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Unlike decades past, the topic of visual representation in archaeology has much 
currency nowadays.  How, why, for whom, and in what context we produce, distribute 
and consume visualisations—and how, why, for whom, and in what context such 
processes may prove effective or problematic—are issues that, twenty years ago, were 
interrogated by little more than a handful of archaeological practitioners (see Burtt 1987; 
Conkey 1987; Leone 1981a, 1981b; Moser 1992; Shanks and Tilley 1987:68-99).  
Indeed, in spite of the fact that the discipline’s historical development (from antiquarian 
times onwards) has been deeply fraught with matters of pictorialisation, these matters 
have long gone unspoken.  But today such silence has arguably ruptured, as in the last 
five years alone hundreds of publications have been generated on visual-archaeological 
subjects (see VIA’s online bibliography).  Some of these outputs privilege the analytical 
deconstruction of archaeological visualisations (e.g., Levy 2006); some revere 
technologies of display (e.g., Gutierrez et al. 2004); others aim to capture the sights of 
past peoples (e.g., Giles 2007); while many are concerned with archaeological 
representation as a device for engaging non-professional audiences (e.g., Moser 2003, 
Nichols 2006).  Diverse in their content, most stand as independent texts, often isolated 
from one another or lumped in an edited volume with little more than editorial 
commentary to bond them together.  Rarely have they been subject to quality 
assessment (but see Van Dyke 2006), and few have benefited from forums of 
collaborative engagement over the issues (but see Smiles and Moser 2005).  What is 
clear is that the upsurge in production of visual-oriented studies in archaeology has not 
been accompanied by a corresponding upsurge in critical reflection upon such products 
and upon the future (and history) of these studies in general.  Questions have yet to be 
posed about what precisely they have accomplished and how they have practically (and 
impractically) impacted on everyday, on-the-ground archaeological work.  Visualisation 
as a mode of cognition in the archaeological present and past still requires deliberation; 
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and the development of visual styles and media in the discipline have barely garnered 
attention.   

 
With such considerations in mind, the first Visualisation in Archaeology (VIA) 

Workshop was launched at the University of Southampton’s Department of Archaeology 
in the fall of 2008.  Held over two days (23-24 October), the event aimed to open up a 
space for discussion about exactly those elemental visual topics that have often gone 
unappraised in the discipline: where does visualisation stand today in our field of 
practice? How did it develop?  How does the visual actually communicate? And what 
does the future hold for archaeological negotiations of graphic representation?  The first 
of three such workshops to be conducted between 2008 and 2010, its initial performance 
was purposely left unprescriptive in terms of expected outcomes and content so as to 
begin to draw linkages between visual matters and to articulate common problems and 
concerns.  To this end, the forum was successful, as attested to by the following 
document.  Based on evaluative feedback from 18 contributors and review of over 11 
hours of audio files from the event, this article examines the achievements and 
difficulties of the 2008 VIA Workshop.  It sketches parallels between the diverse papers 
presented at the event, and subsequently identifies issues of contention that deserve 
concerted thought at upcoming VIA gatherings.  While participant feedback on the 
workshop is uniformly positive, it is also revealing of conceptual and methodological 
conflict at the heart of visual archaeological study.  Ideally, attention to this conflict will 
come to structure future visualisation in archaeology-related—and VIA-specific—outputs 
to ensure they do not continue to replicate the long line of isolated and often insular 
productions that characterise much recent research. 

 
 

Planning and Structure of the Workshop 
 
Advertised as an interdisciplinary forum for representatives of the scholarly, public and 
private sectors, the 2008 VIA Workshop attracted more than 30 participants and 21 
conference papers from archaeologists, historians of art and science, artists, and 
information technology specialists across the UK, Australia, Germany, Sweden, 
Portugal, France, Denmark and North America.  The international scope of both the 
papers and the contributors themselves was unanticipated due to the fact that in its first 
incarnation (with only very targeted promotion and a limited network of specialists yet 
established) it was assumed the event would draw primarily local interest.  As testimony 
to the timeliness of the workshop, the initial call for papers pulled in an extensive 
intercontinental contribution (including paper proposals from South Africa and 
Bangladesh) which, in the end, was only scaled back owing to individual difficulties in 
finalising travel plans to the UK.  With both positive and negative ramifications, workshop 
participation ultimately exceeded capacity, as space and time was originally allocated for 
a maximum of just 18 contributors.     
 

The event was configured around four consecutive, independently-chaired 
thematic sessions during which 15-20 minute academic papers were presented, 
accompanied by 10-15 minutes of follow-up discussion.  On the second of the two 
workshop days, sessions culminated in 30 minute periods of group dialogue concerning 
the content of the various papers and their contributions toward explicating the themes 
of “How does Visualisation Communicate?” and “Seeing a Way Forward?”  As part of the 
larger, multi-component VIA project, the workshop was envisioned as an “intellectual 
hub” from which VIA’s greater aims and objectives (see VIA 2007) could be shaped and, 
to a certain extent, realised.  The event itself was organised specially to enable such a 
‘hub’ to materialise: it was designed as a two-day residency wherein participants 
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attended every session together, ate meals together and stayed alongside one another 
in nearby hotels.  The added value of these close, intensive interactions was 
substantiated both in participant feedback (which cited the residency aspect of the 
workshop as critical to its success) and in the rich discussion periods of the actual event 
(wherein it was not uncommon to hear contributors begin their comments with “as we 
talked about over lunch/dinner...”).  Indeed, it was suggestions for improving this 
residency that universally united assessments of the workshop.  Participants wanted 
more in-depth contact with one another; they requested that small break-out or hands-on 
demonstration sessions be devised to better grapple with individual case studies; 
several proposed that site (museum, lab, library, field) visits be incorporated into the 
residential stay to permit ground-level engagement with the research; some even 
desired more structured coffee and lunch breaks that eschewed mingling for sit-down 
conversation.  Contributors unanimously wanted a larger space than that provided by the 
University of Southampton’s Sara Champion Room; and some suggested that, 
respecting all such considerations, future workshops be held at purpose-built conference 
facilities which might logistically and intellectually better achieve VIA’s goals.   

 
Practically, certain participants also asked that technical matters take higher 

priority at future events, particularly as regards data projection.  Owing to a 
malfunctioning projector (which was ultimately repaired), some presentation imagery 
was moderately distorted in form or colour.  This predicament brought a handful of 
people to note the irony of a workshop devoted to visualisation which, at once, was ill-
equipped to properly visualise.  In truth, such irony merely underscored one of the core 
issues at stake throughout much of the workshop, namely the basic functionality and 
intelligibility of new (and old) visual technology.  In a comparable vein, the entire event 
was recorded on digital audio files, and presentations specifically were captured on 
video tape.  Direct and oblique remarks both at the workshop and in follow-up 
evaluations suggested that various participants were uncomfortable with the prospect of 
their ideas being documented and, importantly, visualised in this way.  Considering that 
some contributors prefaced their commentary at the event with statements such as “I’m 
hesitant [to say the following] given there’s a camera in the background,” the argument 
could be made that the video/audio tapes actually constrained or altered discussion.  
This is important as another topical issue at the workshop was the promise of (digital) 
visual technologies to make accessible and open up archaeology to participation from 
audiences (both professional and non-professional) that have long stood distant, or have 
otherwise been excluded, from the field.  However, workshop participants themselves 
highlighted the hazards of such open-access visualisation as they paused over the 
liabilities and exposures inherent in the very act of embracing certain media forms.  
 
 
Themes and Parallels in VIA Research 
 
As described above, the VIA workshop was coordinated around four thematic sessions 
converging on the past, present and future of visualisation in (and beyond) archaeology 
and the means by which pictorials convey knowledge.  In assessments of the event, it 
was commonly observed that presenters’ papers did not sit coherently within their 
assigned theme.  To some extent such incoherence is explainable via reference to the 
aforementioned diversity in visual subject matter, as the focus and scale of each paper 
proved amenable to seemingly limitless permutations of thematic categories.1  Also 

                                                
1 This is borne out by the fact that, following the workshop, some contributors formulated alternative 
programmes for the event, rearranging the original line up of papers to better fit their conception of the 
themes. 
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relevant is the fact that some delegates modified their final paper topic from that initially 
proposed in their abstract submissions.  Most critically, however, the themes were 
determined prior to circulating the workshop’s call for papers, and in retrospect they 
were perhaps so broad as to allow for excessive variety.  As per above, such openness 
was actually a priority for the first VIA workshop.  But as participants Dunn and Pearson 
have suggested, in the future it might be meaningful to push back contemplation of these 
themes in order, in the first instance, to permit concentration on precise methodological 
and theoretical problems.  In such a way, attempts at ‘resolving’ the larger themes could 
then become the ultimate goal of the VIA project, as opposed to the nebulous starting 
point for conversation.   

 
It is worth debating, too, whether the expansive and predetermined themes of the 

workshop admitted a certain stereotyping of various papers.  The contents of the 
“Seeing a Way Forward?” and “How did Visualisation in Archaeology Develop?” 
sessions stand as cases in point.  In the former, the majority of papers were devoted to 
describing the application of particular digital visual media to archaeology (Bohrer’s 
paper being the obvious exception).  One might assume, based on the thematic 
categorisation of these papers, that the workshop’s organisers (myself included) 
preconceived digital technology to be key to critically developing the discipline for the 
future.  As workshop participant Harlan has noted, however, most of the papers would 
have better fit within the theme of “Where is Visualisation Today” given that they were 
just that: important current negotiations with archaeological visual methodologies.  By 
reassigning the papers’ theme as such, their methods might have been appreciated on a 
more neutral platform—not necessarily as the way forward for archaeologists, but, like 
all visual media, as loaded, contemporary tools whose epistemological and ontological 
implications demand probing.  A comparable comment might be made about the latter 
session (“How did Visualisation Develop?”) wherein papers were unanimously 
concerned with historical research, ostensibly segregated from the rest of the workshop, 
and therein (as observed by both Harlan and Brusius) made to seem potentially 
irrelevant to archaeological visualisation today.  As Brusius has proposed, forthcoming 
workshops might strive to underline the contemporary possibilities of historical study, as 
well as its meaning for the future of archaeology.  In this way, historical work might be 
construed as an approach that truly does hint at a “way forward” for the discipline, as 
opposed to a sideline of disciplinary practice. 

 
Despite critiques of the scope and compartmentalisation of the issues, it was 

precisely such diversity in paper topics and big-picture matters that participants readily 
extolled in assessments of the workshop.  Indeed, while the expansiveness of the 
sessions was problematic in some respects, the range of contributors—from students to 
senior professionals, academics to practising archaeologists—and the parity of respect 
with which each of their approaches was received, proved critical assets of the event.  
As workshop participants Jones and Nayling both noted, unique about the workshop was 
the fact that art, science, history, technology, theory, practice, etc. were presented on an 
equal (if not indivisible) footing.  There was no premeditated privileging of one paradigm 
or form of expertise above another.  There was no finger-pointing; no hackneyed 
processual versus post-processual labelling; no automatic criticism of the application of 
imported methods to the discipline.  In fact, as per Harlan, even though obviously 
customised to respect visualisation, the workshop was also not totalised by vision: it was 
contemplative of the interaction of senses, of the inextricability of sight from touch, 
sound, smell, taste.  Taken together, and following Nordbladh’s feedback, the event 
offered a true occasion for capacity-building.  In so doing, the largesse of the themes 
actually worked (in the same way as VIA chair James observed that visual 
representation itself works) to enable productive questions and ideas that might 
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otherwise have been obscured.  Included among such questions/ideas were concerns 
for the multiplicity of factors impinging upon visualisation, and the hybridity of disciplinary 
vision and visuality: archaeological visual practice as more than simply isolated media 
doing isolated chores.  Above all else, then (and as hinted at by Watson’s evaluation), 
what seems to have been revealed through the workshop is just how much research has 
yet to be done on the topic. 

 
But while the number of issues still to be addressed may have swelled owing to 

the event, and while variety and hybridity of practice may have been among its most 
definitive characteristics, it is not true that presented papers (and ensuing discussion) 
lacked parallels on fundamental matters.  In line with visual anthropological and visual 
studies scholarship (e.g., Banks and Morphy 1997; Mitchell 2005), virtually every 
presentation grappled with visuals as inherently versatile, active, and augmentative tools 
of engagement and interpretation. Recognising such inherent traits, but wary of a 
persistent archaeological tendency to avoid making them overt (i.e., to avoid actually 
altering visual practice to explore their subtexts), various presentations explored the 
creation of new forms of more reflexive and blatantly unstable visualisations (e.g., Coller, 
Jones, Perry, Watson).  In so doing, participants began to probe the fact that it is in 
these acts of creation that novel research questions may be born; that it is perhaps the 
process of making graphic representation that is of import for archaeologists above the 
actual representative output itself (e.g., Dunn and Bailey, Nayling).  Similarly attuned to 
the capacities of visual practice, several contributors initiated conversations about how 
visual tools truly operate as knowledge producers—particularly how illustrative 
conventions have come to develop and shape thinking (e.g. Dobie, Ferreira, Pearson).  
Penetrating further into the subject of convention, multiple papers (e.g., Bohrer, Brusius, 
Harlan, Price) investigated the role of historical figures in the establishment of visual 
traditions, and these and other papers (e.g., Ferreira, Klamm, Pearson) hinted at the 
nationalistic or state-specific enterprise that often underlies such tradition.  Embedded in 
these themes were dialogues around visualisation as means for securing intellectual and 
institutional knowledge control and dominance (e.g., Bohrer, Dobie, Harlan, Klamm)—
but also as means for exposing and destabilising such control (e.g., Jones, Morgan, 
Perry, Webmoor).  Visuals, then, as conduits of exchange between individuals, groups, 
organisations, and states was a topic of especial significance throughout the workshop; 
and specific examples of the positive outcomes of interdisciplinary exchange on 
archaeological visualisation were common (e.g., Bjarno, Bonde and Maines, Dunn and 
Bailey, Smith, Watson).  At once, however, the pragmatic repercussions of such 
exchange—the practicalities of funding, experimenting with, collaborating over, 
archiving, authoring, publishing, educating about, and copyrighting visualisations—were 
tacit themes that mostly smouldered under the surface of the workshop (but cf. Morgan, 
Nayling, Schlanger, Webmoor).  Also relatively latent was the issue of the impact and 
public reception of graphic representation which, although repeatedly broached during 
discussion periods, was subject to sensitive examination in barely a handful of papers 
(e.g., Bjarno, Jones, Nayling). 

 
In contrast, numerous presenters were explicitly concerned with adding 

dimensionality, immersive sensibility and/or greater intellectual rigour to archaeological 
visualisations, chiefly through the use of digital media (e.g., Bonde and Maines, Coller, 
Dunn and Bailey, Morgan, Nayling, Smith, Watson, Webmoor).  Such expositions were 
typically accompanied by discussion of the limitations of traditional analog media for 
these purposes (e.g., Bonde and Maines, Watson, Webmoor).  But pushing against this 
discussion was also a not insignificant concern for the limitations of digital technologies 
themselves, as well as the durability, parallel ambitions and enduring possibilities of 
traditional and mixed (‘old’ + ‘new’) media (e.g., Dobie, Nordbladh, Pearson, Perry, 
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Schlanger).  As workshop chair Moser notes, critical to the conversation were papers 
testifying to the extended and diverse history of multimedia and hybrid media use in the 
discipline (e.g., Brusius, Klamm, Nordbladh, Price).  Such research intimates that 
archaeologists have long and complexly deployed imaging strategies for various 
purposes, but that, interestingly, the application, scope, and effect of this deployment still 
appear to elude practitioners. 
 
 
Mapping Out Theoretical and Methodological Frictions in 
Visualisation Research 
 
The significance of these thematic connections between VIA workshop contributions lies 
in their allusions to tensions at the heart of archaeological visualisation, which have yet 
to be untangled.  Pinpointing such tensions has the potential to provide direction for 
future VIA events, as well as focus for visualisation in archaeology research overall.  
With this in mind, it is critical to note the unease expressed by various workshop 
participants over the general inattentiveness among papers to how, precisely, the 
imaging process works; to how archaeological visual representation assortedly enables 
and disables reasoning, perception, and intuition.  Considering that the greater premise 
of the first workshop was an exploration of “Visualisation and Knowledge Formation,” it is 
disconcerting that such topics were not more determinedly pursued.  Perhaps, as 
insinuated by the feedback of Jones, Morgan and Smiles, the descriptive nature of many 
of the presentations precluded consideration of their deeper epistemological and 
ontological consequences.  Conceivably, owing to constraints of time, theme, etc., little 
opportunity was left over to contemplate matters of more profundity—basic questions of 
“so what”? “why and how does such visualisation actually craft knowledge”? and “how 
can we contribute constructively to wider visual debates beyond the field of 
archaeology”?   

 
Equally plausible, however, is the possibility that overemphasis of the promises 

of digital media in fact distracted from critical engagements with the philosophical and 
analytical substance of some of these (and other) media.  Both at and after the 
workshop, multiple commentators articulated concern that technological (in particular, 
digital) determinism may have slipped into the conversation, with graphic 
productivity/insight being attributed primarily to the medium of conveyance rather than 
the overall processes of visualisation.  Moreover, inherent in various workshop 
assessments was the notion that new media are exemplary generators and archives of 
information, yet simultaneously, unstable culprits in the manufacture (to borrow Nayling’s 
vocabulary) of “digital data bloat”; that they are superior devices for manifesting dynamic 
archaeological experiences, yet narrow tools with often little or no large-scale, strategic 
purpose; that they make possible inimitably complex presentations and negotiations of 
materials, yet, in their very complexity, can be inflexible and impenetrable, with the 
potential for obsolescence or failure in the most irreversible of ways.  Workshop chair 
Woolgar spoke to the depth of the problems behind these contradictions when he 
suggested that we do not yet have adequate means to comprehend new technologies; 
we have no intellectual apparatus for understanding the (visual) implications of digital 
media.  Although such an apparatus, in the form of the ‘immutable mobile’ (e.g., Latour 
1987, 1990), might exist for analog outputs, in digital mode these outputs are hardly still 
immutable, and are mobile (and immobile too) in fashions that have barely been 
interrogated.  Accordingly, questions must now come to the forefront about the 
advantages and disadvantages of digital and analog media; about who they benefit and 
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how they benefit; about their respective dangers and potentials, and why—and in what 
circumstances—one mode of communication might outperform another.    

 
Perhaps prompted by the technophilia behind some such interactions with digital 

media, and by the (often linked) aspiration to make data and technologies infinitely 
accessible and obtainable, the workshop also exposed underlying anxieties among 
various contributors about the possible de-skilling of practitioners.  The sense here was 
that, despite evidence of the productive relations between archaeologists and artists 
(e.g., as established by Dobie), new media might make—or indeed are making—
redundant the archaeological illustrator.  In the same vein, with so many novel 
technologies available and so much expectation to exploit them all, the future of 
archaeology might necessarily be characterised by only superficial competency in each.  
From this perspective, to embrace new media (or even to mix traditional and emerging 
media) might be to trigger the replacement of the visual expert with inadequately-
equipped archaeologists or technical assistants.  While the visual studies literature has 
already engaged with such debate around de-skilling (revealing that it is, oftentimes, a 
xenophobic and conservative reaction to the traversal of disciplinary boundaries (e.g., 
Bal 2005, Elkins 2003; cf. Mitchell 2002; Visual Culture Questionnaire 1996)), what is 
clear is that archaeologists need to probe the value of different disciplinary skillsets and 
the ‘borders’ of visual practice: what do trained illustrators offer that general practitioners 
do not, and what would be lost should artists fade out of the field? How are pedagogical 
programmes preparing professionals for proficient use of digital and analog visuals? And 
do archaeologists indeed have—can they ever have—the aesthetic and semiotic 
mastery necessary to assume primacy as visual producers? 

 
Connected to these questions was an ongoing dialogue at the workshop about 

the universality of visual language.  Arguably the product of archaeologists 
unproblematically assuming larger and larger roles as, at once, teachers, researchers, 
artists, computer technicians, digital mediators, and cultural experts, it was not 
uncommon to hear talk of visualisation as the great unifier of the discipline—intelligible 
cross-continentally; legible across audiences.  But to construe imagery as such is to 
ignore a range of visual, sociological and anthropological research (e.g., Hubley 1988; 
Raney 1999; Ruby 1995; Sekula 1981) which testifies not only to vastly differing levels of 
visual literacy among and between populations, but to the many lenses through which 
visualisations and visual technologies are arbitrated by individuals; i.e., age, gender, 
income, education, biology, politics, geography, personal intent and preference, etc.  
Indeed, as the visual sociological literature evidences, the addition of nothing more than 
a caption to an image can wholly reframe its meaning, denoting therein the very situated 
nature of visual communication (Chaplin 2006; Sliwinski 2004; also Signorile 1987).  
Even at the workshop itself it was patent that the pictorial outputs of various contributors 
(e.g., Bjarno) were intentionally tailored to meet the needs of specific audiences, 
presuming (as a result of focus group studies) that these audiences would respond 
differently than would others to the content and format of certain imaging practices.   

 
Obviously, then, the extent to which archaeological professionals and non-

professionals actually see and understand the same things in graphic representations 
must be questioned.  To this end, it is telling that so few practitioners have yet engaged 
with reception studies in the discipline.  According to one workshop commentator, as 
picture makers and trained specialists, archaeologists have a responsibility to generate 
visualisations that are critically informed and meaningful to their many audiences 
(including public spectators, academic institutions, and VIA workshop delegates 
themselves).  As products of expert practice, our visuals must be evaluated in line with 
the same rigorous standards that would be applied to any archaeological output.  On 
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these grounds, the unsystematic anecdotal reports that often stand as “proof” of the 
effectiveness of archaeological imagery need to be challenged, not only for their 
partiality, but for their inimicality to the science of the discipline.  Conceivably, the reason 
why issues of reception may have mostly gone unspoken at the VIA workshop is that 
contributions were, in the main, constrictedly framed around visual production for 
scholarly or specialist audiences.  As one participant noted, the very assumption that 
archaeologists are innately equipped to meet the receptive needs of their 
colleagues/students must be problematised.  More generally, however, we must 
challenge the essential tendency to privilege the academic.  The overall workshop 
dialogue might have been more fruitfully driven had archaeological units, contract 
workers, and additional museum experts been involved.  Opening up participation in 
such a way may have forced finer examination of everyday engagements between state, 
enterprise and public and, therein, prompted pragmatic enquiries into what imagery is 
produced and why; into who it should (or should not) impact and at what cost; into 
whether (and to what extent) it is actually efficacious in its reception; and into how future 
archaeological practice might be reshaped in this back-and-forth process of creation, 
circulation and consumption.  Moving forward, all archaeologists should be enabled to 
methodically pose such questions. 

 

Next Steps 
 
With the pertinence of these reception studies in mind, the first VIA workshop itself was 
launched with the aim that participant feedback and critical review would come to mould 
future VIA events/outputs to match the needs of archaeological communities.  Of 
importance is the fact that while initial apprehension over the enormity of the topic of 
visualisation in archaeology perhaps threatened to dilute the workshop’s outcomes, it 
has precisely been feedback and review that have exposed intimate congruencies and 
absences in current theory and method.  These, as described above, point at directions 
that upcoming workshops would ideally seek to follow as the VIA project looks ahead 
towards influencing greater archaeological-visual policy and practice.  In particular, 
workshop commentary has made obvious the need to probe the knowledge-making 
potentials and limitations of individual (and hybrid) visual modes of communication.  
Implicit here is a call for problematising the process of vision itself, such that imaging is 
construed not as an uncomplicated activity driven by technology, but as an intricate 
process affecting thinking, structuring practice and variously making—and being made 
by—different media.  It is in this respect that consideration must also be given to what 
competencies archaeologists themselves have in analysing such process; how and 
where these competencies can be fostered; and how (and with what consequences) we 
see the competencies of the archaeologist, the artist, the web scientist, the illustrator 
and the computer technician, among others, developing or collapsing in the future.  
Moreover, it must be a goal that historical research be brought to bear on the depth of 
these sorts of negotiations with responsibility, technology, pedagogy, etc.  Such 
research can help to dismantle fundamental misperceptions about the modernity of 
archaeological visual culture and, in so doing, redefine the position of traditional and new 
media in past and present practice.   

 
 In the end, while it would probably be worthwhile to reduce the number of 

participants in future workshops (or break them out into smaller parallel streams) to allow 
for more focussed conversation, participation should actually be extended in an intra- 
and inter-disciplinary sense to ensure more broad-scale representation of the 
archaeological community and wider contribution from visual specialists.  In the first 
instance, this would have the advantage of inclusivity and larger disciplinary impact; but 
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it would also open the door to further consideration of the variety of audiences implicated 
in archaeological practice.  Indeed, reception studies must become a priority, entangled 
as they are both in understanding modes and levels of visual literacy, and in planning 
and sustaining archaeology into the future.  So too would broader interdisciplinary 
participation better enable capacity-building—offering an opportunity to engage more 
skilfully with the vast methodological and theoretical toolkits of visual and art historical 
scholars.   

 
As corroborated above, the first VIA workshop has already accomplished much 

in drawing together a range of expert visual work.  Yet, per the comments of participants 
Jones and Morgan, in its initial run the workshop may have actually overly favoured 
questions about what, specifically, visualisation can do to help archaeologists.  With 
interdisciplinarity a critical goal of the VIA project, the next logical step might be to 
challenge such favouritism; to, in fact, turn the debate around.  As Jones puts it, it seems 
time to question not just what visualisation can do for archaeology, but what archaeology 
can do for visualisation.  In asking as much, we may finally be able to push our pictorial 
studies beyond isolated disciplinary projects into truly revelatory mediations for visual 
researchers overall. 
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