Editorial from Kewa 10(3-4):

As of this writing we are about a year behind our Kewa production schedule despite the best efforts of people like Dana Poulton and editor Christine Dodd who provided the publication ready multi-issue COED report to fills several past recent Kewas. At some level as an editor I need to apologize for the production delays. However, at another level, the problem has been and continues to be that fewer and fewer people are submitting work to the Kewa for publication and the ones who do are largely the old standbys as in most of the contributors to this issue. I find this a little disconcerting. More archaeological work is being done in Ontario than ever before and yet it seems to generate less and less in the way of a published record. Even the journal Ontario Archaeology has had trouble getting material to publish in recent years, such that even it is behind schedule (which is distressing to me too as I have just been named editor of that journal!). 

From my perspective, producing licence reports on fieldwork is not enough. They are largely inaccessible, even to more local people such as myself, and certainly so for people outside the immediate Ontario archaeological community. When is the last time someone other than an Ontario worker cited an Ontario licence report in a published work in a less regional journal? Probably rarely, if ever, so they contribute nothing to our knowledge that we can easily build upon. And yet, researchers do cite publications like Ontario Archaeology and even the Kewa regularly. Witness for example, the most recent issue of American Antiquity (January 2011, Volume 76, Issue 1), probably the leading and most prestigious journal for archaeology in the Americas. That issue contains an article by Karine Taché of the Université de Montréal on Early Woodland Meadowood materials that cites no less than 12 articles from Kewa on this subject (and yes, it cites a lot of Ontario Archaeology articles as well...). Kewa is obviously an ideal outlet for producing basic site reports and one need look no further than Karine’s article for proof of the utility of these reports in deriving a wider understanding of the past and for heightening the profile of Ontario’s archaeological heritage in extra-provincial contexts. Licence reports will not suffice. 

However, many CRM practitioners seem content not to go beyond the licence reports even though it would be very easy to turn many reports into very nice Kewa articles, especially the bread and butter small site descriptions. We would be happy to publish, in a single issue or serially, Stage 4 license reports, and will do the formatting (without any change of content), if people are willing to submit reports for sites they have no intention of otherwise working up into a more substantial publication. Efforts towards publications will actually make lasting contributions to our knowledge of past peoples, which I was always led to understand was the purpose of archaeology. Moreover, the last time I looked organizations like the Ontario Archaeological Society and Association of Professional Archaeologists (of Ontario) include in their charters/principals of ethical conduct statements to the effect that we need to disseminate information about archaeological work that is carried out. If so, many seem to be violating those charters. 

So I plea, as I have before, for people to get a conscience, step up and begin submitting stuff for publication. If it is submitted I guarantee we can get it out in a timely manner and I may actually get fewer complaints from paid subscribers about unreceived, yet non-existent, Kewas.

Chris Ellis
