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Over the last two decades, there has been the growing use of the phrase “digital workflow.” 

As you might expect, the Google ngram plot for this term looks like the proverbial hockey stick. 

The term “workflow” has its roots in the language of early 20th century scientific management 

(Alexander 2008, 148), and the notion of “digital workflow” appears to have first emerged at the 

turn of the 21st century in the field of publishing. In this context, digital workflow spawned a 

series of “how to” style books that described both the role of computer technology in the 

production of print media and the new way of organizing practice  (e.g. O'Quinn et al. 1996). 

The widespread use of word processing software, for example, among authors and digital design 

software among publishers integrated book production practices to a digital workflow that began 

with the author (Kirschenbaum 2016) . In the last 20 years the emergence of ebook readers and 

digital tablets has extended digital workflows through the publication process (for a summary of 

contemporary tools and practices see: Maxwell et al. 2019) and into the hands of the consumer of 

digital and ebooks. Among archaeologists, the concept of digital workflow has emerged in the 

early 21st century with the widespread use of digital tools, technologies, and practices in the 

discipline, and, as a result, digital workflow has come to occupy a distinct place within 

archaeological methodology.  

This paper considers the idea of a “digital workflow” in the context of archaeological 

publishing. Recent work on archaeological writing and publishing has started to explore the 

reciprocal relationship between archaeological work and the publication process. These ideas are 
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not new. Ian Hodder, for example, reflected on how the character and structure of archaeological 

description and narration shape the kinds of arguments possible in archaeology (Hodder 1989). 

This anticipated a growing emphasis on craft in archaeological knowledge production with work 

on illustration, for example, demonstrating the embodied nature of the processes of translating 

archaeological knowledge from the field to the published page (McGuire and Shanks 1996, 

Morgan and Wright 2018). This finds ready parallels with recent critiques of archaeological 

photography that have recognized how media affordances shaped the kind of arguments that 

archaeologists make from their data (e.g. Gartski 2017). With the emergence of digital practices 

in archaeological field work, scholars have come to understand the data produced through a 

growing range of digital tools required thoughtful curation and, increasingly, publication under 

the terms of various federal grants. As a result, archaeologists have started to extend the notion 

of archaeological workflow from data collection in the field to the archiving and dissemination 

of data on platforms like Open Context, TiDAR, or the ADS.   

This move among archaeologists will have, I propose, wide ranging impacts on the nature of 

archaeological publishing especially as academic publishing itself has entered a period of 

considerable change. Most large academic publishers now have digital publishing platforms of 

various descriptions and have supported various efforts at creating more dynamic and interactive 

ways to engage with archaeological description, interpretation, analysis and data. The best 

known and perhaps most innovative of these is the University of Michigan’s recent publication 

of the Mid-Republican House at Gabii (Opitz et al. 2016). While this work received some 

significant criticism from reviewers for the limits of its functionality, the authors have been 

commendably reflexive in the motivations and processes surrounding its development (Optiz 

2018). Publishers have also sought to embrace Open Access publishing models as pressure from 
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authors, libraries, and institutions has sought to make publicly funded research more widely 

available, remove profit margins from the consideration of academic work, and pushed back 

against escalating prices for library resources. These initiatives often inform the development of 

new publishing platforms — like Luminos from the University of California Press 

(https://www.luminosoa.org/), Fulcrum from the University of Michigan Press 

(https://www.fulcrum.org/), and PubPub from MIT (https://www.pubpub.org/). In some cases, 

such as the Manifold platform from the University of Minnesota Press 

(https://manifold.umn.edu/), these platforms are open to new compositional strategies for authors 

that expand the character of the academic books as living documents susceptible to revision and 

to accommodating responses within their fabric. These significant changes to publishing intersect 

with a growing reflexivity in archaeological workflow to create the potential for new ways of 

understanding archaeological knowledge making.    

This chapter offers my modest contributions to these conversations based on two things. 

First, I have two slightly unusual points of departure. One is a passage from an article by 

Michael Given in which he applies Ivan Illich’s idea of conviviality to an understanding of the 

premodern agricultural landscape of Cyprus (Given 2017, 2018). Illich proposed his idea of 

conviviality as a way to describe the creativity that arose from the fluid interaction and 

interdependence between individuals in the premodern world, and he articulated it as a critique 

of an impoverished modern condition. Toward the end of the article, Given suggested that a 

convivial collaboration between archaeological specialists from soil scientists to ceramicists, 

bioarchaeologists, architectural historians, and field archaeologists would produce a deeper 

understanding of the convivial landscape in which premodern Cypriots lived (Given 2017, 140). 

My first reading of that passages was relatively uncharitable (Caraher 2019, 374-375). Illich’s 
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notion of conviviality was anti-modern and attempting to reconcile this idea with the assembly 

line practice of archaeological work and specialization seemed as doomed to fail as the 

plantation style sugar works established by the Venetian colonizers on Cyprus’s south coast. If 

convivial relationships mapped the seamless sociability of premodern production, specialization 

and workflows created Frankenstein creatures which have the superficial appearance of reality, 

but are, in fact, mottled monsters of recombined fragments (in the vague sense of Freeman 

2010).   

At the same time that I was thinking about Illich and Given, I read Anna Tsing’s work, the 

Mushroom at the End of the World (2015) and Deborah Cowen’s work on logistics, The Deadly 

Life of Logistics (2014). Both books, in their own ways, describe the fluid of movement of 

people, things, and capital around the world. They explore the tension between the local and the 

global, places and movement, and the Deluezian “dividual” (Deleuze 1992) and the 

Enlightenment individual (Deleuze 1992). While Cowen’s work is, as the title suggests, practical 

and pessimistic in tone, Tsing’s work offers the rhizomic world of the matsutake mushroom 

holding forth the “possibilities of life in capitalist ruins.” Cowen argues that corporate profits are 

increasingly tied to their ability to manage distributed work flows and the efficient movement of 

goods, capital, capacity, and even people on a global scale. Tsing looks at these same phenomena 

while arguing that the rhyzomic system of the matsutake mushroom, which thrives in landscapes 

heavily disturbed by logging and other industrial practices, offers a compelling metaphor for the 

new, often global, connections. She links, for example, the social and economic communities of 

Cambodian mushroom pickers in Northern California to the hospitality practices of wealthy 

clients in Japan. In understanding these connections she draws freely (and playfully) upon 

Deleuze and Guattari’s ideas of deterritorialization and lightening both their distopian or crassly 
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economic view of workflow (Deleuze and Guattari 1987). While I dread bringing too much 

theory to this chapter, I do think that Deleuze and Guattari offers a way to understand Given’s 

use of conviviality as a rather radical way to conceptualize the reterritorialization (perhaps the 

recoding) of modern archaeological knowledge making. This chapter will swing back and forth 

between these two poles and offer both an angst-filled critique of archaeological practice as well 

as some more optimistic reflections on why maybe Michael Given was right (and maybe I knew 

that all along) and convivial social practices in archaeology are possible, even in our digital age. 

As a final note, this chapter will consider publishing not from the growing body of work on the 

future academic publishing, but from the perspective of archaeological work and knowledge 

making strategies.  

 

 The second pillar supporting my arguments in this chapter is my experience founding and 

operating a small university press, The Digital Press at the University of North Dakota, which I 

co-founded about five years ago. At the risk of being solipsistic or self-referential, my 

experiences talking with authors, book makers, archaeologists, and other publishers has helped 

me to formulate ways of producing books that bring them closer to the convivial practices 

associated with archaeological work. To be clear: The Digital Press is small with no permanent 

staff; our budget is based exclusively on the generosity of donors and a slow drip of paper book 

sales; and we have no experience in the publishing industry at any level. These things are both 

features and bugs. On the one hand, we had no expectation for how a press should work other 

than those that we had acquired as publishing scholars. We have also developed a strong sense of 

common ownership over the books that we have published with our authors. This has 

emboldened us to think about the Digital Press as a model for other publishing projects in the 
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digital era. On the other hand, we do rely more heavily on the experiences and energies of our 

authors than a conventional press and this has not only complicated certain features common to 

academic publishing, including peer review, but also created a greater professional burden for 

our authors (and, indeed, our publisher) in an environment already crowded with obligations. In 

short, this chapter is not offering The Digital Press as the model for the future of publishing, but 

rather offers our experiences as an example for how the landscape of academic production is 

changing.   

From its founding, The Digital Press sought to explore publishing as part of the larger 

academic and intellectual process. The Press’s first book was, appropriately, Punk Archaeology 

(Caraher, Kourelis, Reinhard 2014) and represented a test case in DIY (digital) book making 

albeit under the watchful eye of the experienced publisher, Andrew Reinhard. It represented a 

kind of anti-manifesto of punk practice in archaeology. Rather than offering a clear path to some 

kind of revolutionary practice, Punk Archaeology presented a wide range of loosely related 

interventions that have continued to develop in distinct directions over time (e.g. Caraher 2019; 

Morgan 2015;  Richardson 2017). Since that time, The Digital Press has published over a dozen 

books on topics ranging from digital practices in archaeological field work (Averett, Counts, and 

Gordon 2016) to the historical and cultural significance of Colin Kaepernick’s protests (Burin 

2018). At present, we have in various stages of production, a 21st century archaeological 

autobiography (Graham forthcoming), a 3D catalogue of digitally scanned votive objects from 

Athienou on Cyprus (Counts, Averett, and Gartski forthcoming), and the republication with 

critical updates of a 1958 report on the social conditions in the Bakken oil patch in North Dakota 

(Conway forthcoming). Each of these books has a discrete workflow designed to accommodate 

the character of the work, stakeholders, authorial goals, and prospective audiences.  
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This relationship between workflow and desired outcomes is familiar to most field 

archaeologists. The interest in archaeological methodology, in particular, has sought to make 

many of the claims explicit by connecting procedures, techniques, technologies and even 

practices to research goals. In archaeological work, many contemporary digital practices have 

streamlined the relationship between between fieldwork and lab work (e.g. Roosevelt et al. 

2015), data collection and analysis (Poehler 2016), and fieldwork and public engagement (Perry 

2018) with various degrees of success. Scholars far more rarely extend these spaces of digitally 

mediated integration through to writing and submitting a manuscript and, ultimately, publication. 

Indeed, the division between the manuscript and the published volume tends to be among the 

most rigid with the publishing process neatly separated from the writing process by its own set of 

professional methods, standards, and credentials. The professionalization of publishing has led, 

in part, to its key role as a mediator in the hiring, tenure, and promotion processes on many 

campuses as well as its development as a multi-billion dollar industry. The relatively autonomy 

of the publication process allows us to describe it as a kind of “black box” in a Latourian sense 

that certain basic assumption about the publishing—particularly the mechanics of book design, 

typesetting, distribution, and marketing—have escaped from a certain amount of critical scrutiny 

and exist, to some extent, outside of the traditional definitions of the knowledge making process. 

Renewed interest in the mechanics and transparency of the peer review process, for example, 

reflect the relative obscurity of even the most academically significant aspects of publishing 

(Brand and Eddington 2018). Issues like book design, marketing, and distribution of titles have 

traditionally remained largely within the purview of publishers.  

My experiences as an archaeologists, author, and publisher have led me to become interested 
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in the way in which our increasingly digital workflow has come to shape the relationship 

between the various stages of archaeological knowledge making. The barriers between 

publishing and research represents a challenge to a kind of convivial and collaborative practice in 

knowledge making, to develop Michael Given’s ideas, and an opportunity for digital practices as 

they continue to complicate and change the structure of academic work. 

 

Applying the concept of workflow to data in a digitally mediated archaeology goes beyond 

the analysis of technological change or methodology. The interest in digital workflow recognizes 

that technological changes also transform the organization of archaeological work. Traditionally, 

archaeologist have modeled their work on industrial and military practices where authority 

typically followed a clear hierarchy. In a simplified form, project directors organized 

archaeological goals and tasks and delighted to field directors, trench or team leaders, and 

diggers (see Lucas 2001, 1-12; Caraher 2019, 377-378; Caraher 2016, 425). This division of 

labor served, at least on one level, to facilitate efficient archaeological work and to produce 

specialized, accurate, and precise data. This form of organization allows for control over a 

project’s outcomes and the knowledge making process. The model of archaeological work 

reflects the 19th-century character of the discipline and its organization (Lucas 2001). 

Unsurprisingly, it has analogies with Deleuze’s definition of a “capitalism of concentration” 

where the factory owner controls the space and structure of production (Deleuze 1992). The 

close identification of the project director, for example, and the site, reflects the spatial 

delimiting of authority along ordered routes from the trench to backfill piles, sorting tables, and 

storerooms and reinforced. The concern for spatial control extends to long-standing concerns for 

context and most broadly provenience, and accounts for common coincidence of the physical 
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location of a site’s archives and storeroom near the site. To extend Deleuze’s analogy of control 

further, the connection between the hierarchy of archaeological knowledge making and the 

spatiality of archaeological place evokes the factory floor (or the prison) and the processes of 

enclosure that characterize the modern era and practices.  

In contrast, the flatter less hierarchical universe of logistics and the flow of data, in contrast, 

breaks down the barrier of space, enclosure, and hierarchy allowing for more decentered 

engagement with knowledge. Delueze saw the demise of what Foucault understood to be 

“disciplinary society” and the rise of a new “society of control” that fragmented or “dividuated” 

the individual into dispersed systems of domination (Deleuze 1992). While the social and 

political implications of a dark reading of Deleuze’s view of the near future are evident in the 

rise of the gig economy and the “uberfication” of academic work (Hall 2016, see also Culp 

2016), they also propose that fragmented flows of data and information will ultimately erode 

social organizations grounded in conventional methods of control. Cowen’s work on logistics, 

for example, articulates national borders as problems to be overcome (Cowen 2014, 1-15). More 

importantly, she emphasizes the potential of logistical flows to dehumanize society by violently 

severing the link between individuals and place and distilling even our physical movements 

down to calculated costs. Our concern here is with digital practices in archaeology which 

leverage the growing fluidity data to transform the research, analytical, and publishing processes. 

At the “trowels edge” archaeologists fragment across scale into bits, packets, objects, bundles, 

files, and, then, index, mark up and transmit across a range of digital practices. The ease with 

which bits of data move through digitally mediated systems reinforces the concepts of fluidity 

and liquidity which have become a compelling metaphor for understanding the economic, 

political, and social conditions of the modern era (e.g. Baumann 2000). The linearity of the 
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assembly line has started to give way to the decentered flow of archaeological data, and this, in 

turn, has contributed to the character of archaeological organization as a discipline.  

Efforts to understand the interaction between tools and practices or the digital habitus of 

archaeological work has prompted a valuable range of auto-ethnographic reflections and 

observations sometimes framed as methodological interventions and sometimes as reflexive 

practice (see the contributions to Averett et al. 2016). There also exists a small but growing body 

of systematic ethnographic studies of behavior conducted by Isto Huvila's team in Sweden 

(Huvila 2018), by Sarah and Eric Kansa (and team: Faniel et al. 2018)), and Costis Dallas and 

colleagues in various contexts (Dallas 2016; Laužikas 2018) as well as the work by Matt 

Edgeworth on the ethnography of archaeological practice (Edgeworth 2006). These scholars 

have demonstrated that the flow of digital data and the structure of digital practices have 

challenged the basic assumptions which support the organization of field work. The relationship 

between the fluid character of digital data, particularly the celebrated potential of interoperability 

in digital environments, and changes in disciplinary and professional practices creates a 

productive tension. Transforming archaeological information into “data” facilitates the flow of 

information between individuals, teams, and projects. It also reflects an approach designed to 

negotiate between project directors who are expected to produce synthetic views of their site in 

the past and  area specialists who produce discrete data sets informed and defined, in part, by 

their relationship with other archaeological datasets both from the site and from elsewhere. 

Linked, open date standards represent one contemporary manifestation of data flow in 

archaeology and the relational networks that create the potential for archaeological knowledge 

making (Elliot et al. 2014). This facilitates and evokes the kind of convivial practice among 

experts that Given has proposed at the core of contemporary archaeological practice. This could 
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be expanded to include the role of digital technology in mediating the relationship between 

projects as well suggesting that conviviality is not simply the collaborative efforts of 

archaeologist on a project, but the less structured flow of knowledge, data, and work throughout 

the entire discipline. From a technical standpoint, the role of project directors as well as others 

who seek to produce convivial syntheses has increasingly come to focus on the manipulation of 

digital tools — from databases and spreadsheets to GIS and 3D imaging software. These tools, in 

turn, extends from organizing archaeology as practice on the ground, to shaping the subsequent 

analysis and interpretation of data collected on the ground.  

Whereas Deleuze imagines the erosion of the disciplinary society creating the potential for a 

dehumanizing future, digital conviviality in archaeological practice can also create less 

hierarchical conceptualization of archaeological work and offer the potential for positive 

disciplinary change. Perhaps Illich’s model of conviviality (1975) complements arguments made 

over 20 years ago by Michael Shanks and Randal McGuire that archaeology should embrace its 

roots in craft practices as a way to challenge the industrial modes of archaeological knowledge 

making (Shanks and McGuire 1996). McGuire’s radical efforts to create more a egalitarian and 

democratized archaeology, with the Colorado Coal Field War Project, demonstrated the potential 

of such an approach in practice (Walker and Saitta 2002). A few radical projects in the U.K. have 

likewise sought to introduce democratic processes to field work such as the Sedgeford Historical 

and Archaeological Research Project ((Faulkner 2000, 2009) as cited by Eddisford and Morgan 

2018). While these projects remain outliers, they demonstrate that the social organization of 

archaeological practice remains a topic of discussion and, to a lesser extent, experimentation for 

archaeologists. Morgan and Eddisford (2018) have suggested that single context recording 

represents a far more decentralized and even anarchic method for producing archaeological 
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knowledge. There is likely more variation as well; Mary Leighton (2015) has argued that a 

certain amount of “black boxing” in archaeological practice masks a diversity of practices that 

are both more and less hierarchical than the formally reported results might suggest.  

The intersection of field practices and digital technology create environments where the 

growing interest in workflow and logistics in archaeological knowlege making traces a new 

disciplinary trajectory. The movement, use, and reuse of data in a digital medium reflects a key 

element to transforming the institutional landscape of the discipline just as Tsing (2015) has 

suggested that the post-industrial landscapes create the deteritorialized flows that shape diverse 

and dynamic communities around the matsutake mushroom. Linked, open data standards, for 

example, have established protocols that promote the integration of data from multiple projects, 

datasets, and individuals. This parallels a growing interest in ways to standardize data collection 

in the name of efficiency and regularity from the field. In effect, digital practices in archaeology 

have streamlined the ability to produce and even disseminate data directly from the field, 

although some curation of this data is clearly preferable. Our ability, however, to publish data 

through platforms like OpenContext demonstrates how the fluidity of the contemporary 

workflow is already challenging the barriers between fieldwork and publishing. There is 

something complementary between the often radical challenges to archaeological work as 

hierarchical and value of the archaeological data in a distributed workflow. 

 

 

The fragmentation of digital data and the potential for distributed workflows has done little to 

erode the barrier between archaeological practice and publishing. It is worth noting that our 

present model of academic publishing was largely established after the end of World War II, and 
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prior to that point publishing in archaeology was more diverse and, in many cases, a more casual 

and frankly commercial relationship existed between publisher and scholars (Thorton 2018). The 

current context for digital publishing, however, reflects a complex relationships between scholars 

and publishers and their respective institutions. Over the last 50 years, academic publishing has 

become deeply embedded in the institutional work of academia with top-tier publishers often 

serving as gatekeepers for the discipline (for an overview see Fyfe et al. 2017). Appearance in 

top journals and monograph series often plays a key role in securing tenure and promotion for 

early and mid career scholars. This reflects both the historic prestige of these outlets as well as a 

contemporary faith in the rigor of their review processes. Prestige also tends to follow the 

visibility of these presses in the field, their marketing budgets, and acquisition habits of leading 

libraries. Digital publishing practices need not transform these institutional arrangements. At the 

same time, critical views of the role of digital technology in knowledge making should extend to 

the social practices that link academic archaeology to publishing.   

The beginnings of this kind of critical approach to academic publishing and digital practices 

has appeared, for example, in Rachel Opitz’s recent work (2018) on the intersection of 

archaeological genres, digital publishing, and data rich humanities scholarship based on her 

experiences working to produce A Mid-Republican House from Gabii. This work, however, 

stopped short from considering the impact of archaeological practices on the modalities and 

character of digital publishing. As we have noted, the fragmentation of archaeological data and 

the rise in linked, open, data standards appear poised to eliminate technological grounds for 

explaining why archaeological workflows have not extended from data production and 

publication. In fact, standardization and fragmentation promote a kind of modularity of 

archaeological knowledge. Yet even these fast-coursing flows have struggled to erode the barrier 
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between research and many forms of publishing. These barriers are less technological  than a 

social and professional. 

The roiling intersection of the technological and the professional and social has created a 

vital space for thinking about what, how, and why we publish as archaeologists. For example, 

traditional archaeological publications include certain forms of “data” typically in the form of a 

catalogue which supports the reuse and reorganization of this information usually through the 

catalogue number or through generally defined types. Archaeological publications also tend to 

include narrative summaries and analysis which resists fragmentation necessary to produce 

interoperability across scale and platforms. It remains easier to “drill down“ into the standardized 

data, whether in the form of a traditional catalogue or a database, than to drill horizontally 

between narratives or even drill up from data to various interpretative contexts. New York 

University’s Institute for the Study of the Ancient World (ISAW) Papers makes it possible to link 

to specific paragraphs (Heath 2014), but reciprocal links that are one-to-many are harder to 

implement. Moreover, the discipline’s commitment to linear structure of narrative and argument, 

however, as Opitz has made clear in her description of the Gabii volume, is not unassailable. 

Innovative and experimentally inclined scholars have challenged a view of publishing that is 

limited to the narrative (e.g. Tringham 2019). On the other hand, grants, professional 

organizations, and institutions have only recent come to regard the work to archive, much less 

publish, archaeological data as a key responsibility in the discipline. The growing insistence on 

archaeological data plans for major grants and the recognition of digital work and publication by 

professional organizations demonstrate that a shift is taking place, but it remains difficult to 

anticipate how these top down protocols will shape publishing at any discernible scale (Huggett 

2015). The requirements that archaeologists publish state-funded data has created some 
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interesting professional complications ranging from the ethics behind sharing or publishing the 

3D images of human bones (e.g. Hassett 2018), to those associated with evaluating the accuracy 

of 3D models and the limits to their use (e.g. Khunti 2018). New technologies, as almost always, 

introduce new challenges for archaeologists which often require social and disciplinary decisions 

rather than technological solutions.  

 

As the fluid world of digital archaeology is creating new opportunities and challenges for 

publishing the results of our work, it also seems likely that it will transform entrenched attitudes 

toward publishing in our discipline. Digital Press at the University of North Dakota offers one 

example of how new boundaries between publishing and research emerge from the growing 

interest in digital workflow and its impact of the social organization of disciplinary practice 

within the field. To be clear, scholar-led projects such as  the Princeton/Stanford Working Papers 

(Ober 2007) offered models for publishing that depended upon the digital affordance of 

production and distribution. The emergence of platforms like University of Minnesota Press’s 

Manifold which supports the transparent and interactive production of academic work likewise 

relies on the interoperability of digital flows from author’s laptop to the print-on-demand book. 

The digital affordances of our current scholarly workflow can be as simple as the practice of 

most academic papers taking shape in word processing software which can be easily converted 

for distribution on the web. Scholar-led platforms such as OpenContext, which publishes peer-

reviewed archaeological data, essentially makes artifacts of the digital flow susceptible to review 

through close attention to metadata and linked data standards.  

The Digital Press is a rather more conventional project in comparison, but perhaps the 

conventional character of its work reflects the maturing of digital practices and a tipping point in 
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how these practices shape professional relations within our discipline. Our current publishing 

model is fluid, but follows certain relatively consistent conventions. First, we use digital tools to 

produce and distribute our books at a low cost using print-on-demand printing for paper books, 

we distribute also through PDF downloads on a low cost website running Wordpress, and finally, 

archive our books at UND’s institutional repository and the Internet Archive. Second, we publish 

mainly under various open access licenses. This eliminates some of the institutional friction that 

limits the circulation and distribution of our works. Finally and most importantly for this paper, 

we strive to collaborate closely with authors on all aspects of a publishing process. While none of 

these things are particularly radical or innovative, we feel like we are harnessing the flow of the 

the digital world and territorializing it as a conventional and familiar looking book. The 

involvement of archaeologists in the production of publishable data at the edge of the trench 

opens the door to a more dynamic model of archaeological publishing.   

The Digital Press is almost entirely run by academics who lay out manuscripts, prepare 

marketing materials, use their own and their colleagues’ social media reach to promote the 

books, and manage acquisition, peer review, and copy editing. We even try our hand at cover 

design (with varying results). Our ability to perform these functions is possible largely because 

the basic publishing tools common to most presses - Adobe InDesign, the PDF format, Adobe 

illustrator - are available for relatively minor costs and they are increasingly simple to use. It is 

now possible to link descriptive text to discrete pieces of archaeological data, to create familiar 

and portable media rich documents, and to produce and archive these digital objects easily. In 

short, the development of digital infrastructure allows archaeologists to extend their workflow 

from trench side to final publication while remaining involved in all aspects of knowledge 

making. To be clear, my work at The Digital Press does not, necessarily, emphasize the creation 
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of standardized, linked data. We leverage the kind of interoperable data the flows freely across 

the discipline only inasmuch as our works are largely open access and available for 

disaggregation. Instead, it leverages the breakdown of certain barriers present within the 

discipline, particularly between research and publishing, to expand the process of knowledge 

making and complicate the traditional black boxing of the publication process.   

In short, we emphasize to our authors the opportunity to see knowledge making as extending 

from the earliest work in the archive or in the field all the way to its final presentation as a 

publication. In some cases, the Press is invited to participate as a publisher from the first efforts 

to conceptualize a project in much the same way that data archiving or publishing is now an 

expected part of a data management plan for any new research project. This integration allows us 

to work with authors to understand how best present their research and acknowledges that issues 

of presentation often have a direct impact on the perceived value of academic work.   

 

Conclusion 

 

To conclude, The Digital Press - and digital publishing practices in archaeology (and I’d 

propose in academia more broadly) - offers at least one way to think about the tension between 

the fragmenting of digital archaeological data and social practices at the core of knowledge 

making. The concept and practice of archaeological workflow in a digital environment has a 

social impact on our discipline. In publishing, digital tools and practices have contributed to a 

collaborative environment that is not grounded simply in the relative ease of using mainstream 

professional design tools and the basic interoperability of digital wordprocessors, but in the 

concomitant transformation in the social and professional context for creating new 
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archaeological knowledge. Following the fragments of digital knowledge along the rhizomic 

streams connecting field practices to final publications challenges some of the traditional forms 

of organization that define archaeological work. The ease with which objects, human remains, 

and even buildings can move through digital media demonstrates, at some level, how digital 

workflows can transform the social and disciplinary limits on archaeological practice. This work 

to reterritorialize the digital workflows goes beyond producing a digital object with the familiar 

form of a book and extends to attempting to re-create the convivial spaces of premodern craft in 

an effort to wrest archaeological knowledge from the flow of fragmented data. In the end, the 

Digital Press aspires to contribute to the creation of new critical models for digital archaeology 

that both unpack by the black box of publishing and create a new, digitally mediated model for 

the production and dissemination of archaeological knowlege.     
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