chosen peoples can
make one warring party's proud-
est heritage an object of resent-
ment and target for destruction
by its adversaries. In our world,
heritage has in some places
become the battle banner of
demagogues of ethnic exclusive-
ness and cultural purity, seeking
to erase from the landscape and
from public consciousness the
d i ve r s i ty and complexity of
human culture. We have seen
the destruction of the Mostar
Bridge in the battle for Sarajevo,
the detonation of the Buddhas of
B a m i yan, and the continuing
historical conflict between
I s raelis and Palestinians ove r
their heritage in a twice-prom-
ised land.  How can technology
help to restore or preserve pasts
that are slated for selective
destruction, with or without the
consent of the gove r n m e n t s
concerned? Interopera b i l i ty, I
would suggest, is more than just
a technological slogan. If inte-
gration of information is indeed
one of the great potentials of
digital technology, it is our
r e s p o n s i b i l i ty to construct an
infrastructure in which recogni-
tion and respect for the diversi-
ty and wholeness of human
heritage is no less importance
than the perfection of scientific
techniques.

New data sources also have to
be considered-beyond those
functionally useful for academic
research. Elements of intangible
heritage such as folk traditions,
music, dance, literature, food-
ways connected with heritage
sites and historical cultures defy
the standard organization or
analysis of the production
pipeline. In new analyses of
ancient foodways and trading
connections, the past has
proved to be anything but static
or pure. Waves of immigration,
trading connections, and shifting
networks of military alliances
and commerce through the mil-
lennia have left a complex and
multifaceted record of human
i n t e raction -and new under-
standings of what global,
national, regional, and ethnic
identity might include. All these
factors are relevant to the
reshaping of the heritage
pipeline from a one- way
process of production into an
ongoing, multi-channel public
discussion-informed by reliable
and meticulous scientific investi-
gation but also enriched by the
feedback of a wide range of con-
t e m p o rary perspectives about
the value and significance of the
past. In fact, what I'm suggest-
ing is the reconceptualization of
the heritage pipeline to go
beyond the confines of the pop-
ularization of scientific data to
enrich collective memory.
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From Education to
Entertainment

Here in Europe, cultural heritage
has always been an important
element of the physical land-
scape-and reflection upon it, an
essential component of
European identity (Schama
1996). From Antiquity onwards,
barrows, dolmens, megaliths,
Roman fortifications, medieva l
castles, cathedrals, and the
complex, distinctive palimpsests
of urban architecture in Europe's
various regions have been thor-
oughly absorbed into the
rhythms, images, art forms, and
folk legends of evo l v i n g
European life. For centuries,
official and popular perspectives
chaotically, creatively coexisted;
there was nothing that could be
antiseptically identified as a
"cultural heritage site". There
were the mysterious forests and
prehistoric earthworks that lived
on as the abode of sprites and
slumbering giants; there were
churches and roadside chapels
that served the rituals of
Christian ve n e ration and pil-
grimage. There were the domi-
nating castles and urban
monuments of the rich and the
famous that had a quite differ-
ent impression on those who
inhabited them from those who
were kept outside. Yet they were
all conspicuous elements on the
landscape, in a mosaic of forms

and meaningful reminders of the
past's eve r-presence to all
members of European society.

Yet the gradual industrialization
of significant parts of northern
and Western Europe profoundly
altered the historical landscape.
The rise of archaeology and the
the categorization of prehistoric
archaeological sites into Stone,
Bronze, and Iron Ages gave sub-
stance and seeming inevitability
to the idea of technological
progress that was even then
t ransforming the continent
through coal, steel, and steam
(Hudson 1981). As cities grew,
factories spread, and traditional
agriculture was disrupted, the
reminders of all earlier ages
took on a new significance.  With
the rise of modern nation-states
and national monument admin-
i s t rations, certain conspicuous
remains of the past were classi-
fied, objectified, ty p o l o g i ze d -
and in a sense removed from
their organic contexts-as pro-
tected cultural heritage sites.
Through the 20th century, with
the growth of mass tourism and
civic ceremonies, the public
presentation of historical and
archaeological sites grew
increasingly elaborate and was
expanded to include historic re-
enactments, expensive restora-
tions and reconstructions, and
official events and celebrations
of distinctive national patrimony
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(Kirschenblatt-Gimblett 1998).

Whether ve n e rated on state
occasions, transformed into
national symbols, or overrun by
g aw kers, gapers, and holiday
makers, the past remained a
part of the present, but in a dis-
tinctly new guise. Tourist routes
and networks of national monu-
ments were linked to a master
narrative that led to -and some-
how explained- the realities of
the present day. Since the pre-
sentations were usually commis-
sioned and invariably subject to
a p p r oval by national heritage
authorities, conflicting public
interpretations were usually
separated by borders, with one
nation's golden age (and its
monuments) becoming its rival's
most loathsome nightmare.
Today this has been balanced, if
not entirely overcome, by a new
consciousness of global heritage
and cultural tourism (Boniface
1993) and due to the increasing
influence of the European Union,
which has made efforts to incor-
porate formerly distinct national
t raditions into a common
European heritage-one that
helps to celebrate as much as
actually create a new unified
European reality (DG Education
& Culture 2002).

Many styles of public presenta-
tion still coexist across the con-
tinent, from a local priest with a

rusty key to a dark medieval
chapel, to an isolated ancient
tomb in an deserted agricultural
field, to technical informational
panels, costumed interpreters,
and more recently multimedia
digital technologies at the more
popular and heavily-visited cul-
tural heritage sites. Yet over the
last twenty-five years or so, eco-
nomic and political changes and
waves of immigration have
altered both rural and urban
landscapes, many places
throughout Europe and indeed
throughout the world -particu-
larly those where 19th century
industries have crumbled or tra-
ditional agriculture has all but
va n i s h e d - h ave turned to the
lifeless material remains of the
past as a resource for sale
(Briedenhann & Wickens 2004).

The phenomenon is spreading.
All across Europe, in recent
years, heritage sites by the hun-
dreds if not thousands have
been valorised, glamorized, and
relentlessly merchandised by
regions, municipalities, local
communities, and now even pri-
vate management companies
seeking to attract visitors and
the prospects for economic
d e velopment that they bring
(Hall & McArthur 1998). Yet over
the last twenty-five years, the
p hysical structures of public
presentation at many major
archaeological sites have been
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d ramatically tra n s f o r m e d .
G overnmental authorities and
international development agen-
cies have made substantial
investments to convert impor-
tant archaeological and histori-
cal sites into "sustainable"
engines of local and regional
economic development, in hopes
of creating new "heritage attrac-
tions" that will offer local
employment opportunities and
stimulate interregional tourism
and trade. Public funding pro-
g rams like those of the
European Commission's Interreg
programs and Culture 2000 and
the World Bank's "Framework
for Action in Cultural Heritage
and Development in the Middle
East and North Africa" (Cernea
2001) have set standards-and
offer substantial economic
i n c e n t i ves-for gove r n m e n t a l
investment in the form, struc-
ture and even presentation
design of major historical monu-
ments and archaeological sites.

And here is the special connec-
tion to our own digital concerns:
an increasingly significant pro-
portion of public funding for the
development of digital heritage
is now motivated by these mod-
ern, economic strategies, in
which the creation of multimedia
visitors' centers is often an
essential element. Borrowing
design concepts from theme
parks and interactive museums,

the planners of even modest
cultural attractions now utilize
t raditional didactic, museum-
type presentations only when
budgetary constraints mandate
only the cheapest, no-frills dis-
plays. More creative and ener-
getic interpretive solutions, such
as interactive applications, com-
puter 3D reconstructions, and
Virtual Reality experiences are
now almost always utilized in
the refurbishing of monuments
and archaeological sites when
the project budget permits
(Seaton & Bennett 1996). Great
efforts have been taken to cre-
ate stunning historical environ-
ments with a wide enough range
of vivid images and impressions
to satisfy almost every visitor's
taste (Leask & Yeoman 1999).

Yet it is a mistake to see the new
Information Age "edutainment"
tools of interactivity and Virtual
Reality as merely technological
enhancements of time-honored
archaeological tourism routines.
As in earlier eras of heritage
presentation, it offers a careful-
ly constructed narra t i ve of
images and impressions, but
this one is not meant so much
with the mind as with the visi-
tors' emotions and feet. It is
carefully and consciously
inscribed in the walking paths
and in the circulation routes
through ruins and exhibit spaces
through the painstaking plan-
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ning of professional (and almost
always non-local) site designers,
whose expertise lies in state-of-
the-art scenography rather than
content. Through the shaping of
the site's space and precise
placement of informational pan-
els and multimedia applications,
a site visit consists of passage
through a series of almost the-
atrical frames: from the parking
lot, through the ticket booth,
into the main reception and
information area, along the
marked or suggested paths of
public interpretation with stops
at informational panels and mul-
timedia installations, then out to
the shop and cafeteria, and then
out to the parking lot again.

This increasingly standardize d
experience of cultural tourism
has little connection with the
content; sites with such differ-
ent archaeological and historical
significance as Knossos,
Pompeii, Versailles, and
Auschwitz share more than they
differ in the parking lots filled
with tourist buses, visitor cen-
ters, multimedia presentations,
and above all, in the patterned
behavior of visitation that this
spatial arrangement creates.
For in this age of increasingly
s e l f-supported culture, atten-
dance figure and account books
are the real tyrants. If the main
objective of these development-
oriented heritage presentations

is to attract heritage consumers,
interpretation can rarely afford
to offer the kinds of serious and
troubling historical reflections
that are likely to drive holiday
visitors away. Are we in danger
of transforming heritage sites
into just another leisure time
product? What will be the social
impact of a heritage that is
designed primarily for entertain-
ment, in which the digital tech-
nologies are designed to
enhance the visitor experience?
While some holiday makers are
choosing to escape the daily
grind in the mountains or the
seashore, has the cultural her-
itage tourist merely learned to
seek another pleasant and
unthreatening destination:
e xchanging the uncertainties
and worries of the present for
the comforting stability of a vir-
tual past?

Conclusion: ICT and
Collective Memory

Our digital imaginings of the
p a s t-both scientific and cre-
ative-can serve a vital role in the
shaping the future. The key link-
age between interpretation and
preservation lies not only in pro-
fessional creativity, technology
and rational planning, but also in
the intensity and honesty of
interaction with outside visitors
and the local community and in
the depth of commitment to cre-
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ating a sustainable memory
institution, rather than a "her-
itage attraction"- sustainable in
the long run not because of how
it looks or what information it
contains, but for how it functions
within the community. We are -
or should be- aware of the
changing social context of her-
itage itself. It is no longer
enough for scholars to excavate
sites and make no effort to dis-
seminate their results in some
form to the general public; it is
no longer enough for conserva-
tion experts and planners to
deal only with abstract questions
of original fabric or technical
architectural history; it is no
longer enough for digital her-
itage technologists to deal only
with the technology. The goal
should now also be to involve
the wider public directly and
personally with the remains of
past cultures not only to convey
scientific information, but also to
enhance shared historical
understanding and enrich con-
temporary identity.

Much has been done in recent
years in the field of digital her-
itage, and even greater achieve-
ments lay ahead. As cultural
heritage professionals interested
in the use of ICT for site presen-
tation and interpretation, we can
perhaps therefore make our
greatest and most enduring con-
tribution not only by improving
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the inner workings of a unidirec-
tional production pipeline-in
which the focus is usually placed
on the internal arrangement of
data-by helping to construct an
open and free flowing neural
network of shared global memo-
ry that facilitates reflection
about the past's evocative, enig-
matic, and enlightening material
remains.

That is the wider goal that schol-
ars and cultural heritage tech-
nologists should aspire to-a
social attempt to understand
where we are in time, what
brought us to this point both in
t ragedies and triumphs, and
what parts of it we should to
pass down to our children as a
link in a continuing chain. In a
word, it is an ove rall understand-
ing of why the Past is important
no less than what it is. The quest
by digital technologies for eve r y
greater precision and wider data
must therefore be understood in
its proper perspective as part of
modern culture, not a safely
insulated research concern. If we
c o n c e n t rate on technological
precision and remain unconnect-
ed or unaware of the past's
broader role and function in soci-
e ty, we will always be chasing
phantom visions of unchanging
essence, rather than trying to
understand and encourage the
c r e a t i v i ty of collective memory in
all of its evolving forms.



Looking Toward the Future: Heritage Presentation and Interpretation...

For as we move through the
early decades of the 21st centu-
r y, in a world in which the
remains of the past are subject
to both unprecedented attention
and unprecedented neglect and
destruction, the recognition of
usable, digestible heritage val-
ues can only be encouraged by a
commitment to inclusive, com-
munity-based interpretation, in
which formalized presentations
are only a part. The process
rather than the product-the civic
discussion rather than the for-
mal presentation-is the key not
only to the goals of conservation
and education, but to a broader
understanding of who we are as
a global community of cultures,
where we are going, and from
where we have come. 
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