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In one {LEAP]



By {LEAP]s and bounds (I)

1. Aimed at showing the past but… 

2. …empty!

3. Lack of evaluation 

Forte & Siliotti, 1997
Villa of the Mysteries, Pompeii. 

Stanton-Abbot Associates



By {LEAP]s and bounds (II)

• Lack of explicit 
theoretical 
archaeological 
framework + of 
pedagogical goal 
(instructivist).

• Implicit belief: objective, 
enhances learning 
immersive, photorealistic, 
“interactive” // evaluations 
show otherwise – e.g. Pujol 
& Economou 2009).

(NPR, Gooch & Gooch 1999) 

NO universal, objective VA



{LEAP]ing at opportunities





A {LEAP] into (Cultural) Presence (I)

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

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

• Investigated underlying factors.



A {LEAP] into (Cultural) Presence (II)

“The feeling of being there” 
(Heeter, 1992)

Social / Cultural

Understanding
Communication

Relevance
Affordances

P

1990s

2000s

1990s-
2000s

“The feeling of being there together” 
(Swinth and Blascovich 2002)

“The feeling of being there making 
sense together” 
(Riva et al. 2002)



A {LEAP] into (Cultural) Presence (III)

• Why measure Presence?
• Task performance, training, learning.
• Communication.
• Therapy.

• Convergence with CH:
• 2002: Importance of context (Turner & 

Turner).
• 2003: Expand analytical scope (Klimmt & 

Vorderer).
• 2005: Understanding other cultures (Jones).
• 2006, 2013: Sense of place (Turner & 

Turner)
• 2010: Social realism in games (Ribbens and 

Maillet).
• 2015: Changing bodies changes minds

(Maister et al.).



Palenque (2006)

VM of the Tiber Valley (2012)Okapi Island (2009)

Uruk Project (2011)

A {LEAP] into (Cultural) Presence (IV)

(Greeff and Lalioti 2001)

(Devine 2007, 2013) 

https://vimeo.com/114442704
https://vimeo.com/86202359
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=e54ZJE9MEUE


{LEAP]ing at opportunities



2014-2016: {LEAP]ing around



2014 was a {LEAP] year!

CP=“The feeling of being there and then” (Champion 2005)

CP is a means, not an end!

CP=“The subjective experience of feeling one is aware of, learning more about, or 
thematically immersed in past/other believe systems” (Pujol & Champion 2007 / 2012) 

 Exploration + Social exchange + Interpretation (Constructivism)

CP=“The feeling of being there and then making sense together” 
(Pujol 2018)



2014-2016: {LEAP]ing around



2015 was a {LEAP] year! (I)

Subjective 
approach

Defining “çatalhöyükness”

Objective 
approach

(Pujol 2017a)



2015 was a {LEAP] year! (II)

1’17”-3’09”



2014-2016: {LEAP]ing around



2016 was a {LEAP] year! (I)
• To explore which factors are specifically 

related with the sense of CP:
→ H: 1) cultural variables fundamental; 2) 

closely linked to social aspects; and 3) more 
important than visual realism.

→help design suitable VLEs by modifying its 
different factors.

• To see if there is a correlation between 
CP and learning:

→“H= The higher CP, the higher L” 
(Mikropoulos & Strouboulis 2004; Bonini 
2008, Witmer and Singer 1998).

→P may be a good predictor of learning 
potential.



2016 was a {LEAP] year! (II)

• Between-subjects experimental 
design. 

• “Mobile” location.

• 85 participants: 
• 47% male and 53% female.
• 12-80 years old.
• Diverse backgrounds.
• Different levels of experience with 

technology and Cultural Heritage).

• Explored ÇH3D while being 
recorded, and filled in two 
questionnaires.

Students
Experts

General audiences



The {LEAP] forward (I)
(Empirical results & guidelines)
• EFAs the concept of CP is sound and composed by 

three main factors: 
1. Plausibility of the VE + Distinctive cultural elements.
2. Social presence: autonomous, realistic human characters.
3. Communicational aspects of technology: natural navigation 

and exploration.
*(Perceptual aspects are mobile)

• Correlation analyses & X2 positive but not linear 
relation between learning and CP (Learning = compromise 
between richness in content, affordances for exploration, 
and narrative explanations).

• ANOVAS virtual reconstructions are NOT a universal 
tool. User factors:

1. Suspension of disbelief.
2. Expertise in related fields.
3. Experience with computer games.
4. Experience with IVR. (Pujol 2018)



The {LEAP] forward (II)

Cultural Presence Questionnaire (CPQ), built and pilot-

tested (4) after an exhaustive review of Presence assessment 

tools (e.g. Slater, Useoh, Steed, 1994; Witmer & Singer 1998)

Subscales related to:
• General feeling of Cultural Presence

• Perception

• Self-perception

• World’s behavior

• Interaction

• Attention

• Willingness to experience Presence

• Emotions

• Characters

• Culture
• Detailed questions about learning.

(Pujol forthcoming)



• “3D·CoD”: Design Method for VR-Mediated 
Experiences in Virtual Archaeology (based on 
Participatory Design strategies).

The {LEAP] forward (III)

(Pujol 2017b)



{LEAP]ing out…
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{LEAP]ing for joy!

• More info: 
• https://www.facebook.com/theleapproject/

• @TheLEAPproject

• www.upf.edu/leap

• Laia.Pujol@upf.edu
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