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Dig It is the official newsletter of the Flinders Archaeological Society. It began in 

1997 and after a hiatus of at least five years, it was relaunched in 2012, with 

the new series beginning in 2013. It is published twice a year and is printed at 

Flinders Press. Dig It features both scholarly and light-hearted articles from 

anyone with an interest in archaeology.  

Correspondence to the Editor should be addressed to: 

The Editor, Dig It ℅ ArchSoc 

Department of Archaeology 

Flinders University 

GPO Box 2100  

Adelaide SA 5001 

OR  

jordan.ralph@flinders.edu.au 

Editor: Jordan Ralph 

Review panel: Amy Batchelor, Catherine Bland, Antoinette Hennessy, Maryam 

Kamleh and Dianne Riley. 

Front cover: Vincent Copley Snr. and Kylie Lower during a site survey for the 

Archaeology Department’s Ngadjuri Rock Art Field School (photograph: Jordan 

Ralph, October 2013, courtesy of Ngadjuri Elders Heritage and Land Care 

Council Inc.).  

Contents page: Ngadjuri representatives, students and staff of the Ngadjuri 

Rock Art Field School (photograph: Kylie Lower, October 2013, courtesy of 

Ngadjuri Elders Heritage and Land Care Council Inc.). 

Back cover: Chelsea Wiseman, Liam Davidson and Astrid Simmons during a 

dumpy survey at Old Government House, Belair National Park (photograph: 

Samantha Fidge, August 2013). 
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After completing the 2012 issue and issue one, 2013, it became clear 

that Dig It could be a valuable medium through which ArchSoc 

members, students of the department and students from other 

institutions could share their research. Owing to this, and to ensure a 

higher quality publication, I appointed a panel of undergraduate and 

postgraduate students to review articles submitted to Dig It and 

created a set of guidelines for contributors, based on the guidelines 

set out in Australian Archaeology and Rock Art Research, which can be 

found on the ‘Dig It’ tab of our website. Originally I was going to 

produce three copies of Dig It this year, however, at the beginning of 

the second semester I realised this was impossible. I decided to aim at 

quality over quantity and not rush the next issue.  

This year, we’ve been celebrating the history of our Society and as I 

outlined in my last editorial, I have been digitising the original series 

of Dig It from the Megaw collection. The original volumes of Dig It can  

now be downloaded from our website, <flindersarchsoc.org>. To 

reintroduce these volumes, we started the ‘From the Dig It Archives’ 

blog project, where, for each issue of the original series (1997-2003), 

an article was reproduced and introduced by a current member. This 

project is ongoing and has meant that content is being posted 

regularly and more people are visiting our site, making it a more 

valuable resource. I recommend you jump online and have a look at 

‘From the Dig It Archives’—it will give you an insight into the history of 

the Society and show what archaeology staff and students used to get 

up to! 

Vol. 1, No. 2 is the product of a few month’s hard work from the 

authors and editorial team. The new guidelines and review process 

have worked reasonably well—if I may say so myself—and Dig It 

continues to attract a number of contributions from keen students 

and recent graduates. Included in this issue is a variety of articles, 

news stories, a book review and a thesis abstract, which means four 

more pages of content than Vol. 1, No. 1. This issue begins with the 

second half of Vincent Megaw’s autobiography, which originally 

featured in Antiquity. Tse Siang Lim, an independent researcher, 

submitted an article about Southeast Asian ceramics and their 

importance to Singapore, and that article can be found on page seven. 

It’s great to see people outside of the department contributing to Dig 

It! Jessica Lumb, a Flinders student, provided an introduction to 

modern material culture studies and, finally, Bob Stone and Holly 

Winter wrote an article about their experiences excavating in Pella, 

Jordan. Following the featured articles is the book review, thesis 

abstract and ArchSoc news section. The articles are shorter in this 

section and are authored by a number of ArchSoc members. We are 

always looking for more contributions, so if you have an article, book 

review or thesis abstract you would like to see published, if you want 

to write about one of ArchSoc’s events or have some photographs 

you’d like to see on the cover or contents page, then submit them for 

publication using one of the contacts on the previous page. 

Thank you for taking the time to read Dig It, I hope you enjoy it!

With eager anticipation, the latest edition of Dig It has arrived. Thank 

you to all the contributors, editing staff and the printers for another 

quality production. This year has seen an incredible amount of activity 

from ArchSoc and its members.  It is exciting to see so many members 

attend conferences and participate in field work in every corner of the 

globe. Our presence on the internet with our Blog and social media 

sites have greatly improved and, in conjunction with this publication, 

provide an important communication avenue, as well as a record of 

activity, and announcements of opportunities. One milestone worth 

mentioning is that with all membership types included in the numbers 

we are over the 180 members mark. That is quite an achievement and 

provides some indication of the value people place on being a 

member of a group such as this. 

ArchSoc has had a presence at many of the Flinders University Student 

Association (FUSA) activities conducted this year which provides the 

society with assistance derived from the Students Services Fees. 

Support from fundraising, the Archaeology Department and personal 

donations ensures ArchSoc can run its usual plethora of social events, 

University and Faculty based promotional events, and professional 

development programs. A special thank you must go out to all those 

ArchSoc members who have helped organise and run these events, 

assisted on these occasions, and especially to those who attend these 

activities to ensure their continued success. 

ArchSoc itself provides a significant contribution to the development 

in enthusiasm for archaeology amongst its members and the 

community.  It is fantastic to see members step outside the classroom 

environment and embrace the practical opportunities that can be 

found within field schools, in volunteering for museums and other 

organisations, teaching at schools, and taking part in archaeological 

work around Australia and beyond. The Flinders University 

Archaeology Department (FUAD) has a wonderful reputation for its 

practical teaching program which imparts skills noticeable in its 

students in the field. ArchSoc continues to look for opportunities that 

encourage students to practice and hone these skills in a friendly and 

social environment while gaining additional experience in leadership, 

management and teamwork. 

At our AGM we provide a run-down of the years activities and elect a 

new committee. It is important that as many members attend as 

possible so that all members have the opportunity to determine how 

their society should progress for the future. The 21st birthday of the 

Flinders Archaeological Society was held on the 1st of November. This 

was a fantastic event that epitomised what ArchSoc is all about.  It 

was great to see so many who have had an impact on students’ lives. 

Thank you to the ArchSoc members, the ArchSoc committee and the 

Archaeology Department for the effort and continued support of the 

society. The positive comments I receive on ArchSoc and the 

achievements of its members consistently is extremely encouraging. 
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Although I was expressly forbidden from commencing a programme of 

Australian fieldwork, we lived on the southern outskirts of Sydney 

surrounded by several hundred sites, the nearest being a rockshelter 

two doors down the street. I confronted the ban by digging at 

weekends and during the vacations which were deemed outside 

professorial control. There was no shortage of student diggers, 

delighted to cross academic boundaries and thereby get some of the 

field training that was otherwise wholly missing from the formal 

syllabus (Figure 3). Funding was forthcoming from the newly 

established Australian Institute of Aboriginal Studies and I even had 

free access to a Commonwealth Land Rover, useful for parking in no-

parking zones. There were next to no legal controls and in those days 

few indications of interest in what we were doing from the local 

indigenous community. A decade later things were to be very 

different. 

But Europe was still calling, so I decided to enrol in an Edinburgh part-

time external PhD on ‘The human form in La Tène art’. In the 

Australian summer of 1963–1964 I made what was to be the first of an 

almost yearly sortie visiting the UK, France, Germany, Austria, Hungary 

and what was then Czechoslovakia, in the process earning from my 

students the title of the Flying Dutchman or the Kangaroo Celt. I had 

written at Piggott’s suggestion to Jan Filip, at the time not only 

Director of the Czech Institute of Archaeology and Professor at the 

Charles University but also President of the Czech Academy of 

Sciences. I didn’t expect a reply, but I was mistaken. Waiting at Prague 

airport was Filip and a large black Tatra, the car of preference for high-

ranking party officials. This was to be the first of many visits to Central 

and Eastern Europe both before and after the collapse of the Soviet 

Empire—so many that there was a strong local suspicion that I must 

be working for a Western security agency. 

In my first Australian decade I spent part of my research time 

excavating on the shores of Botany Bay in the immediate area of 

James Cook’s landing on 29 April 1770 (still shamefully awaiting full 

publication; Megaw 1969), and attempting to complete research on 

my PhD thesis. Which I didn’t. As Stuart Piggott put it, I was the first of 

his post-graduate students not to complete his thesis but to publish 

the book instead (Megaw 1970). I’m not sure this was meant to be a 

compliment. 

Two years later, just when Ruth was settled at Sydney as a lecturer in 

American history and forgetting that moving to a Chair these days is a 

one-way ticket to the committee room, I applied for the Chair of 

Archaeology at Leicester in the steps of Charles Thomas (who had 

resigned as the first holder of the Chair to return to his native 

Cornwall). Within just over a year (having been told at interview that it 

would be impossible) I had introduced an Honours BA in 

Archaeological Studies which in 1980–1981 under John Wacher, a 

Romanist with a BSc degree, was also offered as a BSc. Derek Simpson 

and I provided the new course with a text book (Megaw & Simpson 

1979; for a history of the department, see McWhirr et al. 2008). 

Between 1978 and 1981 I returned to Austria and the Dürrnberg bei 

Figure 3. Curracurrang Cove, Royal National Park. New South Wales 1963, Site 

1CU5/- (left-to-right) Emily Glover (née Coleman), Judy Birmingham and Susan 

Bures (née Klein) (photograph: JVSM). 

1 This article originally featured in Antiquity Vol. 86, No. 332, 2012 and is re-

produced with permission of the author. Part one can be found in Dig It Vol. 1, 

No. 1, 2013. 
2 Emeritus Professor Vincent Megaw is the first Honorary Life Member of the 

Flinders Archaeological Society. 
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Hallein (the ancient salt-mining centre south of Salzburg) with a 

Leicester team to take part in an international rescue project in 

advance of the construction of an all-weather road from Hallein up to 

the German border at Berchtesgaden, famous—or infamous—as the 

location of Hitler’s summer villa. By chance our campaign coincided 

with the major exhibition of 1980 held in Hallein, Die Kelten in 

Mitteleuropa; this was the first of a seemingly unending series of major 

blockbusters on roughly the same theme, all duly reported on in 

Antiquity (Megaw 1981, 2007, 2010). But just as Ruth was successfully 

establishing her own Department of American Studies in what was 

then the Nene College in Northampton, I received the call once more 

from Australia. 

At Flinders University in Adelaide, that village of a million people, a 

friend and colleague from Sydney days, Donald Brook, had been 

appointed to the foundation Chair of Visual Arts. Donald had the 

wholly novel idea that there should be in Australia at least one 

university department concerned with the teaching of art which 

recognised the existence of prehistoric and, as it was then termed, 

ethnographic art, with a particular emphasis on the indigenous arts of 

Australia. What was on offer was only a lectureship but after 

considerable dithering I resigned my Chair in 1982 and we left once 

more for Australia. 

Visual Arts at Flinders turned out to be one of the most dysfunctional 

departments I have ever encountered. As just about all of the then six 

staff were at loggerheads with each other, I suppose it was obvious 

that I, as nominally the junior member, should be appointed Head of 

Department. It is also true that, while having some knowledge at least 

of some prehistoric art, I knew next to nothing about Australian 

indigenous art. But I knew people who did. For the next five years, 

funded by the Aboriginal Arts Board of the Australia Council, I initiated 

a series of short-term residencies for indigenous artists of diverse 

backgrounds. I was particularly taken by the acrylic paintings of the 

Western Desert, popularly associated with a government settlement 

at Papunya, west of Alice Springs. There was to my mind something 

similar in the way that contemporary indigenous artists were 

borrowing techniques and even styles from the colonising society, to 

how early La Tène art drew upon Classical forms—albeit that in both 

cases the borrowings became totally absorbed into the native culture. 

While I have been concerned with the acrylic painting movement for 

many years, a paper published in 1982 remains the only one on an 

Aboriginal topic so far to appear in what is considered one of the 

major art journals (Megaw 1982). This suggests that there is still a 

need for further education beyond Australia in what one director of 

the National Gallery of Australia described as the most important 

movement in contemporary Australian art. An even closer analogy 

with my comparison with early Celtic art is the watercolour movement 

associated with Albert Namatjira, who died in 1959 and until recently 

was about the only indigenous artist that any non-indigenous 

Australian could name (Figure 4). Visited by the Victorian watercolour 

artist Rex Batterbee, at the mission settlement of Hermannsburg, 

Albert rapidly learnt his technique producing a large number of highly 

accomplished landscape paintings; what had not been previously 

generally realised was that these images encapsulated basic 

associations with traditional land just as much as did, two decades 

later, the acrylic dot paintings with their elements of body and ground 

designs. Once more with generous funding both from the Australian 

Research Council and the Institute of Aboriginal Studies we worked 

towards a major travelling exhibition, The Heritage of Namatjira, and a 

collection of essays which I regard as one of the most important things 

I have ever done (Hardy et al. 1992) (Figure 4). 

For several years I had been attempting to introduce the teaching of 

archaeology in South Australia and following a procedure which had 

been successful at Leicester, instead of tinkering with the current 

course structure I devised a totally new Bachelor of Archaeology 

degree calling upon the resources of all three universities in Adelaide, 

Adelaide itself for classics and anthropology and, most importantly, 

the University of South Australia for Aboriginal studies. And so was 

created at Flinders what I had always seen as a perfect return to the 

birth of archaeology as a discipline, the Department of Visual Arts and 

Archaeology. 

The early ‘90s were in fact a high point as far as my research went 

despite a brush with cancer and being diagnosed as suffering from a bi

-polar condition. It was, paradoxically, easier to obtain funding for 

research on early Celtic art in Australia than in Europe. One grant 

made possible continuing work on the Dürrnberg, this time 

concentrating on the examination of the site’s long mining history. The 

overall director was Thomas Stöllner, soon to be appointed professor 

Figure 4. Albert Namatjira (1902–1959). Hermannsburg c. 1940. Watercolour 
and pencil on paper. 27.6 × 39cm. Gift of Don Loffler in memory of his wife 
Lois Loffler, Flinders University Art Museum inv. no. 2986 (photograph: 
Chantel Mazurkiewicz © Legend Press Pty Ltd). 

Figure 5. Flinders University 1996. JVSM (suitably attired!) and bust of 
Matthew Flinders RN (1774–1814, grandfather of the Egyptologist Sir 
William Flinders Petrie) on being granted a Personal Chair (photograph: 
Multimedia Unit, Flinders University). 
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at the Ruhr-Universität, Bochum, while continuing to hold a position in 

the Deutsches Bergbau Museum (see Megaw 1990, 2004b;Megaw et 

al. 2000; Stöllner et al. 2003). Our new survey of early Celtic art (1989) 

was followed in the next year by a monograph on the Basse-Yutz find 

which has been in the British Museum since two years after its 

accidental discovery in 1927, thereby answering an adolescent dream 

of mine (Megaw, J.V.S. & M.R. Megaw 1990). And then Ruth decided 

we should do ‘something serious’ and so I submitted a proposal to the 

Delegates of Oxford University Press for a supplement to Jacobsthal’s 

1944 masterpiece. Our proposal was accepted. I continue working on 

our catalogue; sadly, this is no longer with Ruth’s assistance as she 

gradually succumbs to the downward slippery slope of Alzheimer’s. 

In 1996, just after I had been appointed to a Personal Chair in Visual 

Arts and Archaeology (Figure 5; Megaw 1997), visual arts as an 

academic discipline at Flinders was closed down leaving the lusty 

upstart that was archaeology slowly but steadily to grow into maturity. 

On 31 December 2002 I retired from Flinders and my Personal Chair; I 

was 68—there is no common compulsory age for retiring academics in 

Australia—and true to my belief that all lectures should be seen as a 

form of theatre, I delivered my last lecture illustrated by some 118 

slides and four musical excerpts (Megaw 2004a). In 2000 we were first 

welcomed by Ruth’s university, Glasgow, as Honorary Research 

Fellows in the Department of Archaeology, a welcome which 

continues to this day though it is now more difficult to make annual 

visits to our Maryhill flat. Also in 2002 I relinquished my self-appointed 

rôle as convenor of a series of weekly concerts and management of 

the Flinders University Chamber Ensemble, my final concert being an 

Australian first, a semi-staged production of Handel’s oratorio 

Theodora, a work without a single dull note. 

So then, after all this time and all these erratic voyages, how do I 

measure up? There is no doubt that I should have heeded my elders 

and betters and not wasted so much time on the existence (or not) of 

an ancient and unitary Celtic culture. Fifteen years after our first salvos 

in Antiquity (Megaw, R. & V. Megaw 1996, 1998 contra Collis 2003; cf. 

Megaw, R. & V. Megaw 1992, 1997), and despite our arguments being 

largely ignored by most younger British archaeologists, ancient Celts 

are still believed in by most of our Continental European colleagues. I 

am minded to adapt George Bernard Shaw’s solution of the 

Shakespearean controversy, ‘If the plays of Shakespeare were not 

written by Shakespeare then they were written by someone of the 

same name’. Despite some justified criticism, we abide by our minimal 

working definition of Celtic art “that it encompasses elements of 

decoration beyond those necessary for functional utility, though these 

elements represent a form of symbolic communication which is only 

partially accessible to us” (Megaw & Megaw 2001: 19).With a few 

exceptions, prehistorians seem uneasy with the study of later 

prehistoric art, let alone the juxtaposition of old art and new—yet 

there is no reason why aesthetic considerations should be regarded as 

something alien, not for us. True, there are some signs of new 

approaches, mostly with regard to insular Iron Age art (Buchsenschutz 

et al. 2003; Garrow et al. 2008—which includes much use of the ‘C’ 

word; Garrow & Gosden 2012). 

Rudolf Echt, art historian-turned-archaeologist, who has produced 

some of the most thoughtful writings on early Celtic art, has 

commented: “Megaw. . . is at his best in tracing formal relationships 

between individual works, in recognizing formal dependences and 

influences. . ... A cultural-historical interpretation, according to the 

methods of pre-and proto-history, of the graves, hoards, sanctuaries 

and settlements from which the objects come, is not what he has in 

mind” (Echt 1999: 251; my trans.). Well, there you have it; have I then 

failed to make the link between Celtic art, Celtic archaeology and the 

Celts themselves? I am not so sure. I ended my Leicester inaugural 

with these words: “Since archaeology is concerned primarily with 

explanation, I hope to be able to. .. learn not only how a European Iron 

Age brooch was made, but why and by whom; I want to suggest the 

aesthetic patterning behind the making of a bone flute; I must rake 

over the rubbish of the First Australians in a continuing attempt to 

understand their daily life-ways. We are, after all, supposed to be 

members of a global village and not dwellers in a mutually exclusive 

series of global semi-detacheds” (Megaw 1973: 29). Forty years on, 

these remain interests of mine. The goals may not yet be fully 

achieved but the ambition is still there (Figure 6). 

For the full reference list, consult Antiquity Vol. 86, No. 332, 2012. 

This is a transcript of the speech I gave at the party that was thrown in 

celebration of Ruth Megaw, who died on the 13th of July 2013: 

I did not know Ruth personally, although, from reading some of her 

work, especially her biography of her husband, Vincent, I feel that I do. 

In 2001, Ruth wrote an insightful and tongue-in-cheek article for Dig It. 

Titled 'Disreputable Character: The life of Vincent Megaw', Ruth 

explained that one of Vincent's friends from the University of 

Edinburgh had asked Vincent "to look after his girlfriend Ruth in 

London, which he did so thoroughly that he ended up marrying her." 

And so began decades of collaborative research between Ruth and 

Vincent. From Ruth's article, it is clear that she had a keen sense of 

humour, and one of her qualities that I'd like to highlight is the 

teamwork and collaboration she exhibited with her husband. With this 

in mind, it is with pride that I announce that from this year, and in 

honour of Ruth, ArchSoc will present the Ruth and Vincent Megaw 

Award for Outstanding Collaboration in Archaeological Research and 

Practice. These are the qualities that have come to define the 

Department of Archaeology at Flinders, and the Flinders ArchSoc, and 

there is no doubt in my mind that Ruth and Vincent have played a vital 

role making that so. 

Figure 6. Flinders University 2001. Vincent and Ruth Megaw admiring an old 
Czech friend (see Antiquity 62: 630–41) on the occasion of the publication of 
the second edition of their Celtic art from its beginnings to the Book of Kells 
(photograph: Multimedia Unit, Flinders University). 

DigIt22013 Final.pdf   6 13/11/2013   11:03 amDigIt22013 Final.pdf   6 13/11/2013   11:04 amDigIt22013 Final.pdf   6 13/11/2013   11:06 am



7 

 

To write a history of the old Singapura would be something like  
the task imposed upon the children of Israel by Pharaoh:  
for where should one seek the straw to make those bricks with? 

Charles Otto Blagden, 1921. 

The history of modern Singapore is usually traced from its nineteenth 

century roots as a British factory and bastion of European imperialism 

to its emergence as a cosmopolitan nation-state in the twenty-first 

century. The period prior to the foundation of the British entrepôt, 

however, is noticeably absent from post-colonial historical narratives 

of the modern nation-state of Singapore (Hong and Huang 2008; Hack 

2012). This ‘Black Hole’ of Singapore history (Borschberg 2008) is 

made even more conspicuous vis-à-vis the fact that large amounts of 

pre-colonial (before 1819 CE) material cultural remains have been 

recovered from ten archaeological sites over the last three decades.2 

Bounded to the north by Fort Canning Hill (FTC), the Singapore River 

to the west, Stamford Road to the east and the Straits of Singapore to 

the south, these sites are dated by their artefacts approximately to the 

fourteenth century and reaffirms the antiquity of the island beyond 

the national narrative.3 It is the present consensus among scholars 

that these artefacts are associated with a complex port-city settlement 

and polity of ‘Temasek-Singapura’ which supposedly existed on the 

island in pre-colonial times. 

Yet little mention of this pre-colonial settlement and its associated 

material cultural remains is made within the official narrative of 

Singapore’s history, a story which emphasizes on the evolution of the 

island from a colony to nation-state. As such, the national history of 

Singapore has been, and still is, chiefly a history of the corporative 

memory of the British East India Company and its subsequent, post-

colonial institutions, entities and policies. While the pre-colonial polity 

had been mentioned in the national narrative, it functioned merely as 

a prologue to the ‘Singapore Story,’ which remains primarily focused 

on the history of the political transition from the British to the ruling 

elites of the modern nation-state – the People’s Action Party (PAP) 

(Hong and Huang 2008: 31-59). This narrative, constructed through 

the official policy of ‘National Education’ (Loh 1998), has become 

increasingly archaic with the emergence of new scholarly perspectives 

calling for a multi-disciplinary approach towards the past in recent 

Pre-colonial  
Archaeological Sites: 
1. Fort Canning Hill 
2. Parliament House 
   Complex 
3. Old Parliament  
   House 
4. Empress Place 
5. Colombo Court 
6. Singapore Cricket  
   Club 
7. Saint Andrew’s  
   Cathedral 
8. National Art  
   Gallery 
9. Victoria Concert 
   Hall 
10. Padang 
Pre-colonial Landmarks: 
A. Singapore Stone 
B. Old Wall and Moat 
C. Terraces and Brick Foun-
dations 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

A 

B 

C 

C 

C 

Figure 1. Map indicating existing archaeological sites, landmarks and approximate extent of pre-colonial Singapore. Source: Google Earth, Imagery Date: 4 
June 2011, altitude 7668ft, illustrated in Lim (2012:2). 
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years (Heng 2006). It is the present article’s aim to present the 

richness of the archaeological record from pre-colonial Singapore, and 

contend that this record will not only redress the aberrancy of this 

‘lost’ period within the national narrative of modern Singapore, but it 

can potentially serve as an important foundation which the entire 

nation-building project is predicated upon. 

The exclusion of the archaeological record in the national narrative is 

untenable, to say the least, considering that the British themselves 

were among the first to document the antiquity of the island and 

realise its importance in history when they first arrived in 1819. 

Thomas Stamford Raffles, the founder and first resident of Singapore, 

believed from his study of old Malay manuscripts that the island was 

the site of the ancient capital of a classical Malay civilization and 

kingdom (Raffles 1878). The credibility of Raffles’ claim was bolstered 

by other accounts of physical and material cultural remains of a pre-

colonial settlement in the early years of the British settlement on 

Singapore Island. According to the Hikayat Abdullah, the 

autobiography of Raffles’ associate Abdullah bin Abdul Kadir, the 

Temenggong (a local Malay chief) once told Farquhar that FTC was 

known as ‘Bukit Larangan’ or ‘Forbidden Hill,’ the site of ‘palaces’ and 

a royal bath (‘Pancur Larangan’ or Forbidden Spring) belonging to the 

‘kings of ancient times.’ Abdullah also noted that fruit trees of ‘great 

age’ were found when the land around the hill was cleared (Hill 

2009:142, 168). 

Crawfurd, who visited the island in 1822, also saw the fruit trees 

mentioned by Abdullah, suggesting that they were ‘cultivated by the 

ancient inhabitants of Singapore’ and found it remarkable that they 

still existed ‘after a supposed lapse of near six hundred 

years’ (Crawfurd 1830a:72). Crawfurd also observed that the northern 

and western sides of FTC were ‘covered with the remains of the 

foundations of buildings, some composed of baked bricks of good 

quality’ (Crawfurd 1830a:71). Near the summit of the hill was a square 

terrace of approximately 40 feet to a side which held ‘fourteen large 

blocks of sandstone… with a hole in each,’ which Crawfurd believed to 

be pedestals of wooden posts that supported a structure, as well as a 

‘circular inclosure, formed of rough sandstone’ which he speculated 

once contained a Buddhist image and thus, conjectured that the hill 

was a site of ancient Buddhist monasteries (Crawfurd 1830a:71). 

Crawfurd also encountered pottery shards found ‘in great abundance’ 

as well as Chinese brass coins minted between the ‘tenth and eleventh 

centuries’ among the ruins (Crawfurd 1830a:72). Another terrace was 

communicated to Crawfurd as the ‘burying-place (or Keramat) of 

Iskandar Shah, King of Singapore’ (Crawfurd 1830a:72). Besides the 

ruins on the hill, Raffles was able to trace in 1819 the remains of the 

‘lines of the old city, and of its defences’ within which the new British 

station was to be founded (Raffles 1991:376); the old rampart was 

mapped and published as the ‘Old Walls of the City’ by Captain Daniel 

Ross in the same year (Bastin 2009:254). Crawfurd added that it was a 

wall approximately ‘sixteen feet’ wide and ‘eight or nine feet’ high 

which ‘runs very near a mile from the sea-coast to the base of the hill, 

until it meets a salt marsh’ (Crawfurd 1830a:68-69). A little rivulet also 

ran along the northern face of the wall which formed ‘a kind of moat’ 

up to the elevated side of the hill where it became a dry ditch 

(Crawfurd 1830a:69). These observations led Crawfurd to conclude 

that the settlement was located at the foot of FTC and ‘bounded to 

the east by the sea, to the north by a wall, and to the west by a salt 

creek or inlet of the sea’ which he noted to be like ‘a kind of 

triangle’ (Crawfurd 1830a:68-69).  

The moat, wall and ruins on the hill were not the only pre-colonial 

remains which supported the historicity of pre-colonial Singapore. As 

the jungles were cleared and knolls levelled to fill the swamps for the 

development of the new British factory, Abdullah recorded that a 

large inscribed rock was found at the mouth of the Singapore River 

(Hill 2009:167). Presently known as the ‘Singapore Stone,’ Crawfurd 

described it as ‘a rude mass’ of stone which was split into ‘two nearly 

equal parts by artificial means.’ Crawfurd observed also that the 

inscriptions had characters similar to ‘Pali, or religious character used 

by the followers of Buddha,’ which he noted to be found abundantly in 

Java and Sumatra (Crawfurd 1830a:70). Originally a sandstone boulder 

approximately three metres tall and three metres wide, the inscription 

Figure 2. Three fragments of the Singapore Stone. Source: J. W. Laidlay, 

Journal of the Asiatic Society of Bengal (JASB) 17,2 (1848), pl. 3, opp. p. 68, 

illustrated in Miksic 1985:41. 

4 
Dr John Norman Miksic is currently an Associate Professor at the 

Department of Southeast Asian Studies at the National University of 

Singapore, and Head of the Archaeology Unit at the Nalanda-Sriwijaya Centre, 

Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, Singapore.  

5  Also known as the Sulalat us-Salatin (‘Genealogy of [Malay] Kings’).  

1 Independent researcher, Spring Hill QLD 4000 < tsesiang.lim@gmail.com > 

2 
Fort Canning Hill (FTC), Parliament House Complex (PHC), Old Parliament 

House (OPH), Empress Place (EMP), Colombo Court (CC), Singapore Cricket 

Club (SCC), Saint Andrew’s Cathedral (STA), National Art Gallery (NAG), 

Victoria Concert Hall (VCH) and the Padang.  
3  The pre-colonial settlement was also surrounded by salt marshes to the 

north-east and north-west beyond FTC and the old wall until 1822.  
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had covered the inner surface of one-half of the boulder. 50 or 52 

lines of script were inscribed on an area 2.1 metres wide and 1.5 

metres high, with approximately 40 lines that were discernible while 

the first 12 lines at the beginning had been effaced (Miksic 1985:40). 

The inscription was however badly weathered either by the rain or the 

action of the tides which made it difficult to read and hence hard to 

decipher. In an unfortunate series of events, the stone was blown up 

and chiselled away by colonial engineers and labourers in 1843. 

Drawings of three inscription fragments were made before they were 

sent to Calcutta for analysis, but only one found its way back to the 

National Museum in Singapore while the other two have yet to be 

found (Gibson-Hill 1956:24). Scholars J. W. Laidlay and Hans Kern later 

identified the characters to be Kawi, a 

mainstream script used in East Java by 

the thirteenth century (de Casparis 

1975:5). By this conclusion, four 

disparate Sanskrit words of 

‘salâgalalasayanara,’ ‘ya-âmânavana,’ 

‘kesarabharala’ and ‘yadalama’ were 

deciphered by Kern, but their meanings 

remain unknown (Kern 1907:100-101). 

The discovery of the cache of pre-

colonial gold ornaments at FTC in 1926 further reinforced 

Winstedt’s belief in the Javanese conquest of Temasek-

Singapura in 1360, as armlets bearing decorations in the 

form of kala heads as well as a ring with a goose design 

suggested a Hindu-Javanese provenance from the 

Majapahit period sometime in the fourteenth century 

(Winstedt 1928:1-4). 

 

Archaeological research in Singapore was interrupted by 

the Second World War and was only reinitiated by 

archaeologist John Norman Miksic in 1984.4 By this time 

however, the pre-colonial structural and building 

foundation remains on Singapore Island had long been 

lost to more than a century of colonial and post-colonial 

urban redevelopment. Nonetheless, Miksic managed to 

identify specialized activities that were conducted within 

two separate localities – FTC and Parliament House 

Complex (PHC) – through the meticulous and tedious 

study of thousands of artefacts that still lay buried within 

these sites. In line with Crawfurd’s suggestion that FTC 

was a site of Buddhist worship and monasteries, Miksic 

inferred from the results of his excavations that ‘a centre 

of ceremonial activity… or perhaps a monastery’ was 

located in the vicinity of FTC (Miksic 1985:90). The 

recovery of misshapen glass globules, shards and beads 

on FTC in 1988 led Miksic to suggest also the presence of 

an artisan’s glass-recycling workshop as well (Miksic 

1989:55-56). In consideration of Crawfurd’s observations 

as well as the Malay tradition of the hill as the site of 

ancient kings as recounted by the Temenggong and 

canonized in the Sejarah Melayu (‘Malay Annals’),5 Miksic 

concluded that FTC ‘can be interpreted as a craftsmen’s 

quarter within a palace and temple precinct’ (Miksic 2004: 

52). 

Miksic’s work inspired further archaeological research on artefacts 

recovered from other pre-colonial archaeological sites in Singapore. 

Having studied the collection of bronze, iron and gold artefacts, coins 

as well as huge quantities of metal slag recovered from excavations at 

PHC, Shah Alam Mohd. Zaini argued in his M.A. thesis that the PHC 

was a site of a metal-working sector in pre-colonial Singapore (Shah 

1997). The presence of numerous coins also spurred Miksic to infer 

that commercial activities were conducted in the vicinity of PHC as 

well (Miksic 2004: 52). Following Miksic’s suggestion that earthenware 

excavated in Singapore were ‘made by local inhabitants,’ earthenware 

ceramics from the PHC site formed the subject of another M.A. thesis 

Figure 3. STA Site Plan (2003-4). Source: Miksic & Lim 2004: 6-7. Note: Not all excavation 
units were illustrated on this plan.  

Figure 4. Assorted fourteenth century locally-produced earthenware pottery sherds. Source: Lim 2012:72-73.  
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by Omar Chen Hong Liang (Chen 2001). 

Similarities in appearance and 

manufacture with earthenware shards 

from other regional archaeological sites 

such as Johor Lama in Malaysia, Tanjong 

Kupang in Brunei and Kota Cina in 

Sumatra had suggested to Chen the 

possibility of a pre-colonial ‘Malay’ 

pottery tradition and to study these 

artefacts within this context. 

Compositional and morphological analysis of earthenware shards 

allowed him to identify the various types and functions of 

earthenware pottery, as well as reconstruct their approximate 

production processes. Chen concluded that PHC earthenware, 

specifically ‘paddle-stamped’ pottery, was manufactured in around the 

twelfth century and suggested that pottery manufacture ceased with 

the demise of the settlement sometime around the fifteenth century. 

Most recently, Tse Siang Lim was able to discern a significant degree of 

social-complexity within the fourteenth century settlement through 

the analysis of statistically-measured variations in the distribution of 

locally-manufactured utilitarian earthenware versus imported, high-

value Chinese stoneware and porcelain ceramics recovered from the 

Saint Andrew’s Cathedral (STA) site (Lim 2012). Altogether, the results 

of cumulative archaeological research to date supports the existence 

of a complex indigenous port-polity settlement on Singapore Island 

700 years ago as narrated within the Sejarah Melayu. 

 

Excavation at the STA site was to be the ‘most extensive, longest-

lasting, as well as the most systematically designed and executed 

archaeological project in the history of Singapore’ to date (Miksic and 

Lim 2004:3). As the west lawn of the churchyard was due to be 

redeveloped into a two-level basement extension of the cathedral in 

December 2003, a team of archaeologists led by Professor Miksic at 

the National University of Singapore initiated an archaeological project 

to recover any artefacts at that site 

before they were lost in the 

redevelopment process The entire site 

occupied an area of approximately 2,400 

square feet. (223m2) – northwest of the 

Cathedral, along North Bridge Road. 

Over a period of 28 weeks between 

September 2003 and June 2004, the 

team surveyed and excavated the site 

within three consecutive phases: 

augering, test-pit excavation and salvage 

excavation. A total of 138 archaeological units (excluding 5 additional 

units at the south lawn) had been excavated at the time of writing of 

the site’s only progress report in June 2004, but 190 units worth of 

artefacts were found to be stored at No. 6 Kent Ridge Road in January 

2010. Each unit, measuring 2m x 1m, was excavated by stratigraphic 

layer and level either down to the point of artefact sterility or when 

the water table was reached at approximately 180 centimetres below 

the datum point (cmbd) located 15cm above ground level.  

The scale of the project yielded 

proportionally significant results: 

over 330,000 pieces of artefacts 

from the pre-colonial to colonial 

periods, estimated to weigh 

around 1 ton (0.91 metric ton), 

were recovered from 1,009 

metric tons (or 636 m3) of 

excavated soil. This amount is 

estimated to equal ‘the amount 

of artefacts recovered in all 

previous archaeological research in Singapore’ (Miksic and Lim 

2003:3). In other words, the STA site had an average artefact density 

of 519 artefacts per cubic meter; at least half of which can be ascribed 

to the fourteenth century. No other Singaporean site thus far has 

yielded an equivalent artefact density to date. From an archaeological 

perspective alone, the preliminary results from STA already present 

irrefutable evidence for a pre-colonial site of human habitation or 

activity on Singapore Island which, in consideration of the PHC, EMP 

and FTC sites, ‘extended all the way from the Singapore River to 

Stamford Road,’ where the old earthen walls of the city once ran 

(Miksic and Lim 2003:3). Significantly, it was inferred from the results 

that a large reservoir of pre-colonial artefacts still lie deposited within 

the remaining unexcavated churchyard lawns and arguably, beneath 

the entire former colonial ‘civic district.’ The preservation of these 

colonial monuments from post-colonial urban development since 

1965 has fortuitously led to the survival of the pre-colonial material 

cultural stratigraphic layer that lies beneath them. 

Figure 5. Assorted fourteenth century imported Chinese stoneware pottery sherds. Source: Lim 2012:79-83. 

Figure 6. Assorted fourteenth century imported Chinese porcelain pottery sherds. Source: Lim 2012:84-89. 

Figure 7. Left to Right: Fourteenth century metal slag, Sri Lankan coin (circa thirteenth to fourteenth century CE) 
and Chinese copper cash coin from the Northern Song dynasty (1102-1106). Source: Lim 2012:92-94 
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It is clear from the soil stratigraphic profiles, artefact yield as well as 

historical sources that three phases of human occupation exist on the 

STA site. The last two phases – colonial and post-colonial – begins 

from the top soil to approximately around 65 to 95 cmbd and 

comprises of several stratigraphic layers of soil ranging between ‘dark 

brown clayey’ sand and ‘yellowish-red sandy’ clay. Artefacts recovered 

from this layer include colonial ceramic and glass vessels, bricks and 

pipe remains, rusting pieces of metal, colonial and post-colonial 

coinage, and even expended small arms cartridges from the Second 

World War. Directly beneath this stratum lies the pre-colonial layer 

approximately between 95 and 175 cmbd which generally consists of a 

single layer of very dark grey or black sand. Artefacts found within this 

layer are predominantly from the pre-colonial period and mainly 

consists of ceramic sherds: locally-made and imported earthenware as 

well as imported Chinese porcelain and stoneware. Chinese coins 

minted from the Song and Yuan dynasties, glass beads and bangles, 

worked stone, shellfish and bone remains as well as charcoal are 

included in this pre-colonial artefact assemblage as well (Miksic and 

Lim 2004:3). Beneath this pre-colonial stratum lies a layer of coarse to 

fine white sand approximately between 175 and 180 cmbd. This 

stratum is artefact-sterile and represents sand which one can expect 

of the beaches of prehistoric Singapore. The water-table, which also 

represents the adjacent sea-level approximately 300 m away, lies 

below 180 cmbd and therefore forms the lower limit of excavation on 

the STA site. 

Figure 8 presents the approximate ages of only well-documented STA 

artefacts. With the exception of Chinese copper cash coins, most of 

the artefact dates suggest that the STA site was occupied primarily 

between the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, with the site 

reaching its peak of settlement towards the end of the thirteenth 

century as highlighted in red. No earlier material cultural strata dating 

to the previous centuries has been found in Singapore to date. The 

absence of artefacts ubiquitous to Southeast Asian archaeological sites 

dated before and after the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries – such 

as Chinese ‘Changsha’ (长沙 Cháng Shā) or Yue (越 Yuè) ceramics of 

the Tang and Northern Song dynasties, as well as that of later blue-and

-white ceramics from the Ming and Qing dynasties – also supports the 

relatively brief existence of the STA settlement within this period. 

These artefacts include. Besides a few ambiguous green-ware and blue

-and-white  porcelain sherds which could be of Sawankhalok and 

Vietnamese provenance, high-fired mainland Southeast Asian export 

ceramics from the fifteenth century are also missing from the samples 

as well. This clearly indicates that the pre-colonial settlement in 

Singapore had existed before the ‘Ming gap,’ a period of Chinese 

ceramics shortage, especially that of blue-and-white ceramics, but 

abundance of Southeast Asian ceramics observed across maritime 

archaeological sites and shipwrecks in the region during the early 

Chinese Ming dynasty (1368-1488) (Brown 2009:23-31, 69-70). 

The apparent anomaly of eleventh to twelfth century Chinese copper 

cash coins (Figures 7) in a thirteenth to fourteenth century settlement 

can be explained by the longevity of coin circulation in trade and 

exchange due to their intrinsic value as a trade metal, as well as their 

propensity to be removed from this circulation through accidental 

loss. This is best illustrated by the cargo of the thirteenth century 

Quanzhou wreck off the coast of Fujian (福建 Fú Jiàn) province which 

held 504 Chinese copper coins and five iron coins of both Tang and 

Song dynasties (Heng 2009:167). Evidently, coins can neither be 

singularly used to accurately date archaeological sites nor indicate any 

geographical pattern of commercial exchange (Wicks 1992:15-16). 

Nonetheless, since they are the oldest datable artefacts among the 

samples, their presence suggests that the STA site cannot be any older 

than the dates they were minted: 1032-1106. This distribution of 

Northern Song and Sri Lankan coins in the absence of any native 

Figure 8. Approximate age of STA Site derived from a selection of sampled STA artefacts. Source: Lim 2012:97.  
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Southeast Asian coinage at the STA site is mirrored at Kota Cina, a 

contemporaneous settlement site located on the eastern coast of 

Sumatra, where Northern Song coins were again found with ‘copper 

coins of late twelfth and early thirteenth century from Srī 

Laṅka’ (Wicks 1992: 234). 

 

Clearly, the increasing amount of archaeological data accumulated 

from various salvage excavations over the years presents a tantalising 

opportunity for a more detailed depiction of the pre-colonial 

settlement on Singapore Island which had existed approximately 700 

years ago. This data allows for the reconstruction of Singapore’s 

national history as a locality in the longue durée. The inclusion of 

archaeological data from fourteenth century Singapore into the 

national narrative has much to offer to the nation-building exercise, 

because modern Singaporeans commonly associate their cultural 

identities and affinities only with the demographics of a post-1819 

migrant population and hence, cannot identify with the island’s past 

before 1819 as a result of the same national narrative.  

The inclusion of the island’s pre-colonial history into the national 

narrative will therefore reformulate a national identity that is not 

solely based on a post-1819 narrative, but bounded to a land and 

culture much older than the transient polities that have existed upon 

it. As such, Singaporeans can perceive themselves as inheritors of a 

locality and together with it, its culture and history, just as modern 

Egyptians, Greeks and Italians have claimed the classical cultures of 

antiquity through the individual nationalistic rhetoric of historical 

continuity. This sense of historical continuity, established through the 

incorporation of the island’s pre-colonial past, will create a greater 

national narrative beyond the politics of independence that all 

members of the public can associate and identify. 

This historical continuity and its acceptance into the folds of 

Singapore’s social memory will also establish a narrative that portrays 

the modern-nation state as an integral part of Southeast Asia – just as 

how Singapore is currently a member of the Association of Southeast 

Asian Nations (ASEAN). This approach will validate the continual 

presence and existence of Singapore in the region which has hitherto 

been perceived by its neighbours more as the legacy of a nineteenth 

century British colonial project than a natural locality which has always 

been part of the region’s history. 

The history of Singapore should thus be that of a polity and locality 

combined; a myopic focus on either would generate inconsistencies 

which only serve to expose that narrative to debasement by future 

scholars. Challenges and revisions to the narrative will occur with the 

rise of new avenues of sources and evidences; such is the nature of 

history. Above all, a national narrative should always be all-

encompassing and hence, a major but necessary paradigm shift within 

Singapore’s national narrative is in order. 
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In the field of archaeology over the last forty years, modern material 

culture studies have gained important attention and have grown in 

number (Lumb and Smith, in press). During the 1970s particularly, 

archaeologists began to question two distinct views of archaeology: 

that archaeological sites and the information gained from them must 

be old, and that archaeological information must be obtained by 

digging (Rathje 1981:51-52). This has led to the emergence of modern 

material culture studies as a discipline within archaeology. Most 

recently this discipline has come to be referred to as ‘archaeology of 

the contemporary past’ (i.e. Harrison 2011). Although this term is 

widely used, this article will use the term ‘modern material culture 

studies’ purely for the author’s ease.  

Studying modern material culture reveals much about our own 

society, as material culture can often yield information about an 

aspect of culture that is not always seen by those creating or using the 

materials (Leone 1981:7). Modern material culture can include any 

materials, objects or things that we as humans use, create and/or 

interact with. It can mean the computer you use at work, your car, the 

bowl you had your cereal in this morning, and even the carton your 

milk was in before you poured it on your cereal.  

Perhaps one of the most well-known modern material culture studies 

is Rathje’s (1974) Garbage Project, conducted at the University of 

Arizona. This project aimed to record household waste as it was 

discarded (Shanks et al 2004:56). The project, however, received 

considerable criticism on the grounds that the waste was too recent to 

warrant analysis in an archaeological sense; few archaeologists were 

willing to concede that it was in fact archaeology at all (Shanks et al 

2004:66). This was directly related to the prominent view at the time 

that information must be obtained by excavation and that materials 

for analysis must be old.  

Rathje contends that by conducting modern material culture studies 

we are contributing to the recording of cultural history and by doing 

so we are able to record some of the information about ourselves, our 

cultures, and our ways of life that may otherwise be lost in the ether 

(Rathje 1981:55). Whilst recently conducting some research on 

modern material culture studies and reflecting on these definitions 

and views I began to think about how transient some of our modern 

material culture actually is. Consider this example: recently I was 

asked to digitise a set of overhead projector slides for my professor, as 

the university rooms are most commonly fitted with computer screens 

or digital projectors, and she wished to use them for her upcoming 

classes. As I thought about my short university career, I realised that in 

the first year of my education degree we made overhead slides, I used 

them in classrooms, and we had an overhead projector in every room; 

they were a large part of my early teaching experience. Only a few 

years later this technology has been replaced by interactive 

whiteboards, or digital projectors, and these overhead slides have 

become obsolete. I doubt any of my classroom students would 

recognise these thin films of our past. If we consider that perhaps 

these slides were used widely for a period of forty years (taking into 

account phasing in and phasing out time), and we then envision an 

archaeological dig in the future, where archaeologists may be looking 

at a site with a date range of over four hundred years, forty years is 

only a small fraction of this time. If we further consider that until my 

professor had placed them in my hands I had completely forgotten 

about the use of my once incredibly important teaching tools, what 

would the archaeologist of the future make of them if one was found 

beneath the surface of a site? Examples like this can be drawn from 

many types of modern material over the last few decades.  For this 

reason, modern material culture studies become an important 

discipline within archaeology; however, it is not practical for 

archaeologists to madly begin recording any modern material culture 

(and its intrinsic human interaction) they can get their hands on. As 

with any other archaeological investigation, it is most ethical, 

powerful, and ultimately useful to involve those most closely related 

to the culture and the modern material. Apart from the apparent 

ethical and moral responsibilities we as archaeologists have toward 

those whose cultures we investigate, there are other concerns.  

Although the material culture of several past civilisations has been 

used to categorise the age itself as in the case of the Iron Age, Brown 

in his book Eco-Economy describes our age as ‘the Material Age, an 

age of excess, whose distinguishing feature is not the use of any 

particular material but the sheer volume of materials 

consumed’ (Brown 2001:122). Furthermore Myers also concludes that 

‘the proliferation of highly specialized material culture in the 

twentieth century precludes the notion that a single person could 

identify all the material forms of the recent past’ (Myers 2011:141). 

This becomes more evident when we consider the range of specialised 

material culture that individuals interact with in our society. Consider 

the medical equipment with which surgeons or radiologists interact on 

a daily basis, or the scientific equipment being utilised in labs all over 

the world. These are just a few examples of some of the most 

specialised forms of material culture that is present within our society, 

but without previous exposure to this material culture, it may as well 

be alien. What then if, a hundred years from now, we consider one of 

these specialised objects in the context of an archaeological deposit? 

Reflecting on the earlier example of overhead slides having a short use

-span and myself only having known what they were from previous 

exposure, we can reasonably deduce that some of these specialised 

forms of equipment would go unrecognised.  

A recent modern material culture study conducted in July 2006 
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concerned the archaeological excavation of a 1991 Ford Transit van 

(Myers 2011:138). During this study the team came across a metal 

object which they could not identify; however, one of the methods of 

analysis for the project included opportunities for the public to 

comment on the material culture recovered during the excavation 

through use of a blog, and through one of the comments: 

An expert on Transit vans identified a fragment of metal 

as a specialty clip that holds a Transit van’s headlights in 

place (Myers 2011:143). 

Had this expert not had the chance to be involved in this project, 

would the archaeologists have been able to identify this metal 

fragment correctly? Would their interpretation have been different? 

With this we can draw similarities between the metal fragment and 

the overhead slides. Without previous knowledge of material culture, 

it is unreasonable to expect an archaeologist to be able to identify 

anything they may come across. No matter how seemingly ingrained in 

our everyday experience the material culture may be, archaeologists 

are not omniscient. It is relevant to reflect here that the transit van 

study was conducted in 2006, the van was manufactured in 1991 and 

used widely in society during the archaeologists living memory; yet, 

parts of it remained unfamiliar, possibly because of the overfamiliarity 

of the van as a whole. Although some would argue that this small 

metal fragment in the context of this project may not have much of an 

impact on the assessment of the overall site, there are further 

circumstances to consider when we come to look at material culture in 

an archaeological context.  

Take, for example a common kitchen bowl in daily use, 
an item as familiar to an archaeologist as to a 
homemaker. Smash it into a hundred pieces and 
suddenly this familiar everyday object becomes much 
less familiar – even to the archaeologist. (Myers 
2011:140) 

Although the archaeologists were familiar with the object as a whole, 

fragments of familiar material culture become unfamiliar upon 

fragmentation. If we further consider our earlier hypothesis - that one 

single person (archaeologist or not) could not reasonably be expected 

to be able to identify everything used in the present time due to the 

nature of our modern society being categorised by the plethora of 

material culture at our fingertips - fragmentation of this material 

culture presents a further barrier. Archaeologists however can employ 

measures to reduce the impact of both of these barriers in 

identification of modern material culture leading by the example of 

the architects of the Ford Transit Van project. Involving people that 

most commonly use the type of modern material culture being 

recorded, for example the expert on Transit vans, aided the 

archaeologists in their quest to identify aspects of the site that they 

could not. 

…if we are to study contemporary material culture, 
then our methodology must be cooperative, multivocal, 
and innovative. The Van Project has demonstrated that 
cooperation can be more than just a gesture towards 
what we call public archaeology. When dealing with 
contemporary material culture, cooperation yields 
tangible results in identification and ultimately 
interpretation (Myers 2011:144). 

Although modern material culture studies and the archaeology of the 

contemporary past has been a quickly expanding discipline within 

archaeology, there is still room for development. As outlined above, 

racing out to record all the modern material culture we can is not a 

profitable enterprise unless consideration is paid to the fallacy of the 

omniscient archaeologist. Although it is quite common for 

archaeologists to employ and enlist the help of local people when 

working in an area foreign to their own culture, it is interesting to 

consider many of the above examples. If, for example, we were to 

conduct a modern material culture study within our university, would 

we consider that we may not recognise all of the material culture 

within an environment to which we consider ourselves familiar? 

Reflect upon the example of the specialist medical equipment and the 

fragmented kitchen bowl; would we recognise these objects if found 

outside of a familiar context? How familiar are we really with all of the 

transient forms of modern material culture that we do not interact 

with on a regular basis, if at all? Myers in the analysis of the Ford 

Transit Van project came to the conclusion above that modern 

material culture studies need to be inclusive. A move toward inclusive 

modern material culture studies in which the public (within the realm 

of ethical considerations) was able to comment on and offer their 

interpretation of artefacts recorded would not only be a valuable 

community archaeology experience, by giving people who are experts 

on certain modern materials their chance to contribute to the 

recording of their culture and contribute to a more accurate artefact 

and site interpretation for archaeologists, but it also might just help 

dissipate the fallacy of modern material culture and the omniscient 

archaeologist. 

Special thanks to Professor Claire Smith for introducing me to modern 

material culture studies, for the inspiration for this article and for 

priceless conversations on this subject.  

Brown, L. 2001 Eco-Economy: Building an Economy for the Earth. UK: 

Earthscan Publications Ltd. 

Harrison, R. 2011 Surface assemblages. Towards an archaeology in and of the 

present. Archaeological Dialogues 18(2):141-161. 

Leone M.P. 1981 Archaeology’s Relationship to the Present and the Past. In 

Gould R.A. and Schiffer M.B. (eds) Modern Material Culture: the archaeology of 

us. New York: Academic Press 

Lumb J. and C. Smith 2013 Modern Material Culture Studies. In C. Smith (ed.) 

Encyclopedia of Global Archaeology. New York: Springer. 

Myers, A. 2011 Contemporary archaeology in transit: The artifacts of a 

1991 van. International Journal of Historical Archaeology 15:138-161. 

Rathje W. 1974 The garbage project: A new way of looking at the problems of 

archaeology. Archaeology 27:236-241.  

Rathje W. 1981 A Manifesto for Modern Material-Culture Studies. In Gould R.A. 

and Schiffer M.B. (eds) Modern Material Culture: the archaeology of us. New 

York: Academic Press.  

Shanks M., D. Platt and W. Rathje 2004 The perfume of garbage: Modernity and 

the archaeological. Modernism/Modernity 11(1):66-83 

 

If you are interested in modern material culture studies and would like 

to learn more, the Flinders University Archaeology Department is 

offering ARCH3209 Modern Material Culture in semester two 2014. 

The topic convenor of Modern Material Culture will be Dr Alice 

Gorman, who specialises in the archaeology of space. 
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For over 30 years Australians have been excavating at Pella in Jordan 

under the direction of the Near Eastern Archaeological Foundation, 

which is associated with the University of Sydney. There are two Tells 

at Pella: Tell Husn and the main Tell. In 2013 Holly Winter and Bob 

Stone were involved in the excavations; each day Holly climbed to the 

top of Tell Husn while Bob continued to work close to the dig house on 

the main Tell. These are the stories of their experiences. 

 

I have been working on the main Tell at Pella since 1997. In 2011 my 

brief was to find evidence and positive dating of the destruction of the 

Hellenistic occupation on the main Tell. At the end of the season the 

ruins of significant Hellenistic buildings were uncovered and as every 

archaeologist dreams, a coin on the floor of the destruction layer was 

clear evidence that the Israelite general Alexander Jannaeus (c84-

82BC) was the culprit. 

In 2013 the aim was to expose more of the Hellenistic buildings and 

hence gain greater insight into the lifestyle and architecture of this 

period. Almost from day one, evidence of earlier occupations were 

uncovered, which was to be expected given that it was a Tell site, but 

it was the nature of the discoveries that was surprising. During the 

Umayyad period (seventh century AD) there was a reuse of earlier 

Byzantine structures (from fourth century AD) including construction 

of a mud stone floor with some stones in excess one meter square; 

these are still in situ. 

But wait, there is more. During this period (dates are yet to be 

confirmed) at least three square stone columns, approximated 750mm 

square, were constructed.  Not that unusual but the centre column 

was built on what appears to be an ashy like concrete foundation; 

again the material is still to be analysed. However, the foundation is 

1.7 metres deep and still going down. What was its function? One 

hypothesis was that it was an absorbent material that could counter 

the effect of earthquakes. What building was associated with the 

three columns? Archaeological evidence would suggest that they 

supported large stone arches; an important public building?  

After all the excitement it was back to the search for the Hellenistic 

1 Undergraduate student, Flinders University, Bedford 
Park SA 5042 < wint0108@flinders.edu.au > 
2  Tutor, Flinders University, Bedford Park SA 5042      
< robert.stone@flinders.edu.au > 

Figure 1. The Main Tell, from Tell Husn (photograph: courtesy of Holly 

Winter, 2013). 

Figure 2. Tell Husn (photograph: courtesy of Holly Winter, 2013). 
Figure 3. Hellenistic destruction level (photograph: courtesy of Bob Stone, 

2013). 
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destruction layer. More of the 2011 plastered mud brick walls were 

uncovered, further evidence of conflagration and more large storage 

jars were recovered. In 2011 a large Rhodian amphora was found (now 

restored) so the evidence would suggest that the 2011 and 2013 

excavations have uncovered the domestic section of a large Hellenistic 

villa. 

So, in 2015? Shift the excavation of the Hellenistic villa to another 

location where fragments of frescoes and bronze figurines were found 

back in the 1980s, or try to uncover the building associated with 

mysterious stone columns?  

This was my first time visiting Jordan and having the opportunity to 

work at Pella. Since I was one of the young ones, it is a given that you 

will work on Tell Husn and climb up there each day, which is no easy 

feat! I was debriefed about the site and advised we were excavating in 

the Middle Bronze Age (from fourth century BC). The goal of the 

excavation on Tell Husn was continuing the search for the edge of the 

large monumental platform that is visible along one side of the trench.  

As it was my first time excavating on a site, it was an opportunity for 

me to learn how to excavate and what to look for when excavating, 

such as changes in the soil, or artefacts. We were working on an area 

that had not been excavated previously and the aim was to bring it 

down to the level of the other trench below. Over the three weeks, we 

came down on some very confusing layers, with lots of stones and 

possible walls. We were finding Middle Bronze Age pottery, which 

proved we were in the right time period and area, but no sign of the 

platform that would be indicated by a mud brick wall. There was a lot 

of time spent cleaning stones, so that we could make sense of them 

and whether they were walls or just rubble.  

The end of the season saw our team reveal the mud brick wall that 

indicated we had reached the correct layer of the platform. This was 

very exciting for the team to finally reach the layer we wanted, but 

now still poses many more questions about what was happening at 

this site. Since the volunteers left a few days earlier than the 

archaeologists, I have since heard that where we had been digging at 

stones, possibly one or two Middle Bronze Age cremated burials have 

been excavated, shedding new light on the trench.  

Figure 4. Square column built on a concrete foundation (photograph: 

courtesy of Bob Stone, 2013). 

Figure 5. The trench on Tell Husn, circled area indicating where 

excavation occurred (photograph: courtesy of Holly Winter, 2013). 

Figure 5. The trench on Tell Husn, circled area indicating where 

excavation occurred (photograph: courtesy of Holly Winter, 2013). 
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Chosen and described by Joseph Neparrŋa Gumbula, Darlington Press 

and the University of Sydney Archives, Sydney, 2012, 235pp, ISBN 978-

1-921364-13-6 A$60.00 + postage.  

Independent researcher < ebbsey@adam.com.au > 

Featuring almost 400 images of people, places and traditional life of 

the Yolŋu, the Indigenous people who occupy the north eastern 

corner of Arnhem Land, Mali’Buku – Ruŋanmaram is an album of 

historic images taken in Milingimbi and surrounding communities by 

anthropologists, missionaries and filmmakers between 1926 and 1948. 

The album is the culmination of research undertaken by Yolŋu elder 

Joseph Neparrŋa Gumbula in the Archive of Professor Adolphus Peter 

Elkin housed at the University of Sydney. From surveying and 

organizing the archive’s massive amount of photographic material 

concerning the Yolŋu, Gumbula presents a book that is more than a 

simple photographic album but also a vivid perspective of how 

Aboriginal communities’ traditional knowledge may improve the role 

and intellectual depth of archives and simultaneously strengthen their 

own cultural heritage.     

The contents of the album are arranged in two parts with 12 different 

themes. Part one is titled Makarr-garma, signifying in Djambarrpuyŋu 

(a common Yolŋu language) that the photographs are open and public. 

Part one themes include ‘Yolŋu mala’, a collection of everyday images 

of people fishing and camping, along with profiles and portraiture 

images dating from 1926 to 1962, and ‘Mission photographs from 

1926 to 1939’, which features images of mission life and early 

agricultural pursuits. Part two contains three different themes under 

the title Dhuni’ makarr-garma’ mirr, signifying that due to their 

content these photographs have ‘elder-mediated access’. The themes 

briefly cover images of Yolŋu organising ceremonies, sacred landscape 

images, public components of secret ceremonies and Makarrata, a 

Yolŋu method of conflict resolution.                

The theme covering anthropologist William Lloyd Warner’s year in the 

region, from 1927-1928, is particularly noteworthy. While offering us 

images of Aboriginal people going about everyday life, the inclusion of 

images of Warner with Harry Makarrwala, with whom he worked 

closely, and other candid photographs of Makarrwala become 

especially poignant when viewed in conjunction with later editions of 

Warner’s publication, A Black Civilization: a Social Study of an 

Australian Tribe (1969), specifically chapter XV. Within his book 

Warner presented a written portrait of the life and character of 

Makarrwala, which challenges the objectivity and cultural distance 

inherent in anthropological reporting from that era. The resulting 

chapter, “Mahkarolla and Murngin Society”, offered sincere and 

intimate vignettes of the friendship the men forged and shared during 

their time together. While Warner did not use his photography to 

express such relationships in his publication, the candid images 

contained in Mali’Buku – Ruŋanmaram seem to tangibly express this 

mutual friendship and the relationships built during that period. 

Moreover, the visual evidence of this partnership emancipates and 

transforms Makarrwala, who at times appears as Warner’s humble 

anthropological informant on paper, to the humanising cultural broker 

and teacher that Warner knew in person.   

The Album concludes with an essay by Sydney University archivist Julia 

Mant. While contributing historic context regarding the 

photographers, Mant’s essay is primarily concerned with the 

implications of Gumbula’s work on the Elkin Archive in general. Mant 

Highlights issues, such as problems faced by remote communities 

regarding availability and delivery of the Elkin Archive, the absence of 

an Indigenous presence when the archive was prepared in 1982 and 

the dearth of specialist advice concerning the management and access 

of gender specific and secret sacred material within the archives. To 

some degree Gumbula’s project and work in the archive has facilitated 

to correct these issues, albeit if only for a specific community. An 

interesting inclusion in this regard is Mant’s discussion relating to the 

development of Yolŋu defined access categories for each photograph. 

This process saw Gumbula and other Yolŋu organise the images into 

three classifications: Makarr-garma, which are open for everybody; 

Dhuni’ makarr-garma’ mirr, photographs that should be viewed and 

discussed with elders; and Ŋärra’, photographs which are restricted 

from the public. Furthermore, each photograph has been assessed to 

determine which elder or family in the community has the authority 

under Yolŋu Law to regulate its access.  

These new developments are reflected within the structure of the 

album itself. Context for the album’s photographs are provided by 

Gumbula, with brief descriptions written in both Djambarrpuyŋu and 

English. Also provided are significant details of who is depicted in the 

images and which families within the community should be consulted 

if copies are wanted for research purposes. Inclusion of this valuable 

information, frequently absent from books with a similar focus, 

strengthens the impact this album has. However, the ability to curate 

photographs in this manner may be due to ownership of the 

intellectual property rights being assigned to the Milingimbi 

Community Council (Mant 2012:232), as opposed to other situations 

where institutions retain the ownership of material which results in 

Aboriginal communities having less control or involvement. In regard 

to managing images that could transgress Yolŋu Law, as previously 

mentioned the album has only included public and elder mediated 

access material. However, the concept of elder mediated access when 

applied to this publication seems inconsistent of how it was defined in 
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the archive. Mant’s essay explains: “A third broad access category, 

Dhuni’ makarr-garma’ mirr’ ‘sheltered’, was also created by Gumbula 

to protect images that are open to public access, but that should only 

be viewed with guidance from an appropriate elder [emphasis added] 

(Mant 2012:232)”. With most of the general public and some 

independent researchers having no opportunities to consult with 

elders, does this mean that this caveat is only applicable for the Yolŋu, 

or is it for everybody? This also raises questions regarding how 

compatible the access categories are, and subsequently how some 

images might be received in other communities in Arnhem Land. For 

example, the album includes images of specific segments of 

ceremonies which are also performed in other Arnhem Land 

communities. While being categorised in this album as public 

components of secret ceremonies, and therefore stipulated as ‘elder 

mediated access’ material, it would be curious to note if other 

communities would find it appropriate to publish this material at all. 

Furthermore, like all publications, this album does suffer from some 

superficial flaws including some spelling errors and in the case of one 

photograph (pp26), the Yolŋu translation confuses Frank Stetzler with 

FD McCarthy. The album could have been improved by the addition of 

a map showing the location of Milingimbi in relation to the other 

geographic areas stated within the descriptions and to Australia. 

Additionally, presenting the album as a hardback or sturdier bound 

book, as opposed to its spiral bound format, would have been a better 

decision for the publisher as the album is prone to tearing. 

Nevertheless, these criticisms should not distract from the substantial 

amount of work that Gumbula has put in to producing the album; 

work which he should be commended on, if not by us, then by his own 

community for producing such a valuable piece of visual cultural 

history that I am sure will by cherished by many generations of Yolŋu 

to come.       

Gumbula, J.N. 2012 Mali’Buku - Ruŋanmaram: Images from Miliŋinbi 

(Milingimbi) and Surrounds 1926-1948. Sydney: Darlington Press and the 

University of Sydney Archives .                                                    

Mant, J. 2012 Photographic Legacies: missionaries and anthropologists in 

Arnhem Land. In J.N. Gumbula, Mali’Buku - Ruŋanmaram: Images from 

Miliŋinbi (Milingimbi) and Surrounds 1926-1948, pp.229–235. Sydney: 

Darlington Press and the University of Sydney Archives. 

Warner, W.L. 1969 A Black Civilization: A Social Study of an Australian Tribe. 

Gloucester, Massachusetts: Peter Smith. 

BArch (Hons), Department of Archaeology, Flinders University, South 

Australia, November 2012 

This thesis presents the results of a technological and functional 

analysis of the stone artefacts from the Ngaut Ngaut (Devon Downs) 

rockshelter, South Australia. In particular, this thesis presents new 

information and interpretations through the re-analysis of the stone 

artefact assemblage relating to artefact numbers, raw materials, 

manufacturing processes and usewear. This information and related 

interpretations are considered in relation to prior hypotheses about 

stone artefacts from Ngaut Ngaut and nearby sites, largely through 

comparison with the works of Tindale (1957), Mulvaney (1960) and 

Smith (1977; 1982).  

The results demonstrate discrepancies between researchers in 

relation to the identification of stone artefacts for the Ngaut Ngaut 

assemblage. It is argued that the predominant discrepancy between 

researcher artefact counts and artefact identification arises due the 

typological biases of past researchers. A re-analysis of the raw 

materials in the stone assemblage also identified previously 

unrecorded materials including: silcrete, mica schist and compressed 

limestone. Further, it is argued that there are changes in raw material 

use over time with some raw materials only present in certain 

stratigraphic layers.  

Mulvaney (1960) has suggested that the raw materials being utilised in 

this region changed significantly during the past 5,000 years; he 

suggests that organic materials were being more intensively utilised in 

recent times. For this theory to be supported one would expect to find 

usewear associated with organic (wood, grass and fibres) workings in 

the recent layers; however, the results of the usewear analysis do not 

compliment this assessment. In addition, the re-analysis undertaken in 

this research more adequately defined the range of core types present 

in the assemblage in comparison to previous studies. Aspects of the 

analysis, such as flake terminations, show that feathered terminations 

(which arguably reveal the greater control of force variables by 

knappers) may have increased through time thereby potentially 

conflicting with Mulvaney’s ‘degeneration’ theory. Similarly, the 

research also shows that retouch increases over time. Whether one 

considers retouch to be the intensity of resharpening or a result of 

deliberate manufacture, either scenario could be interpreted as an 

increase in stone-working rather than a general decline as suggested 

in Mulvaney’s broader hypothesis. From the results of the research it 

can also be argued that neither of the latter aspects of the analysis 

showed any observable dramatic changes in manufacturing processes 

over time which may be expected if one were to adhere to Tindale’s 

(1957) cultural succession theory. Thus, whilst certain changes can be 

demonstrated through this research and reveal the dynamism and 

skills of people who occupied the site, the interpretations stemming 

from these results differ from previous hypotheses.   

Mulvaney, D.J. 1960 Archaeological excavations at Fromm’s Landing on the 

Lower Murray River. Proceedings of the Royal Society of Victoria 72:53-85. 

Smith, M.A. 1977 Devon Downs Reconsidered: An Exercise in Bio-archaeology. 

Unpublished Honours thesis, Department of Prehistory and Anthropology, 

Australian National University, Canberra.  

Smith, M.A. 1982 Devon Downs reconsidered: Changes in site use at a Lower 

Murray Valley rockshelter. Archaeology in Oceania 17(3):109-116. 

Tindale, N.B. 1957 Cultural succession in south-eastern Australia. Records of 

the South Australian Museum 13:1-49. 
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Undergraduate student, Flinders University, Bedford Park SA 5042 

< stew0231@flinders.edu.au > 

Sunday May 19 saw four wonderful (if I do say so myself!) ArchSoc 

volunteers – Jess Lumb, Dianne Riley, Sam Fidge, and I – gathered on 

Lipson Street, outside the South Australian Maritime Museum in Port 

Adelaide for an event called 'Archaeology Revealed'. As part of the 

2013 'About Time: South Australia’s History Festival’ and National 

Archaeology Week, ‘Archaeology Revealed’ was a joint endeavour by 

both ArchSoc and the Maritime Museum aimed at getting kids 

interested and involved in archaeology. A series of hands-on and 

interactive activities were designed to help children and young people 

learn more about Australian archaeology.  

Although it was primarily aimed at children, the event attracted quite 

a few adults as well. The kids had a fantastic time digging in the 

makeshift trench and piecing together broken ceramic artefacts. I 

think it's safe to say that, judging by the quality of the excavating 

techniques, there are definitely a few promising young archaeologists 

in Adelaide at the moment! It was also fantastic to see parents and 

caregivers getting involved and actively encouraging the kids 

throughout the activities. For the adults, the stratigraphy board 

proved to be a big hit. The fact that it was a 1:1 replica of a site just 

around the corner from the Maritime Museum was of particular 

interest to many. A huge thank you must go to John Naumann and his 

wife Heather for giving up their relaxing Sunday to help us put the 

stratigraphy board up and to take it down again in the afternoon; it 

was really appreciated! 

As well as the stratigraphy board, both adults and children were 

fascinated by the wide variety of artefacts that we had on display, 

once again emphasising the level of interest in local history that is 

generated by the public. Although the event did not draw an extensive 

crowd, it was far more successful than initially anticipated. A steady 

flow of participants meant that the volunteers were able to spend one

-on-one time with each individual, answering a wide range of 

questions; some specific to the activities and displays and others 

regarding Australian archaeology in general. This ensured that the 

event provided a high quality experience for all participants. 

Events like ‘Archaeology Revealed’ are mutually beneficial for the 

participants and for ArchSoc. Discussing our aims and future events 

with members of the public helped to raise the profile of our 

organisation within the broader community, reaching people that 

were previously unaware of the Society's activities. Overall, 

‘Archaeology Revealed’ was an extremely successful event. By 

educating the community about local archaeology we can emphasise 

the value of preserving our state's heritage for future generations. 

Additionally, we were able to actively encourage young people to 

pursue their interest in archaeology (even if very few of them were 

excited about artefact drawing!).  

Obviously, this event could not have occurred without the dedication 

of some remarkable people, especially Antoinette Hennessy who 

worked hard behind the scenes to coordinate the whole day. Also, 

Emily Jateff, James Hunter, and the Maritime Museum Staff went 

above and beyond to help us out at every stage of the event. Without 

their valuable assistance, ‘Archaeology Revealed’ would not have been 

the success that it was. 

1 Undergraduate student, Flinders University, Bedford Park SA 5042 
< stew0231@flinders.edu.au > 

2 Undergraduate student, Flinders University, Bedford Park SA 5042 
< guad0002@flinders.edu.au >

Following on from the success of last year's event, ArchSoc held 

another 'Meet the Archaeologists Night' on Friday May 24 as part of 

National Archaeology Week and 'About Time: South Australia's History 

Festival’ for 2013. This year, four Flinders archaeologists volunteered 

their time to speak to the public about a wide range of topics. Dr 

Robert Stone's presentation on his excavations in Pella, Jordan was a 

fantastic way to start the night and the audience was enthralled with 

his stories from the field. Following this, Catherine Bland brought us 

much closer to home with her insight into Indigenous stone artefacts 

from Ngaut Ngaut on the Murray River. It was great to hear about an 

archaeological project from within South Australia, particularly after 

the interest in local history that was generated at ‘Archaeology 

Revealed’. 

A quick snack break allowed the audience an opportunity to interact 

with staff from the Archaeology Department as well as the ArchSoc 

volunteers. After the break, Dr Wendy van Duivenvoorde once again 

took us beyond Australian borders, this time to Madagascar. Her 

examination of postal stones from the Golden Age of the Dutch 

Mercantile Empire was very well received and thoroughly enjoyed by 

all. The final speaker for the night was Associate Professor Neale 

Draper from Australian Cultural Heritage Management Pty Ltd. 

Adopting a different presentation strategy, Neale provided a 

fascinating insight into a life spent working in archaeology. Following 

his career was particularly inspirational for those of us aspiring to 

pursue careers in Australian archaeology. The night was rounded off 

with pizza for all as well as another opportunity to mingle with the 

presenters and volunteers. On that note, a huge thank you must go to 

Andrew Riley for serving drinks on the night; his contribution was very 

much appreciated by all. 

A particularly pleasing aspect of the night was seeing a few familiar 

faces from ‘Archaeology Revealed’. This reinforced the fact that 

ArchSoc plays an important role in encouraging individuals to pursue 

their interests and to gain a better understanding of what it means to 

be an archaeologist in Australia. ‘Meet the Archaeologists Night’ 

generated interest from the general public in Adelaide, as well as from 
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regional areas of the State. The event allowed the public to experience 

an evening of archaeological discussion in language that is not jargon 

heavy. This allows the public to experience a sense of wonder at being 

exposed to current research. Ultimately, this event was an effective 

way to express the importance of, and the need to protect, cultural 

heritage. One particularly fantastic response from a guest was that the 

night was carried out so well, that we have sparked an interest leading 

to a potential future student of archaeology. 

Master of Cultural Heritage Management student, Flinders 

University, Bedford Park SA 5042  

< antoinette.hennessy@flinders.edu.au >

Most people would agree that no year is complete without a pub 

crawl. On the 4th of May, ArchSoc members and non-members alike 

donned their red shirts and marched through the west end of the 

Adelaide CBD for this year’s “Neander-crawl”. With approximately 70 

people participating, it is up there as one of the largest pub crawls 

ArchSoc has ever organised.  

Beginning at the Duke of Edinburgh Hotel (Currie Street), participants 

were welcome to fill their bellies with free pizza – with the Society’s 

compliments – before heading over the Colonel Light Hotel further 

west. A quick stop was made by some at a pot plant display (perhaps a 

remnant of the Fringe Festival a few months before?) between the 

Colonel Light and Garage Bar down the road. 

The most fun was arguably had at Garage, with good music, a great 

atmosphere, and a conga line of impressive length – I still don’t know 

how that came about, but I’m not complaining. Eventually the conga 

ended, but dancing continued as people formed a circle that 

welcomed the brave and the bold to show off their moves. Who would 

have thought archaeologists were so light on their feet?  

The night finished at Enigma Bar for a wind down and a few rounds of 

pool. The games probably lasted longer than they should, and at one 

point the table top had to be removed to retrieve the white ball, but it 

was a good end to a good night. 

Thanks to our social coordinator, Tris Grainger, and our PR officer, Sam 

Fidge, for organising this very successful crawl through town; and to 

Dianne Riley for volunteering as the responsible person for the night – 

but I can proudly say that we were all on our best behaviour.  

Shirt design: Antoinette Hennessy. 

Photograph one: Antoinette Hennessy, May 2013. 

Photograph two: Antoinette Hennessy, May 2013. 

Master of Cultural Heritage Management student, Flinders 

University, Bedford Park SA 5042  

< antoinette.hennessy@flinders.edu.au >

What event held in June was the most successful in raising money for 

ArchSoc this year? 

I’ll give you a clue: it was held at the Colonel Light Gardens RSL, a most 

spacious and accommodating place located in the southern end of 

(you guessed it) Colonel Light Gardens. 

Any ideas? Here’s another clue: to complement its location, the theme 

for the night was “Historic Adelaide”. 

The answer is…The ArchSoc Historic Adelaide Quiz Night! I thought: 

what better to start a quiz night article than with a bit of trivia for you? 

ArchSoc aims to hold a quiz night for its members every year. Time 

and time again, this popular pastime has proven to be a popular event 

for trivia titans and quiz newbies alike – in fact, this was the first quiz 

night for at least one of our members! 

In keeping with the theme, a special “Adelaide history” round tested 

the self-proclaimed locals of the night. Some questions certainly left 

more than a few of us baffled and shamed as Adelaidians! Participants 
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were also welcome to participate it a number of classic table games 

throughout the night, and a new addition to the fun: a photo guessing 

competition. Photographs of different features around Adelaide tested 

the observational skills of participants as they were asked to identify 

where the photograph was taken and what it was a picture of.  

With the number of games and activities, the possibility of winning 

something that night was already very high without the “best dressed” 

competition. Though for the two people that DID dress up, there was 

really no contest. And of course, the ever-popular raffle continued to 

prove to be a successful fundraiser, as first prize won a hand-crafted 

coffee table made by our own Bob Stone. Chelsea – congratulations on 

your prize, but you are certainly the envy of many of us who missed 

out.  

We would like to thank our PR officer, Sam Fidge, who not only 

organised the venue, but for agreeing to MC– she did a wonderful job 

putting together the questions and hosting the night. Thanks as well 

goes to our quiz master and social coordinator, Tris Grainger, for 

organising prizes and for agreeing to do the tedious task of marking 

the answers. And to Jessica Lumb for her support, and decorative 

ideas and skills in setting up the hall. 

We would also like to thank a number of people who kindly donated 

something towards our numerous prize pool. From businesses to 

individuals, and then in alphabetical order: 

 Adelaide Comics Centre, Adelaide 

 Fudge It!, Newton 

 Mostly Books, Mitcham 

 The South Australian Maritime Museum, Port Adelaide 

 Nessa Beasley 

 Heather Burke 

 Jessica Lumb 

 Dianne Riley 

 Bob Stone 

1 Master of Cultural Heritage Management student, Flinders 
University, Bedford Park SA 5042 < jessica.lumb@flinders.edu.au > 

2 Dig It Editor, Flinders University, Bedford Park SA 5042 
< jordan.ralph@flinders.edu.au >

Over the weekend of the 9th-11th of August, ArchSoc ran a field trip at 

Old Government House in Belair National Park where around 18 

ArchSoc members recorded the external walls of the building to 

practice their baseline/offset and dumpy level surveying skills. ArchSoc 

supplied dinner Friday and Saturday night, and lunch on Saturday for 

everyone involved. This was a great opportunity for inexperienced 

members to learn new skills, and for the more experienced to hone 

their skills. 

For those who have not visited it before, Belair National Park is 

nestled in the Adelaide Hills. Proclaimed The National Park of South 

Australia in 1891, it was the first in South Australia, and only the 

eighth of its kind in the world. Completed in 1860 the construction of 

Old Government House cost a whopping £1600. The servants’ quarters 

date from 1848, first serving as a farm keeper’s residence when the 

area operated as ‘Government Farm’ from 1840. The Old Government 

House itself was not completed until 1860, having been commissioned 

as a summer residence by the colony’s sixth Governor, Sir Richard 

MacDonnell. 

Old Government House was damaged by an earthquake in 1954 and 

was left run down by 1958. It was lovingly restored in the 1960s and 

1970s in the style popular from 1860 – 1880, when it was used by 

South Australia’s Governors. This was just one of the uses of this 

prominent feature of the National Parks landscape.  

This field trip allowed ArchSoc members to learn to describe and 

record to scale features of a standing structure. It was a successful 

weekend (see Figure 1) and we hope that we will run another field trip 

to Old Government House in the future, to record the grounds and 

surrounds. This project was organised in conjunction with the Friends 

of Old Government House who carefully maintain the house, the 

servant’s quarters and the grounds. A special thank you must go to 

Dianne Riley and Sam Fidge who organised equipment and catering, 

Figure 1. Old Government House, Belair National Park, 10-11 August 2013. Recording: Chelsea Wiseman, Astrid Simmons (East) and Bradley Guadagnin, Dianne 
Riley and Jordan Ralph (West). Illustration: Andrew Wilkinson (East and West), Chelsea Wiseman and Astrid Simmons (East). Supervision: Andrew Wilkinson and 
Jordan Ralph. Note: Roof line for both East and West elevations are indicative only. External walls are stone and mortar; regular mortar pointing marks larger 
block pattern across the face of the wall. Drawing of bay window extension is incomplete on west elevation. 
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and to Bob Stone, for teaching newer students how to complete a 

dumpy survey. 

Look out for more ArchSoc field trip opportunities in 2014! 

Dig It Editor, Flinders University, Bedford Park SA 5042 
< jordan.ralph@flinders.edu.au >

On the 1st of November, the Flinders ArchSoc threw a party at the 

Edinburgh Hotel, Mitcham, to celebrate its 21st anniversary. I would 

like to thank our invited guests, Professor Diana Glenn, Dean of the 

School of Humanities, Emeritus Professor Vincent Megaw and Andrew 

Wilkinson for coming to the celebration and delivering their speeches 

in honour of ArchSoc. The speeches from the night, as well as the 

photos, will feature in the first issue of Dig It next year. I would also 

like to take this opportunity to thank those that have made this 

Society so great, namely everyone who has served on the committee 

and donated so much time and energy, the archaeology department 

at Flinders, without which we would not exist, and most importantly, 

our members. Thank you to Chris Hutchinson for volunteering to take 

photos on the night. 

ArchSoc was created at the inaugural general meeting, which was held 

on the 10th of March 1992. Since then, ArchSoc has been an 

important peer support network for hundreds of archaeology 

students, by holding a range of events, from public lectures to quiz 

nights and pub crawls to archaeology vs. palaeontology cricket 

matches. A glance at the past Executive and member list for this 

organisation shows that many of our members have gone on to 

become leading practitioners and academics in Australian 

archaeology. ArchSoc has made a commitment to improving student 

life at university. I think it’s very safe to say that, in more recent years, 

we have certainly been one of the most active student groups at 

Flinders and arguably the most active archaeology society for students 

in Australia, if not the world. 

During the 21st celebration, ArchSoc launched its new range of wine 

labels. Each guest was lucky enough to take home a bottle of their 

choice. ArchSoc wine will only be available at official ArchSoc and 

archaeology department events. The ArchSoc wine range includes: 

Post-Processual Port 

“This daring tawny is bound to challenge more passé vintages. Taste is 

subjective so test your senses. Pair with lamb Shanks: the Hodder the 

better.” 

Stadia Red 

“When it comes to drawing up a plan for your evening, no other wine 

measures up. Keep a steady hand and enjoy the bubbles of this 

sparkling shiraz.” 

Sparkling Theodowhite 

“Planning a big night? Don’t be offset by this base wine. Surveys 

illustrate this brut cuveé ranges amongst the finest.” 

Radiocarbon Red 

Flavours become more apparent with each half-life of this cabernet 

sauvignon. Sure to give quite the reaction, it gets better with age.” 

Whipcrack  White 

“With an adventurous flavour, this sauvignon blanc packs a punch to 

the tastebuds. Perfect for those with an aversion to snakes.” 

Merlot 7.5R 1/8 Bin 490016 

“Match each vibrant glass of this cabernet merlot with a richly sauced 

dish. A colour so unique it has its own flavour.” 

Recently, ArchSoc became a member organisation of the History 

Council of South Australia (HCSA). The HCSA is a non-government 

organisation whose aim is to celebrate and raise the profile of history 

in South Australia, while acting as a representative voice on historical 

issues in South Australia. Members of HCSA range from individuals to 

community history  groups and university departments. Other 

members of HCSA include the Department of History at Flinders 

University, the Historical Society of South Australia, History SA, 

National Trust of SA, Oral Association of Australia and the State Library 

of SA. HCSA have a regular newsletter and update their website with 

news and events relatively often: historycouncilsa.org.au. 

Doing Honours is like having a baby: 

 It takes years to conceive; 

 The first two trimesters are generally happy as you bask in the 
euphoria of the anticipated offspring; 

 However, expect to eat too much inappropriate food, put on 
weight and feel a little sick some mornings; 

 The third trimester can be the most difficult, and labour can be 
horrendous, lasting months where  you might  think the little 
bugger won’t emerge; 

 If you’ve had a difficult pregnancy, it is possible to go over your 
due date, and eventually the anticipated ‘child’ is delivered on 
the prescribed date  

 Expect it to be less beautiful than you hoped for; 

 Some Honours ‘parents’ may consign their  offspring to the 
attic or the library shelves; 

 However if you love your thesis baby, nurture it and mold it, 
and  it will  grow into something  you are proud of. 

Sean Freeman, ArchSoc’s first Treasurer (left), and Vincent Megaw (right) cut 
the cake (photograph: Chris Hutchinson, November 2013). 
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