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One might think that History isimplicit in Historical Archaeology and that
Archaeology isimplicit in Industrial Archaeology. Lifeisnot so smple. So beforewe
talk about the style of historical context which isneeded for the subject of this
workshop, it’sa good idea to think about the nature of Industrial Archaeology.

Industrial Archaeology is, onewould innocently think, a sub-set of Historical
Archaeology. Inthe Australian scene, thisfitsin very well with our concept of what
‘Historical Archaeology’ should be doing and it fitsin with some precision to the
history of the discipline here and to the way its practitioner s behave.

In some ways, however, the Australian experienceisnot typical. In contrast to both
Britain and the United States, ‘historical archaeology’ here has always been
reassuringly inclusive. In both the other countries, there have been powerful,
relatively well resour ced groups and societies dedicated to what they call ‘industrial
archaeology’. These societies gained the backing of the Smithsonian Institution in
Washington and the Science Museum in London, along with the prestige of second-
rung universitiessuch asBath, Strathclydeand Michigan Technical. They have been
ador ned with luminaries of international distinction , such as Angus Buchanan or Sir
Neil Cossonsin England, John Hume in Scotland, or Robert M. Vogd in America. As
aresult asort of specialised discipline grew up over seas at the same time as Historical
Archaeology began in Sydney.

Onelandmark over seas was the foundation of journalsin Britain such asThe Journal
of Industrial Archaeology or its 1975 imitator in America characteristically called
smply IA. But this conceals differ ences between the two countries. In Britain,
especially England, the study of industrial sitesemerged in the 1950s principally as an
aspect of local historical and antiquarian societies and its pur pose was as much to
preserveindustrial buildingsasto record them, publish them and interpret them.
Preservation was mor e important initially than academic under sanding. The campaign
to savethegreat Doric Arch at Euston Station in London, finally demolished in 1962,
wasa major catalyst. Subsequently the balance shifted a bit, but the compromise
definition of industrial archaeology developed by Angus Buchanan ten yearslater is
revealing:

afield of study concerned with investigation, surveying,
recording and, in some cases, with preserving industrial
monuments. (Buchanan 1972, 22)



Only in the 1960s and 1970s did these diver se effortsjoin together asa productive
national organisation in Britain. By contrast, America began centrally with the Society
for Industrial Archaeology in 1972 and only gradually built up the highly desirable
network of locally focussed groups.

In both America and Britain there was a heavy emphasis on the technological. It isno
accident that the inaugur ating meeting of the American Society for Industrial
Archaeology in 1971 wasjointly convened by the Curator of Mechanical and Civil
Engineering at the Smithsonian (Robert Vogel) and by the Director of Old Sater Mill
Museum (Paul Rivard)

It was no accident that thefifty people who attended in 1971 werein themain
technologistswith an antiquarian bent, in museums and univer sities, a few
archaeologistsand a few ar chitectsinterested in the aesthetics of industry.

It was no accident either that four of the five articlesin thefirst issue of |A wereon
nineteenth-century sitesin the eastern states and thefifth is on coke ovens around
1900 in British Columbia. Despite the continuing British hangup about windmills, the
dominance of the Industrial Revolution as conventionally defined has remained
unchallenged in thereal man’sworld of Industrial Archaeology in the northern
hemisphere.

When Kenneth Hudson wrote his influential Pocket Book for Industrial Archaeologists
in the London of 1976 he complained that there

are gill many enthusiastswho find it difficult to shake
themselves free from the coal, iron and steam image with
which industrial archaeology has grown up (5-6)

but hisanswer was basically to do the same again to industry of the post-steam age, to
opposethe ‘purigts (hisword) who limited the subject to the hundred year s after 1750.
Basically he was arguing for more plastic. Hudson was mor e conscious than some of
his colleagues of the need to populate theindustrial site with people, even including
women, but he ill set out an overwhelming preference for intact buildings with as
much of their equipment remaining as possible. Unlike Cossons, unlike Vogel, Hudson
did not like museums, and saw the Science Museum as a butterfly collector,
‘concerned solely ....with documenting an abstract, scholarly and largely sterile
concept known asthe history of technology’ (Pocket Book, 38). So much for the
Power house.

It isvery gtriking that in the whole of Hudson’ sbook called The Archaeology of
Industry, published in 1976, there are only two illustrations of excavations of ruined
industrial buildings, and both of these are being dug up by school-children (35, aniron



furnace; 57, gunpowder mills). It isa strange contribution to the series of Bodley Head
Archaeologies, and a strange decision by the editor of the series, Magnus
Magnusson. The book would be better entitled The Heritage of the Industrial
Revolution.

Audtralia standsin striking contragt, for theinvestigation of past industry using the full
panoply of archaeology methods was the mainspring of the enthusasm which led in
1973 to the approval of thefirst University coursein Historical Archaeology. The
impetus did not come from railway enthusiasts, desper ate to save a Euston Arch, nor
from architectsrecording sanding industrial buildingsfor a national heritage record,
nor from engineer swho loved old machinery and wanted to make it purr again. It
came from the under graduate students of Archaeology at the Univer sity of Sydney and
from a senior lecturer in Near Eastern Archaeology, both of whom wanted to dig and to
sort artefacts.

| am not, of course, espousing the heresy that archaeology is solely excavation. On the
other hand, the twenty seasons of excavation of the site of James King's pottery at
Irrawang near Raymond Terrace which began in 1967 belong to aworld rather
different from Kenneth Hudson’s or even from themor e sophisticated Per spectives on
Industrial Archaeology which Neil Cossons edited in 2000.

Thelrrawang experienceisdifferent not just in its unremitting emphasison field
excavation and on artefact analysis, but also in itsuse of historical context and even
real live historians. King had warranted an entry in volume 11 of the Australian
Dictionary of Biography published in thecritical year 1967, but unfortunately David
Macmillan conflated two quite separ ate James Kingsinto a strange hybrid figure
(ADB 11 54-5). AnnieBickford, likea pleasng number of Australian archaeologists,
set towork doing historical research on thereal JamesKing and published a
contextual articlein 1971 (JRAHS 57) and later Carol Liston and | undertook much
mor e extensive cover age of King's career in context and published that articlein 1982
(JRAHS 68). We used our own research, we used the hard work of Ernest Ungar who
ploughed a steadfast furrow through the Maitland Mercury before any of it had been
indexed, and we benefited from the network of historians. One of the benefits of
collabor ating with people who are in the middle of what of going on in historical
resear ch isthetip-off. Brian Fletcher’sresearch assistant on land settlement in the
1830sknew that | wasinterested in Irrawang. He waswor king hisway through all the
bundles of Colonial Secretary’s paperswhich werearranged in nameorder in Victoria's
reign. Hefound the bundle concerning King' sland dealings misfiled for a century
under the name of James Bowman. So of coursel retrieved the file and it proved to
contain a detailed description of all King'sbuildingsand worksat Irrawang. It wasthe
single most valuable documentary addition to our under standing of the excavation site
and itsrelationship to King's other interests,, but it was absolutely unfindable except
through the historical mafia.



Now | tell these anecdotes because they are a vivid testimony to theway in which
historians and ar chaeologistsinteracted at Sydney in the 1970s and the way in which
such studies ought ideally to be conducted. The pioneering under graduate coursein
Higtorical Archaeology was launched in 1974 by Judy Birmingham and mysdf, with
assistance from Dennis Jeans, from soil scientists, from engineer swho taught
surveying and from architects. The students, and there are several here, benefited
from the Scottishstyle curriculum of the Faculty of Arts, so that most pursued both
Archaeology and History aswell asHistorical Archaeology. Studentsin Historical
Archaeology, moreover, had the benefit of Dennis Jeans superb context lectures
about the development of the pastoral industries of the North and South Coast. There
was never any doubt that historical context was part and parcel of Historical
Archaeology.

Oncethe dugt settled on theinitial rumpus about the introduction of an inter-
departmental cour se, the History Department welcomed studentswith a bent for
material culture. It is, | think, largely forgotten that Andrew Wilson’sHonoursthesis
on Regentville was donein theHistory Department in 1982, not in Archaeology: but it
still contained thefirst archaeological analysis of Sir John Jamison' sterraced
vineyard. And Andrew’s excellent historical background was what informed the
seasons of excavation at Regentville donein the mid-1980s by a new generation of
students.

Theinterplay of industrial and non-industrial stes has continued in the cour sesand
post-graduate facilitiesin Sydney and later elsewhere, most notably L atrobe, where
Susan Lawrence swork on gold and Peter Davies on timber adorn the industrial
resear ch scene. And, of cour sg, it informsthework done by the consultant
archaeologists. It isimportant that the two disciplines of history and ar chaeology
continueto value each other and recognise that they are complementary.

| started off my involvement in all thisfrom smple but deeply felt premises, which |
believe today as much asin the heroic days of Historical Archaeology thirty yearsago.

Thefirst premiseisa general statement of faith: that the past, the present and the
future are a continuum; that we cannot plan intelligently for the futurewithout a
sophisticatedgrasp of the present, and that equally we cannot comprehend the present
without awide-ranging knowledge of the past. And to gain that wide-ranging
knowledge we need to use all available evidence, physical aswell as documentary,
graphic or oral. And by wel mean both historians and ar chaeologists.

My second premise, which growsinevitably from thefirst, isin the specific context of
industrial archaeology. A prerequisitefor any assessment of a siteisathorough
grounding in the historical context in which the site or artefact wasfirst created and



then exploited, developed and changed, right up toits present condition. This
historical context ought to be established asfar as possible before any intrusive
operations are begun or any assessment of significanceis made public. Thismay not
befeasble: Irrawang certainly wasyearsout of kilter, but the historians still published
their historical context studies before any ar chaeological report on the pottery was
ready. Given proper planning within the time constraints and financial stringency of
most consultancies, such asthe seriesat Cadia or Parramatta or Mittagong'siron
works, then the sort of work wedid for Irrawang isachievable. But it ought to be
better integrated than it wasthen. And it hasto be focussed on need and not be a self-
indulgent short history of theworld during the period in which the indugtrial site
existed. Histories need to bewritten for a specific audience and for a specific purpose.

When Aedeen Cremin and | wrote our book on Australian ironworksin the nineteenth
century, we concentrated our contextual material on the cost of imported scrap iron, on
labour relationsin Britain, on labour costsin Australia, on external tariffs, on internal
freight subsidies on the importance of the railway both asa consumer of iron and as
theideal transport for heavy goods. We used all thisto explain why therewasno
competition for Fitzroy in the 1860s and before and why therewasaflurry of new rival
blast-furnacesin the 1870s. Sothereisalready a pre-existing, extensively
documented context for the new archaeological evidence from therolling-mill site at
Fitzroy and the additional historical research which thishastriggered. | am surethat
the chance to catch up with Fitzroy will give us an appetitefor lunch.



