
Commentary 
by GROMATICUS 

FOR YEARS we, and many others, have bemoaned 
either the failure of archaeologists to publish their 
excavations, or the apparcntly cvcr-incrcasing dclays 
between excavation and final publication. This has usually 
been put down down to a lack of resources devoted to 
post-excavation and publication work, in the face of the 
more insistent claims of rescue excavation. Behind the 
scenes, however, things have changed, and both in 
London and elsewhere very great resources are now 
devoted to these aspects of archaeology. Equally impor- 
tant, procedures for managing and monitoring these 
resources have been developed, to prevent post-excava- 
tion work becoming the 'bottomless pit' it has sometimes 
appeared. Now, at last, these efforts are beginning to bear 
fruit, and we expect to see the completion of may more 
archaeological reports in the near future. 

At this happy stage, however, a new problem has arisen 
- how are these reports to be published? Traditionally, 
publication has been through the County Societies, either 
in their annual Collections or Transactions, or as a 
monograph, special paper or research volume. There are 
three reasons why this system may be breaking down: 
(i) the burden on editors of county journals. Most of such 
journals are edited on a 'part-time' basis, either by 
amateur archaeologists or by professionals working in 
their 'spare' time. Publication is limited by the amount of 
work with which they can cope each year. 
(ii) financial burden on the societies. Despite generous 
publication grants (up to 75%) from HBMC, societies 
must still bear a proportion of the costs themselves. As the 
total increases, both from rising volume and increasing 
unit costs, so do the societies' shares. 
(iii) worries about charitable status. Members of societies 
have always enjoyed a good bargain in the publications 
they receive in return for their annual subscription. As the 
amount of publications increases, societies tend to become 
a vehicle for channelling HBMC publication grants to their 
members via the medium of publications. There must be 
some doubt as to whether this is a charitable purpose. 
There must also be a doubt as to whether all members 
want to receive all publications. 

At the heart of the problem seems to lie a mis-match 
between the production runs needed for a viable 
publication and the likely market for an average archae- 
oloeical revort. The 'ca~tive market' of a Countv Societv 

to an acceptable level. Thus the idea of Units 'going 
independent' and publishing their own reports seems 
fraught with dangers; at Colchester, excellent reports are 
securing poor sales, even under the CBA imprint, and at 
York the fascicule system may be running into trouble (see 
Alan Vince's review on p. 389). Also, proliferation of 
series of publications makes it much more difficult to 
search the literature for information on aparticular topic. 

Publication costs could no doubt be reduced. Quite 
adequate masters can now be produced on laser printers, 
at much less than the cost of traditional typesetting. If that 
is not thought good enough, societies ought to be able to 
take advantage of the favourable rates offered by 
University typesetting services, e.g. the Oxford Laser- 
comp and the London Linotron. But this line will require 
editors andtor authors to learn new skills, such as the 
mysteries of Postscript, and this may be resisted. 

But perhaps we need a more fundamental look at what 
we are publishing for. We must aim to make information 
and interpretations available to those who want them now, 
and accessible to those who may want them in the future. 
There are (at least) two implications: to be accessible, 
information must be housed in permanent institutions, 
e.g. libraries. and people must know where it is. So we 
need to get as much information as possible into libraries, 
specialist reports to other specialists, heavily cross-refer- 
enced and indexed summaries to anyone who may want 
access to the detailed information, and readable but 
scholarly syntheses to as wide a market as possible. A 
radical re-think of strategy may be called for. 
Thank you 

The Editor's sincere thanks go to Beth Richardson, who 
has edited the Excavation Round-up for every year since 
1976. This year Beth feels she has done the job for long 
enough, and has handed over to Jenny Heathcote of the 
Institute of Archaeology (responsible for Museum of 
London reports) and Sheila Girardon of the Passmore 
Edwards Museum (all other reports). Thank you to Beth 
for your help over all the years, and to Jenny and Sheila 
for offering to take on this job. 
Reprints for sale 

We have produced reprints of David Gaimster's article 
on imported stoneware, which will be of great value to 
anyone interested in pottery. They are available as an 
eight-page booklet in a card cover, price f l each or £8 for 
10. from the Editor at the Institute of Archaeolo~v me&ershrp seems to bk needed to keep unit costs down . 3 J .  

invitation 
YOU ARE INVITED to the Annual Meeting of the ~nclude the election of officers and the election to the 
London Archaeologist on Thursday 26 May at 7 p.m. in Publicat~on Committee of the six local society represen- 
the Lecture Theatre of the Institute of Archaeology, 31-34 tatives, whose nominations should be made In writing not 
Gordon Square, London WC1. Refreshments will be less than 14 days before the AGM to the Chairman, c10 7 
provided from 6.30 p.m. This year the lecture (open to the Coalecroft Road, SW15 6LW. 
public) will be 'Renaissance culture in London: an 
archaeological perspective' by David Gaimster of the Local Societies are invited to send one representative 
British Museum. Before the lecture, the annual reports with voting powers to the AGM; ind~v~dual subscribers 
and accounts will be presented. The proceedings will and their friends will also be welcome. 


