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ABSTRACT
As we engaged in designing digital interventions for intercultural
dialogues around public cultural heritage sites, we saw an oppor-
tunity to surface multiple interpretations and points of view of
history and shine a critical lens on current societal issues. To do
so, we present the results of a collaborative auto-ethnography of
alternative tours accompanied by intercultural guides, to explore
sensory and embodied engagements with cultural heritage sites in
a southern European capital. By focusing on the differences in how
we experienced the heritage sites, we analyse the duality of dis-
comfort, a common concept in HCI, in that it can both be deployed
as a resource for designing systems that can transform people’s
understanding of history or it can be a hindrance for engagement,
having an unequal effect on individuals.

CCS CONCEPTS
•Human-centered computing→ Field studies; •Applied com-
puting → Arts and humanities.

KEYWORDS
cultural heritage, intercultural dialogues, ethnography

1 INTRODUCTION
Migration has shaped modern society by allowing for intercultural
exchanges [98]. European nations, in particular, are composed of
many cultures, interacting over centuries, but the recent rise in mi-
gration has also led to an increase in xenophobic discourse, which
seeks to defend and protect European heritage as if it was homo-
geneous [72, 79]. Countering anti-migration sentiments, European
policy agendas [47, 48] seek to stimulate intercultural dialogues,
acknowledging that European culture heritage (CH) has been and

is currently influenced by multiple cultures. As this heritage dis-
course becomes digital, a critique of these interventions is that they
adopt a techno-deterministic approach [54, 92], without concern
for who is participating in this dialogue and the outcome of digital
technologies in CH. Notably, existing digital interventions do not
address why intercultural dialogues are difficult to achieve and
leave it to citizens to start and engage in exchanges. Furthermore,
digital interventions in the public CH sites (like locative media
technologies [1, 7, 36, 80, 96]) may not consider the barriers that
stop intercultural dialogues.

Therefore, we seek to explore intercultural dialogue through sen-
sory and embodied engagements with CH sites to understand the
design’s physical context. Our research, explicitly oriented towards
"the wild" [121], builds on the work of Schofield and colleagues
[109, 110] to investigate the suitability of Human-Computer Inter-
action (HCI) design methods to contribute to an understanding
of digital CH from a critical and future-oriented way. Through
a collaboration with two organizations that provide intercultural
alternative guided tours in Lisbon, a southern European capital,
six researchers visited 13 distinct heritage sites and documented,
through autoethnography, our engagements with the physical and
discursive contexts of the sites, as we learned about the different
histories and the communities represented in them. Through col-
laborative autoethnography and diffractive analysis, we looked
for visible "patterns of difference" [10] on how each researcher
experienced heritage places differently.

Firstly, as a contribution to CH, we demonstrate the usefulness
of doing autoethnography with a critical cultural heritage stance,
where the emphasis on bodies and their relationship to the material-
semiotic conditions of heritage sites are taken as a starting point
for design. Methods such as these can be helpful in articulating the
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experience of interacting and learning about cultural heritage from
an intercultural perspective.

Secondly, as a contribution to HCI, our design exploration sur-
faces embodied aspects related to discomfort, a somatic dimension
of experience that has been gaining relevance in HCI [16, 17, 112,
125], for designing critical and intercultural heritage technologies.
Notably, our articulation of discomfort highlights how different
facets of discomfort can be resources or hindrances when designing
critical heritage tools. This articulation of discomfort is structured
as design implications (in section 5.1) for researchers interested in
critical locative media in public heritage sites.

Finally, methods used in this article contribute to the growing
HCI body of work on collaborative autoethnography [31, 70, 86, 105,
106] and diffraction [40, 52, 67, 78, 103], which can be useful to other
HCI researchers exploring patterns of difference in an entangled
world. Reflection on these methods are presented as methodological
implications (in section 5.2) for researchers interested in applying
these methods to other topics.

2 BACKGROUND
In this section, we summarise modern heritage approaches and its
connection to HCI.

2.1 Modern Heritage Approaches
Heritage is an element that can be inherited and that should be
preserved due to its cultural, natural, or historic value [64]. Tangi-
ble CH elements, like physical artefacts or places, accentuate the
physicality and material qualities of heritage [64]. Intangible CH
includes the social and cultural practices that maintain a collective
social memory [64, 77]. Tangible CH is linked to intangible CH (e.g.,
in the way we use language to describe it) and embedded in an
experience of an individual (therefore, subjective) [64].

A new wave in heritage research has emerged by framing it
through a critical lens that extends and shifts attention from her-
itage to issues that affect the present [135]. A common tenet of
critical heritage discourse is the desire to move past an Authorised
Heritage Discourse (AHD) [116], a view of heritage that is expert-
centric, euro-centric and propagating institutionally approved nar-
ratives of culture. For example, AHD creates or maintains the nar-
rative of a nation by highlighting sites that are representative of
power [55]; this refocuses heritage as not being "things" but as a con-
tinuous negotiation of meaning-making by identifying, managing,
preserving, and visiting [116]. In opposition to AHD, perspectives
to understand heritage have emerged that focus on non-western
conceptualisations or that value sub-national or community voices,
creating bottom-up approaches to heritage [115]. Tsenova et al.
[126] explores a bridge between AHD and community voices by
casting volunteers in heritage sites as genius loci, experts in their
own experience and the ’spirit of place’/authenticity but not au-
thorised by institutions. Plural heritages [110] stand against AHD
by legitimatising all heritages since having an AHD’s institution-
alised narrative invalidates all others. Plural heritages should not
be seen as an exercise in integrating or reconciling past perspec-
tives but as giving value to these perspectives and their dimensions
[109]. Future-oriented heritage stands against AHD by rejecting

its adopted binaries (e.g., tangible/intangible, nature/culture, hu-
man/nonhuman) [65] and theorising the future of heritage as a
critical lens on present issues and what heritage means [109]. For
example, the Future Heritages research project [65] tackled four
themes (uncertainty, transformation, profusion and diversity) by
exploring how different heritage practices could assemble radically
different futures.

2.2 Heritage & HCI
Digital tools have been applied to safeguard CH in multiple ways,
including identification, cataloguing, preservation, curation, dis-
semination and education, among others [50]. Digital tools, and in
particular, semantic web technologies have been concerned with
providing digital CH access to different stakeholders [43, 113], ex-
tending also to concerns about the quality of data available [4, 49]
and ease of access Candela et al. [28]. This emphasis on dissemi-
nation is also often accompanied with an emphasis on education,
with several digital artifacts exploring virtual or augmented reality
[14, 50], serious games [71], social media [77] and tangible interac-
tion [34, 95], in a variety of contexts (e.g., schools [71] and museums
[34]). Digital tools have also been applied to the experience of in-
teracting in physical CH sites through the curation of geo-localised
experiences. For example, Baker and Verstockt [7] created a system
that curates routes with geotagging for tourists, facilitating explo-
ration, while Quercia et al. [96] created a geolocalised recommender
system based on knowledge graphs that makes use of perceptions
of people that are already familiar with the city, to recommend
paths aimed at a particular feeling. Following this focus on loca-
tive experiences, several works have begun to explore Augmented
Reality inline with activist practices [114]: The Whole Story Project
app [36] juxtaposes virtual statues of notable women juxtaposed to
physical male statues; SweetgrassAR [80] overlays co-created digital
stories on sculptures in a university campus, challenging colonial
narratives with a reflection on Indigenous-settler relationships; and
Campus AR [1] uses filters to rename campus infrastructures after
prominent alumni of color.

These last examples [1, 80, 80], in addition to work from Schofield
et al. [109] and Claisse et al. [35], show that HCI has began exploring
artifacts as conduits for critical heritage discourse. Schofield et al.
[109] by identifying common interests and concerns related to
participation, representation and knowledge creation, links modern
heritage approaches to contemporary design/HCI practices (such as
embodied interaction, participatory design and speculative design).

HCI’s turn to embodiment [101] influenced by theory on embodi-
ment and technology [42], rejecting a Cartesian separation between
mind and body, has resulted in multiple research threads exploring
feminism, race, differently-abled, among others epistemological
perspectives [12, 73, 74, 87, 117, 133, 134]. An orientation to embod-
ied interaction in HCI has been gaining traction, not only because
technologies are increasingly worn, close to us, carried with us, or
within us, [83] but also because ultimately, as stated by Homewood
and colleagues [67], "we have bodies, we are bodies, and we exist
in continuous relations with other bodies". This attention to how
different bodies experience the world has led to new approaches to
design, such as soma design [69], where the aesthetic appreciation
of the soma (or bodymind), is taken as the starting point of the
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design. However, Katta Spiel’s [117] analysis of body-oriented tangi-
ble technologies revealed that most designs are implicitly made for
unmarked bodies and body norms, the majority being non-disabled,
western, white, and cis-male. Spiel suggests a different approach to
design that is sensitive to the norms permeating the design process,
that marks all bodies in the design, and embraces the messiness of
living bodies [117]. This is congruent with an intersectional lens in
design [108], which has a commitment to make visible how different
intersecting identities and privileges matter to how different people
experience the world and technology or experience oppression.

Discomfort is particularly relevant for embodied interaction
[16, 111] and soma design. In HCI, discomfort was initially de-
scribed in relation to rides in theme parks, but has since expanded
to performance-led research and cultural experiences, making it
part of HCI’s turn to culture [101]. Uncomfortable Interactions were
first articulated by Benford et al. [16] as "those that cause a degree of
suffering to the user. This may be physical suffering such as physical
stress, tiredness or pain, but might also involve mental suffering due to
fear and anxiety, either experienced directly or emphatically on behalf
of others." (p.2005). Benford et al. [16] suggest that discomfort, care-
fully and ethically, can be used: (i) to design for entertainment, such
as thrilling experiences (encompassing fearful anticipation, extreme
physical sensation, euphoric resolution); (ii) to design for enlighten-
ment by demanding a personal commitment to some experiences,
such as appreciating and interpreting artwork with dark themes;
(iii) or to promote social bonding by sharing difficult experiences
(either theirs or somebody else’s). Benford et al. [16] recognised
four forms of discomfort: (i) visceral, focused on physical sensations;
(ii) cultural associated with dark cultural content, either through
exposure or through decision making; (iii) control, by temporary
removing control away from users and being given greater con-
trol; and (iv) intimacy, achieved by playing with social boundaries,
isolating users, pushing for social interaction or surveying them.
Recognising and adapting to negative emotions is essential for our
social relationships, mental health and resilience [91]. Once contro-
versial due to its ethical nature, discomfort has now become more
accepted as a way to design for rich complex emotional interactions,
beyond designing for simply user-friendliness and positive emotion.
This acceptance is in part due to the ethical reflections on the use
of this approach [15, 60], considering the impact on participants
or as a research method. Discomfort has been deployed success-
fully in the design of digital games [57], exergames [26], and also
about designing interactions with art objects [51]. Following HCI’s
lead of engaging critically with the diversity of human experience,
discomfort has also been used to engage societal systematic and
intergenerational tensions with transformative learning [59, 60] or
to reflect on the methods we use [66].

Valuing sensory embodied experience as knowledge [42] has also
been paralleled in critical heritage research with Sather-Wagstaff’s
[104] description of moving bodies in sites of difficult heritage. The
expanded set of epistemological perspectives in HCI (such as Femi-
nist HCI [12] or Post-Colonial Computing [73, 74]) highlights the
value of knowledge diversity in the sameway as plural heritages has
in cultural heritage. For HCI and CH, participatory design practices
have valued the importance of polyvocality through participation
and representation [109]. Future-oriented heritage is also paralleled
in a set of HCI practices that value creativity and imagination by

constructing artefacts as knowledge. Critical design [11, 45], spec-
ulative design [44], counterfunctional design [94], design fiction
[21, 22], among others practices, not only draw focus to future
artefacts, but also to the social worlds that support them [109].

2.3 Intercultural Dialogues around Heritage
Building on Schofield et al.’s [109] call to critical heritage, we look at
heritage from an intercultural dialogic view. This not only explores
a design issue not present in Schofield et al. [109], but also harkens
to calls [38, 53, 93] to look at the active, physical and embodied
engagement with heritage.

Galani et al. [54] highlights two aspects affecting intercultural
dialogue in European Union (EU). Firstly, the conceptualisation of
otherness within heritage, with an initial focus on Europeans versus
immigrants "others", highlighting perceptions of cultural difference,
and then later, a conceptualisation of heritage as shared values,
highlighting perceptions of cultural commonality [54]. These con-
ceptualisations fail to address the dark side of European history
(e.g., slavery, colonialism, war, institutionalised racism, etc.) [54]
and can represent knowledge-oriented multiculturalism, where the
"other" culture is viewed as an object of knowledge to enrich the
dominant culture [23].

In this paper, we take inspiration from alternative practices for
intercultural dialogue through its inclusion in tourism. Tourism can
often be a marginalising practice [88] since tourism sites (which
include heritage sites) and tools (which include guidebooks, maps,
and tours) perpetuate AHD, and cast local hosts as performers of cul-
tural difference and holders of authenticity [128]. This spectatorial
lens of cultural difference reiterates the otherness of this experi-
ence, while a lens of empathy, of feeling like a native, dismisses any
discomfort of the experience, erasing plurality [19]. Differentiating
from tourism or empathy, Arendt [6] highlights visiting as a mode
of civic learning, one that acknowledges the critical plurality of
perspectives of an event/space, and a reflexive meaning-making
stage caused by this acknowledgement [19, 88]. Adopting this crit-
ical and reflexive approach [33], several guidebooks [32], maps
[27, 37, 89] and tours [13, 18, 41, 85, 97, 122–124] counteract the
dominant narratives by showcasing dissonant heritage [127] and
the voices of those left out of AHD [27]. To better understand the
mechanisms behind these tours, Ormond and Vietti [88] focus on
the inner workings of two initiatives: Migrantour[81], a project co-
funded by the EU with tour guides (citizen migrants, refugees and
asylum seekers) in 16 cities across Europe, and Roots Guide[58], an
interactive reflexive guidebook based on participants’ internal and
international migration experience, and targeting domestic tourists
in the Netherlands. Both programs use multi-stage participatory
storytelling and (auto)ethnographic mapping techniques to engage
guides in critical reflection [33], identifying multiple perspectives
and building their narrative, one that can "contest and broaden local
and national heritage discourses" [88]. Ormond and Vietti [88] iden-
tifies both initiatives as corresponding to the practice of "visiting"
as described by Arendt [6], since it acknowledges the legitimacy
of various perspectives (the host and the visitor’s interpretation)
and the intersection points between them, capable of creating the
disorientation dilemmas and emotional discomfort necessary for
transformative learning [100, 129].
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3 METHODOLOGY FOR DESIGN
EXPLORATION

Building on work in critical heritage in HCI [109] and the need to
further articulate embodied "in the wild" heritage experiences [53],
our design orientation does not attempt to homogenise or erase the
different histories and power relations that are part of how different
people experience the city and cultural heritage. We start from a
postcolonial & feminist design orientation:

• Irani and colleagues describe the postcolonial orientation
in HCI as one that allows "designers to recognise their work
not as designing appropriately for static, nationally-bound
cultures, but instead as interventions both in conversation
with and transformative of existing cultural practices" [73].
This orientation is concerned with framing the design pro-
cess and the types of relationships that the design process
fosters (e.g., between designers and end-users), steering
away from universal conceptions of design methods (and
its created design knowledge).

• Our design orientation is also firmly rooted in the feminist
notion that all knowledge, including historical knowledge,
is situated [62]. Particularly, we start from the notion that
there are no a-priori distinctions between the world and
the observer, but that both the subject and the object–or
people and the world around them–are constituted in their
relationship to each other. When applying this notion to
human bodies [67], we can conceive of bodies as being
entangled [52] in the world. The bodies become the sites
where politics and ethics are enacted. When we design from
this orientation, the "political and thematerial are entangled
at a deeper, epistemological and ontological level" [2].

3.1 Preparing the Field Study
Our heritage setting for fieldwork is in Lisbon, a city that has bene-
fited from its role as the central power in Portugal’s Imperialism
policy. The Portuguese Empire was one of Europe’s longest and
largest empires, giving Portugal considerable power and influence.
Similarly to other European Imperialistic nations, we acknowledge
that this power and influence emerged from Portugal’s colonial
stance. In particular, Portugal’s role in the trans-Atlantic slave
trade objectified millions of Africans as commodities in Europe and
America and has reverberated throughout to the present, with struc-
tural discrimination of African people in Portugal. This "otherness"
caused by coloniality is also present towards other communities.
This issue is not exclusive to Portugal, with many European coun-
tries having to deal with their (hidden) history and its consequences
in today’s society [54].

As Blomberg and Karasti put it, the ethnographic "field site is
not out there waiting to be visited; instead it is reflexively constructed
by every choice the ethnographer makes in selecting, connecting, and
bounding the site and via the interactions through which s/he engages
with the material artifacts and the people who define the field" [20].
In our case, we constructed a field site for studying how critical
cultural heritage encounters could work in practice, considering
two criteria. Firstly, following Arendt’s [6] reflexive practice of "vis-
iting", we searched for individuals/organizations which are "good

company" [56], i.e. able to help us visit different perspectives. Sec-
ondly, we sought after dissonant views of history, ones that actively
stayed away from the canon view of Portuguese history. Consid-
ering the location of Lisbon and these two criteria, we searched
online (consulting search engines, blogs, travel agencies), and iden-
tified two tours in Lisbon which fit these criteria: Migrantour [81]
and African Lisbon Tour [122]. We engaged in collaboration with
guides–from here on, referred to as intercultural guides because of
their role in bridging between different cultures and multiple inter-
pretations of heritage sites [107]–from these organisations devoted
to promoting intercultural dialogues through tourism, as well as
integration of migrant communities through tourism industry jobs.

3.2 Collaborative Autoethnography
Inspired by Schofield et al. [109] provocation that several HCI prac-
tices could be repurposed to study critical heritage discourse, we
chose to engage with the fieldwork by conducting collaborative
autoethnography [31].

Autoethnography as a method in HCI has gained popularity, es-
peciallywhen a deep understanding of the experience is needed [99],
including a variety of autoethnographic work, like horseback riding
as a way to learn about bodily interaction [68] to soundscape design
for personal heritage and locative media [30]. In autobiographical
design, Desjardins and Ball [39] identifies authority as a tension,
when collaborators are involved in the design but not on the account
of it. Addressing ethics concerns with the mono-vocal nature of
autoethnography [75], first-person research methods have begun to
includemultiple researchers emphasising the dialogical relationship
between multiple lived experiences. Duoethnography[86, 105, 106],
trioethnography [70] and collaborative autoethnography [31] in-
terpret the pooled autoethnographic data as a collective. Given the
number of researchers involved, we chose collaborative autoethnog-
raphy and while examples within HCI are scarce, we found that
this approach would best exemplify the plural heritages [110] and
follow Schofield et al. [109] use of HCI methods as an exploration
of CH.

Several tours were scheduled (3 for Migrantour and 1 for the
African Lisbon Tour) for six researchers (identified as R1 to R6, all
authors). For these tours, researchers were paired in groups of two
and three; this was intentional to have multiple perspectives of the
same tour instance. ForMigrantour, groups of two (R1 + R3; R2 + R6;
R3 + R4) did the tour; for the African Lisbon Tour a group of three
(R2 + R4 + R5) did the tour. Due to scheduling issues, only three
researchers could do both tours. When engaging in interactions
with the intercultural guides, we revealed ourselves as researchers,
but we were also "tourists", acting as such in terms of communica-
tion with the intercultural guides; therefore, all the intercultural
guides were compensated with their usual fees. Intercultural guides
did not use any digital components (e.g., audio or video) as sup-
port during the tour; they did however have printed documents
(e.g., images from their country, historical documents) that were
often weaved into the experience of "visiting". During the tours,
the researchers took notes of the experience and documented their
engagements through text and drawings in a notebook or through
annotated geotagged photos. After the tours, each researcher wrote
autoethnographic accounts of going through the city. Fig. 1 and
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Figure 1: Map of Lisbon with locations "stops" (••) for the
Migrantour (M1-7) and African Lisbon Tour (A1-A6)

table 1 show the trajectory of the two intercultural tours, as well as
a short description of its main "stops".

3.3 Analysis of Ethnographic Materials
Each researcher wrote autoethnographic accounts after engaging in
intercultural tours in 13 CH sites in Lisbon, with particular attention
to the feelings and sensations as we walked, moved, entered, and
left places, learned and interacted with objects, concepts and people.

To collectively analyse our pooled autoethnographic data, we
were inspired by the use of diffraction [40, 52, 67, 78, 103] in HCI,
recommended by Homewood and colleagues [67] “as a concept and
a process as it lets designers read the ways of approaching bodies
through one another rather than against one another”.

Diffraction is a metaphor for inquiry inspired by Karen Barad
[10], focused on attending to differences, the specific material en-
tanglements we are part of, our intersecting identities, and the
multiple and often conflicting discursive and material practices that
constitute our everyday lives. Diffraction is focused on document-
ing how these different elements may interfere with each other in
the ongoing process of producing knowledge and meaning from the
world where we are entangled [52]. While positivist and classical
qualitative approaches rely on validity and reliability to assess how
much data can accurately represent an external world, a diffractive
mode of enquiry does not seek to represent the world but engage

with it, producing new insights and situated knowledge. Such a par-
adigm relies instead on a rigorous description of the discursive and
material conditions that give rise to different forms of data, from
the collection to the analysis and presentation of results, backed by
the notion that each decision made by the researchers represents
an agential cut. For Barad, an agential cut [9] represents an active
choice of separating subject and object, an inside and outside of
a phenomenon that we are interested in describing. Agential cuts
create a specific kind of knowledge and way of seeing the world,
while necessarily precluding an infinite number of others.

As opposed to traditional qualitative methods (such as grounded
theory [119] that would strive to find commonalities), to diffrac-
tively analyse our autoethnographic accounts, we placed these in a
shared online whiteboard and documents (Miro Boards1 and Google
Docs2, see fig. 2). These nine documents (6 for the Migrantour and
3 for African Lisbon Tour) also included photos taken during the
tour, and drawings, maps, and diagrams done after.

Over a week, researchers were tasked with multiple reading ses-
sions of the accounts and invited to comment on the documents to
ask questions about each other’s experiences over prompts such as:
"What were the tensions, the dissonances, the comfort and discomfort
zones that the researchers highlighted in their accounts? Why did
we describe something in a particular way? Why did someone notice
one thing and others didn’t? What is prioritised for each person, and
why?".

In this analysis, we also took notice of the different emotions
attributed to different situations. We were particularly looking
for differences in experience and instances when some particular
place/person/event produced different readings. We treated it as a
pattern of difference [10] and used it to discuss and pinpoint the
particular discursive-material conditions that created that specific
reaction. After a period of asynchronous commenting, we organised
five online workshops sessions, each lasting around one hour:

• The first and second workshops were focused on the gen-
eral autoethnographic accounts with an increasing level of
detail.

• Three workshop sessions focused on the different threads
(e.g., gender or cultural identity differences) to deepen our
understanding of each other’s experiences. Each thread con-
sists of different possible agential cuts [9], through which
we could analyse our experience.

During this one week of workshops, asynchronous commenting
on the autoethnographic accounts continued, and the content of
the session discussions was also added to the documents and digital
whiteboard. The results of this analysis are not stable, uniform
categories usually produced by traditional qualitative modes of
inquiry (e.g. thematic analysis), but instead, make visible "patterns
of difference" [10] on how each researcher aspects of heritage places
differently.

3.4 Positionality
Following Feminist Standpoint Theory [63], our experiences and
backgroundmake up a unique perspective on the world. Data, when
analysed diffractively, is not taken as a referent of an individual
1https://miro.com
2https://docs.google.com
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Table 1: Locations for the Migrantour (M1-7) and African Tour (A1-A6) in fig. 1

ID Location
M1 St. Dominic Church - National Monument from the XIII century. The church was also the site of the 1506 Easter Slaughter.

M2 St. Dominic Square - Since 2008, the square has a monument for the Jewish victims of the massacre and a wall with "Lisbon, city of tolerance"
written in 34 languages.

M3 Torre da Pela - Tower in ruins, part of the "Fernandine" city walls. These walls were for defence, before eventually being used to separate
neighbourhoods and communities.

M4 Martim Moniz - Square named after a knight who sacrificed himself in a siege against the Moors. Multiple communities now frequent the square
for daily activities (e.g., wudu & daily prayers) or events (e.g., Chinese New Year).

M5 Martim Moniz subway - Subway station with commissioned tile walls. These traditional tile walls are "Portugal" themed, "Moors" themed and
"African" themed.

M6 Bem Formoso street- Once a main entry street for Lisbon, this small street now contains multiple restaurants & stores representative of its
multicultural community, with more than 55 nationalities.

M7 Mouraria - Traditional neighborhood, initially named after the moors that were confined to the area after loosing a siege.

M8 Mouraria - Mouraria was the birthplace of Fado, a musical style recognized by UNESCO as an intangible cultural heritage. The tour ended in the
houses of Maria Severa Onofriana and Fernando Maurício, two standout Fado singers.

A1 Terreiro do Paço (Commerce Square) - National monument rebuilt in the XVIII century. This large harbour-facing square was the entry point for
enslaved people into Lisbon.

A2 St. Dominic Church - See above. It was also the location of the first black monastery.
A3 St. Dominic Square - See above.

A4 Rossio train station - Due to its central location, Rossio is a connection point between several neighborhoods. In the past, Rossio was marked by
slave markets and Inquisition executions in the XVI century.

A5 Statue of Padre António Vieira - Unveiled in 2017, this statue memorializes António Vieira, a Jesuit priest and writer. Due to its connection with
colonialism, the statue, "vandalized" with the word Decolonize, has become one of the focal points of Black Lives Matter in Portugal.

A6 Adamastor - While this lookout point is now a popular terrace for tourists & locals, in the past it served as a stand to watch slaves being tortured.

A7 Statue of Marquis of Sá da Bandeira - Statue memorializing a politician know for his abolitionism efforts. Andrêsa do Nascimento, a courtesan
from Cape Verde commonly known as Black Fernanda, served as a model for an enslaved African woman at the bottom of the statue.

Figure 2: Analysis of autoethnography materials in an online whiteboard with collaborative document editors.

person, but rather as a relation [84]. It is the product of the intersec-
tion of a person and a material or text in a particular environment,
and it should be read through this grid of relations. Rather than
following each individual person, a diffractive analysis follows rela-
tions, and how they shift and change throughout the engagement of
the person with an environment, and throughout the analysis. The
inclusion of researchers and participants with different bodies, dif-
ferent backgrounds, and different contexts was central to be able to

highlight differences. Therefore, researcher positionality is crucial
for understanding where do the statements come from, and what
aspects may be missing from the research. Table 2 shows position-
ality statements for the six researchers. These statements reflect a
diversity of gender, race, supranational/national/subnational iden-
tity, migration experience, etc. While we acknowledge the existence
of other intersectionality traits, we report on traits that we find
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relevant to the discussion of intercultural dialogues around her-
itage. For example, two researchers live in an autonomous region,
previously considered overseas territories or colonies (without a
native population), representing a different subnational identity.
Our positionality statements also acknowledge our epistemological
backgrounds for transparency. Finally, we also acknowledge traits
in common (middle class and educated in STEM fields) and our
positionality as a collective (embedded in a research institution that
values human-centred design of sociotechnical systems).

4 ENGAGEMENTS WITH HERITAGE SITES
Belowwe detail our experiences engaging with some of the heritage
sites. Although we have documented engagements with multiple
heritage sites in Lisbon, we chose to detail the ones below due
to their richness in various meanings and diffracted engagements.
For each site, we give a minimal historical contextualisation as
intercultural guides gave it, so we can describe the experience of
engaging with them.

4.1 St. Dominic Church (M1 & A2)
St. Dominic church (see fig. 3.a) is as a catholic church built in 1241
in Baroque style [131]. The church, a National Heritage site, was
not known in advance by all except one researcher (R4). The church
was a place of memorials, carrying marks from the past. It had been
the stage of the Easter slaughter, where thousands of Jews (that
converted to Catholicism) were lynched in the 16th century, carried
by faithful Catholics. The event has been memorialised through
the planting of an olive tree by the entrance and a monument
depicting a star of David near the church’s exterior (see fig. 4.b).
Additionally, it had suffered two earthquakes, one of which had
destroyed most of the church, and it had been rebuilt using pieces
from other churches nearby. When the fire consumed most of it
in 1959, it was only partially rebuilt (in 1994), and most marks of
the fire were left (see fig. 3.b). These historical facts were unknown
to all of the researchers, even if most of them had studied in the
Portuguese educational system, and their reflections on learning
the historical facts while being in the church were recorded in the
autoethnographies.

We start by listing the different researcher self-reports of the
experience of crossing the door threshold. The church and all the
stories associatedwith it provoked a kind of discomfort in all but one
of us, but the discomfort was associated with different discursive
and material conditions associated with the church. R3 describes
her experience as being marked by noticing a "religious veil that
a saint used, and it was there showcased". Her experience of the
church was framed by her memories of attending a Catholic school
and the ability to both recognise and have an affective relationship
with the symbols on display. But R3 also felt like an intruder, as she
was negotiating both her roles as a Catholic and as a researcher,
balancing the need to observe and listen to the guide with her
knowledge of how to behave in a church as aworshipper. In contrast,
R1 reflecting on his experience of leaving the Catholic church as
a child, states that visiting churches is a weird experience for me.
On one hand, I can admit that they are beautiful, important for a
group of people and that they should be respected/preserved. On the
other hand, they now seem kinda soulless to me, like the space would

only feel complete by my belief in a higher entity". However, the
church gained a new set of meanings through the historical context
provided by the intercultural guides. For example, R6 and R5 both
describe a poignant "aesthetical experience" when entering the
church after being told that the church had been the stage of a
massacre of the Jewish community and that it had been consumed
by fire and only partially restored, being painted red and leaving
the marks of the fire: "Was the red restoration symbolic of something?
Maybe of the sins committed in that church during the massacre?". R2,
on the other hand, had not felt particularly connected to the church,
seeing it as a place partly in ruins, but it piqued his interest once
he learned that the same church had been the place where the first
black fraternity was created in Europe and the dual role that it had
as a place where the converted slaves could organise themselves
and have some sort of financial freedom, as well as being a place
where the catholic church could exert influence on the African
population. R4 was familiar with the church, knew its connections
to the African community, having visited many times with their
family, but had not considered how the church was also connected
to the Jewish community: "These stories are never talked about in
history books. I had no idea Lisbon has such a horrible history with
Jews. What has happened to the Jewish community in this town, I
wonder?"

4.1.1 Comparing the experience. The church’s history, when situ-
ated and contextualised by being physically there, created a strong
aesthetic experience and left lasting impressions. This experience is
partly framed by the material conditions in the construction and de-
struction of the church, but mostly about its histories. We highlight
the use of plural "histories" because rather than being one particu-
lar history, each of the facts provided by the tours are incomplete.
Each history about the church and the different communities whose
stories intersected with it brought to attention a particular material
detail in the church: the red paint, the scars in the structure, or the
barren look. However, we can also see how each of the researcher’s
identities, religious orientations, and knowledge of history deter-
mined the experience of being there. National CH sites are often
made to create and sustain a national identity. We started our anal-
ysis by assuming a unified national identity for most researchers,
but our engagements with the church were mostly framed around
other local identities or other characteristics that each resulted in
distinct uncomfortable experiences — framed by uneasy relation-
ships with religious symbols (R1, R3) or the contrast between a
sacred place and the knowledge of the histories of massacres (R5,
R6) — , although for all of us, it also resulted in a desire to know
more about the fates of the communities represented in the stories.

4.2 St. Dominic’s square (M2 & A3)
Outside the church lies St. Dominic’s square (see fig 4.a). St. Do-
minic’s square is a historical meeting point for African communities.
As R5 learns, the market "was used as a slave market. I wasn’t aware
of that. I felt a little revolted because it was another point that de-
served more significance in our history books and not to be hidden/not
talked about". Over the centuries, the square has been functioning
as a support network for newly arrived immigrants from African
countries. Currently, square benches are mostly occupied by elderly
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Table 2: Positionality statements of researchers (R) involved in the autoethnography

ID Positionality

R1

R1 is a white male of Portuguese nationality, from a middle-class background and identifies as atheist. While having previously lived in Lisbon, R1
was born and lived the majority of his life in an autonomous region of Portugal. R1 has migrated before for short periods (6-12 months).R1 was born
with bilateral clubfoot; he has had multiple operations but still walks with a gait and often experiences pain. R1 comes from a computer science and
HCI background, with previous experience in designing and evaluating technologies using a human-centred design approach, including previous
work on tourism and heritage.

R2
R2 is a white male of Portuguese nationality from a middle-class background and identifies as non-religious. R2 has lived in Lisbon for a majority
of his life, but has lived for 16 years abroad. R2 comes from a background in Computer Science, with previous experience in interaction design,
including previous work in tangible and embodied interaction.

R3

R3 is a white female of Portuguese nationality, from a middle-class background and identifies as catholic. While born near Lisbon, R3 has lived the
majority of her life in autonomous regions of Portugal. R3 comes from a background in communication, culture and HCI, with previous experience
in designing and evaluating technologies for museum settings using a human-centred design approach and co-design methods, including previous
work on communities and heritage.

R4
R4 is a black non-binary perceived as female of Portuguese nationality, from a middle-class background and does not identify with any specific
religion. R4 was born and has lived in the district of Lisbon for the majority of their life. R4 is currently a computer science student, with no previous
research experience.

R5 R5 is a white female of Portuguese nationality, from a middle-class background and identifies as atheist. R5 was born and has lived in the district of
Lisbon for all her life, 30 km away from the city centre. R5 is currently a computer science student, with no previous research experience.

R6

R6 is a white female of Italian nationality, from a middle-class background and does not identify with any specific religion, despite being interested
and inspired by several. Having previously lived in many cities in Europe and outside, R6 has lived in Portugal for the last thirteen years as an
immigrant. R6 comes from a background in Fine Arts, and HCI, with previous experience in several Digital Storytelling projects, including previous
work on communities and heritage.

Figure 3: St. Dominic Church (M1 & A2), from left to right: a) rebuilt exterior of the church; b) marks of the fire inside the
church

men; as detailed by one of the intercultural guides, these are afro-
descendent ex-combatants who fought in the second half of the XX
century in Portugal’s colonial wars. The square was also inhabited
by street sellers, almost exclusively of African descent. These were
women selling fruits, nuts, and vegetables, many imported and

typical of east Africa. There were also men selling assorted antique
items.

Although most of us were familiar with the square and the sur-
rounding areas, as they are very central in Lisbon, few of us have
engaged with the sellers. R4 was the exception, as they had visited
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the market with their grandmother. As R2 enters the market, he
notes that "So many times have I been in that square without in-
teracting with the street sellers at all. And then suddenly I find that
they are selling baobab fruit". As R2 approached to buy the fruit,
he was approached by a man, who was not a seller, who asked
him to google an image of the baobab trees. He then shows the
picture to the woman selling the seeds. R6 appreciated the women
selling fruits but was distrustful of the antiques being sold and
chose not to engage with the sellers. R5 and R4 were put in touch
with the sellers by the guide but the reaction of some of the sellers
was not welcoming, and they chose not to engage in conversation.
Reflecting on this, R5 describes that "even though we are curious
about someone else’s culture, we need to have respect and consent
from the other person. Sometimes people love to talk to new people
and tell them all types of stories like where they come from, who they
are, what do they do, etc., but sometimes, like that day, they might
not want to do any of that and just be there to do what they came to
do such as selling her own goods". In hindsight, R4 describes that
"It felt a bit uncomfortable as [the guide] was trying to get them to
explain the importance of the products to their culture, but they were
not very willing to talk".

4.2.1 Comparing the experience. As we learned the historical con-
text of this central square, from the horrific slave trade to a safe
space for the afro-descendent community living in Lisbon and
newly arrived immigrants, it was clear that this was a space that
was already a cultural heritage site where intercultural encounters
happened daily. It was a microcosm for many of the positive con-
nections we wanted to foster and the friction that may occur in
these encounters. This was our design goal from the outset, which
meant that the square was an opportunity to analyse how inter-
cultural exchanges could occur. This also foregrounded our roles
as visitors, as we interacted with the people who were part of the
daily life of this historical square. By looking at the differences in
experience, we find that there needs to be some common ground
for communication to be established. When such common ground
was not there from the outset, we believed that this resulted in
"mutual strangerhood" [88], a feeling where the visitor and the
local think of each other as an idealisation, and almost always re-
sults in impoverished connections. When communication departed
from this outset, it resulted in an uncomfortable, almost forced,
intimacy. This was noted by R4 and R5, and contrasts with e.g. how
R2 experienced the market with comfort and ease, since he had
been approached by someone. At its most negative, these feelings
can result in withdrawal from interaction.

4.3 Streets of Lisbon
"Count the steps" [our guide] told us before we started going up a very
uphill flight of stairs that would lead us to Largo Trindade Coelho.
When we got to the top, a number came up, 235, which represented the
number of slaves sold at the first auction held at the House of Slaves"
(R4). The streets of Lisbon, much like other old cities, are full of his-
tory. In the example we shown, the number of stairs and the effort
required to climb them became a way to accentuate the severity
of the slave trade. As a city with seven steep hills, many stories
were told at the top of a hill (see fig. 5.a), overviewing different
neighbourhoods and monuments. In short, moving about, visiting

places, and getting exposed to different people, was an integral
part of the experience. However, already as we leave S.Dominic’s
square, in a street involving several flights of stairs, one of the re-
searchers, R1, noted how the geography of the city was challenging
for him. Having a disability, he reflected on how every step and
every inclination required additional planning to tackle it: "I’m
always thinking of what shoes I’m wearing, how my feet feel, what
type of terrain I will encounter, etc. This constant self-check is also
because I’m prone to forget about them at times; I live with a constant
baseline of pain, and some points I don’t notice when the pain stops
or increases".

In contrast, moving through the city was considered mostly
unremarkable by the other researchers and notably absent from
their autoethnographic reports, at least until the end, when most
researchers reported some form of physical or mental exhaustion.
During one of our workshops, where we zoomed into factors of
mobility, we started disentangling some of the concerns most of
us had when moving about in this particular city. For example,
R2 who has young children, avoids going to the city centre with
them (see fig.5.b), as the streets are not pram accessible, and R3
preemptively adds bandages to her shoes before going for a walk
to prevent blisters. These concerns could sometimes prevent us
from visiting the city centre, home of the heritage sites we were
interested in.

Additionally, on different occasions, R5 and R4 reported feeling
uncomfortable in the streets due to being perceived as women. For
example, R4 notes, when walking in one of the streets: "The first
noticeable thing is that only men can be seen in the stores, and most
of them sit at the front of it almost as a way of claiming the space as
their own and controlling what goes on the street. Being perceived as
a woman, I rapidly become uncomfortable as I start to feel monitored"
and R5, in a nearby street right close to one monument (see fig. 5.c),
also writes that as the guide "was trying to explain the history of the
monument but there was aman behind harassing us and I could barely
hear her. As if harassing a group of four women was not bad enough,
he was being incredibly loud". As we tried to disentangle these
concerns, R4 reports that even if familiar with the city centre, they
often avoid places exclusively inhabited by men due to discomfort
and feelings of insecurity.

4.3.1 Comparing the experience. When looking at differences in
mobility, particularly the blind spots of those who have not reported
mobility (R1 and R3 reported physical hindrances as opposed to
the other researchers) or harassment in the street (as noted first
by R5 and R4, with women researchers concurring, and with male
researchers acknowledging but not having first-person experience
of similar forms of harassment), we started to see a pattern emerging
in how we all move, and worry about moving, differently. Although
we have experienced that learning about cultural heritage while
being there, physically, is important, we have also seen how physical
andmental discomfort can prevent us from engagingwith the places
and people or even preventing us from visiting places in the first
place. Differences in howwemove, who we move with, and howwe
think others perceive us make a difference in how and if we choose
to visit places, making it an essential consideration for designing
locative media in CH sites in the city.
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Figure 4: St. Dominic’s square (M2 & A3), from left to right: a) open square surrounded by the "Lisbon, city of tolerance" wall; b)
Memorial do the victims of 1506 Easter Slaughter in the center of the square

Figure 5: Streets of Lisbon, from left to right: a) View from Torre da Pela (M3) of the Martim Moniz square (M4), only accessible
through downhill stairs; b) Bem Formoso street M6, with sidewalks occupied with cars; c) Small alleyway in Mouraria M8

4.4 Rossio railway station (A4), Statue of Padre
António Vieira (A5) and Statue of Marquis
of Sá da Bandeira (A7)

"We now walk in the middle of the Rossio station and we go up to
a platform overviewing Lisbon. Here the Portuguese are put on the
spot. We’re asked questions about Marquês de Pombal"(R2). Rossio
railway station was once known as Central Station, occupying a
prominent Lisbon site. As it is located at the bottom of a hill, it is
possible to climb up from inside the building and get a privileged
view of Lisbon, with many important heritage sites visible from
the platform. One of its platforms was used as a stage for learning

about the ending of the Portuguese slave trade, particularly about
the role of Marquês de Pombal, who is often credited with ending
the international slave trade in Portugal and the first in the World
to do so in 1761. For various reasons, he was an important figure
for Lisbon, having a major square named after him. The privileged
view of Lisbon allowed the intercultural guide to point to different
sites relevant to the story. Here, the guide has chosen to interpolate
the Portuguese researchers and ask them who ended the slave trade.
The answers, reflecting our common knowledge, were wrong. As
the guide distributes a piece of paper with a photocopy of a letter
written by Marquês de Pombal at the time, it was clear that he had
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Figure 6: Statues in Lisbon, from left to right: a) Statue of Padre António Vieira (A5), with three converted indigenous children
at the the base; b) Statue of Marquis of Sá da Bandeira (A7), with a mother and child with European features (representing the
free slaves with broken shackles) at the base

simply banned enslaved people from entering Portugal because they
were seen as taking jobs from young Portuguese men, redirecting
the slave trade to the colonies instead. Finding gaps in knowledge
was interpreted differently by the different researchers, in terms
of how comfortable they felt with it. R5 and R4, for example, state
that they feel uncomfortable with not knowing things that should
be common sense, with R4 hedging their discomfort by always
expecting not to know.

As we move towards another area of town nearby, we are faced
with the statue of a Jesuit priest (see Fig. 6.a), missionary in Colonial
Brazil, diplomat and writer from the XVII century called António
Vieira, whose books are uncritically taught as part of the main
curriculum of Portuguese high schools. This statue, which was un-
veiled in 2017, has been the centre of controversies since António
Vieira was complicit in the slave trade to Brazil. When it was un-
veiled, it was immediately protested by anti-colonial groups and
physically guarded by far-right groups. The statue has also been the
target of a graffiti protest in 2020, following worldwide reactions
to Black Lives Matter in the US, where the statue’s hands were
painted red. Three of the researchers, R5, R4, and R2 engaged with
this statue in one of the tours. R4 states that the contextualisation
of the statue was perceived as surprising, noting that it differed
dramatically from the history taught in school: "I was surprised to
know about his negative influence in the lives of indigenous people as
in school. We only focused on analysing his writing without a critical
look into his role in Portuguese history itself." R2, living abroad and
never having seen the statue live before, only the pictures of the
protests done to it, and only having a faint memory of reading his
books in school, noted how different the statue felt compared to
St. Dominic’s church, who was showing the marks of its history:

"Looking at the statue, for the first time ever, I was struck by how
clean it was. [. . . ] The statue had forgotten all of what has happened
and it was standing there, victorious, in the middle of a public square."
R5 also had a faint memory of what had been taught in school, and
when asked by the guide to say what she thought of the figure,
she said that the name was familiar, but the memory of who it
represented was faint.

Later, the researchers were engaged with the statue of Marquis of
Sá da Bandeira (see fig 6.c), a politician known for their abolitionist
efforts. However, the guide’s prompts were not focused on the Mar-
quis, but on what was wrong with the woman and child at its base.
Firstly, it was supposed to represent the formerly enslaved people
with broken shackles, a small detail that could get lost. Secondly,
although being based on Black Fernanda (the most famous black
citizen at the time the statue was commissioned), the representation
of the enslaved African women was whitewashed. R2 contemplated
how Black Fernanda, a character with a varied life ranging from
brothels to a lady in high society, was "[. . . ] being used to make
symbols that represent thankfulness to the coloniser (the shackles
broken, the kneeling), then ultimately invisibilised and erased, in this
case by whitewashing her face.". Here, the details hide the historical
knowledge, as the guide points out "this statue represents Portuguese
history: on the surface it looks good but dig a little deeper and you
find the real content"(R2). This statue marked the end of one of the
tours. As a final reflection on how they have learned new historical
facts, R4 writes that "It feels like it’s more daunting when you’re
asked directly and need to come up with an answer that most times is
way way off of the actual correct answer, rather than just listening to
the facts without realising the extent of your own ignorance."

Preprint — do not distribute.



Bala et al.

4.4.1 Comparing the experience. Being interpolated about histori-
cal knowledge was a common tactic used by the guides at different
times to assess the level of knowledge and depart from it, either
by correcting it or adding to it. It occurred on different occasions,
and here we chose to highlight three. This was a discomfort acutely
felt by R2, R4, and R5, who in contrast with the other researchers,
lived most of their lives in Lisbon and had their beliefs about the
history of the city most challenged. Being interpolated, as a tactic,
had differing effects related to how strongly we felt that we knew
the answer or were attached to that belief. If that was the case,
it resulted in feeling uncomfortable by not knowing the correct
answer. In many cases, it made us notice and inquire why we had
such beliefs, from where they came from, even if the answers were
not always apparent. In the sites we highlight here, the lack of
physical marks left on the places was also noticeable, which stands
in stark contrast with St. Dominic Church.

5 DISCUSSION
Lisbon, and its history, is an entanglement of multiple communities,
religions, and conflicts over the centuries. This history can be told
from multiple points of view and has sometimes left marks on the
city, both physical in the buildings, statues and monuments that we
see, as well as the people daily living and commuting. We have thus
far analysed the experience of visiting heritage sites accompanied
by intercultural guides. For most of the researchers, educated in
the Portuguese national education system, the re-learning of Por-
tuguese history and heritage from the perspective of the different
cultures, which are part of Portuguese history but invisible from
canon history, functioned as a form of defamiliarisation [132] of
our knowledge about Portuguese cultural heritage. Additionally,
city streets and city living, when contextualised by intercultural
guides, can be powerful sites to learn not only about the culture
and elements of the histories of the different communities who are
part of a city but also how the histories are reflected in the present
living conditions of the city dwellers. As this aligns well with the
goals of critical and future heritage work [109], we believe that
entering in collaboration with organisations and individuals who
do this kind of work would be of great value for HCI researchers
working in this domain.

Our analysis focused on diffracting our documented experiences
of engaging with these sites, to shed light on the material-discursive
conditions at the basis of our differences in experience. As digital
cultural heritage applications are increasingly designed for settings
outside of museums, our study offers a starting point on what
it would mean to adopt design methods to articulate elements
and dimensions of the user experience of cultural heritage "in the
wild", particularly in the city streets [109]. An orientation towards
diffraction allowed us to see how different bodies adapt, or struggle
to adapt, to the heritage site and its stories and practices.

In our case, it was clear that discomfort could be used as a lens–
in fact, an agential cut [9]–to see the ways that our bodies were
able to get entangled [52] with heritage sites, and which discursive-
material conditions caused it to be felt. In our study, there are clear
parallels to experiencing visceral, cultural, and intimate discomfort
[16], but here we go a step further and define discomfort in a more

basic sense, in a way that allows us to discuss how bodies are
adapted or not to the environment.

Following Sarah Ahmed’s work on race and place [2], as well as
"somaesthetics of discomfort" [125], we take discomfort to be the
feeling at odds with the environment. As Sarah Ahmed writes, "To
be comfortable is to be so at ease with one’s environment that it is
hard to distinguish where one’s body ends and the world begins"
[2], and as such comfort/discomfort can function as a powerful lens
fromwhich to analyse how heritage sites–particularly when contex-
tualised and experienced from critical and polyvocal angles–can be
experienced. Additionally, it was also a useful lens to conceptualise
when discomfort was being resolved, in a cathartic manner [16],
and therefore be used as a resource for learning and visiting [6, 88]
other points-of-view. We are inspired by soma design [69], in that
we avoid a dualistic view of body and mind and do not distinguish
between physical and mental discomfort. Instead, we chose two
agential cuts to discuss our study: seeing discomfort as a driving
force for transformation or discomfort as a hindrance. Our study
expands on the concept of discomfort for creating and evaluating
user experiences in particular for CH and in general to HCI.

5.1 Design Implications
5.1.1 Discomfort as a resource for designing critical CH. A future
and critical orientation to heritage is centred on moving past the
Authorised Heritage Discourse (AHD) [116], one that maintains the
narrative of a nation [55]. As we purposefully exposed ourselves
to plural heritage [110] perspectives, we encountered dissonant
points of view that shook some of our beliefs. Being exposed to
new information or simply being made aware of our ignorance
should be taken as expected reactions to the design of tools and in-
formation augmentation around heritage sites. According to Galani
[54], interactions and exposure to information in the digital space
are increasingly niched and personalised, where we are exposed to
views that are often similar to our own. When it comes to cultural
heritage, and in particular when taking a critical and future orien-
tation, we need to consider both the physical heritage sites and any
digital representation of heritage as diffracted, where the truth can
be found in the intersections of the different interpretations and
histories. We found that the lens of discomfort helped frame our
experiences of learning and re-learning history and engaging with
unfamiliar points of view.

In our case, we can name the defamiliarisation and disorienta-
tion coming from being exposed to different angles of history as
mild discomfort, but also one that led to aesthetic appreciation of
the stories and suffering of those whose points of view in history
were not as visible as, we all felt, they should. In our collaborative
autoethnography, when diffractively analysing several instances of
exposure to new information and contextualisation of the places
we were in, we found that the degree of discomfort (or in other
words, the degree of feeling at odds with the information given to
us) was related to how much we felt connected to the Portuguese
identity and history. If the symbols and the histories presented were
specific to the city of Lisbon, for researchers (R1 and R3) coming
from an insular region (and that did not recognise these symbols
and histories), the information was perceived as curious but not
uncomfortable. If, on the other hand, some basic understanding
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of the history of Portugal was challenged, this often gave rise to
feelings of shame and willingness to learn. We found this insight
to be helpful to move away from designing from the assumption
of a stable national identity, where the goal might have been to
reconcile national (in this case, the official textbook historical Por-
tuguese version) and "other" (e.g., migrant, non-eurocentric) points
of view, a duality contested by Galani [54]. Instead, we find that
focusing on subnational identities and locally relevant histories and
intersections might be a better path towards achieving the discom-
fort that we felt was important to pay attention to and retain the
information for later. Throughout the tours, the guides employed
provocation and inquiry to both sustain interest and stimulate criti-
cal reflection, such as when we were prompted about our views on
historical phenomena like the slave trade, to point out gaps in the
Portuguese educational system. Such tactics have been employed,
for example, in the design of chatbots to stimulate critical reflection
around cultural heritage and allow visitors to experience points
of view different than their own [102]. Additionally, moving in
and out of places, sometimes physically experiencing the weight of
history, such as when climbing 235 steps (4.3), was also a factor in
sustaining attention, giving weight to the value of sensory embod-
ied experience [53] for critical heritage research [109]. Here, we
propose as a design implication, that provoking discomfort
can be fruitful towards designing tools that expose people to
diverse points of view in critical heritage. One way to scaffold
the design of uncomfortable interactions can be through the tool
of trajectories [120]. We have not attempted to express discomfort
explicitly, as discomfort was not something we expected from the
outset, but we find value in these tools and design methods as we
move forward towards ideation and future design work.

5.1.2 Problematizing discomfort in the design of critical CH. Al-
though discomfort has been applied to the design of cultural ex-
periences, the bodies that feature in that branch of research are
often unmarked, similar to the ones Spiel problematises in their
work [117]. As such, they do not speak of the discomfort that may
come from having different abilities, genders, and races. By zoom-
ing into these aspects, our analysis highlights how heritage sites
are not neutral spaces for engaging in intercultural dialogues. The
implication is that any researchers wanting to take up this research
problem must consider existing inequalities in occupying different
places. Discomfort is not something simply to be minimised, nor
is it something to just be sought after, but it is instead something
ongoing, related to the phenomenological experience of bodies (not)
fitting with the environment [2, 125]. A practical implication of
this is that once we access and pinpoint the discursive-material
background level of discomfort, we can consider how to design
and intervene in the public space/heritage site we focus on, with
heightened attention to the different factors and abilities of bodies.

One of the main patterns of difference had to do with the differ-
ing degrees of discomfort reported by each team member as they
moved throughout the city. Mobility concerns started to unfold
once one of the researchers revealed that they had a physical dis-
ability that made them consider every visit to a new city or place.
This was initially an unexpected factor for us when considering the
experience of heritage sites, but it became more prominent as the
analysis progressed. Hansen and Philo [61] discuss the everyday

practices of disabled people as they inhabit a non-disabled space
as the "normality of doing things differently". With this, they mean
that differently-abled people experience a disconnect between their
bodies and the "normal" everyday spaces and must constantly adapt
how they move. Rather than trying to force individuals to move
normally (i.e. "correct" them), the authors suggest a conversation be-
tween differently-abled bodied individuals to celebrate differences
and how they overcome the different problems they face as they
move, and to create a space for thinking-with disability: therefore
normalising doing things differently. With the focus on how we
move differently, we saw that researchers planned visits to places
differently, depending on their particular conditions and contexts.
One implication of considering mobility discomfort, i.e. not
being able to move unproblematically through the site, is
to consider the extra work required by people as they are
invited to engage with the heritage site. There is an opportunity
to design the space of preparation for visiting, one that considers
the physical characteristics of places. This requires interaction de-
signers to consider the user journey as having a starting point that
includes pre-visiting the sites and preparing accordingly for them.
There are a different number of reasons why we prepare for dif-
ferent places. For example, breastfeeding women can be served by
informational apps to prepare trips outside the home in ways that
include places where they can comfortably breastfeed [8]. Mobile
applications, especially those serving tourism and restauration, can
enable pre-visiting [25], allowing visitors to experience the places.
These concepts can be useful when designing critical heritage expe-
riences that attend to the conditions and inequalities of assessing
heritage sites.

Other two agential cuts that spoke to the experience of discom-
fort were that of cultural identity and gender. According to many
feminist scholars, our bodies are performative, where "[t]heir bound-
aries materialise in social interactions" [62, p.595]. From this per-
spective, gender and cultural identities are fluid, where sometimes
they become fixed. Rather than essentialising gender or cultural
identity, we depart from the perception of discomfort that was felt
differently by different researchers, where gender was an important
agential cut in making sense of these experiences. Here, we can
contextualise our experience of perceiving the heritage site as male,
and feeling uncomfortably at odds with it. In our accounts, we iden-
tified feelings of discomfort as either coming from feeling observed
by the male gaze (as R4 noted when in Bem Formoso street), as well
as being interacted with without consent, both forms of intimacy
discomfort [16]. To make sense of this discomfort, we turn to Sarah
Ahmed, who writes that "spaces acquire the ’skin’ of the bodies that
inhabit them" [2]. With this, Ahmed means that many places are
white through the people that inhabit them, making it so that white
bodies can take space unproblematically: "White bodies are habitual
insofar as they’ trail behind’ actions: they do not get ’stressed’ in their
encounters with objects or others, as their whiteness ’goes unnoticed’".
When we consider the lenses of gender and cultural identity, our
engagement with different heritage sites made us aware that the
way the sites are built, maintained, and frequented by different peo-
ple, can result in them being perceived as: (i) male (both physically
in Bem Formoso street and historically as most statues represented
men), (ii) white (such as the statue of the Jesuit priest, standing
clean in defiance of its coloniser history), (iii) and sometimes, rarely
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in this particular context, black (St. Dominic’s markets who through
its history become mainly occupied by afro-descendants). This per-
ception of the heritage sites may potentially affect how each person
feels comfortable in them. As an implication, when designing
for critical locative media in public heritage sites, we call for
designers to account for how different bodies, especially with
regards to race and gender, may feel in or out-of-place when
visiting heritage sites, as this has implications for who gets to
visit and participate in critical heritage dialogues. We are reminded,
for example, of how streets in the US tend to be less safe for black
bodies and how that matters in the design of locative games such
as Pokemon Go [76].

5.1.3 Ethics of discomfort in the design of critical CH. The bal-
ance of harm and benefits in using discomfort for critical CH is
complex and nuanced. Uncomfortable interactions [16] adopted
a consequentialist approach using the long-term benefits (of en-
tertainment, enlightenment and social interaction) to justify the
short-term discomfort; ethical considerations included informed
consent of participants, the right to withdraw, the right to privacy
and anonymity and risk management. A broader look at ethical
challenges of cultural applications [15] included the impact of trans-
gressions and boundaries negotiation. Ethical considerations of how
intercultural guides conduct tours are similar to the ones suggested
for cultural applications interacting with the public [15]. Intercul-
tural guides provoke transgression by prompting visitors to interact
socially with locals; these transgressions cause intimacy discomfort
and can lead visitors to question ethical boundaries (e.g., feeling like
locals are being dragged into to the tour experience without their
consent). Intercultural guides have to use their professional judge-
ment and experience to identify visitors and locals’ boundaries;
this personal judgement can be difficult to assess, and difficulty is
further compacted by the number of actors that need to be tracked.
After identifying these boundaries, intercultural guides can also
take a role of being a "good" host [56] for their visitors by remov-
ing discomfort (e.g., in the Migrantour, after the interaction, the
intercultural guide explained that the vendors knew about the tour,
revealing the ethnographic work that happens behind the scenes; in
another interaction with a vendor, the guide asked for permission
to stand in front of his stall, considering the boundaries of an actor
outside of the tour). Another way that intercultural guides provoke
transgression is by "casting" the visitors in a role that may cause dis-
comfort (e.g., in the African Lisbon Tour, the Portuguese researchers
were asked questions about Portuguese slave trade, highlighting
gaps of knowledge). Consent from the visitors is never formally
discussed. As a service that they pay for, visitors are expected to
know (from the marketing material, website, reviews, etc.) that com-
plex topics will be brought up for discussion; they also rely on the
integrity of the intercultural guide to understand discomfort is not
felt/provoked without a goal. In these tours, consent is an unspoken
agreement of trust, continuously negotiated during the tour, and in
risk when too much discomfort is felt, that ultimately may lead to
disconnection or withdrawal from the tour. Again, as a "good" host
[56], intercultural guides have to resolve cultural discomfort before
the tour ends; intercultural guides are not only provocateurs, but
also mediators fostering dialogue between visitors. For example,
the defamiliarisation of knowledge through historical documents

shown by the intercultural guide can cause discomfort or shame
that leads to perspective transformation, but at the same time, the
discussion around it can point to systematic and intergenerational
tensions that leave the visitor more knowledgeable. Our design im-
plications are derived from an end-user perspective of experience
with discomfort, but reflecting on the ethical guidelines (and roles)
of intercultural guides dealing with discomfort can also inform the
design for critical locative media in public heritage sites when a
human is not present. These might involve interaction designers
to consider not only how their end-users occupy space, but their
impact on others; or how discussions of context might happen
asynchronously between end-users. We choose not to explicitly
state these as design implications as more exploration on the role
of discomfort is needed, either through trajectories [120], or by
engaging intercultural guides in autoethnography.

5.2 Methodological Implications
Setting up the autoethnography with intercultural guides allowed
us to cast ourselves in the role of a critical heritage experience,
from where we could analyse the effects of hearing, seeing and in-
teracting with heritage. This allowed us to consider locative media
design from an end-user perspective, suggesting several design im-
plications (highlighted above) on using discomfort as an approach
in systems engaging with critical CH. This is of course, no replace-
ment for conducting additional user research, but it offered us a
starting point to explore the terms from which we can frame the
embodied experience of critical heritage.

Our choice of diffraction as an analytical method was informed
by the design domain and our intent of designing for intercultural-
ity, where historical knowledge around physical spaces could be
told from multiple points of view. As researchers trained in the
dominant qualitative paradigm of finding similarities and common
themes across experiences, we are accustomed to synthesising, ab-
stracting and summarising. In our initial discussions, we focused
on similar reflections on the design implications of what we were
witnessing. Most of us have, for example, reported on some form
of need for visualising and learning about heritage places through
overlaying information and digitising some of the supplementary
materials shown or given to us by the intercultural guides. However,
when we applied a diffractive lens to autoethnographic data, we
initially found that rather than offering clear themes we could build
on to design, we were left with questions about why the differences
were being reported. We became attuned to the differences in en-
gagement with the heritage sites and the reasons for the differences.
Because of this, the diffractive analysis allowed us to pinpoint some
of the elements in our differences of perception of places, thereby
opening up for new articulations of the experience of engaging with
heritage sites. For this reason, we argue that diffractive analysis can
be part of the toolbox of digital cultural heritage designers, filling a
much-needed gap in how to evaluate embodied experiences in the
wild [53].

Although there is a growing body of work around diffractive
methods in design practice [40, 78, 103, 118], there are very few
recommendations for conducting or replicating this type of engage-
ments with data and research materials in design. Below we reflect
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on how we engaged with diffraction, resulting in methodological
recommendations:

• In a diffractive analysis, the researcher is part of the appa-
ratus, not a detached observer. In this study, diffraction was
useful to highlight how people experienced contexts (e.g. a
particular square or church) and how this experience was in-
fluenced by individual characteristics, beliefs and histories.
The richness of the results is therefore limited by the diver-
sity of points of view in the research process. Additionally,
the ongoing conversation happening between data and the
researcher need to be taken into account. This includes re-
flections upon seeing ones data, and other people’s data (i.e.
how data affects the person). In our study, we have scripted
different engagements with our own autoethnographies in
different ways: by commenting and adding discourse on
each own narrative (therefore adding a layer of interpre-
tation), and then subsequently by re-visiting each other’s
text and teasing out the main differences in how we experi-
enced discomfort differently. For example, comfort related
to safety in streets was quickly found to be gendered, as the
male researchers in the group were less likely to be called
or threatened.

• Focusing on differences, and how they matter, and on en-
couraging dissensus was essential to reach a deeper un-
derstanding of how different bodies experienced the world
differently. However, in order to be able to describe these
experiences in a way that is useful for design, we defined
this uneasy relation between body and environment as the
phenomenon of "discomfort". It is important to to mention
that this is a particular cut within the richness of our ethno-
graphic materials. Rather than simply emerging from the
data, the definition and articulation of the phenomenon
of discomfort relies considerably on academic literature
in HCI [16], phenomenology [2] and somaesthetics [125],
among other related work.

6 FUTUREWORK & LIMITATIONS
The study herein lays the groundwork for a more extensive design
endeavour. Now that we have identified and problematised dis-
comfort as both a driving force and a hindrance for engaging with
cultural heritage from a critical, future-oriented perspective, we
plan to apply it in the design of locative media around some of the
heritage sites we visited in this study. To do so, we intend to deploy
trajectories–in the way described by Fosh and colleagues [51]–
where the multiple dimensions of discomfort can be canonically
projected and compared with how different participants experience
the heritage site. Additionally, following recommendations from
Schofield et al. [109], we will explore the applicability of other de-
sign methods to build and ideate on the embodied experience of
heritage sites. Notably, we are inspired by methods such as soma
design ideation workshops [3, 120], bodystorming [90] and magic
machines [5], where the body is taken as central in the ideation
process.

Our choice of autoethnography (and subsequently collabora-
tive autoethnography) as a qualitative method was motivated by

the use of first-person methods in HCI. Previous work in ethnog-
raphy [20, 82, 130] has highlighted the complexities and ethical
challenges of applying it, including pre-existing or new biases for
the researcher, authority/boundaries in integrating communities
and extensive work needed for immersion. Autoethnography, as
we use it specifically in this study, skirts such challenges due to its
function: long immersion is not needed as we are focusing on the
act of "visiting"; we are not integrating into communities that we
wouldn’t be part of; and the researchers’ biases are being questioned
by the use of collaborative and diffractive methods. While ethnog-
raphy strives for "thick descriptions" of culture, autoethnography
is focused on personal and interpersonal experiences [46]; as such,
autoethnography may appear to be "navel gazing" and is limited
by what the researcher is willing to disclose [46]. This intimate
quality of autoethnography causes discomfort in the researcher
that may impede exploration, or in other cases, by embracing the
discomfort lead to reflection [29]. For example, Boulus-Rødje [24]
by describing the embodied experience of passing through check-
points (and the discomfort it causes), the author reflects on the
everyday experience of locals. In our work, discomfort in disclosing
our autoethnographies can be cultural (as we confront challenging
themes such as colonialism and racism) and/or intimacy-related
(as our memories and experiences are visible to readers and be-
tween researchers). While discomfort can generate avoidance and
denial [29], collaborative autoethnography with the asynchronous
reading/commenting of autoethnographies, as well as the online
workshop sessions, compelled us to "stay with the trouble" [62].

We acknowledge the methodological limitations of using col-
laborative autoethnography and diffractive analysis. Although our
design team’s compositionwas diverse enough to highlight different
facets of discomfort, we do not consider our articulation of discom-
fort to be by no means complete. As such, future work will also
include studies that engage with other perspectives, such as the per-
spectives of the intercultural guides or the different street dwellers.
We are also aware that our design team is uniform in many ways,
such middle-class background, highly educated in STEM fields, and
relatively uniform religious beliefs. We intend to greatly expand
on the number of users, backgrounds and body-types, by using an
intersectionally informed sampling.

7 CONCLUSION
In this paper, we articulated sensory and embodied engagements
with cultural heritage sites as a way to understand the physical
context of the design, from a critical heritage perspective that priv-
ileges participation, interculturality and polyvocality. We suggest
that analysing discomfort–following Sarah Ahmed’s articulation
as "spaces we occupy do not ’extend’ the surfaces of our bodies" [2,
p.163]–as a fully embodied dimension of experience, is useful for
the design of critical heritage experiences, as it can both illuminate
how inequalities can prevent people from engaging with heritage
sites, as well as being a component of the experience of intercultural
exchanges, in a way that can be used to visit [6] other perspectives.
Specifically, we suggest that: (i) discomfort can be provoked as a
strategy to expose people to different perspectives of heritage, (ii)
discomfort can be taken into account when considering the extra
work required by people as they are invited to visit the heritage
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site, and (iii) discomfort should be analysed from an intersectional
lens that considers–among other possible dimensions–gender, race
and cultural identity when considering how bodies feel in or out
of place in heritage sites. Taken together, we argue that designing
digital tools for understanding the past should also depart from
understanding the present conditions that allow/prevent different
groups of people from learning and connecting with the past. We
hope this study will inspire other HCI researchers to engage in the
work of bridging perspectives from the starting point of our lived
bodies that ultimately are the centre of experience.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
This research was supported by MEMEX (MEMories and EXperi-
ences for inclusive digital storytelling) project funded by the Euro-
pean Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation program under
grant agreement No 870743, by LARSyS (Project UIDB/50009/2020),
by ARDITI (Postdoctoral Grant M1420-09-5369-FSE-000002) and
Wallenberg AI, Autonomous Systems and Software Program – Hu-
manities and Society (WASP-HS) funded by the Marianne and Mar-
cus Wallenberg Foundation.

REFERENCES
[1] Veronica Abebe, Gagik Amaryan, Marina Beshai, Ilene, Ali Ekin Gurgen, Wendy

Ho, Naaji R. Hylton, Daniel Kim, Christy Lee, Carina Lewandowski, Katherine T.
Miller, Lindsey A. Moore, Rachel Sylwester, Ethan Thai, Frelicia N. Tucker,
Toussaint Webb, Dorothy Zhao, Haicheng Charles Zhao, and Janet Vertesi.
2022. Anti-Racist HCI: notes on an emerging critical technical practice. In CHI
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems Extended Abstracts. ACM,
New Orleans LA USA, 1–12. https://doi.org/10.1145/3491101.3516382

[2] Sara Ahmed. 2007. A phenomenology of whiteness. Feminist Theory 8, 2 (Aug.
2007), 149–168. https://doi.org/10.1177/1464700107078139

[3] Miquel Alfaras, Vasiliki Tsaknaki, Pedro Sanches, Charles Windlin, Muham-
mad Umair, Corina Sas, and Kristina Höök. 2020. From Biodata to Soma-
data. Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 1–14.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3313831.3376684

[4] Flora Amato, Vincenzo Moscato, Antonio Picariello, Francesco Colace, Mas-
simo De Santo, Fabio A. Schreiber, and Letizia Tanca. 2017. Big Data Meets Digi-
tal Cultural Heritage: Design and Implementation of SCRABS, A Smart Context-
awaRe Browsing Assistant for Cultural EnvironmentS. Journal on Computing
and Cultural Heritage 10, 1 (April 2017), 1–23. https://doi.org/10.1145/3012286

[5] Kristina Andersen and Ron Wakkary. 2019. The Magic Machine Workshops:
Making Personal Design Knowledge. In Proceedings of the 2019 CHI Conference
on Human Factors in Computing Systems (Glasgow, Scotland Uk) (CHI ’19).
Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 1–13. https:
//doi.org/10.1145/3290605.3300342

[6] Hannah Arendt. 1989. Lectures on Kant’s political philosophy. University of
Chicago Press.

[7] Kevin Baker and Steven Verstockt. 2017. Cultural Heritage Routing: A Recre-
ational Navigation-based Approach in Exploring Cultural Heritage. Journal
on Computing and Cultural Heritage 10, 4 (Oct. 2017), 1–20. https://doi.org/10.
1145/3040200

[8] Madeline Balaam, Rob Comber, Ed Jenkins, Selina Sutton, and Andrew Garbett.
2015. FeedFinder: A Location-Mapping Mobile Application for Breastfeeding
Women. In Proceedings of the 33rd Annual ACM Conference on Human Factors
in Computing Systems. ACM, Seoul Republic of Korea, 1709–1718. https://doi.
org/10.1145/2702123.2702328

[9] Karen Barad. 2014. Diffracting Diffraction: Cutting Together-Apart. Parallax
20, 3 (July 2014), 168–187. https://doi.org/10.1080/13534645.2014.927623

[10] Karen Michelle Barad. 2007. Meeting the universe halfway: quantum physics and
the entanglement of matter and meaning. Duke University Press, Durham.

[11] Jeffrey Bardzell and Shaowen Bardzell. 2013. What is "critical" about critical
design?. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Comput-
ing Systems. ACM, Paris France, 3297–3306. https://doi.org/10.1145/2470654.
2466451

[12] Shaowen Bardzell and Jeffrey Bardzell. 2011. Towards a feminist HCI methodol-
ogy: social science, feminism, and HCI. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference
on Human Factors in Computing Systems. ACM, Vancouver BC Canada, 675–684.
https://doi.org/10.1145/1978942.1979041

[13] Natchee Barnd. 2016. Constructing a Social Justice Tour: Pedagogy, Race, and
Student Learning through Geography. Journal of Geography 115, 5 (Sept. 2016),

212–223. https://doi.org/10.1080/00221341.2016.1153132
[14] Mafkereseb Kassahun Bekele, Roberto Pierdicca, Emanuele Frontoni, Eva Savina

Malinverni, and James Gain. 2018. A Survey of Augmented, Virtual, and Mixed
Reality for Cultural Heritage. Journal on Computing and Cultural Heritage 11, 2
(June 2018), 1–36. https://doi.org/10.1145/3145534

[15] Steve Benford, Chris Greenhalgh, Bob Anderson, Rachel Jacobs, Mike Golembe-
wski, Marina Jirotka, Bernd Carsten Stahl, Job Timmermans, Gabriella Gian-
nachi, Matt Adams, Ju Row Farr, Nick Tandavanitj, and Kirsty Jennings. 2015.
The Ethical Implications of HCI’s Turn to the Cultural. ACM Transactions on
Computer-Human Interaction 22, 5 (Sept. 2015), 1–37. https://doi.org/10.1145/
2775107

[16] Steve Benford, Chris Greenhalgh, Gabriella Giannachi, Brendan Walker, Joe
Marshall, and Tom Rodden. 2012. Uncomfortable interactions. In Proceedings of
the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems. ACM, Austin
Texas USA, 2005–2014. https://doi.org/10.1145/2207676.2208347

[17] Steve Benford, Chris Greenhalgh, Gabriella Giannachi, Brendan Walker, Joe
Marshall, and Tom Rodden. 2013. Uncomfortable user experience. Commun.
ACM 56, 9 (Sept. 2013), 66–73. https://doi.org/10.1145/2500468.2500889

[18] Black Brown Berlin. 2021. Walking Tour: Colonialism and Anticolonialism in
Berlin. https://www.blackbrownberlin.com/eventlisting-1/Walking-Tour%3A-
Colonialism-and-Anticolonialism-in-Berlin

[19] Gert Biesta and Gillian Cowell. 2012. How is community done? Understanding
civic learning through psychogeographic mapping. International Journal of
Lifelong Education 31, 1 (Feb. 2012), 47–61. https://doi.org/10.1080/02601370.
2012.636587

[20] Jeanette Blomberg and Helena Karasti. 2013. Reflections on 25 Years of Ethnog-
raphy in CSCW. Computer Supported Cooperative Work (CSCW) 22, 4-6 (Aug.
2013), 373–423. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10606-012-9183-1

[21] Mark Blythe. 2014. Research through design fiction: narrative in real and
imaginary abstracts. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors
in Computing Systems. ACM, Toronto Ontario Canada, 703–712. https://doi.
org/10.1145/2556288.2557098

[22] Mark Blythe, Kristina Andersen, Rachel Clarke, and Peter Wright. 2016. Anti-
Solutionist Strategies: Seriously Silly Design Fiction. In Proceedings of the 2016
CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems. ACM, San Jose Cali-
fornia USA, 4968–4978. https://doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858482

[23] Simona Bodo. 2012. Museums as intercultural spaces. Museums, equality and
social justice (2012), 181–191. Publisher: Routledge: London, UK.

[24] Nina Boulus-Rødje. 2018. Stuck With My Body at Qalandiya Checkpoint:
Reflections Upon Conducting Fieldwork in an Uncertain Field Site. SAGE
Research Methods Cases (01 2018). https://doi.org/10.4135/9781526437839

[25] Barry Brown and Matthew Chalmers. 2003. Tourism and mobile technology.
In ECSCW 2003. Springer Netherlands, Dordrecht, 335–354. https://doi.org/10.
1007/978-94-010-0068-0_18

[26] Richard Byrne, Joe Marshall, and Florian ‘Floyd’ Mueller. 2020. Designing
Digital Vertigo Experiences. ACM Transactions on Computer-Human Interaction
27, 3 (June 2020), 1–30. https://doi.org/10.1145/3387167

[27] Amalia Campos-Delgado. 2018. Counter-mappingmigration: irregularmigrants’
stories through cognitive mapping. Mobilities 13, 4 (July 2018), 488–504. https:
//doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2017.1421022

[28] Gustavo Candela, Pilar Escobar, and Manuel Marco-Such. 2017. Semantic
Enrichment on Cultural Heritage collections: A case study using geographic
information. In Proceedings of the 2nd International Conference on Digital Access
to Textual Cultural Heritage. ACM, Göttingen Germany, 169–174. https://doi.
org/10.1145/3078081.3078090

[29] Rachelle Chadwick. 2021. On the politics of discomfort. Feminist Theory 22, 4
(Dec. 2021), 556–574. https://doi.org/10.1177/1464700120987379

[30] Alan Chamberlain, Mads Bødker, and Konstantinos Papangelis. 2017. Mapping
Media and Meaning: Autoethnography as an Approach to Designing Personal
Heritage Soundscapes. In Proceedings of the 12th International Audio Mostly
Conference on Augmented and Participatory Sound and Music Experiences. ACM,
London United Kingdom, 1–4. https://doi.org/10.1145/3123514.3123536

[31] Heewon Chang, Faith Wambura Ngunjiri, and Kathy-Ann C. Hernandez. 2013.
Collaborative autoethnography. Number 8 in Developing qualitative inquiry.
Left Coast Press, Walnut Creek, Calif.

[32] Wendy Cheng, Laura Barraclough, and Laura Pulido. 2010. Radicalising teaching
and tourism: A People’s Guide as active and activist history. Left History: An
Interdisciplinary Journal of Historical Inquiry and Debate 15, 1 (2010).

[33] Michael F. Christie and Peter A. Mason. 2003. Transformative Tour Guid-
ing: Training Tour Guides to be Critically Reflective Practitioners. Journal of
Ecotourism 2, 1 (March 2003), 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1080/14724040308668130

[34] Caroline Claisse, Luigina Ciolfi, and Daniela Petrelli. 2017. Containers of Stories:
using co-design and digital augmentation to empower the museum community
and create novel experiences of heritage at a house museum. The Design
Journal 20, sup1 (July 2017), S2906–S2918. https://doi.org/10.1080/14606925.
2017.1352801

[35] Caroline Claisse, Daniela Petrelli, Luigina Ciolfi, Nick Dulake, Mark T. Marshall,
andAbigail C. Durrant. 2020. Crafting Critical Heritage Discourses into Interactive

Preprint — do not distribute.

https://doi.org/10.1145/3491101.3516382
https://doi.org/10.1177/1464700107078139
https://doi.org/10.1145/3313831.3376684
https://doi.org/10.1145/3012286
https://doi.org/10.1145/3290605.3300342
https://doi.org/10.1145/3290605.3300342
https://doi.org/10.1145/3040200
https://doi.org/10.1145/3040200
https://doi.org/10.1145/2702123.2702328
https://doi.org/10.1145/2702123.2702328
https://doi.org/10.1080/13534645.2014.927623
https://doi.org/10.1145/2470654.2466451
https://doi.org/10.1145/2470654.2466451
https://doi.org/10.1145/1978942.1979041
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221341.2016.1153132
https://doi.org/10.1145/3145534
https://doi.org/10.1145/2775107
https://doi.org/10.1145/2775107
https://doi.org/10.1145/2207676.2208347
https://doi.org/10.1145/2500468.2500889
https://www.blackbrownberlin.com/eventlisting-1/Walking-Tour%3A-Colonialism-and-Anticolonialism-in-Berlin
https://www.blackbrownberlin.com/eventlisting-1/Walking-Tour%3A-Colonialism-and-Anticolonialism-in-Berlin
https://doi.org/10.1080/02601370.2012.636587
https://doi.org/10.1080/02601370.2012.636587
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10606-012-9183-1
https://doi.org/10.1145/2556288.2557098
https://doi.org/10.1145/2556288.2557098
https://doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858482
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781526437839
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-010-0068-0_18
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-010-0068-0_18
https://doi.org/10.1145/3387167
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2017.1421022
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2017.1421022
https://doi.org/10.1145/3078081.3078090
https://doi.org/10.1145/3078081.3078090
https://doi.org/10.1177/1464700120987379
https://doi.org/10.1145/3123514.3123536
https://doi.org/10.1080/14724040308668130
https://doi.org/10.1080/14606925.2017.1352801
https://doi.org/10.1080/14606925.2017.1352801


Towards Critical Heritage in the wild

Exhibition Design. Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA,
1–13. https://doi.org/10.1145/3313831.3376689

[36] Communarts. 2022. The Whole Story Project AR app. https://www.commarts.
com/project/11275/the-whole-story-project-ar-app

[37] Counter Cartographies Collective, Craig Dalton, and Liz Mason-Deese. 2012.
Counter (Mapping) Actions: Mapping as Militant Research. ACME: An Inter-
national Journal for Critical Geographies 11, 3 (Dec. 2012). https://www.acme-
journal.org/index.php/acme/article/view/941

[38] Areti Damala, Merel van der Vaart, Loraine Clarke, Eva Hornecker, Gabriela
Avram, Hub Kockelkorn, and Ian Ruthven. 2016. Evaluating tangible and
multisensory museum visiting experiences: Lessons learned from the meSch
project. In Museums and the Web. 1–18.

[39] Audrey Desjardins and Aubree Ball. 2018. Revealing Tensions in Autobiograph-
ical Design in HCI. In Proceedings of the 2018 Designing Interactive Systems
Conference. ACM, Hong Kong China, 753–764. https://doi.org/10.1145/3196709.
3196781

[40] Laura Devendorf, Kristina Andersen, and Aisling Kelliher. 2020. Making Design
Memoirs: Understanding and Honoring Difficult Experiences. In Proceedings
of the 2020 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems. ACM,
Honolulu HI USA, 1–12. https://doi.org/10.1145/3313831.3376345

[41] Claudia Dolezal and Jayni Gudka. 2019. London’s ‘Unseen Tours’: Slumming or
Social Tourism? In Destination London: The Expansion of the Visitor Economy,
University of Westminster, GB, Andrew Smith, Anne Graham, and University
of Westminster, GB (Eds.). University of Westminster Press, 141–163. https:
//doi.org/10.16997/book35.g

[42] Paul Dourish. 2001. Where the Action Is: The Foundations of Embodied Interaction.
Cambridge: MIT Press.

[43] Mauro Dragoni, Sara Tonelli, and Giovanni Moretti. 2017. A Knowledge Man-
agement Architecture for Digital Cultural Heritage. Journal on Computing and
Cultural Heritage 10, 3 (Aug. 2017), 1–18. https://doi.org/10.1145/3012289

[44] Anthony Dunne and Fiona Raby. 2013. Speculative everything: design, fiction,
and social dreaming. The MIT Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts ; London.

[45] Anthony Dunne and Fiona Raby. 2021. Critical Design FAQ. http://
dunneandraby.co.uk/content/bydandr/13/0

[46] Carolyn Ellis, Tony E. Adams, and Arthur P. Bochner. 2011. Autoethnography:
an overview. Historical Social Research 36, 4 (2011), 273–290. https://doi.org/
10.12759/hsr.36.2011.4.273-290

[47] Europarat (Ed.). 2006. Council of Europe Framework Convention on the Value
of Cultural Heritage for Society: Faro, 27. 10. 2005. Number 199 in Council of
Europe treaty series. Council of Europe Publ, Strasbourg.

[48] Europarat (Ed.). 2010. White Paper on Intercultural Dialogue: "Living together as
equals in dignity". Council of Europe Publ, Strasbourg.

[49] Samuel Fernando and Mark Stevenson. 2012. Adapting wikification to cultural
heritage. In Proceedings of the 6th Workshop on Language Technology for Cultural
Heritage, Social Sciences, and Humanities. 101–106.

[50] Alessandro E. Foni, George Papagiannakis, and Nadia Magnenat-Thalmann.
2010. A taxonomy of visualization strategies for cultural heritage applications.
Journal on Computing and Cultural Heritage 3, 1 (June 2010), 1–21. https:
//doi.org/10.1145/1805961.1805962

[51] Lesley Fosh, Steve Benford, Stuart Reeves, Boriana Koleva, and Patrick Brundell.
2013. see me, feel me, touch me, hear me: trajectories and interpretation in a
sculpture garden. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors
in Computing Systems. ACM, Paris France, 149–158. https://doi.org/10.1145/
2470654.2470675

[52] Christopher Frauenberger. 2020. Entanglement HCI The Next Wave? ACM
Transactions on Computer-Human Interaction 27, 1 (Jan. 2020), 1–27. https:
//doi.org/10.1145/3364998

[53] Areti Galani and Jenny Kidd. 2019. Evaluating Digital Cultural Heritage ‘In the
Wild’: The Case For Reflexivity. Journal on Computing and Cultural Heritage
12, 1 (Feb. 2019), 1–15. https://doi.org/10.1145/3287272

[54] Areti Galani, Katie Markham, and Rhiannon Mason. 2019. Problematising
digital and dialogic heritage practices in Europe. In European Heritage, Dialogue
and Digital Practices (1 ed.), Areti Galani, Rhiannon Mason, and Gabi Arrigoni
(Eds.). Routledge, 9–36. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429053511-2

[55] Lisanne Gibson and John R Pendlebury. 2016. Valuing historic environ-
ments. Routledge, London; New York. https://www.taylorfrancis.com/books/
e/9781317002659

[56] Donald Gillies. 2016. Visiting good company: Arendt and the development of
the reflective practitioner. Journal of Educational Administration and History
48, 2 (April 2016), 148–159. https://doi.org/10.1080/00220620.2016.1144576

[57] Chad Phoenix Rose Gowler and Ioanna Iacovides. 2019. "Horror, guilt and
shame" – Uncomfortable Experiences in Digital Games. In Proceedings of the
Annual Symposium on Computer-Human Interaction in Play. ACM, Barcelona
Spain, 325–337. https://doi.org/10.1145/3311350.3347179

[58] Roots Guide. 2021. Roots Guide, Reflect. Connect. Explore. Share. https:
//rootsguide.org/

[59] Helen Halbert and Lisa P. Nathan. 2014. Designing for negative affect and
critical reflection. In CHI ’14 Extended Abstracts on Human Factors in Computing

Systems. ACM, Toronto Ontario Canada, 2569–2574. https://doi.org/10.1145/
2559206.2581241

[60] Helen Halbert and Lisa P. Nathan. 2015. Designing for Discomfort: Supporting
Critical Reflection through Interactive Tools. In Proceedings of the 18th ACM
Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work & Social Computing. ACM,
Vancouver BC Canada, 349–360. https://doi.org/10.1145/2675133.2675162

[61] Nancy Hansen and Chris Philo. 2007. The normality of doing things differently:
Bodies, spaces and disability geography. Tijdschrift voor Economische en Sociale
Geografie 98, 4 (Sept. 2007), 493–506. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9663.2007.
00417.x

[62] Donna Haraway. 1988. Situated knowledges: The science question in feminism
and the privilege of partial perspective. Feminist studies 14, 3 (1988), 575–599.

[63] Sandra G. Harding (Ed.). 2004. The feminist standpoint theory reader: intellectual
and political controversies. Routledge, New York.

[64] Rodney Harrison. 2010. What is heritage. Understanding the politics of heritage
(2010), 5–42. Publisher: Manchester: Manchester University Press in association
with the Open University.

[65] Rodney Harrison, Nadia Bartolini, Caitlin DeSilvey, Cornelius Holtorf, Antony
Lyons, Sharon Macdonald, Sarah F. May, Jennie Morgan, and Sefryn Penrose.
2016. Heritage Futures. Archaeology International (Dec. 2016). https://doi.org/
10.5334/ai.1912

[66] Karey Helms. 2022. A Speculative Ethics for Designing with Bodily Fluids. In
CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems Extended Abstracts.
ACM, New Orleans LA USA, 1–11. https://doi.org/10.1145/3491101.3516395

[67] Sarah Homewood, Marika Hedemyr, Maja Fagerberg Ranten, and Susan Kozel.
2021. Tracing Conceptions of the Body in HCI: FromUser toMore-Than-Human.
In Proceedings of the 2021 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing
Systems. ACM, Yokohama Japan, 1–12. https://doi.org/10.1145/3411764.3445656

[68] Kristina Höök. 2010. Transferring Qualities fromHorseback Riding to Design. In
Proceedings of the 6th Nordic Conference on Human-Computer Interaction: Extend-
ing Boundaries (Reykjavik, Iceland) (NordiCHI ’10). Association for Computing
Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 226–235. https://doi.org/10.1145/1868914.
1868943

[69] Kristina Höök. 2018. Designing with the body: Somaesthetic interaction design.
MIT Press.

[70] Noura Howell, Audrey Desjardins, and Sarah Fox. 2021. Cracks in the Success
Narrative: Rethinking Failure in Design Research through a Retrospective
Trioethnography. ACM Transactions on Computer-Human Interaction 28, 6 (Dec.
2021), 1–31. https://doi.org/10.1145/3462447

[71] Chih-Hong Huang and Yi-Ting Huang. 2013. An Annales School-Based Serious
Game Creation Framework for Taiwanese Indigenous Cultural Heritage. J.
Comput. Cult. Herit. 6, 2, Article 9 (May 2013), 31 pages. https://doi.org/10.
1145/2460376.2460380

[72] Serena Iervolino. 2013. Museums, migrant communities, and intercultural dia-
logue in Italy. Bloomsbury, 113–129.

[73] Lilly Irani, Janet Vertesi, Paul Dourish, Kavita Philip, and Rebecca E. Grinter.
2010. Postcolonial computing: a lens on design and development. In Proceedings
of the 28th international conference on Human factors in computing systems - CHI
’10. ACM Press, Atlanta, Georgia, USA, 1311. https://doi.org/10.1145/1753326.
1753522

[74] Lilly C. Irani and Paul Dourish. 2009. Postcolonial interculturality. In Proceedings
of the 2009 international workshop on Intercultural collaboration (IWIC ’09).
Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 249–252. https:
//doi.org/10.1145/1499224.1499268

[75] Judith C. Lapadat. 2017. Ethics in Autoethnography and Collaborative Au-
toethnography. Qualitative Inquiry 23, 8 (Oct. 2017), 589–603. https://doi.org/
10.1177/1077800417704462

[76] Eric K Layland, Garrett A Stone, J Tom Mueller, and Camilla J Hodge. 2018.
Injustice in mobile leisure: A conceptual exploration of Pokémon Go. Leisure
sciences 40, 4 (2018), 288–306.

[77] Zhicong Lu, Michelle Annett, Mingming Fan, and Daniel Wigdor. 2019. "I feel
it is my responsibility to stream": Streaming and Engaging with Intangible Cul-
tural Heritage through Livestreaming. In Proceedings of the 2019 CHI Conference
on Human Factors in Computing Systems. ACM, Glasgow Scotland Uk, 1–14.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3290605.3300459

[78] Deborah Lupton and and Ash Watson. 2020. Towards more-than-human digital
data studies: developing research-creation methods. Qualitative Research (July
2020), 146879412093923. https://doi.org/10.1177/1468794120939235

[79] Marco Martiniello and Jan Rath. 2010. Introduction: Migration and ethnic
studies in Europe. Selected studies in international migration and immigrant
incorporation (2010), 7–18.

[80] Rob McMahon, Amanda Almond, Greg Whistance-Smith, Diana Steinhauer,
Stewart Steinhauer, and Diane P Janes. 2019. Sweetgrass AR: Exploring aug-
mented reality as a resource for Indigenous–settler relations. International
Journal of Communication 13 (2019), 23.

[81] Migrantour. 2021. Migrantour, co-funded by European Union. http://www.
mygrantour.org/en/

Preprint — do not distribute.

https://doi.org/10.1145/3313831.3376689
https://www.commarts.com/project/11275/the-whole-story-project-ar-app
https://www.commarts.com/project/11275/the-whole-story-project-ar-app
https://www.acme-journal.org/index.php/acme/article/view/941
https://www.acme-journal.org/index.php/acme/article/view/941
https://doi.org/10.1145/3196709.3196781
https://doi.org/10.1145/3196709.3196781
https://doi.org/10.1145/3313831.3376345
https://doi.org/10.16997/book35.g
https://doi.org/10.16997/book35.g
https://doi.org/10.1145/3012289
http://dunneandraby.co.uk/content/bydandr/13/0
http://dunneandraby.co.uk/content/bydandr/13/0
https://doi.org/10.12759/hsr.36.2011.4.273-290
https://doi.org/10.12759/hsr.36.2011.4.273-290
https://doi.org/10.1145/1805961.1805962
https://doi.org/10.1145/1805961.1805962
https://doi.org/10.1145/2470654.2470675
https://doi.org/10.1145/2470654.2470675
https://doi.org/10.1145/3364998
https://doi.org/10.1145/3364998
https://doi.org/10.1145/3287272
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429053511-2
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/books/e/9781317002659
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/books/e/9781317002659
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220620.2016.1144576
https://doi.org/10.1145/3311350.3347179
https://rootsguide.org/
https://rootsguide.org/
https://doi.org/10.1145/2559206.2581241
https://doi.org/10.1145/2559206.2581241
https://doi.org/10.1145/2675133.2675162
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9663.2007.00417.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9663.2007.00417.x
https://doi.org/10.5334/ai.1912
https://doi.org/10.5334/ai.1912
https://doi.org/10.1145/3491101.3516395
https://doi.org/10.1145/3411764.3445656
https://doi.org/10.1145/1868914.1868943
https://doi.org/10.1145/1868914.1868943
https://doi.org/10.1145/3462447
https://doi.org/10.1145/2460376.2460380
https://doi.org/10.1145/2460376.2460380
https://doi.org/10.1145/1753326.1753522
https://doi.org/10.1145/1753326.1753522
https://doi.org/10.1145/1499224.1499268
https://doi.org/10.1145/1499224.1499268
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077800417704462
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077800417704462
https://doi.org/10.1145/3290605.3300459
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468794120939235
http://www.mygrantour.org/en/
http://www.mygrantour.org/en/


Bala et al.

[82] Marios Mouratidis, Sarah Rüller, Konstantin Aal, Shaimaa Lazem, Anicia Peters,
Nina Boulus-Rødje, Simon Holdermann, Vasilis Vlachokyriakos, Ann Light,
Dave Randall, and Volker Wulf. 2021. Coping with Messiness in Ethnography:
Authority, Bias and Immersion in ethnographic Fieldwork in the non-Western
World. In Extended Abstracts of the 2021 CHI Conference on Human Factors
in Computing Systems. ACM, Yokohama Japan, 1–5. https://doi.org/10.1145/
3411763.3441328

[83] Florian Floyd Mueller, Pedro Lopes, Paul Strohmeier, Wendy Ju, Caitlyn Seim,
Martin Weigel, Suranga Nanayakkara, Marianna Obrist, Zhuying Li, Joseph
Delfa, Jun Nishida, Elizabeth M. Gerber, Dag Svanaes, Jonathan Grudin, Stefan
Greuter, Kai Kunze, Thomas Erickson, Steven Greenspan, Masahiko Inami, Joe
Marshall, Harald Reiterer, Katrin Wolf, Jochen Meyer, Thecla Schiphorst, Dakuo
Wang, and Pattie Maes. 2020. Next Steps for Human-Computer Integration. In
Proceedings of the 2020 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems.
ACM, Honolulu HI USA, 1–15. https://doi.org/10.1145/3313831.3376242

[84] Karin Murris and Vivienne Bozalek. 2019. Diffracting diffractive readings of
texts as methodology: Some propositions. Educational Philosophy and Theory
51, 14 (2019), 1504–1517. https://doi.org/10.1080/00131857.2019.1570843

[85] Pierluigi Musarò and Melissa Moralli. 2021. What is the role of responsible
tourism in building stronger and intercultural communities? Two case studies from
Italy. 21–35. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780367201777-3

[86] Joe Norris, Richard Sawyer, and Darren E. Lund (Eds.). 2012. Duoethnography:
dialogic methods for social, health, and educational research. Number v. 7 in
Developing qualitative inquiry. Left Coast Press, Walnut Creek, CA.

[87] Ihudiya Finda Ogbonnaya-Ogburu, Angela D.R. Smith, Alexandra To, and Ken-
taro Toyama. 2020. Critical Race Theory for HCI. In Proceedings of the 2020 CHI
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems. ACM, Honolulu HI USA,
1–16. https://doi.org/10.1145/3313831.3376392

[88] Meghann Ormond and Francesco Vietti. 2021. Beyond multicultural ‘tolerance’:
guided tours and guidebooks as transformative tools for civic learning. Journal
of Sustainable Tourism (March 2021), 1–17. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.
2021.1901908

[89] Ulrich Oslender. 2021. Decolonizing cartography and ontological conflict:
Counter-mapping in Colombia and “cartographies otherwise”. Political Geogra-
phy 89 (Aug. 2021), 102444. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.polgeo.2021.102444

[90] Antti Oulasvirta, Esko Kurvinen, and Tomi Kankainen. 2003. Understanding
contexts by being there: case studies in bodystorming. Personal and ubiquitous
computing 7, 2 (2003), 125–134.

[91] W. Gerrod Parrott (Ed.). 2014. The positive side of negative emotions. The Guilford
Press, New York, NY.

[92] Ross Parry. 2005. Digital heritage and the rise of theory in museum computing.
Museum Management and Curatorship 20, 4 (Jan. 2005), 333–348. https://doi.
org/10.1080/09647770500802004

[93] Daniela Petrelli, Luigina Ciolfi, Dick van Dijk, Eva Hornecker, Elena Not, and
Albrecht Schmidt. 2013. Integrating material and digital: a new way for cultural
heritage. Interactions 20, 4 (July 2013), 58–63. https://doi.org/10.1145/2486227.
2486239

[94] James Pierce and Eric Paulos. 2014. Counterfunctional things: exploring pos-
sibilities in designing digital limitations. In Proceedings of the 2014 confer-
ence on Designing interactive systems. ACM, Vancouver BC Canada, 375–384.
https://doi.org/10.1145/2598510.2598522

[95] Beryl Plimmer, Liang He, Tariq Zaman, Kasun Karunanayaka, Alvin W. Yeo,
Garen Jengan, Rachel Blagojevic, and Ellen Yi-Luen Do. 2015. New Interaction
Tools for Preserving an Old Language. In Proceedings of the 33rd Annual ACM
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems. ACM, Seoul Republic of
Korea, 3493–3502. https://doi.org/10.1145/2702123.2702339

[96] Daniele Quercia, Rossano Schifanella, and Luca Maria Aiello. 2014. The shortest
path to happiness: recommending beautiful, quiet, and happy routes in the city.
In Proceedings of the 25th ACM conference on Hypertext and social media. ACM,
Santiago Chile, 116–125. https://doi.org/10.1145/2631775.2631799

[97] Querstadtein. 2021. querstadtein. https://querstadtein.org/en/
[98] Shalini Randeria and Evangelos Karagiannis. 2020. The Migrant Position:

Dynamics of Political and Cultural Exclusion. Theory, Culture & Society 37, 7-8
(Dec. 2020), 219–231. https://doi.org/10.1177/0263276420957733

[99] Amon Rapp. 2018. Autoethnography in Human-Computer Interaction: Theory
and Practice. In New Directions in Third Wave Human-Computer Interaction:
Volume 2 - Methodologies, Michael Filimowicz and Veronika Tzankova (Eds.).
Springer International Publishing, Cham, 25–42. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-
3-319-73374-6_3 Series Title: Human–Computer Interaction Series.

[100] Yvette Reisinger. 2013. Transformational tourism: tourist perspectives. CAB
International, Cambridge, MA.

[101] Yvonne Rogers. 2012. HCI Theory: Classical, Modern, and Contemporary.
Synthesis Lectures on Human-Centered Informatics 5, 2 (May 2012), 1–129. https:
//doi.org/10.2200/S00418ED1V01Y201205HCI014

[102] Maria Roussou, Sara Perry, Akrivi Katifori, Stavros Vassos, Angeliki Tzougana-
tou, and Sierra McKinney. 2019. Transformation through Provocation?. In
Proceedings of the 2019 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems.
ACM, Glasgow Scotland Uk, 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1145/3290605.3300857

[103] Pedro Sanches, Noura Howell, Vasiliki Tsaknaki, Tom Jenkins, and Karey
Helms. 2022. Diffraction-in-action: Designerly Explorations of Agential Realism
Through Lived Data. In CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems.
ACM, New Orleans LA USA, 1–18. https://doi.org/10.1145/3491102.3502029

[104] Joy Sather-Wagstaff. 2016. Making polysense of the world: affect, memory,
heritage. In Heritage, Affect and Emotion. Routledge.

[105] Richard Sawyer and Joe Norris. 2015. Duoethnography: A Retrospective 10
Years After. International Review of Qualitative Research 8, 1 (Feb. 2015), 1–4.
https://doi.org/10.1525/irqr.2015.8.1.1

[106] Richard D. Sawyer and Joe Norris. 2013. Duoethnography. Oxford University
Press, New York.

[107] Nicolai Scherle and Almut Nonnenmann. 2008. Swimming in cultural flows:
Conceptualising tour guides as intercultural mediators and cosmopolitans.
Journal of Tourism and Cultural Change 6, 2 (2008), 120–137.

[108] Ari Schlesinger, W. Keith Edwards, and Rebecca E. Grinter. 2017. Inter-
sectional HCI: Engaging Identity through Gender, Race, and Class. Associ-
ation for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 5412–5427. https:
//doi.org/10.1145/3025453.3025766

[109] Tom Schofield, Daniel Foster Smith, Gönül Bozoglu, and ChristopherWhitehead.
2019. Design and Plural Heritages: Composing Critical Futures. Association for
Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 1–15. https://doi.org/10.1145/
3290605.3300236

[110] Tom Schofield, Daniel Foster-Smith, Gönül Bozoğlu, and Chris Whitehead. 2018.
Co-Producing Collections: Re-imagining a Polyvocal Past with Cultural Probes.
Open Library of Humanities 4 (June 2018). https://doi.org/10.16995/olh.296

[111] M. schraefel and M. Jones. 2021. Discomfort: a New Material for Interaction
Design. ArXiv abs/2105.04015 (2021).

[112] m.c. schraefel, Aaron Tabor, and Elizabeth Murnane. 2020. Discomfort design.
Interactions 27, 2 (Feb. 2020), 40–45. https://doi.org/10.1145/3381875

[113] Christin Seifert, Werner Bailer, Thomas Orgel, Louis Gantner, Roman Kern,
Hermann Ziak, Albin Petit, Jörg Schlötterer, Stefan Zwicklbauer, and Michael
Granitzer. 2017. Ubiquitous Access to Digital Cultural Heritage. J. Comput. Cult.
Herit. 10, 1, Article 4 (April 2017), 27 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3012284

[114] Rafael M. L. Silva, Erica Principe Cruz, Daniela K. Rosner, Dayton Kelly, Andrés
Monroy-Hernández, and Fannie Liu. 2022. Understanding AR Activism: An
Interview Study with Creators of Augmented Reality Experiences for Social
Change. In CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems. ACM, New
Orleans LA USA, 1–15. https://doi.org/10.1145/3491102.3517605

[115] Laurajane Smith. 2012. Discourses of heritage : implications for archaeological
community practice. Nuevo mundo mundos nuevos (Oct. 2012). https://doi.org/
10.4000/nuevomundo.64148

[116] Laurajane Smith. 2014. Uses of Heritage. In Encyclopedia of Global Archaeology,
Claire Smith (Ed.). Springer, New York, NY, 7578–7582. https://doi.org/10.1007/
978-1-4419-0465-2_1937

[117] Katta Spiel. 2021. The Bodies of TEI – Investigating Norms and Assumptions in
the Design of Embodied Interaction. In Proceedings of the Fifteenth International
Conference on Tangible, Embedded, and Embodied Interaction. ACM, Salzburg
Austria, 1–19. https://doi.org/10.1145/3430524.3440651

[118] Anna Ståhl, Madeline Balaam, Rob Comber, Pedro Sanches, and Kristina Höök.
2022. Making New Worlds – Transformative Becomings with Soma Design. In
Proceedings of the 2022 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems
(New Orleans, LA, USA) (CHI ’22). Association for Computing Machinery, New
York, NY, USA, Article 176, 17 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3491102.3502018

[119] Anselm Strauss and Juliet M Corbin. 1997. Grounded theory in practice. Sage.
[120] Paul Tennent, Kristina Höök, Steve Benford, Vasiliki Tsaknaki, Anna Ståhl, Clau-

dia Dauden Roquet, Charles Windlin, Pedro Sanches, Joe Marshall, Christine
Li, et al. 2021. Articulating Soma Experiences using Trajectories. In Proceedings
of the 2021 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (Yokohama,
Japan) (CHI ’21). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA,
1–16. https://doi.org/10.1145/3411764.3445482

[121] Peter Tolmie. 2020. Orienting to the Wild. In Into the Wild: Beyond the Design
Research Lab, Alan Chamberlain and Andy Crabtree (Eds.). Vol. 48. Springer
International Publishing, Cham, 195–235. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-
18020-1_10

[122] African Lisbon Tour. 2021. African Lisbon Tour. https://africanlisbontour.com/
[123] Shades Tours. 2021. Alternative tours in Vienna and Graz with SHADES TOURS.

https://shades-tours.com/en/home/
[124] Unseen Tours. 2021. Walking Tours & Virtual Quizzes supporting the homeless.

https://unseentours.org.uk/
[125] Mark Tschaepe. 2021. Somaesthetics of Discomfort: Enhancing Awareness and

Inquiry. European Journal of Pragmatism and American Philosophy XIII, 1 (April
2021). https://doi.org/10.4000/ejpap.2264

[126] Violeta Tsenova, Gavin Wood, Andrea Dolfini, Annie Tindley, and David
Kirk. 2020. Un-Authorised View: Leveraging Volunteer Expertise in Heritage.
Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 1–14. https:
//doi.org/10.1145/3313831.3376558

[127] J. E. Tunbridge and G. J. Ashworth. 1996. Dissonant heritage: the management
of the past as a resource in conflict. J. Wiley, Chichester ; New York.

Preprint — do not distribute.

https://doi.org/10.1145/3411763.3441328
https://doi.org/10.1145/3411763.3441328
https://doi.org/10.1145/3313831.3376242
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131857.2019.1570843
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780367201777-3
https://doi.org/10.1145/3313831.3376392
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2021.1901908
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2021.1901908
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.polgeo.2021.102444
https://doi.org/10.1080/09647770500802004
https://doi.org/10.1080/09647770500802004
https://doi.org/10.1145/2486227.2486239
https://doi.org/10.1145/2486227.2486239
https://doi.org/10.1145/2598510.2598522
https://doi.org/10.1145/2702123.2702339
https://doi.org/10.1145/2631775.2631799
https://querstadtein.org/en/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0263276420957733
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-73374-6_3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-73374-6_3
https://doi.org/10.2200/S00418ED1V01Y201205HCI014
https://doi.org/10.2200/S00418ED1V01Y201205HCI014
https://doi.org/10.1145/3290605.3300857
https://doi.org/10.1145/3491102.3502029
https://doi.org/10.1525/irqr.2015.8.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1145/3025453.3025766
https://doi.org/10.1145/3025453.3025766
https://doi.org/10.1145/3290605.3300236
https://doi.org/10.1145/3290605.3300236
https://doi.org/10.16995/olh.296
https://doi.org/10.1145/3381875
https://doi.org/10.1145/3012284
https://doi.org/10.1145/3491102.3517605
https://doi.org/10.4000/nuevomundo.64148
https://doi.org/10.4000/nuevomundo.64148
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4419-0465-2_1937
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4419-0465-2_1937
https://doi.org/10.1145/3430524.3440651
https://doi.org/10.1145/3491102.3502018
https://doi.org/10.1145/3411764.3445482
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-18020-1_10
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-18020-1_10
https://africanlisbontour.com/
https://shades-tours.com/en/home/
https://unseentours.org.uk/
https://doi.org/10.4000/ejpap.2264
https://doi.org/10.1145/3313831.3376558
https://doi.org/10.1145/3313831.3376558


Towards Critical Heritage in the wild

[128] John Urry. 2002. The tourist gaze (2nd ed.). Sage Publications, London ; Thousand
Oaks, Calif.

[129] JudeWalker and Vimbiso Ngara Manyamba. 2020. Towards an emotion-focused,
discomfort-embracing transformative tourism education. Journal of Hospitality,
Leisure, Sport & Tourism Education 26 (June 2020), 100213. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.jhlste.2019.100213

[130] Jenny Waycott, Cosmin Munteanu, Hilary Davis, Anja Thieme, Stacy Branham,
Wendy Moncur, Roisin McNaney, and John Vines. 2017. Ethical Encounters in
HCI: Implications for Research in Sensitive Settings. In Proceedings of the 2017
CHI Conference Extended Abstracts on Human Factors in Computing Systems.
ACM, Denver Colorado USA, 518–525. https://doi.org/10.1145/3027063.3027089

[131] Wikidata. 2021. Igreja de São Domingos. https://www.wikidata.org/wiki/
Q1977280

[132] Danielle Wilde, Anna Vallgårda, and Oscar Tomico. 2017. Embodied Design
Ideation Methods: Analysing the Power of Estrangement. Association for Com-
puting Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 5158–5170. https://doi.org/10.1145/
3025453.3025873

[133] Rua M. Williams, Kathryn Ringland, Amelia Gibson, Mahender Mandala, Arne
Maibaum, and Tiago Guerreiro. 2021. Articulations toward a crip HCI. Interac-
tions 28, 3 (May 2021), 28–37. https://doi.org/10.1145/3458453

[134] Heike Winschiers-Theophilus and Nicola J. Bidwell. 2013. Toward an Afro-
Centric Indigenous HCI Paradigm. International Journal of Human–Computer
Interaction 29, 4 (March 2013), 243–255. https://doi.org/10.1080/10447318.2013.
765763

[135] TimWinter. 2013. Clarifying the critical in critical heritage studies. International
Journal of Heritage Studies 19, 6 (Sept. 2013), 532–545. https://doi.org/10.1080/
13527258.2012.720997

Preprint — do not distribute.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhlste.2019.100213
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhlste.2019.100213
https://doi.org/10.1145/3027063.3027089
https://www.wikidata.org/wiki/Q1977280
https://www.wikidata.org/wiki/Q1977280
https://doi.org/10.1145/3025453.3025873
https://doi.org/10.1145/3025453.3025873
https://doi.org/10.1145/3458453
https://doi.org/10.1080/10447318.2013.765763
https://doi.org/10.1080/10447318.2013.765763
https://doi.org/10.1080/13527258.2012.720997
https://doi.org/10.1080/13527258.2012.720997

	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Background
	2.1 Modern Heritage Approaches
	2.2 Heritage & HCI
	2.3 Intercultural Dialogues around Heritage

	3 Methodology for Design Exploration
	3.1 Preparing the Field Study
	3.2 Collaborative Autoethnography
	3.3 Analysis of Ethnographic Materials
	3.4 Positionality

	4 Engagements with Heritage Sites
	4.1 St. Dominic Church (M1 & A2)
	4.2 St. Dominic's square (M2 & A3) 
	4.3 Streets of Lisbon
	4.4 Rossio railway station (A4), Statue of Padre António Vieira (A5) and Statue of Marquis of Sá da Bandeira (A7) 

	5 Discussion
	5.1 Design Implications
	5.2 Methodological Implications

	6 Future work & Limitations
	7 Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	References

