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This volume and its companion represent part of the output from the Na-
tional Endowment for the Humanities–funded Institute on Digital Archeol-
ogy Method & Practice (digitalarchaeology.msu.edu). Directed by the vol-
ume’s editors, the institute was designed to build capacity and community 
around the application of digital methods and computational approaches 
in heritage and archaeology. More than this, however, the institute that in-
formed and shaped this volume argued for digital and computational prac-
tice within heritage and archaeology that embraced thoughtful openness, 
public scholarship, and generosity. Chapters in this volume, many of which 
were authored by those who participated in the original institute, are divided 
into three themes: (1) Digital Methods and Computational Approaches in 
Museums, Collections, and Archaeological Archives; (2) Digital Approaches 
for Public and Community Engagement in Heritage and Archaeology; and 
(3) Teaching, Pedagogy, and Capacity Building in Digital Heritage and Ar-
chaeology. Topics covered include decolonizing the archaeological archive, 
using digital methods to make museum archaeology more broadly accessi-
ble, the process of making ethically engaged heritage, digital reconstruction 
and restoration, and the integration of digital methods into the traditional 
archaeology classroom.
 The editors recognize that, in many ways, the lines among the themes 
explored in both volumes are blurry. Public and community engagement 
is deeply connected to issues of ethics and professionalism. Museums, col-
lections, and archives are digital data. Readers will find chapters that could 
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comfortably live in any number of areas. This is simply the nature of edited 
volumes.

Digital Methods and Computational Approaches in 
Museums, Collections, and Archaeological Archives

It is no great stretch to say that museums, heritage institutions, and other 
collection-holding entities have been at the forefront of exploring fruitful, 
practical, and thoughtful ways to deploy digital methods and computational 
approaches in service of their mission of stewardship, preservation, access, 
and outreach.
 In the first chapter of the first section, Kirakosian and Gates confront 
one of the most pressing concerns that museums, archaeological archives, 
and collection-holding institutions face—the ethical issues that inevitably 
arise as a result of digitization and online access. Using the case of Warren 
K. Moorehead’s records at the Robert S. Peabody Institute of Archaeology, 
Kirakosian and Gates explore the ethical concerns that come from digitiza-
tion of collections that are subject to NAGPRA and the protocols for Native 
American Archival Materials. In this exploration, they consider questions of 
how the critical relationship between archaeological collections subject to 
NAGPRA and associated archival records can be made more manifest in the 
face of efforts to digitize and provide access to those collections and associ-
ated archival records.
 In their chapter, Galvin and Wexler explore how an already digital collec-
tion can be made useful and usable for public engagement, especially in the 
context of a museum environment traditionally geared toward the curation, 
study, management, and presentation of physical objects. In the case of the 
African Rock Art Image Project, which includes c. 24,000 images of African 
rock art donated by the Trust for African Rock Art (TARA), the authors 
look at various ways the project used a diverse array of digital approaches 
to address the need for both scholarly research and public engagement. One 
of the particularly unique aspects of this discussion is how already digitized 
objects (rock art images) were transformed into physical objects for tactile 
interaction with the public through 3D printing. In their discussion, Galvin 
and Wexler also pay particular attention to issues of “future-proofing” and 
long-term sustainability (both digital sustainability and project sustainabil-
ity) for projects that have a specific timeframe and limited funding.
 In the final chapter of the section, Rabinowitz makes the compelling ar-
gument that metadata may be “at once the most important and the most 
neglected element of digital archaeology.” He notes that while the necessity 
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of well-structured collections metadata is recognized, the production of said 
metadata is frequently treated as a final, often optional step in the process 
of archaeological and heritage documentation. In his discussion, Rabinow-
itz argues for a cultural shift in that attitude. He contends that questions 
of metadata must be considered from the very beginning of any program 
of field research, and that archaeologists and heritage professionals have an 
obligation to develop a basic familiarity with metadata practices. The chapter 
complements existing guides to good practice by exploring how metadata 
standards and concepts work on the ground in digital archives, with a par-
ticular emphasis on Linked Open Data. The chapter focuses on practical 
measures that individual archaeologists or projects can take, without exces-
sive costs in time or money, to make it easier to preserve data in a useful form 
for the future and to facilitate the eventual submission of datasets to a digital 
repository or archive.

Digital Approaches for Public and Community Engagement 
in Heritage and Archaeology

The articles in the second section of this volume focus on aspects of public 
and community engagement using digital tools. Although public and com-
munity engagement have not historically been a major focus of archaeo-
logical innovation, these chapters represent examples of scholars taking very 
different approaches to engage members of the community generally and 
to collaborate with particular stakeholder groups. As Cook, in this section, 
notes:

there is a growing community of archaeologists at the intersections 
of digital and public practice, experimenting with the creative, flex-
ible and immersive capabilities of advanced digital imaging, mobile, 
augmented and virtual technologies to find new ways of creating and 
sharing archaeological knowledge in captivating and meaningful ways 
that also increase multivocality and context.

The addition of “increase multivocality and context” is critical because these 
digital project examples are not just impressive ways to do things; they are 
ways to better include more people and hear what people are saying and 
what their needs may be.
 In each of the six chapters, the authors present one or more case studies 
or examples of this new kind of approach to public and community engage-
ment with digital tools. Each of these cases are unique, but in every case, 
the project sought to interweave elements of public and digital practice that 
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strengthen archaeological access and inclusivity, social meaning and impact, 
and responsibility and ethics. Creating these new forms of engagement is not 
a simple task, and each article outlines the kinds of complexities and prob-
lems the project faced, and how they worked around them, through them, or 
past them. Learning from failure is another important thread of this group.
 In examining a set of museum projects in British Columbia, Cook makes 
the important point that the practice of making, doing, and sharing serve in 
very explicit ways to strengthen, transform, and diversify archaeology.
 Minor et al.’s article focuses on both community engagement and educa-
tion, since this project was conducted on a college campus (Wellesley in 
Massachusetts) focused on a community of undergraduate scholars. The 
work outlined includes digital aspects, but also some very straightforward 
survey work. The project tried to take advantage of tools that the stakehold-
ers had readily available and were already using. The project had to deal 
with the very real problem of trying to figure out what kinds of archaeologi-
cal evidence would suggest answers to explicitly raised community ques-
tions.
 Lorenzon et al. use community engagement as a means of achieving de-
colonization in Jordan. Decolonization is increasingly part of archaeologi-
cal ethics discussions and has contributed to creating an environment of 
increasing respect and exchange with local and Indigenous communities. 
The two key concepts of Lorenzon et al.—community archaeology and open 
data—allow for communities to have access to their own heritage and give 
them tools to become active agents in handling it. Likewise, decolonization 
in archaeology means understanding local narratives, integrating them into 
archaeological knowledge production, and deconstructing old stereotypes 
to create a new form of collaboration. Community archaeology can be an 
active agent in which the community can play a proactive role in what mate-
rial or immaterial culture is defined as heritage. In addition, they can define 
how they will interact with and preserve that heritage. The Jordan example 
includes both victories and problems.
 Peles uses her work as a graduate student to discuss how to approach 
building a digital model of the complex Natchez site in Mississippi. Particu-
larly useful is her identification of the problems and her student perspective. 
Peles outlines different types of digital models and how one might develop 
a digital model. She discusses the kinds of problems she faced and how she 
attempted to resolve them.
 Thomas et al. discuss the development of a platform for recording Fin-
land’s chance archaeological finds. In terms of engagement, it was important 
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to make the system relevant to Finnish communities, and in particular the 
metal-detecting community, since they record the most finds. The problems 
of designing something for both amateurs’ needs and government needs are 
outlined and discussed, along with various ethical issues.
 In the final chapter in this section, Pantos sees heritage visualizations as 
ultimately being a “hypothesis machine”—a shared space in which specialists 
with in-depth knowledge, as well as non-specialists, can meet and explore 
ideas in a common language. He discusses the “collaborative continuum” 
model, which acknowledges that projects and interactions will vary in the 
extent to which they are truly collaborative, while also noting that projects 
can move along the continuum over time. While the case study is in Jordan, 
the project had collaborators in several different countries, and problems of 
collaboration and decision-making are the focus of much of the discussion.
 In all the chapters in this section, collaboration began early and helped 
frame the project design. Even in those cases in which a design had already 
been created, the design changed as the needs of the community became 
clear. Another common theme in this group is the issue of sustainability 
and how to ensure that the project is both sustainable and available. Finally, 
when collaboration with local communities is discussed, virtually all of these 
examples try to develop digital projects that are modern but take advantage 
of the kinds of technology to which the community has access.

Teaching, Pedagogy, and Capacity-Building in Digital 
Heritage and Archaeology

As the importance of digital methods and computational approaches grows 
in heritage and archaeology, so have efforts to develop models and ap-
proaches to teach those methods to both students and existing profession-
als, and in doing so build communities of practice. The articles in the third 
section focus on specific cases that seek to teach digital methods and com-
putational approaches and on larger models that might be applied in various 
settings.
 Perry, Dennis, and Fredheim’s article looks at an integrated approach to 
teaching digital methods within the context of a traditional heritage field 
school. They use their case study, the annual nine-week-long “Heritage Prac-
tice” field school for first-year undergraduate students at the University of 
York (UK), as a way to approach the field school as critical pedagogy. In their 
discussion, they muse on both the transformative potential of these sorts 
of field-based learning experiences as well as the sustainability of the field-


