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The 1828 Census and the Analysis of Rural Settlement
in New South Wales

EDWARD HIGGINBOTHAM

This paper explores the usefulness of the 1828 Census as a means of understanding rural settlement from the
1820s to the 1850s in New South Wales. The formulation of a typology of the reconstructed household returns
enables the recognition of a number of settlement types. When used in conjunction with inventories of improve-
ments the Census provides evidence of the characteristics of settlement, of the economic motivation of land-
holders and of social and economic constraints The Census therefore can become a useful tool for predict-

ing the nature of the archaeological resource.

The 1828 Census is one of the most useful historical
documents for the study of the settlement of New South Wales,
and in particular the state of initial progress or development of
settlement beyond the Cumberland Plain. It is surprising that it
has not been more widely used for other than genealogical
purposes and the research of individual families or groups.

In this paper a model to assist in the interpretation and under-
standing of rural settlement is developed from the 1828
Census. It will be shown that it has wide application for the
study of the period from the 1820s to the 1850s, characterised
by the rapid expansion of settlement from the Cumberland
Plain, large scale pastoral enterprise and convict labour. The
end of transportation and the economic depression in the
1840s, together with the advent of closer settlement in the
1850s and 1860s resulted in substantial changes to the rural
landscape, so that this model may not be applicable to later
settlement without careful examination.

The rapid expansion from the Cumberland Plain opened up
new areas of settlement in the 1820s, including the Hunter
Valley, Bathurst, the Illawarra and the South Western Districts.
This analysis is restricted to the latter area, comprising the
Counties of Argyle, Camden, Georgiana, King, and Murray,
including parts of Westmoreland. The Illawarra and the County
of Saint Vincent have been excluded. All entries from the 1828
Census within this area have been analysed, together with all
other entries for the estates to which they belonged, even if
outside the immediate study area. The principal purpose has
been to reconstruct the original estate populations or estate
staff lists, where the original household returns are absent. This
resulted in the inclusion of a large number of individuals
residing on the Cumberland Plain, but also a small number
from Bathurst, the Illawarra, and the County of Saint Vincent.
While these individuals are technically outside the study area,
they are nonetheless within the ‘study group’ or sample of the
Census under investigation, because they belong to households
or estates within the study area.

The Inaccuracies of the Census

The reliability and usefulness of any model depends largely on
the accuracy of the data used. An examination of the
inaccuracies in the 1828 Census is therefore appropriate, so
that its shortcomings may be recognised in advance. In the
introduction to the published version of the Census, M. R.
Sainty and K. A. Johnson point out errors and_exclusions
relating to groups of persons, or individual entries.3 While the
omission of certain Sydney residents, the Military Department
and their families, and also the majority of Aborigines may be
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recognised as detracting from the overall value of the statistics,
nevertheless with the analysis of the settlement of the South
Western Districts these errors cause negligible difficulties and
in some cases assist in the study.

The method of analysis, specifically the reconstruction of the
original household returns, enables many inaccuracies to be
overcome.” By reconstructing the original household returns,
the internal consistency of the evidence may be checked to a
large degree. For example, the names of landholders omitted
from the Census can be recovered from the entries of their
employees. In addition, the number of duplicates can easily be
recognised, when their entries are placed together in the recon-
structed household returns. For the study group there are 237
duplicated entries out of a total 2826 entries.5 The duplicated
entries frequently give additional information, which would
otherwise not be available. They may record that an employee
worked at different locations, undertaking different activities,
or that a landholder possessed land and stock at two locations.
In many cases, duplicated entries may be the result of their
eniry on the return for the main residence, even though absent,
while they were listed again on the return completed at their
actual location.

Certain errors or mistakes cannot be recognised so consis-
tently. For example, the name, age, class (status), ship, year,
sentence, religion, occupation and employer listings can be
checked to varying degrees against other historical documenta-
tion. In most cases this has not been possible within the bounds
of this study, although specific reference will be made to some
occupations and also class (status). There is no assessment of
whether the class (status) of a person may have been deliber-
ately disguised or falsified, as may have been the case in the
1841 Census.®

There are few means of cross-checking the accuracy of land
and stock figures without detailed historical research into each
individual landholder. Where individuals are listed twice, at
least this can be recognised by the similarity between entries,
but when land is listed by a landholder on the household return
for his main residence, it may in some instances include all
land and stock held elsewhere. The result is that land and stock
cannot be precisely equated with settlement type. It is also
frequently the case that land and stock, belonging to the
landholder, is listed in the name of a superintendent, overseer
or other manager. Without detailed historical research, it is
again difficult to know whether or not this represents a double
listing. The above comments indicate that substantial
information may have been lost in the conversion of the
household returns, now mostly destroyed, into the published
statistical evidence (Table 1).



ANALYSIS OF THE 1828 CENSUS

The Census was collected from 18 September 1828, when the
forms were issued to each Bench of Magistrates. The first
completed forms were returned on 8 November 1828, while
some returns were not collected until 1829.

In order to develop a typology of rural settlement, this data
was analysed in two distinct ways. First the household returns
were reconstructed into a total of 397 households by listing
individuals in groups according to employer and residence. By
this method, it was possible to recognise fifteen settlement
types, defined on the ba51s of ownership and management of
land and stock (Table 2).° Then the wide range of occupations
listed in the 1828 Census were also divided into groups. These
occupations indicate various economic activities or the
socio-economic status of an individual or group. They are thus
termed ‘socio-economic categories’. For the purposes of
analysis they were again sorted into a total of thirteen ‘key
socio-economic categories’ (Table 3).

The characteristics of the fifteen settlement types can be
analysed in terms of the other variables in the 1828 Census,
including occupation, land and stock. This reveals only three
broader settlement groups (groups of settlement types), w1th
four settlement types remaining ungrouped (Figs. 1 to 8).1
Both settlement types and settlement groups are defined on the
basis of tenure and management of land and stock. The
recognition of fifteen settlement types, but only three
settlement groups, may be interpreted simply as the result of
the identification of a wider variety of management practices
and family relationships from the individual entries in the 1828
Census. Settlement groups based on occupation, land and stock
do not lend themselves to the analysis of these complexities
and instead reflect the sources of income or type of land title. )

The main characteristics of the settlement types and
settlement groups are descrlbed below (Figs. 1- 8)

Settlement Group 1. Alienated Land

Settlement Group 1 includes settlement types where income is
principally derived from primary production on land alienated
from the Crown (Figs. 1, 5).

This settlement group exhibits the broadest range of
occupations (key socio-economic categories) among all other
settlement groups. It is characterised by high frequencies of
family grouping and primary production, but also consistent
figures for possession of capital, domestic, management,
secondary production, improvement and transport categories.
These frequencies may be partly explained by the willingness
of landholders to expend capital only on alienated land. The
presence of family groupings indicates capital or adequate
income to support dependents. The families of landholders
usually lived at the main residence, with household servants to
cater for their needs.

The progressive reduction in the key socio-economic
categories of possession of capital and family grouping from
the Main Residence, through the Main Residence of Other
Family Member, to the Managed Station or Farm Settlement
Type is noteworthy. It reflects the residence of the main family
group predominantly at the main residence, with one of more
family members at the main residence of other family member,
and finally the absence of the landholder’s family at the
managed station or farm (family groupings at the latter are
formed by the dependents of the management staff).

The management of an estate, its land, buildings and stock
required a large labour force. One or more overseers or super-
intendents would be required to manage those involved in
primary production. The availability of capital is indicated by
the presence of those employed in secondary production,
improvement and transport.

As expected Settlement Group 1 exhibits the highest
averages for acreage held, cleared and cultivated, although it is
similar to Settlement Group 2 in terms of high average figures

for cattle and sheep. Agriculture was again centred on alienated
land, because it was labour intensive, and also required the
expenditure of capital in improvements.
Settlement Group 1 includes the following settlement types:
Main Residence Settlement Type.
Main Residence of Other Family Member Settlement Type.
Managed Station or Farm Settlement Type.
Other Residence Settlement Type.

Settlement Group 2. Crown Land

Settlement Group 2 includes settlement types where income is
principally derived from primary production on Crown land
(Figs. 2, 6).

This settlement group is characterised by consistently low
figures for all socio-economic categories, except for primary
production. There is only a low level of variation in the small
frequencies for possession of capital, family grouping and
management categories, depending on the ownership or
management of the stock.

Since it was Crown land, little or no land was cleared or
cultivated, while there are consistently high frequencies for
cattle and sheep.

The nature of this settlement group may be explained by the
scarcity of capital available to the stockholder, or by the
reluctance of the landholder, residing elsewhere, to expend
capital on unalienated land.

Settlement Group 2 includes the following settlement types:

Run on Crown Land Settlement Type.

Run on Crown Land, Managed, Settlement Type.

Run on Crown Land, by Stockholder, Settlement Type.

Settlement Group 3. Other Income

Settiement group 3 includes settlement types where income is
principally derived from sources other than primary
production, or where resources for primary production are
scarce (Figs. 3, 7).

This settlement group is characterised by consistently high
average frequencies for family groupings and domestic staff.
Frequencies for other income, innkeeping and land tenure vary
according to source of income, but at least one of these socio-
economic categories will be present. Average figures for
primary production and improvement are low or absent,
reflecting not only the source of income, but also the meagre
resources available to this settlement group.

While total acreage varies, land cleared and cultivated is
consistently low in this settlement group. Horses, cattle and
sheep are also consistently few or absent, again reflecting the
derivation of income principally from sources other than
primary production.

The high frequencies for family groupings and household
servants indicate capital or adequate incomes for their support.
In the case of innkeeping, the domestic staff may have been
used to run the establishment, while the presence of the
improvement category is explained by the need for blacksmiths
or wheelwrights to service the needs of transport. In other
instances the improvement category is explained by the nature
of the place of work, for example, a millwright at a flour mill.
Settlement Group 3 includes the following settlement types:

Innkeeping Settlement Type.

Lodgings Settlement Type.

Place of Work Settlement Type.

Tenant Settlement Type.

Ungrouped Settlement Types

Four settlement types could not be grouped, namely:
Duplicate Settlement Type.
Land and Stock Held by Employee Settlement Type.
Land and Stock Held by Partner Settlement Type.
Unidentified Settlement Type (Figs. 4, 8).
The Duplicate Settlement Type shares characteristics with
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Fig. 1: Settlement Types and Occupations. Settlement

Group 1.
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Fig. 4. (at left)Settlement Types and Occupations.

15
: Ui /) t .
Settlement types and occupations. ngrouped seitlement iypes
Ungrouped. Fig. 5: (center left) Settlement Types and Land and
—O— Duplicate Stock. Settlement Group 1.
—0O— Land & stock held by employee
—#— Land & stock held b
%10 —a— ui?demﬁiﬁ el by pariner Fig. 6: (centre right) Settlement Types and Land and
5 Stock. Settlement Group 2.
>
@
2 Fig. 7: (bottom left) Settlement Types and Land and
£ Stock. Settlement Group 3.
£
o 5 Fig. 8 (bottom right) Settlement Types and Land and
Stock. Ungrouped settlement types.
/ )
& L. ~ o 5 r— - £ # ~ A A
0 ‘/E;, % 5 % ; = =
o Q [+3] [o2] = = B = [
= c = =4 = & S S < ) I
s 8% 5§ § 2 2 35 g5 f 5 § &
[6) 2 £ & o 2 Q@ =3 =3 Q Q faud _E
= ©
s 5 S T x ° 2 <5 <3 3 o &
o ) & g c & & = - >
§ = £ = S5 8 3 3 g
B E e} = ¢ ¢ E
w <
g 3 £ g
4 e 8
o o
8000 S | 8000
ettlement types and land and stock. Settlement types and land and stock.
Settlement Group 1. Settlement Group 2.
_5- - Mafn resfdenee ) ¥ —O— Runon Crown Land
2 6000 —O— Main resodencgolod’xerfamﬂy 3 —0—  Run on Crown Land, managed
K] Managed station or fam % 6000 —#& Run on Crown Land, by stockhold
oF —®&— Other residence & '
3 8
8 8
g [
£ 4000 ?;’ 4000
& - &
:zj :/D/—D———cr/ /'—' 2
: /*A 3
=
£ 2000 0747:‘,-*1’/. £ 2000
© S
/
% ¥ ¥ @ & ® 3 (T T R T T
g 3 EE g i 2 £ g & B g 3 e £
= ° ‘—5 -y © w = % E ]c': © w ©
g 8 b 3 2 3
S 8 = 5 o
< 5 < %
< <
8000 8000
Settlement types and land and stock. Settlement types and land and stock.
Settlement Group 3. Ungrouped.
~ - Innkeeping v —— Duplicate
Q ~—O— {odgings 5 —O— Land and stock held by employee
‘% 6000 & Place of work % 6000 ~&-— Land and stock held by partner
oJ —®— Tenant o -~ Unidentified
0 o
2 L
s 2
< =
S 4000 £ 4000
5 g
& &
2 2
5 b
p-] )
£ 2000 E 2000
(&) [ &)
o0 0 o
. s S
< S—— e &
0 il l - - 0 L4 4 il 2 I i d ®
8 3 5 2 2 g 5 8 B 5 2 2 & 5
g § § £ & £ s g 3 § & § £ 5
= ) E= T © « © = ° = T © »
° ] =] k<) 4 o
fond 5 8 = 5 g
< & < 5
< <

55



two settlement groups. It has a similar range of key socio-
economic categories to Settlement Group 2, while land and
stock relate closely to Settlement Group 1. This settlement type
cannot therefore be placed in either settlement group. These
characteristics are explained by the joint ownership of land and
stock, with economies in labour made possible by shared
m anagement.

The Land and Stock Held by Employee Settlement Type is
clraracterised by the absence of persons in any key socio-
economic catﬁgory 4 Land and stock holdings are consistently
fow. This settlement type reflects the situation where an
employee is paid in kind, and accumulates land and stock of his
own. The low frequency of this settlement type suggests that
payment in kind was in fact quite rare, at least in the 1820s, or
may not be reflected in the census figures.

The Land and Stock Held by Partner Settlement Type is
superficially similar to the Land and Stock Held by Employee
Settlement Type, except for the possession of capital key socio-
economic category. Land and stock holdings are consistently
low. The characteristics of this settlement type cannot be
comsidered reliable, since it occurs only once in the study
group.

The above three settlement types do not stand on their own,
but by definition will always be associated with another
settlement type. For example, a Duplicate Settlement Type will
always be found either with a Main Residence or a Managed
Station or Farm Settlement Type. This factor may explain why
these settlement types could not be grouped.

The final settlement type, namely the Unidentified
Settlement Type, cannot be grouped, because it is formed by a
mixture of census returns, which could not be readily placed in
any other settlement type. It shares characteristics with
Settlement Group 2 in terms of occupations, but with
Settlement Group 3 in terms of land and stock. This settlement
type cannot therefore be placed in either settlement group. The
cornmon factor is a restricted access to labour, land and stock,
which are features of both Settlement Groups 2 and 3.

THE EXTREME SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC
VARIATION IN THE POPULATION

The settlement types and groups have been analysed on the
basis of the average figures for occupations, land and stock.
However these averages tend to disguise the extreme variation
present in the population in terms of land or stock ownership,
control of the labour market, and the size and number of family
groups.

Tenure of Land and Stock

One of the most important features of settlement as seen from
the 1828 Census is the concentration of the tenure of land and
stock in the hands of a tiny proportion of the population. Of the
36598 persons recorded in the Census, only 2597 have a listing
for land and stock.!9 Land and stock was concentrated in the
hands of 7.1 percent of the population, leaving the remaining
92.9 percent without property. Even if the families of the
landholders are regarded as joint owners, less than 10 percent
of the population owned property. The uneven distribution of
wealth is further emphasised, because the labour force was
restricted to employment either by government or by these
property holders.

Access to the Labour Market

The uneven control of labour among the holders of land a

nd stock may be seen when the settlement types are divided
according to social status. The free settlers dominated the
labour market among the holders of land and stock. They
employed 83 percent of the labour force of free settlers or
persons arriving free, 56 percent of the native born, 60 percent
of the emancipated, and 78 percent of the bond. Landholders of
any other social status could not hope to approach these
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figures. Of the other free landholders, the emancipated came
off better than the native born, the former managing to employ
up to 25 percent of the emancipated labour market, while the
native born could only manage 11 percent in both the
emancipated and native born labour market. (Fig. 9).

The Restricted Occurrence of the Family Group

The analysis of the settlement types has also indicated variation
in the frequency of the family group between different
settlement types. In fact there is a distinct pattern. For example,
62 percent of the estates are owned by persons in family
groups, while the remaining families in the study group are
principally restricted to certain socio-economic categories. The
key socio-economic categories of management and possession
of capital have the highest number of individual entries (Table
4). However the concentration of family groups in a restricted
number of categories becomes apparent when these entries are
considered as a proportion of the total number in each socio-
economic category (Fig. 10). Married persons predominate in
the socio-economic categories of:

Alcohol production

Government

Innkeeping

Management

Meat production

Medical profession

Possession of property

Publisher

Religion

Rental of domestic property

Rental of land and buildings. 16

This distribution of persons with family groups indicates that
marriage and the creation of a family was closely, if not
absolutely, linked with socio-economic position. Persons
without these social or economic qualifications could not hope
to marry. These qualifications included the possession or rental
of property or capital, innkeeping or the management of other
enterprises, or the professions.17

It is perhaps surprising that only a small proportion of the
trades or mechanics included family groups, but their low
frequencies may be the result of the nature of their
employment, perhaps not being located in one place for long
periods.

Unexpectedly high frequencies were encountered in a
number of socio-economic categories, for example, meat
production, rental of domestic property and rental of land and
buildings. It should be noted that the butchers in the study
group were employed by some of the most eminent persons in
the colony, John Coghill, John Dickson, Sir ]ohn Jamlson
Hannibal and John Macarthur, and Charles Throsby 81t wasa
specialised occupation, and its socio-economic position
obviously allowed marriage. The high proportion of family
groupings in the rental of domestic property is partly due to
small samples, but none in fact represent marriage. They are all
children lodging in the households of other families. 9

The high frequency of rental of land and buildings was
unexpected, given the analysis of the settlement type of tenant,
where only meagre resources were usually available. The fact
that the rental of a farm, by clearing lease or otherwise, was
one of the cheapest means of obtaining property might explain
the high frequency of family groups in this category. It was the
first step for a family in their acquisition of property and the
improvement of their socio-economic position.

On the basis of the overall population recorded in the 1828
Census, there were 27611 males as opposed to 8987 females.
Females were therefore equivalent to only 24.55 percent of the
population in 1828. The uneven proportions of the population
and the absence of socio-economic qualifications amongst
most employees meant that the majority of males were unlikely
to be able to marry and start a family
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Fig. 10: Occupations and Family Groups. The proportion of each key socio-economic category

belonging to family groupings.




























































