


due to clearing and unwise Imgation is creating
abandoned farmlands for the future archaeologist to
unearth, as he can now discover the old wheatlands
around Adelaide from the low ridges that display the
ploughing of 'lands'. 37 Resource depletion of minerals
is a well-established story, and it was the depletion of
useful timbers, as well as the coming of the iron steam­
ship, that removed the widespread shipbuilding indus­
try from the eastern coasts. Removal of fodder
vegetation by overgrazing, selective grazing, trampling
and mineral depletion has widely reduced the carrying
capacity of Australia's natural pastures. This degrada­
tion of the biophysical environment provides one of
the most widespread material evidences of the presence
of European man in Australia, and regional history will
be obliged to take an increasing account of it.

When one turns to archaeological work already car­
ried out the implicit relevance of such a model is clear,
although it has rarely been made explicit.

Allen's work at Port Essington38 is a strikingly good
example in which both exploratory and learning phases
are specifically illuminated by the archaeological
dimension.

At this site-Britain's third attempt to settle north­
ern Australia-between 60 and 73 people, almost all
Marines, maintained a tiny outpost between 1838 and
1849 and battled natural hazards, pests, diseases as well
as an unexpected climate and the tyranny of extended
distance to survive. The settlement is a first-class exam­
ple of the first two phases of the Swiss Family Robin­
son model-a short exploratory phase dependent upon
imported technology and skills (including seven
imported prefabricated buildings), a preliminary
assessment of the biophysical environment, and an
interesting adaptation of the progression phase in which
the further investigation of environment and technol­
ogy never wholly resulted in a successful outcome to
the selection of a production system. Rather, it was
reinforced by a second infusion of imported skills in
1840 (from the crew of the wrecked ship Pelorus) and
yet a third similar infusion in 1844 when twenty picked
convicts, masons and quarrymen stayed at the settle­
ment for four months. The successive adaptations of
imported British technology in this remote site can be
detected archaeologically and make absorbing reading.

In this instance an excavation programme associ­
ated with the observational analysis of standing struc­
tures allowed the wider investigation and interpretation
of the changing factors of technological skills and
knowledge of the biophysical environment in terms of
the Robinson model.

In many more comparable sites study is at present
limited to observational analysis of visible structures
and features, with limited or no excavation. Fort Dun­
das, a remote settlement, (1824-9) is closely compa­
rable to Port Essington, in location and purpose. Survey
arid limited excavation here showed an apparent dis­
crepancy between the surveys of 1827 and 1975, but
apparently little change at least in settlement lay-out
during the life of the settlement.39 Penal settlements
offer the same potential. The archaeological survey of
Kingston and Arthur's Vale, itself wholly non-disturb­
ing, highlighted (implicitly) a number of aspects where
changes and innovations from 1st to 2nd, within the
course of the 2nd, and again from 2nd to 3rd Settle­
ment were best interpreted in the light of growing
knowledge of the island's environment, growing tech-
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nological capacity to cope with it, and a shifting social
structure to accommodate it.40

The earliest exploratory phase in any colonial
movement is of considerable interest, but usually leaves
too fragile a record archaeologically to survive. The
biophysical environmental evidence usually survives
better than the cultural items, while such written doc­
umentation (and sketches) that survive give a good idea
of the perceived environment. Archaeological enquiry
appears likely to be most informative where it explains
the initial degree of fit between the two. Bowen's Land­
ing at Risdon Cove is a valuable example of a site which
reflects this transitory exploratory stage.

The government settlement for the Tasmanian
Aborigines on Flinders Island is another remote settle­
ment site (1836-47) for which this model is illumi­
nating.41 There the exploratory phase (1832-6) was
spent on a separate part of the island (Green Island)
where fragile remains are just visible, and the more
established learning phases at the more elaborate
Wybalena.

Such a model is as applicable to single homesteads
as to total settlements. Innumerable family properties
throughout Australia demonstrate in their physical
remains the initial exploratory phase with the single­
roomed primitive shelter, evidence of fire, drought or
flood, followed by the increasing awareness of local
resources, precautions against hazards and local tech­
nological adaptations to give greater comfort and con­
venience. Studies of such homesteads as Mamre,
Throsby Park and Elizabeth Farm in N.S.W. can be
explicitly oriented around this model. Clearly the ear­
lier phases (exploratory and learning) offer particular
scope to the archaeologist, especially where a fully inte­
grated programme of documentary research, observa­
tional analysis of visible structures and features and
excavation and sampling can be employed.

Even in the more restrictive spheres of conservation
archaeology value may be derived from an explicit
statement of problem-orientation related to it. For
example, in studying the remains on the Tasman Pen­
insula, in addition to historical themes concerned with
penal philosophy, there would appear to be a role for
identifying and demonstrating the exploration and
learning phases in its settlement and exploitation.

Irrawang is another example of the early colonial
situation. While Sydney and Parramatta were well
through the learning phase by 1827 when King arrived,
the Hunter Valley was not and King in the Williams
River area went through an explicit learning experi­
ence in reference to both his vine growing, about which
he wrote a lot, and his pottery making, about which he
wrote little but for which the excavated material is
revealing.42

While the model is particularly interesting for the
investigation of settlements, homesteads and industrial
sites of pre-18S1, it also has useful application in thOse
of the later 19th century. Settlements of this period­
which include construction workers' camps along rail­
ways, roads and water supply systems (many of which
are now identified), gold rush ghost towns and archae­
ological remains (such as White Range at Arltunga,
N.T.), as well as later prison settlements (St. Helena,
Moreton Island), military sites (Sydney Harbour def­
ences), industrial settlements (coalminers, quarrymen,
meatworkers)-often still exhibit exploratory and
learning phases where they have a pioneering frontier
quality.



The developmental phase of this model is particu­
larly applicable to the later 19th century aspects of both
rural and urban industry and settlement and allows the
formulation ofexplicit problem domains for either spe­
cific industrial sites or total regions where a successful
production system is operating.

The aspects particularly susceptible to archaeologi­
cal investigation are the identification of the stages of
operational reinforcement and developmental change,
the input of new and the adaptation of older technol­
ogy, and the changing interrelationships with both the
man-made and the natural environment.

Such large-scale late 19th or 20th century industrial
projects as the study of a large sugar refinery, coal mine,
power station or a transport system, for example, which
necessarily have the investigation, recording and com­
prehension of the relevant technology as their major
content, acquire greater historical substance if in addi­
tion the subject of study is seen in the wider social, spa­
tial, technological and economic contexts outlined.

Sometimes the record of the delicate balance between
all these factors-which represents the success or fail­
ure of most production enterprises in the develop­
mental phase-can be read in the Company minutes
and annual reports, if they survive. Often they do not
and often also the concept of actuality-what actually
took place on site in contrast to what was reported to
Boards in Sydney, Melbourne or London-is a vital
issue. For consideration of the roles of technological
innovation, maintenance, adaptation and viability, the
assessment of on-site items (or good historic photo­
graphs) is essential; for consideration of social factors
also, together with assessments of biophysical interac­
tions, physical evidence on and around the site (as well
as full use of maps, plans and photographs) is equally
critical. Perhaps only the changing commercial envi­
ronment can be satisfactorily assessed from the literary
record alone.

At present many first-class technical studies of his­
toric industrial sites or complexes stop short of explicit
problem orientation or historic overview while often
presenting virtually all the relevant material. Reference
to a model of this kind may trigger off ideas and
hypotheses for structuring specific lines of enquiry on
individual projects.

Historical archaeologists have considerable poten­
tial for revealing the minutiae and particulars of the
historical enterprise from a class of data not hitherto
widely explored. The assessment and evaluation of this
formidable mass of detail into a larger and more mean­
ingful contribution to the historical enterprise may best,
it would seem to us, be contemplated by testing against
hypotheses derived from models set up on the basis of
existing historical theory and at the same time adapted
to the peculiar circumstances of the-archaeological dis­
cipline. The adaption of even one such model as that
proposed could mean even for projects already com­
pleted limited extra work and analyses but a consid­
erable gain in a co-ordinated approach to historical
interpretation.

ARCHAEOLOGY AND SOCIAL
STRUCTURE
The Swiss Family Robinson, while it demonstrates the
economic and technological course of new settlement,
has less to say about its social aspects. The image of a .

successfully patriarchal family overlays and disguises
the more complex relations that emerge in actual col­
onies. Indeed, a more appropriate social model might
be extracted from Daniel Defoe's Robinson Crusoe
(1719), where Friday represents the subject peoples,
indigenous or imported, who provided the labour power
for many colonies. The Australian Aborigines were of
some use as labour in certain areas and over limited
periods, but in Australia only the convicts occupied the
place of a servile working class, in New South Wales,
Tasmania, and in Western Australia from 1850 to 1886,
at least before the brief period of 'blackbirding' began.

When the convicts at Port Macquarie were set to
growing sugar, in the 1820s, they were specifically seen
as equivalent to the negro workforce of the West Indies.
The convict contribution was a major one, in creating
public works, notably roads, in supplying a pastoral
workforce, and in the skills and enterprise that many
of them brought to Australia. Under sentence, they
could be directed to work in unattractive and remote
districts, so that decentralisation, particularly from
about 1820, was encouraged. The archaeology of the
convict period is relatively well-advanced.

Historical archaeology ought also to be contribu­
ting to the social history of Australia as that field devel­
ops, although such development has been rather slow
until the present time. This requires an awareness of
theories of social development which prompt
hypotheses for investigation, in the field as well as in
documents. The first such theorist in fact published in
the early 19th century: in proposing a scheme for Brit­
ish colonisation, Edward Gibbon Wakefield exposed
the social bases of new settlements in A Letter from
Sydney (1829) and The Art of Colonisation (1849).

Wakefield was concerned to create replicas of Brit­
ish society in the overseas territories. So far, he sug­
gested, only a fragment of society had emigrated. 'We
send out colonies of the limbs, without the belly and
the head-a single class of persons in the community,
and that the most helpless and unfit to perpetuate our
national character or to become the fathers of a race
whose habits of thinking and feeling shall correspond
to those which in the meantime we are cherishing at
home'. The result was shown in the United States of
America, 'a plebeian nation, with an extravagant
abhorrence of rank, a want of high breeding and gentle
blood-a money-making trafficking nation'. Wakefield
argued for restricting the sale of land by charging a 'suf­
ficient price' for it, so preventing workmen from
becoming landowners too quickly, and creating a labour
supply which would attract those with capital. He
clearly thought the existing colonies of eastern Aus­
tralia too plebeian, and South Australia was founded
in 1836 to demonstrate his method of 'systematic
colonisation', while from 1831 the land system in New
South Wales was changed to accommodate his
opinions.

Two ideas of Wakefield's were taken up by later the­
orists. F. J. Turner, in his The Frontier in American
History argued that it was the presence of free or cheap
land that created an egalitarian and democratic Amer­
ica.43 It was the ownership of land by a few that sup­
ported the class system of Europe, and its absence in
America created an almost uniform society. More
recently, L. Hartz in The Founding ofNew Societies44

has put forward another suggestion for the social devel­
opment of colonies, in which he argues that every col-
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ony contains only a fragment of t~e parent society; a
fragment that is set free from opposmg classes by shIft­
ing overseas and there develops the logic of its ideology
in a complete way impossible in the parent country.
Thus he sees the Latin American colonies and French
Canada as feudal fragments, the U.S.A. and English
Canada as bourgeois liberal fragments, while Australia
was settled by a lower class group dominantly radical
in opinion. This radical group has imposed its ethos on
the small numbers of gentry and bourgeoisie who came
to Australia, and sets the present condition of the
country. R. Ward's The Australian Legend45 describes
this absorption as a cultural process.

Turner and Hartz by implication suggest we see the
Australian population as increasingly a uniform mass
at cultural, economic and political levels. For the his­
torical conservationist, this points to a concern for the
typical and more humble buildings of the ordinary
people as being worth more attention. Similarly, the
historical archaeologist can contribute to this populist
social history by recording the remains relating to the
bulk of the population.

Such a view, however, works only at a high level of
generalization, and while it may serve as a disciplinary
ideology, corresponding with the rising interest in
populist social history long neglected with the eclipse
of J. R. Green's Short History of the English People
(1874), studies at the local and regional scale need to
take account of a more heirarchical and strati­
fied society. After all, W. D. Howell's realist novels of
Boston life, written around the time Turner published
his hypothesis, show an American society very far from
being egalitarian.

So in Australia we need to recognise the early
importation of a class system in which at first army
officers, and officials, then army officers, officials, mer­
chants, some clergy and landed gentry constituted a
privileged class. In 1829 this group split as the squatters
separated some of their interests from the landowners
within the Limits of Location, but squatting, through
its opportunities, and the coup of 1847, created new
recruits to an upper class. The rise of cities, making the
fortunes of merchants, developers and financiers, fur­
ther increased social differences. The fact that radical
views predominated in politics at the expense of upper
class conservatives as self-government was granted, and
the high wages of the working class, should not hide
the reality of a society with strong inequalities. The kind
of social history practised by R. W. Connell and T. H.
Irving in their Class Structure in Australian History
provides for an ongoing discussion to which historical
archaeologists should pay attention if their work is to
find meaning in the overall historical enterprise.46

In detail, most sites and localities will reveal social
differences rooted in functional requirements and social
status attributions. In a rural area, Kylie Tennant in
-Tiburon described a society made up of large land­
owners, small farmers or 'cockies', settled rural labour­
ers, itinerant workers on the land such as shearers and
fruitpickers, and town business people. If Gundagai
were hidden under a tell, the various remains of these
groups might be looked for in excavation: instead, the
material remains of all these people are scattered on
the ground surface throughout the district.

The archaeological domain is indeed far more able
to contribute significantly to a theoretical structure
which recognises a multi-stratified society at the level

12

of individual communities, whatever the national con­
cept. Investigation of ranking in social structure at the
levels of both communities and individuals is some­
thing for which archaeological data is well suited not
only at a given time but often also through time. Set­
tlements such as Kingston at Norfolk Island through­
out the 2nd Settlement present a complex system of
social distinction as presented in the living space and
amenities considered appropriate respectively for con­
victs, ticket of leave men, prison officers, civil officers,
church incumbents of different denominations, mili­
tary men, military officers and commandants, all
demonstrable in observational analysis. Similarly elab­
orate but of a military nature was Port Essington where
rank distinctions between governor, officers, married
men and single men are rigidly adhered to in the fabric
of their dwellings. Equally at Wybalena where super­
ficial survey shows a similar stratification in terms of
physical space and amenities from commandant, white
officers to military men, the Tasmanian Aborigines rat­
ing what can only be considered particularly handsome
homes in contemporary terms-an interesting example
of the lack of fit between perceived and real environ­
ments on the part of the white authorities.

Similarly remote mining settlements such as White
Range at Arltunga, N.T. (1890s-1940s) with industrial,
commercial and civilian components rather than penal
and military still reveal a comparative situation where
even the horrors of a 400 mile trek from the rail-head
at Oodnadatta did not iron out distinctions between
manager, and assayist, mining officials, married and
single men. Living memorials of many later social sys­
tems survive as archaeological data-the rigidly strat­
ified structures of military and naval stations (H.M.A.S.
Creswell at Jervis Bay), the no less strictly uniform rows
of coal miners', quarrymens', meatworkers' or gas­
workers' houses in innumerable industrial streetscapes
of most Australian towns from the 1880s and 1890s.
These latter present a simpler overall picture than their
pre-1850 predecessors-a larger manager's house, and
rows of mass-produced, uniform, balloon-framed,
weatherboard, workers' cottages.

A particularly promising area of archaeological study
as regards the development of Australian class struc­
ture may well lie in the innumerable construction
workers' camps now being identified throughout the
bush in most parts of Australia-railway workers', road
builders' and water board workers' camps, as well as
the ubiquitous remains of gold miners' and prospec­
tors' settlements. For these sites the archaeological data
must constitute the major class of evidence, unlike the
heavily-documented government enterprises. This is an
undeveloped area of historical study of Australian
colonisation to which the historical archaeologist may
be able to a special contribution.

In the rural landscape the relationship between
changing land ownership, land use, and social strati­
fication as revealed in structures and settlement pattern
is a promising area of study, and one particularly suit­
able as a problem domain for conservation archaeol­
ogists. The study and co-ordination of this type of
landscape archaeologically carried out over a locality
rather than a single site (such as the Braidwood area,
Illawarra or Hunter Valleys or the Penrith-Castlereagh
district) can clearly make a real contribution to the
study of social theory in Australian history.

In a recent Penrith study the proliferation of the



European debt to Aboriginal technology; and a major
publicly funded project-the Female Immigrant Hos­
tel of the 1840s and 1850s in the former Hyde Park
Barracks area-a major research area for those con­
cerned with the beginnings of the female presence in
the colony.

Lunatic asylums, civil prisons and hospitals still­
but only just-retain research potential for the histor­
ical archaeologist. The task of defining problem
domains-probably with the richest research potential
still here of all Commonwealth countries-is an urgent
and challenging one-but nevertheless one that requires
some grounding in the theoretical structure of the rel­
evant areas of medical science and penology.

Perhaps as a fourth group here a specific role should
be listed for other ethnic groups, inarticulate in the early
periods except in terms of their impact on the land and
the landscape. Again archaeological-and architectural
historical-techniques are the dominant ways in which
these groups will be seen as significant; their voice in
standard governmental reportages is incommensur­
ately small. Once again it would seem essential that the
archaeologist working in this field review recent schol­
arly historical literature and select such problem areas
as may seem relevant to the archaeological input-the
identifiable presence and development of an ethnic sub­
community, or their assimilation through time into an
undifferentiated community. The degree to which such
a sub-community if identified in fact had a voice in
contemporary politics may reflect a need for inter-dis­
ciplinary co-operation. A problem domain of ethnic
involvement in the origins of Australian society, tied
into both the learning and the developmental stages of
the Swiss Family Robinson model, would seem to be
a rewarding source of working hypotheses particularly
in both mining and other rural areas of the later 19th
century.

small post-and-wired plots of the 1860s-1880s farmers,
with their slab and weatherboard cottages, subdividing
the earlier augmented original grants, is a visual feature
of the landscape, as are the subsequent arrivals of
European smallholders as market gardeners, the soldier
settler plots of the 1920s and the bungalow develop­
ment of the 1930s. Common to all these later rural
subdivisions is their uneconomic size, with the con­
sequent pressure towards dairy production (and asso­
ciated railways), and fruit production for drying,
preserving and jam. The final reuniting of these frag­
mented plots under the massive company ownership of
the gravel extraction companies makes sound eco­
nomic if less satisfactory heritage conservation sense.

Moving on from rank, role-and once again espe­
cially the process of changing roles-is an aspect of
socialrelevance in which archaeological techniques and
methodology are likely to make an increasing contri­
bution in terms of the model's exploration and learn­
ing phases, at least in the inevitable adaptations of the
social structure which must occur alongside techno­
logical adaptations to the new situation.

Archaeological excavation is peculiarly suited to the
exploration of such subtle changes in role, as opposed
to rank, which by definition are unlikely to be written
up in official reports. Increasing sweetheart deals
between trusty convicts and civil officers, decreasing
distance between assigned convicts, military offices and
other ranks-or the absence of such changes-are
almost certain to leave their imprint in the archaeo­
logical record given reasonably favourable
circumstances.

Investigation by excavation especially is able to doc­
ument changes in settlement plan, building function
and activity areas from which can be interpreted
behavioural changes within the social groups con­
cerned. At Wybalena the brick houses built by Robin­
son for Aboriginal occupation were decreasingly used
for habitation, most activities being transferred to the
area in front of them.

A third aspect of the social implications of this model
concern the inarticulate human interest groups within
the enterprise. A colonial model represents the moti­
vation and the circumstances of colonisation from the
view point of the colonisers-in this instance shared
between the British Government and the colonisers in
person, i.e. the person who was documentarily
responsible.

In terms of this model the major unknown factor of
the role played by the inarticulate-convicts, women,
children, Aborigines, the sick, aged and lunatic-is
represented in Fig. 1 in the learning phase as part of
organisation. Archaeological techniques alone for the
early period-and in conjunction with oral history
techniques later-can themselves contribute meaning­
fully to the recognition of the contribution of the illit­
erate and the under-privileged in the 19th century.

Already the subject areas have been opened up-a
range of convict sites at a dozen key penal settlements
where the degree of continuity between outstanding
convict craft skills and the subsequent community
developments of the 1850s and 1860s lacks as yet any
sort of archaeological research base; sites of major top­
ical interest in terms of Aboriginal contact situations
like Wybalena, Arltunga-and no less significant
County of Cumberland contact situations of 1793-1851
with the potential to demonstrate more of the 1788

NOTES
1. Allen 1973. 24.
2. Birmingham 1969. 25.
3. Culican & Taylor 1972. 26.
4. Davies & Wilson 1980. 27.
5. Pretty 1977. 28.
6. Staughton & Ashley 29.

1976. 30.
7. Birmingham 1976. 31.
8. McKnight 1976. 32.
9. Young 1982. 33.

10. Connah 1977; Connah 34.
et al. 1978. 35.

11. Jones 1980. 36.
12. Jeans & Spearritt 1980. 37.
13. Gumerman 1973. 38.
14. Goodyear 1976; 39.

cf. also Schiffer & 40.
Gumerman 1977: 41.
79-182.

15. B1ainey 1963; 42.
B1ainey 1966. 43.

16. Butlin 1964. 44.
17. Jeans 1972. 45.
18. Linge 1979. 46.
19. Perry 1963.
20. Williams 1974.
21. Blainey 1963.
22. B1ainey 1966.
23. Woodruff 1966.

Linge 1979.
Jeans 1974.
Jack, in press.
Cameron 1982.
Jeans 1979.
Hagerstrand 1966.
Chamberlain 1968.
Rogers 1962.
McCarty 1964.
Hartwell 1954.
Butlin 1964.
Daly 1982.
Jack, in press.
Twidale et al. 1971.
Allen 1973.
Crosby 1975.
Davies & Wilson 1980.
Birmingham 1976;
Birmingham, in press.
Birmingham 1968.
Turner 1893.
Hartz 1964.
Ward 1974.
Connell & Irving 1980.

13



CONCLUSION
This paper has argued the need for the historical
archaeologist to place himself or herself within the
ongoing historical enterprise dealing with Australia and
the colonised world. Existing studies must be reworked
in the light of a general historical model, while new
studies must be given operational programmes designed
to explicitly illuminate hypotheses derived from a gen­
eral model. Serendipity cannot be legislated out of
existence, but it is inadequate as a disciplinary basis.
Here a model of potential archaeological value has been
presented for debate. Agreement on the general form
of the historical process of colonisation and develop­
ment is one of the first priorities in Australian histor­
ical archaeology, ranking ahead of lesser problems
concerned with technique and piecemeal conservation
studies.
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