


1. We don’t know if audio / visual realism is necessary… 
2. Do you know of studies that have looked into… 

WELL, WE SHOULD KNOW! 



VR applications for archaeological dissemination 

1. Aimed at showing the past / Empty 
2. Lack of evaluation  

Lack of explicit pedagogical goal / theoretical archaeological framework 

(Implicit belief: objective, better for learning because immersive and 
“interactive” / evaluations show otherwise – e.g. Pujol & Economou, 
2009) 







Reproduction of spaces vs cultural understanding  

Rome Reborn VM of the Tiber Valley 

Okapi Island 
Uruk Project 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vrIEwjgfbYs
https://vimeo.com/114442704
https://vimeo.com/86202359


Cultural Presence 



Presence 



Presence 



Presence 



• 1980s: Telepresence. 

 

• 1990s: Technical simulation capacity (immersion, visual realism, non-mediation) – 
Sheridan, Steuer, Lombard & Ditton. 

 

• 2000s: Psychological state (attention, feeling, skills) – Slater, Witmer & Singer. 

 

• 2000s: Cultural/social dimension (interaction, relevance) – Zahorik & Jenison, 
Mantovani & Riva. 

Presence 



• Established theoretical & methodological framework(s) for design and evaluation. 

 

• Investigated suitability for learning (constructivism, embodied interaction). 

 

• Investigated underlying factors (interaction, immersion, realness, attention, 
emotional involvement…). 

Why is Presence relevant? 









A {LEAP] in the dark… 

Do learning and transparency requisites hinder Presence? 

E.g.:  Interaction and multisensoriality are not intrinsically positive (Salzman, Dede, Loftman & Chen, 1999) 



Reproduction vs. enhanced simulation 




