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Abstract  i 
 

 

ABSTRACT 

 
This thesis studies the presentation of Indigenous and non-Indigenous 

archaeological/heritage sites in Australia, exploring the ideology and management 

practices behind their presentation.   The aim of the thesis is to critically examine, by 

means of comparison, the proposition that there may be discordance in the public 

understanding of the material fabric of Indigenous and settler sites in Australia. 

 

Two sites are used as case studies: Port Arthur Historic Site on the Tasman Peninsula 

in Tasmania, and Anbangbang Rockshelter situated in Nourlangie Rock in Kakadu 

National Park, Northern Territory.  These sites were specifically chosen for the 

dissimilarity in the approach taken to their presentation, a presentation which hinges 

on the culturally based management of the site.  

 

Port Arthur Historic Site is a well preserved penal colony which acts as a reminder of 

Australia’s history from the time of European colonisation of Van Diemen’s Land in 

the early nineteenth century.   The changing nature of the interpretation of the 

Historic Site as a tourist venture, ranging from the cessation of transportation to 

present times, is considered in conjunction with the extent to which the social moods 

and memories of the so-called “hated stain” have dictated past styles of presentation.   

 

Anbangbang Rockshelter dates back some 20,000 years and contains an extensive 

gallery of rock art.   Although the site has been archaeologically excavated with 

stone artefacts indicating the prehistoric use of the shelter, this aspect is minimised 

for public presentation.  

 

The unifying theme running through the thesis is the exploration of the culturally-

based reasons for the disparate presentations of the two sites and their changes over 

time.   In the case of the Indigenous site, it particularly looks at whether the 

constrained style of presentation precludes or enhances a deeper understanding of the 

Aboriginal heritage. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Aim of the Thesis 
 

The aim of this thesis is to critically examine two archaeological/heritage sites – one 

Indigenous and one non-Indigenous - in terms of how they are presented and 

managed and the effect this has on the understanding of visitors.  To this end, the 

historical and ideological factors which underpin presentation and management will 

be explored.  The presentation of archaeological/heritage sites to the public always 

involves choices and, in critically examining how the past is presented in terms of 

physical fabric and associated stories, my thesis opens up the question as to why so 

much has been, or may be left untold.  

 

One reason for the interpretation of a place for the public is that, without it, visitors 

can put their own meanings on what they see (Pearson and Sullivan 2001:296).  

Such meanings may be culturally inappropriate, particularly in the case of 

Indigenous sites, and may also be in contradistinction to any interpreted 

archaeological or historical cultural version.  Aboriginal heritage places do not 

immediately relate to most visitors’ own cultural experience and background, 

making it a particular challenge to impart their importance as culturally and 

historically significant places.  Pearson and Sullivan (2001:297) argue that making 

such places, and the culture they represent, relevant and significant in mainstream 

Australia is one of the challenges of Aboriginal site interpretation. 

 

In terms of archaeological/heritage sites, elements of meaning and understanding 

come for the physical fabric of a place.  Archaeology is the science of revealing 

physical fabric and the archaeologist can play a crucial role in visitor perceptions. 

Visitors may not always realise the importance of the role of archaeology and its 

contribution to the interpretation of heritage sites.  Previous writers, as will be 
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noted, have asserted that archaeological knowledge is not widely disseminated to 

the public, and their interest in archaeology is insignificant, resulting in lack of 

appreciation of Australia’s past human history.  Can these assertions be quantified 

more favourably in more recent times when the popular advent of cultural tourism 

has become part of the enjoyment of the general public, leading to a more 

sophisticated appreciation of the past in Australia.  I will aim to show that: 

 

(a) The public does have an interest in archaeology generally; 
(b) The public does have an interest in archaeology n Australia; 
(c) The public is aware of archaeological input to heritage sites; 
(d) The public does have an interest in the human history of Australia. 

 

By means of analysis of the responses to questionnaires distributed to visitors to the 

two chosen sites, I will assess the state of their awareness and interest in 

archaeology and their understanding of the site they are visiting.  This should reveal 

how effectively heritage managers display the archaeological past in Australia, and 

how it is interpreted in the public arena, in terms of both the history and pre-

European past.  It will show if there is any imbalance in the public understanding of 

Indigenous and non-Indigenous archaeological sites. 

 

This study is not only directed towards Australian residents, that is persons of any 

ethnic group who are now resident in Australia and/or hold Australian citizenship, 

but will also separately define the perceptions of tourists and other short-tern 

visitors to Australia, irrespective of their nationality.  Responses will be assessed 

and the analysis then refined to determine any particularities of bias, by testing 

various answers against age, gender, ethnic group, and country of residence.   

 

The two sites I have chosen for my case studies are Anbangbang Rockshelter at 

Nourlangie Rock, Kakadu National Park (Figure 1.1) and Port Arthur Historic Site 

in Tasmania (Figure 1.2).  Both have been the subject of archaeological 

interpretation and demonstrate disparate cultural histories. 
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Figure 1.1:  Map showing location of Kakadu National Park, Northern Territory and 
Tasmania (from Breeden and Wright 1998:10) 
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Figure 1.2:  Map showing location of Port Arthur Historic Site, Tasmania 
(from Chapman and Chapman 1996:12) 
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The Aboriginal use of Anbangbang Rockshelter dates back some 20,000 years from 

Pleistocene times to recent times, spanning a major period of cultural and 

environmental change in Australia.  Economic and domestic activities continued to 

take place there during the last two hundred or so years.  Its occupation sequences, 

artefacts and chronology have been explored archaeologically (Jones 1985).  It is 

now a designated archaeological/heritage site containing an extensive gallery of 

rock art open for public viewing. 

 

Port Arthur penal settlement, known as Port Arthur Historic Site, relates to the more 

recent settling of Australia by people of European ancestry.  It illustrates 

convictism, an important aspect of White Australian history.  It is now a prime 

example of an early prison which acts as a reminder of Australia’s history from the 

period of  European colonisation of Van Diemen’s Land in the early nineteenth 

century.  The continuing archaeological excavations focus mainly on the historical 

period relating to the operation of the penal settlement (1830-1877) and to a lesser 

extent on the subsequent free township of Carnarvon/Port Arthur. 

 

Both these sites are popular with the public.  Kakadu National Park and 

Anbangbang are ensured of high visitor numbers through the World Heritage listing 

and consequent national and international exposure.  Port Arthur, although not 

World Heritage listed, is equally in demand as a tourist destination, not only 

because of its historical convict connotations but also because of its beautiful 

location.  The sites are important in Australian history, being representative of two 

of the main cultures exhibited in Australia today - that of the original Indigenous 

people and that of the European colonisers who introduced their own culture in the 

late eighteenth century. 

 

Before examining the two sites, it will be helpful to further set the scene for my 

thesis by providing a background appreciation of certain issues and factors which 

have a bearing on the interpretation of heritage sites and, consequently, the visitors’ 

understanding of them. 
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1.2 Australian History and Interpretations of Heritage Sites 
 

Australian history is largely Aboriginal history stretching over many millennia.  As 

Macintyre (1999:275) suggests, the colonisation and settlement that began in 1788 

can be seen as no more than a temporary interruption in the longer history of 

Australia with its contribution made by the Indigenous inhabitants.  The historical 

vision for Europeans during much of the twentieth century, however, was 

indifference to Aboriginal history, with people being simply not aware, many not 

caring, that Aboriginal people occupied this continent for more than 40,000 years 

(Coutts 1980:208).  The popular concept of history in Australia is strikingly one-

sided.  It was believed that the Australian Aborigine was a homogenous being, 

recently arrived, who had experienced no cultural change and whose material 

culture lacked invention (Griffiths 1997:49).  A colonial perspective was adopted, 

which concentrated almost exclusively on the past 200 years, ignoring Aboriginal 

views (Creamer 1994:130).  Coutts (1997:76) believes that this may have been 

because Aboriginal history “…with its mystical deities, places and events, is 

shrouded from the western mind” and so makes little sense to non-Aboriginal 

Australians.   

 

Ideas in the public domain on the reasons for the White settlement of Australia in 

the first place in 1788 usually involve the need for a dumping ground for convicts 

who could no longer be accommodated in overcrowded gaols in England.  Some 

historians (Crawford, 1979:31-33; Blainey 1982:18-34; Rickard 1990) admit this 

explanation is overly simplistic, but nevertheless accept that the majority of British 

convicts were products of a growing urban criminal sub-culture which Rickard 

(1990:26) suggests flowed from the Industrial Revolution, and the corresponding 

dislocation of rural life.  Thus the genesis of convicts at Port Arthur reverts to the 

fact that, due to grossly overcrowded goals in Britain, and with nowhere else 

suitable to place them, convicts were sent from Britain to a new colony in New 

South Wales. 

 

Apart from the convict question, from the British point of view, the foundation of 

Australia was not particularly traumatic.  Early generations arrived with “…packed 
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cultural baggage” which provided them with comprehensive blueprints for their 

institutions and customs, and they settled the new country “…in a thoroughly 

British way” (Carroll 1992:230).  Australia proved a land of opportunity, rather than 

a fatal shore (cf. Hughes 1988), with settlers adapting themselves to the new 

environment and gaining independence and nationhood without a major war 

(Carroll 1992:230).  Australian history was presented largely as an extension of that 

of Britain until 1945 when migrants, especially from southern Europe, then South 

America and the Middle East, entered Australia.  

 

Turning to the pre-colonial past, Aboriginal history has been illuminated largely by 

archaeology.  During the 1930s and 1940s, first Norman Tindale and then Fred 

McCarthy established the reality of cultural change in Aboriginal prehistory 

(Murray 1993:17).  Concern with regional variation did not characterise Australian 

archaeology until the 1950s when a number of young professional archaeologists, 

mostly trained at Cambridge University, began to study Australian prehistory.  As a 

result of their research, it became clear that people have lived in Australia for at 

least 40,000 years (Trigger 1990:143). 

 

John Mulvaney’s archaeological career coincided directly with the radiocarbon 

revolution in 1951, with the scientific method of dating, Carbon 14, which ensured 

time-depth as well as sequence, and enabled different digs to be related by age.  In 

the 1960s, antiquity and culture change were conclusively established by Mulvaney 

and other archaeologists (Griffiths 1997:53).  In 1961, Mulvaney was able to use 

radiocarbon dating to confirm a Pleistocene date for the settlement of Australia 

(Murray 1992:17). 

 

But explorations of the deep past are potentially contentious because, unlike 

investigation of the colonial past, they involve investigation of the ancestors of 

present-day Indigenous Australians by mainly descendants of the colonising culture.  

It is understandable that the Aboriginal people have voiced resentment at what they 

see as intellectual colonialism.  What is a stake is their historical identity and, as 

Mulvaney (1979:215) suggests “…all that can mean for self image and 

psychological well-being”.  There has been reluctance on the part of some 
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Indigenous people to participate in the findings of archaeology.  Langford (1983) 

asserts that many do not wish any attention to be paid to their earlier history and 

says it is theirs alone and not to be shared with others.   

 

Aboriginal people have objected to archaeological work being conducted on what 

they regard as their sacred sites, finding the temporal academic explanations which 

may derive from archaeological sources to be irrelevant to them (Coutts 1977:76).  

In some cases, Aboriginal owners are strongly opposed to interference with 

archaeological sites which they consider to be their own exclusive heritage (Dark 

1985:30-32).  When considering cultural property, including archaeological sites 

and artefacts, a number of writers (for example Meighan 1984; McBride 1985; 

Mulvaney 1985: Allen 1987:7) emphasise the point that legislators continue to 

make consistent assumptions that the tangible remains of the past are the common 

heritage of humankind.  But this notion is rejected by groups such as some Native 

Americans and Australian Aborigines who see such laws “as the laws of the 

invaders”, and notions of common heritage “as tools of cultural oppression” (Allen 

1987:7). 

 

The events of the past, wherever they occurred, are part of Australian heritage, but 

among academics it appears there are significant differences of opinion concerning 

the degree to which Australian archaeology should be regarded as a national 

heritage or exclusively Aboriginal heritage.  Clearly, heritage management has its 

problems, not just in Australia, but worldwide. 

 

1.2.1 Heritage Management and its Problems 

 

Firstly, what is heritage?  Heritage is an applied humanity: history is a pure one.  

History is interested in the past: heritage is interested in how the past might be 

conserved and interpreted for the benefit of the present and the future (Howard 

2003:21). History will concentrate on how and why the place is significant and may 

include the history of architecture and art as well as political, economic and social 

history.  Heritage includes “everything that people want to save, from clean air to 

Morris dancing, including material culture and nature” (Howard 2003:1).  Heritage 
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scholars quarry the material unearthed by historians and archaeologists and heritage 

management then uses it for its conservation and interpretation (Howard 2003:23).   

 

Conservation in heritage terms means looking after a place to maintain the values 

which make it special and important. Conservation can involve preservation and 

restoration.  Preservation means keeping a place the way it is and preventing its 

deterioration.  Restoration  is returning a place to the way it used to be and 

conserving its important features (Australian Heritage Commission 1998).  The 

principles for conservation work on cultural heritage places are set out in the Burra 

Charter named after the historic mining town of Burra where it was adopted in 1979 

by a meeting of heritage professionals.  Heritage conservation involves identifying, 

maintaining and and/or restoring the heritage values of a place and encouraging 

people to care for and protect those places (Australian Heritage Commission 

1998:22). 

 

One of the main justifications for preserving heritage, especially from the point of 

view of government and the private sector is the value of heritage for tourism and 

recreation (Hall and Zeppel 1990; Zeppel and Hall 1992; Hall and McArthur 

1993a:4).  Visitors play a fundamental role in its support (Hall and McArthur 

1993a:16). 

 

The conservation and management of heritage have become major concerns in 

western society in recent years.  Wilderness preservation, national parks, species 

conservation, the protection of indigenous artefacts and cultural activities and the 

conservation of buildings, historic sites and townscapes have all become prominent 

issues, particularly in Australia and New Zealand.  It can only be preserved for 

future generations if appropriate management policies and processes are developed 

and implemented (Hall and McArthur 1993:ix). 

 

Heritage places may not necessarily be significant by their nature, but they are 

given value by human beings: their value rests in their perception by the community 

(Pearson and Sullivan 1995:21-22).  Heritage management not only has to recognise 

and respond to these perceptions but also be aware of the forces and values shaping 
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these perceptions.  A balanced view about the nature of the particular significance 

of a place is necessary because as Pearson and Sullivan (1995:21-22) note, “…there 

may be a mismatch between society’s perception of the significance of a heritage 

place and the factual information available about it”. 

 

The heritage movement in Australia focussed initially on the conservation of 

heritage buildings, especially those that related to the origins of European 

colonisation.  There is a strong tradition in the heritage movement of valuing 

architectural significance with a concentration of effort on the conservation of fabric 

(Pearson and Sullivan 1995:308).  Pearson and Sullivan (1995:308) note that this 

has been the trend not only in the conservation of the European heritage but also in 

consideration of Aboriginal places.  Over the past two decades or so, they say, the 

“…understanding of heritage values has matured considerably and is still 

developing”.  One aspect of that maturing view, note Pearson and Sullivan 

(1995:308), is the realisation that many heritage values are not as fabric-based as 

previously thought” and that there are “…much more subtle ways in which places 

possess meanings for communities”.  They agree that some of the value will 

certainly be represented by the fabric but it can also be: 

 
…the spaces between the fabric or in the traditional use of the 
place,  or in the special and personal association that reside in the 
individual’s  mind and memory and nowhere else (Pearson and 
Sullivan 1995:308). 

 
Pearson and Sullivan (1995:309) add that Aboriginal notions of spirituality, and of 

the sacredness inherent in the landscape itself have had a significant effect on our 

heritage practice but, even so, there still appears to be an assumption of “…the pre-

eminence of fabric as the most important element of our heritage”. 

 

While heritage concerns everyone, much of it divides people and, according to 

Howard (2003:4) can be perceived as a dangerous concept being “…frequently 

nationalistic, exclusive sexist, elitist and backward looking”.  Nevertheless, 

McArthur and Hall (1993a:18), suggest that people need heritage as a reference 

point by which to add perspective and meaning to their lives, and they believe that 

this comes from the direct experience of heritage.   
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There is also a direct relationship between visitor management, visitor experience 

and the condition of the resource and it is the responsibility of managers to identify 

appropriate management strategies to see the resource is adequately conserved and 

the visitor adequately satisfied (McArthur and Hall  1993a:22).  Visitation to 

cultural sites and historic structures, as well a smaller-scale usage such as access to 

information, are important aspects of effective heritage managements. The impact 

of visitors to sites must be minimised whilst enhancing their experiences and this 

experience must be accomplished in such a manner and by such means as will leave 

the primary resources unimpaired for the continued enjoyment and multiple 

experience use of future generations (McManamon and Hatton 2000:5). 

 

The successful management of a heritage site is complex as each site is different, 

both in terms of its specific site qualities, as well as visitor usage.  Added to this is 

the fact that the conservation and management of a site occurs “…within a broader 

context of conflicting interests and variable access to adequate management 

resources (Gale and Jacobs 1987:55).  Yet visitor management can be spectacularly 

successful, although as Pearson and Sullivan (1995:281) suggest, “…it requires 

carefully considered, researched and individually designed approach for each 

heritage place or area”. 

 

Visitor management at Aboriginal heritage sites is an integral part of the wider 

issues and practices of heritage site management and cultural tourism (Boyd and 

Ward 1993:103). The question arises as to how a plurality of cultural values held by 

one place for different groups within our society can be recognised and 

accommodated in its management, and to what extent they can be shared?  There 

may be elements that for powerful cultural reasons cannot be shared but, on the 

other hand, as McBryde (1995:8) points out, there is the question of loss “…in any 

resulting amalgam of disparate values”.  She suggests that what we should be 

sharing is: 

 
…the cross-cultural understanding of the power of these values, 
sharing respect for this understanding and a willingness to 
accommodate it in assessing and managing heritage places 
(McBryde 1995:8) 
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Whilst an understanding of, and respect for, the processes of the Burra Charter are 

still an essential starting point for heritage management one problem with it, 

suggests Pearson and Sullivan (1995:310), it is that, as it stands, it does not fully 

address the issue of conflicting values.  Thus it is not always possible to take all the 

cultural values of a place into account in the provision of a management solution.  

Suggestions for dealing with aspects of multiple values at heritage places, especially 

when “…there is a potential for their management to be in conflict” are being 

sought through Australia ICOMOS.  This body has been commissioned by the 

Australian Heritage Commission to hold discussions with its members to assist with 

this situation (Pearson and Sullivan 1995:310). 

 

Heritage management incorporates the provision of interpretation programs, guides 

and elaborate visitor facilities to enhance understanding of places (Pearson and 

Sullivan 1995:277).  As Hall and McArthur (1993a:2) point out, the management of 

heritage presents a paradox for “…how are people allowed to visit and experience 

heritage without the heritage becoming so degraded that it loses its value and 

attraction”.  Yet, they continue, if heritage is to be protected, public support is vital 

and substantial support can only come through visitation.  It is, therefore, only 

through the provision of “…positive visitor experiences that heritage preservation 

can be ensured and heritage passed on to future generations”.  They comment that 

the nature of heritage and its significance means that “…people’s experience of 

heritage is the core component” in its management, marketing and interpretation 

(Hall and McArthur 1993a:2). 

 

Effective heritage management also requires the matching of product with audience 

and marketing is the tool which achieves that gaol.  This requires that managers 

need to ensure their strategies can be implemented and the target market reached 

through the development of appropriate mechanisms (Hall and McArthur 1993b:46-

47). 

 

Understanding the values associated with heritage is critical for all heritage 

managers as it is ultimately those values which will determine the range of 

management options available to the heritage manager (Hall and McArthur 1996:2). 
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Evaluation is a vital tool for any visitor management program (McArthur and Hall 

1993b:251).  In fact, suggest McArthur and Hall (1993b:252), evaluation  

 
…is critical as a means of obtaining performance feedback, as 
justification to continue or modify existing programs, and as a basis 
for implementation of new ones. 

 
The most frequent form of evaluation of visitor management service comes in the 

form of monitoring usage.  Visitor numbers require minimal staff time to collect 

and are easiest to accept on face value but may offer little information from which 

to make critical decisions (McArthur and hall 1993b:255).  One of the simplest and 

most popular forms of evaluating interpretation is the assessment of an exhibit’s 

ability to attract and hold visitor attention.  This technique, explain McArthur and 

Hall (1993b:260), involves monitoring the number of people who either look, stop, 

admire or read an exhibit.  Other behavioural trends include visitor flow to an 

around the exhibit, body language and interactions with other visitors. 

 

According to McArthur and Hall (1993b:269), there are various evaluation 

programs possible but none dictate the solutions.  The future emphasis in visitor 

evaluation, they suggest, must be in accurately assessing motivations.  By 

understanding why visitors visit heritage sites, evaluation can assist management to 

solve visitor problems such as crowding, littering and physical impacts (McArthur 

and Hall 1993b:269). 

 

The overall aim of visitor management may be summed up as enabling 

visitors to: 

 
…maximise their appreciation of the heritage place, while 
minimising  the damage to the place by attrition, direct or indirect 
damage, or diminution of the place by other visitors (Pearson and 
Sullivan 1995:277). 

 

1.2.2 Cultural Heritage Management and Tourism 

 

Natural resources are elements of the natural environment.  Cultural resources are 

the result of humanity’s interaction with, or intervention in, the natural world or its 

natural resources.  Broadly, cultural resources include all the manifestations of 



Chapter One – Introduction 

 

14

humanity: buildings, landscapes, artefacts, literature, art, music, folkways and 

cultural institutions (Pearson and Sullivan 1995:4). 

 

The terms ‘heritage management’, ‘cultural resource management’ and 

‘archaeological resource management’ are often used more or less interchangeably, 

making as yet no agreed and undisputed term for this topic, say McManamon and 

Hatton 2000:3).  There is, however, broad agreement that cultural resources and 

heritage are “…more than just in situ archaeological resources or out-of-the-ground 

remains of the past.  The resources of concern include: 

 
…above-ground historic, prehistoric and vernacular structures, 
museum collections, living traditions and also more than 
popularised accounts of history (McManamon and Hatton 2000:3) 

 
Cultural tourism involves the tourist in some form of intellectual and physical 

engagement with the past, whether it is the recent, historical past, or the deepest of 

prehistory.  The value of cultural resources goes further than merely being visible 

links with the past: they are a record of the cultural development of humankind, 

their adaptation and achievement going back 40 millenia, and represents, on a 

universal sale, humankind’s relationship to, and reliance upon, the environment 

(Sutcliffe 1980:97). 

 

Effective management of cultural resources requires decisions about how the 

resources can be best protected, preserved, utilised and interpreted (McManamon 

and Hatton 2000:8).  Cultural heritage management in Australia and New Zealand 

has “…traditionally been dominated by a European, if not a middle-class British, 

view” of what heritage should be kept and how it should be interpreted (Hall, 

Hamon and McArthur 1996:250).  Indigenous cultural heritage was presented as 

representative of a past culture rather than part of a contemporary cultural tradition.  

Although they say this attitude has substantially changed in the last three decades, 

for many people in the two countries heritage is still the heritage of the European 

built environment, “…particularly the houses of the landed gentry” (Hall, Hamon 

and McArthur 1996:250).  Hall, Hamon and McArthur (1996:250) suggest that in 

heritage management, we are managing not only our physical inheritance, but also 
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our social inheritance “…in terms of the values and ideas of appropriate 

conservation and presentation of the past”. 

 

Broadscale awareness of heritage and expressions of concern for its conservation is 

a recent phenomenon, note Hall and McArthur (1996:2) and it is only since the 

Second World War that positive attitudes have been expressed towards protecting 

cultural and natural heritage.  One of the main justifications for the public and 

private sectors to designate and maintain heritage has been the economic returns 

from tourism, while increased visitation and associated flow on effects has meant 

that heritage tourism is now big business (Hall and McArthur 1993a:4; Hall and 

McArthur 1996:2). 

 

Although economics may often be the decisive factor in determining whether or not 

heritage is preserved, it is the social significance of heritage that will typically first 

arouse interest in preservation.  For instance, as Hall and McArthur (1993a:8) point 

out, heritage may have substantial scientific and educational significance.  Various 

kinds of research on ecological processes can occur in national parks which provide 

a habitat for rare and endangered species.  Cultural heritage sites can also provide a 

living history lesson conveying to students and visitors a greater understanding of 

their own and other cultures, which can be an important educational concern in 

multicultural societies such as Australia and New Zealand (Hall and McArthur 

1993:8). Cultural and heritage sites are major attractions for both domestic and 

international visitors, with sites such as Kakadu, Uluru and Port Arthur contributing 

substantially to Australia’s overseas tourist image (Hall 1991; Hall and McArthur 

1993a:8).  

 

There is an immediate link with archaeology and cultural heritage management, 

because the focus of cultural tourism involves direct contact with an impact on the 

fabric of the past (Smith, Clarke and Alcock 1991:44).  This focus may be in the 

form of the built environment – such as Port Arthur Historic Site, or humanly 

modified components of the natural landscape, such as Anbangbang Rockshelter in 

Kakadu National Park, a World Heritage Site. 
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At such sites tourists anticipate having an interesting time that is guaranteed to be 

authentic.  However, suggests Millar (2006:49), the precise quality of the visitor 

experience is influenced by their own expectations about the place prior to their 

visit.  Although it is assumed that the average visitor to such Sites is motivated 

either by an interest in cultural heritage or a love of the natural world, this is not 

always the case (Shackley 2006:85).  They can also be motivated by adventure, or 

even the desire to use the site as a backdrop for some social function.  This diversity 

of visitor motivation, comments Shackley (2006:85), makes it quite difficult to 

generalise about visitor management trends in a world wide context.  

 

World Heritage Sites, however, according to Leask and Fyall (2006), also form a 

complex environment where tourism is often seen as a necessary evil, and is not 

always universally welcomed.  Successful management of such Sites requires a 

careful balance between the need to allow visitor access and generate income, while 

protecting the resources (Leask and Fyall 2006).  These Sites present particular 

challenges because of the Site’s international significance which has made them 

part of global heritage.  This demands resources which are consistent with this 

status.  Another challenge is that cultural artefacts and natural areas designated 

World Heritage Sites require different management techniques (Cochrane and 

Tapper 2006:99). 

 

Visitor centres are one medium of communication for cultural heritage resources 

which enables visitors to understand the site in question.  At ongoing archaeological 

sites, the relationship between the artefacts and their context can be made directly.  

In many cases at visitor centres, however, Davis (1997:87) suggests that the 

techniques of audio-visual or interactive computers can come between the visitor 

and the object of interest. 

 

Pederson (2002: Foreword) believes that tourism can be used as a tool to benefit 

conservation.  It is an important management issue at both natural and cultural 

World Heritage Sites.  By learning to “…tread lightly on the earth” says Francesco 

Bandarin, Director, UNESCO World Heritage Centre, as quoted by Pederson 
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(2002:Foreword), not only are we ensuring the future of World Heritage Sites, but 

also the future of tourism.  With protective management the site is: 

 
…better protected and maintained, the tourist experiences a more 
pleasant visit, and the local economy is boosted as a result 
(Pederson 2002:Foreword). 
 

Pederson (2002:Introduction) comments that tourism offers well-known advantages, 

such as visitor fees, concessions and donations which provide funds for restoration 

and protection efforts.  It can promote cultural values by supporting local 

handicrafts or by offering alternative economic activities. However, tourism also 

has a down side: whilst it can contribute to protection and restoration efforts, the 

right balance between economic gain and undesirable impacts can be elusive 

(Pederson 2002). 

 

Cochrane and Tapper (2006) note the sometimes uneasy relationship and mutual 

dependence between tourism and heritage attractions has been explored by a 

number of writers including Prentice (1993); Nuryanti (1997); Shackley (1998); 

Robinson et al. (2000); McKercher and du Cros (2002); Pederson (2002) and 

Tapper and Cochrane (2005).   

 

1.2.3 Interpretation 

 

Veverka (2000) comments that heritage sites need interpretation to help attract 

visitors – without interpretation they are “…empty shells of lost opportunities”.  He 

explains that  

 
…interpretation is not just a thing, like a board or exhibit.  It is a 
way of thinking about the quality of the communication and 
services you will provide to visitors.  It is the desire to make sure 
that the presentation of the heritage site message or story  is cost 
effective, powerful and gets result (Veverka 2000) 

 
The Icomos Charter for the Interpretation and Presentation of Cultural Heritage 

Sites (2007) notes the following definitions for Interpretation and Presentation as 

they refer to Cultural Heritage Sites: 
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Interpretation refers to the full range of potential activities intended 
to heighten public awareness and enhance understanding of cultural 
heritage sites.  These can include print and electronic publications, 
public lectures, on-site and directly related off-site installations, 
educational programmes, community activities, and ongoing 
research, training, and evaluation of the interpretation process 
itself. 

 

Presentation more specifically denotes the carefully planned 
communication of interpretative content through the arrangement 
of interpretative information, physical access, and interpretative 
infrastructure at a cultural heritage site.  It can be conveyed through 
a variety of technical means, including yet not requiring, such 
elements as information panels, museum-type displays, formalised 
walking tours, lectures and guided tours, and multimedia 
applications and websites. 

 
Whilst there are conceptual and operational differences between Interpretation and 

Presentation, it appears that their definitions may sometimes be blurred to the point 

where they are sometimes mistakenly used interchangeably. 

 

The United States, Canada and many European countries have had active and wide-

ranging interpretation programs for some years.  Since the 1930s, the Parks Service 

in the United States has run a nationwide heritage interpretation program, with 

visitor centres, guided tours and living-history programs, many of these concerning 

major themes in US history.  By contrast, comment Pearson and Sullivan 

(1995:289), Australia’s efforts in this field have generally been “…sparse, 

disorganised, and concentrated on a very narrow range of places”.  A short and 

sometimes undervalued European history and a little-understood or dismissed 

Aboriginal one, has meant that little or no interpretation has occurred at many 

heritage places.  The basic reason for this, however, is that until recently few of 

them were actually valued or conserved.  Until the 1970s, the places that were 

interpreted tended to be National Trust properties which often reflected Colonial 

(British) traditions (Pearson and Sullivan 1995:289). 

 

The challenge and goal of interpretative programs is to put people back into the 

landscape by interpreting its human uses, past and present, “…in ways that are 

meaningful, understandable and accessible to all visitors (Whittlesey and Farrell 

1977:166).  McKercher and du Cros ((2002:229) comment that information is 
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distinguishable from interpretation as it tells people about a place (where and what 

things are) while interpretation tells them about its meaning and value, with 

sensitivity being shown to non-physical aspects of the attraction’s value, such as the 

“spirit of the place”.  Thus, interpretation is not only a description of physical facts 

and tangible elements, but moves “…into the realms of spiritual truth, emotional 

response, and deeper meaning and understanding” (Nuryanti 1996:339). 

 

However, interpreters realise that the meanings they impose on the past are 

particular to their own cultural and social background.  With this awareness, 

Jameson (1997:15) suggests that: 

 
…site interpreters can help their audiences appreciate that any, if 
not all, of their preconceived notions about time and space are 
actually part of their own, modern, historically-based ideology. 

 
According to Pearson and Sullivan (1995:288), on site interpretation may be 

“…elaborate or simple, static or interactive, specifically targeted or generalised”.  It 

may relate to the whole place, or to selected aspects or themes within it.  The 

manager needs, or wishes to, interpret places because their meaning and 

significance may be difficult to come to grips with without such interpretation 

(Pearson and Sullivan 1995:288). 

 

Pearson and Sullivan (1995:289) note that the argument is often put by managers 

that a place speaks for itself and needs no interpretation, but this, they suggest, is 

rarely so. A place will say different things to different visitors, depending on their 

individual background and few of the things ‘read into’ the place without 

interpretation will increase or alter the visitors’ understanding of the place or its 

associated messages.  The result, say Pearson and Sullivan (1995:289), may be that 

inaccurate and even naive, perceptions may be reinforced by not being challenged. 

 

While interpretation can demonstrate how heritage is relevant to people’s every day 

lives and explain the significance of the exhibit within the context of the site and its 

wider historical and cultural context (for example Dean 19996; Edsen and Dean 

2000; Buhalis, Owen and Daniel 2001:128), in many situations, Howard (2003:244) 

believes the best option may be to use no, or minimal interpretation.  He says that 
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one reason against interpretation is that much of it encourages people to travel and 

is therefore part of the tourist industry which “…is among the worst industries in 

terms of environmental damage, if only through the expenditure of fuel” (Howard 

2003:245).  He continues that although tourism may be regarded as vital to the 

development of individual areas, the promotion of yet more car and air journeys “… 

should always give cause for pausing”.  He further suggests that a first rule may be:  

 
…to ensure that the consequences of interpretation will not 
compromise the conservation of the heritage for future generations, 
or create unnecessary extra pressures on the world’s resources 
(Howard 2003:246).  

 
The use of interpretation in visitor management primarily stems from the desire to 

change behaviour (McArthur and Hall 1993a:27). Its use at heritage sites has 

occurred as a by-product of the fusion of recreation with education.  The generally 

accepted definition of interpretation was suggested by Tilden (1977:9) as an 

educational activity which aims to reveal meaning and relationships through the use 

of original objects, by first hand experience, and by  illustrative media, rather than 

simply to communicate factual information (McArthur and Hall 1993a:26).  There 

are countless ways in which to interpret heritage but, in essence, they all strive to 

use techniques associated with either demonstration or participation (McArthur and 

Hall 1993a:29). 

 

Specifying what people want to know about a site is basic to successful site 

interpretation.  Without the appropriate interpretation, comment Gale and Jacobs 

(1987:61), a situation which can provide a potentially educative experience “…may 

simply act to reinforce misconceptions about the culture or period represented by 

the heritage item”. 

 

Pearson and Sullivan (1995:292) believe that there is a growing realisation that 

interpretation practices have often been biased and simplistic, with properties 

interpreted tending to mythologise and gentrify the past and our ancestors.  Heritage 

managers now look more critically at their aims and methods.  They are realising 

that there is no such thing as the ‘truth’ about the past; only our subjective 

interpretation, now, about what happened in the past.  Interpretations are 
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ideologically based on our perceptions of the world and our value system.  Pearson 

and Sullivan (1995:292), suggest it is crucial that interpreters accept that they may 

be prisoners of ideology and try to convey their message in such a way “…as to 

make the visitor aware that what they are seeing is an interpretation rather than the 

‘truth’”. 

 

While there are considerable differences between Indigenous and non-Indigenous 

heritage places, from the point of view of interpretation there are certain structural 

similarities between them.  Aboriginal traditional knowledge and archaeology are 

capable of providing information concerning Indigenous sites, while in the case of 

non-Indigenous sites this role is performed by archaeology and history.  These 

disciplines are not the same and tensions and contradictions between them might 

not be easily resolved.  Furthermore, interpretations based on these disciplines have 

the potential to conflict with community perceptions or identity formation, 

irrespective of whether it is the Aboriginal or the non-Aboriginal community that is 

affected.  Finally, all interpretations and concerns might be cut across by the 

economic imperative, that visitors should be entertained as well as enlightened. 

 

1.2.4 Indigenous Heritage Site Interpretation 

 

Heritage may be politically significant for Indigenous peoples as it represents the 

ability of that culture to endure despite colonization and attempts to destroy 

indigenous identity.  The ownership of heritage is political at two different levels.  

First, ownership helps to reinforce possession and interpretation of the past.  

Second, comments Davison (1991:7), the idea of heritage “…asserts a public or 

national interest in things traditionally regarded as private”.  Therefore, the rights 

and wishes of private owners of heritage may come into conflict with government 

or public interest, while the institutional arrangements which surround heritage is 

almost entirely dependent on its formal recognition as heritage under government 

legislation, such as the processes which relate to National Estate listing and the 

National Trust in Australia or the Historic Places Trust in New Zealand (Hall and 

McArthur 1993a:9). 
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To make Indigenous archaeological/heritage sites meaningful to the public they 

must be interpreted, an essential role fulfilled to a large extent through an 

examination of the archaeological record.  Archaeology in Australia is a 

comparatively recent phenomenon and its impact on Indigenous people has not 

always been favourable. This may be reflected in the management and 

interpretation of some Indigenous heritage sites.  Since there are significant 

differences between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal views of Indigenous heritage, 

these will necessarily be reflected in their tourist presentation.  There may be a non-

Indigenous focus on archaeological sites yet Aboriginal heritage places play a key 

role in defining Indigenous links with the land  (McKercher and du Cros 1998). 

 

Scientific data and other information based on archaeological research may provide 

the main basis for site interpretation designed to enlighten the public about the 

Aboriginal past but Aboriginal people have other views of the past and attach 

different cultural meanings to their sites (Creamer 1994:130).  Aboriginal 

worldview, particularly perceptions of the past, differs in many respects from that 

held by non-Aboriginal people.  Who is supposed to know what, becomes an 

important question for Aboriginal site management.  Traditional constraints on 

knowledge, such as rule of secrecy, frequently conflict with the need to make 

knowledge public.  Creamer (1994:134) notes that to Aboriginal people, sites have 

intrinsic value as symbols of their own identity.  To archaeologists, by contrast, 

sites serve mainly to answer historical questions such as “How long have humans 

been in Australia?  Where did they come from?  What was their life like?” (Creamer 

1994:134). 

 

Nicholas (2001:30) believes that archaeology’s separation of past and present is not 

only illogical but may also threaten the integrity of Aboriginal worldview and 

beliefs.  Aborigines “…don’t need archaeology to tell them what they already 

know”, and to challenge this may be tantamount to dismissing their religious beliefs 

(Nicholas 2001:30). 

 

Site presentations offer one of the best opportunities for changing popular 

perceptions about the Aboriginal past and concomitant attitudes towards Aboriginal 
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people today.  As Creamer (1994:135) suggests, cultural productions – signs, 

brochures, videos, talks – through which the past is presented at Aboriginal sites 

could be interpreted “…in a holistic environmental, cultural and historical context 

reflecting the Indigenous world view”. 

 

Assessing the level of visitor interest in Aboriginal culture is only one step in the 

strategic development of cultural tourism.  Finlayson (1991:85) conducted a survey 

of tourist various tourist locations in the Cairns, North Queensland, region over a 

three week period in April, 1990, and reached some unexpected conclusions 

resulting from international visitor expectation and satisfaction.  The survey did not 

confirm what she expected – that younger tourists would be the most interested of 

all age groups, and that the degree of interest would diminish in proportion to 

increasing age and conservatism (Finlayson 1991:88).  She assumed that back-

packers were likely to be sympathetic to, and uniformly interested in, Aborigines 

and Aboriginal culture, whereas it appeared that some were totally disinterested in 

Aborigines and concerned only to enjoy their holiday and activities based around 

the reef, rainforest and sun (Finlayson 1991:83).  At the other end of the tourist 

spectrum she noted that retired people on organised tours were often quite hostile to 

any contact with Aborigines, and showed a marked disinterest in visiting attractions 

involving cultural contact.  

 

However, by 1996, the picture in North Queensland was very different with visitor 

interest in Aboriginal culture being satisfied after the opening of the Tjapukai 

Aboriginal Cultural Park, at Caravonica, near Cairns.  This attraction, featuring the 

latest in technology, is a privately owned business with the majority shareholding in 

the hands of the traditional landholders of the region extending from Cairns to Port 

Douglas, and west to Mareeba.  The Park offers a theatrical interpretation of 

Aboriginal culture from the ‘beginning of time’ to the future, as told by the 

traditional owners themselves. 

 

Pitcher (1999) made a study of the marketing, production and consumption of 

Aboriginal cultural tourism in the ‘Top End’ of the Northern Territory, centering on 

Manyallaluk, an Aboriginal owned community-based enterprise, one hundred 
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kilometres east of Katherine.  She surveyed tourists who visited Manyallaluk during 

1996 and 1997.  It was clear from this study that perceptions and priorities of 

tourists who visited were very diverse and she concluded that there are many 

problems and possibilities in trying to match product and demand. After adding 

ideological and academic integrity issues to product and demand, it can be 

appreciated that heritage interpretation is riddled with complexities to be overcome. 

  

1.2.5 Non-Indigenous Heritage Site Interpretation 

 

Interpretation of non-Indigenous heritage sites according to Westernised practice 

does not suffer from quite the same range of cultural restrictions that may be 

experienced in the interpretation of Indigenous sites.   

 

Nevertheless, in interpreting an historic place, particularly one such as Port Arthur 

Historic Site, Young (1996:151) says we are telling “…potent, politically–charged 

stories” which can shape our attitudes and values.  Can the stories teach about social 

change and be told in such a way as to make them relevant to tourists and visitors of 

all ages and both genders, and from different classes and countries?  Young 

(1996:152) believes that they can, and he goes so far as to say that convict history 

can be told so as to shape attitudes which “…challenge the fundamental values of 

contemporary society”.  He points out, however, that within the confines of the 

tourist industry, such a use of history becomes problematic.  Here the interpreters of 

the past are faced with a choice of playing down the convict past, or using market 

forces and exploiting its commercial value (cf. Daniels 1983; Flanagan 1990; 

Young 1996; Jackman 2001). 

 
It is interesting to see the extent to which the medium of archaeology is used for the 

interpretation of some global sites.  In the UK and USA, historians, curators and site 

managers are increasingly employing archaeology to engender public engagement 

with heritage places. The following discussion examines a number of heritage sites 

in order to illustrate the disparity in their style of presentation, resulting from 

ideological and cultural influences.  The sites chosen are: 

 

 



Chapter One – Introduction 

 

25

• Stonehenge, UK. 
• Jorvik Viking Centre, U.K. 
• Crow Canyon Archaeological Center, Colorado, USA. 
• Colonial Williamsburg, Virginia, USA. 

 

These international examples show that the conflicts and controversies surrounding 

heritage places are by no means restricted to Australia.  Many of the issues raised in 

these examples are common to all heritage places. 

 
In the UK, Stonehenge is possibly the best-known prehistoric site in the world 

attractive to, and capable of appreciation by, a far great proportion of the public that 

any other British archaeological site (Addyman 1985:267).  Stonehenge is one site 

that does not appear to depend on archaeological interpretation for its popularity 

which is engendered more by its proclaimed air of mysticism and undoubted 

antiquity.  Unfortunately, writes Golding (1985:258), the sense of isolation and 

mystery which should pervade Stonehenge is regrettably “…marred by the sights 

and sounds of modern life”.  Whilst no village or community can be seen from 

Stonehenge, the noise and sight of traffic are constantly present and “… intrusively 

assert the present day”. 

 

Addyman (1985:265) comments that it is a sad reflection on the Britain of the 1970s 

and 1980s, that the images which will survive of Stonehenge in recent years are 

those of a monument surrounded by barbed wire, patrolled by warden like- 

custodians or police with dogs, and approached by a trim concrete neo-brutal 

bunker from a litter-strewn car park with a visitor reception centre of  “…almost 

unbelievably bad layout, design and effectiveness”.  Addyman (1985:266) continues 

that it was also typical of British ancient monument presentation in the 1970s, that 

visitors found little or nothing to help them understand or enjoy the monument “… 

except guide books, or dry archaeologically based interpretation diagrams”. Clearly 

change was needed.  Mike Pitts(2001:82) in his book, Hengeworld, wrote that 

“…there is absolutely no denying that Stonehenge today is an embarrassing, 

abominable, inexcusable mess”. 

 

Management plans for Stonehenge have, however, been undergoing consideration 

over the last few years. Press releases at various times noted that in 2001 an 
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Improvement Tunnel Option was announced.  In 2003, the public were asked to 

have their say.  In 2004, Planning Application was submitted to Salisbury District 

Council.  In 2005, delays were announced for the Stonehenge Project – road scheme 

and visitor centre (http://www.thestonehengeproject.org/news/pressreleases.shtml).  

 

In 2007, the Stonehenge Visitor Centre was approved. However, a Government 

announcement in December 2007 advised that the tunnel scheme would not go 

ahead 

(http://www.thestonehengeproject.org/news/downloads/pressreleases/A303_announ

cement.pdf). 

 

Jorvik Viking Centre, also in the UK, which has capitalised on public interest in 

media reconstructions of the past, is an outstanding example of the use of 

archaeological interpretation in a museum context.  Between 1976 and 1981, the 

York Archaeological Trust, carried out extensive excavations in the deep and water-

logged deposits in the Coppergate area of York.  A sequence of deposits from the 

Roman period to the present was uncovered, of which most belonged to the Anglo-

Scandinavian period c.AD 850-105.  At that time, York was known as Jorvik and 

for some time was the capital of a Viking kingdom with contacts throughout 

Europe.  The excavation revealed part of the commercial area of Jorvik with street-

front shops, workshops behind and yards beyond them.   A display known as the 

Jorvik Viking Centre was created within the excavated area. 

 

The Centre now provides an entertainment and an educational sensual experience at 

the actual site of a Viking village.  Visitors board a small electric ‘time-car’ and as 

this travels slowly backwards, an audio narrative helps bring to life panoramic 

scenes of historic events back from World War II before arriving in the Viking 

historical period, about AD 1,000.  The time-car is then reversed and travels 

forward down a street of a reconstructed village that was sacked and burned.  An 

ancient latrine is shown with all of its pungent odours, as well as a fish market with 

all its sounds and smells.  Moving forward into the present again is a view of the 

actual excavation. The visitor travels through this while the process of archaeology 

is explained.  After a ride of about 13 minutes the visitor alights at mock-up 
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laboratories and is met by docents who explain the process of research involved in 

the reconstruction of the village. Visitors may look into microscopes, and learn 

pollen analysis.  Seeds and even human faeces, encased in plastic, may be examined 

up close.  The Jorvik Viking Centre succeeds because it makes learning fun. Using 

innovative and highly imaginative interpretative techniques, it presents the 

complicated story of an excavation and its interpretation in a way people can grasp 

(Pearce 1996:164). 

 

The Crow Canyon Archaeological Center at Colorado, USA, is a fully developed 

heritage tourism destination.  Information put out on a website notes that Pueblo 

Indian history in the region dates back to pre-10,000 BC, a time period when small 

bands of hunters and gathers utilised the landscape hunting large game such as 

mammoth and bison and gathering wild plants.  Ensuing time periods were 

differently characterised up to the period AD 1300-1600 when Pueblo communities 

were concentrated into large villages.  The Puebloans were affected by the Spanish 

arrival into the area during the sixteenth century and then the arrival of Anglo-

Americans during the nineteen and twentieth centuries.  Today, Pueblo people live 

in the modern world while maintaining their distinct culture and rich traditional 

heritage (http://www.crowcanyon.org/education/pueblo_indian_history.asp). 

 

The Crow Canyon Archaeological Center is a non-profit organisation whose 

mission is to conduct archaeological research and public education programs in 

partnership with Native Americans and institutions with common interest.  

Innovative programs not only provide instruction in archaeology but also involve 

the lay public in the actual research process.  This first-hand approach increases 

awareness of, and appreciation for, the rich cultural heritage of the Puebloans, while 

providing broad-based support for archaeological research and cultural resource 

preservation.  The key to the success of the Centre, declares Heath (1997:65), lies 

“…in the involvement of archaeologists in the program, the experiential quality of 

the programs, and high quality research”.  The mission of the Centre is to persuade 

the public “…to help preserve and protect our cultural and historic heritage” (Heath 

1997:67). 
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Colonial Williamsburg is one of the most poplar historic sites in Virginia, USA.  As 

a recreated colonial townscape, it acts as an important locus for the development of 

both an American identity and an understanding of the colonial past, helping to 

bring eighteenth century revolutionary America alive (Bograd and Singleton 

1997:194).  At Williamsburg, which is part museum, part playground, part shopping 

arcade, one can study decorative arts, learn some history, se colonial craftspeople, 

eat a colonial style meal, and buy ample souvenirs to take back home, (Bograd and 

Singleton 1997:198). 

 

The village represents the complex social fabric of an important colonial legislative, 

cultural and commercial centre on the eve of the Revolution.  In 1775, 

Williamsburg’s population was just short of 2,000, about half of them being African 

or African America, most of them slaves (Geist 1997:47).  Geist (1997:47) 

comments that from early restoration efforts in the 1920s through to the 1960s, it 

was unusual to encounter evidence that African American had played ay role at all 

in Williamsburg society.  In its early editions, the Official Guidebook gave discreet 

references to “servants”, but generally slavery and the major role played by slaves 

in eighteenth century Williamsburg was not evident (Geist 1997:47).    By 1972, the 

Guidebook partially acknowledged slavery but there was still no evidence of the 

major African American contributions to the culture and society of Virginia’s 

capital and the colony in general.  Neither was there any mention of the realities of 

living as a slave or of the “… complexity of a society forged in the crucible of racial 

slavery” (Geist 1997:48).  While costumed interpreters discussed colonial trades, 

life in the eighteenth century, and the families who lived in the town, it was not 

until 1979 that an active interpretation of black history began.  Few visitors had 

previously realised that half of this 1770s community was black (Bograd and 

Singleton 1997:202.) 

 

Through what Geist (1997:49) calls “…trial and error, tireless research, and creative 

initiatives”, the Department of African-American Interpretation and Presentations 

(AAIP), in concert with other Colonial Williamsburg interpretative units, developed 

the comprehensive program for African-American interpretations which now 

permeate the restored village.  Visitors now begin their tour of the plantation and a 
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tavern by visiting areas whee the slaves lived and worked. However, Bograd and 

Singleton (1997:202) suggest that these areas are interpretative islands of black 

history surrounded by a sea of interpretation that “… neglects the contributions of 

women, minorities and the poor”.  They believe that adoption of a social history 

approach may be hindered by the commercial interests of the Colonial 

Williamsburg Foundation that may predominate “at the expense of good history.  

There is always the fear, they say (Bograd and Singleton 1997:202), that if tour 

guides or docents depict and discuss slavery or present a “mussed-up” version of 

history, they may offend visitors, who may then not want to return to visit “… thus 

threatening the survival of the historic site”.  Underlying this fear is a presumption 

that the public “…does not want to be challenged”; that it comes “…simply for 

entertainment”; or to “… have its preconceived beliefs affirmed” (Bograd and 

Singleton 1997:202). 

 

1.3 Studies on Public Attitudes to Archaeology 
 

Before describing my questionnaire, it may be interesting to note various studies 

that have been previously undertaken to assess statistically public attitudes to 

archaeology and the past.  According to Pearce (1996:163) surveys have shown that 

the public has a poor expectation of enjoyment from archaeology exhibitions, which 

come low on the scale of preferred ways of finding out about the past.  Other earlier 

commentators have suggested that there is a lack of appreciation of archaeology by 

the public and the role archaeology plays in uncovering human history.    

 

Stone (1989:195) argues that professional archaeologists in Britain do not take 

enough notice of the perceptions of the past held by the public.  In an attempt to 

find out what the public thinks about the past and about archaeology, Stone 

(1989:197) co-organised a survey in Britain in 1983-84.  The survey, by means of 

questionnaires was carried out in Cambridge, Lancaster, Southampton and York.  

However, Stone (1989:197) comments that the results of the survey were not 

conclusive and could not be used to make categorical statements about the public’s 

attitude to, or interest in, the past.  He reports that fairly major archaeological 

excavations were underway when the survey was carried out at each place, and this 
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could have meant that the respondents’ level of archaeological awareness may have 

been higher than that of an average member of the public (Stone 1989:198).  He 

also says many answers may have been influenced by the respondents’ desire to 

give a ‘correct’ answer to the archaeology student asking the questions.  More than 

200 people refused to answer the questionnaire at all.  The reasons given for this 

were many and varied, says Stone (1989:198) but most distressing in terms of 

possible conclusions to be drawn from the survey, was the assertion that “I don’t 

know anything about the past, so I can’t help”. 

 

In 1989, a survey was designed by the US National Science Foundation with the 

idea of measuring the scientific knowledge of the public (Durant et al. 1989:11). 

One of the many statements to be evaluated on a True, False and Don’t Know basis 

was “The earliest humans lived at the same time as dinosaurs”. Public response on 

this assertion showed that 31.6% voted for True, 46.2% False and 22.1% Don’t 

Know (Durant et al. 1989:14).  This is further confirmation that dinosaurs continue 

to be something of a blind spot in the thoughts of the public. 

 

Du Cros (2002:7) notes that a random sample of twenty-four callers to an 

archaeological firm in 1993 showed something of the public’s understanding of 

archaeology in Australia.  This study revealed that nearly half of the people 

interviewed did not see archaeology as ‘the study of the human past’.  Of these, 

eight confused it with biology or palaeontology by ignoring the ‘human’ part, 

mentioning dinosaurs a lot, and most of the others had no idea of its primary 

function (Du Cros 2002:7). 

 

Hodge (1995) used a questionnaire to assess the public understanding of 

archaeology and their knowledge of the work of archaeologists in New Zealand.  He 

noted that 81% perceived archaeology in an overseas context only, with 95% 

knowing nothing of the work done by archaeologists in New Zealand, and 4% not 

knowing what archaeology was (Hodge 1995:262).  Hodge (1995:264) comments 

that from the results it appears that public perception is predominantly focused on 

places that have a well known history or monumental architecture “…that is easily 
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recognised and associated with the sensational or popular reading genre”.  Thus the 

public perception is not particularly concerned with, or aware of, the local context. 

 

In her 1997 study, Kottaras suggested that on the basis of her preliminary 

investigation, the level of knowledge on topics relating to the archaeology and 

history of Australia is poor.  She based her findings on the results of a questionnaire 

she had devised as a starting point with which to infer public awareness levels.  The 

questionnaire was directed towards the public, students and teachers.  Some 

responses came from a random selection of individuals approached at Sydney 

Central Train Station, and putting questions directly to them.  The result of the 

questionnaire indicates that while exposure to Australian archaeology is not as poor 

as initially predicted, it is the “…lesser known of the world archaeologies” 

(Kottaras 1997:62). 

 

Irish and Clarke (1999:67) note that some archaeologists who question the need for 

the gathering of data about society’s views of the past claim that evaluating 

community awareness will not produce information that benefits either 

archaeologists or the public.  But Irish and Clark (1999:57) believe that exploring 

community attitudes towards the past “…would contribute information and utility in 

several areas”, with such data being of use in “…working out strategies” to better 

inform the public of the work of archaeologists.  Other archaeologists and 

associations have, over the years, also identified the need to involve the public, at 

various levels and for different reasons, in their work (see Challis 1976; Green and 

Park 1976).   

 

In 1999, Irish and Clark (1999:58) examined some of the surveys that have 

investigated public interest in, and knowledge of, the past.  They comment that in 

many cases only small numbers of individuals were surveyed and relatively few 

questions asked (for example Emmott 1989; Prince and Schadler-Hill 1985; Hodge 

1995; Kottaras 1997), and that these factors limit the reliability and applicability of 

the information gathered, from a statistical perspective.  In general, however, Irish 

and Clarke (1999:58) conclude that the survey data point to a picture of an 

interested but poorly informed public.  They further summarise some of the data 
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that has been gathered about community attitudes to the past from various countries, 

and discuss the degree to which archaeologists have managed to “…unearth the 

public mind”.  They show that in Australia and New Zealand there is still very 

limited information in the area.  The general trend which emerges from their 

surveys is that most people have a desire to associate with the past and think the 

past is worth knowing about:  but this level of interest is not matched by the level of 

knowledge and, in particular, there is a generally poor knowledge of Aboriginal 

culture and history in Australia (Irish and Clark 1999:61). 

 

In 2000, a coalition of archaeological organisations commissioned a body to 

conduct a study among the American public to understand their perceptions, 

knowledge and attitudes about archaeology (Romas and Duganne 2000:4).  The 

overall study findings vary so that knowledge of, and interest towards, archaeology 

vary with education level, interest in, and importance placed on the field of 

archaeology.  The survey concluded that Americans are aware of archaeology and 

have a fairly broad understand of what archaeology is but have misconceptions 

about the field of study.   

 

Duplisea (2000), writer for Scientific American Discovering Archaeology put out a 

feature on the Internet which referred to this public opinion survey.  He notes that 

76% of those sampled declared a significant interest in archaeology, and 90% 

thought it should be taught in schools.  Egypt was mentioned most often as the 

place where archaeologists worked and Egypt also topped the list as the most 

important archaeological site.  Like Romas and Duganne (2000:300-31), Duplisea 

(2000) found a close association between the words ‘digging’ and ‘dinosaurs’.  

Asked what first comes to mind when they hear the word, archaeology, he says that 

most responders voted for ‘digging’ or variations of that such as ‘digging bones’.  

Many said dinosaurs were their first thought and believed dinosaur excavations 

were the most important archaeological sites. 

 

A survey was undertaken in 2001 asking Western Australian undergraduates about 

their knowledge of, and interest in, archaeology, as well as their beliefs in others 

explanations of the past (Balme and Wilson 2004:19).  Similarly to other surveys, 
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Balme and Wilson (2004:23) concluded that there was a “…fair bit of confusion 

about the difference between archaeology, palaeontology and geology”.  They also 

found that most people do not immediately associate archaeology with Indigenous 

Australians, and that although some people were aware of the presence of 

Aboriginal sites, they were not necessarily aware that such sites were the subject of 

archaeological study (Balme and Wilson 2004:22-23).  They believe that: 

 
Stories about Indigenous archaeology need to be humanised in the 
same way that Classical archaeology is so that they tell the story of 
people not just things in the past (Balme and Wilson 2004:24). 

 
Balme and Wilson (2004:24) suggest that publicity in the public media, 

“…especially television and public books”, is the way to demonstrate the distinction 

between archaeology and earth sciences, and to show that archaeology is about 

people. 

 

This literature survey reveals that there has been some effort put into discovering 

the attitudes and knowledge of the public concerning archaeology and 

archaeological sites. Rather predictably, most studies conclude that the public, while 

interested, does not have a developed understanding and is as likely to associate 

archaeology with classical archaeology or even palaeontology. 

 

In adding to these previous studies my questionnaires, aimed at the touring public 

who have chosen to visit an archaeological site, should help to uncover not only 

their interest in archaeology generally, and whether it is limited to dinosaurs, but 

also their understanding of the particular site they are visiting.  Has their visit 

encouraged them to learn more about archaeology in Australia and its role in 

interpreting such sites?  Has their understanding been obscured according to 

whether the site is Indigenous or non-Indigenous?  Is any such obscuration due to 

the fact that the Indigenous interpretation of the site is approached from an angle 

unrelated to the Westernised perceptions of the average visitor?  Before they can 

share any deep appreciation of the site, such visitors may need a kind of special 

initiation into the Indigenous viewpoint.  My study may help to bring this question 

into sufficient focus for some form of resolution. 
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1.4 Methodology 
 

The theoretical side of the thesis I believed would be accommodated in a review of 

the literature in its respective place and scrutiny of presentation and management of 

each site.  The methodology employed with regard to visitor reaction to the sites, 

would be through the use of questionnaires and unobtrusive observation of groups 

of visitors.  Such observations, although not directly quantifiable would, by general 

mien and body language, give a plausible and adequate indication of the feelings 

and reactions that the visitors were experiencing.  I considered that the responses to 

the questionnaires and on-site observation would have the ability to provide me 

with the basis of the broad picture I was seeking.  

 

It would enable me to gauge the potential interest of the general public in 

archaeology and show whether such an interest could be increased by appropriate 

education. Further, it would reveal the understanding of the visitors to the particular 

sites as well as their appreciation of the different styles of presentation and may 

open the way for options on alternative presentation.   

 

Permission for my research at the sites had first to be obtained. 

 
1.4.1 Permission for Research 

 

Approaches were initially made to the management of each site, for permission to 

perform the research study.   In response to a letter dated 17th February, 2000, to the 

General Manager, Port Arthur Historic Site, permission was given for research by 

Stephen Large, Chief Executive Office.  In a letter dated 6th March, 2000, 

permission was sought from Terry Bailey, Project Manager, Kakadu National Park, 

to pursue research at Anbangbang Rockshelter.  This involved completing an 

Application for Permission for Research in Kakadu National Park.  

 

Also on 6th March, 2000, a completed Application for Approval of Project from 

Human Ethics Committee was given to Higher Education Research Branch at 

Charles Darwin University (then known as Northern Territory University), who 
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advised that this Application would go to the 17th May meeting of the Committee.  

This Meeting was adjourned until 6th June, 2000, but certain concerns needed to be 

addressed in connection with consent from leaders of Aboriginal communities.  As 

such consent was not to hand from the Kakadu National Park Management by the 

date of the June meeting, the Ethics Application was unable to be approved and my 

Application was set for re-hearing on 9th August, 2000.  Ethics Clearance was 

finally approved on 30th August, 2000, with an expiry date of 9th August, 2001.  

Extension permits were later granted with expiry dates of 28th November, 2002 and 

3rd December, 2003. 

 

Meantime, Greg Jackman, Archaeology Manager, Port Arthur Historic Site, advised 

that, although Management was aware my research did not attempt to cover issues 

relating to Aboriginal Community interests, the Tasmanian Aboriginal Land 

Council (TALC) would like to discuss the matter with me directly, so that the 

matter could be put to their Committee for approval.  To this end, I first wrote a 

latter dated 5th July, 2000, to Mr. John Dickson, Acting Manager of TALC.  I 

followed this with a telephone call in which I was personally advised by Mr. 

Dickson that as my research was evidently not connected in any way with issues 

relating to Aboriginal Community interests, it need not be put before their 

Committee; that no permits were required from them; and that it was in order for me 

to go ahead with my research without  further reference from them. 

 

On 14th July, 2000, Permit No: RK 521 for Permission to Conduct Scientific 

Research in Kakadu National Park from 14th July, 2000, to 31st October, 2000, was 

issued to me.  This period was extended on Permit No: 521a, dated 9th November, 

2000, from 31st October, 2000, until 31/10/2001. 

 

With approval for research at both sites duly obtained, I delivered the devised 

questionnaires to Bowali Headquarters, Kakadu National Park.  Those destined for 

Port Arthur Historic Site were despatched through university internal mail via 

Ansett Air Freight.  The questionnaires were to be placed in appropriate locations of 

the Management’s choosing at each site.  Completed questionnaires were to be 

collected and held until, in the case of Anbangbang Rockshelter, I personally 
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collected them or, in the case of Port Arthur Historic Site, they were sent on to me 

by mail, with costs kindly being borne by Port Arthur Historic Site Management 

Authority.   

 

1.4.2 Passive Observation and Research  

 

In addition to the data which would be obtained through responses to the 

questionnaires I also personally visited the sites.  This was not only to observe 

visitor behaviour and acquaint myself with the setting, but also to meet management 

and make use of any relevant archival material available in the on-site libraries.   

 

Thirteen one-day visits were made to Kakadu National Park and three-multiple–day 

visits to Port Arthur Historic Site. 

 

1.4.3 Kakadu National Park 

 

On 10th August. 2000, during my first visit for the purposes of this research, I took a 

sample batch of questionnaires and was greatly assisted by management in 

developing the appropriate scenario for future visits.  Setting up of the questionnaire 

stand at the Anbangbang Rockshelter was discussed as well as the collection of the 

completed questionnaires by duty Rangers at suitable times.  These were to be held 

at Bowali Visitor Centre until I picked them up on future visits.  Library access was 

also available to me.    

 

During this initial visit, I traversed the site, recording all interpretative signs, taking 

photographs and generally assessing the scene.  On future visits I intended taking 

the part of an ordinary tourist which would entail listening in on guided coach tours 

and attending Ranger talks at the Rockshelter.  During these actions, I hoped to 

observe the general reaction of visitors, not only at the Rockshelter Site but also at 

the Bowali Visitor Centre and Warradjan Cultural Centre. 

 

On 22nd August, 2000, I delivered a further six boxes of questionnaires, making up 

the 2000 in all.  No questionnaires had, as yet, been made available to visitors.  A 
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phone call later to Management ascertained that two boxes would be now be erected 

with a short text explaining this was a Visitor Survey and inviting visitors to Please 

Take One of the questionnaires.  Another box adjacent to it was also suitably 

labelled and intended for placement of the completed questionnaires. 

 

A visit to the site on 15th September, provided a tally of 23 completed 

questionnaires, with a further 52 being collected on 17th October, 2000.  With the 

wet season imminent and a dearth of visits, only 8 completed questionnaires were 

collected on 3rd November, 2000.  With such a poor total of completions, it was 

clear I was going to need an extension of the Permit into the following dry season.  

Permission for this was granted on 14th November and would run until 31st October, 

2001. 

 

My research at Anbangbang Rockshelter resumed at the start of the dry season, 

2001, concluding with a visit on 27th September, 2001.  Questionnaires had now all 

been put out for the visitors and, although evidently taken by them, had not been 

completed and thrown away or otherwise disposed of. 

 

1.4.4 Port Arthur Historic Site 

 

During my first visit to Port Arthur Historic Site on 5th –11th October, 2000, I was 

assisted in setting the scene of my research by management, who kindly provided 

me with the necessary Visitor’s Pass and permitted access to their library as 

required.   With free access on all future visits to the Interpretation Centre and other 

areas, I was enabled to take the part of an ordinary tourist, wandering over the site, 

or being part of a guided tour, as well as noting all interpretative signs and taking 

photographs.  With a particular interest in the archaeological interpretation of the 

site for visitors, I looked for signs of these.  Apart from a shoe and other small 

artefacts marked as archaeological finds in the museum, there did not appear to be 

any obvious references to the archaeological status of the site.  In my guise as a 

tourist, I asked a guide on duty in one of the houses on display to the public, 

whether archaeological excavations, which were clearly taking place, were brought 

to the public’s attention.  He explained that in the main archaeological finds were 
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not at present displayed at Port Arthur like treasure trove because people were 

generally not interested in archaeology and to display details of digs would be 

purposeless.  But all that could change, he said. 

 

My second visit to Port Arthur, from 19th-24th November, 2001, was combined with 

a AAT Kings Tour of Tasmania which I joined in Launceston, and included a day at 

Port Arthur.  I believed this would give me an insight into the feelings of many 

coach tour visitors to the place.  During this visit, I spent time in the library reading 

annual and other reports, one of which noted that much archaeological work was 

anticipated on site and that the public were keen for it. 

 

A third visit to Port Arthur from 5th to 12th June, 2002, included attending the 

Islands of Vanishment Conference held there.  When not listening to papers being 

presented, I continued my reading in the library.  Since my first visit in October 

2000, when the opinion was expressed that the public was not interested in 

archaeology, it was heartening to know that yearly seasonal archaeological 

programs were now being initiated for the public. A Public Archaeology Program 

Summer 2002 Activity Report noted that the potential for public interpretation of 

archaeology at Port Arthur is enormous, and it was believed that archaeology can be 

used as a selling point for Port Arthur due to the general curiosity of the public 

towards the discipline. 

 

1.5 The Questionnaire 
 

The use of questionnaires in research is based on the underlying assumption that the 

respondent will give truthful answers.  Since words do not necessarily carry the 

same meaning for everyone, it is essential, suggest Berdie and Anderson (1974:11) 

that the respondent understands and responds to the question as it is understood by 

the person conducting the research.  They believe that interviewing should be part 

of the technique.  However, Gale and Jacob (1986:17) believe that observation is 

more reliable than interviewing in terms of recording visitor behaviours, suggesting 

that the interview technique provides data only on what visitors think or choose to 

tell, while unobtrusive observation provides data on actual behaviour. 
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Bradburn and Sudman (1988:1, 2; Kottaras 1997:24) note that surveys are an 

accepted method of sampling population procedures that have broad-reaching aims.  

Questionnaires are an accepted method of achieving these aims with their use in 

visitor surveys in national parks and heritage places taking different forms 

according to the type of information sought. 

 

The Department for Environment and Heritage recognises that the systematic 

collection of qualitative and quantitative visitor data is an important tool for the 

strategic management of visitors in protected areas.  The collection and provision of 

this information allows for informed decision making, at all levels of park 

management.  As part of a quantitative research study over 2002/2003, a visitor 

survey was undertaken at Innes National Park, South Australia, with 759 surveys 

completed over the period.  A resultant summary of visitor profiles includes 

satisfaction levels, nature of visits and activities, also covering visitor management 

and the Department’s role in providing a visitor experience 

(http://www.parks.sa.gov.au/innes/park/index.htm). 

 

Visitor surveys were conducted in Mungo National Park during winter and spring of 

2001.  The study was managed and carried out by a team of researchers from the 

School of Leisure, Sport and Tourism at the University of Technology, Sydney 

(UTS) and funded by the Sustainable Tourism Cooperative Research Centre 

(STCRC). The survey was conducted from June to July, 2001, and from September 

to October, 2001.  It was administered according to two methods: distribution by the 

National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS) rangers involved in the Discovery 

Tours program; and distribution through the park visitor centre.  The survey 

gathered information on a range of important visit and visitor characteristics.  Its 

primary concern, however, was with developing an understanding of the importance 

attached by visitors to various elements of a national park experience and 

subsequent satisfaction with those elements in Mungo National Park.  A total of 519 

questionnaires were distributed to visitors with 224 completed and returned by mail, 

representing a response rate of 43%.  The data were coded for entry and analysed 

using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) computer software 
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database program 

(www.crctourism.com.au/CRCBookshop/Documents/Archer51004_MungoNP.pdf). 

 

A Visitor Survey was conducted in Charters Towers from June to December in 

2004.  The questionnaire was designed by Tourism Queensland and based on the 

Standard Visitor Survey.  The questionnaires included questions about visitor 

demographics, travel behaviour, appeals, improvements, motivations and 

satisfaction.  Interviewing coincided with the region’s peak seasonal visitation 

period, with random interception of passers-by being the method used for visitor 

response.  In total, 201 surveys were completed.  Volunteer interviewers were 

recruited and managed by Townsville Enterprise and Charters Towers City Council 

and trained by Tourism Queensland staff 

(http://tq.com.au/shadomx/apps/fms/fmsdownload.cfm?file_uuid=109645214-

CEB1-004E-1265-ADEA1EDE9DE28siteNAME=tqcorp_06). 

 

The Tasmanian Visitor Survey (TVS) was first conducted in 1978 and then 

intermittently through the early and mid 1980s.  In 1988, the TVS became an annual 

survey.  The survey is designed to provide a profile of the characteristics, travel 

behaviour, and expenditure of international and domestic visitors to Tasmania 

(http://www.tourism.tas.gov.au/pdf?tvs99_2000pdf). 

 

Ryan and Sterling (2001:61) note results derived from a visitor monitoring system 

established by the Parks and Wildlife Commission of the Northern Territory in 

1997, which was used to test certain visitor reactions to Litchfield National Park.  

The motive for the study was to provide information for the park service about the 

nature of visitors, their behaviours, perceptions of the park and additionally provide 

data that would be of use in planning the park’s visitor amenities. 

 

Pitcher’s (1999) study of the marketing, production and consumption of Aboriginal 

cultural tourism at Manyalluk, an Aboriginal owned and operated enterprise in the 

Top End of Australia, had a questionnaire component designed to indicate the shape 

and form of the tourist groups as a whole (Pitcher 1999:21).  Pitcher was guided by 

Pearce’s (1988:43, 50) recognition of the suitability of questionnaires in the post-
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travel phase of the tour experience when tourists have had time to think about and 

reflect on their experiences.  In recognition of the fact that tourists needed more 

time to fill out the questionnaires, she arranged for them to be placed in stamped, 

addressed envelopes and distributed by the guides to the tourists at the end of each 

tour. The tourists could then complete them in their own time and post them back to 

Manyalluk from anywhere within Australia. 

 

My questionnaire was designed to be a starting point from which to infer levels of 

awareness of archaeology generally and an understanding of the archaeological 

content of the specific site being visited, that is, Anbangbang Rockshelter, Kakadu 

National Park, and Port Arthur Historic Site.  I considered the direct interviewing of 

visitors to be too time-consuming a means of seeking information particularly for 

coach tour parties who would only be on site for a stipulated period.  Instead, I 

opted for the questionnaire device for my purposes, believing it would be less of a 

burden on their time.  I was also seeking the overview response, not in-depth 

answers. 

 

Questionnaires were to be made available for voluntary completion on site rather 

than to be held back by the visitor for later completion.  I believed that by making 

responses to the questionnaire entirely voluntary, the degree of appeal of 

archaeology to the responder, either positively or negatively, would be indicated.  I 

felt questionnaires filled in during a snatched moment before leaving the site would 

express an interest dictated by an immediate on–site reaction to what they were 

viewing, rather than mulling over the questions at leisure when their thoughts would 

be clouded by distance, and then returning them by mail.  As Kottaras (1997:37) 

suggests, time spent on extra thought can produce “…answers that are not as 

prevalent in people’s minds”. 

 

As time restrictions and financial constraints were a factor that would limit the 

amount of data that could be collected and analysed, the number of questionnaires 

was kept to the manageable number of 2000 per site.  The ideal sample may well 

have been greater than what was achieved but I believed the results obtained would 

be sufficient to draw the inferences desired.  Statistically the result should indicate 
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the general attitudes of those visiting the chosen sites from an enjoyment point of 

view and provide insight into how responders perceive the role of archaeology in 

the interpretation of the sites with their particular cultural background.  

 

The questions, exactly the same for both sites, were typed and photocopied on to 

plain A4 paper, blue in the case of Port Arthur and yellow in the case of 

Anbangbang Rockshelter, and folded into convenient leaflet shape.   2000 copies 

were to be put out at each site.   Questions were asked with a range of five choices 

of answers, the required choice to be in ticked in the relevant circle. Superscript 

numbers to one side of each choice to a question was an aid for my later analysis.  It 

was stipulated that the questionnaire was for research purposes only and advised 

responders that the questionnaire was entirely voluntary and names were not to be 

written anywhere.   

 
1.5.1 Rationale for the Questionnaire 

 

A copy of the questionnaire is shown in Appendix A.  The rationale for each 

question is shown below: 

 
Questions 1 to 7 concern the general interest of the public in archaeology.  
 

Q.1 How many books on archaeology have you read? 
 
With choices ranging from None to Many More in the number of books read, the 

overall interest of the touring public in archaeology can be established. 

 

Q.2 What do archaeologists study? 
 
A range of choices, including Don’t Know should ascertain the depth of general 

understanding and archaeological knowledge of the touring public. 

 

Q.3 How many books on Australian archaeology have you read? 
 
With similar choices to Q.1, this question should reveal whether there is any 

discrepancy between the number of books read on archaeology generally and 

Australian archaeology in particular. 
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Q.4 What is the main thing archaeologists study in Australia? 
 
This question expands on Q.2 to ascertain the depth of knowledge of what is studied 

in Australia above the ‘dinosaur’ level, as well as the acknowledgment and 

separation of Early Aboriginal places and European historical places and which, if 

either, take precedence in the minds of the touring public. 

 
Q.5 How many European heritage (historical/archaeological) places in 

Australia have you visited? 
 
Ranging from None to Many More this question will indicate the touring public’s 

interest in European heritage places in Australia. 

 

Q.6 How many Aboriginal heritage (historical/archaeological) places in 
Australia have you visited? 

 
Similarly to Q.5 with the range from None to Many More, this question will indicate 

the interest of the touring public in Aboriginal heritage places.  This question 

contrasts with Q.5 and will indicate if more interest is shown in one type of place 

than the other. 

 

Q.7 What part of Australia’s past interests you most? 

 
With the choice of answers ranging from Early Aboriginal history, European 

history in Australia, the Chinese in Australia and Convict beginnings, this will 

reveal a definite point of interest for the touring public.  There is also a choice of 

Don’t Know. 

 

Questions 8 to 17 specifically concern the reaction of the touring public to the 

particular site they are visiting.  Responders are given a choice of Yes, No, or 

Undecided for each question. 

 

Q.8 Do you think the information on the display signs was sufficient and 
understandable? 
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This is a straight-forward question to elicit a direct response as to overall visitor 

satisfaction with the display of information.  It will be useful for analysis in a 

general sense only as no details were requested. 

 

Q.9 Do you think the leaflets and brochures provided enough information? 
 
As only brief affirmation or disagreement is to be noted, the depth of information 

sought by the visitor will not be recorded.  Nevertheless, the answer will provide an 

indication of immediate satisfaction without involving the responder in a drawn-out 

response more suited for an in-depth managerial analysis. 

 

Q.10 Did you find any on-site talks helpful? 

 
Similarly to Q.8 and Q.9 only a brief response is required.  At Port Arthur Historic 

Site guided walks and talks are given frequently throughout the day, but at 

Angbangbang Rockshelter not all visitors are able to avail themselves of the more 

infrequent ranger talks if such talks do not coincide with their visiting time.  

 

Q.11 Was there any information on how archaeology helped to explain the 
place? 

 
In the case of Anbangbang Rockshelter site, the No box may well be ticked to this 

question because visitors miss the display signs explaining the archaeological 

excavations.  Many coach touring visitors, due to time constraints, are not taken by 

their coach guides to see the Shelter which has been archaeologically examined but 

are restricted to the main Gallery with its rock art.   Elderly visitors may also miss 

out on visiting the Shelter due to its approach by a short but fairly rough and steep 

climb. 

  

Q.12 Do you feel you have added to your knowledge of the past from your visit? 
 
This is quite a vital question which will indicate whether any impression has been 

made on the visitor from what they have seen.  

 

Q.13 Would you like to find out more about this place by further reading? 
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This is another crucial question which will indicate if the curiosity about the site has 

been raised sufficiently for the visitor to desire even more information.  This could 

be a direct outcome of the style and content of the information briefly provided for 

them through leaflets, brochures, display signs and guided talks. 

 
Q.14 Would you like to find out more about Australian history and archaeology 

in general? 
 

This question should determine if the interest of the visitor extends beyond the 

particular site they were visiting. 

 

Q.15 Has your visit here in any way encouraged you to visit European heritage 
places in Australia? 
 

This question is likely to have more relevance for visitors to Port Arthur Historic 

Site.  If they have enjoyed a visit to this site they could be encouraged to visit other 

European heritage sites. 

 

Q.16 Has your visit here in any way encouraged you to visit Aboriginal heritage 
places in Australia. 
 

This question is likely to have more relevance for visitors to Anbangbang 

Rockshelter.  If they have enjoyed a visit to this site they could be encouraged to 

visit other Aboriginal heritage sites. 

 

Q.17 Do you feel this place is important for Australia’s past and national 
identity? 

 
This question puts into perspective the visitor’s belief in the contribution of such a 

heritage site to a knowledge of Australia’s past and its concomitant input to an 

acknowledgment of the Australian national identity. 

 
Question 18 has a option of five choices to be ticked, ranging from Very low, 

Low, Undecided, High, Very High. 

 

Q.18 Overall, how do you rate your understanding of the way archaeology has  
helped to explain this place? 
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When it was too late to recall the questionnaire I realised this question was poorly 

worded and not in accordance with the admonition by Bernie and Anderson 

(1974:12).  As previously noted, they suggested that since words do not necessarily 

carry the same meaning for everyone, it is essential that the respondent understands 

and responds to the question as it is understood by the person conducting the 

research.  In this particular regrettable case I found, upon deeper reflection, that 

there could be various meanings to be teased out of the question and I was not even 

too sure if I, the researcher, understood the question!   Does the question mean that: 

 

(a)    the visitor believes that, by digging and interpretation of artefacts, 
the science of archaeology has helped to explain the place.  In  this 
case, the understanding of the visitor may be High.  If the  visitor 
does not understand how archaeology is capable of explaining a 
place, the answer may be Low.  

 
(b)   the visitor understands the actual signage and explanations 

presented to him/her (High), or it was not explained clearly enough 
(Low). 

 

This question further presupposes that visitors have seen the explanatory signage.   

If they have seen the signage, they can answer in the High range because they 

understand the particular signage, or in the Low range if they do not understand the 

signage.  But what if, for some reason, they have not seen any signs.  They can still 

answer in the High range because they believe, perhaps from other sources, that 

archaeology is capable of explaining a site.  Or they could answer in the Low range 

because they consider archaeology cannot explain much that can actually be proven. 

For my analysis, I took responses to this question to mean visitors understood the 

question as a simple Has archaeology helped to explain the place?   Their answers 

then imply the degree to which they think that interpretation has been supported by 

archaeological investigation. 

 

Questions 19 to 23 concern more personal details of the responder. 
 

Q.19 Are you:  Male:  Female: 
 
This was a straightforward question designed to determine a gender balance. 
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Q.20 Is your age group: Under 18 
    18-29 
    30-49 
    50-69 
    70 or over 
 
This was another straightforward question designed to determine the age range of 
visitors. 
 

Q.21  What ethnic group do you identify with? (e.g. Aboriginal, Chinese, 
English, etc.) 
 
The form of this question follows that used in other surveys (for example Walter 

2002:37) and was designed to be in line with the definition of an ethnic group 

provided on the Internet Wikipedia website.  This defines an ethnic group as: 

 
A culture or subculture whose members are readily distinguishable 
by outsiders based on traits originating from a common racial, 
national, linguistic, or religious source 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ethnic_group). 
 

The question could produce ambiguous answers since responders could choose to 

identify with an ethnic group because of feelings of empathy with that group but not 

necessarily have been born into that group. However, such responses should not 

greatly skew the analysis.  My aim with this question was to find out if one ethnic 

group perceived a site differently to another group, due to the cultural baggage 

which such visitors might bring to their perceptions.  By comparing responses to the 

ethnic group stated, I hoped to be able to determine if perceptions were so grounded 

in their ethnicity that they had trouble in appreciating the interpretation provided for 

them. 

 

Q.22 What is your country of permanent residence? 
 
This question will indicate the balance of overseas visitors visiting the sites and 

their interest in Australian history compared with Australian nationals. 

 

Q.23 What was your means of transport to this place? 

   Own vehicle 
   Hired vehicle 
   One-day coach tour  
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   More than one-day coach tour 
   4-wheel drive or adventure type tour 
 

Determining the balance of one means of transport against another could be an 

indication of the total numbers of persons arriving by these different means.  Coach 

tours, particularly, with their time constraints do not encourage completion of 

questionnaires, so such visitors will tend to be poorly represented in survey results. 

 

1.5.2 Analysis of the Questionnaire Data 

 
Data obtained through responses to the questionnaires between the months of 

August, 2000, and end October, 2001, at Kakadu National Park and between the 

months of October, 2000, and end October, 2001, at Port Arthur Historic Site, was 

then  analysed.   This analysis, based on the format of the questionnaires, readily 

showed the results in percentage form.  Statistically these indicated the prevailing 

attitudes of visitors in both Australian and world archaeology generally, as well as 

their perceptions and understanding of the two particular sites. 

 

Analysis of the data obtained was initially be done by physically handsorting 

through the completed questionnaires and then roughly tabling the responses. The 

results were then transferred to the computer, using Excel, and relevant percentages 

and charts assembled for inclusion in the body of the text.  Outcome of the analysis 

of the questionnaires is detailed in ensuing chapters.  

 

1.6 Structure of the Thesis 
 

This thesis has two major components which cover aspects of Kakadu National 

Park and Port Arthur Historic Site insofar as they concern the presentation of 

Indigenous and non-Indigenous archaeological/heritage sites in Australia.  In 

aiming to explore the proposition that there may be a discordance in the public 

understanding of the material fabric of such sites, the thesis is structured so as first 

to examine the background history of the two particular sites before examining their 

presentation (Chapters Two to Five). As distilled by their responses to the 

questionnaires, the perceptions of the visiting public to the two sites, their interest in 
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archaeology generally and its relationship to what they are viewing, are then 

analysed (Chapters Six to Eight).    

 

Chapter Two views Kakadu National Park from many perspectives ranging from 

its great spiritual significance to the value of its mineral deposits.  It looks at the 

natural and cultural landscape and considers the impact felt from the arrival of the 

Europeans, particularly on the social history of the region.  It describes the 

archaeological work undertaken in the Alligator Rivers Region, the rise of tourism, 

the creation of Kakadu National Park, and mining ventures, before considering the 

effects of such changes on the Indigenous people. 

 

Chapter Three describes at the presentation of Anbangbang Rockshelter, noting 

the physical layout of the shelter and the archaeological excavations carried out at 

the site.  It examines the intellectual framework that is provided to the visitors so 

that they might approach what they are viewing in a knowledgeable way.  It looks at 

how the choices between different management and interpretative regimes were 

worked out to accommodate these varying interests and conflicts. It notes the latest 

interpretation now in accordance with the cultural wishes and viewpoint of the 

Aboriginal people. 

 

Chapter Four outlines the history of Port Arthur within the context of its colonial, 

convict origins, and its subsequent and changing history as a penal institution.  It 

looks at the different approaches to the conservation of Port Arthur, making note of 

where different approaches are in conflict with each other. 

 

Chapter Five first describes the presentations in the Interpretation Gallery and On-

Site precincts. Varying interpretations over time and what the visitor will 

experience are noted.  It introduces the ongoing archaeological activities in which 

visitors may sometimes join.  Secondly, this chapter engages in debates about the 

historic presentation of Port Arthur and looks at other places of incarceration.  It 

also considers what might be called the Tourism of Incarceration where tragedy 

could almost become a tourist spectacle. 
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Chapter Six analyses perceptions of visitors to Anbangbang Rockshelter, whilst 

Chapter Seven analyses the perceptions of visitors to Port Arthur Historic Site.   

 

Chapter Eight synthesises the analysis of the two previous chapters and indicates 

that there are certain differences in the public perceptions of visitors to Indigenous 

and non-Indigenous sites.  It shows visitors have a keen desire to learn more of the 

history of the two sites but it also shows that the role played by archaeology in 

interpretation of the two sites is not fully appreciated by visitors. 

 

Chapter Nine finally brings the study together by re-presenting the main arguments 

and considering its broader implications. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
 

KAKADU NATIONAL PARK: 
TOURISM IN A CULTURAL LANDSCAPE 

 
Kakadu is God’s own country.  To spend time there, and enjoy its 
moods, its seasons, its people and its spirit, is a privilege.  If you 
let it, Kakadu imparts a spiritual quality that stays with you – it is 
a part of the original Australia (Morris 1996:13). 

 
2.1 Introduction 
 

Kakadu National Park is an outstanding cultural tourism destination on the basis of 

both its natural environment and Aboriginal cultural environment – unusually it 

qualified for World heritage listing on the basis of both these values (Brokensha and 

Guldberg 1992:198).  The Park covers an area of 19,804 square kilometres within 

the Alligator Rivers Region of the Northern Territory of Australia (Figure 2.1). It is 

an area with diverse major landforms and habitats.  These include the sandstone 

plateau and escarpment, extensive areas of savanna woodlands and open forest, 

rivers, billabongs, floodplains, mangroves and mudflats (Kakadu National Park Plan 

of Management 1999:3).  A feature of the Park is that Aboriginal people have 

occupied the landscape continuously for at least 50,000 years, as evidenced in the 

rich heritage of Aboriginal art and archaeological sites (Kakadu National Park Plan 

of Management 1999:3). 

 

Kakadu National Park can be viewed from many perspectives, with some regarding 

the region as having great spiritual significance, and others noting the value of the 

mineral deposits. The issues relevant to cultural tourism in Kakadu National Park 

are its relationship with the Aboriginal people, and the provision of information to 

tourists on Aboriginal culture, flora, fauna and geology (Brokensha and Guldberg 

1992:199). 
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Figure 2.1: Map showing location of Kakadu National Park (from Kakadu National 
Park Plan of Management 1999:2) 
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Kakadu’s cultural heritage covers the knowledge, beliefs, customs and practices of 

the Bininj/Mungguy, and includes the tangible evidence of these, such as artefacts, 

rock art and other archaeological sites, historic sites and the use and occupation of 

the landscape by Balanda/Mam (Kakadu National Park Plan of Management 

1999:91).  Bininj/Mungguy and Balanda/Mam are terms used by the local 

Aboriginal people to refer to themselves and to Europeans respectively (Kakadu 

National Park Plan of Management 1999:6). 

 

Kakadu National Park can be described as a cultural landscape characterised by 

spiritual, artistic and cultural associations which hold particular connotations for the 

Aboriginal people who live there.  Not only are they the inheritors of one of the 

longest cultural traditions in the world, but they still attach strong cultural 

significance to the meanings they perceive in the natural landscape and the social 

structures through which they maintain their bonds with the land (Brockwell et al. 

1995).  Their heritage is intimately linked with the landscape and the natural 

resources it supports. 

 

This chapter provides a background to Kakadu National Park as an Aboriginal 

living space.   It looks not only at the archaeology and rock art of the region but also 

the European history of the area, the tourism potential of the Park and the 

disharmony created by mining activities. The history of the Kakadu area may be 

conceived in terms of a series of natural and cultural events, phases and processes, 

all of which have left tangible marks on the landscape.  By selectively utilising this 

historically significant information as a resource, the Park may be better understood 

and interpreted, not only to its visitors but ultimately to the Australian nation-state. 

For my purpose here then, interest is not so much in the history itself, but in those 

aspects which are emphasised, and those which are passed over. 

 

In this chapter, I first look at the natural and cultural landscape of Kakadu National 

Park before considering the impact felt from the arrival of the Europeans, 

particularly on the social history of the region.  Some of the archaeological work 

undertaken in the Kakadu region which resulted in the finding of numerous rock 

shelters with their wealth of rock art is then looked at before the rise of tourism in 
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the Alligator Rivers Region is described.  Tourism was not immediately affected by 

the attractions of rock art, the accent being more on adventure safaris in a ‘wild’ 

country.   This is followed by a discussion showing how the creation of Kakadu 

National Park and mining ventures in the region led to the whole area becoming a 

tourist drawcard, with rock art a major attraction.    Management Plans for the Park 

and the effects of cultural tourism on the Indigenous people are also considered.  

The final section of this chapter brings all these points together as a basis for further 

discussion. 

 

2.2 The Natural and Cultural Landscape of Kakadu National 
Park 

 

The natural landscape of Kakadu National Park, has been subject to transformations 

over many millions of years.  The biota over the geologically long period of 

Australia’s desiccation has been affected by large changes in climate and sea level, 

particularly over the last 20,000 years. 

 

The landscape of northern Australia contained in the region between Darwin, 

Arnhem Land and Pine Creek provides a general picture of its geological history.  

Until about 1,800 million years ago, much of this region was, according to Haynes 

et al. (1991:3): 

 
… a broad subsiding basin in which sediments eroded from the 
adjacent uplands accumulated to a depth of 14,000 metres.  
Deposition was arrested by earth movements of sub-continental 
extent, and the sedimentary and volcanic rocks within the basin 
were altered by heat and pressure and deformed by folding.  
Prolonged erosion ensued.  The resulting landscape of low relief 
was buried beneath several hundred metres of what are now the 
Arnhem Land sandstones. 

 
A brief incursion of the sea submerged much of the region 110 million years ago.  

When the sea retreated, the land was covered with a thin blanket of marine sands 

and muds which remained low lying and exposed to deep weathering.  Some 15 

million years ago, slow uplift began resulting in enhanced erosion.  During the past 

few million years world sea levels have risen and fallen through 150 metres as the 

great continental ice sheets of the Northern Hemisphere have waxed and waned, at 
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roughly 100,000 year intervals, but with many shorter term fluctuations.  The last 

period of very low sea level was 20,000 years ago (Haynes et al. 1991:3). 

 

Between 20,000 and 6,000 years ago, the continental ice sheets melted and sea 

levels rose across the broad Sahul shelf. The land bridge between Australia and 

New Guinea was submerged by 8,000 years ago, and by 6,000 years ago, the sea 

had reached its present level.  Extensive mangrove swamps developed on what are 

now the coastal plains but these were soon buried beneath several metres of alluvial 

clay laid down by meandering tidal rivers.  Then, as the tidal rivers changed shape 

and became less sinuous, the zone of saltwater incursion extended further upstream.  

These alluvial and coastal elements of the landscape are still evolving rapidly, in 

contrast to the rocky foothills and rugged sandstone plateau where the tempo of 

change is much slower (Haynes et al. 1991:3). 

 

To the early Aboriginal coastal dwellers of the north, such changes in sea levels “… 

would have been visible and potentially traumatic”, forcing the people relentlessly 

inland towards the once barren sandstone plateau of Arnhem Land, which they had 

reached at least 25,000 years ago (Williams 1991:14).  Plant and animal 

communities migrated and regrouped as coasts and the northern monsoon advanced 

upon an ancient land with its poor soils (Haynes et al. 1991:ix).  The annual cycles 

of rains alternating with drought now drew different responses from different 

organisms.  Aboriginal people lived by these interlocking annual cycles using fire to 

promote selected plants and animals, thereby, as Haynes et al. (1991:ix) note, “… 

adding their imprint to change and adaptation of the biological communities”.  The 

monsoonal lowlands supported one of the densest Aboriginal populations on the 

continent achieved by developing appropriate responses to its vagaries, a fact not 

recognised or appreciated by the first European colonists (Haynes et al.1991:xi). 

 

Human ‘impact’ has been invoked to explain significant changes in Australian 

landscapes during the late Pleistocene (Jones 1998). A major element of the debate 

concerns the actual timing of human arrival in Australia with such views as 

megafaunal extinction (Flannery 1990; Miller et al. 1999; Roberts et al. 2001) and 
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the extent of disruption of the vegetation cover through burning (Johnson et al. 

1999). These issues are fiercely contested (Bowman 1998; Horton 2000).  

 

The conventional radiocarbon chronology for Australian human colonisation 

suggests an arrival time of approximately 40,000 years BP (Turney et al. 2001:767).  

However, alternative dating techniques and recent developments have implied 

human arrival by 45,000-55,000 years BP (Roberts et al. 1990, 1994, 1998; Turney 

et al. 2001) and possibly as early as 56,000-68,000 years BP (Thorne et al.1999). 

This earlier age of arrival would be consistent with the timing of the loss of 

megafauna and disruption of the vegetation cover through burning being at least 

partly due to human impact (Turney et al. 2001:767).  Nevertheless, O’Connell and 

Allen (2004:835), conclude that while an initial occupation date of 42,000-45,000 

BP now seems well-supported, earlier dates are not, largely for taphonomic reasons.  

 

Lynch’s Crater on the Atherton Tableland, north Queensland, provides the main 

reference for late Quaternary environmental change in northeastern Australia, with 

one of the most complete environmental records of the last two glacial-interglacial 

cycles on the continent (Kershaw 1974; 1976; 1978; 1986).  Turney et al. 

(2001:768) tested different age models and presented their results relating to the 

timing of the onset of burning at Lynch’s Crater and the wider implications of this 

event with regard to environmental change and human arrival in Australia.  They 

concluded that an increase in burning at this site could be a maximum of 47,000 

years BP, and that such an age is in agreement with other ages that suggest human 

colonisation was substantially earlier than 40,000 years BP.  This new age as shown 

in Lynch’s Crater indicates that the onset of burning at this time is a regional signal 

(Moss and Kershaw 2000).  Turney et al. (2001:770) note that: 

 
… single grain luminescence dating of the Malakunanja II 
sequence (Roberts et al. 1998), multi-dating (including 
radiocarbon) of the Devil’s Lair sequence (Turney et al. 2001), 
and the extinction of the megafauna Genyornis newtonii (Miller 
et al. 1999), and other species (Roberts et al . 2001), point to age 
of arrival of approximately 45,000-55,000 cal.yr BP (although 
some studies suggest an even earlier arrival, e.g. Thorne et al. 
1999). 
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There seems little doubt that Australia’s first people were already using fire as a 

principal means of “… local manipulation of their habitat to their advantage” and 

had learned to do so previous to their arrival (Ridpath et al.1991:211).  It is as 

equally certain that natural fires, normally caused by lightning, also occurred 

regularly on the continent long before humans arrived.  Calaby (1971) believes that 

burning aside, it seems unlikely that any other activities of these early hunter-

gatherers would have had a major impact on the Australian biota, including that of 

the monsoonal lowlands.  It is the European people, who only settled in the area 

some 160 years ago, who have been responsible for additional major changes.   

 

Keen (1980b) notes that after the arrival of the Europeans, the Aboriginal 

population disappeared almost altogether from a wide area, while the pattern of 

occupation and use of the remainder of their range altered considerably.  This has 

resulted in considerable changes in fire regimes, with burning occurring more 

erratically and mostly later in the dry season than was usual under traditional 

Aboriginal regimes (Braithwaite and Estbergs 1985).  

 

European people also brought with them a number of plants and domesticated 

animals from other parts of the world.  Some of these animals escaped and now live 

wild.   Changes occurred in the ecosystem as a result, while the introduction of 

buffaloes has affected both the resources available to Aboriginal communities still 

living traditionally, and their lifestyle (Braithwaite and Estbergs 1985). 

 

For the period since first human occupation, the natural landscape is bound up with 

the cultural landscape of Kakadu, with the two combining as a primary source of 

information on human transformation of the Earth. This information is, as Rowntree 

(1997:7) suggests, the ultimate authority on and evidence for, environmental change 

and disturbance.  An example is the deliberate burning of the landscape which is a 

factor in the creation of both a cultural and ecological landscape. The social 

construction of such a landscape is evidenced in the rock art of the region.  Indeed, 

as Tacon and Brockwell (1995:676) comment, the rock-painting record is so 

detailed that a wide variety of material culture and social changes can be outlined 

“… in ways that would not be possible if we were to focus solely on the scant 
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material remains”.  The unique galleries of rock-art in the Alligator Rivers Region 

depict the use of that habitat (Ridpath et al. 1991:218).  Layton (1992:65) further 

notes that: 

 
…While much rock art expresses cultural themes that relate to 
the foundation of clans, their rights over land, and their 
association with totemic beings during the creation period, there 
are also examples of rock art which depicts the secular concerns 
of hunting and gathering communities. 

 
An oral tradition consistent with a prehistoric marine flooding of the land rings, as 

Williams (1991:5) suggests, “… strangely true”.  Many Aboriginal sacred sites are 

today lying submerged beneath the sea, but some of the Aboriginal people of the 

Arnhem Land coast have an extensive knowledge of the sea and the features of the 

sea floor.   Their memory of it appears to have become enshrined in stories, songs, 

and legends, going back some 6,000 years (see also Neidjie et al.1986:11). 

 

Since 1960, western Arnhem Land and the Alligator Rivers Region have been 

intensively surveyed and investigated.  As noted previously, there is considerable 

archaeological evidence for an active Aboriginal presence in Arnhem Land for at 

least 45,000 years and possibly older (White 1967, Kamminga and Allen 1973, 

Schrire 1982, Jones 1985).  This long record demonstrates not only significant 

continuities in landscapes, vegetation, camp-site locations, art and artefact styles, 

but also the re-organisation of the landscape and Aboriginal use of it (Allen 

1997:143).   Dramatic climate changes were experienced by the settlers, from 

extreme aridity to the monsoon climate known today.  They were forced into new 

relationships with the land with adjustments having to be made to increased rainfall, 

warmer local climes, flooding, loss of habitats, population shifts, culture contacts, 

and new sources of food, water and raw materials (Tacon and Brockwell 1995:676). 

 

The record can be divided into the following periods (Allen 1997:143-144 see also 

Lewis 1988:80-104, Cundy 1989:116-23; Tacon and Chippindale 1994:217-219; 

Allen 1996:193-201): 

c.100-1,500 BP. Mangrove and saline swamps are replaced by the wetlands of 
today.  The productivity of these wetlands encourages an 
almost sedentary existence for the Aboriginal people, being 
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able to support a rich material culture and an extensive 
ceremonial  and artistic life.  
Large blades are used as spear points and there is innovation 
in spear thrower and spear technology to hunt magpie geese.  
Multi-coloured complex figures and drawings of natural 
species adorn the rock shelters. 

 

c.2000-7000 BP. Rising sea levels caused valleys of the East and South 
Alligator Rivers to become choked with mangroves. 

 
Stone and bone spear points appear.  Shelters are filled with 
shell middens and fish bones.  Rock faces are decorated with 
rainbow serpents and simple figures with boomerangs and 
spear throwers.  

 

c.10,000-30,000 BP. Lower sea levels, semi-arid plains. 
 

Sparse Aboriginal population which manufactured hafted 
axes and decorated its rock shelters with naturalistic and 
dynamic figures using hunting boomerangs and hand-thrown 
spears.  

 

Aboriginal people made their lives between the dynamic landscape of the 

floodplains and the stability of the plateau and lowlands.  As Allen (1997:144) 

points out, in terms of the emergence of Kakadu as a lived-in landscape, each 

change, including the most recent, to incorporate tourism in Kakadu National Park, 

“… has brought a reorganisation of Aboriginal practice and probably of mythical 

charter as well” 

 

2.3 European Impact 
 

To understand the particular present day cultural circumstances of the Indigenous 

people of this part of Australia, one must look at the colonial history of the region 

(Mulvaney 1999:38). The struggle between Aboriginal and European interests for 

control over the Alligator Rivers Region and its resources, is only one of a series of 

events beginning when the British made landfall in the north in 1824 (Keen 

1980a:171).  When the Europeans first arrived, suggests Fox (1982:17), they had no 

capacity to understand what they described as at best a simple people: they looked, 

not “…for a relationship more akin to membership” but “…for evidence of 

ownership, manipulation, and control”.  Although previous contact between the 
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Aboriginal people and Europeans occurred, it was not until the establishment of 

Port Essington and the exploits of explorer Ludwig Leichhardt in the 1830s and 

1840s that the main historic period began (Mackay 1995:28).   A non-Aboriginal 

presence was well established in the area by the late nineteenth century (Keen 

1980a:174).  

 

Within the Northern Territory there was not the major disruption to social cohesion 

or the organised removal of people from land that had occurred in other parts of 

Australia (Mulvaney 1999:40).  That is not to say, however, that the Indigenous 

inhabitants experienced no adverse effects from European settlement (Elkin 1951).  

Death did occur but as a result of punitive expeditions against them following 

livestock spearing and because they contracted introduced diseases (Mulvaney 

1999:40). 

 

Prior to European occupation of the continent, Indonesian trepangers visited the 

north Australia coastline but without penetrating the coastal fringe nor attempting 

permanent settlement (Mulvaney and Kamminga 1999:419).   Macknight (1976) 

suggests that the influences on the Aboriginal people in the vicinity of the European 

nineteenth century settlements was limited as was that of the Macassan trepang 

fleets that visited the north coast over the last few centuries.  However, Mulvaney 

and Kamminga (1999:417, 418) believe the impact and influence of these fleets on 

the Aboriginal inhabitants was considerable and not only for the exchange of goods.   

 

During their stay of about twenty weeks, each prau would have fished and 

processed at six or eight locations, so the opportunities for cultural interaction were 

many (Mulvaney and Kamminga 1999:418).   In addition to such material 

contributions as the dugout canoe and sail and metal implements, Macassarese 

words were adopted into coastal Aboriginal vocabularies, with local place names 

still bearing witness “… to this linguistic borrowing” (Mulvaney and Kamminga 

1999:417).  Socially, the repercussion “…varied from the wearing of the now-

characteristic Arnhem Land Van Dyke beard to the adoption of the Malayan 

smoking pipe”. In particular, Macassan interaction with the Yolngu people of 
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eastern Arnhem Land was dynamic and profound, deeply influencing their art, 

ceremonial ritual and songs (Morphy 1991; Mulvaney and Kamminga 1999:418). 

European Top End history is extensive and complex.  Water buffalo from southeast 

Asia may be used as an exemplar of some of the aspects of its history.  These 

buffalo spread across the Top End, eventually to become a symbol of the Territory 

by the mid-twentieth century (Powell 1988:61; Baldwin 2000:85).  Baldwin 

(2000:101) believes buffalo are the common denominator bringing together black 

and white over the last nearly 200 years of development, commencing with early 

white settlements at Fort Dundas on the Tiwi islands in 1824, and Fort Wellington 

at Raffles Bay in 1827.  Both these settlements were abandoned in 1829 but 

another, Fort Victoria at Port Essington was settled in 1838.  Each of these outposts, 

designed to protect Australia from a foreign take-over, imported buffalo from Timor 

as a food source.  As these early military and trading settlements were abandoned, 

buffalo roamed free and readily adapted to local conditions, rapidly multiplying and 

eventually ‘colonising’ most of the coastal Top End as well as much of the inland 

area (Baldwin 2000:101). Unfortunately, they also caused serious damage to the 

floodplains and adjacent woodlands by trampling and grazing (Edwards and Calaby 

1981:8/16).  

 

The Cobourg Cattle Company took up a buffalo hunting lease on the Cobourg 

Peninsula in 1876.  Mobile seasonal hunting camps began operating elsewhere, 

usually run by one or two white men supported by a varying number of Aboriginal 

skinners and shooters (Cole 1975:15, Keen 1980b:23; Lawrence 2000:23).   Among 

the first men to seek buffalo leather in the early 1880s, was E.O. Robinson who 

opened up vast tracts of unexplored country and Paddy Cahill who introduced 

shooting from horses in the early 1890s  (Hill 1981:372).  Within ten years, they 

and other hunters were involved in the slaughter of hundreds of thousands of 

buffalo.  Hill (1981:372) describes the methods involved in the early days of 

acquiring the hides.  A mob of buffalo are chased by horsemen, and shot in the 

hind-quarters to paralyse them: a method adopted because decomposition of 

carcases begins early in the tropic.  The spine shot not only paralyses the beast but 

keeps it alive and in fresh condition until the skinners can get to it (Willey 

1966:viii). Skinners, many of them Aboriginal, come up later to shoot the dying 
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buffaloes and skin them while the carcases are till warm.  The hides are then dipped 

in crude preservative and shipped down river when the shooting season ends (Hill 

1981:372).   

 

Buffalo country ranges from Marrakai on Adelaide River south-east of Darwin, out 

east over the Mary River, the three Alligator Rivers, the King and Liverpool Rivers, 

and from Van Diemen’s Gulf to the edge of Arnhem Land, as well as some hundred 

miles south of the coast.  According to Hill (1981:371), herds ran from six to ten 

thousand to a river – once sixty thousand to a river.  In the floods of the Wet they 

live in the bush and come out on the plains in the Dry where they attract the hunters 

(Hill 1981:371).  

 

The buffalo industry went through many changes in development, evolving hunting 

methods unique to the area (Baldwin 2000:106).  Foot and horseback shooting for 

hides, shooting from vehicles for pet meat, roping to take live beasts to the abattoirs 

and, later, helicopters were used to muster large numbers of wild buffaloes into 

portable yards. First hides, then hides and meat for human consumption and as pet 

meat were marketed.  All methods of operation called for different styles of 

operation and all were dangerous (Baldwin 2000:1). Buffalo provided a major food 

and later income source for those out bush in buffalo country.  

 

By 1911, Paddy Cahill and others like him, had sold 100,000 hides at about 

fourpence per pound (Baldwin 2000:85). Tom Cole started shooting on the 

Wildman Plains in 1933.  In 1935 the price of buffalo hides dropped from five and a 

half pence to three and a half pence per pound.  Cole anticipated the price rising to 

back to five and a half pence the following year when he hoped to make a hundred 

pounds if he could get a 1,000 hides off his newly purchased Kapalga Station (Cole 

1992:122-123).  The industry, however, was too small to bring much benefit to the 

Territory, let alone to the shooters.  For some coastal stations, however, the killing 

of wild buffalo for the pet meat trade in Australia, and human consumption in 

Western Europe, gave the shooters a continued, if insecure, economic base (Powell 

1988:220). Buffalo hunting for hides declined after the major market collapsed in 
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the 1950s, although hunting for pet meat, which began in the 1960s, continued 

(Lawrence 2000:26). 

Nevertheless, buffalo hunting became a major seasonal employer of Aboriginal 

people in the Alligator Rivers Region (Lawrence 2000:24).  For the first generation 

of Aboriginal workers the rewards were small, with payment only in food and 

tobacco and “… the occasional piece of calico or clothing” (Lawrence 2000:24).  

The men were employed to skin and clean the animals and carry the horns and 

heavy hides across the plains to the coastal luggers.  Aboriginal women also worked 

cleaning, washing and salting the heavy hides and caring for the camps.  The work 

on buffalo camps was hard and the general state of poverty among the European 

shooters meant that living conditions in the camps were shared equally by boss and 

workers.  The common diet of damper, buffalo meat, treacle, jam and tea was 

supplemented by bush foods collected by Aboriginal women (Lawrence 2000:25). 

 

The second generation of Aboriginal workers were employed as shooters and 

became fine shots and good horsemen and were much valued for their skill 

(Lawrence 2000:25,26).  Lawrence (2000:26) notes that the Aboriginal peoples’ 

involvement in buffalo hunting, while bringing access to European stores, tobacco 

and other commodities, also allowed them to retain some independence and 

freedom of movement within the general area of their traditional lands.  

 

Late nineteenth and early twentieth century history also saw sporadic small scale 

ventures including logging, limited agriculture and crocodile and buffalo shooting, 

later leading to tourism and safari operations. 

 

In 1932, a Darwin syndicate began to shoot crocodiles, but prices for the hides were 

poor (Powell 1988:175). Cahill and others of his period killed crocodiles for fun but 

serious hide-hunting did not begin until the late 1940s, when a change in women’s 

fashions raised the value of the golden belly skins to a few shillings an inch.  Hard-

eyed adventurers came north in search of excitement and profit.  The number of 

crocodiles fell sharply as hundreds of thousands of skins were exported.  The 

massacre continued for a decade and the species disappeared from the more 

accessible regions and the industry declined (Willey 1966:ii). The cause of the 
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revival was, comments Willey (1966:iii), due to an African tragedy.  The Congo, 

which under Belgian rule had produced 80% of the world’s crocodile hides, and so 

was the world’s main supplier of skins, lapsed into chaos after independence, 

forcing buyers to look elsewhere. With the collapse of the Congo, values had risen 

more than 400% to twenty-three shillings an inch, measured across the belly.  As 

the fashion trade in Europe and Japan clamoured for more skins to make quality 

shoes, handbags, belts and wallets, the price was sure to go higher, bringing a boom 

to out-of-the-way regions where the estuarine or saltwater crocodile had its home 

(Willey 1966:ii). Australia took up the challenge but most of the big saurians were 

gone and this time “…it would be real hunting, rather than a massacre” (Willey 

1966:iii). 

 

Crocodile hunting, as sport and for skins prospered from the 1940s to the 1960s. 

Small numbers of Aboriginal men were employed seasonally to help hunters 

(Lawrence 2000:27).  As noted above, in the 1950s, crocodile shooters did well 

from a rising world demand for the saurian skins, but increasing wariness and 

scarcity of the prey lowered returns in the late 1960s (Powell 1988:224). By 1963, 

commercial hunting for crocodile hides had finished in the Alligator Rivers Region 

and restrictions imposed to stem the decline in crocodile numbers (Lawrence 

2000:27). Estuarine crocodiles became a fully protected species in 1972 and the 

career of the Territory’s crocodile hunters ended (Powell 1988:224).  Baldwin 

(2000:42) comments that, in the few years before crocodile shooting for their skins 

was banned, between 600 and 700 were shot annually. 

 

Pastoralism was also part of the economy of the Northern Territory.  In the early 

years, activity in the region of the Alligator Rivers centred on fragmented, diverse 

and largely seasonal activities for both Aboriginal people and the few whites who 

chose to live there (Levitus 1982:8, Lawrence 2000:23).  The Alligator Rivers 

Region was unproductive for pastoralism because operators had to cease work 

during the Wet when the coastal plains were flooded, and because the early cattle 

industry was plagued by redwater fever, ticks, marketing difficulties and other 

problems (Lawrence 2000:28). Buffalo hunters like Paddy Cahill at Oenpelli, ran 

small herds of cattle and employed Aboriginal stockmen before the First World 
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War.  But it was only after the Second World War that the cattle industry began to 

show some economic improvement, even if only of a marginal nature (Lawrence 

2000:28, 29).  

 

The mid to late twentieth century is marked by the establishment of large pastoral 

leases.  The largest historic sites in the Park are a range of substantial homesteads 

and outstations such as Goodparla and Kunkamoula (Mackay 1995:28).  In the 

southern part of the park these were predominantly pastoral in character, whilst 

towards the northern end of the park, the emphasis is more on the management of 

buffalo processing as shown by the major buffalo processing abattoirs at 

Munmarlary and Mudginberri (Mackay 1995:28). 

 

The sparse European settlements and the pastoral practices of the cattle industry 

have ensured that Aboriginal people remain on, or close to their traditional lands 

and it was the particular European settlement and historic land use patterns of the 

Northern Territory that has ensured the continuity of Aboriginal laws, customs and 

practices (Mulvaney 1999:40). The seasonal nature of the work on cattle stations 

allowed Aboriginal people “…a degree of freedom, autonomy and independence 

not generally experienced elsewhere in the Northern Territory” (Lane et al. 

1990:15).   

 

Cattle station leases in the Alligator Rivers Region were superimposed on 

Aboriginal traditional lands with Aboriginal people, who were essential to the 

operation of the cattle industry, employed only on a seasonal or casual basis.  

Aboriginal people were important to station owners and managers not only because 

of their local knowledge of bush foods and sources of fresh water, but also because 

they were reliable labour. However, pastoralists did not always look kindly on 

“…mission-trained natives”, who were “…spoilt and useless for stockwork” 

(Powell 1988:186).   

 

Included in the founding of the first British settlements were the missionaries who 

were sent “…to instruct the ‘heathens’ in worshipping their God, and in their duties 

as ‘humble servants of the superior race’” (Powell 1988:39). The impact of 
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Christian missions on Aboriginal people is rarely questioned, but the ultimate effect 

of that impact is fiercely debated.  Some assert that missionaries prevented the total 

destruction of the Aboriginal people by providing sanctuary and enabling them 

ultimately to establish their rightful place in the Aboriginal community.  Others say 

that the cost of that sanctuary was the destruction of Aboriginal culture and self-

esteem (Griffiths 1995:38).  Some missions, at least, made an attempt to create a 

climate in which Aboriginal people were able to regain their lost dignity and pride 

(Griffiths 1995:55).  

 

Levitus (1982:29-37) notes that Aboriginal people responded in different ways to 

mission life, the differences relating to the degree of acceptance or rejection of the 

missionaries’ attempts to restructure the Aboriginal peoples’ lifestyle.  In the 

Alligator Rivers Region, Aboriginal people had the choice of accepting or rejecting 

participation in European commercial and philanthropic activities, partly because 

they had continued access to a resource-rich environment, which meant that bush 

tucker was always available.  Knowledge of hunting and fishing was thus 

maintained (Levitus 1982:37). 

 

Arnhem Land was gazetted a reserve in 1931 and the missions became, in effect, 

“… the main agents of government in the area” (Powell 1988:185). The first Church 

of England Mission in the Alligator Rivers Region was established at Kapalga on 

the South Alligator River in 1900 with the idea of setting up an ‘industrial’ farm on 

a small scale for the Aboriginal people.  They would plant gardens and care for 

livestock on a small reserve. But the efforts of the mission failed to control the 

movements of Aboriginal people and stop them visiting the mining camps to the 

south, and the mission later became a major buffalo hunting station (Lawrence 

2000:32). 

 

Oenpelli, which began as a buffalo camp in 1906, run by Paddy Cahill, later became 

a mission.  Oenpelli was the largest community in the region with Cahill 

establishing a dairy farm and market garden on his lease.  The success of the 

venture, was due in part to the way Cahill employed Aboriginal people (Lawrence 

2000:35; Cole 1975:16).  Some worked for him more or less permanently and 
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received food, clothing and some money which was paid into an Aboriginal Trust 

Account.  Others, mostly young men, were trained in various occupations and given 

food and clothing but no money.  Casual workers from areas round about were paid 

in tobacco, tea, flour and sugar (Lawrence 2000:35).  Woodley (1982:61-62) notes 

that this flexibility and seasonality of employment, provided the Aboriginal people 

“…with a degree of choice in associating with Europeans and some access to 

European goods, without having to make a commitment to wage labour and a 

rejection of Aboriginal lifestyles”. 

 

After Cahill’s departure from Oenpelli in 1922, the Commonwealth Government 

tried to dispose of the property or hand it over to a church mission.  Few churches 

were interested, the Roman Catholic and Methodists declining, but it was finally 

taken over by the Church Missionary Society of Australia and Tasmania (Lawrence 

2000:36).  Lawrence (2000:36) comments that: 

 
… Neither the South Australian Government before 1911 nor the 
Commonwealth Government after that date had any real wish or 
ability to manage in the interest of Aboriginal people in the 
Alligator Rivers Region; the decision to hand over the reserve to 
an impoverished mission was an acknowledgment of 
government’s failure to accommodate Aboriginal interests.  

 
Commonwealth responsibility for Aboriginal welfare was often delegated to 

missions and employers of Aboriginal people, and was largely unregulated and 

unsupervised.  The Australian Constitution excluded Aboriginal people from being 

counted as part of the general population: they had no voting rights, nor did they 

qualify for social welfare benefits (Lawrence 2000:40).  Nationally, there was little 

coordination in policy relating to Aboriginal people, although from the 1930s the 

policy of segregation gave way to new policies of assimilation, under which 

Aboriginal people were to be brought - without the freedom to choose - into 

mainstream Australian society. From the 1960s, welfare rights were gradually 

extended “… to Aboriginal people with exemption certificates for those who were 

not living under the control of missions and reserves and who were not ‘nomads or 

primitives’” (Smith 1990:4).   During this welfare era, a system of patrol officers 

was introduced which necessitated extensive investigations, reports and 

registrations. – Aboriginal people were compelled to move from pastoral stations 
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and camps into controlled settlements where government agencies could have easier 

access to them.  These settlements offered few employment opportunities 

(Lawrence 2000:40). 

 

In the Alligator Rivers Region the marginal nature of economic activity had 

supported the continuation of what Lawrence (2000:44) calls the ‘fossicking 

economy’, a term originally used by Robert Levitus (1982), to describe the itinerant 

industries in this area. This style of economy also began to decline as buffalo 

shooting, crocodile shooting and pastoralism became increasingly marginal.  By the 

1970s, many Aboriginal people had moved to squatter settlements and into towns.  

The main centre of Aboriginal population was Oenpelli, with scattered pockets of 

people living on pastoral leases or in isolated hunting camps. 

 

The work of missionaries, particularly at Oenpelli, had a major influence in the 

region (Kakadu National Park Plan of Management 1999:6), with Aborigines from 

the surrounding country coming to live permanently on the station.  In the opinion 

of Attenborough (1963:44) and Ovington (1988:37), this had a significant impact on 

Aboriginal society, changing the life of the Gagudju people radically, who lost their 

“tribal identity” among the other tribes who came to the Mission. Craven (1999:70), 

says that many Aboriginal people now see “Aboriginal” or “Mission” schools as a 

deliberate attempt to create an Aboriginal ‘underclass’ for the economic benefit of 

whites.  But such anti-mission feelings were not shared by the Yolngu people of the 

Gove Peninsula in north-east Arnhem Land.  As far as they were concerned, the 

arrival of white missionaries in the 1930s, and wartime activities in the 1940s, had 

done nothing to disturb their traditional relationships to the land.    However, says 

Hunter (1996:8), they felt the arrival of the aluminium giant Nabalco was an 

unwelcome and unauthorised intrusion and the Gove case at that time was an 

attempt by the Yolngu people to prevent the destruction of their land by mining.  

 

Mining started in a small way in the Northern Territory.  Prospecting for gold began 

in 1865, when evidence of gold was found in the Finniss River.  The main centres 

of alluvial gold production were to the south west of the Alligator Rivers Region, 

around Pine Creek, often Chinese operated.  But again, alluvial mining was 
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dependent on the seasons: lack of water during the dry season forced miners off the 

gold fields and halted exploration (Chapman 1950:51).  Although the Alligator 

Rivers Region was marginal for both mining and pastoral development, the impact 

on Aboriginal people was great.  They obtained opium and alcohol from the camps, 

and communicable diseases spread after contact with prospectors and miners 

(Lawrence 2000:31).  Unlike the buffalo camps and pastoral stations, there was 

little productive employment for Aboriginal people in the mining camps, although 

their local knowledge of the country was exploited in prospecting for minerals 

(Levitus 1982:23,29). 

 

Evidence of uranium deposits in the region found in 1953, followed by the 

discovery of workable uranium at Coronation Hill in 1956, caused the area to be 

extensively mined by small scale operators over the next few years (Lawrence 

2000:32).  These tentative beginnings, comments Lawrence (2000:32), gave little 

indication of the future economic, social and political impact of large-scale uranium 

mining in the region.  Mining quickly replaced pastoralism as the principal 

economic prospect for the development of the Alligator Rivers Region (Lawrence 

2000:52). 

 

The park area still contains an extensive array of sites associated with transport and 

infrastructure of the various economic activities outlined above.  There are a 

number of historic roads as well as airstrips and landing sites, several of which 

remain in use.  Mackay (1995:28) notes that some of the vehicles themselves 

remain, with wrecks of trucks at Goodparla and the West Alligator, and crashed 

planes at Gimbat, Goodparla and the Wildman, and a submerged shipwreck on the 

East Alligator River.   Other sites include two European burial sites, garden leases 

such as Spring Peak, a Mission site at Kapalga and, most latterly, the remains of 

Camp Concern, a protest camp established, according to Mackay (1995:28), to 

oppose a new uranium mine in the 1970s.  

 

A feature of the social history of the region has been that with all the enterprises 

such as mining, forestry, pastoral activity and tourism, Aboriginal people, as well as 

being involved in each industry, kept their links with the country (Kakadu National 
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Park Plan of Management 1999:6), though this was not without contest.   Even so, 

as an excerpt from a Kakadu National Park Tourism Industry Newsletter suggests, 

this contest did not contain thoughts of bitterness: 

 
…Every now and then it is good to look back to the past and 
remember the old people and the way life used to be in Kakadu.  
People foot walked this country, rode on horses, worked for the 
crocodile and buffalo shooters, collected bush tucker, hunted 
animals and conducted religious and spiritual ceremonies.  
Kakadu had no bitumen roads, no bridges and only a few tourists 
who used to fly to places like Nourlangie camp and Muirella Park 
on safari tours.  These groups were small with limited access to 
country and the old people still talk about those days with fond 
memories (Kakadu GUN-WOK 2002:1) 
 

Such positive attitudes towards the colonial period are not unusual, particularly with 

regard to Northern Territory pastoralism.  McGrath (1987) believes that pastoralists 

became convinced that they had developed a good understanding with those whose 

lands they had occupied.  According to Rowse (1988:21) she based her thinking 

largely on interviews with “…old Aborigines and whites”, which evoked the years 

1910-1940 as “…a ‘golden age’ in the relations between pastoralists and station 

blacks”.  That Rowse also notes that Ronald and Catherine Berndt (1987) describe 

the same region as they found it in field surveys during 1944-46, as “…a ‘feudal-

colonial’ slough of Aboriginal despond and unchecked European arrogance” is 

indicative of the complexity of historical judgment. 

 

The 1960s marked a change for Aboriginal labour on pastoral stations due to rises 

in wages and technological changes in the pastoral industry. The station 

communities to which the Aborigines had belonged since birth were finding that 

pastoralists no longer wanted their labour or even, in many cases, their presence on 

the leases (Rowse 1988:29).  In an assimilation policy in the late 1960s and early 

1970s, there were further efforts to protect Aborigines from exploitation and to 

educate them for citizenship.  This meant equal rights to liquor, wages and social 

security benefits.  These changes initiated by ‘humanitarian’ government policies 

dismantled the social order to which they had become accustomed.  As Rowse 

(1988:29) points out, with “…grog, motor cars and spending money so easy to get”, 
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it must have been difficult for the older generation to pass on what they knew and 

valued to the young. 

As someone who had the good fortune to be involved with tourism in its infancy in 

the Kakadu region, I have similar feelings myself to those expressed in the excerpt 

above about the way life used to be in Kakadu.  Before the laying of bitumen 

opened up the country bringing with it mass tourism and almost a spiritual 

trampling of the countryside with it, there was a feeling whereby “white” values and 

“black” values mingled and interchanged with an overriding respect for the land.  

Nostalgia may well be a dish to be savoured and digested before taking its place as 

only a memory in the inevitable onward flow of life, but it can also have its uses in, 

in this case, distinguishing and perpetuating moments of harmony between two 

cultures.  

 

2.4 Archaeology and Rock Art 
 

2.4.1 Archaeology in the Region 

 

Archaeological work in the Kakadu region began in the 1960s, largely by 

archaeologists from the Australian National University such as John Mulvaney, 

Jack Golson, and Carmel Schrire (then White) who, with the assistance of 

Aboriginal informants from Oenpelli, discovered the first Pleistocene sites in the 

1960s.  They were followed by Harry Allen and John Kamminga in the 1970s and a 

group led by Rhys Jones in the 1980s (Flood 1995:87). 

 

Schrire’s work (1982 [White1963-1967]) was substantial and established that 

human occupation shown at two rock shelters, Malangangerr and Nawamoyn, dates 

back to some 20,000-24,000 years ago.  This occupation spanned a time extending 

back to the last ice age when the sea level was about 100 m below its present level 

and the then coastline was out near the edge of the continental shelf under what is 

now the Arafura Sea.  A major discovery by Schrire was the existence of edge-

ground hatchet heads made from volcanic rocks, well dated by radiocarbon methods 

to c.20,000 years ago.  At the time of this discovery, this was the oldest evidence in 

the world for these kinds of implements (Schrire 1971:149).  Allen and 
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Kamminga’s surveys of the area in the early 1970s were carried out as a part of the 

Alligator Rivers Region Environmental Fact Finding Study which led up to the Fox 

enquiry (Kamminga and Allen 1973).  All surveys and archaeological excavations 

were carried out with Aboriginal assistance, guidance and, to a varying degree, 

permission.  The discovery of sites (Figure 2.2) for both archaeology and rock art 

always involved local Aboriginal people who, at the time, were resident either at 

Oenpelli, Mudginberry Station or the Border Store. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.2: Map showing Archaeological Areas and Art Sites 
(from Ranger Uranium Environmental Inquiry Second Report 1977:37). 
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In 1980, the Australian National Parks and Wildlife Service awarded a Research 

Consultancy to the Department of Prehistory at the Australian National University 

to advise it in the management of archaeological sites in the Park.   A program of 

research was also to be carried out there to increase the data base upon which to 

establish issues for the interpretation of the prehistory of the region to the general 

public (Jones 1984:97).  That all the findings in Kakadu National Park would one 

day be on display to the public, was a dream of Jones (1984:112).  He envisioned a  

 
… great field museum at Kakadu, curated to the highest 
international standards and perhaps affiliated to the NT Museum 
or the Museum of Australia, in the same way that the Prehistory 
museum at Les Eyzies is part of the National Museum of France 
(Jones 1984:112) 

 
Jones (1984:108) suggested that some archaeological sites could be chosen as 

specially designed interpretation locations where people can experience the 

emotional impact of visiting a prehistoric site and can learn something of the story 

of the past.  He believed that “…in Kakadu our visions of ancient times can still be 

restored” (Jones 1984:112). 

 

Habitation sites where the rockshelter may have had occupational deposit need 

special interpretation since, as Flood (1984:83) says, there is generally “… nothing 

to see” in them, and visitors tend to go away disappointed.  Whilst, she suggests, it 

would be enlightening for people to be able to see the stratigraphy as it was visible 

when excavated, this is usually not possible because of the slumping and erosion 

that tends to occur if an excavation is not back-filled.  Flood (1984) notes an 

experiment on an excavation in a rockshelter in the Australian Capital Territory 

where a one metre square and 75 centimetre deep pit, with stable walls, displayed 

the stratigraphy.  Such an educational tool, she comments, has the ability to increase 

awareness of both local Aboriginal culture and the science of archaeology. 

 

Kakadu has one of the most important collections of rock art in the world.  

However, it is only recently, in places like Kakadu and Uluru, that Aboriginal 

people have been consulted about the interpretation of rock art sites and other 

cultural features (Zeppel 2001:132). The paintings fill a number of purposes.  They 

are a repository of traditional knowledge, a source of teaching, a manifestation of 



Chapter Two – Kakadu National Park: Tourism in a Cultural Landscape 

 

74

the spiritual made physical, a link between the Dreamtime and the present by which 

artist and people could reconfirm the links with ancestors and beyond into a time 

when spirits walked the earth (Ryan 2000:125).   

 

Maddock (1974:27) explains that Aboriginal people regard land as a religious 

phenomenon, with the earth owing its topography to the acts of world-creative 

powers who moved about and then disappeared, leaving a formed and populated 

world behind.  The many spots at which the powers acted and gave form and named 

are religiously significant as evidence of the Dreaming.   

 

The first detailed scientific account of rock art was by Sir Baldwin Spencer, after 

visiting Oenpelli in 1912.  He observed the rich painted sites of Arnhem Land and 

documented the life and culture of the people of the Alligator Rivers region.  

Spencer termed the people the Kakadu – a rendering of the tribal word, Gagudju, 

after the Gagudju people (Kakadu National Park Plan of Management 1999:7, see 

also Schrire [White] 1967).  The Indigenous people of Kakadu are from a number of 

different clans who speak different languages and, in some cases, uphold different 

traditions.  The name Kakadu comes from an Aboriginal floodplain language called 

Gagudju which was one of the languages spoken at the beginning of the twentieth 

century in the area.  Although languages such as Gagudju may no longer be 

regularly spoken, descendants of these language groups are still living in Kakadu in 

the north (www.cultureandrecreation.gov.au/articles/kakadu 2005). 

 

Tindale also observed Oenpelli rock shelters in 1928 but the serious study and 

recording of a large body of art in the Oenpelli area only began in 1948 with the 

American-Australian Scientific Expedition to Arnhem Land, led by the 

ethnographer Charles P. Mountford.  Mountford noted that any investigator 

prepared to spend time and energy searching for further galleries of cave paintings 

would probably find a “rich field”.    Later investigators such as Eric Brandl, 

George Chaloupka, Robert Edwards and Darrell Lewis were among those who 

discovered large numbers of sites and recorded many designs (Edwards and Callaby 

1981:8/19).  Chaloupka (1984a:11) notes that in 1965 Brandl (1968) recorded sites 

between Magela Creek and East Alligator River:  eighty sites in Deaf Adder Creek 
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in 1968 (Brandl 1970): and sites on the north-eastern margin of the plateau at Cadell 

River in 1969 (Brandl 1973).  Further sites in western Arnhem Land were recorded 

by Maddock (1970), Edwards (1974) and Chaloupka (1977).  Chaloupka (1984a) 

comments that whilst most of the writers provided a description of selected subjects, 

only Maddock (1970) considered the socio-cultural aspects of rock art. 

 

Repainting was part of the rock art tradition, although not all rock art was repainted. 

Only people who were ‘authorised’ or recognised as artists were allowed to repaint.  

A number of figures at the Anbangbang Gallery were repainted by the highly 

respected artist, Najombolmi, in 1963 and 1964.  Najombolmi, a good hunter and 

angler, worked for non-Aboriginal people for many years, becoming known by his 

‘white fella’ name of ‘Barramundi Charlie’.   One of the last prolific rock art 

painters in the area, he continued to visit his country and painting in shelters 

throughout his life 

(http://www.deh.gov.au/parks/kakadu/artculture/art/nourlangie.html). 

 

Nevertheless, the production of rock art no longer appears to be an integral part of 

Aboriginal culture, although many individuals still know a great deal about it and, 

in some areas, traditional art that was once painted on rock is now done on other 

media. Despite this, we have little understanding of rock art’s cultural function with 

ethnographic information often sparse and superficial, but possibly providing the 

only clues to the meaning of the art and its makers (Morwood 2002:92, 93).   

 

2.4.2   Function and Meaning of Rock Art 

 

Research has shown that the function of Aboriginal art can only be understood 

within the context of other types of symbolic behaviour, social and ceremonial 

organisation and resource use.  One symbol can have many meanings depending on 

its context, making it clear that Aboriginal art can only be understood in terms of its 

interactions with other elements of the social system (Morwood 2002:89, 93). 

 

Rock art interpretation, including chronological dating, does not always agree and is 

often in competition with each other (Brandl 1973; Chaloupka 1985: Haskovec and 
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Sullivan 1989; Layton 1992; Chippindale and Tacon 1998).  Chaloupka (1984a:15), 

commenting on the rock art of the western Arnhem Land region, divides the rock art 

sequence into four main periods – Pre-estuarine, Estuarine, Freshwater and Contact.  

Each of these periods is divided into phases he labels Naturalistic, Stylisation, 

Schematisation, Natural Symbolism, Intellectual Symbolism and Casual paintings.  

The Pre-estuarine period in its naturalistic phase c. 20,000 includes what Chaloupka 

calls dynamic figures depicting human beings, anthropomorphs, and such material 

culture items as boomerangs, spears and clubs (Chaloupka 1984a:16). 

 

Chippindale (1998:286) suggests that there are three main strands in the varied 

views taken of Australian rock art in the contemporary world.  There is: 

 

(1) its Aboriginal meaning, which is a matter of inside knowledge 
and often to do with what figures stand for rather than how it is 
expressed in naturalistic shapes;  

 
(2) there is the aesthetic appreciation of rock art as pictures that can 

be  appreciated for their own merits without knowledge of what 
they stand for or why they were made;   

 
(3) there is the archaeology of rock art in which certain figures 

depicted provide another class of material evidence apart from 
that found in the ground: thus an image of some creature provides 
a record of its existence in a certain region and period “…as 
surely as would its bones in a trench”  

 

Rock art can illustrate aspects of past behaviour, material culture, economy, 

technology and ideology, including elements unlikely to be otherwise represented in 

the archaeological record (Walsh and Morwood 1999:45).  Evidence for the 

antiquity and development of spears and spear throwers comes principally from the 

rock art sequences of Arnhem Land (Lewis 1988) and the Kimberley. Both the rock 

art of western Arnhem Land (see Chaloupka 1993; Lewis 1988; Tacon and 

Chippindale 1994) and that of the Kimberley Region, northwest Australia (Welch 

1996) have a similar potential for illustrating material culture for times long past.  

Sequences of the rock art show that the types of spearthrowers used in specific 

regions changed significantly over time (Lewis 1988).  
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Rock art offers a good opportunity to study cultural processes through time and the 

distribution of cultural artefacts in space.  In the hope of explaining rock art as the 

product of past cultural traditions, archaeologists must investigate form, distribution 

and context.   But, suggests Layton (1992:2), whereas the stone tools classically 

studied by archaeologists are generally interpreted as evidence of humankind’s 

adaptation to the natural environment, rock art seems “… to relate more 

unequivocally to the social realm”. 

 

As Chippindale suggests, the quality of the art can be appreciated from a purely 

aesthetic point of view.  However, Jones (1984:110) believes its impact is greatly 

enhanced by some knowledge of the history of the ancestors of the peoples who had 

painted there, and their period of occupation which has spanned more than 20,000 

years in this part of tropical Australia. 

 

Investigations by anthropologists take a different direction to that of archaeologists.  

They may learn about the contemporary art of other cultures, but how is it possible 

to know whether visual forms composed thousands of years ago are intended to 

communicate ideas or aesthetic values? While rock art expresses cultural themes 

that relate to the foundation of clans, their rights over land, and their association 

with totemic beings during the creation period, there are also examples of rock art 

which depicts the secular concerns of hunting and gathering communities (Layton 

1992:65).  Rock paintings are a characteristic feature of wet season rock shelters in 

the country of the Gagudju and other language groups and, according to Layton 

(1992:72), are considered by local Aboriginal people to belong to two general 

classes: 

 

(1) Those recording foraging and camping activities; 

(2) Those associated with legendary figures such as mimi or individual heroes. 

 

Paintings of the second class are described as having been made by the Dreamings, 

of which the mimi are a part, themselves.  The most prevalent of legendary figures 

in the rock paintings of western Arnhem Land are the mimi.  They are human-like, 

but shown in  
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… a characteristic style which portrays them with long, thin 
bodies caught in attitudes of movement, holding implements or 
weapons, engaged in activity  (Layton 1992:79, see also Brandl 
1973:167; Carroll 1977:122, 127-128). 

 
Other figures painted in the shelters of western Arnhem Land include Namargon, 

the Lightning Man.  He is depicted in skeletal form or with stone axes protruding 

from his head and suspended from his head and knees, with a band depicting 

lightning around his body (Chaloupka et al .1985:100). 

 

Layton (1992:72) also notes that secular rock art in the Alligator Rivers Region 

comprises both hand stencils and numerous animal paintings in the so-called x-ray 

form with some recording European colonisation.  The generic term ‘x-ray’ art is 

commonly used to describe the style of painting where the internal organs and 

skeletal features of the subjects are represented rather than the surface features 

(Taylor 1996:224).  The meanings of this x-ray art used in both the older form of 

rock art and more contemporary bark paintings, are complex.  

 

Layton (1992:72) believes the x-ray depiction in rock art of animals displaying the 

internal organs in a manner intended to show what these organs look like, is 

regarded by the Indigenous community as synonymous with secular art.  Such x-ray 

paintings in rockshelters seem to have been made principally during the wet season 

when people were camped in the shelters.  But x-ray paintings showing organs can 

also be sacred, as will be discussed below in referring to the bark painting art. 

 

Secular rock art appears to be less common than art associated with increase sites, 

but Layton (1992:77) comments that there are enough well-documented cases to 

demonstrate that secular art is widely distributed in parts of Arnhem Land and 

probably occurs elsewhere.  Its distribution, he says,  

 
…within and between shelters, differs in characteristic ways from 
that of totemic art.  A greater range of subjects are likely to 
appear at any site, and sites will not be spaced in such a way as to 
map the focal points of clan estates (Layton 1992:77). 
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The meaning behind bark paintings is similarly complex for non-Indigenous people. 

In commenting on the bark painting art of the Kunwinjku language group of 

western Arnhem Land, Taylor (1996:224) says different types of X-ray infill encode 

sets of meaning which relate “… to many different realms of Kunwinjku experience 

of the world”. The paintings have an inside meaning used to convey knowledge 

about the Ancestral Beings.  Taylor (1996:242) shows that analysis of the way the 

artists  

 
…encode and produce meaning in the structure of the Kunwinjku 
artistic system helps to reveal their role in the maintenance of 
belief in the Ancestral beings in the contemporary context. 

 
Many paintings show the transformative qualities of the Ancestral beings, which 

can change between different animal, or animal and human forms. For example, 

some paintings may show figures combining human, fish, and insect features, or 

crocodile, snake, and kangaroo features. They can also transform into the form of 

sacred objects or features of the landscape (Taylor 1996:194).   

 

Kunwinjku believe that the same essential power or life-force runs through these 

different manifestations (Taylor 1996:199).  Such paintings 

 
…reveal a relationship between the two species denoted in the 
image – the paintings establish that the transformation between 
the two entities is an intrinsic relationship in Kunwinjku belief … 
A painting may produce a metaphoric effect to the extent that it  
triggers analogies between the respective bodies of knowledge 
associated with each species (Taylor 1996:197). 

 
In constructing a particular image and in speaking about the paintings and 

suggesting their ceremonial reference, Taylor (1996:197) believes Kunwinjku artists 

may also identify  

 
…interpretative structures that help to articulate analogies 
between different bodies of knowledge.  Paintings of 
transforming figures are also a primary means of creating these 
connections. 

 
Although Taylor (1996:242) comments the system is integrated with the dominant 

Australian market economy, he suggests that the bark paintings have an 

increasingly important role in sustaining Kunwinjku culture. 
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Both bark paintings and rock art can indicate how culture is sustained but 

understanding it is another matter.  My interest here is directed more to rock art than 

bark painting.  How can it be understood by people not born and brought up in the 

cultural tradition that produced the art?  Layton (1992:3) suggests that any 

interpretation of rock art at Aboriginal sites must depend on interpretation by the 

Indigenous people themselves if it is to have any authenticity, since it is only they 

who can have access to its deeper meaning.  Art has the capacity to join Aboriginal 

belief systems to rockshelters and is, therefore, a way of finding out about how 

Aboriginal value systems are applied to land.   But this does not necessarily mean 

that archaeologists are able to explain it.  Whilst it is true that the art joins 

Aboriginal people to the archaeology and to visitors, it is, in effect, a medium of 

communication with special demands and the necessity to have Aborigines interpret 

it is crucial. This not only creates a role for Aborigines as mediators, but is an 

acknowledgment of the fact that it is a role that art can fulfil but that, in this case, 

archaeology cannot.  

 

2.5 The Rise of Tourism in the Alligator Rivers Region 
 

The Alligator Rivers Region, particularly, has many attributes which make it 

valuable for recreation and tourist purposes, but poor accessibility prevented 

utilisation of these resources to any great degree.  It has only been comparatively 

recently that they came into the public eye and the domain of tourism. 

 

Berzins (1997:78) recounts that early visitors to the Territory were individuals like 

the poet Banjo Paterson who came to the Top End in 1898 looking for material 

about buffalo hunting for a tourist guide.  Tourist adventurers Henry Dutton and 

Murray Aunger made the first north-south car crossing from Adelaide to Darwin in 

1908, with the first organised motor tours taking place in the 1920s.  Tourism was 

slow to develop in the Top End but Darwin became well-known to international 

travellers after it became a stopover for the flying boat service in 1935, but this 

came to a halt with the advent of World War II. 
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Tourism to the Territory commenced again immediately after the War and, although 

services were basic, a small but steadily increasing number of visitors came each 

year during the late 1940s and 1950s.  However, organised tourist facilities did not 

appear in the region until well after World War II. At first these facilities focussed 

on big game hunting and fishing, and attracted an international clientele. Hunting 

safaris were very much to the taste of the intrepid visitor who was unaware the 

Territory had more to offer.  In general, however, tourism to the Top End was a 

poor relation compared to tourism in other parts of Australia.   

 
National parks and reserves began to be developed in the Territory with the 

establishment of the Reserves Board in 1955.  Domestic tourism boomed 

throughout Australia in the 1960s and the establishment of the Northern Territory 

Tourist Board in 1962 led to more organised promotion of the Territory.  Until the 

1960s, however, tourism was not regarded as an ‘industry’ in Australia and there 

was little money in it, particularly in remote destinations like the Northern Territory 

(Berzins 1997:79).  In 1958, Allan Stewart leased the former Nourlangie timber 

camp as a hunting lodge  (Stewart 1969).   In the 1960s, other small scale tourist 

camps were set up on special purpose leases, such as Patonga and Muirella Park 

safari camps; the Jim Jim Store at the Jim Jim Crossing; and the Border Store at 

Cahill’s Crossing on the East Alligator River.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.3: Map showing sites of the safari/tourist ventures (from Levitus 1995:76) 
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The safari camps catered to visitors who came to hunt buffalo and catch 

barramundi, particularly in the South Alligator River, and Jim Jim Creek areas.  The 

special purpose leases were usually granted for a short fixed term and subject to 

improvement covenants.  Lawrence (2000:27) comments that these covenants 

became a source of conflict with the administration because the marginal nature of 

the tourism industry at the time meant that lessees rarely had sufficient investment 

capital.  Many of the early ventures were viable only during the dry season, 

particularly because an all-weather road had not been built and most camps were 

located on or close to the wetlands.  Most tourist operations were short-lived 

(Lawrence 2000:27).  

 

By 1969, Allan Stewart’s hunting lodge was in financial straits with the 

accommodation in need of renovation.  The safari camp, run by Don MacGregor at 

Patonga, which began operation in 1962, was well organised and provided good 

accommodation until it closed down in the 1970s.  It was re-opened as a primary 

school by the Gagudju Association in the 1980s (Lawrence 2000:109).  The tourist 

camp at Muirella Park in the shadow of Nourlangie Rock, started in 1963 by Frank 

and Doug Muir, was deserted and dilapidated by 1969 (Lawrence 2000:27).  In the 

late 1960s, the Border Store, selling produce, was established at the East Alligator 

Crossing with a licence to sell alcohol granted in 1969 (Ranger Uranium 

Environmental Inquiry Second Report 1977:43).  It gained a reputation in terms of 

Aboriginal consumption of alcohol which was causing serious problems.  Partly to 

stop the sale of alcohol, the Gagadju Association purchased the Border Store in 

1982 (Allen 1980; Lawrence 2000:108). 

 

Lawrence (2000:27) comments that, of them all, the Cooinda project was the most 

successful.  Started by Tom and Judy Opitz in 1964 as a dry season Store in a tent at 

the Jim Jim Crossing, it catered for local fishing parties and hardy interstate 

travellers.   Cooinda developed, in 1968, to a Motel, catering for coach parties.  This 

was located  closer to the Yellow Water billabong (Opitz 1984). Part of a split lease 

area had been devised to follow one side of the Yellow Water billabong in the belief 

that it would attract visitors to view the variety of wildlife, ranging from crocodiles 

to pygmy geese.  In 1980 the Cooinda business was sold and the lease transferred to 
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the Gagadju Association.  It is now managed by the Gagadju Lodge, Cooinda, with 

Yellow Water boat cruises a world renowned feature for visitors to Kakadu 

National Park. 

 

Levitus (1995:82) notes that the initial level of tourism was dependent on road 

access.  By the early 1970s, there was a reasonably good dirt road extending off the 

bitumen from Pine Creek to the turn-off to the El Sherana mine in the Gimbat area.  

A further track, built by the miners, less well-used and subject to flooding during 

the wet season, extended from there to Jim Jim and on to Oenpelli.  Another bush 

track came into the area from the north-west and road access was upgraded as far as 

the Mount Bundy iron ore mine.  In 1974, the Arnhem Highway was opened and 

sealing of the road from Jabiru to Pine Creek began in the 1980s (Levitus 1995:82).  

Prior to the opening of the Pine Creek road to UDP Falls and the Mount Bundy 

mine road, the three safari camps and a relatively small number of independent 

visitors, primarily fishermen or hunters, were the main users of the Alligator Rivers 

Region resources.  With the construction of the road and the establishment of a 

hotel-motel at Cooinda in 1968, a small tourist trade developed.  This brought a 

substantial increase in the number of 2-3 day visitors from Darwin and also a 

significant proportion of interstate visitors, particularly those on bus tours (Christian 

and Aldrick 1977:91).   

 

By the 1970s, rock art visitation as a tourist attraction was really coming into its 

own, but it could not have done so without the vision and efforts of the earlier 

operators. Perhaps the accolade for drawing the attention of the tourist to the rock 

art of Arnhem Land should be accorded to Allan Stewart, or Bwana, the Big White 

Hunter, as he was known.  It was initially he who lit the match for public interest in 

rock art with his discoveries at Nourlangie Rock in the early 1960s.   With his 

knowledge of, and love and respect for, Aboriginal culture added to his 

showmanship and entrepreneurial flair, he was able to prepare the way for setting 

rock art not only before the tourist gaze, but also writers of distinction.   

Attenborough (1963) whilst on safari with Allan Stewart, describes his visit to 

Nourlangie Rock thus:  
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…The hills around Oenpelli, are famous for the wealth and 
beauty of their paintings, but Allan Stewart knew of rock 
galleries close at hand and rich with drawings which had only 
recently been discovered by Europeans and which few outsiders 
had ever seen (Attenborough 1963:44). 

 
For Attenborough, the most impressive of all the images at Nourlangie Rock were 

not 

… the bizarre portraits of spirits, nor the naturalistic sketches of 
animals, but two simple handprints …One of the men who had 
come here had dipped his right hand in red ochre and pressed his 
palm on the on the rock.  Another had done similarly alongside 
and had left, in addition, the imprint of his wrist and forearm. 
These two human hands, reaching upwards from among the 
weird supernatural beings that they may well have designed, 
poignantly evoked the presence of these artists, who had come 
here, with motives we could only guess at, to execute their 
mysterious drawings (Attenborough 1963:47). 
 

The motives that Attenborough and his party “… could only guess at” in 1963, later 

became clearer.  Najombolmi, a traditional owner of the country, became known as  

“… the painter responsible for some of the most beautiful paintings of the Alligator 

Rivers Region”. Paintings at the so-called Main Gallery at Anbangbang and the 

nearby Blue Paintings are attributed to him (Haskovec and Sullivan 1989:57).  

Haskovec and Sullivan (1989:61) suggest that  

… his subjects, particularly animals, were painted to record a 
successful hunting or fishing expedition … [or] … as part of an 
‘increase ceremony’ in which various chants, rituals, and 
paintings were performed to ensure a plentiful supply of fish in 
local waterways.  His propensity for painting women was usually 
said to reflect his personal interest in them. 
 

There is a later sadness in the paintings.  Chaloupka (1982:22) describes how, in 

1964, a year before his death, Najombolmi camped for the last time in the 

rockshelter at Anbangbang.  Chaloupka suggests that 

… By then, he had witnessed the impact of European contact on 
Aboriginal sociocultural systems elsewhere in the Northern 
Territory, and now he saw changes happening within his own 
region.  Bridges began to span the rivers, which were the actual 
barriers in the past, and each year an increasing number of 
outsiders were intruding onto his land.  He thought of the people 
who once used to live here, and of the Dreaming.  In his swag he 
carried ochres which he had collected on his travels.  He took 
them out, prepared the pigments and painted the people back into 
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the shelter.  There are two family groups, men standing amidst 
their wives, some of whom he depicted with milk in their breasts, 
as if he really wished them to be alive, to procreate and to people 
the land again.  He built a platform and from this he painted the 
mythic beings, Namargon, theLightning Man and his wife 
Bargini, and Namondjolk, a malignant spirit. 
 

This painted wall, which Chaloupka (1982:25) describes as unique and the last work 

of a great artist, is today gazed at by countless tourists.  Do these tourists simply see 

weird designs and mythic figures whose meaning they do not fully understand and 

soon forget as they pass on to the next attraction on their coach tour? Or do they see 

a record of the tragedy of a culture losing part of its reason for existence, as 

Chaloupka suggests?  And are they particularly struck, as Attenborough (1963:47) 

was, by the imprints of the two human hands reaching upwards from among what 

he calls “… weird supernatural beings”, and wonder what the motives were for such 

“… mysterious drawings.”  Does the art signify a re-affirmation of a closeness to 

the Ancestors of the Dreaming immanent in the living rock, or were they simply 

depicting a clan attachment to the area? 

 

Using various journals, books, newspapers and brochures of the period, it is 

possible to set out a picture in chronological fashion, of how rock art tourism 

developed in the region and burgeoned from slow beginnings in the early 1960s.  

These records provide an important document showing how the attention of the 

tourist shifted from adventure/hunting safaris to a concern with rock art and 

conservation.  These concerns went beyond any short term economic gain or 

passing pleasure and emerged into a ‘feeling for country’ and a desire to learn more 

of the culture of the Indigenous people. 

 

In his book The Green Eyes are Buffaloes, Stewart (1969:1) tells how he started 

Nourlangie Safari in 1958 to cater for Australia’s increasing tourist industry.  His 

main operations were centred on attracting American hunters keen on bagging a 

trophy of a buffalo or crocodile, but he also had other visions of what the country 

could offer.  He saw another potential contained “… in age-old escarpments and 

cliffs, where can be seen the burial caves and paintings of the early Aborigines” 

(Stewart 1969:153).  He later began to diversify to bring these to the attention of the 

visitor but it was to be some years before his visions became reality.  
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Other writers and tourist organisations of the early 1960s began to take an interest 

in the Top End.  In a feature article in Walkabout 1962, Willey (1962:48) 

commented that there were already signs that the Top End of the Northern 

Territory, “… long a Cinderella area”, is slowly awakening to its possibilities.  In 

March, 1962, the Northern Territory News noted that David Williams, the manager 

of the newly formed NT Tourist Bureau in Darwin, had opened for business.   

Williams was quoted as predicting that bushland safaris to remote spots would be a 

big feature of tourism in the Top End.  He elaborated slightly although also saying 

that what there was to see at the moment “was a difficult question to answer”.  Rock 

art, however, was not mentioned as an attraction. 

 

Nevertheless, there was no doubt rock art was slowly beginning to be marked as an 

attraction for the tourist.  In the March 1964 issue of the magazine Australian 

Outdoors, Vic McCristal (1964) describes a visit to Muirella Park, a safari camp 

catering for the wildlife photographer and hunter, run by Frank Muir.  This camp is 

set against “… the craggy outline of a shattered escarpment” carried a wide range of 

“… native ritual paintings which can be investigated by anyone able to walk a mile 

or so” (McCristal 1964:42).  Hutton (1964:43), writing in Walkabout, also in 1964, 

extols the country as a paradise for the sportsman, naturalist, and anthropologist.  

She notes that on sacred ground and hidden in crevices of the rocky outcrops of the 

escarpment, there is an “…art treasure trove [of] primitive paintings and sculpture 

[which are] the finest primitive collection in the world” (Hutton 1964:43). 

 

Writer and television presenter Vincent Serventy (1967) took his family on what he 

called a Nature Walkabout journey from Perth to Sydney in 1965.  He noted that 

throughout the Arnhem Land escarpment “…native art galleries are common and 

most are worth a visit” (Serventy 1967:66).  At this time, however, visitation of 

rock art sites was still in its evolutionary stage for the general pleasure of the 

relatively few tourists who made the trip to the Top End in 1966 and, though it was 

soon to change, there were no organised tour parties to such sites.  

 

McCristal (1966a), in his book Top End Safari. Modern Travel Adventure amongst 

Northern Territory Wildlife and Wild Men, is more concerned with the hunting and 
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fishing facilities offered to the visitor to the Territory.  But these offerings did not, 

at the time McCristal wrote his book, immediately lead to the gratification of the 

tourist.  McCristal (1966a:56) notes that Reg Ansett, on one of his visits to the 

Territory, stated bluntly “… that Top End Tourism would never bloom suddenly” as 

it couldn’t compete “… with the Barrier Reef or the snow country”.  What was 

there then, to attract the tourist?  On conventional lines the Tourist Bureau in 

Darwin offered instead instant safaris or what McCristal (1966a:56) called a 

“…cheap, safe and productive expedition amongst the local wildlife”.  More 

unconventional ventures further afield could be travelling in a ten foot dinghy and 

outboard, up or downstream from the East Alligator River Crossing “…chasing 

semi-tribal natives, rock paintings, crocodiles to the fortunate, and barramundi to all 

comers” (McCristal 1966a:62). 

 

Nevertheless, rock art was slowly being brought to the attention of the tourist and it 

was inevitable there would be some unfortunate incidents before some sort of 

protection was brought in. McCristal (1966b:31) notes that within recent times there 

have been protests by the natives after visitors have desecrated the burial grounds 

and made off with such items as complete skeletons.  He suggests a pattern of 

destruction is probably inevitable from “… scientists who collect for southern 

museums” to “… tourists who intrude from legitimate curiosity”.  He was left with 

the uneasy question in mind of how long the beauty of the escarpment country 

would be left in peace “… with its native memorials” (McCristal 1966b:70). 

 

With the curiosity engendered for rock art appearing to blossom, yet at the same 

time making it a subject of abuse, Stewart (1969) made his thoughts for its 

protection known.  “For years”, wrote Stewart (1969:151) 

… I have cried the potential of Arnhem Land and been 
considered a nut by many.  Not so long ago, Sir Reg Ansett saw 
no tourist future for this country but today his coaches and 
aircraft are moving thousands to the Top End … There is a place 
in the new development of the tourist industry for our 
Aborigines.  We must help them preserve their ancient art and 
culture, and respect their ‘Dreaming’ places.  Already I had had 
several times to erase crudely drawn ‘whitefella’ paintings from 
the sacred places.  The establishment of a tourist bureau in 
Darwin, with an office in Sydney, at least shows that the 
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Northern Territory Administration is aware of the potential of 
their recently discovered ‘mine’ (Stewart 1969:151) 
 

Despite the perceptions of McCristal, Stewart and others, Carment et al (2005:91, 

94) note that in the 1950s, the Northern Territory had the earliest site and material 

culture heritage legislation protection in Australia.  The primary focus of the 

ordinance – The Native and Historical Objects and Areas Preservation Ordinance 

1955 – was aimed at protecting certain significant places, areas and objects with 

increasing attention, particularly by anthropologists and archaeologists, being 

directed to the cultural heritage of Indigenous Territorians.  However, it was evident 

that such protection on paper did not always work on the ground where there would 

have been little policing, and vandalism did occasionally occur. 

 

In 1967, Stewart began catering for non-hunting visitors to his Nourlangie Camp 

and accommodating tourists by the coach-load.  On these coach tours, the brochure 

suggested tourists would be able to view “… paintings of the Mailli tribe at the 

Caves of Nangalaor”.  At night, they could enjoy a barbecue and corroboree dances 

of the Mailli Tribe and a fireside talk of the history and the legends of Arnhem Land 

with Allan Stewart ‘The Great White Hunter’. 

 

Publicity for the attractions of the Top End continued to grow and, in most cases, 

included references to rock art.  But coach tours and rock art at this stage were not 

necessarily a happy mix.  The question could be asked “What were the perceptions 

of visitors towards Aboriginal culture gained beyond some exotic fantasy they 

might attach to it”.  Travel writer Colin Simpson (1971:20), notes that he travelled 

about 35,000 miles by air and land around Australia in 1969/70, getting material for 

his book “The New Australia”.  In the Northern Territory part of his journey, he 

says he joined a Pioneer tour called The Arnhemlander which offered a tour of the 

Obiri galleries (now known as Ubirr): “… it was the only one that went to them” 

(Simpson 1971:365).  Although Simpson (1971:365) comments that the Top End 

has the best Australian galleries of Aboriginal cave paintings tourists can see, the 

Territory tourist literature does not mention them and “… the driver guide on this 

tour knew nothing of the paintings’ meaning and did not even know the name of the 

first place he took us to”.  As well as ignorance shown by some tour guides, 
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despoilment was also taking its toll. A report in a 14th May, 1969 issue of the 

Northern Territory News, noted that due to mining activity, there was concern about 

the desecration of art sites in the area with isolated acts of vandalism to Aboriginal 

rock art.   

 

Visitors to the Top End increased over the next few years and by the time Kakadu 

National Park was proclaimed in 1979, the area had become recognised as an 

important tourist destination, both regionally and nationally.  People from Darwin 

were outnumbered by tourists from further afield in Australia and from overseas, 

particularly Europe and North America. These tourists were less interested in 

recreational fishing, which had been so important an attraction for earlier visitors, 

and wished to learn about the natural and cultural history of the Park (Ovington 

1988:103).  Most of our knowledge of the ancient Aboriginal culture of the Park, 

states Ovington (1988:25), comes from three main sources: accounts given by 

Aboriginal people and the early European explorers; archaeological digs at old 

occupation sites; and the interpretation of paintings at Aboriginal rock art sites.  

These sources were ripe for development for the benefit of the visitor keen to 

advance their knowledge of Aboriginal culture. 

 

By the 1980s, visitation to rock art sites became the norm and a growing interest in 

Aboriginal culture was a happy corollary. Courses provided for tourist operators, 

helped to put an end “… to some of the more colourful and speculative stories 

passed off as correct information by uninformed tour guides" (Gillespie 1983:209). 

From its ambivalent beginnings where ‘driver-guides’, unfamiliar with their subject 

matter sometimes gave out misleading information, today’s interpretation of rock 

art, backed by Indigenous input, presents a version that protects the cultural ethos. 

 

A 1990 survey found that both international and domestic visitors rated wildlife 

viewing and visiting rock art sites as providing the greatest satisfaction (Press et al. 

1995:256).  Bushwalking, camping and scenic driving tours followed in popularity.  

In 1993, visitors rated the opportunity to appreciate the scenery, to view wildlife 

and rock art and to learn about the ecological and cultural heritage of the Park as 

major reasons for wanting to visit (Press et al. 1995:256). 
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2.6 Mining and the Creation of Kakadu National Park 
 

The advent of mining in the area was to have its repercussions in legitimising 

Aboriginal land rights and directing the future of tourism in Kakadu National Park.  

Debate about the mineral potential of the Park has been longstanding and bitter with 

the whole history of its early development being one of attempts to reconcile the 

concurrent and competing interests of conservation mining and Aboriginal land 

rights (Press and Lawrence 1995:1).   

 

Uranium was found in the region in 1953, with twelve small deposits being worked 

in the 1960s but later abandoned (Singh et al.2001:213).  In the early 1970s, 

significant uranium deposits were discovered in the Alligator Rivers region at 

Ranger, Jabiluka and Koongarra.  In 1975, following receipt of a formal proposal to 

develop the Ranger deposit, the Commonwealth Government directed that an 

inquiry, known as the Ranger Uranium Environmental Inquiry, be conducted. The 

recommendations of this inquiry had great influence on the nature and development 

of Kakadu National Park (Press and Lawrence 1995:2).  At the same time, Justice 

Woodward was holding an inquiry into Land Rights for Aborigines. 

 

In 1976, the Aboriginal Land Rights (Northern Territory) Act 1976 was passed by 

Federal Parliament, which granted title to certain areas in the Northern Territory to 

the traditional owners, and established processes for claiming such title.  The first 

land claim in the Alligator Rivers region was dealt with as part of the Ranger 

Inquiry (Press and Lawrence 1995:3).  In submitting the land claims to the 

commission, the traditional owners had instructed the Northern Land Council, 

which represented them, to propose that if the claim was successful, they would 

lease the land to the Director of National Parks and Wildlife for the purposes of a 

national park.   

 

The Northern and Central Land Councils had been established in 1973, the financial 

allocations being partly funded by mining-equivalent royalties (Lawrence 

2000:263).  Using the NLC as a mediator, the Aboriginal claimants adopted the 

view that the Ranger mine could not be stopped.  The claimants proposed a deal to 
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the Inquiry in which they would return a huge national park to the nation on a long-

term lease if Aboriginal ownership of the land was officially recognised (Lawrence 

2000:90).  Whilst negotiations with the Kakadu agreements ran smoothly, 

negotiations over the Ranger agreement did not, with the NLC refusing to sign.  

Nevertheless, the NLC were unable to stop the Ranger project and all they could do 

was achieve better royalty payments and associated conditions for landowners 

(Lawrence 2000:101-106).  They subsequently withdrew from the case, citing 

financial commitments as its reason (Lawrence 2000:101-106).  

 

In 1977, the response of the Commonwealth Government to the recommendations 

of the Ranger Uranium Environmental Inquiry was announced.  Virtually all the 

recommendations were accepted including those relating to the granting of 

Aboriginal title and the establishment of a major national park (Press and Lawrence 

1995:3).  A period of negotiation culminated in the signing of a lease agreement in 

October 1978. Lingering bitterness about the stance taken by Council officers 

during the Ranger Inquiry mining agreement in the late 1970s and about Council 

control over mining royalties from the Ranger operation, soured relationships, with 

some of the Aboriginal traditional owners within the Park being strongly opposed to 

the NLC (Lawrence 2000:263). 

 

After the Ranger agreement had been signed, there was no incorporated Aboriginal 

organisation representing the Aboriginal people from the area affected by the 

Ranger mine which could receive mining royalty equivalents.  The Northern Land 

Council was required, under the land rights legislation, to establish such an 

organisation (Levitus 1991).  In 1979 the Gagudju Association was formed to be 

managed by a committee of twelve elected members (Lawrence 2000:106).  

However, the effects of the disagreements between the NLC and Gagudju 

Association and other Aboriginal groups within Kakadu, has meant continuing legal 

challenges and conflict (Lawrence 2000:106). 

 

In April 1979, the first stage of Kakadu National Park was proclaimed under the 

National Parks and Wildlife Conservation Act 1975 (Press and Lawrence 1995:4).  

It was proclaimed a national park in three stages (Figure 2.4).   
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Stage I, the eastern and central part of the park including Ubirr, Nourlangie, Jim Jim 

and Twin Falls and Yellow Water Billabong, was declared in 1979.  Stage II, in the 

north, was declared in 1984 and gained World Heritage listing for its natural and 

cultural importance, the latter particularly in regard to its rock art sites.  Stage III in 

the south, was finally listed in 1991, bringing virtually the whole of the South 

Alligator River system within the Park (Singh et al. 2001:213).   The original lease 

agreement of 1978 was renewed in 1991, as, over time, it had become apparent that 

it needed to be re-negotiated to take account of the evolving situations in the Park 

(Press and Lawrence 1995:8).  Of particular significance was the incorporation of 

Associations whose members were the traditional owners of a major part of the 

Park. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.4: Map of Kakadu National Park, showing stages of development 
(from Lawrence 2000:94) 
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In addition, new arrangements provided for the termination of the lease if issues of 

detriment to the Aboriginal traditional owners cannot be resolved (Press and 

Lawrence 1995:9).  Overlying all these issues has been the opposition of the 

Northern Territory Government to Commonwealth Government involvement in the 

Park and its management, first by the body known as the Australian National Parks 

and Wildlife Service (ANPWS), then the Australian Nature Conservation Agency 

(ANCA), and now Parks Australia North (Press and Lawrence 1995:4). 

 

Most of the Aboriginal people of the area were against the mining of uranium on 

traditional land but, according to Singh et al. (2001:215), were enticed with the 

double lure of land title and royalties.  The proposed Jabiluka mine site was the 

scene of widespread protest and sit-in demonstrations during the 1998 dry season.  

A United Nations delegation inspected the mine site to assess whether the damage it 

was causing would endanger Kakadu’s World Heritage listing.  The delegation 

found that Jabiluka could degrade Kakadu’s pristine environment but, despite these 

findings and the objections of the Mirrar clan, the mine was given the go-ahead.  

However, Singh et al. (2001:215) reported that further development has stalled 

while negotiations continued as to how best deal with the ore which is mined (Singh 

et al. 2001:215). 

 

Such disharmony does little to preserve the spiritual interests of the traditional 

Aboriginal owners who have suffered traumatic changes to their lifestyle since 

European contact.  The Ranger Uranium Environmental Inquiry Report (Fox 

1976:319), comments that: 

 
…The greatest threat to the environment and particularly to the 
welfare, well-being and culture of the Aboriginal people, may 
prove to be the large white populations which the mining 
ventures will bring …There is also the related matter of tourists. 
 

But the advent of tourism was also to have its effect with a more positive outlook, 

containing within it the seeds for an understanding of Indigenous culture.  As well, 

as Ovington (1988:42) points out, royalties gained from mining enables Aboriginal 

investment and participation in the development of tourism in the Park to provide an 

assured long-term income. In July, 1979, the Gagudju people, the traditional owners 
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of Kakadu, formed the Gagudju Association to administer these funds and generally 

look after the welfare of their people (Breeden and Wright 1998:200). 

 

While the future looked bright for tourism, by 2004 the picture changed as far as 

mining was concerned, when the Mirarr people’s senior traditional owner, Yvonne 

Margarula, prompted one of the biggest fights by environmentalists in Australia 

(Murdoch 2004).   With the Federal Government considering approving an 

agreement giving her Mirarr people the right for the first time to veto mining in the 

World heritage-listed park, Margarula declared “… It’s finished business.  Nobody 

will ever again disturb this country” (Murdoch 2004).  The agreement, which 

Murdoch (2004) notes is still to be formally signed, was reached after 18 months of 

negotiations between the Mirarr, the Indigenous peoples’ Northern Land Council 

and Jabiluka leaseholder Energy Resources of Australia.  It makes it clear that ERA, 

which is owned by Rio Tinto, will never be able to operate the Jabiluka mine. 

 

Mining in Kakadu National Park, however, remains an issue with continued threats 

of mining companies wishing to explore for uranium in the Territory.  An article in 

the Northern Territory News of 20th June, 2005, noted that the Howard Government 

has been vocal in its support for an increase in uranium mining, given high prices.  

The French nuclear power company Cogema is currently lobbying traditional 

owners in a bid to mine its 14,000 tonne Koongarra deposit in the park.  However, 

the article also noted that the Northern Territory Martin Labour Government was 

returned in a landslide at the weekend and that Clare Martin, re-elected Chief 

Minister of the Northern Territory, has reiterated her opposition to mining.  She is 

quoted as saying: 

 
…There is no difference between the Territory Labor and Federal 
Labor and other state Labor parties in our attitude towards 
uranium … I would not support and Cabinet would not support a 
uranium mine at Koongarra (Northern Territory News 20 June, 
2005). 
 

A byline article by Nigel Adlam in the 28th June, 2005, edition of the Northern 

Territory News notes that the demand for uranium to fuel power stations is high and 

prices are strong. The chief executive of the Perth-based company, Bullion 

Minerals, in seeking for a licence over a 4900 square kilometre prospect in western 
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Arnhem Land, was quoted as saying he hoped public opinion about uranium mining 

would change.  Nigel Adlam commented in his article that  

 
…The NT Government has said it will not allow any more 
uranium mines to open, but it can be overruled by the Federal 
Government (Northern Territory News 28th June, 2005). 
 

In the Sunday Territorian of 3rd July, 2005, Peter Murphy in his Sunday Forum 

column, writes that Mines Minister Kon Vatskalis had canned the development of 

the Koongara deposit, but only on the basis that a uranium mine “… was not a good 

look beside Obirr (sic) Rock.  He further says: 

 
…The strong impression, at least among the 14 or so exploration 
companies paying their fees to the NT Government, was that 
despite Federal Labor’s outdated and nonsensical “three mines” 
policy, new uranium prospects would be judged on their 
environmental and economic merits”.  
 

Murphy comments that the new Shadow Minister for mines, Fay Miller, criticised 

the ban and stuck up for the exploration companies who have discovered treasure 

troves of uranium, not realising “… they were about to be declared politically 

incorrect”.  It was, he notes, the Whitlam-era Labor activists who pushed for the 

declaration of Kakadu but with the uranium “windows” of the Ranger and 

Koongarra leases excised so the mines could be developed in tandem with the park, 

with the environment the real winner.  He points out that what with the markets in 

China, India and the rest of the world expanding exponentially, and prices rising, it 

would be “sheer silliness” for a Territory-only uranium ban, particularly in the light 

of what Kezia Purick of the NT Minerals points out, that Territory uranium 

currently generates exports worth $235 million a year, and the miners and 

exploration companies employ about 400 people.  

 

In noting that, just after the election, with the collapse of the proposed billion dollar 

plan to pipeline gas across the Top End, equating to about $14 billion in lost jobs, 

taxes and export earnings in the building, energy and mining industries, Murphy 

finally puts the question as to whether the Territory is so rich that it can forgo a $14 

billion income “… to keep faith with a nutty resolution from a Labor conference 18 

years ago” (Sunday Territorian 3rd July 2005). 
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2.7 Kakadu as a Tourist Drawcard 
 

It has been argued that tourism development and not mining is in the best interests 

of Aboriginal people: yet it has also been suggested that tourism brings to the region 

socials costs of the same order as mining (Palmer 2001:157).  Tourist activities in 

national parks may constrain Aboriginal living patterns and subsistence activities, 

but they also provide additional income for Aboriginal-owned enterprises, and can 

support and promote cultural values (Lawrence 2000:248). 

 

Tourism has the potential to both create and destroy national parks, and Lawrence 

(2000:249) suggests it has become the biggest single management problem in 

Kakadu National Park.  The demand for new experiences, and for the opening up of 

further sections of the Park, is a constant challenge for park management.  Non-

Aboriginal land managers, under pressure from commercial operators and 

government tourism agencies, seek to provide tourists with the maximum range of 

recreational and educational opportunities at all times of the year, within the 

constraints of management and resource allocations. 

 

Today the tourist industry sees Kakadu as a tourism drawcard of immense potential 

benefit and Kakadu National Park is now recognised as an important tourist 

destination both regionally and internationally.  Before Kakadu National Park Stage 

I was proclaimed in 1979, there were comparatively few visitors and these were 

mainly Darwin residents interested in catching barramundi.  Opitz (1984) notes that 

in the 1964 dry season about four vehicles per week passed over the Jim Jim Creek 

Crossing, the only access track into what was then known as western Arnhem Land.  

There is no precise data on the number of people visiting the region when the Park 

was gazetted in 1978.  In 1982, 45,000 people visited Kakadu National Park and by 

1989 this number had increased to 230,000 visitors annually (Palmer 2001:17).  

 

Visitor surveys begun after proclamation of the Park have shown an average annual 

increase of about 16%, with almost 60,000 people entering the Park in 1983 

(Ovington 1988:103).  There is a trend towards more visitors coming to the Park on 

commercial tours.  Surveys during the early 1980s found that only 17% of visitors 
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came to the Park on organised tours while surveys in 1993 found that more than half 

of those surveyed came on tours to Kakadu (Preece 1989; Wellings 1995:256).   

Since the Park’s declaration, it would appear there has been a gradual change in the 

reasons for visiting Kakadu National Park, with an increased interest in wildlife 

viewing and visiting rock art sites and a decrease in the relative importance of other 

recreational activities, such as fishing. 

 

Approximately 70% of all tourists to Kakadu are domestic visitors from other 

places in Australia, evenly spread across all age groups (Environment Science and 

Services 1994; Knapman 1990).  The proportion of overseas visitors is increasing 

but with the proportional representation of such visitors differing according to the 

time of year.  Surveys in April 1993 found that 64% of all visitors were from 

overseas while in July 1993 the proportion was only 28% (Environment Science 

and Services 1994). 

 

A small proportion of tourists visit Kakadu on day trips from Darwin.   Some 

members of the local tourism industry have expressed concern that promotion of 

day visits to the Park is not in the Park’s best interests.  They believe that given the 

distances travelled, the resulting short length of time in the Park can lead to visitors’ 

dissatisfaction with their visit to Kakadu (Wellings 1995:255).  A feature of visitor 

use of the Park is that the vast majority of visitors are on their first trip to the Park.  

As a consequence, their visit is often “… a journey of discovery” and visitors arrive 

“…without knowledge or experience of the Park” (Environment Science and 

Services 1994).   

 

The number of visitors entering Kakadu in 2000 was around 250,000 a year and 

rising (Lawrence 2000:285).   Wet season visitor numbers are also increasing.  

Tourists from Europe are being brought to Australia on adventure holidays during 

the European winter, and many of them want to experience the monsoonal climate 

in the north of Australia.  Tourist operators, seeking new and interesting 

experiences for their clients, are demanding access to other areas of the Park.  Many 

classified wilderness areas in Stage III of the Park are restricted because of their 

cultural significance to Aboriginal people (Lawrence 2000:285). Tourism remains 
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the largest single concern for both park management and traditional owners, and the 

big increase in the numbers resulting from aggressive highly successful marketing 

campaigns in recent years places increasing stress on staff, residents and resources.   

 

2.8 Management Plans – Kakadu National Park 
 

Kakadu was established at a time when the Australian community was becoming 

more interested in the declaration of national parks for conservation, and in 

recognising the land interests of the Aboriginal people.  A national park in the 

Alligator Rivers Region was proposed as early as 1965 and over the next decade, 

several proposals for a major national park in the region were put forward by 

interested groups and organisations (Kakadu National Park Plan of Management 

1999:6-7). 

 

Kakadu National Park is managed through a joint management arrangement 

between the Aboriginal traditional owners and the Director of National Parks and 

Wildlife (Kakadu National Park Plan of Management 1999:3). According to Craig 

(1992:140, 147), joint management is a Western cultural model for protected area 

management with an inherent Anglo-Australian cultural bias.  Joint management in 

KNP is a complex arrangement.  Parks Australia North does not deal with one 

relatively self-contained community but contends with a number of different clan 

and language groups.  These are organised under various regional economic and 

political associations, all of which, comments Lawrence (2000:286), maintain a 

number of separate developments and political agendas and interact with each other 

on different levels.  The lack of unity among the various groups means that the 

power they could gather in support of their interest and in the operation of the Board 

of Management is effectively dissipated (Lawrence 2000:287).  Joint management 

in Kakadu National Park will continue to evolve with its many questions awaiting 

resolution. 

 

The first Plan of Management for Kakadu National Park, prepared by the Australian 

National Parks and Wildlife Service (ANPWS) in 1980, came into effect on 2nd 

April, 1981 (Kakadu National Park Plan of Management 1999:1).  This first 
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management plan was seen as a mechanism for ensuring the environmental 

protection of the Park and as a means through which appropriate management 

practices could be employed, while taking into account the interests of the 

traditional Aboriginal owners (Lawrence 2000:180).   

 

The Plan was essentially a conservative document.  In the style of descriptive 

management plans, it detailed an inventory of the natural and cultural resources and 

features of Stage I, the history of land use, and Aboriginal cultural significance.   It 

presented management prescriptions for various requirements for its successful 

implementation and concluded with a survey of relevant management proposals.   

 

However, as Lawrence (2000:189) comments, no Aboriginal people were directly 

involved in its preparation and the structure and wording of the plan suggest some 

hesitancy within government and bureaucracy “…about actual strategies for 

involving Aboriginal people in direct management”.  The role of traditional owners 

was not clearly defined, nor were relations between the Commonwealth and 

Northern Territory Governments, both posing difficulties which would not be easily 

resolved (Lawrence 2000:189). 

 

Stage II had been added to the Park in 1984 and the second Kakadu National Park 

Plan of Management was produced in 1986 (Kakadu National Park Plan of 

Management 1986).  There were major changes in both structure and content of the 

Plan which was specifically management oriented but again, comments Lawrence 

(2000:194) “…the voice of the traditional owners is not easily heard”.   

 

Stage III of Kakadu National Park had been proclaimed in 1987 and further sections 

included in 1989 and in 1991 (Lawrence 2000:197).  The third plan of management 

produced in 1991 was a joint publication of the Australian National Parks and 

Wildlife Service and the then newly established Kakadu National Park Board of 

Management.  One of the key management objectives of the Plan of Management is 

to establish the significance of historic sites in the Park and, as far as possible, 

preserve and interpret them to visitors, “… especially sites which demonstrate 

interactions between Bining and Balanda” (Kakadu National Park Plan of 
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Management 1991).  In fulfilment of this objective, the Australian National 

Conservation Agency (ANCA) commissioned a Survey of Historic Sites which was 

completed in 1992 and 1993 (Mackay 1995:27). 

 

This 1991 Plan of Management also reflected more of the aspirations and needs of 

the Aboriginal traditional owners.   From the point of view of Aboriginal 

empowerment in decision making, the creation of a legally constituted Board of 

Management with an Aboriginal majority was to be the most important structural 

change made in the management of Kakadu National Park (Lawrence 2000:195).   

Aboriginal people now had a major voice in management.  The plan, however, did 

not please the Northern Territory Government who complained that it omitted any 

provisions for consultation with them and involvement over management of the 

Park.  Further, they suggested that it failed to recognise the importance of the tourist 

industry and called for economic analysis and valuation of commercial operators to 

the taken into account in the management of the Park (Lawrence 2000:202).   

 

Mackay (1995:28) also believes an understanding of the significance of the historic 

sites within the Park, which “… together represent layers of history that document 

its most recent cultural history” is crucial to the development of appropriate 

management strategies. 

 

As explained in the Kakadu National Park Tourism Industry Newsletter (2001:1), 

the governing body for Kakadu National Park is made up of ten Aboriginal people 

from the Kakadu area and five other positions.  The Board meets every three 

months to talk about management with the Director of National Parks, the Assistant 

Secretary Parks Australia North, a Science representative, a Tourism representative 

and an NT representative.   The Newsletter (2001:2) comments that: 

 
… Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people have very different 
ways of looking at the world so when we start talking about 
country, people and land management we have to come up with 
creative ways of doing business.  This is the challenge of joint 
management.  We try to find ways where everyone will be 
satisfied with the outcome… 
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One contentious issue is fire management.  A report prepared by the Aboriginal 

project Committee for the 1997 Kakadu Region Social Impact Study, documents 

conflicting views of use of fire between the Aboriginal owners and the fire 

management policy of Kakadu National Park (Langton 1998:42).  The 

implementation of a burning regime that is consistent with Aboriginal hunting and 

foraging needs is a principal concern of the Kakadu traditional owners.  From their 

point of view, indigenous knowledge of fire and its uses is part of their dynamic 

relations with their environment.  The current Park policy and practices associated 

with the intention to replicate Aboriginal tradition burning regimes, says Langton 

(1998:43), is sometimes perceived by traditional owners as a “… reified version of 

their traditions”.  The result has been that the daily Aboriginal interpretations of, 

and responses to, their environments and the need for burning  

 
…is not apprehended by park staff who pursue the cause of 
conservation science because of their training, and, typically, 
their southern origins.  The traditional owners are thereby 
disempowered by the application of the values of Western  
science (Langton 1998:43). 
 

Before the Plan of Management 1999 expired on 8 March 2004, a new plan – 

Kakadu National Park Management Plan 2004-2011 – was to be put in place to 

cover the next seven years.  On 17 August 2002, a notice was published inviting 

members of the public to comment, by 31 October 2002, on the proposal to prepare 

a draft plan (http://www.environment/gov.au/parks/publications/kakadu-

tourism.html). 

 

On 19th May, 2004, a new tourism vision was announced in a joint media release 

from the Australian Government.  The Federal Minister for the Environment and 

Heritage, Dr. David Kemp, the Australian Government Minister for Small Business 

and Tourism, Joe Hockey, and the Chief Minister for the Northern Territory, Clare 

Martin, declared this was to be a new strategic direction, based on a vision shared 

alike by Aboriginal traditional owners and the tourism industry 

(http://www.environment.gov.au/minister/env/2004/mr19may04.html).  
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This initiative had the potential to balance the interests of tourism, indigenous 

heritage and conservation with the work being given very high priority by all 

involved.  Chapter Nine, Section 9.9, discusses these initiatives more deeply.  

 

A draft management plan for Kakadu National Park was released on 15th February 

2006, with the period for public comment closing on 26th May 2006.  The purpose 

of the Kakadu National Park Management Plan 2007-2014 is to describe the 

philosophy and direction of management for the Park for the next seven years in 

accordance with the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 

1999.  The Plan was approved on 7th December 2006, with a commencing date of 

1st January 2007 (http://www.environment.gov.au/parks/publications/kakadu/mp-

draft.html). 

 

2.9 Aboriginal Landowners and Cultural Tourism in Kakadu 
National Park 

 

Erskine’s (1991) exploration of the relationship between the marketing of 

Aboriginal culture by the tourism industry and tourism practice at Kakadu National 

Park, illustrates the influence of marketing images on tourist expectations.  She 

suggests that the image of the ‘traditional’ Aborigines as an element of the Kakadu 

‘experience’ has become problematic for everyone concerned.  The high profile of 

Aboriginal people in the promotional literature for Kakadu, and information 

regarding Aboriginal ownership of the park means that tourists anticipate 

interaction with Aborigines.  However, Pitcher, Oosterzee and Palmer (1999:23), 

comment that the low visibility of Aboriginal people and the lack of opportunities 

for tourists to interact with them, leads to tourist dissatisfaction. 

 

The Draft Plan of Management for Kakadu National Park (1996:43) prepared by the 

Kakadu Board of Management, includes Aboriginal people actively involved as 

joint managers.  The Draft Plan states that traditional owners want the public to 

recognise that Kakadu is more than a collection of interesting and scenic places.  It 

breaks from past plans and reflects the Board’s vision for the park and its ongoing 

role in the management of the Park.   
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To instil respect for the country, the plan states that in the future Bininj (local 

Aboriginal people - but effectively the Kakadu Board of Management in this case) 

will exercise a greater degree of control over the appropriate images and messages 

conveyed by the industry to the public (Pitcher, Oosterzee and Palmer 1999:36). 

 

The Northern Territory Government felt itself threatened by these Indigenous 

challenges to ‘western' constructions of landscape because of their perceived threat 

“…to the economic profitability of the park” (Pitcher, Oosterzee and Palmer 

1999:36).  In its public submission, Northern Territory Government Representations 

on the Draft Plan of Management for Kakadu National Park (1996:16), it states that: 

 
…The NT Government is of the opinion the public primarily 
responds to images of the escarpment, wetlands and waterfalls.  It 
therefore intends to continue to use such images in its promotion 
of the park, as well as images of Aboriginal art and culture … 
Clearly Aboriginal culture is not the main reason for visiting the 
park.  In the 1993 survey of the ‘major reason for wanting to visit 
Kakadu National Park’ conducted for Parks Australia, 
approximately 90% of respondents cited ‘to appreciate the 
scenery’. 
 

In the past tourism in the park was seen as a market-based phenomenon.   The task 

now is for traditional owners to implement their own brand of tourism which 

encourages visiting styles appropriate to the public ethos of Bininj.  This is a style 

of tourism “…that visitors enjoy and Bininj enjoy hosting” (Pitcher, Oosterzee and 

Palmer 1999:36). 

 

In the early 1980s, the involvement of Aboriginal people in National Park 

management was a major issue.  Gillespie and Sullivan (1984:114) note that some 

people felt that total control of Aboriginal land should be in the hands of Aboriginal 

people, and that where park management aims and Aboriginal aims were in conflict, 

the Aboriginal view should prevail regardless.  The opposing view was that national 

parks are the concern of all Australians and the management practices which best 

retain the value of national parks need to be implemented, even when these conflict 

with the desires of Aboriginal people (Gillespie and Sullivan 1984:114). 
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Since the 1980s, Aboriginal people have become much more directly involved in 

tourism in the Northern Territory, both through participation in the management of 

national parks and through their own tourist enterprises (Berzins 1997:97). The 

Aboriginal acquisition and management of Cooinda and the Border Store at the East 

Alligator River is evidence of their interest in participating in the tourist industry 

(Ovington 1988:102-103).  Moreover, it is believed by some Aboriginal people that 

tourism, under the control of and benefitting local Aboriginal people, can help them 

build a secure base for the economic future of the region (Palmer 2001:27). Yet, at 

the same time, Aboriginal people are cautious of a sudden and massive tourist 

development which might swamp their social and cultural traditions (Ovington 

1988:102-103; Lawrence 2000:249). 

 

Tourism was unknown to Aboriginal culture and the promotion of tourism for 

economic purposes, runs counter to many Aboriginal attitudes to interpersonal 

relations (Lawrence 2000:249).   While Aboriginal people in Kakadu are generally 

hesitant about revealing personal and esoteric aspects of their culture, many feel 

comfortable about sharing their knowledge about land management and their 

economic uses of their country (Palmer 2001:184).  However, although local 

Aboriginal people wish to encourage the interpretation of Kakadu as an Aboriginal 

place, they are wary of non-Aboriginal tour guides who incorporate into their tours 

Aboriginal knowledge of the environment which they have simply appropriated 

from other sources and then applied to the Kakadu region (Palmer 2001:185).  

 

Aboriginal traditional owners have their own cosmology and different ways of 

interpreting the world.  They understand other people’s desire to see their lands and 

to appreciate and value the Park’s attractions, but they hope that visitors will also 

appreciate the importance of Kakadu as the homeland of its traditional owners and 

can respect their need to restrict access to some areas of the Park (Wellings 

1995:254).   

 

Aboriginal people suggest the tourism market could be refocussed away from areas 

associated with ancient Aboriginal culture and towards Aboriginal people being 

involved in providing nature-based tourism based round their own ways of land 
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management and land use (Palmer 2001:185).  They would like to see tourism 

strictly controlled, contained within, and even restricted to certain areas well away 

from culturally sensitive sites, living and hunting areas.  The overarching concern is 

the control of tourism in line with the wishes of the Aboriginal traditional owners, 

the interpretation of rock art sites being wholly their prerogative. 

 

This has the potential to cause conflict with some non-Aboriginal people, who 

cannot see beyond the restrictive nature of the request and appreciate the social and 

cultural reasons.  The conflict here is not only between Aboriginal and non-

Aboriginal perceptions of the role and purposes of lands within national parks, it 

also involves the acceptance of different cultural value systems within a 

multicultural society (Lawrence 2000:254). 

 

Despite acknowledgment that Australia has been Aboriginal land for millennia, the 

concept of an inhabited national park remains contradictory to many non-Aboriginal 

Australians and to many foreign visitors.  The spiritual relationship of Aboriginal 

people with the land and the essential character of a socially and geographically 

contained Aboriginal Law are still not fully understood by non-Aboriginal people 

(Lawrence 2000:288). 

 

National park development strategies and the desire to impress the tourist are often 

in conflict with traditional appropriateness for places of religious significance 

(Mulvaney 1999:37). The ‘Yellowstone’ concept of a national park which is now 

incorporated into the International Union for the Conservation of Nature definition, 

notes that it is an area where 

 
…ecosystems have not been materially altered by human 
exploitation and occupation; and where human exploitation and 
occupation have been eliminated (West and Brechin 1991:xvii 
cited in Allen 1993:70). 
 

While traditional Aboriginal owners have, to some extent, had to revise the 

meanings invested in country to include tourist landscapes, this process has also 

brought an awareness on the part of Aboriginal people of the value of actively 

cultivating their own symbolic landscape for tourists (Palmer 2001:157).   Tourism 
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is a key activity in the mediation of the symbolic exchange between settler and 

Indigenous landscape (Palmer 2001:9), and in relation to tourism, Aboriginal 

traditional owners have consistently maintained that they welcome a controlled 

number of visitors to their land and that they are proud to be able to share their 

country with others.  However, they have also asserted their right to be ‘boss for 

country’, and ask that visitors respect Aboriginal authority and rules for visiting 

Aboriginal land (Palmer 2001:16). 

 

Although tourists have permission from Aboriginal traditional owners to visit their 

country, this matter can be complicated by the tourist’s perception of the nature of 

that permission.  Whilst some Park visitors respect their status as guests of 

Aboriginal traditional owners, others see park access as their public right to use the 

national estate.  The way in which permission is received lies at the heart of the 

contested domain of Kakadu National Park (Palmer 2001:162).  This contrary 

relationship has much to do with the symbolic meaning that is invested in Kakadu 

landscape.  For many visitors, this symbolism is one of pristine nature over and 

above considerations of Aboriginal ownership and management (Palmer 2001:162). 

 

Aboriginal cultural tours controlled by Aboriginal people in Kakadu is a style of 

tourism that has the potential to engage with the colonial imagery of nature and 

Aborigines, and cultivate a symbolic landscape for tourist consumption (Palmer 

2001:189). Traditional owners want Kakadu to be acknowledged and experienced 

by Park visitors as an Aboriginal place (Palmer 2001:265).   

 

Yet, although the 1999 Kakadu National Park Plan of Management states that 

Kakadu is an Aboriginal place, how, in practice, asks Palmer (2001:19), can 

Aboriginal people assert and communicate their own meanings of those landscapes 

to their non-Aboriginal guests in the Park. Until this happens the power to be able to 

define and control the use of the landscape will remain a deeply contested issue 

within the management of Kakadu National Park. 
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2.10 Conclusion 
Kakadu National Park is an Aboriginal living space and has been the home of 

Aboriginal people for some 50,000 years.  The Alligator Rivers Region sustained 

successive generations of Aboriginal people.  The Park, with a variety of landforms 

and ecosystems, contains features of universal value from the aspects of art, history, 

science, anthropology, aesthetics and conservation (Kakadu National Park Plan of 

Management 1999:3). The escarpment country offers some of the most spectacular 

scenery in Kakadu, and also has the greatest concentration of art sites and 

occupation rockshelters. The existence of shelters with their access to a range of 

environmental resource zones account for the extensive use of these sites.  The 

paintings at these sites are an important historic and scientific record of the human 

occupation of the region.   

 

Today this World Heritage listed Park holds great appeal for visitors from all over 

the world, who come to see its scenery and its rock art sites. The rock art provides a 

spectacular vision of another culture.  However, for the Indigenous people, these 

same sites may form part of their sacred and ceremonial life.  

 

As has been stated, to understand the particular cultural circumstances of the 

Indigenous people of this part of Australia, it is necessary to look at the colonial 

history of the region.  Allen (1988:88) comments that:  

 
…while archaeologists and anthropologists concern themselves 
with prehistoric Aboriginal society, and Aborigines with the 
present and the immediate past, the conflict between the two is 
really about the interpretation of Australian history, what has 
happened since the white discovery and settlement of the 
continent and, therefore, about the period of shared history which 
began in 1770 with Captain Cook  
(Allen 1988:88). 
 

There is a variety of histories as far as the Alligator River region is concerned, the: 

• Very long period prior to the arrival of humans; 
• Dynamics of human Aboriginal interaction and modification of the 

landscape; 
• Imprint of Aboriginal history and culture; 
• History of European discovery and exploration. 
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and exploitation of a series of resources such as: 

• Gold; 
• Uranium; 
• Crocodiles; 
• Buffaloes; 
• Grazing; 
• Adventure tourism; 
• Hunting. 

 

The recent rich history of the area has been concerned with mining ventures and the 

rise of tourist ventures, some successful, some not. The main sources for the 

funding of economic security and social identity for Kakadu National Park are 

extractive industry and invasive tourism (Lawrence 2000:287).  

 

This exploitation of resources has been carried out with varying degrees of 

involvement, interaction and conflict with the resident and increasingly migratory 

Aboriginal presence.  The area has been a frontier and it has proved difficult to 

bring it within the bounds of a settled territory with the European presence, up until 

recently, paying scant regard for any Aboriginal rights or claims. 

 

What the outcome of any deliberations on mining in Kakadu National Park will be 

has yet to emerge. There are also problems connected with tourism and other 

matters relating to the smooth running of the Park, which continue to be worked 

out.  Rather than having the places presented as merely scenic attractions and 

examples of ‘ancient history’, it is the desire of the traditional owners that the 

perceptions of the public should be channelled into a greater understanding of the 

most recent history of the Aboriginal people.  At the same time, they also prefer that 

visitor perceptions should be exclusive of the park’s non-Aboriginal history.  The 

idea that Kakadu continues to be a vital living space for them and a vital part of 

their living culture they believe should be reinforced without the need for any 

acknowledgment of the part played in the history of the park by non-Aboriginal 

people. 

 

Kakadu National Park represents the intersection and outcome of tensions between 

Aboriginal people (in terms of land rights and traditional values), National Park 
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administrators and environmentalists (in terms of landscape and ecological values) 

and, finally, the miners.  Tensions between the three interests continue to the 

present.  There is also the tension between the Commonwealth Government and the 

Northern Territory Government, especially in so far as tourism and mining is seen 

as revenue gaining resources and possibilities.  When Aboriginal people gained land 

rights and the ability to claim traditionally held lands in the courts, they also lost 

political power as the Northern Territory legislature was set up in terms of the 

Westminster model.  Effectively, this could mean that with the one person, one vote 

system, the Northern Territory would be likely to be dominated by the white 

inhabitants of Darwin and Alice Springs. Little regard may be given to Aboriginal 

wishes or concerns. 

 

Any interpretation of Kakadu National Park is likely to be highly political and 

reflect  multiple interests.  It will also have to be accountable to a diverse audience 

of both tourists and interested persons in the Northern Territory, the Northern 

Territory government, Commonwealth government and the Aboriginal community. 

Can the history of non-Aboriginal involvement with the Indigenous people be 

shown as a sharing of history in which both Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people 

can take pride in spite of some past transgressions of inappropriate behaviour? That 

there have been injustices in the treatment of Aboriginal people by the white 

settlers, cannot be denied and these facts should be made known for the fuller 

understanding by the visitor, but stressing how time has brought about more 

enlightened interaction.   The part Aboriginal people played in making the Northern 

Territory what it is today should also be stressed, showing how the larger pastoral 

companies sought them out for their riding and other labour skills. 

 

As well, from the latter part of the 1800s, the small-scale European enterprises such 

as buffalo hunting succeeded only because they depended on Aboriginal people’s 

skills and knowledge of the country (Kakadu National Park Plan of Management 

1999:6).   By 1898, hunting buffalo for hides was well-established, providing a new 

livelihood for the Alligator Rivers Aboriginal people and their neighbours (Keen 

1980a:174).   
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Buffalo hunting was later to become a type of tourism venture, in which Aboriginal 

people were also involved to some degree.  Some aspects of Aboriginal history 

showing historical interaction of Aboriginal people and cattle/buffalo and crocodile 

activities are displayed in the Warradjan Centre at Cooinda.  One time buffalo 

shooter Terry Baldwin (2000:198) proposed to set up a Buffalo Hall of Fame on the 

Arnhem Highway, in order to emphasise the introduction of buffalo by the first 

white settlers and the enormous contribution and effort put in by the Indigenous 

people. 

 

Archaeological research also has the potential to convey to the public an 

understanding of the importance of the park to its traditional owners, and also of the 

dynamism of Aboriginal history.  Given the extensiveness of the archaeological 

record for Kakadu National Park, the idea that Kakadu continues to be a vital living 

space for them and a vital part of their living culture should be reinforced.   

 

As will be seen in the next chapter, it is disappointing that the presentation of 

archaeological and historical information to the public is so meagre. Minimal 

archaeological information is offered beyond the fact that Aboriginal people have 

probably lived in the area for 50,000 years. Whilst emphasising the great age of the 

sites and their function, attention is not drawn to the fact that the sites document 

changes in the organisation of Aboriginal activities over time.  Where change is 

mentioned, this is likely to be restricted to short term seasonal change and to the 

arrival of, and interaction with, Balanda - but this history has not been 

archaeologically examined to give substance to any changes.  Changes in rock art 

styles are described in park brochures but, as Allen (1997:144) notes, these changes 

are located “… relative to environmental changes, thus giving the environment a 

creative role in human affairs”.  This conclusion, he suggests, is reinforced by the 

absence of additional historical information that “… might be capable of 

demonstrating the complexity of human interactions with the landscape over time” 

(Allen 1997:144). 

 

Can presentation of Aboriginal sites that have been archaeologically examined and 

include pre-contact sites and contact sites up until the present time, provide an 
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ongoing picture of cultural changes?   These sites could aid understanding of 

Aboriginality. With Western style demystification of the past through the 

archaeological record, and explanations provided which integrate the cultural 

essence of the Aboriginal people whose present day home in the environment is 

literally on display, the visitor should be able to achieve a very real sense of 

Aboriginality.  But should such knowledge be encouraged?  Is the idea too intrusive 

and not acceptable to the Aboriginal people?  The Indigenous people involved in the 

joint management of Kakadu National Park may wish their vision to take 

precedence, resulting in visitor needs and expectations of knowledge understanding 

being not wholly met.  This also will remain a tension into the future. 

 

As discussed above, Kakadu has a remarkable history of changes to its geological 

and ecological make-up, its numerous periods and phases of Aboriginal occupation, 

and the recreation of an archaeological and artistic landscape that also expresses the 

spiritual nature of Aboriginal occupation.  The land shows the imprint of Aboriginal 

history and culture.  The history of European exploration is also significant.  While 

Aboriginal inhabitants certainly exploited the landscape for its resources, the scale 

of this exploitation was limited.  In some ways, the history of the more recent past 

of Kakadu has been a history of increasing exploitation of the area for its natural 

resources, buffaloes, cattle, crocodiles, uranium, gold and, most recently, its 

potential for tourism.  Much of the recent history has been of the interaction and 

contestation of Europeans and Aborigines over resources, including land.  While 

this contestation continues to the present day, within Kakadu National Park, joint 

management structures have been created for the first time. 

 

Chapter Three considers the overall interpretation of Kakadu National Park, with 

specific reference to the presentation of Anbangbang Rockshelter for visitors.  
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CHAPTER THREE 

 
KAKADU NATIONAL PARK: 

VISITOR CENTRES AND ANBANGBANG 
ROCKSHELTER 

 
3.1 Introduction 
 

As a general strategy for the protection of the archaeological sites at Kakadu, it has 

been proposed that most sites be closed to normal unsupervised public access.  

There is also an extra dimension with Aborigines expressing anxiety about 

unsupervised wanderings about their country which may take visitors into what are 

believed by them to be dangerous or even malevolent spiritual places.  The essential 

concomitant of such a policy of exclusion is, of course, that some archaeological 

sites are chosen as specially designed interpretation locations where people can 

experience the emotional impact of visiting a prehistoric site and where they can 

learn something of the story of the past.  Potential damage to the site itself can be 

thus eliminated.  The Anbangbang area is one such location (Jones 1984:108). 

 

In this chapter, the value of Kakadu National Park and the relationship between the 

Park and the Indigenous people who hold title to its lands, will be examined in 

terms of the management structures set up and the input of Indigenous knowledge 

into Park interpretations. One of the findings in Chapter 2 concerned a number of 

conflicts that centred upon Kakadu National Park involving the State and 

Commonwealth Governments, the economics of tourism and mining versus 

conservation issues and the status of the Park as Aboriginal land.  Subsequent Plans 

of Management for the Park gave different expressions to these interests and 

conflicts, particularly in terms of choices between different management and 

interpretative regimes.  How these choices have been worked out in terms of the 

presentation of rock art and archaeological sites in general and of Anbangbang 

Rockshelter in particular will be considered here. 
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The aim of this chapter, then, is to examine the intellectual framework that is 

provided to the visitor so that he or she might approach Anbangbang Rockshelter in 

a knowledgeable way.  It is impossible to consider the presentation of Anbangbang 

Rockshelter to park visitors without also considering the general availability of 

information offered in brochures and displays at other archaeological sites, such as 

Ubirr Rockshelter, and at Visitor Information Centres located within the Park.  For 

the reason that space and facilities are necessarily limited at field locations, it is 

likely that major interpretative frameworks and the general meaning of the Park 

attractions are communicated at these more central locations.   

 

Hence, this chapter also discusses the various conflicts and problems connected 

with the overall interpretation of Kakadu National Park presented to visitors.  It 

looks at the Bowali Visitor Centre, which is the first port of call for visitors to the 

Park, as well as the Warradjan Cultural Centre. The physical layout of Anbangbang 

Rockshelter is then described, noting the archaeological excavations carried out at 

the site.  Finally, the on-site interpretation of the rockshelter and the rock art is 

reviewed, noting the changes that have taken place over the years resulting in the 

latest interpretation.  This is now in accordance with the cultural wishes and 

viewpoint of the Aboriginal people.    

 

As noted in Chapter Two, Kakadu National Park is a World Heritage area with dual 

listing for its natural and cultural values. The value of the Park is often described in 

terms of its scenic and physical features, with an additional focus on Aboriginal 

rock art and other archaeological sites.  The dual listing of the Park reflects a 

Western philosophical interpretation of the Kakadu landscape which makes a 

distinction between what is considered to be ‘natural’ and what is considered as 

being of outstanding universal cultural value through the evidence of archaeology 

and rock art.  

 

The natural heritage of the Park refers to flora and fauna of conservation and 

scientific significance, as well as the existence of scenically spectacular scenery and 

wide range of ecosystems all considered to be of outstanding universal value 

(Lawrence 2000:217).  Palmer (2001:134) comments that the most obvious irony of 
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this separation between natural and cultural values is the fact that the range of 

habitats and abundance and variety of plants and animals found in the Park “…are, 

to a great extent, products of Aboriginal land management practices, such as 

burning”.  She believes that while the non-Aboriginal “…fetishisation of nature” 

continues to dominate the public’s impression of the Kakadu landscape, the Park 

will continue to be interpreted in a way “…which imagines nature to be a discrete 

entity existing independently of social, cultural and historical relationships” (Palmer 

2001:136).  She reasons that Aborigines, by association, are merged with nature in 

the tourist’s imagination, through a process which “dissolves actual social 

relationships into relationships between discrete things”.   

 

Palmer (2001) is suggesting here that the social landscape of Kakadu is made up of 

relationships and compromises between miners inside the Park; developers outside 

the Park; concessionaires and tour operators inside the Park; and a number of 

Commonwealth and State Governments, bureaucrats and academics.   This very rich 

social mix, however, is hidden when the Park is described as a natural landscape, 

albeit one inhabited by equally natural Aborigines. 

 

In the popular touristic interpretation of Kakadu National Park, the image is one of a 

pristine wilderness untouched by modern culture (apart from the tourist facilities 

themselves) (Palmer 2001:138).   The Park is imagined to be a place of nature, 

scenery and wildlife, where visitors can find such a landscape where nature is 

preserved and intact; where Aborigines live a “traditional” nature-based lifestyle; 

and where they themselves can have an experience of a landscape “…imbued with 

ancient Aboriginality” (Palmer 2001:136).  Kakadu National Park then becomes 

“…a cultural artefact” suggests Palmer (2001:136), recognised as such through the 

material evidence of Aboriginal culture evident in rock art.  In this way, she says, 

culture is viewed as a residue of the past (Palmer 2001:136). 

 

Anthropologists and indigenous peoples have discussed the concept of the 

appropriation of culture – when cultural content is taken out of its existing 

indigenous cultural framework and place within another one (for example Attwood 

1992:xi).  Such a process might be commonplace.  It becomes misappropriation, 
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however, when the new framework works against the interests of the original 

creators of the culture.  An example might be the use of concepts of Aboriginality 

such as language, hunting economy, ceremonies and art, to question the 

Aboriginality of contemporary Aboriginal people, who for reasons of the colonial 

encounter might no longer possess these attributes.   

 

One of the aims of this analysis will be to decide whether cultural tourism in 

Kakadu National Park has, in fact, resulted in the misappropriation of Aboriginal 

culture.  One of the greatest dangers from cultural tourism in sites such as 

Anbangbang, comments Gillespie (1983:34), is that the process of developing or 

curating a site and interpreting it for the visiting public is that it may lead to the site 

becoming part of the European cultural baggage and lost to Aboriginal people as a 

viable living component of their culture (Gillespie 1983:34).  He goes so far as to 

say that: 

 
… The very steps that site protectors may take to protect a site and 
use it as a means of raising visitor appreciation of Aboriginal 
culture may be arrows for the culture’s heart (Gillespie 1983:34). 

 
Gillespie (1984:26) comments on the European tradition of viewing art as the 

product of “… a compartmentalised and sacrosanct activity which has no direct 

relationship with the business of everyday living”.  He believes this should be 

replaced by attempts to attract people towards the idea of looking at rock art as one 

part of a “…complex relationship with the minutely known physical environment 

and the supernatural environment”. This, he says, “…is part of the Aboriginal 

strategy of both controlling and responding to the physical and supernatural 

worlds”.   He adds: 

 
… The major issue that confronts us is how we might take 
advantage of the opportunity to present to these visitors an 
experience that will lead them towards a recognition of the 
complexity and ingenuity of Aboriginal culture and the justice of 
the Aboriginal cause, without robbing Aboriginal people of their 
sites and so robbing them of their power (Gillespie 1984:28). 
 

As noted in Chapter Two, the Park is managed jointly by its traditional owners and 

the staff of Parks Australia.  According to notes on a website in 2005 put out by the 

Department of the Environment and Heritage the Kakadu Board of Management, in 
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making decisions about the management of the Park, is also responsible for 

determining the overall allocation of resources in the Park and setting priorities to 

meet the actions in the Plan (http://www.deh.gov.au/parks/kakadu). The Board, 

which was established in 1989, has 15 members, ten of whom are appointed as 

representatives of the traditional owners of the park area.  All members are 

appointed to the Board by the Australian Government Minister for the Environment 

and Heritage.   

 

The Bininj/Mungguy representation on the Board covers the geographic spread of 

Aboriginal people in the region as well as the major language groupings. The other 

members of the Board are the Director of National Parks; the Assistant Secretary of 

Parks Australia North; a person prominent in nature conservation; a person 

employed in the tourism industry in the Northern Territory; and a representative of 

the Northern Territory. Candidates for appointment to the last three positions have 

to be acceptable to traditional owners.  At its first meeting, the Board decided that 

its Chairperson should be appointed from the Aboriginal members of the Board 

(http://www.deh.gov.au/parks/kakadu). 

   

One of the management decisions of the Board was that despite the wealth of 

possible rock art locations, all of which would have been of interest to the visitor, it 

was decided that tourists should be channelled into areas considered ‘safe’ and in 

accordance with Bininj/Mungguy interests.  At this stage (1989-2006), both Parks 

and Bininj were interested in only opening up two areas, Burrunggui (Nourlangie 

Rock – containing the Anbanbang Rock Art Gallery and Shelter) and Ubirr 

(previously known as Obiri) for viewing by the visiting public (Kakadu National 

Park Plan of Management 1999:96; Ovington 1988:1991).   

 

With the permission of the traditional owners, Parks Australia has now provided for 

public visitation to these two spectacular rock art galleries. By directing access to 

these sites with specific interpretation, tourists would be discouraged from free 

wandering which could result in visitors entering sensitive or restricted sites.   Deaf 

Adder Gorge is one such site which it is preferred, for cultural reasons, that visitors 

do not enter.  It is a place of considerable religious and social significance to 
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Aboriginal people and contains many sacred sites (Palmer 2001:196).   Yet how can 

the visitor experience be one that helps people understand Aboriginal relationships 

in all their complexity if knowledge of such places is denied them?  Information on 

traditional stories of dreaming tracks and special places has been collected by 

George Chaloupka (1993) and Bob Layton (1992) and others but neither this 

information nor the Aboriginal information can be revealed because it would make 

such knowledge common property and therefore, in present Aboriginal philosophy, 

culturally unacceptable.  

 

Followers of adventure style walking tours have, to their disappointment but out of 

necessity, come under some form of control and are restricted from encroaching on 

this Gorge.  Willis’s Walkabouts (Bushwalking Holidays 1999-2000:4) suggest 

there is time on their tours “…to investigate interesting gorges, [and] look for 

undiscovered Aboriginal art sites” an activity now frowned on if it encroaches on 

Aboriginal sacred areas.  Bushwalkers argue that their activities are environmentally 

friendly and legitimate pursuits in a national park environment (Palmer 2001:29).  

So they may be but, as Palmer (2001:29) notes, added to their concern on 

bushwalkers’ impacts on the physical environment, Aboriginal traditional owners 

who conceive of land as alive with meaning and enmeshed in social relationships, 

are more concerned that bushwalkers’ activities will intrude into areas where they 

are not authorised to be. 

 

Although the Burrunggui and Ubirr areas have been well-known tourist locations 

since the 1960s (e.g. Attenborough 1963:44-8), there were few directions and little 

assistance to aid the visitor in enjoyment and understanding of the sites until the 

Park took over.  Now, Park rangers are present, as far as possible, to help visitors 

and conduct tours around the art galleries at the two main outdoor exhibition centres 

at Ubirr and Nourlangie Rock.  Road access to both areas has been upgraded with 

considerable attention being paid to locating and designing any structures or site 

works to ensure they do not impose a jarring, artificial intrusion into the landscape 

setting.  To avoid the noise of coaches and cars coming and going, parking places 

for vehicles are located a comfortable walking distance from the art sites.   
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Many facilities have been provided by Parks Australia to enable visitors to Kakadu 

National Park to appreciate these two areas.   Signposted walking tracks, litter bins, 

bench seats, shelters, site maps and interpretation notice boards are being provided 

progressively.  Tourism Industry Newsletter (Kakadu GUN-WOK Issue 18 2002:2), 

notes that the proposed Nourlangie art site signage is well underway with a strong 

emphasis on increasing Aboriginal cultural and ecological knowledge through 

interpretative signs, a new boardwalk and continuing replacement signs for Ubirr art 

site. 

 

Some confusion may arise in this thesis when reference is made to the place name 

‘Nourlangie’ interchanging with ‘Burrunggui’ (sometimes also written as 

Burrunguy).  Such confusion appears to be the result of a combined mixture of 

languages and mispronunciation.  As the more popular term for the area appears to 

be Nourlangie and as it is used in most tourist and other literature, I will mainly be 

referring to the site as Nourlangie in preference to Burrunggui.  George Chaloupka, 

in his book Burrunguy Nourlangie Rock, explains the source of the confusion.  He 

notes that “…Burrunguy, also called Nourlangie Rock, is probably best known as 

well as one of the most important features of the Kakadu National Park” 

(Chaloupka 1982:5).  He writes that it was a place well-known to the earlier buffalo 

shooters who moved into the region in the late 1800s, and explains that to the 

Aboriginal members of the shooting parties who camped there, the place was 

known as Nawulandja.  They knew the area intimately, having used it for 

generations, making use of the rock shelters and waterholes of the open grassy flats.  

In the midst of these flats rose the imposing rock they called Burrunguy. 

 

The European visitors did not remember all the names they were told or the features 

they represented, and Burrunguy became Nourlangie because, notes Chaloupka 

(1982:12), that was how they recalled the name Nawulandja.  Chaloupka continues 

that during the 1960s, several safari operators established themselves in the region, 

with visitors flying in by small aircraft and transferring to four-wheel drive vehicles 

to venture “…to places where previously only a man on a horse could get” 

Chaloupka 1982:15).  He notes that: 
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… The safari operators ‘scrub-bashed’ a track to the three areas 
which are now open to the public.  The original track led first to 
Nangaluwar, a large occupational and rock painting site on the 
northern side of the massif.  From there it followed the rock to 
Burrunguy (Nourlangie Rock) and the Anbangbang site, and then 
led across the flat to Nawulandja waterhole and rocks, a location 
which they have named Little Nourlangie (Chaloupka 1982:15). 
 

Figure 3.1 below will help to identify those locations with their similarity of place 

names which sometimes causes confusion for visitors. It designates Nourlangie 

Rock and Anbangbang Rock shelter, and its relationship to Nanguluwur and 

Nawurlandja.   

 

It will be noted in this figure that the name Nangaluwar used by Chaloupka in the 

above quote has changed to Nanguluwar in Hoatson’s map.  Similarly, Chaloupka’s 

Nawulandja has changed to Nawurlandja.  These later spellings are also now used 

in Park Notes leaflets. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.1: Map Showing Nourlangie Rock Area 
(from Hoatson 2000:74) 
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In addition to the rock art of Burrunggui (in its more correct but seldom used guise), 

and the Ubirr site, there are other attractions which help the visitor to appreciate the 

natural and cultural heritage of the park (Kakadu National Plan of Management 

1999:109).  The Bowali Visitor Centre, the Warradjan Aboriginal Cultural Centre at 

Cooinda, various look outs, viewing and observation platforms, roads, picnic areas, 

interpretive displays, walking tracks and seasonal interpretation programs all 

provide an informative background for the visitor.  

 

It is stated that the Aboriginal people in the park, known as the Bininj/Mungguy, are 

proud to share parts of their country with visitors, particularly those who are 

interested in learning about their culture and land (Kakadu National Park Plan of 

Management 1999:24).  The traditional owners feel that it is important that visitors 

are helped to appreciate the identity of Kakadu as an Aboriginal place and that its 

value as a living cultural landscape (not just a scenic park with an interesting 

history) is promoted and maintained.   However, whilst the traditional owners 

recognise an obligation to encourage visitors to enjoy the park, they are concerned 

that tourism should not become more important than caring for country and looking 

after Bininj/Mungguy interests (Kakadu National Park Plan of Management 

1999:24). 

 

Caring for country is a fundamental responsibility shared by Parks Australia and 

traditional owners in their joint management of Kakadu (Kakadu National Park Plan 

of Management 1999:60).  It is part of the Kakadu National Park Plan of 

Management that Parks Australia will help the wider community appreciate how 

significant Kakadu National Park is as an Aboriginal cultural landscape (Kakadu 

National Park Plan of Management 1999:59).  A key way that this can be achieved 

is by using every chance to interpret the park to visitors through the eyes of 

Bininj/Mungguy (Kakadu National Park Plan of Management 1999:58).     

 

Together with Parks Australia, the traditional owners have developed special 

programs which encourage visitors to gain a better understanding of the park as a 

cultural landscape and how Kakadu is important for many different reasons.  The 

desire of the traditional owners for protection of their intellectual property rights to 
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both traditional skills and knowledge and the physical expression of their culture, 

such as rock art images, is also supported by Parks Australia.  Interpretative and 

educational material produced for sites in the park include the point of view of the 

traditional owners of the site (Kakadu National Park Plan of Management 

1999:58/59). 

 

Interpretation of art sites can be a rather daunting task, as noted by the Cultural 

Resource Management team at Park Headquarters (Kakadu GUN-WOK Issue 15 

2001:8).  They say the question always asked is “…What are the stories for the art 

sites?” but explain that they do not have many stories for the art itself, and the 

information that is known is limited.  This is because there are few Aboriginal 

people left who might have known what the stories were and also that some of the 

paintings are fairly old and may have related to some of the daily activities of the 

artist.   The Cultural Resource team say: 

 
…We can surmise that some of the art may have been done to 
convey a message in relation to hunting, fishing, or some other 
every day happening.  Some may have been to teach about 
particular animals, etc.  Others may have been just for the artist’s 
own pleasure (hobby?).A ‘Dreamtime Story’ could also have been 
the motivation in some cases (Kakadu GUN-WOK Issue 15 
2001:9). 
 

But, it is stressed, unless these stories are substantially backed up, these are only 

assumptions and should be left out (Kakadu GUN-WOK Issue 15 2001:9).  

Aboriginal people do ask that where information is given, it is interpreted properly, 

that is: 

 
… Known stories shouldn’t be embellished or altered to make them 
something appealing to, or conforming to, non-Aboriginal values or 
perceptions.  After all, Aboriginal culture is one of the attractions 
of Kakadu and a “sanitised” version isn’t (or shouldn’t be) what 
people are looking for (Kakadu GUN-WOK Issue 15 2001:8/9). 
 

 

The team further explains that many Aboriginal people who live in, or are 

associated with, Kakadu are not necessarily traditional owners of specific sites.   

Because of the diversity in Aboriginal spiritual beliefs, interpretations may vary 

amongst Aboriginal people themselves, with one person understanding the meaning 
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of a painting differently to another in varying degrees.  Sometimes, they point out 

when given a possible interpretation, Aborigines will, if they don’t know for sure 

themselves, indicate that “…it is feasible”.  A common trap is to take this as being 

the correct interpretation when, in fact, it is only a “…logical possibility” (Kakadu 

GUN-WOK Issue 15 2001:9). 

 

This restricts the interpretation of rock art painting to the immediate knowledge of 

the surviving Aboriginal people connected with them.  In a way, this denies any 

information about Aboriginal art in western Arnhem Land which has been derived 

from anthropological investigations elsewhere, such as work by Luke Taylor (1989)    

or Paul Tacon (1989).  To permit a western interpretation may be mistakenly 

thought by the Bininj to reveal a lack of true Aboriginality if they feel unable to 

interpret it themselves.  The minimalist interpretation is therefore preferred, but this 

does not necessarily solve the dilemma.  The problem with restricted interpretation 

is that visitors may make up their own minds as to what the paintings represent, 

sometimes resorting to unacceptable fantasy. 

 

3.2 Bowali Visitor Centre 
 

The first comprehensive information about the Park that many visitors receive is at 

the Bowali Visitor Centre, located next door to the Park Headquarters and not far 

from the town of Jabiru.  The name Bowali comes from the Gundjeihmi name for 

the immediate area and the creek that runs through this locale.  The land is owned 

by the people of the Mirrar clan (http://www.marrawuddi.com/aboutus.htm).  The 

Centre was opened in August 1994 and operates between 8am and 5pm every day.  

Its striking design, which allows for maximum air flow and a sense of always being 

near the surrounding bush, was inspired by an Aboriginal rock shelter. 

 

Information on the park may be obtained from the Information Counter (Plate 3.1).  

The topography of the region is depicted in a floor map near the Information 

Counter (Plate 3.2). 
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Plate 3.1: Visitor Information Counter 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate 3.2: Topography of the Region 
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In addition to an Interpretation Gallery, various facilities for visitor enjoyment are 

provided at the Centre.   

 

First, visitors refresh themselves at a small café, known as the An-mak Anme Café, 

which provides coffee and light meals.  The origin of this name has proved elusive 

and may be more a personal choice of the operators. 

 

The Library/Reading Room (Plate 3.3) has a good selection of books for browsing 

and research, with a photocopier facility available for a small fee. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate 3.3: Library/Reading Room 

 

In the Video Room there are videos starting at half past every hour from 8.30am to 

3.30pm.  The program (Figure 3.2) is displayed outside the entrance and most 

videos run for about 55 minutes. 
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Figure 3.2:  Video Program 
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A unique theatre has been added to the Visitor Centre called the Bird Palace, with 

slide shows starting on the hour from 9am to 4pm, the show running for 25 minutes.  

Nine projection screens set in a circle and a multi-channel sound system recreate 

spectacular images of Kakadu.  Here visitors can experience parts of Kakadu which 

otherwise they might never see or hear in the space of a short visit. As the 

welcoming sign outside the theatrette says, visitors will be literally surrounded by 

scenes and sounds, just as in the bush itself.  There is no spoken word or music, 

simply the natural bush sounds normally heard at the time and place appearing on 

the screens.   

 

Visitors can choose to sit on benches and concentrate on one screen or stand at the 

centrally located handrails and glance around at the projection screens, each one 

showing variations on a theme. The superb visual and sound images were recorded 

over a full year in the wetlands, forests and rugged stone country of Kakadu.  The 

presentation begins with the wet season and traces the gradual and dramatic 

transformation which occurs each year.    

 

The Marrawuddi Gallery sells authentic Aboriginal art and craft, as well as other 

books and gifts.  The name Marrawuddi is a Gundjeihmi word meaning Sea Eagle – 

a “…totem for many clan groups of Kakadu National Park and western Arnhem 

Land and vehicle of ancestral souls” (http://www.marrawuddi.com/aboutus.htm).  

Whilst the Park offers an opportunity to experience magnificent ancient landscapes 

that are diverse, unique and very much alive, Marrawuddi offers the same 

experience through connecting with the art. 

 

Leaflets are available on a range of subjects relating to the Park in the form of Park 

Notes.  These were put out under the various logo name changes, for instance, by 

Australian National Parks and Wildlife Service (ANPWS), then Australian Nature 

Conservation Agency (ANCA), followed by Environment Australia Biodiversity 

Group and finally the Australian Government, Department of the Environment and 

Heritage.  The leaflets, however, were basically the same, though some were 

dropped and others altered or added.   
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Table 3.1 shows general range of leaflets available. 

 

A Driver’s Guide to Kakadu  
Aboriginal Languages 
About Nangaloar and the Walk to the Art 
About the Weather – and the Seasons 
Amphibians 
Animals of Kakadu 
Basic Facts 
Bowali Visitor Centre 
Bushwalking in Kakadu 
Crocodiles 
Geology of Kakadu 
Salvinia and Kakadu 

 

Table 3.1: A Selective List Showing the Range of Park Note Leaflets Available. 

 

The Kakadu National Park Holiday Planner leaflet (Appendix B Figures 1.1-1.4) 

provides the necessary practical information for visitors, from the precise location 

of Kakadu and places to see when you get there, to the aims of the Park. It is printed 

in French, German, Italian, Japanese and Spanish languages.  Many other leaflets 

are available including some on details of Walking Tracks in Kakadu National Park 

(Appendix B Figures 1.5-1.6). 

 

Other leaflets as shown in Table 3.2 below deal individually with the walking 

tracks, describing all that may be seen.   

 

Anbangbang Billabong and Nawurlandja Lookout Walks 
Bardedjilidji  Sandstone Walk  
Barrk Sandstone Bush Walk  
Gungarre Walk 
Iligadjarr Wetlands Walk  
Manngarre Monsoon Forest Walk 
Nanguluwur Gallery Walk 

 

Table 3.2: Showing Leaflets Available on Particular Walks 
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The Gungarre Walk leaflet notes that the Aboriginal names of plants are given in 

“…the Gundjeihmi/Mayali language – the main language of the custodians of this 

area”.  Names for the other walks have not been specifically noted as being the 

same language or a mixture. 

 

The Anbangbang Billabong Walk (distance 2.5 km) and the Nawurlandja Lookout 

Walk (600 metres) take visitors through three very different habitats of paperbark 

swamps, fringing woodlands and sandstone plateau.  The brochure explains these 

habitats, their wildlife and their importance to Aboriginal people. 

 

Bardedjilidji Sandstone Walk (2.5 km), named after the Nymphaea Water Lilies 

which grow in the fresh water swamps and billabongs of Kakadu, passes through 

sandstone outliers and wetland areas beside the East Alligator River.  These 

environments provide shelter for plants and animals of the area 

 

Barrk Sandstone Bush Walk (12 km) is named after the Northern Black Wallaroo, 

Macropus bernardus, an animal which inhabits and favours the heavily dissected 

high stone country of western and central Arnhem Land.  This rugged walk takes 

the visitor over Nourlangie Rock and around its base, passing through several 

different habitats which support some unique and endemic flora and fauna. All of 

these habitats play a part in maintaining the ecological balance of the region.  There 

are superb vantage points for viewing from the plateau.  Visitors, who need to be 

reasonably fit for this walk and suitably equipped, are advised to walk slowly, rest 

often and keep feral animals and snakes a  safe distance. 

 

Gungarre Walk (3.6 km) takes visitors through a monsoonal vine forest, along the 

edge of a billabong and finally through fringing woodlands.  Markers along the 

route indicate particular plants and their use by Aboriginal people who have a long 

and continuing use of plants and animals of these habitats for food, medicines, tools 

and weapons, ceremonial decorations, musical instruments and shelter.   

 

Iligadjarr Wetlands Walk (3.8 km) is named after the ancestral file snake which 

lives in the billabongs beside the track.  It is a peaceful walk leading visitors 
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through woodlands and paperbark forests, past billabongs, and along an exposed, 

grassy floodplain.  In the traditional use of floodplains, some groups of Aboriginal 

people lived on the floodplains all year round, only moving to higher ground in the 

wet season. 

 

Manngarre Monsoon Forest Walk (1.5 km) takes visitors through a monsoon forest, 

where the plants are equipped to cope with the two extremes of Kakadu’ climate; 

the long,  hot, dry season and a hot, humid, wet season.  Some of the wildlife heard 

or seen are only found in this type of forest and they rely on it and each other for 

their survival.  The natural systems of the forest are easily disturbed and the area 

has to be is carefully managed to reduce the damaging effects of fire, weeds, and 

feral animals. 

 

Nanguluwur Gallery Walk (3.4 km) takes the visitor to one of the most interesting 

galleries in Kakadu National Park.  The leaflet describes the gallery walls as being 

like pages in a history book illustrating aspects of the lives of Aboriginal people 

during ancient and modern times.  Aboriginal society has changed through time, 

and the dramatic difference in art styles at Nanguluwur illustrates these changes 

from the very old dynamic figures and their hunting equipment to the recent X-ray 

art of  freshwater fish, and images of European sailing vessels. 

 

The Rock Art of Kakadu National Park is dealt with briefly yet comprehensively in 

a four-page pamphlet (Appendix B Figures 1.7-1.10), while other leaflets 

specifically describe the Rock Art sites of Nourlangie (Appendix B Figures 1.11-

1.12), and Ubirr (Appendix B Figures 1.13-1.14).   

 

There are also leaflets available on “What’s On”, noting free guided walks and talks 

provided by Kakadu National Park Rangers (Appendix B Figures 1.15-1.16). 

 

Over the years the selection of leaflets available in racks for visitors to pick up has 

changed only slightly. Some leaflets have not been reprinted at all and others with 

only minor word changes or additions. The 2003 reprint for the Nourlangie Park 

Notes, however, showed a very unfortunate aberration. This noted that “…Objects 
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discarded by people using this shelter have mounted up for about 200,000 years to 

form the floor shelter”, when 20,000 years was, of course, the figure in all previous 

Notes.  It was an obvious misprint but it is interesting that no visitor appears to have 

noticed it or commented on it to cause any amendment or addendum.   

 

There was naturally some updating in the Park Notes Basic Facts editions.  The  

leaflets  put out first by Australian National Parks and Wildlife Service noted in the 

cultural features, for instance, that there were archaeological sites including 

evidence of Aboriginal occupation over 23,000 years old and that an estimated 

5,000 art sites illustrate Aboriginal culture over thousands of years.  The later leaflet 

put out by the Australian Nature Conservation Agency noted that archaeological 

sites included evidence of Aboriginal occupation over 23,000 and possibly more 

than 50,000 years old, with an estimated 7,000 art sites.   

 

These Basic Facts leaflets also gave very brief details on various aspects such as 

establishment of the Park, Managing Authority and later Board of Management set 

up, Budget, and Visitor Statistics.  Interestingly, the visitor statistics which are 

noted as 45,800 in 1982, rose to a peak year of 238,000 in 1990 but declined to 

153,864 in 1992.  Later Basic Facts leaflets do not appear to have been made 

available for visitors in leaflet form. 

 

The particular leaflets entitled Kakadu National Park Holiday Planner collected 

September 2005, were worded the same as the previous leaflets except for a sticker 

covering the paragraph on Park Use Fees.  This noted that: 

 
…Conserving Kakadu’s World Heritage values and presenting 
them to the public costs several million dollars each year.  The 
Australian Government provides nearly all of the funds needed, as 
the requirement for visitors to pay Park fees was removed in 
December 2004.  The collection of other fees and charges, such as 
camping fees at major campgrounds, also helps to pay for these 
important services. 
 

The wording which preceded the above correction was: 

 
…There is a Park use fee of $16.25 per adult (valid for 14 days).  
Children Under 16 are admitted free of charge.  Park use fees are 
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collected at the Park Entrance Stations and the Bowali Visitor 
Centre.  Park use fees are used to help manage the Park and provide 
visitor facilities and information such s this Holiday Planner and 
the Kakadu Visitor Guide when you enter the Park.  The Guide 
contains more detailed information about the Park, places of 
interest and walks. 
 

The Kakadu Visitor Guide is a full colour brochure opening up into a 63cm x 50cm 

double sided spread, replete with maps including a geological map, suggested 

itineraries, ecosystem, changing seasons, and facilities and services available.  The 

Visitor Guide, put out by the Australian National Parks and Wildlife Service in 

1988, provides a brief note on the cultural heritage of the region.  It further 

comments on the Conservation Zone (as at June 1987) which includes the Ranger, 

Jabiluka and Koongarra and Mineral leases and the Ranger Uranium Mine.  It notes 

that: 

 
…The Conservation Zone is a temporary reservation zone to 
protect the area until a decision is made whether to declare all or 
part of the Zone as an addition to the Park.  A five-year resource 
assessment program will be undertaken in the Zone to determine 
whether there are mineral deposits of such value that they should 
be excised and developed as mines.  In the meantime, the 
Australian National Parks and Wildlife Service conducts 
environmental management of the Zone, in which regulations 
similar to those in the Park protect the wildlife and other natural 
and cultural features. 
 

Later undated brochures omit this comment but have an added note on management 

stating that Kakadu National Park is managed by a Board of Management made up 

of a majority of Aboriginal people chosen by the traditional Aboriginal land owners. 

All brochures note, however, that the United Nations Educational, Scientific and 

Cultural Organisation  (UNESCO) lists World Heritage Properties judged to be of 

outstanding universal value and that Kakadu is unusual in that it qualifies for World 

Heritage listing on the basis of both its natural and its cultural values. 

 

Apart from these statements there is no specific information in the leaflets on the 

history of Aboriginal/European interactions in the Alligator Rivers Region prior to 

the Park, or even how the Park came into existence.  Neither is there mention of the 

mining of uranium in Kakadu and the various protest camps which set up in their 
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wake.  Cultural interactions in connection with pastoralism, mining and tourism, 

however, are all briefly covered in floor displays at the Bowali Visitor Centre. 

 

Much of Kakadu’s landscape is ancient and Aboriginal people describe the 

formation of the landscape in terms of the works of many different ancestral beings 

who formed the country as they passed through in the Creation Era.  The stories that 

describe these ancestral beings weave an intricate history and map of the landscape 

and are learnt over many years of education in the Aboriginal system.  Palmer 

(2001:148) comments that the style of interpretative services provided by Parks 

Australia reflects the fact that many non-Aboriginal Park staff are ambivalent about 

attempts to cultivate the concept of an Aboriginal cultural landscape, even given 

that the Park has World Heritage listing for its joint natural and cultural values.  She 

suggests that some Park staff believe that the joint management pendulum has 

already swung too far toward Aboriginal issues, and away from respecting the 

natural values of the Park and scientific management skills of the non-Aboriginal 

staff.  Some non-Aboriginal staff, says Palmer (2001:148), see the Park’s ecological 

integrity  

 
…as spiralling out of control if full management power is given to 
the Aboriginal-dominated Board of Management who may not 
share their non-Aboriginal colleagues’ values for nature 
conservation.  
 

However, the Kakadu Board of Management noted in October, 2001, that Kakadu is 

a national park and with the park rangers “…we protect and conserve ecological 

biodiversity, conduct research and educate visitors” (Kakadu GUNWOK Issue 17 

2001:2).  They further say that Kakadu is a World Heritage Area, which means 

“…we protect the cultural and natural values that have been recognised by the 

international community”.  Nevertheless, according to Palmer (2001:148), when 

developing visitor facilities for the Bowali Visitor Centre, the project team from 

Parks Australia stated that “…their primary aim was to interpret Kakadu as a 

cultural landscape”.  Palmer (2001:148) makes the point that, given the conflicting 

cultural perspectives on what kind of place Kakadu is, the question must be asked 

“…Whose cultural landscape does the Bowali Visitor Centre aim to represent?” 
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In order to develop the themes and text for the Visitor Centre, the project team 

collected quotes about nature from Aboriginal people, while non-Aboriginal Park 

Rangers were asked to draft texts to interpret the habitats represented in the display 

(Palmer 2001:149).  The Aboriginal quotes about nature, to be displayed in the form 

of poems, provided “…their ‘insider’ grounded knowledge of the country” while 

the non-Aboriginal rangers provided “…the ‘outsider’ scientific objective 

knowledge” written in the individual style of the authors (Palmer 2001:149).  By 

presenting both views without qualification or explanation, the project team aimed 

to show two cultural ways of looking at the world equally, imagining that the 

display objectively demonstrates differing cultural interpretations of the Kakadu 

landscape (Palmer 2001:149). Visitors are then able to form their own opinions 

about the park (Palmer 2001.150).   

 

Palmer (2001:150) suggests it is clear from this that the project team did not 

necessarily envisage interpreting the Park as an Aboriginal cultural landscape.  She 

suggests the textual style of the ‘poems’ makes them ancillary rather than an 

authoritative part of the display.  They are merely an added dimension of “…a 

human and spiritual aesthetic” which supplements the scientific meander through 

Kakadu’s natural habitats.  Carment (2000:89) suggests, however, that information 

on Aboriginal explanations of Kakadu’s landscape, rock art and some aspects of 

recent history are provided in “…an imaginative and aesthetically pleasing series of 

displays”.  In contrast to Palmer’s negative reading of the impact of park literature 

on visitors, I observed expressions of delight and understanding as visitors keenly 

read the ‘poems’ and talked about them amongst themselves. 

 

Palmer (2001:154) believes that the inclusion of scientific and natural values 

juxtaposed with Aboriginal perspectives, “…provides visitors with a subtle political 

mapping that reinforces the Western disjunction between natural and cultural 

heritage” and between science and subjectivity.  Yet the question may be put as to 

whether there is such a difference and distinction between the natural views of the 

scientists and the cultural views of the Aboriginal people.  Surely it depends on 

what is being selected.  In this case, there is a subjective element in the idea of 

timelessness and eternal rhythms that the ecologists put forward, and an objective 
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element in the scientific knowledge of the Aboriginal people as regards species, 

their habits, seasonal cycles and timeless dreamtime, that provides space for a 

common viewpoint.  It may well be that there is common cause amongst the Park 

scientists and Bininj in presenting a particular view of the Park. 

 

The interpretation displays at Bowali can never substitute for personal viewing of 

park features and wildlife since outdoor involvement is, as Ovington (1988:105) 

comments, an essential ingredient of the national park experience.  Ovington 

(1988:105) suggests that visitors can better imagine the previous inhabitants of an 

Aboriginal shelter, and how they lived, if they make the transition from the heat 

outside to the cool dark interior of a Shelter with its decorated walls, and actually 

“…stand on the black sand of the ancient occupation soil”.  The introductory call at 

Bowali Visitor Centre and a scrutiny of its displays may be considered a vital 

supportive precursor to any visit to the rock art sites of Anbangbang and Ubirr.  

Examples of the display panels (Plates 3.4-3.13) are presented here to provide an 

idea of the visual information that is available to a visitor at Bowali. 
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Plate 3.4: Display Rock Depicting Seasons at Kakadu 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Plate 3.5: Telling the Story 
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Plate 3.6: Following the Snake Trail (1) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate 3.7: Following the Snake Trail (2) 
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Plate 3.8: Ceiling Display - Crocodile 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Plate 3.9: Floor Display – Canoe 
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Plate 3.10: Floor Display – Skeleton (and Note Sub-floor Displays Under Glass) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Plate 3.11: Sub-floor Display – Archaeological Finds 
(see text Appendix C.1). 
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Plate 3.12: Display – European Contact  (1) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate 3.13: Display – European Contact (2) 
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3.3 Warradjan Aboriginal Cultural Centre 
 

The Warradjan Aboriginal Cultural Centre, near Cooinda, was completed in 1995.  

Figure 3.3 shows the location of the Centre. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

Figure 3.3: Location of Warradjan Aboriginal Cultural Centre 
(from Park Notes Leaflet 2000, Warradjan Aboriginal Cultural Centre) 

 

The circular design of the Centre, based on the shape of a warradjan, the pig-nosed 

turtle, reflects the way in which Aboriginal people often sit in circles at gatherings. 

The Warradjan Cultural Centre provides Aboriginal people with a site where they 

can record their own histories and engage in a process of cultural resource 

management (Lancashire, McGregor and Large 1997).  The people from 

Murumburr, Mirrar Gun-djeihmi, Badmardi, Bunitj, Girrimbitjba, Manilakarr, 

Wargol and other clans have combined to create ‘an exciting and memorable 

exhibit’ (http://www.kakadu-attractions.com/warradjan).  
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The Centre is also an overt manifestation of an Aboriginal land management 

philosophy “…that presumes Aboriginal knowledge needs to be taught and learnt 

by non-Aborigines” (Jacobs, J.1996:151-153). Palmer (2001:154) comments that it 

also makes statements that require non-Aboriginal people to respect and take 

responsibility for the knowledge imparted to them. 

 

The Centre is one attempt to promote the reality that although Kakadu is a National 

Park, it is also home for Aboriginal people. It aims, through displays and 

exhibitions, to provide visitors with an understanding of the relationship Aboriginal 

people in Kakadu have with their families and their land. From its beginning the 

Centre was intended as a place where for the first time Aboriginal people could 

express the meaning of their country and culture to others.  At the same time it 

provides a way for Aboriginal people to collect and maintain aspects of their culture 

and history which were rapidly disappearing with the older generations (Lancashire 

et al. 1997:39).  Interpretation of contemporary Aboriginal culture must be in the 

hands of Aboriginal people, not only because they are in the best position to explain 

it to non-Aboriginal visitors or tourists, but because it is one way of overcoming the 

misrepresentations of the past.  As Lancashire et al. (1997:39) comment: 

“…Primacy must now be given to the perception of Kakadu as home, Kakadu as a 

domestic space”. 

 

Signs invite visitors to move through the building in the same way that a Rainbow 

Snake, a creation ancestor, moves through the country, with artefacts, such as a 

goose hunting platform and pandanus baskets being featured. The interpretative 

display, which expresses their values and tells the history of contemporary 

Aboriginal people who live within the boundaries of the Park, is also, like Bowali 

Visitor Centre, a valuable introduction to an understanding of the Aboriginal 

cultural landscape which includes Anbangbang Rockshelter. Palmer (2001:151) 

comments that the displays are in stark contrast to the ecological journey of a 

meandering river which is the basis of the design for the Bowali Visitor Centre.  But 

is the Rainbow Snake imagery all that different to the serpentine convolutions of a 

river?  More than any other spiritual entity the Rainbow Snake is perhaps the most 

universal of all among Aborigines (Cowan 1992:22).  It is the principle of 
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manifestation inherent in the conduct of the First Cause, or the generative force in 

the creation of the world (Cowan 1992:30). 

 

There are, however, certain differences in approach to the two centres.  They deal 

respectively and predominantly with nature and culture and, as well as being good 

management in that it spreads activities, their physical separation accentuates their 

different highlights of interest.   Bowali Visitor Centre, which concentrates on the 

ecology of the Park, is an introductory style visitor centre and the first port of call 

for visitors to initiate them into what the Park has to offer.  Bowali is absolved from 

spending time on any cultural messages by the presence of the Warradjan Cultural 

Centre which focuses on this.  Warradjan is the one place that enables visitors to 

access an Aboriginal view of their history and the park (Allen 1997:147).  

 

Despite its proximity to Warradjan, Yellow Water has little cultural significance 

from an Aboriginal viewpoint and, despite its popularity with the touring public 

who enjoy wildlife watching cruises on its calm surface, its recent European birth is 

not featured in any of the displays in the Centre. Palmer (2001:139) suggests that 

the modern history of land use in the region is an integral part of local Aboriginal 

social history.  However, any shared European aspects may not always be 

recognised.  

 

The Warradjan Cultural Centre showcases mainly Aboriginal traditional and 

contemporary history although there are some displays dealing with Aboriginal-

European contacts.  Carment (2000:90) notes that these displays avoid the frequent 

mistake of assuming that almost all Aborigines share the same attitudes.  For 

example, he comments, that a display on the impact of uranium, points out that, as 

with any group of people, “…Kakadu Aborigines differ in their responses, some 

saying yes and others no” (Carment 2000:90).    

 

A small sign with words attributed to Jonathan Nadji, Bunitj Clan, (personal 

viewing) states: 
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…Mining has worked out okay so far, in this World Heritage Park.  
Ranger Mine has created a future for Aboriginal children from this 
area, with the provision of education facilities and employment in a  
variety of areas. 
 

The Kakadu cultural landscape has been shaped by many generations of traditional 

owners, yet Kakadu is also, as Allen (1997:149) points out: 

 
…a cultural landscape created by the actions of politicians, miners, 
conservationists, tourist operatives and Aboriginal traditional 
Owners working within the institutional framework of laws and 
practice.  As a landscape, Kakadu includes roads, visitor 
accommodation, camping, interpretation facilities and commercial 
tourist enterprises.  
 

At the Warradjan Cultural Centre, no European version of the history of the Park is 

given, and therefore there is no confrontation with its history and, in particular, with 

its very early history.  History is dealt with from an Aboriginal point of view. There 

is little reference in any of the displays to archaeology which would conflict with 

the dreamtime story and the arrival of Aboriginal people with the Rainbow Snake 

and its attendant law and culture.  

 

Some replica spears and weapons are on display with the simple accompanying note 

that “…Over time, the weapons and tools used for hunting or collecting food have 

changed”.  There are also four small glass cases let in to the wall displaying an 

assortment of artefacts jumbled together, stone points, a large core, a few edge-

ground axes and a large grindstone.  Their age, their particular uses, their possible 

changes in design over time are not mentioned. Yet how much could each tool or 

implement reveal?  Collectively, they contain a history of the users.  They can 

provide pictures of a meaningful lifestyle which can be shared with the viewer, 

connecting the past to the present.  It could be a sharing of humanity through the 

ages. 

 

Allen (1997:144) suggests that, given the fullness of the archaeological record for 

Kakadu National Park, and the number of research consultancies that park 

authorities have commissioned, it is interesting that “…the presentation of 

archaeological information to the public is so sparse”. Jones (1984:105) comments 

that there are issues concerning the prehistory of human beings in the Kakadu area, 
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which need to be presented as part of the interpretation of the prehistory of the Park, 

in particular the antiquity of the people. The most important result of the 

archaeological work done at the Anbangbang Rockshelter site has been to show that 

for the period of at least 20,000 years, this has been a landscape of changes 

requiring adaptations of economic strategies to cope with it. 

 

A visit to the Bowali Visitors Centre, the Warradjan Cultural Centre, or even the 

Anbangbang archaeological site, says Allen (1997:144), “…provides little 

archaeological information beyond the often repeated phrase that ‘Aboriginal 

people have probably lived in Kakadu for 50,000 years’”.  Whilst Allen (1997:145) 

comments that the ascription of great age and stability to Aboriginal culture is one 

pillar of our understanding of Kakadu history, the dynamic aspects of Aboriginal 

culture and its ability to constantly recreate itself should not be overlooked.  

Archaeological research has the potential to convey to the public an understanding 

of the importance of the park to its traditional owners, and also of the dynamism of 

Aboriginal history (Allen 1997:145).   

 

The Kakadu National Park Draft Plan of Management (Australia Nature 

Conservancy Agency 1996) acknowledges that archaeological sites can provide 

information on people’s daily activities in an area – what they did, what they ate, 

how they hunted, how they processed their food, what type of shelter they used.  It 

also notes that archaeological sites are varied, and rich in artefacts and possibly date 

back over 50,000 years (Australia Nature Conservancy Agency 1996:76, 81). These 

statements may emphasise the great age of sites and their function, but no statement 

is made that these sites document changes in the organisation of Aboriginal 

activities over time.  Aboriginal people have made their lives between the dynamic 

landscape of the floodplains and the stability of the plateau and the lowlands. Allen 

(1997:144) notes that: 

 
…In terms of the emergence of Kakadu as a lived-in landscape, 
each change, including the most recent, to incorporate tourism in 
Kakadu National Park, has brought a reorganisation of Aboriginal 
practice and probably of mythical charter as well. 
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These changes, says Allen (1997:144), in addition to those environmentally driven, 

involve technological innovations, the extension of social networks and the creation 

of new forms of ritual and artistic expression.  Traditional owners have asked that 

ANCA support them in protecting their traditional intellectual property rights by 

giving them control of how their lands are managed and particularly how their 

culture and history is interpreted (Australia Nature Conservancy Agency 1996:44).  

This suggests, comments Allen (1997:146), that  

 
…archaeological research and its interpretation has had a 
considerable negative impact on them in the past and that they 
wish to be in control of future research and the manner in which 
the research is interpreted. 
 

At the present time, archaeology, its interpretation and presentation to the general 

public, is not part of the agenda of the Warradjan Cultural Centre. 

 

3.4 Anbangbang Rockshelter 
 

Anbangbang Rockshelter at the Nourlangie site covers two separate overhang areas, 

known as Anbangbang Shelter and Anbangbang Gallery, both areas featuring rock 

art.  The main Anbangbang occupation site is situated about 20 metres above the 

plain and is the largest shelter in the region, giving excellent protection from the 

rain.  It is formed by a massive quartzite rock which has fallen from a cliff high 

above on to two other huge rocks on the scree slope.  Generations of Aboriginal 

people have camped here in the wet season (Flood 1990:98).  Anbangbang Gallery, 

also known as Spirit Cave, situated some 500 metres east of Anbangbang Shelter, is 

a fairly large open rockshelter with a wealth of paintings on its rear wall.  Until the 

1960s, the shelter was used for camping by Aboriginal people.  

 

3.4.1   Archaeology 

 

Rhys Jones was first taken to Anbangbang Rockshelter by George Chaloupka in 

1972, at  the time he, Betty Mehan and Dave Lindner first visited Deaf Adder Gorge 

and the southern part of the Nourlangie Massif (Jones 1985:3).  The archaeologists, 

and Lindner and Chaloupka, all acknowledged the assistance of Nipper Kapirrigi in 
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this regard.  Further surveys and excavations in the Nawulandja area and Deaf 

Adder Gorge played a central role in the Archaeological Consultancy awarded to 

the Australian National University in late 1979 (Jones 1985:21). Part of the 

significance of the Nawulandja area was its proximity to the Koongarra Uranium 

deposit that was then under consideration.    

 

This deposit was discovered in 1970 by Noranda Australia Ltd.  The lease was 

taken over by Denison Australia Pty. following which a draft Environmental Impact 

Study  was submitted to the Australian Government.  The final EIS was approved in 

1981, although the mine was never developed.  The project is currently being 

reassessed by Cogema Australia Pty. Ltd. who fully acquired the project in 1995 

(http://www.deh.gov.au/ssd/uranium-mining/arr-mines/koongarra.html 2005). 

 

In June, 1981, Jones (1984:99) began excavating Anbangbang Rockshelter, both in 

the main cave and the smaller rockshelter behind.  Fieldwork at Anbangbang was 

completed with backfilling by mid-July 1981 (Jones and Johnson 1985:44). Part of 

the occupation deposit of Anbangbang I, known as Anbangbang Shelter, yielded the 

richest collection of organic materials ever obtained from an excavation in Australia 

(Jones 1985:291). The earliest ephemeral occupation of the site dated back to 

Pleistocene times, revealing flakes and a horse-hoof-shaped core scraper. Broad 

spectrum usage is restricted to the uppermost Level I, which has a basal date of 

ca.800-1200 years ago (Jones and Johnson 1985:64).   In this layer stone tools 

included points, edge-ground axes and pieces of chert probably used as mounted 

adzes for woodworking.   

 

Before that, back to ca. 6000 years ago, intensity of site use was less, even taking 

into account the loss of archaeological data due to weathering factors (Jones and 

Johnson 1985:64).   Beyond this, there is some sparse evidence of human usage of 

the site, probably ca.20,000 years ago at least, but this is of such low density that 

Jones and Johnson (1985:64) believe the stone tools deposited at the site could have 

been due as much to geomorphic as to archaeological factors.   From a study of the 

artefactual evidence, it was concluded that the shelter suggested the activities of a 

community of people of both genders (Jones and Johnson 1985:63).  
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The great surprise of this site, however, comments Jones (1984:99) was its richness 

in artefacts made from organic materials which do not normally survive in tropical 

conditions.  There were not only numerous bone and shell implements but also 

artefacts made of wood including barbed spear points, the drills and recipient holes 

of fire sticks, bamboo shafts of composite spears and wood shavings, the debris of 

manufacture (Jones 1984:99).  Even more remarkable, were remains of much more 

fragile materials made out of vegetable materials, such as two-ply string made out 

of rolled bark of Brachychiton and pieces of woven material, which may have been 

bits of Pandanus bags (Jones 1984:99). In order to interpret what they might 

indicate about patterns of human activity on the site, Clark (1985:77-96, 1988:123-

136), made an archaeobotanical analysis and Foley (1985:97-102) a faunal analysis 

of Anbangbang I. 

 

Anbangbang II Back Shelter, formed by the overhanging back-face of the huge 

boulder forming the roof of Anbangbang I cave, was partially excavated up to a 

depth of one metre.  In general, this site mirrored the sequence obtained from the 

main Anbangbang I cave site.  An excavation in the earth floor of Anbangbang 

Gallery revealed occupation going back 2,500 years (Flood 1990:96-99).  This 

excavation was limited to an area one metre square going down to a depth of one 

metre.  Small though the collection of stone tools turned out to be, Jones and 

Johnson (1985:71) comment that the assemblage appears to consist of men’s tools, 

with the high representation of edge-ground axes in such a small collection 

probably significant.  They suggest that the assemblage is consistent with that 

expected from a site with a high symbolic significance “…such as evidenced from 

the nature of the art on its walls” (Jones and Johnson 1985:71). 

 

Jones (1985:309) made a number of suggestions for the future presentation of 

Angbangbang, recommending that before visitors arrived at the Shelter and Gallery, 

there should be some interpretative material outlining the importance of this site, 

and especially of its wide range of artefacts, and the remains of bones and plants.  

This would afford a detailed picture of the economy of its inhabitants during the 

past 700-1,000 years.   In addition, he says, stress should be given to the great 

changes that have occurred at this site since the late Pleistocene when it was merely 
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a remote outpost overlooking a dry plain extending northwards over hundred of 

kilometres to the edge of the unstable ice age sea (Jones 1985:309).   
 

3.4.2 The Site as a Visitor Attraction 
 

Today’s visitors can approach the shelter, no longer used for camping, by tracks 

from visitor parking areas to the rock art, put in by Park management.  These tracks 

wind between tree clumps to create a feeling of unhurried detachment.   In the 

vicinity of the galleries, local rocks have been used as random paving to aid access 

to the galleries and as stepping stones for clambering up small rock faces to the 

shelters (Plate 3.14).  Elsewhere wooden stairways have been erected, and raised 

wooden walkways installed where appropriate (Plate 3.15).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

Plate 3.14: Rocky Stairway Leading to Shelter 
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Plate 3.15: Wooden Stairway Leading to Shelter 

 

Special arrangements have been made for the elderly and those with disabilities 

who may find walking up the steep track difficult, to approach the rock art gallery 

from another walkway.  Wooden barriers allow improved access to sites and keep 

people at arm’s length from the paintings.  These measures, by preventing soil 

disturbance in shelters and under overhangs, help to preserve archaeological 

material and minimise dust being raised and deposited on the paintings as a result of 

people walking nearby.  
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Visitors are first welcomed to the site by a sign and then invited in a photographic 

display to meet their hosts.  Signage exhibited in the following photos may shortly 

be replaced or updated (Plates 3.16 – 3.22).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate 3.16: Welcome Display Sign (see text Appendix C.2) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Chapter Three – Kakadu National Park: Visitor Centres and Anbangbang Rockshelter 

 

151

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate 3.17: Meet Your Hosts Display Sign (see text Appendix C.3) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate 3.18: Display Sign Showing Location of Art Sites 
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Plate 3.19: Anbangbang Shelter Display Sign – What Was It Like Outside? 
(see text Appendix C.4) 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate 3.20: Anbangbang Shelter Display Sign – History At Your Feet 
(see text Appendix C.5) 
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Plate 3.21:  Anbangbang Shelter Display Sign – Revisiting The Past (1) 

(see text Appendix C.6) 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate 3.22:  Anbangbang Shelter Display Sign – Revisiting The Past (2) 
(see text Appendix C.7) 
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3.4.3 On-site Interpretation 

 

The style of interpretation has altered considerably over the past forty or so years.  

Prior to the 1960s there was no particular interpretation for the occasional visitor 

who braved an unmarked track to Nourlangie Rock.  As Attenborough (1963:44) 

commented in the early 1960s, these rock galleries had only recently been 

discovered by Europeans and few outsiders had ever seen them.   He was sponsored 

by the Television Service of the British Broadcasting Corporation to make a series 

of films that would give “…a rounded picture of the Territory – its people, its 

landscape, as well as its animals” (Attenborough 1963:13,16).  His book, Quest 

under Capricorn, details his journey to Nourlangie Rock under the guidance of 

Allan Stewart and being introduced to the rock art (Attenborough 1963:44-48).  I, 

too, on a visit to the Northern Territory in the early 1960s joined a safari tour guided 

by Allen Stewart, and was privileged to see the cave paintings around Nourlangie 

Rock. I was struck at seeing  

 
…unusual designs of people and animals painted on the rock face 
in red, white and yellow ochre colours.  Some of the figures were 
grotesque in proportion with pencil-like bodies and outsize limbs, 
and some were painted in extraordinary details, rather like an x-ray 
picture (Opitz 1984:21). 
 

To understand what it was all about, I realised I would have to read a book or seek 

knowledge about Aboriginal rock art through other means, but it was to be some 

years before any worthwhile interpretation was available.   Interpretation of the rock 

art and information on the activities that had taken place in the rock shelters in the 

past, were mainly left to the discretion and knowledge of the coach captain 

transporting the ever-increasing coach-loads of visitors which began in the late 

1960s.    

 

Christian and Aldrick (1977:91), writing in the 1970s, noted that the region had 

many attributes which made it valuable for recreation and tourist purposes but poor 

accessibility had prevented these resources being developed.  A dry season track 

leading to the Oenpelli Mission and the three safari camps at Nourlangie, Muirella 

Park and Patonga, were used by a relatively small number of independent visitors, 

primarily fishermen and hunters.  However, with the establishment of a motel-hotel 
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at Cooinda in 1968, a small tourist trade developed with a substantial increase in the 

number of visitors from Darwin, and a significant proportion of interstate visitors, 

particularly those on bus tours (Christian and Aldrick 1977:92). 

 

The Review Report of the Alligator Rivers Region Environmental Fact-finding 

Study was received for publication in February 1975 (Christian and Aldrick 

1977:53).  Studies on twelve separate surveys and investigations were designed to 

provide basic scientific facts regarding the region, and included surveys of many 

sites of archaeological or rock art importance.  Part of the Study concluded that the 

accessibility of Nourlangie Rock from the main Arnhem Highway, combined with 

its picturesque features, waterholes and concentration of Aboriginal art sites, would 

make it ideal for development.  It would become “…a controlled tourist site which 

would also serve the purpose of preserving the art” (Christian and Aldrick 1977:75). 

 

By 1986, following the declaration of the Park and detailed investigations by the 

archaeologists and by Chaloupka, interpretation rangers of the Anbangbang shelter 

were seeking to assist visitors to understand the living Aboriginal culture of this 

place that had been home to people for over 20,000 years (Pizzey et al.1986:19).  

The aim of the rangers was to help visitors enjoy looking at the art; to share the 

stories about the art which the Aboriginal custodians have told to the rangers; and to 

help visitors understand the significance of art in Aboriginal life. To put that 20,000 

years into perspective, socially and environmentally, information was given to help 

build up a picture of the changes over those 20,000 years, using obvious signs of 

occupation and archaeological evidence.   

 

To get the message across, different rangers used different techniques. Pizzey et al. 

(1986:20) note that, in the 1980s, to meet these aims, each ranger used methods and 

contexts with which he/she felt most comfortable.  Issues of rock art conservation, 

dating of art, production and techniques of art, reasons for painting and the meaning 

of paintings were all introduced and discussed in different ways.  The ideas 

incorporated by each ranger for their interpretation are here described. 
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Ranger Sarah Pizzey comments that putting time into perspective is one of the more 

difficult challenges.  To help people understand how long 20,000 years is and the 

changes over that time, she developed a time scale using the 102 steps to the shelter, 

with each step representing about 200 years.  From the bottom of the slope leading 

up to the shelter, and starting at 20,000 years before present, the group work their 

way to the shelter.  Stopping at time intervals, Pizzey (1986:20) describes what is 

happening to the climate and the environment.  Once in the shelter, she draws on 

this information and lets people handle artefacts from the excavation, while 

discussing how changes to the tool kit may have occurred over time.  She says that: 

 
… visual evidence supplied by the participants and artefacts help to 
build up a picture of Aboriginal community life in Kakadu – 
division of labour, men returning from the hunt, collection of 
smaller animals and plant foods by women assisted by smaller 
children, tool manufacture, making dilly bags, etc. 
 

Many visitors, suggests Pizzey (1986:20), use this as a vehicle to discuss social 

structure so they can build up a complete picture of Aboriginal society.  Ranger 

Helen Campbell describes her particular approach: 

 
… I drop back from the group and make a quick change into my 
Rhys Jones (Head of 1981Archaeological Survey) suit – i.e. beard, 
hat with logo ‘Rhys Digs Rock’ and a badge ‘Archaeologist at 
Work’ (Pizzey et al.1986:19) 
 

Her task, she explains to the group, is to choose a suitable site for research which 

can later be developed for interpretation; and the need to do all this research in co-

operation with local Aboriginal people.  She continues on how the excavation is 

planned to proceed: 

 
…and now people on the tour become members of the 
archaeological team sifting through the three bags of ‘evidence’ 
collected from the three basic strata.  The evidence includes 
illustrations of spears, axes, flakes, food, etc. pasted onto hexagonal 
shapes.  As the group matches the shapes together, a visual picture 
of the stratigraphy develops illustrating the frequency and lifestyle 
of occupation.    Environmental changes over time are highlighted 
by colour coding at the three levels (Pizzey et al. 1986:19). 
 

Campbell reports that she finds this approach motivates discussion and active 

involvement.  People start understanding how this evidence all fits together and 
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heightens the visitors’ appreciation of the real artefacts when she hands them 

around (Pizzey et al.1986:19).  

 

Rangers Lou Sbalchiero and Jamie Seeleither get people to understand more about 

the Aboriginal lifestyle by using both role play and people’s imagination.   Before 

going up to the shelter, the group congregates and the rangers build up an image of 

a wet season afternoon and the Aboriginal activities that would have taken place.  

This, they say, enables visitors to build up a feeling for their surroundings and the 

use of the shelter.  Visitors enter the shelter imagining they are Aboriginal people 

escaping the lightning storms of the early Wet and the shelter then becomes their 

home for the duration of the ‘storm’.  With visitors now organised into groups, 

predominantly male and female, artefacts like those used in this shelter are handed 

out.  Artefacts range from a dilly bag, edge-ground stone axe, spear heads and 

grinding stone.  Each group puts together a story of how, why and where they are 

working in the shelter with these artefacts, the ranger assisting in the construction of 

each group’s story by adding pieces of information (Pizzey et al. 1986:19-20). 

 

In introducing people to the specific art sites of the Anbangbang Gallery, the 

rangers are aware of the lack of experience many people have in viewing and 

interpreting art in general and archaeological sites in particular.   Beyond its visual 

appeal, rock art viewed by the non-Aboriginal touring public may not always be 

fully comprehensible to them.   One way in which Ranger Seeleither involves 

people in the tour and enables them to gain a different perspective to the art, is to 

hand out cardboard frames.   The visitors then use these to frame segments or whole 

paintings.  While cutting out anything outside them, the frames allow the visitors to 

concentrate on one piece of art at a time, enabling the ranger to then speak about the 

art.  The frames also allow visitors to see Aboriginal art through a European 

medium i.e. the frame, allowing some comparison (Pizzey et al. 1986:20). 

 

Such rather informal presentation was about to be superseded. There were two clear 

phases of interpretation.  During the earlier phase of the 1980s, there was a degree 

of latitude and variability in the interpretations that rangers offered to visitors.  The 

interpretation program had so far been mainly run by Balanda/Mam staff.  
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Following The Kakadu National Park Management Plan, drafted in 1995 and 

formally adopted by 1999, it was declared that “… more Bininj/Mungguy were to 

participate in face to face interpretation programs” (Kakadu National Park Plan of 

Management 1999:142).  This meant the interpretation of Aboriginal cultural sites 

would conform more closely, and be led by Aboriginal views, rather than any 

highly personal involvement by non-Aboriginal rangers.  Some involvement by 

non-Aboriginal rangers did, however, continue.  Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 

explanations are now offered in signs at the rock art sites.  One sign, for instance, 

explains how the art nearby tells two different stories.  For archaeologists it reflects 

the changes in the environment and Aboriginal society, while for Aboriginal 

landowners it tells the story of their country and culture (Carment 2000:90).   

 

Where rangers do conduct tours and explain the art, they are required do so in  

accordance with the wishes of the Aboriginal people.  An understanding of the rock 

art is also facilitated by display signs, acceptably written, positioned close to the 

painting being described. It is now understood that any interpretation of rock art at 

Aboriginal sites must depend on interpretation by the Indigenous people themselves 

if it is to have any authenticity, since it is only they who can have access to its 

deeper meaning. The following Plates 3.23 – 3.31 and relevant text for each Plate in 

Appendix C, give an idea of the display signs. 
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Plate 3:23: Display Sign – Painting For a Purpose 
(see text Appendix C.8) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate 3:24: Display Sign – Modern Art 
(see text Appendix C.9) 
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Plate 3.25: Tour Guide Giving a Talk 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate 3.26: Rock Art – Dancing Figures 
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Plate 3.27: Display Sign – Like to Dance Accompanying Rock Art Dancing Figures 

(see text Appendix C.10) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Plate 3.28: Rock Art – Anbangbang Gallery 
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Plate 3.29: Display Sign For Anbangbang Gallery 
(see text Appendix C.11) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate 3.30: Rock Art – Nabulwinjbulwinj 
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Plate 3.31: Display Sign – Nabulwinjbulwinj 
(see text Appendix C.12) 

 
To assist tour operators in adhering to the guidelines requested by Park 

Management, Kakadu Tour Industry Seminars are held regularly each year, with 

operators receiving a wide-ranging handbook for later reference.  As well as site 

visits, various vital themes are addressed in talks by Park staff or visiting speakers 

at these Seminars, and include Indigenous speakers.  A Certificate of Attendance is 

finally presented to operators, or interested others, who attended the Seminar. I 

attended two such Seminars, one held in March 1999, and one in March 2001.   

 

At the 2001 Seminar I attended, I took the following non-verbatim notes during a 

talk given by Nicola Moore, the Kakadu Interpretation Officer.  

 

…The history of the Northern Territory is represented by rock art, 
but the dates of the rock art are not important, so, culturally no 
dates.  So how deal with time, if people want a time scale?   
Aboriginal cultural values and white cultural values different, so 
stories must come from Aboriginal voice. Balanda view is that 
conservation has significance and mining has a value in the 
Western framework.  The Bining view is different but “all one 
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thing”.  Landscape is what you are.  Natural and cultural values 
are found in the landscape.  Such values are put on the landscape 
by the culture the people grew up in.  Creation stories are years old 
but not in the past.  Stories through generations and stories still 
learnt.  One story, one area so different interpretations at different 
areas.  Interpretation of Lightning Man at Nourlangie is different 
at Ubirr. 
 

Don’t interpret in past tense.  Translate as what is happening now - 
not interpreting from past or personal life.  If you don’t 
understand, don’t try and interpret.  Just accept.  Only one way to 
showcase culture.  Refer to plan of management or signs. Respect 
what you are interpreting. Accuracy won’t be a problem, when 
interpreting a cultural story.  Interpretation means to re-arrange 
but not so here.  Must be Aboriginal story.  Stories have no context.  
Natural values, their identity.  From Bining point of view, 
archaeology is irrelevant.  Books may say rock art means 
something but forget that.  Just go by what signs say and don’t try 
and interpret. It is not acceptable to try and give a scientific 
approach in regard to stories.   It is not how you would view it, so 
simply give Aboriginal view.  

 

These are clear enough guidelines for many of the tour operators who visit the 

Rock, but smaller tour operators, particularly from interstate, may not necessarily be 

aware of such specific guidelines. 

 

3.5    Expanding the Cultural Resource Concept  
 

It is interesting to note from the foregoing and from the following ideas mooted by 

Chaloupka in 1984, how much has changed over the past twenty years and how 

Chaloupka’s suggestions have been, and are now being, put into practice.  

Chaloupka (1984b:62) commented that the interpretation of the cultural resources of 

Kakadu should extend beyond sites of significance.  He believed that visitors should 

be exposed to the culture and traditions of the language groups comprising the 

traditional owners of Kakadu, but at the same time he considered that visitation of 

actual sites should be discouraged.  Instead, he recommended that an opportunity 

should be provided to see full scale replicas of rock painting shelters and other 

features of Aboriginal cultural heritage in a major Museum of Aboriginal Culture 

within the boundaries of Kakadu National Park.  Where visitation of actual sites 

does occur, it should be so organised that it takes the form of guided tours.  The 
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information given to the visiting public by the guide would take the place of 

interpretative signs and thus leave the shelter and its immediate surroundings 

undisturbed (Chaloupka 1984b:69). 

 

In expanding on the cultural resource in Kakadu, Chaloupka (1984b:69) noted that 

it extended further than rock art, occupational shelters, quarries and workshops, 

middens and “…the odd ceremonial ground”.  It includes the language of the 

ceremony as well as the ceremony itself, the oral traditions, traditional skills and the 

economy of the people.  To preserve and interpret this living cultural heritage 

should perhaps be the main aim of the Park’s management (Chaloupka 1984b:69).  

The fact that in Kakadu the cultural heritage is that of the existing community puts, 

as Chaloupka (1984b:69) says, certain ethical considerations and obligations on the 

Parks’ managers.  Interpretation of all the Park’s features (rather than just sites of 

Aboriginal significance), to be valid, must be done from an Aboriginal as well as a 

European perspective.  Not only do the Aboriginal people have their own ideas of 

the origin of the landscape and all it contains, but also have their own views on the 

present day state of their society.   

 

Chaloupka (1984b:69) believes that Park visitors should be encouraged to come 

first to a cultural centre or museum where, in air-conditioned comfort, they could 

learn about the people and their culture. The interpretative displays in the Park’s 

headquarters and at the visitation centres should have more to say about the 

Aboriginal traditional owners of the Park, about their neighbours in the region and 

their interrelationship with the land and its fauna and flora.  They could see rock art 

reproductions; dioramas of excavated shelters; and films and audio-visual programs 

on specific features of the Park (Chaloupka 1984b:72). 

 

By 2004, much of what Chaloupka had proposed had come to fruition.   Resulting 

from the meeting of the Kakadu Board of Management and the Director of National 

Parks and Wildlife in early 1995, a new Plan of Management was developed 

(Kakadu National Park Plan of Management 1999:1).  It was agreed that Indigenous 

people should have a much greater say in how the Park is run and interpretative 

displays were to be in accordance with their wishes and include both the Aboriginal 
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and European perspective. Although his suggestion of dioramas of excavated 

shelters has not, as yet, been followed through, Park visitors are now able to visit a 

cultural centre where, in air-conditioned comfort, as Chaloupka envisaged, they can 

indeed learn about the Aboriginal people and their culture.  But only up to a point: 

there appears to be still some way to go before there is a break-through in any real 

understanding. 

 

The problem has been compounded by the overall context of advertising for 

Northern Australia and Kakadu to which the touring public is exposed.  Previously, 

advertising external to the Park went right against what would be the 

recommendations of giving a Bininj viewpoint.  ‘Ancient’ culture was regularly 

offered as a Territory drawcard. Claims were made of visitors being able to visit a 

50,000 year old past as featured in the main gallery at Nourlangie Rock.  Here they 

could marvel at primitive paintings. The history of the Aboriginal people and their 

ongoing affiliation with the Rock, such as re-painting of the rock art by 

Najombolmi (Barramundi Charlie) in the 1960s, would not rate a mention.  More 

recently, advertising promotes the culture of the Indigenous people from their own 

viewpoint, telling their own stories. 

   

Although statements in many brochures in wording similar to “visitors can see 

Aboriginal paintings dating back thousands of years” are still used in some degree 

they are more of a ploy, or hook.  They now include information that encourages the 

potential visitor to take the tour by appealing to their curiosity about Aboriginal 

culture.  For instance, one coach tour company, Australian Pacific touring (APT), in 

its 2001/2002 brochure offering One and Two Day Tours of Darwin and the Top 

End, includes descriptive itineraries to tempt visitors to Kakadu National Park, such 

as:  

 
…Travel to Ubirr to see superbly preserved Aboriginal rock art, 
then join Aboriginal guides for a cruise on the East Alligator River. 
Learn of the Aboriginal mythology and history of the region, and 
by special permission, take a short walk into Arnhem 
Land……Visit the Warradjan Aboriginal Cultural Centre and gain 
an insight into the cultural and historical significance the park holds 
for its traditional owners.  After lunch travel to Nourlangie Rock 
and view the ancient galleries of artwork.  The unique x-ray style 
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works record the changes and evolution of the land and people of 
this region over the last 40,000 years… 

 

…Call in to Warradjan Aboriginal Cultural Centre near Cooinda to 
gain further understanding of the long and intriguing history of the 
park… 

 

…Explore … where Aborigines have lived for thousands of years.  
Hear of traditional land ownership: learn bush skills, hunting 
techniques and how to find food in the Australian bush.  You will 
also be privileged to view a display of Aboriginal art in its natural 
state – no barriers or fences, or other tour groups.  Most tours are 
led by an Aboriginal guide. 
 

Thus when visitors actually get on site their real journey into knowledge can begin.  

They may be accustomed to a European perspective of Indigenous culture based on 

a standpoint of archaeological examination of a site, but by being able to see and 

hear about a culture at first hand, and by being  provided with the Indigenous 

viewpoint from the very people themselves, they will be enabled to achieve a new 

understanding.   

 

But there still remains a problem.  In rightfully bringing the Indigenous perspective 

to the fore, there is a danger that the Western viewpoint of the Aboriginal past may 

be played down to the point where it is not presented to the visitor in any 

meaningful way.   Allied to the fact that some areas of the Indigenous past are 

shown to be so steeped in certain aspects of sacred knowledge as to be beyond the 

understanding of the Western mind, while those same European insights are being 

relegated to the background, the visitor may fall between the two under-presented 

perceptions and bring his own imagination into the equation.  The result may not 

happily serve the best cultural understanding. 

 

3.6 Problems of Opposition in Interpretation   
 

West (1984:58) suggests the average person in the street thinks of Aboriginal 

people as:  

… a group who aimlessly wandered the desert, occasionally 
painting a picture and telling stories, eating whatever they could 
find, usually grubs or kangaroos and not having any real aim in life. 
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He believes the education of visitors is of the highest priority at sites that are not 

sacred or significant, and that much information about Aboriginal life needs to be 

available to the misguided and misinformed general public.  The ultimate aim to 

this type of approach is that: 

 
…if people understand the Aboriginal culture they can then 
understand Aboriginal people.  If they can grasp how a site was 
formed it is hoped they will have a greater appreciation of the site 
and the culture that created it (West 1984:58). 
 

But for the visitor to truly understand a site, both a Western style of interpretation 

resting on archaeological investigation, and an Aboriginal cultural interpretation 

should be provided. This appears to present an oppositional dilemma which 

management of Kakadu National Park is finding hard to resolve. Are Western and 

Aboriginal points of view considered to be of such a contrary nature that they 

cannot both be accommodated in the interpretation to the benefit of all concerned?  

 

The oppositions may be stated as: 

(1) Aboriginal Dreamtime as origin and explanation of the cultural and 
ecological world,  

 
(2) European scientific knowledge of the past gained through archaeology, 

concentrating on major environmental, cultural and possibly population 
changes. 

 

Langton (1998:8) believes that Aboriginal and Western systems of knowledge are 

parallel, co-existing, but different ways of knowing.  In the Aboriginal cosmology, 

humans and non-humans are related in special ways, as if they were kin, through 

their common descent from the ancestral beings (Langton 1998:14). Western 

science is considered ‘human knowledge’ and necessarily beneficial while 

Aboriginal knowledge is not part of the grand tradition of ‘human knowledge’ 

because it lies outside the Western traditions of description, classification, 

verifiability and other precepts of ‘science’ (Langton 1998:26).   

 

Aboriginal people regard the environment as sentient and as communicating with 

them (Langton 1998:27). The maintenance of their culture, particularly social 

relationships with land conceived of in a supra-kinship discourse, is held in 
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Aboriginal law to be fundamental to the well-being of human society and non-

human society alike, the former bearing a special responsibility of wise and 

respectful use of the latter (Langton 1998:28).  Langton (1998:28) suggests that the 

influence of Aboriginal customs and law remain significant, and has some potential 

global implications for conservation of biodiversity.  

 

Through its investigations, the science of archaeology could be a contributory factor 

drawn on to bring about change in the general public’s understanding of an 

Australian history in its Westernised linear perspective version going back 

thousands of years.  They could then come to realise how and why it makes 

meaningful the Dreamtime version. Yet constraints have been placed on 

archaeologically based knowledge, and a real appreciation of Aboriginal culture 

beyond a visual enjoyment of rock art, eludes much of the public who visit 

archaeological sites.  

 

Many Aboriginal people still have difficulty with the notion of others studying and 

debating a past which they feel is already understood sufficiently by themselves, the 

experts. The fact that the existing framework of research and discourse is a very 

significant way for non-Aboriginal Australians to gain an understanding of the 

history of Aboriginal Australia is of marginal interest to some Aboriginal people 

who seek to have restrictions on public access to their sites and frequently question 

the justification for doing the archaeology of Australia.  They see it as either a 

commodification of their identity or a direct attack on their authority as interpreters 

of their past.   

 

That archaeology can provide one culturally meaningful way in which an 

understanding of that past can be achieved by non-Aboriginal people carries no 

weight with them (Murray 1996:82). The potential for archaeological investigations 

to provide an additional source of information for constructing Aboriginality, has 

made them seem threatening to those seeking to control discourse about Aboriginal 

identity (Murray 1996:85).  The absence of any change other than that dictated by 

adjustment to environmental moods, has its base in the metaphysical beliefs of the 

people: it was not, as may have been an earlier European belief, a lack of ability to 
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initiate or seek for material progress.  Yet, even now, the often repeated phrase of 

how the Indigenous people ‘lived in harmony with the land’ unfortunately does not 

touch on its deeper metaphysical aspect. 

 

Anbangbang Rockshelter presents itself as an ideal opportunity for the visiting 

public to become more aware of what they are seeing, through thoughtful and 

appropriate presentation of both Western and Indigenous viewpoints.   There is, 

unfortunately, the oppositional problem still to be surmounted. 

 

3.7   Examining the Oppositional Problem 
 

As we have seen above, and in Chapter Two, the Burrunggui area and Anbangbang 

Rockshelter could be viewed through a number of frameworks: 

 

(a) Ecosystems of the existing local landscape. 

(b) Geological and environmental history. 

(c) Archaeological/rock art investigations and findings by experts. 

(d) Aboriginal mythology - camping and land use - accounts of Aboriginal 
history and art. 

(e) Shared European/Aboriginal history and experience. 

 

All of these interpretative frameworks could create a very rich tapestry of meaning 

and changing meanings for the Burrunggui area and Anbangbang.  Issues of 

conflict, however, have meant that these interpretations are seen in oppositional 

terms that limit these possibilities.  In particular, archaeological and rock art studies 

by European experts are seen as challenging the knowledge base of Aboriginal 

persons.  Similarly, a concern with recent shared history might direct attention to 

the Aboriginal owners as they are today and similarly pose questions for their 

traditional status. 

 

Since the arrival of the Europeans, late in the eighteenth century, Australia’s 

indigenous inhabitants have been the subject of feelings ranging from a sentimental 

romanticism to deep hostility and contempt. The manner in which Europeans have 
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defined Aboriginal identity has changed.  The first British settlers had wrongly 

assumed that they were one homogeneous cultural group.  The stereotypes have 

adjusted under the pressure of new circumstances and the shifting ideological 

presuppositions of the observers. Developments in anthropological theory through 

the twentieth century brought about recognition of the internal diversity of 

Aboriginal cultures, and the false assumption of Aboriginal culture being 

‘primitive’ has been rejected (Clarke 2003:223).  But throughout them all, declares 

Oldmeadow (2005:2), runs the persistent European failure to understand Aboriginal 

culture, in particular to understand that network of beliefs, values, attitudes, 

relationships and patterned behaviours “…which we can loosely assemble under the 

canopy of  ‘Aboriginal religion’ ”. 

 

Aboriginal cultures have never been static: they are vibrant and capable of changing 

in tune with the variable Australian landscape, but they are dependent on the 

Dreaming mythology.  As this mythology is one of the most important aspects 

which should be wholly considered by any visitor before understanding can be 

achieved, it is worth examining it here in some detail.  According to Cowan 

(1992:16-17) the key to understanding Aboriginal religious belief, is to understand 

the process of making the land the focus of metaphysical or mystical insight. 

 

The Dreaming mythology provides Aboriginal people with answers to the great 

universal religious questions of humankind – concerning the origin, meaning, 

purpose and destiny of life (Clarke 2003:16).  The Dreamtime stories extended a 

universal and psychic consciousness not only to every living creature but also the 

earth and the primary elements, forces, and principles. The lessons of life implicit in 

the stories were distilled into what the Aborigines called the Dreamtime Law 

(Lawlor 1991:17). Thus the Dreaming is the basis of customary law and remains the 

fundamental reality for many Aboriginal people (Clarke 2003:17).    

 

The Dreaming relates to the past, present and the future, which are connected in a 

great cycle of time.  It does not assume the creation of the world from nothing: 

landscape is conceived of as having been formed from and through the activities of 

the Ancestors or Spirit Beings (Edwards 1994:68).  The Dreaming Ancestors are 
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also recognised as being forefathers of not only the living Aboriginal people but of 

the plants, animals and natural phenomena that they created and into which they 

were themselves transformed.  In believing that the earth was formed by the explicit 

actions of the Ancestors at the time of the Dreaming, the Aboriginal people see the 

land as a geographical icon.  Its coming into being is of a mystical order rather than 

a geological one (Cowan 1992:16-17). Thus to many Aboriginal people, the issue of 

whether their biological ancestors arrived in Australia 40,000 or over 50,000 years 

ago is irrelevant, as they consider that they originated with the landscape (Clarke 

2003:17).    

 

In the Dreaming, the land and its people have a common origin: there is no sharp 

distinction between humanity and nature.  In contrast with Western European 

beliefs, both are closely linked.  To Aboriginal people, their association with the 

land is marked by sacred memorials or ‘sacred sites’ which provide connections that 

link living people with the Dreaming (Clarke 2003:19).  Through recognising a 

common link to an Ancestor and by having ownership of sacred sites that are 

connected by a Dreaming track, all these people considered themselves to be closely 

related in one sense.  

 

The efficiency of Aboriginal occupation of the whole landscape and the exploitation 

of its resources rested on the network of Dreaming connections and kinship links 

(Clarke 2003:21). As Povinelli (1993:10; see also Stanner 1979:25) comments, even 

if Aboriginal groups had the ‘rudest’ of economic practices, they had complex 

social systems that supported a rich conceptual system.  The metaphysical outlook 

of the Aborigines allowed them to see a oneness and a unity while at the same time 

their economic outlook was influenced by the relentless, rhythmic change of the 

seasons.  Aboriginal groups were led by the seasonal food supply, with the creative 

side of Aboriginal life concentrated …on the social rather than on the metaphysical 

or materials side” (Stanner 1979:33).  Nevertheless, they enjoyed a spiritual, 

totemic relationship – expressed in myth and rite – that existed between human 

groups and a stretch of land that was their ‘country’ (Povinelli 1993:10).  Povinelli 

(1993:11) notes that during the colonial and postcolonial upheaval this totemic 

anchor of Aboriginal social life became severed. 
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Through participation in ceremonies and rituals, Aboriginal people can connect 

directly with the Dreaming.  Cowan (1992:1) suggests that rites and ritual are 

essential to the realisation of being among Aborigines.  They believe all nature 

relies on them to renew its life force through the performance of rites and that not to 

perform ceremonies inevitably results in a decline in the power of nature to renew 

itself (Cowan 1992:65-66).   

 

While the above authors at one level are discussing and describing Aboriginal 

beliefs, at another level they are using the example of Aboriginal society to oppose 

trends or aspects of modern Western society.  A number of writers make use of 

Aboriginal concepts to criticise Western values.  Examples may be found in Lawlor 

1991:61; Cowan 1992:35; Clarke 2003:220; Oldmeadow 2005:8,10; where these 

authors draw a sharp distinction between a deep Aboriginal relationship with nature 

and European culture where nature is subservient to human purposes.  One of the 

difficulties with these views is that they create deep oppositions. 

 

An area where Aboriginal and European views might be seen to be closer concerns 

the radical ecology movement.  In recent years the biological and earth sciences 

have developed a metaphor for the ancient concept of earth as a living organism, 

renaming our planet and the biosphere Gaia, after the ancient Greek mother 

goddess.  It is now possible, says Lawlor (1991:90) to speak ‘scientifically’ of the 

earth as an organism that functions in ways similar to our own bodies.  He suggests 

the Gaia concept brings our thinking close to an understanding of human origins 

that is compatible with that of the Aborigines (Lawlor 1991:90). 

 

The Gaia concept was first noted by the English inventor and atmospheric chemist, 

James Lovelock (1979) who proposed that there may be a connection, or a co-

ordination between the evolution of life and the evolution of the environment. 

Cosmic ancestry would make comprehensible the existence of Gaian processes 

prior to the establishment of life on Earth (http://www.panspermia.org/gaia.htm).  

Since cosmic ancestry is part and parcel of Aboriginal belief, Lawlor’s ideas have 

certain merit. 
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As has been stated, in the Dreaming mythology the ancestors are recognised as 

being the forefathers of both the living Aboriginal people and of the plants, animals 

and natural phenomena that they created and were transformed into, giving the land 

and its people a common origin.  Australian Aborigines recognise and acknowledge 

the metaphysical origins of the human spirit. In the metaphysical sense the 

Aboriginal people have indeed been part of the cosmos since the beginning of 

created time and so have been here for ever.  

 

The current attempt to present an Aboriginal interpretation of Anbangbang does not 

try to resolve these issues and oppositions, real or otherwise, so much as simply 

suppresses or leaves certain viewpoints out of consideration.  Making little or no 

effort to provide archaeological, rock art or colonial history viewpoints, no matter 

how worthy the motive, represents a lost opportunity to genuinely inform visitors 

about these issues.  In addition, little effort is expended in providing an 

intellectually satisfying Aboriginal account either. 

 

In the sense of occupying a place on the planet Earth, archaeological evidence may 

provide a more satisfying answer for human’s physical presence.  The concept of 

humankind being a duality of metaphysical and evolving physical beings 

determines the apparent enigma. Can an awareness of this duality, even if only at a 

basic level, enhance visitor enjoyment and help build a bridge of understanding?  

 

Langton (1998) asserts that if Aboriginal people regard the environment as sentient 

and as communicating with them, so all other cultures might be able to do so.  But 

this should not mean that the Western point of view and archaeological evidence are 

negated or become relegated to a minor position in interpretation of a site.  Surely 

the benefits of archaeological revelations added to the Indigenous world view, 

would make for far greater understanding for Western acculturated visitors.  For 

instance, changes as reflected in stone tool types and remains of other material, 

could specifically demonstrate or challenge views about the lack of historical linear 

change.  This, combined with the realisation that they were looking at the results of 

a culture driven by mystical pantheistic beliefs, should lead visitors to a deepened 

appreciation of traditional Australian Aboriginality. 
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With the style of arguments put forward by Clarke 2003; Cowan 1992; Oodgeroo 

2004; and Oldmeadow 2005, there appears to be some doubt that Western and 

Aboriginal thinking can link up in any way.  Is there some irreconcilable opposition 

which prevents equal weight being given to both interpretations?  The answer 

remains to be seen.  The issue is clouded by the changing models and multiple 

versions of Aboriginality promoted in many ways by some of the Indigenous people 

themselves. This includes an understanding of Western materialism and a widened 

perception of the origin of human life, yet does not exclude consciousness of their 

Dreaming mythology and necessity for ritual and ceremony.   

 

For the greater understanding of their visitors to Kakadu National Park, is it the 

wish of the Bining to conform to an idealised version of their tradition or expand it 

to include a more all-encompassing and archaeological version?  

 

3.8 Conclusion  
 

Pat Dodson (1997:vi) declares that: 
 
… Kakadu, as a unique area of natural beauty should not overlook 
the opportunity that exists for the cultural and social interaction, if 
handled sensitively by all who visit or live there.  Kakadu National 
Park as a World Heritage area could also become an area of world 
admiration if development can sit inside a national park and where 
the clash of non-Indigenous and Indigenous worlds can be 
reconciled to express the harmony of balanced rights and 
privileges.  Kakadu will be contributing to a world in need of 
human reconciliation as well as human reconciliation with nature.   
 

Interpretation at Anbangbang Rockshelter is in accordance with the cultural wishes 

and viewpoint of the Aboriginal people as expressed through the Plan of 

Management and advice to ranger interpreters. However, this viewpoint does not 

include any magnification of archaeological findings which relate to the very early 

period of habitation of the site.  Ideas of occupation of recent times which is 

contingent more upon some aspects of the local history of the Traditional Owners 

is, instead, presented and enlarged upon.   Thus the perceptions of the public at 

Anbangbang Rockshelter are not inclusive of archaeological knowledge informing 

their visit to any particular degree.   The wish expressed by Jones (1985:310) that 
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“…our visions of ancient times can still be restored” to Western eyes may not be 

realised but, instead, the feeling of present-day Aboriginality is enhanced and 

encouraged.  There are only overtones of a Westernised archaeological 

interpretation.  These take the shape of a few archaeological finds shown under a 

small glass panel let into the floor at the Bowali Visitor Centre, and some stone 

tools on display at the Warradjan Cultural Centre but with no contextual 

information provided. 

 

Archaeology similarly takes only a minor role in the presentation at Anbangbang 

Rockshelter, insofar as physical material culture is interpreted.  It is mainly 

confined to notes in on-site display panels.   For those visitors who do not climb up 

to the Shelter, even these cursory explanations are missed. Since archaeology in its 

excavation mode does not appear to be a resonating factor at Anbanbang 

Rockshelter, perceptions of its interpretation are necessarily limited. It may be 

rewarding to consider some ideas which could be pertinent for the enhanced 

enjoyment of the visitor.  

 

For a start, the question may be asked as to whose advantage is it that visitors to 

Aboriginal sites, such as Anbangbang Rockshelter, should become better informed 

about Aboriginal identity through artefacts and material found?  If it is hoped that a 

deeper appreciation of Aboriginal culture may be achieved through archaeology, the 

question may then be asked as to whether such an appreciation is happening through 

the present style of interpretation. Interpretation is about communicating the 

significance of a place to the public.  If communication is ineffective, then the 

public’s appreciation of archaeological findings will be limited.  Alternatively, the 

public may place their own interpretations on the site.  Do the majority of visitors 

have the intentionality, from a phenomenological perspective, to be enlightened and 

cognisant of something which is outside their usual stream of knowledge? Morris 

(1996:14) asserts that non-Aboriginal people will always have difficulty 

understanding the relationship of Bininj to their land, just as Bininj have great 

difficulty in explaining their relationship cross-culturally.  He says we need simply 

to accept that it exists, be supportive and enjoy the richness of knowledge that flows 

from it.   Is there no way, then, that the scientific archaeological view and 
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Aboriginal metaphysical view may be so developed as to bond the richness of both 

interpretations?      

 

Part of the scientific view and part of the Aboriginal view are being presented but in 

a restrained manner.  It may be felt that if the interpretation is made too 

comprehensively through the revelations of Western based archaeological 

initiatives, there is the danger of the results being clouded.  This could occur 

because the relatively homogenous nature of the finds over thousands of years may 

be viewed by some members of the visiting public bound by a superficial eye. 

Visitors may misunderstand what they see and negatively decode this lack of 

change as depicting a linear lack of progress. Yet a presentation of facts gleaned 

from the archaeological investigation, and accompanied by relevant material, is 

capable of showing more than just the steady flow of life with its changes dictated 

by environmental moods.   

 

The real strength of the argument for showing the facts in all the detail of Western 

interpretation, is actually to be found in the acknowledged minor changes.  These 

would exemplify and prove an intentional and calculated course of action as a 

choice to keep the Dreamtime Law. Unfortunately, this argument could backfire!  

Whilst the lack of Western style progress because of Dreamtime demands could be 

stressed and accepted, some visitors might then wrongly conclude that such 

apparent blind obedience was grounded in nothing more than appeasing some 

mythical Ancestor. Further enlightenment for the visitor may be necessary.   

 

The reasoned choice of life continuing in a satisfyingly cyclic fashion is lost on 

most visitors because it has never been raised with them.    Much may always have 

been made of the fact that ‘Aborigines lived in harmony with the land’, but this 

harmony has never been explained beyond the argument that Aborigines were 

natural conservationists as dictated by the Dreamtime Laws.  These Laws, being 

supposedly unfathomable to the Westerner, then became a barrier for their further 

understanding.  Western science says Australia has only been settled by humankind 

over the last 60,000 years or so but, according to Dreamtime Law, Aboriginal 

people say in effect “…we have always been here.  We have been here for ever”.   
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It is clearly apparent that the Traditional Owners want to share connections with 

country with visitors, so that visitors can appreciate the meaning of the land to 

people, not only its natural and scenic values.  The Kakadu National Park Tourist 

Handbook (2001:71) states that the Traditional Owners are: 

 
…keen for visitors to appreciate and enjoy the Park and to develop 
a special sense of what Kakadu is and means to [them].  They are 
also keen for visitors to take that special understanding home with 
them. 
 

But what connections are visitors able to share with Traditional Owners if they do 

not first really understand the metaphysical connections of the Traditional Owners 

to the land.  What ‘special understanding’ are they taking home with them?  It is 

certainly not one that has been augmented and informed by archaeological research. 

Neither have they been introduced to the real meaning of the Dreamtime Laws.  An 

opportunity exists for the visiting public to come away with more than passing 

memories of scenic beauty and a permitted overview of Aboriginal culture. 

 

How the foregoing, with its far reaching implications, may be explained in Park 

literature for visitor consumption is in the hands of the combined Park management.  

Parks and Aboriginal people have both had to make choices and compromises and 

to live with an outcome determined by a Plan of Management and all the National 

Park way of doing things.  However, while practice on the ground in Kakadu might 

give the appearance of being directly under the control of the Board which has a 

majority of Aboriginal votes, these Aboriginal choices are constrained by a number 

of fundamental compromises.  It is their Aboriginal land but they have had to allow 

for such things as mining and a perpetual lease for a National Park so that they now 

have to live with more than 200,000 tourists, a settled township, and a uranium 

mine. 

 

The basic side of Management is concerned with resources and whatever money 

may be available, training of rangers, Park practice regarding roads, parking areas, 

toilets  and, of course, signage.  What gets through to the consciousness of visitors 

is determined by the provision of signage which briefly explains the exhibits.  

Would a broader view, made available to visitors in literature if not in immediate 
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signage, afford a deeper appreciation of the Park experience?  This may be a later 

achievable objective.   

 

As noted in Chapter Two, Section 2.9, at the present time the National Park ethos is 

heavily biased towards ecology, scenery/nature conservation.  This means that 

presentation of the long term history of the Park, e.g. Aboriginal cultural practices, 

burning, and changes over time, and the recent history will both be at odds with the 

ecological bias. The perceived similarities between Aboriginal views and the deep 

ecologists is just another layer.    It is not that the Traditional Owners are choosing a 

particular way but that the interests of both park ecologists and Traditional Owners 

have had to compromise and come together.   

 

Such behind the scenes disputes, however, are unlikely to be of over-riding concern 

to visitors.  They will be looking for enjoyment and satisfaction in learning as much 

as they can from their visit.  Does the interpretation of the site go far enough in 

trying to make explicable the seamless culture of the Aboriginal people in both past 

and present times?  If it is acceptable to the Traditional Owners that a more deeply 

meaningful aspect of Aboriginal cultural identity be brought to the fore in the eyes 

of visitors, can this be done?  In the practicable terms of presentation, full Western 

and Dreamtime interpretations could be provided as truly parallel with the 

expectation that connecting links will emerge in the consciousness of the visitor.  

What is actually happening in the present situation is the subject of this research and 

will be re-visited in the closing chapter of this thesis.   

 

In the next two chapters, the presentation and arguments concerning the 

management and presentation of Port Arthur will be analysed in a discussion which 

parallels that presented above for Kakadu National Park.  Following this, my 

observations and questionnaire interviews at both Kakadu and Port Arthur will be 

presented.  This will allow the options, choices and compromises made by 

management at both Kakadu and Port Arthur to be examined against actual visitor 

experiences and the level of satisfaction, or otherwise, they report. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

 
PORT ARTHUR HISTORIC SITE TASMANIA 

 
Let it be said, therefore, that your visit to Port Arthur Historic Site 
has been not only an enjoyable, interesting and memorable 
experience, but also just a little disquieting – there but for the 
Grace of God go I?  (Graeme-Evans and Ross 2000:57). 

 

4.1 Introduction     
 

In this chapter I outline the history of Port Arthur within the context of its colonial, 

convict origins, and its subsequent and changing history as a penal institution, 

isolated rural community and as a tourist destination, including its notoriety as a 

result of the 1996 tragedy at the Broad Arrow Café.   I discuss the different 

approaches to the conservation of Port Arthur, making a special note of where 

different approaches are in conflict with each other.  Details of the interpretation of 

the Port Arthur site for visitors will be considered in Chapter Five. 

 

Port Arthur makes for an interesting contrast with Kakadu.  Firstly, while it is in an 

isolated locality, Tasmania is a part of the settled eastern part of Australia where the 

mainstream population is located.  Secondly, while there are elements of Aboriginal 

history present, Port Arthur mostly relates to the colonial period and hence to the 

British origins of the greater part of the Australian population.  Finally, it deals with 

the more recent period of Australian history, one that the majority of Australians 

should have both an affinity with, and a better knowledge of.  In contrast to Kakadu, 

Port Arthur is firmly located within the historic time period and of great 

significance to contemporary Australians.  The site is one of the best–known 

symbols of the era of “convictism” which, as Mason, Myers and de la Torre 

(2003:4) note, played such a formative role in Australia’s history and identity.  
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Port Arthur is located on the Tasmania Peninsula, in Tasmania, Australia’s only 

island state.  For more than three decades the island was the most feared destination 

for prisoners (Figure 4.1).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.1: Map of Tasmania Showing Location of Major Penal Settlements 
(from Robson 1997:frontispiece) 

 
 

Tasmania, or Van Diemen’s Land as it was previously known, is noted for its 

connection with the transportation of felons to Australia in the early nineteenth 

century.  To the British, Van Diemen’s Land had a colonial purpose, at the heart of 
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which was the deployment of convicts as virtual slave labour under the assignment 

system (Robson 1997:14).  Although convicts were sent out to Australia with the 

first settlers, penal colonies were not built until later, and it was not until the mid-

19th century that Van Diemen’s Land became notorious as a British penal colony. 

 

In a bid to escape its reputation, the name of Van Diemen’s Land was changed to 

Tasmania after a petition from the Legislative Council of the Colony to Queen 

Victoria in 1854.  As directed by this order, the actual name change was proclaimed 

on 1st January, 1856.  This change of name related not so much to legality, as to 

preferred identity.  The new name ‘Tasmania’ signified closing the door on the 

penal past, disavowing it and looking forward to a free self-governing future, and 

was of great significance to those opposed to the continuing transportation of 

convicts (Anon Tasmania 2004).  

 

In 1822 the first penal settlement in Van Diemen’s Land was set up at Sarah Island 

in Macquarie Harbour on the west coast and, until its closure in 1833, was reserved 

for those who had committed serious crimes after landing in the colony (Shaw 

1971:210). In 1825, another penal settlement was set up on Maria Island, off the 

east coast, to receive those whose crimes had been less serious, but this was closed 

in 1832 (Shaw 1971:211).   

 

The cost of keeping two isolated secondary punishment stations was too great and 

while the then Governor of Van Diemen’s Land, Lieutenant-Governor Sir George 

Arthur, was considering closing them both down, he opened a new settlement closer 

to Hobart (Hughes 1987:398).  A natural sheltered harbour was chosen and named 

in honour of Governor Arthur.  The first group of convicts landed at Port Arthur in 

September, 1830 (Hughes 1987:401).   Port Arthur was destined, as Hughes 

(1987:400) suggests, to become the emblem of the miseries of transportation, “the 

Hell on Earth” in popular historical imagination in Australia. 
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4.2 Port Arthur Historic Site – The Penal Settlement (1830-1877) 
 

Two main reasons lay behind the choice of Port Arthur for use as a penal 

settlement.  With timber being a valuable commercial resource for Van Diemen’s 

Land, and the demand for timber for buildings and furniture rising, one 

consideration was the forests around the area.  Further, the logging of such timber 

was believed to be sufficiently harsh punishment for convicts.  Another 

consideration was the fact that Tasman Peninsula was an ideal area for a penal 

settlement because the only land access was by Eaglehawk Neck, a narrow strip of 

sandy country which opened onto Forestier Peninsula.  Added to this, the only land 

access to the Forestier Peninsula was by a narrow strip of land at East Bay Neck 

(Figure 4.2).  These necks could be easily guarded by small bodies of men, and 

military posts were later established across both of them (Brand 1975:18).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 4.2: Map of Tasman Peninsula Showing East Bay Neck and Eaglehawk 
Neck  (from Graeme-Evans and Ross 2000:8). 
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As a place of correction for offenders, Port Arthur falls into several phases.  It 

began, in 1830, as a penal settlement for second offenders, known as the 

incorrigibles, with severe punishment used on the prisoners (McCulloch and 

Simmons 1998:4).  For the first six months after arrival the convict was subjected to 

common hard labour with timber getting the principal chore.  The slightest breach 

of rules and regulations resulted in charges for the offender followed by summary 

punishment (Graeme-Evans and Ross 2000:12).  Levels of severity related directly 

to the nature of the offence committed.  Physical sentences, such as flogging with 

the cat-o-nine tails, would be inflicted upon absconders in the presence of all 

prisoners.  These absconders were tied to the infamous “triangle” and could expect 

to receive up to one hundred lashes (Graeme-Evans and Ross 2000:12).  However, 

many men saw out their sentences with only a few admonitions or deprivation of 

privileges received for offences such as absence without leave or drunkenness 

(Hopkins 1998:6 Book 2). 

 

Timber getting was initially the most important work, but trades such as stone 

masonry and brick-making were soon established as well as boat-building industries 

in conjunction with its supporting trades.     Agriculture also flourished to the point 

where the Tasman Peninsula became self-sufficient in food.  There were no oxen or 

horses involved in agricultural practices as men were yoked up like human cattle 

(14 in a team) to plough the fields (Graeme-Evans and Ross 2000:20). 

 

Just as the reasons for sending prisoners to Port Arthur differed, so did the 

experience of individual convicts at the settlement.  While between a third and half 

of the prisoners worked in gangs, the remainder were employed as shipwrights, 

shoemakers, charcoal burners, sawyers, servants, boatmen, signalmen, blacksmiths, 

carpenters, masons, overseers, watchmen, constables and flagellators (Maxwell-

Stuart and Hood 2001:7).   As Maxwell-Stuart and Hood (2001:7) comment, it was 

more likely that these men would be rewarded for their service than be beaten or 

locked up in solitary cells.  This variation in experience was an important aspect of 

convict transportation.   For those caught up in the system of workshops, chain 

gangs and penal stations, life was a lottery where one prisoner could be beaten into 

submission, but another offered opportunities (Maxwell-Stuart and Hood 2001:7). 
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During the years 1834-44, increasing numbers of convicts arrived at Port Arthur 

from a variety of backgrounds.  They were not simply “lifers” serving long 

sentences or incorrigible second offenders but tradesmen, architects, professionals, 

political activists, and a new wave of convicts later referred to in the justice system 

as juvenile offenders (Graeme-Evans and Ross 2000:16).   

 

One pioneering feature in 1834 was the wholesale segregation of young boys from 

adult offenders at Point Puer, a settlement across the bay from Port Arthur (Figure 

4.3).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 4.3: Map Showing Location of Point Puer 
(from Hopkins 1998:29 Book 2) 
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Under strict discipline, boys were taught trades from shoe and boot making, 

carpentry, blacksmithing, baking, sawing, boat building, gardening and book 

binding (Hopkins 1998:29 Book 2).  The discipline at Point Puer may be considered 

harsh in today’s terms but, nevertheless, the boy convicts were well cared for, and 

received a better education than if they had continued their lives in the disease-

ridden alleys of the English industrial towns of that era (Graeme-Evans and Ross 

2000:2).   Graeme-Evans and Ross (2000:18) point out, however, that even though 

contemporary recorders of those times perceived the Point Puer system to be an 

oasis in the desert of penal government, the boys who were transported to Tasmania 

were, in fact, very much street-wise and vicious behaviour did occur.    

 

When criminal transportation to New South Wales ceased after 1842, the number of 

convicts sent to Van Diemen’s Land increased significantly (Mason, Myers and de 

la Torre 2003:6).  During the 1840s and early 1850s, Van Diemen’s Land was 

considered an ideal place to exile political dissidents since it was remote from 

friendly supporters, hard to reach, and isolated on all sides by seas. Among other 

such detainees were 143 Canadians and Americans, some of whom took part in the 

civil uprising in Canada in 1837-38.   William Smith O’Brien, who took part in the 

“Young Ireland” uprising in 1848, was one of the most eminent detainees to be held 

at Port Arthur for a few months in 1850 (Hopkins 1998:29 Book 3).  

 

The 1840s was a period of reform which included strict discipline, religion and, to a 

lesser degree, education, but with some reduction in severe punishment (McCulloch 

and Simmons 1998:5).  The practice of flogging was rare by 1840 and was banned 

for convicts after 1848, when it was realised that it only made the victim embittered, 

and brutalised both the victim and the man carrying out the flagellation (Hopkins 

1998:19 Book 2).  As Graeme-Evans and Ross (2000:10) comment, Port Arthur had 

now grown in stature “…to serve at the leading edge in reformist philosophy”. 

   

Another feature of the reformist philosophy was the construction of the Model or 

Separate Prison, started in 1848 and completed in 1852 (McCulloch and Simmons 

1998:7).  The individual separation of prisoners from one another in cells was 

known as “The Model”.  With nothing allowed to distract him from his thoughts, it 
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was anticipated the prisoner would be led to salvation (Hopkins 1998:20 Book 2).  

Each prisoner was wrapped in anonymity and when the prisoner left his cell for any 

reason, his face was covered in a cloth mask with slits for the eyes (Frow 

2000:129).  Apart from the solitary cells where convicts lived and worked in 

isolation and total silence, there were two special punishment cells for those who 

broke any further rules.  These men spent time imprisoned in the punishment cell in 

total darkness and silence for periods of between one and thirty days on a diet of 

bread and water.  According to McCulloch and Simmons (1998:8), when released, 

many were often on the verge of insanity or temporarily blind.  

 

Transportation of convicts from Britain to Van Diemen’s Land ceased in 1853, 

although those serving time within the system had to complete their sentences. The 

importance of Port Arthur as a penal settlement where hard labour was the purpose 

of its existence steadily declined.   In 1871, Port Arthur was transferred from 

Imperial control of Britain to the colony of Tasmania and became known as the 

“Colonial Penal Establishment, Port Arthur”.  In 1873 some of the prisoners still 

remaining were transported to Hobart Town, leaving behind the feeble and infirm 

(Hopkins 1998:30 Book 3).  But the convict system had created a special welfare 

problem and as the average age of convicts increased, so did sickness and 

feebleness amongst them.  Many men, due to repeated or serious offences, had 

remained in custody for decades and finished up poor, unskilled and unemployable.  

Called paupers, they now became a continuing burden on society.   Such convicts, 

whose usefulness for public labour was extremely limited, were housed at Port 

Arthur in a pauper and invalid complex (Hopkins 1998:30 Book 3).  Egloff (1982:4) 

describes Port Arthur at this stage as changing “…from a vibrant industrial complex 

to a moribund station for the recalcitrant and enfeebled”.  

 

4.3 Rise of Port Arthur as a Tourist Precinct (1877-1884) 
 

Port Arthur survived longer than any other major colonial Australian penal station, a 

fact which gave rise to its wide acceptance as a symbol of convictism.    Another 

contributor of almost greater impact to its reputation, was the tourism industry 

which began in the year the convicts left: it took very little time after its closure for 
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Port Arthur to be visited by those curious about the notorious penal settlement 

(Boyer 1995:483, Lennox 1996:80).   Almost from the time of its closure, Port 

Arthur “teetered on the brink of public perception (or suppression) of Australia’s 

convict origins and the dawning of a national identity” (Lennox 1996:80). 

 

Following the formal closure of Port Arthur penal settlement in 1877, a combination 

of curiosity and morbid fascination drew many visitors to the area and a fledging 

tourist industry grew up alongside the rural service town (Allison and Scott 1997:6).  

Nevertheless, there was conflict between the development of tourism and the desire 

of the local community to erase the ‘hated stain’ of its penal origins (Allison and 

Scott 1997:6).  In 1884, community pressure resulted in an official name-change 

from Port Arthur to Carnarvon (after Lord Carnarvon, the one time Secretary of 

State for the Colonies), in an effort, suggest Allison and Scott (1997:6), to 

emphasise the dissociation.  

 

By the 1890s, daily excursions to Port Arthur were being run in summer by the 

Union Steamship Company.  Local steamers ran to Tasman Peninsula and put 

tourists down at Taranna on the north coast from where a coach could be taken to 

Port Arthur, reached some eight hours after leaving Hobart.  There guests might 

stay at the Carnarvon Hotel, formerly the Commandant’s residence.  Local 

policeman guided visitors around with one or two ex-convicts also on hand to show 

people about the place (Davidson 1995:655-6). 

 

Port Arthur had by now become recognised as having “provided the stuff of fiction” 

(Davidson 1995:656), with allusion made in tourist literature to Marcus Clarke’s 

For the Term of His Natural Life.  In 1874, this gothic novel which helped to shape 

images of the horrors of the penal settlement, was published and went into many  

editions.  It was a melodramatic work which was 

 
…explicitly intended to engender wide Anglo-Australian sympathy 
for the ancestral felons who had suffered from the flawed British 
legal system and the brutalities of colonial convict management 
(Casella and Fredericksen 2001:3). 
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The first film version of For the Term of His Natural Life, based on Clarke’s 

convict tragedy novel of the same name, was filmed on site in 1908 (Mason, Myers 

and de la Torre 2003:timeline 53). 

 

Robson (1997:15) believes Port Arthur came to gain a much worse reputation than 

it deserved.   He agrees that in its early days of settlement, Van Diemen’s Land had 

indeed been an extremely violent society, comprising as it did many of the 

desperate men who had emerged from the social dislocation produced as the 

Industrial Revolution gathered pace.   But the conduct of Port Arthur as a penal 

establishment came to be judged by the enlightened standards of penology 

belonging to the later nineteenth and twentieth centuries (Robson 1997:16).   

Although a sentence to Port Arthur was initially reserved for those found guilty of 

the most grave criminal offences or persistent bad conduct, Robson (1997:16) 

stresses that the standards of the time were very different from those of a later 

period. 

 

4.4 Carnarvon Period (1884-1927) 
 

In the early 1900s, the mouldering remains of Tasmania’s convict prisons and 

probation stations were commonly referred to as “…blots on the landscape” (Young 

1996:1).  Any destruction of these buildings, such as to make room for road 

widening, was met with general approval. Yet the convict buildings were of great 

interest to tourists “…as the physical testimony to the system” and, indeed, had 

been since the 1870s when Tasmania first began to promote itself as the tourist isle 

(Young 1996:1).  

 

During the Carnarvon period, 1884-1927, the Commandant’s residence became the 

Hotel Carnarvon, the Asylum became the Carnarvon Town Chambers, the Church 

of England parsonage became the Carnarvon Post Office, and the Senior Medical 

Officer’s residence became the guest house “Clougha” (Egloff 1982:5).    

 

Some residents established cottage industries manufacturing chains, leg irons, and 

whips to use as props or sell to tourists, and the little private museum displayed 
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convict clothes, man traps, balls and chains, cat-o-nine tails and death masks  

(Davison and McConville 1991:87). 

 

Following the closure of the station in 1877, it had proved difficult to foster 

alternative uses for the facilities which gradually fell into disrepair; were salvaged 

for building materials; or fell victim to the ravages of bush fires in the 1890s (Egloff 

1982:4).  Yet, as Egloff (1982:5) comments, the curiosity seekers who sought Port 

Arthur, established a tourist image for the site as well as ensuring that those 

buildings servicing the trade remained in relatively good order.  Other buildings, 

however, were also in danger.   Davidson (1995:657) comments that Port Arthur 

“…had gone into limbo”. 

 

A 1913 Report to the Inspector of Public Buildings recommended that certain 

buildings be pulled down with the idea  

 
…that the magnificent view of the bay to be obtained from the high 
road above the Penitentiary when buildings are down would more 
than compensate for the loss of same from a tourist point of view 
(Egloff 1982:3). 
 

By this time, there was an awareness of the historic significance of Port Arthur.  

When the Tasmanian Government established the Scenery Preservation Board in 

1915 to manage parks and reserves across the state, it included the Port Arthur site. 

The Port Arthur historic reserves of the church, the penitentiary, the Model Prison, 

Point Puer and Dead Isle, declared by the Scenery Protection Board in 1916, were 

the first to be gazetted in Australia (Mason, Myers and de la Torre 2003:7, 53). 

Mason, Myers and de la Torre (2003:7) comment that it should be noted that the 

Board’s main function was to protect the site’s natural environment and scenery 

rather than its cultural heritage.  

 

With the establishment of Scenery Protection Board, the Tasmanian Government 

began to buy back the most significant sites in town which had been sold earlier 

(Davidson 1995:656).  Davidson (1995:656) records that neither the church, nor the 

penitentiary had been sold, although they had been available for sale by auction.  
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The Board now gradually acquired land at the site, appointed guides, and conducted 

a few small-scale preservation projects (Mason, Myers and de la Torre 2003:7, 53).    

 

4.5 The Reassertion of Tourism (1927-1971)  
In 1926, a remake of the 1908 film For the Term of His Natural Life was shot at the 

site, in spite of protests that it would result in negative publicity for Tasmania 

(Mason, Myers and de la Torre 2003:8).  However, Mason, Myers and de la Torre 

(2003:8) report that, released in 1927, “…the film was a box-office success and had 

a significant impact in promoting tourism to the site”. 

 

Throughout the 1920s and ‘30s, Port Arthur was widely advertised and its 

reputation spread.  Generally, Tasmanians became more inclined to accept the 

utilisation of the site, even though some wrote to the press calling for its destruction 

because its continued presence was “…a monument to shame and cruelty”, 

“…pandering to morbid desires“, “…reflecting poorly on the British Empire”, and 

remained as “…a source of commercial profit” (Young 1996:120).   Other letters to 

the press believed the ruins should be retained and, in final acceptance, the name 

was changed back from Carnarvon to Port Arthur in February 1929 (Young 

1996:120). 

 

In 1940, an extensive repair program was contemplated for the church, but the funds 

committed were not great (Davidson 1995:657).  By the mid-1940s, significant 

repairs were required to the church, which was being used by cattle wandering in 

and stabling at the base of the tower.   Weeds and blackberries were taking a firm 

hold on stone walls, and also threatening to weaken the masonry on all the other 

ruins (Davidson 1995:657).  

 

In 1944, the Scenery Preservation Board, being well aware of the unsatisfactory and 

untidy appearance of the town, devised a development plan, which included 

extensive beautification. Bracketed with a complete restoration of the church as the 

number one priority, this effectively meant “…swathing the horror of the past in 

truth and beauty”, with further sanitisation indicated by the proposal to demolish the 
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penitentiary and replace it with a pavilion and a scale model of the building 

(Davidson 1995:658).  

 

The sudden spurt in the numbers of tourists to the Site, however, emboldened the 

Scenery Preservation Board to create a subordinate Port Arthur Scenic Reserves 

Board (Davidson 1995:658).  The first three years of the new Board, up to 1950, 

saw much activity.  Blackberries and rubbish were cleared away, rickety fences 

pulled down or upgraded so that they could contain errant cows, drainage improved, 

and paths laid out amidst extensive planting of grasses and trees.  A program of 

repairs was embarked upon and there was some demolition of dilapidated buildings 

(Davidson 1995:658).  That these buildings may have been of historical significance 

was evidently not considered to be important. 

 

In the 1950s, it began to be appreciated that the church in particular was, as a tourist 

attraction, more appealing in its present state, and that preservation should simply 

mean maintenance of the ruin.  Even so, there were stray voices urging total 

restoration in preference to seeing the place crumble away, and an industrial use for 

the penitentiary had even been advocated (Davidson 1995:658).  Davidson 

(1995:658) believes that many Tasmanians would not have approved of these 

developments.  He notes that as late as 1971, there was still present what one visitor 

termed “…an unresolved emotional conflict about their past”. Perhaps it was true, 

as Egloff (1982:4) suggests, that many Tasmanians at that time would prefer to use 

the historic site as a playground rather than come to grips with the convict past.  To 

see the buildings crumble away and hopefully forgotten was preferable to seeing 

them restored and, therefore, a constant reminder of the ugliness of the past.  But 

since the ruins did not appear to be crumbling away, there was hope that the place 

would mellow into a garden town (Davidson 1995:658).  

 

4.6 National Park (1971-1986) 
 

In 1971, the Tasmanian State Government dissolved the Scenery Protection Board 

and Port Arthur was transferred to the newly established National Parks and 

Wildlife Service (NPWS) which then assumed responsibility for the management of 
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Port Arthur (Egloff 1982:5; Davidson 1995:660; Mason, Myers and de la Torre 

2003:8)). The main anxiety of the NPWS, who were entrusted to draw up a plan of 

management for the site, was the state of the buildings.  Davidson (1995:660) 

comments that it was doubted whether the hospital and penitentiary, if left to their 

fate, would last another ten years.  

 

The NPWS had a policy based on wilderness park concepts that excluded 

residential use within the historic site (Mason, Myers and de la Torre (2003:8).  

This resulted in the displacement of the community from the site and gave National 

Parks the opportunity to re-organise its presentation. 

 
The first 1975 Management Plan’s vision of Port Arthur was influenced by the 

pioneer village concept.  There were plans to install blacksmiths, tinsmiths, candle-

makers, bakers and other trades-people to demonstrate their crafts; and also plans 

for workshops, where people could view antique material being restored for display 

purposes (Davidson 1995:660).  Local cottage industries, producing quality 

souvenirs would also be encouraged.  The plan also stated its aim of creating a 

mood of tranquillity and quiet relaxation, matching the more serious aspects of Port 

Arthur’s history.    

 
Part of the 1975 Management Plan declared that the site and buildings must retain 

their romantic flavour.  To achieve this feeling some structures were to be 

maintained as ruins, stressing by their condition the fact that, whatever it was that 

happened here, was gone and would not return (Davidson 1995:661).  It seemed that 

the only way in which Port Arthur and the convict system it represented could be 

appreciatively seen, was through the aesthetics of ruin (Frow 2000:132). 

 
In this re-making of the history of Port Arthur, it was taken that the fundamental 

reality of the site was that the failure of Port Arthur and the transportation system in 

general was a victory for humanity (Allen 1976:104). The system  

 
…should be seen to have failed and the ruined buildings are the 
most poignant testimony of its failure.  This chapter of history was 
grim and bitter and should not be deflected by the creation of 
moods of ‘relaxation and quiet tranquillity’.  Port Arthur is an 
important historic site, not a picnic ground  (Allen 1976:105). 
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In the 1980s, Port Arthur was the scene of an ambitious and in many respects 

unique conservation and development program (Egloff 1982:3).  Between 1979 and 

1986, the State and Federal Government funded a seven year conservation and 

restoration project which laid the foundation for Port Arthur’s future.  This $9 

million project administered by the National Parks and Wildlife Service, saw joint 

funding guided by respect for the existing fabric and all periods of its history 

(Lennox 1996:80).  

 

The project soon developed problems of its own (Davidson 1995:662).  It was 

difficult to estimate costs since there were few precedents for such restoration 

programs, and none whatever for stabilisation works.  And there was also the 

problem of inflation and the Tasmanian government’s refusal to increase staff or 

even to indicate what would happen once the project was completed.  It was hoped, 

however, that when the seven years were up, the two governments (the Federal 

Government and the Tasmanian State Government) might be persuaded to carry on 

with the project (Davidson 1995:663).  A total of $7.7 million was needed to 

complete restoration work and set up a regular maintenance program but the Federal 

Government announced in 1986, that they would provide no further funds, and 

neither was the Tasmanian government initially prepared to pick up the tab 

(Davidson 1995:663).   

 

Although preserving national heritage had some political value, such views were 

now undercut by the sharper focus of economic rationalism.  There was, however, 

the economic activity of tourism.  The appraisal of this aspect was advancing to the 

point where conservation was no longer seen as separate, or as having higher ethical 

value but rather as something that could be related directly to the number of visitors 

(Davidson 1995:663).   

 

Unfortunately, tourism had not grown to anywhere near the projections expected ten 

years earlier but Davidson (1995:664), noted that in the 1985 Management Plan 

which superseded the 1975 Management Plan, there had never been a serious 

promotional campaign within Tasmania.  The 1985 Management Plan mooted that, 

in the case of Port Arthur, development of the site, together with special events 



Chapter Four – Port Arthur Historic Site Tasmania 

 

196

designed especially to draw a renewed interest from Tasmanians, could be used to 

attract higher percentages of interstate visitors as well as Tasmanians.  With respect 

to Tasmania’s attractiveness to tourists from elsewhere, Port Arthur could be used 

as a spearhead in promotions (PAHSMP 1985:31).   

 

With funding for the Conservation and Development Project no longer available 

from the Federal Government after 1986, the Tasmanian Government now 

considered managing the site as a statutory authority and making it earn its own 

income from its visitors.  The philosophy that heritage projects must be self-

supporting was becoming more prevalent (Davison and McConville 1991:88).  For 

this practice to be applied at Port Arthur, that could mean that the contemplative 

quality of the ruins must now compete with distractions like the bright colours and 

noise of the souvenir shops, fast food halls, rides and strolling musicians.   Writing 

in 1991, Davison and McConville (1991:88), suggested that Port Arthur, the historic 

site, would need to develop more in the style of Old Sydney Town, the recreated 

historic village, where convicts floggings are comic performances with visitors 

volunteering to be flogged, or even to be the flogger.  

 

It is useless to speculate what might have eventuated for the Port Arthur Historic 

Site if such a project had been followed through, but Old Sydney Town which 

opened with much fanfare on Australia Day in 1975, closed its doors to the public 

as an attraction in 2003 

(http://www.smh.com.au/articles/2003/01/24/1042911552312.html).   

 

This Internet reference noted that the theme park was initially set up with the help 

of the Federal Government and the Bank of NSW with the Wran state government 

taking over shortly after.  While hopes were high, maintenance costs were noted as 

being extremely difficult, particularly with “…maintaining exact replicas of 

colonial buildings, built of softwood or wattle and daub”.  It was also noted that 

marketing of Old Sydney Town was virtually non-existent.   

 

An extract from Hansard, NSW Legislative Council of 19th June, 1997, drew 

attention to the fact that conditions had been allowed to run down at Old Sydney 
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Town, and it was very much in need of rejuvenation, not modernisation. This theme 

park is operated by a private consortium on land owned by the State Government 

which also owns the attraction itself but which is leased to an overseas-based 

entertainment company.  The extract noted that there was much concern among the 

staff who were interested not only in the tourist potential of the park but also in its 

heritage value.  The motion was agreed that it was the intention of the Council to 

pressure the Government to save Old Sydney Town for the people of New South 

Wales 

(http://www.parliament.nsw.gov.au/prod/PARLMENT/hansArt.nsf/V3Key/LC1997

0619057).  Such pressure, however, was evidently of no avail.  

 

Claims that the younger generation in Australia is not interested in history and that 

this has forced the closure of Old Sydney Town appeared in another interview 

article on the Internet on 3rd January, 2003.   It suggested that  

 
…the reasons are myriad but foremost is the perception that the 
new generation of clients weaned on computer graphics and games 
are more interested in instant gratification, rather than the 
introspection of history 
(http://www.abc.net.au/am/stories/s757135.thm).   
 

Yet the idea of any lack of interest on the part of young people is not borne out at 

Port Arthur Historic Site.  While being interviewed, Stephen Large, Chief Executive 

Officer of this site in Tasmania, reported that many young people come to Port 

Arthur on an educational experience school trip or with their parents.  He also noted 

that the one of the difficulties in terms of conservation of a site like Port Arthur, and 

probably Old Sydney Town, would be the cost.  Port Arthur, he said, was very 

fortunate in having Tasmanian Government support for its conservation program.  

Economic rationalisation may well have been the reason for the demise of Old 

Sydney Town, rather than lack of historical interest. 

 

4.7 Port Arthur Historic Site Management Authority (1987- present) 

 

In 1987, the Tasmanian government established the Port Arthur Historic Site 

Management Authority (PAHSMA) by an Act of Parliament.  This Authority, 

which is the body that runs Port Arthur today, is not only responsible for site 
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maintenance, but also for marketing and tourist publicity. Although the Authority is 

in receipt of capital grants, it must manage Port Arthur in such a way as to be 

economically self-sufficient.  New attractions would have to be introduced but, if 

they were not done carefully, it was recognised that Port Arthur would be in danger 

of becoming a “Convict Country” theme park (Davidson 1995:665).  

 

In the first nine months of the Authority’s operation, the Building and Grounds 

Maintenance Department concentrated its resources on the repair and upgrading of 

essential services (PAHSMA Annual Report 1987-1988:5).  In the area of grounds 

maintenance, the overall appearance of the site was substantially altered by 

removing a wide range of intrusive twentieth century elements including modern 

fencing and unnecessary signs.  At the same time, a number of traditional features 

were returned to the site, including picket fences, pathways, flower beds and feature 

trees.  This was made possible by utilising the archaeological research work carried 

out during the Port Arthur Conservation Project period (PAHSMA Annual Report 

1987/1988:5).  

 

It had now become widely accepted that Tasmania’s surviving convict structures 

have value – apart from the tourist dollar – for the present generation.  By holding 

meanings about our past, structures possess significance for us culturally and it is 

such contact with the structures themselves that brings the tourists (Young 1996:1).  

Most plans for Port Arthur recognise the aesthetic beauty of the area but it is not the 

magnificent harbour at Port Arthur that draws visitors to Australia’s prime historic 

site and oldest continuous tourist attraction.  According to Davidson (1995:653), it 

is the ruins from the convict period that persistently catch the eye and people’s 

imagination (Davidson 1995:653).  

 

A comprehensive promotions program was designed to encourage greater visitation 

to the site.  Paid advertising was supplemented and enhanced with stories associated 

with activities at Port Arthur in the local and interstate media, with considerable co-

operation obtained from local and interstate journalists in promoting the aims of the 

Authority (PAHSMA Annual Report 1988-1989:7).  These aims, noted in the 

PAHSMA Annual Report (1988-1989:7) included ensuring the preservation and 
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maintenance of the historic site as an example of a major British convict settlement 

and penal institution of the 19th century; co-ordinating archaeological activities on 

the historic site; promoting an understanding of the historical and archaeological 

importance of the historic site; and, consistent with the Management Plan, 

promoting the historic site as a tourist destination (Figure 4.4). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.4: Promotion of Visitation to Port Arthur Notice 
(from PAHSMA Annual Report 1988-1989:7). 
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4.8 Changes in the Interpretation of Port Arthur 
 

Just as the administrating agencies have changed over time, so too have the 

interpretations of Port Arthur as presented to the public.  Perceptions of Port Arthur 

for the visitor appear to be dependent on many factors, one of which may be any 

bias felt by those initiating the information, and a desire to give a certain 

impression. Daniels (1983:6) raises the concern that the “…conception of Port 

Arthur as a humane place … derives from the opinion of the penal authorities 

themselves”.  Davies and Egloff (1984:50) believe the official history of the 

establishment was how officials wished it to be seen with the convicts, overseers, 

servants and soldiers becoming anonymous actors. They observe that at Port Arthur, 

“…the corpus of official convict data is voluminous”, and so researchers often 

select only those documents which come most easily to hand (Davies and Egloff 

1984:50).   

 

One of the first questions to be answered in interpreting an historic place, suggests 

Young (1996:151) is not which story should be told but whose story because, as he 

explains, “…should a class or a gender or any other social group be banished to the 

fringes of history, it is dispossessed”.    All stories told, therefore, can be potent, 

politically charged stories (Young 1996:151). 

 

As has been discussed up to this point, the interpretation of Port Arthur is a century 

old and began in a simple enough way with a former inmate, or pretend inmate, 

offering to give steamer excursionists the benefit of his inside experience, for a 

small consideration (Boyer 1995:485).  The stories of these guides, some true, half-

true or false, and usually with a wealth of gory detail, were fed by a growing public 

curiosity about the convict system.  From such small beginnings, interpretation 

became gradually formalised and part of a more organised tourist industry, with 

eventually the industry being taken over by government (Boyer 1995:485).   

 

A brochure on Port Arthur was put out by the Tasmanian Tourist Council in 1982 

(Figure 4.5).  
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Figure 4.5: Outer Cover of Tourist Map Tasmanian Tourist Council 1982. 

 

This brochure suggested that exaggerated stories of the harsh discipline were 

circulated by an irresponsible press and by ex-prisoners after their release.  Further 

comments indicate that the prisoners at Port Arthur were better fed, housed, and 

cared for than certain classes of labourer in Great Britain and lower ranks of men in 
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the Army and Navy.  Soldiers stationed at Port Arthur were given the lash for 

misdemeanours long after this form of punishment had been replaced by the Silent 

System for prisoners.  However, it acknowledged that the Coal Mines, some 16 

kilometres from Port Arthur, where the most refractory convicts were sent, were a 

‘hell on earth’. 

 

The institutionalising of Port Arthur’s interpretation has had a number of side 

effects, not the least of which has been the transformation of the horror-story 

tradition, a long-accepted entertainment of Port Arthur’s guides.  The result was a 

more objective approach to the site’s history, in which the old myths were turned 

upside-down and the administration made into what Boyer (1995:485) calls “…a 

benevolent guardian of wilful, unruly innately-degenerate children/prisoners”.  

 

When, in 1982, a project position of site interpretation officer was filled, a new 

policy for the presentation of Port Arthur to visitors started to take shape, based on 

the premise that interpretation cannot be considered separately from other 

conservation tasks (Boyer 1995:485).  The basis of the plan was that the 

interpretation would consider all aspects of the site’s significance, covering its 

prehistory, penal history (including that of satellite sites), private settlement and 

tourism, as well as the development of popular myths.  Educational visits would be 

promoted and serviced by on-site staff and a wide range of means, including on-site 

information, guided tours, printed publications, film, slide and audio presentations, 

museum display and on-site activities would be used for interpretation.  It was also 

believed that a significant number of people wished to spend more time examining 

such interests as early building techniques, Port Arthur lifestyles, or conservation 

and archaeological processes (Boyer 1995:485, 486, 489).  

 

Site policies and reasons for the policies were clearly stated in the Plan (PAHSMP 

1985:43).  It recognised that the site is the major convict settlement of an Australian 

penal system that is the foundation of European social, economic and physical 

development of the nation in general, and Tasmania in particular.  As such, the Plan 

(PAHSMP 1985:43) states that the existing fabric of the settlement as a monument 
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is of importance to the nation’s heritage as an historic document which is capable of 

accurate interpretation. 

 

In the view of the Port Arthur Historic Site Management Plan 1985 (PAHSMP 

1985:61), Port Arthur is the pre-eminent national symbol of Australia’s convict 

background, which in turn was the dominant feature of early European settlement.  

It represents different things to different people.  To those involved with its 

conservation, it is a collection of buildings of absolute importance; to tourism 

entrepreneurs it attracts potential customers; to picnickers with a sense of nostalgia, 

it is a pleasant parkland with interesting ruins (PAHSMP 1985:61).  It has a 

“…quality of the shrine about it, to which Australians come to touch something of 

their common past” (PAHSMP 1985:61). 

 

Whilst it was recognised that visitors needed to identify in some way with the 

people who created and lived in Port Arthur and the value of dramatic techniques in 

this respect acknowledged, the Management Plan (PAHSMP 1985:63) commented 

that this was an unresolved problem.  Two interdependent factors had to be 

reconciled – historical authenticity and revenue from tourism.  The catch question 

was whether the attraction of the site for tourists would be diminished if its 

authenticity had been destroyed, and balance this against the further decay of the 

existing remains if revenue from visitors was not forthcoming. 

 

Since the late 1970s, a great deal more attention has been paid to historical 

interpretation than previously (Young 1996:151).  The interpreters of the past were 

faced with a clear choice as to whether they should play down the convict past, or 

bow to market forces and use its commercial value (Young 1996:152).  This 

problem has resolved itself by blending into what Young (1996:152) calls “…a 

tamed and commodified convict past, which offends no one”.  Throughout 

Tasmania there are Ball and Chain restaurants, convict ghost tours and Motor 

Lodges named after Martin Cash, the notorious bushranger and escapee from Port 

Arthur, and other enticements synonymous with tourist promotion (Young 

1996:152).  But Young (1996:152) queries what the response has been to this new 

state of affairs in the official interpretation of the convict past, and whether there 
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has been any attempt to seek out and convey the cultural significance of the convict 

past?  In 1975, when the museum was created at Port Arthur in the old Asylum, the 

interpretation it offered was, says Young (1996:155), squarely within the ‘white-

washing’ tradition.    

 

Writing in 1983, Daniels (1983:6) notes that most captions in the museum 

emphasised “…the fundamental goodness of the system”, with a typical caption 

claiming that “…no aspect of Port Arthur’s history has been more distorted than the 

punishment and treatment of prisoners”.  The captions indicate to the reader that 

most of the horrifying stories that abound have no basis in fact and the cases of 

brutality that did occur seem to have been committed mainly by convict trusties 

against their fellow prisoners (Daniels 1983:6).  

 

Flanagan (1990:36), writing seven years after Daniel’s 1983 paper, considered that 

things had only changed for the worse.  He condemned the site interpreters’ 

concentration on the history of buildings and artefacts, and wondered whether that 

could be because here is “…a history of people [that] is too dangerous to be 

contemplated?”  What disturbed him most was the museum’s fundamental assertion 

that life as a convict at Port Arthur was not only not all that bad, but in reality rather 

pleasant.  

 

Although Young (1996:156) comments that the relevance of Port Arthur was denied 

and its meaning trivialised, there was no lack of desire on the part of management to 

try and improve visitor understanding.  A new interpretive facility of an eight 

minute video of the history of both the Penitentiary and Watchman’s Quarters was 

prepared (PAHSMA Annual Report 1990-1991:9).  Planning was also carried out 

on the introduction of audio interpretative facilities in other key locations such as 

the Model Prison Chapel.  New outdoor signs were prepared and installed at 

locations throughout the site including the Penitentiary, Model Prison and Military 

Barracks.  These signs were introduced to satisfy the increasing demand by visitors 

for information on the daily lives of convicts and the routine of prison life 

(PAHSMA Annual Report 1990-1991:9). 
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Despite the criticisms of interpretation by heritage professionals, in 1990, the Port 

Arthur Historic Site Management Authority was named as the best tourist attraction 

in the 1990 Tasmanian Tourism Awards (PAHSMA Annual Report 1989-1990:3).  

A number of significant projects designed to more effectively interpret the history 

of Port Arthur to the visiting public, including opening the refurbished Port Arthur 

Museum, along with conservation work and other improvements involving 

extensive archaeological investigations, had contributed to this Award (PAHSMA 

Annual Report 1989-1990:3, 6). 

 

The PAHSMA Annual Report 1991-1992 stated that the provision of information to 

visitors remained a critical function of the Authority.  The question of cultural 

diversity among visitors was being addressed, together with the provision of 

information to disadvantaged groups within the Tasmanian community.  An initial 

step was to be the development of several foreign language tapes, along with 

multilingual literature (PAHSMA Annual Report 1991-1992:7). 

 

The 1995 PAHSMA Annual Report stated that in addition to the precepts set down 

by the Port Arthur Historic Site Management Authority Act 1987, the Board, 

Management and Staff of Port Arthur Historic Site also aimed to promote an 

understanding by Australians and visitors to Australia of the important role of Port 

Arthur in the evolution of Australian society.   As part of the Port Arthur Historic 

Site Interpretation Plan, Bill Nethery, a Sydney-based consultant, assessed current 

practice in a report Phase ‘A’, Preliminary Report and Discussion Paper.  The Plan 

was to be implemented in 1996, with Site staff managing the project (PAHSMA 

Annual Report 1996:9).   

 

The question was whether the political resolve and the money could be found to put 

the recommendations of any Site Interpretation Plan into effect.  Otherwise, Young 

(1996:156) suggests, the place would continue to be conserved and interpreted at a 

level of bare adequacy, the place remaining as it had been since its closure, nothing 

more than a mere commodity, and supported by tax-payers’ money simply because 

of the revenue it was expected to produce. 
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4.9 1996 and its Aftermath 
 

On 28th April, 1996, a tragedy of appalling proportions took place.  A gunman shot 

dead thirty-five people and wounded nineteen others, the majority of casualties 

occurring within the Historic Site.  In less than ten minutes, twenty people died in 

the Broad Arrow Café and eleven people died at three nearby locations (Allison and 

Scott 1997:6).  This tragedy added another layer to the history of the site.  It created 

a community of people who had been shocked by the events or had lost relatives, or 

were themselves injured. Feelings about the site ran high and the café where it 

happened was burnt and left in ruins. While the heritage industry did not seek to put 

another layer to the dark history of the site, it was an episode that was to intersperse 

itself into every area of the site and its interpretation.  It was to present a number of 

challenges for site managers. 

 

How was the image of Port Arthur to be recast in the public mind?   Different 

stakeholders construed the values of the café differently. As Mason, Myers and de 

la Torre (2003:22) note, some groups wanted all evidence of the event destroyed 

and the café was partially demolished as an act of mourning.  Other groups sought 

to mark the site and memorials soon after appeared.  Site managers tried to ensure 

that the range of values was fully researched and no group’s values excluded.  

Opinions differed also as to how the values associated with the1996 tragedy related 

to the cultural values of Port Arthur – that is to say, those related to convictism.  

Mason, Myers and de la Torre (2003:21-22) comment that: 

 
…the crime at the Broad Arrow added an ironic note to the cultural 
values that were already driving the convictism theme.  For some 
visitors, the shooting overshadowed convictism and its industrial, 
penal and landscape stories.  The 1996 tragedy is thus deliberately 
not promoted to visitors (Mason, Myers and de la Torre 2003:22). 
 

The resolution of the conflicting values was mixed.  Some parts of the site were 

conserved in accord with each set of values.  A new memorial was installed as a 

temporary marker, the demolition of the café was halted and the remaining shell of 

the building preserved in a state of stripped-down ruins, clearly marking the actual 

site as a literal memorial but showing no physical evidence of the shooting.  The 
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memorial, however, was not given prominence in the interpretation schemes of Port 

Arthur and, as Mason, Myers and de la Torre (2003:23) suggest “…serves primarily 

as a quiet testimony to the senseless killing of staff and visitors”.  

 

As local memory became less immediate and locals dealt with their grief, the 

national memory would be likely to become predominant, and the Port Arthur 

tragedy would take on value as an additional layer of significance.   The tragedy, by 

putting Port Arthur on the front page nationally and internationally, had heightened 

the contemporary social values of the site as well as its economic values.   

 

An inadvertent outcome of the massacre was to cause delays and setbacks to 

conservation planning.  The impact of what had occurred was considerable, creating 

a troubled working environment for all those people from the Site staff to the 

Minister for Tourism (PAHSMA Annual Report 1997:6).  The Port Arthur Historic 

Site Management Plan 1996, which superseded the Port Arthur Historic Site 

Management Plan 1985, stated that given the significant economic, social and 

political impacts following the events at Port Arthur in April, 1996, the Authority 

recognised the need to bring forward plans concerning visitor facilities and services 

within the Site.    Post tragedy government funding now led to a debate about the 

siting and form of the proposed Visitor Centre. 

 

Without elaborating, the 1997 PAHSMA Annual Report (1997:9) notes that a small 

group of people opposed the planned Visitor Centre but the legal challenge they 

mounted was unsuccessful.  Nevertheless, combined with other problems expressed 

by a concerned community, matters had reached a point where the Government felt 

it was necessary that they should be investigated.  Work on the Visitor Centre was 

suspended until a report was prepared.  This not only meant additional financial cost 

but left members of the Authority with a feeling that that they were unsupported by 

the Government (PAHSMA Annual Report 1997:9).  

 

Yet while the year 1996/1997 had had periods of disappointment and frustration it 

had also been a time of great achievement, both in terms of development of the Site 

and in the provision of services for the visitor and for members of the Staff 
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(PAHSMA Annual Report 1997:8).  A full-time Interpretation Officer was 

appointed to the Conservation team in November 1996, and with the Interpretative 

Plan finalised, work was begun to implement its recommendations (PAHSMA 

Annual Report 1997:19).  From this work a Site Entry Booklet was later produced 

with general information about what is available on site to visitors.  

 

Following the appointment in November 1996 of an historical archaeologist, a 

number of long awaited initiatives were given added impetus.  Preparatory 

negotiations for re-instigating the earlier summer archaeological field programs 

were embarked upon.  Various archaeological investigations were also to be 

undertaken after the development of the car park and Visitor Centre site and 

associated infrastructure proved such a need (PAHSMA Annual Report 1997:19).  

These works provided the opportunity to examine processes of site formation on a 

scale hitherto unseen, with a number of artefacts recovered during the works being 

prepared for eventual public display (PAHSMA Annual Report 1997:19). 

 

The main focus during 1998/1999 was the development of the proposed 

Interpretation Gallery within the new Visitor Centre.  What remained to be 

determined was in what period of Port Arthur’s past would the Interpretation 

Gallery situate site visitors: whether it should be the pre-convict era; the early or 

late convict period, or the post-penal years when it was a free settlement (Strange 

2000:4-5).  The projections of the Management Authority (PAHSMA Annual 

Report 1996:7) were that the displays must be historically and factually accurate but 

should appeal to the emotions through involvement of the senses.  Texts should be 

kept to a minimum and the experience should immerse visitors making them feel 

part of the action rather than passive onlookers reading text and looking at pictures 

(PAHSMA Annual Report 1996:7). 

 

By establishing and maintaining the themes of convictism and transportation, the 

gallery working party’s frame of reference excluded the site’s earlier uses and 

alternative cultural values.  As some staff pointed out, visitors to the centre would 

learn nothing about the site’s Aboriginal history or its ongoing significance to the 

Tasmanian Aboriginal community (Strange 2000:13).   In 1998, management 
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commissioned a study, the key objective being to assess the relevance of Port 

Arthur to Tasmania’s Aboriginal heritage and current-day Aboriginal cultural and 

social values (Strange 2000:14).  The management of Port Arthur informed local 

Aboriginal representatives about the gallery, and sought their advice about the 

possibility of interpreting Port Arthur’s indigenous history.  The manager of the 

Tasmanian Aboriginal Land Council (TALC) advised that TALC members rejected 

this belated invitation to insert Aboriginal content where none had been planned 

originally, and further insisted that no further research or development on the 

Tasmanian Aboriginal aspects of the program should continue (Strange 2000:14). 

This led to the Interpretation Gallery working group reverting to its original plans to 

begin Port Arthur’s story not with the Tasman Peninsula’s history but with 

transportation and it was agreed that the gallery would open as scheduled in March, 

1999 (Strange 2000:15).  

 

4.10 Public Interest in Archaeology at Port Arthur 
 

The question of the public’s interest in archaeology at Port Arthur was the subject 

of a Visitor Evaluation Study in 2000.  This Study (User Insite 2000:2) noted that 

Port Arthur Historic Site was one of the premier locations in Australia where 

visitors could reflect on the origin of the Australian colonies and their continuing 

significance in recent history and daily affairs.  There was now an opportunity, the 

study felt, to build on past knowledge and suggest creative directions for 

interpretation work over the next three years.  Current visitor experiences were 

needed which could open up new possibilities for interpretation and increase 

visitors to the site. 

 

In 2001, a Report was also submitted on the Port Arthur Public Archaeology 

Program (PAP), (Pritchard and Pritchard 2001:1).  The aims of this program, which 

PAP had activated during the summer field season, were to address expressed 

visitor interest in archaeology, and create pilot initiatives that would allow for 

further development.  Three initiated products were specialised archaeological 

tours; temporary interpretation signage for archaeological excavations; and “Hands-

on” excavation with professional archaeologists in actual excavation units.  
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It was hoped several outcomes would be achieved through the development of a 

Public Archaeology Program, including addressing the making of the history at Port 

Arthur.  It was suggested that by introducing a connection between the perceived 

history of Port Arthur and the possibility of new historical perspectives introduced 

through the archaeological record, visitors would be offered an interpretation to the 

site focusing on what is not in the written record (Pritchard and Pritchard 2001:1). 

 

The introduced specialised archaeological tours provided a background about the 

discipline of archaeology and its aims and methods – with modifications based on 

age group. Discussion of why archaeology was needed at a place like Port Arthur; 

and the interpretation of current archaeological excavations were examined 

(Pritchard and Pritchard 2001:2).   

 

The hands-on opportunities appeared to have profound impacts on young visitors – 

doing “…real archaeology on a real archaeological site with real archaeologists”.  

Although designed to attract children, the tours were advertised for all ages 

(Pritchard and Pritchard 2001:3).   Visitors received basic instructions regarding 

trowel excavation methods, soil stratigraphy and site development, as well as unit 

and artefact provenance and their relationship to the broader Port Arthur site 

(Pritchard and Pritchard 2001:7). 

 

The success of the public excavations “…is clearest in the smiles and from the 

comments of the people who participated” and a desire was expressed for the 

program to continue (Pritchard and Pritchard 2001:8).  Numerous conversations 

with the public over the course of the project indicated that the visitor profile may 

be different from that previously perceived or anticipated.  During all aspects of the 

project, visitors apparently initiated informed and sometimes challenging questions, 

gave complex and sophisticated opinions, and showed a clear desire “…to push 

open the interpretative envelope” (Pritchard and Pritchard 2001:8).  Believing the 

public is “…ready for it”, Pritchard and Pritchard (2001:8) suggest the program 

should certainly be aiming to meet such a degree of interest, educational level and 

intellect.   
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The Port Arthur Historic Site Management Authority Annual Report (2001:10) 

comments that the 2001 Archaeology Summer Program was the largest public 

archaeology project to be held in Tasmania for over a decade.  The six week project 

attracted students, volunteers and supervisors from South Australia, Victoria, New 

South Wales, Tasmania and the U.S., firmly establishing Port Arthur as a significant 

event on the national archaeology calendar. 

 

4.11 Conclusion:  Port Arthur’s Layers of Meaning 
 

Port Arthur, with its complex layers of meaning, is an important site in showing 

aspects of Australian history. Interpretation and presentation to the visitor to Port 

Arthur Historic Site have both undergone changes since the inception of the site as a 

tourist precinct.  To recap the shifts in administration and interpretation of Port 

Arthur, I will briefly summarise the main sections of these changes through the 

development of the peninsula into a convict settlement; changes in penal regimes; 

its abandonment as a place for convicts after the cessation of transportation from 

Britain; and the sale of the land as private property before the beginnings of tourism 

blossomed.  All the layers which make up the history of the site jostle with each 

other, even including the 1996 tragedy.  The historical period is the one that 

interests people and, therefore, unlike Kakadu where people want to interpret the 

place ‘out of time’ – history is integral to the experience of visitors.   

 

After closure of the settlement in 1877, those tourists with a “morbid interest” 

flocked to the site and enjoyed being taken on guided tours by ex-prisoners (Allison 

and Scott 1997:6).   The site came to be associated in peoples’ minds as an example 

of inhumanity, inflicted through the misguided colonial system of punishment.  

Stories of the chain gangs, the lash, and later the Separate Prison which was 

purportedly capable of “…sending the occupants mad”, all contributed to this 

feeling for the visitors (McCulloch and Simmons 1998:8). 

 

Residents of the area were ashamed of the site and all it stood for (Allison and Scott 

1997:6).  In 1884, the name Port Arthur was changed to Carnarvon (e.g. Allison and 

Scott 1997:6), and a township set up which attempted to gloss over the horrors of 



Chapter Four – Port Arthur Historic Site Tasmania 

 

212

the past.  Until well into the twentieth century, convict ancestry was ‘that hated 

stain’, a taint which few Tasmanians were willing to acknowledge (Frow 2000:131).   

The terms ‘convict stain’,  ‘convict taint’, and  ‘hated stain’ are all descriptions 

which have variously been used to describe the convict past, but what exactly was 

this stain or taint that pushed the colonists to feel such antagonism towards it?  

Although the terms often appear in different contexts, they describe a stain which 

reverberated throughout the colonies.   

 

In the mid-nineteenth century, the elite and freeborn, believing it lowered the tone 

of their society, wished to disassociate themselves from the stigma attached to 

thieves and malcontents (Hirst 1987:212; Blainey 2000:57, 60). A belief in race and 

blood being part of the people’s physical inheritance strengthened in the second half 

of the nineteenth century, raising spectres of future generations inheriting 

‘malcontent’ genes.   Every possible connection with the stain, therefore, had to be 

suppressed throughout the whole colony (Barnard 1962:210; Hirst 1987:217).  Yet, 

paradoxically, by emphasising the stigma, and separating themselves from it, they 

drew more attention to the convict era.  

 

This anxiety about origins was reflected in attitudes towards the physical remains of 

the Port Arthur settlement (Frow 2000:131).  Everything Port Arthur stood for 

encapsulated the hated stain. A further element enters the equation.  Homosexuality 

was rife at Port Arthur (Daniels 1983:6, Hughes 1987:593, Flanagan 1990:36) 

though little research on the subject has, as yet, been formally offered.  At the time 

of the commission of these activities, such behaviour was not acceptable and was 

punishable by extreme measures. The homosexual activities, rape and violence of 

some of the inmates (Clark 1987:109-110), a situation aggravated by the probation 

system in the outstations around Port Arthur, grossly offended the Evangelical 

Protestants of the period (Macintyre 1999:72).   Dickey (1994:v) notes that the most 

powerful Christian tradition brought by the first white settlers to Australia in 1788, 

and dedicated to the transformation of Australian society over the next 200 years, 

was Evangelical Protestantism.  When many buildings were razed by fire at Port 

Arthur, the Evangelists felt it was God’s wrath cleansing the area.  
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It was quite understandable that, in the context of the time when the penal 

settlement closed, such shame was felt at what it represented that every effort had to 

be made to expunge its memory, even to the extent of razing the buildings.  But 

what some saw as divine retribution forestalled any such action.  The bush fires of 

1895 and 1897 succeeded in gutting many of the buildings but also unwittingly had 

the effect of bringing to the site what was later to become an aesthetic mellow 

charm of historic ruins.  The natural beauty of the place and the notion that it is a 

facet of human nature to find a certain gratification in any aspect of horror, real or 

imagined, now led to the site being used both for a township making use of 

buildings still standing, and an economic tourist attraction boldly integrating 

elements of its past hated history.   Guided tours given by previous inmates 

permitted visitors to feel the full horrors of what may have happened there. 

 

In the late 1920s, when the economic potential of the site as far as tourism was 

concerned was realised, the name was changed back to Port Arthur (Young 

1996:120).  The site, in its beauty, was now mainly enjoyed as a picnic spot with 

any interpretation of its history left mainly to tour guides who continued to entertain 

tourists with lurid tales of the lash.  

 

In the 1960s, the feeling grew at Port Arthur that the past should not be demonised 

to the extent it had been.  Interpretation consequently then began with tourists being 

told the convict inmates were not so shamefully treated, and that only the really 

incorrigible inmates received extreme punishment (Tasmania Tourist Council 

Brochure 1982).   

 

In the 1980s, after several changes of control of management and ownership of the 

contemporary site, the Port Arthur Historic Site Management Authority was set up 

(Egloff 1982; Davidson 1995; Lennox 1996) and a new era in presentation began. 

 

This chapter also notes the various plans which were developed for presentation of 

the site under changing management, from the establishment of the Scenery 

Preservation Board in the 1940s to the Port Arthur Historic Site Management 

Authority (PAHSMA) set up in 1987.  A number of significant projects, which 
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included opening the refurbished Port Arthur Museum, conservation work and other 

improvements involving extensive archaeological investigations, were designed to 

interpret the history of Port Arthur more effectively.   In 1990, the Tasmanian 

Tourism Awards named the Port Arthur Historic Site Management Authority as the 

best tourist attraction in Tasmania. 

 

In the next chapter I will discuss the interpretation and presentation of Port Arthur 

which was the outcome of the debates previously discussed, as it was when I 

conducted my fieldwork in 2001/2002.   
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CHAPTER FIVE 

 
EXPERIENCING AND DEBATING PORT 

ARTHUR 
 
5.1 Introduction 
 

In the last chapter, I looked at the history of Port Arthur and its conservation; its 

presentation as an historic reserve; and as a tourist destination.  There are two 

distinct parts to this chapter in which I note visitor experiences before engaging in 

debates about interpretation.  

 

Firstly, I describe the presentations in the Interpretation Gallery and On-Site 

precincts with the varying interpretations over time and what the visitor will 

experience (Sections 5.2 and 5.3).  In Section 5.4 I look more closely at a personal 

side of the visitor experience, while Section 5.5 introduces the archaeological 

activities in which, in season, visitors may join.  With interest having been shown 

from groups on tours with regard to archaeology, a special visitor tour designed 

around such activities was due to be developed and implemented.  These tours 

would introduce a connection between the perceived history of Port Arthur and the 

possibility of a new historical perspective being shown through the archaeological 

record.  Such tours would offer visitors an interpretation of the Site focussing on 

what is not in the written record. 

 

Secondly, Section 5.6 engages in debates about the historic interpretation at Port 

Arthur and looks at other places of incarceration, while Section 5.7 considers what 

might be termed the Tourism of Incarceration where, in some cases, tragedy almost 

becomes a tourist spectacle.  Section 5.8 describes the ghost tours and historical 

lessons which may be learnt by visitors to Port Arthur. 
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Section 5.9 concludes this chapter by noting some opposing views of historical 

presentation and their effect on the presentation of Port Arthur. 

 

5.2 Visitor Experiences – Interpretation Gallery 
 

The visitor experience at Port Arthur is made up two main types of experience.  

After arrival at the Visitor’s Centre, visitors orientate themselves before proceeding 

through the Interpretation Gallery in which they may actively participate.  They 

then proceed through the grounds either under their own steam or following a guide, 

to view the physical remains of the site. Plate 5.1 shows the inside of the Centre as 

visitors enter the building.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate 5.1: Inside the Visitor Centre Port Arthur 

 

Visitors are first welcomed at an Information and Ticketing Counter and provided 

with a brief illustrated brochure with a small map.  This primes them with what they 

may expect to see.  They are informed that: 
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You will remember your visit to Port Arthur Historic Site long after 
you have left.  Many of the buildings date from the 1840s and lie in 
a landscape largely created by convict labour.  In the architecture 
you can discover how people in the 19th century thought about 
crime and criminals.  Port Arthur is a place of paradox, both 
beautiful and terrifying.   
 
In the dreaded Separate Prison you can experience for yourself 
something of the psychological torture that prison reformers 
believed would ‘cure’ convicts of their anti-social behaviour.  But 
at the Hospital you may be surprised to discover that convicts were 
looked after better than the free settlers.   
 
There are many fascinating layers to Port Arthur’s history from the 
convict settlement to the town that existed after the settlement 
closed and then its declaration as a historic site. 
 
Many people now visit not only to discover Australia’s convict 
heritage but also to pay their respects at the new Port Arthur 
Memorial Garden, dedicated to the victims of the recent tragedy.  
 

The Centre also features a restaurant and snack bar, adequate restrooms, wheelchair 

accessibility and a well-stocked gift shop.   

 

I will here take you through some of the things a visitor experiences to show how 

the debates in interpretation are translated into brochure and notice board captions.  

In this material, it should be noted that there is the attempt to direct the tourists’ 

vision and understanding.  This would be intrusive except for the fact that the tourist 

has the choice to read the material fully or not at all.  The degree of interpretation 

and the attempt to draw parallels between the visitors’ experiences and those of the 

inmates is in contrast to Anbangbang at Kakadu which is under-interpreted by 

comparison.  

 

Visitors may check out the lay of the land by means of a model of the area, as 

shown in Plate 5.2 . 
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Plate 5.2: Model of Port Arthur in the Visitor Centre 

 

The major component of the Visitor Centre is the Interpretation Gallery.  This is 

intended to interpret Port Arthur’s past and, by its displays, give a sense of the life 

lived in the settlement at the height of the convict era.  Gallery displays also touch 

upon the transformation of the convict settlement into the free township of 

Carnarvon, the advent of tourism and the processes of ongoing maintenance and 

conservation at the site. 

 

Visitors are encouraged to engage actively in the Interpretation Gallery.   On entry, 

each ticket holder is given a card from a pack of 52 playing cards (Figure 5.1).  This 

assigns them an identity which is tied to the story of a real convict.  Visitors match 

up their card with a convict whose brief details they will find written behind small 

doors on a wall in the Gallery (Plate 5.3).   
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Figure 5.1: Copy of Both Sides of a Playing Card Issued to Visitors 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate 5.3: Doors Which Lift to Reveal Convict Identity of Visitor 
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Then, as they proceed along a designated path, they trace the fate of that convict 

whose identity they have assumed. Further biographical information and details of 

each convict’s work assignments are printed on life-size cut-out figures throughout 

the Gallery.  As they pass through the Gallery, visitors link their cards to the 

figures, not knowing what fate may be in store for them.  

 

These figures, shown in a variety of displays, are posed to depict the types of work 

that the most miserably treated adult men would have performed.  Some may be in 

timber gangs or the human railroad; or they may have had skills which allowed 

them to work as blacksmiths or storemen or cooks.  Such a device helps visitors to 

relate to historical events and forces at an individual level. There is an emphasis on 

interactivity and concentration on work processes, which is intended to counter Port 

Arthur’s historic reputation as nothing but a place of misery.   By comparing the 

experience of their identity with others, visitors are able, as PAHSMA Annual 

Report (1999:13) suggests, to appreciate “…the vagaries and caprices” of the 

convict system. 

 

Such images of work may tend to overshadow any depictions of punishment and 

discipline.  Strange (2000:19) believes the Gallery’s only hands-on display of 

coercive techniques – reproduced leg irons – provides only an ambiguous message 

about the pains of imprisonment. Although the irons were installed in the Gallery to 

allow people to experience the physical burdens of convict work, Strange (2000:19) 

suggests that the visitor’s choice to latch them on and remove them was a privilege 

that no convict enjoyed.  She questions whether an interpretation gallery can really 

recreate the experience of forced labour and fear of punishment and ensure that 

visitors will take such encounters seriously (Strange 2000:2) 

 

The ideas behind the new Interpretation Gallery run counter to the old museum’s 

version of Port Arthur as a “Hell on Earth”.   Port Arthur now appears as an 

“…unfree labour site” with notions that Port Arthur was a “…place of misery” 

being challenged (Strange 2000:2).   By emphasising the importance of work in the 

penal regime and devoting most of the display space to depictions of convicts at 

work, visitors’ notions of unrelenting pain and horror are effectively unsettled. 



Chapter Five – Experiencing and Debating Port Arthur 

 

221

That visitors will have enjoyed the displays through which they have passed is 

without question – to put it colloquially “what’s not to enjoy”.  Interaction with the 

characters has sharpened their interest and encouraged them to see Port Arthur, not, 

as they may have previously been led to believe, solely as a place of unmitigated 

misery and ill treatment.  The implication now is that the penal settlement was more 

a place of rehabilitation where those unfortunates caught up in the industrial turmoil 

of the nineteenth century were able to follow new paths leading to their eventual 

salvation.    

 

The Gallery certainly confronts and counters visitor assumptions about Port Arthur  

but, as Strange (2000:3) comments “…it does not challenge popular perceptions 

that male convictism and European history are the only features of the site worth 

remembering”.  She suggests the gallery perpetuates the site’s historic practice of 

leaving questions of race and gender unasked.   While it 

 
… boldly rejects both right and left-wing versions of convict 
history it avoids taking risks when it comes to interpreting sensitive 
moral issues, such as homosexuality (Strange 2000:3). 
 

Whether or not it leaves such questions unasked and unanswered, the Gallery 

emerges as a visitor friendly place, with Strange (2000:5) noting that visitors of the 

late-1990s expressed clear preferences for interactive facilities, and ranked 

historical learning as a low priority.  Many indicated that they did not want the 

gallery to be “…overly educational as they were visiting while on holidays and did 

not want to be overloaded with information at that time” (Strange 2000:5).  The 

Gallery succeeds in contributing to what the planners hoped would be the 

enjoyment of visitors adding to their knowledge of the site.   

 

In the Interpretation Gallery, by means of story boards, soundscapes and interactive 

displays telling the story of transportation, Port Arthur and the Carnarvon period, 

visitors are brought from the beginnings of the settlement through to the present 

day.  Such means are intended to act as a springboard for an appreciation of the real 

Port Arthur, and prepare visitors for viewing the actual historic ruins and grounds.   
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5.3 The On-Site Experience 
 
After their tour of the Gallery, visitors proceed outside but before continuing with 

their tour, many visitors spend a few moments at the Garden of Remembrance 

Memorial for those who died, in April, 1996, in what has come to be known as the 

Broad Arrow Café massacre. The tragedy is recognised but, as a response to the fact 

that the events are perceived as being too close to possible tourists, there has been a 

decision not to include it as a part of the interpretation. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate 5.4:  Display Sign Outside the Penitentiary 
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Visitors will find display signs in or around the buildings and gardens or other 

features, which explain and interpret their history.  Some earlier display signs were 

found to be not capable of standing up to the rigours of the weather, and a project to 

replace the older metal interpretative unit signs with more durable laminated plastic 

type signs, was commenced in March, 2000.  A number of additional signs were 

also to be produced for locations where there had previously been no interpretative 

assistance for the visitor (PAHSMA Annual Report 2000:12). Texts are brief yet 

informative, as shown, for example, by the display sign for the Penitentiary (Plate 

5.4) which encapsulates its particular history.   

The text for this sign reads: 

 
1842-1845 Flour Mill.  When it was built, this was the largest 
building in the colony.  It was used to store grain that was milled to 
provide flour.  The huge wheel that powered the grindstones was 
turned either by convicts on a treadmill or by water.  Neither was 
very successful.  
 
1854-1857 Penitentiary Conversion.  The mill and granary were 
converted to a penitentiary to house extra prisoners from the 
abandoned Norfolk Island settlement.  Extensions were made to 
house the laundry, kitchens, ablutions blocks and workshops.  
Convicts were accommodated here until 1877. 
 
1897 Fire!  After the closure of Port Arthur, the building was 
extensively vandalised, with fittings, doors and linings removed 
illegally.  However, it was occasionally used by the community.  It 
survived the bushfire of 1895 but not that of 1897.  Newspapers 
reported that it burned for two days. 
 
1912-1940s  Collapse.   The walls of the central section collapsed 
around 1912 and the bricks were sold off at 1/- per thousand.  
Internal walls and part of the tower collapsed progressively and 
building materials from them were used for various local building 
projects. 
 
1967–Present  Stabilisation.  In 1967 the front wall was rebuilt to 
building level.  Work was done between 1978 and 1983 to install 
the wooden walkway inside the building and stabilise the external 
walls.  Conservation of this building is an ongoing project. 

 

Some idea of what life was like for the inmates of the Penitentiary may be grasped 

from a reading of one of the display signs inside the building (Plate 5.5) 
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Plate 5.5:  Display Sign Inside the Penitentiary 
 

The text for the above sign reads: 

 
“There is not the space required for the health of inmates”.  
James Boyd Commandant 1871.  There were two tiers of cells.  
The cells on the ground floor were for men in heavy irons, those on 
the next floor for men in light irons.   Measuring only 2.2 metres by 
1.3 metres, these cells were among the smallest in Australia.  The 
men who occupied these cells were employed about the settlement 
during the day.  They slept in hammocks, strong sacking slips 
furnished with straps and hooks, which were fitted to rings in the 
wall.  Also in each cell was a stool, a jug of water and a tin 
drinking vessel.  Meals were trundled along the galleries in front of 
the cells and delivered through a hatch in the door.  Light came 
through a fluted glass window.  Kerosene lamps were hung in the 
corridors.  Each cell was numbered and had a bell handle.  
Prisoners could communicate with warders after hours by turning 
the handle which activated a metal flag indicator outside the door 
and a bell at the warder’s station. 

 

Further emotion and colour from the displays comes in the form of audio 

transcriptions of the words of former inmates or later residents.  At appropriate 

locations such as William Smith O’Brien’s cottage, which is open to the public 
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(Plate 5.6), the simulated voice of this Irish political prisoner may be heard talking 

about a day in his life. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate 5.6: William Smith O’Brien’s Cottage 

 

The display sign outside O’Brien’s Cottage reads: 

 
The cottage retains the name of its most famous occupant, W.S. 
O’Brien, Member of the British parliament and leader of the Young 
Ireland Movement.  After leading an unsuccessful rebellion near 
Kilkenny, O’Brien was sentenced to death, then reprieved and 
transported to Van Diemen’s Land.  Six other Young Irelanders 
were also sent to Van Diemen’s Land.  After refusing to promise 
not to escape, O’Brien was sent first to Maria Island before being 
transferred to Port Arthur in 1850.  He remained here until 
November 1850 when he finally agreed to accept the Government’s 
conditions for a ticket of leave.  The cottage was originally built as 
a stables in the 1840s.  It was converted to a two-room cottage for 
O’Brien in 1850.  Rooms were later added to either end of the 
cottage, and the building was used as Officers’ Quarters and for a 
short time as a Military Hospital.  After the penal settlement was 
closed in 1877, he cottage was sold.  It was acquired by the 
Government in 1940.  The Youth Hostels Association used it as a 

 

 



Chapter Five – Experiencing and Debating Port Arthur 

 

226

hostel from 1950 -1970.  Reconstruction of the building as a 
convict period cottage began in 1984. 

 

Another early house open to the public is the Parsonage which was converted to a 

Post Office in the Carnarvon period.  Here visitors may listen in to a telephone 

conversation of everyday gossip of that time.  Many of the other reconstructed 

buildings with historical furnishings, such as the Junior Medical Officer’s House, 

are open to view at certain times, with a guide to show the visitor around.  

 

These guided talks are sufficient for some of the visitors, particularly for those on 

coach tours where time is limited, but I noted other visitors are keenly interested in 

reading every detail which is provided for them so succinctly on the display signs. 

Each of these miniature narrations cannot help but impress the history of Port 

Arthur on their minds.  These lessons in brief are further augmented by artefacts 

displayed for public view in glass cabinets in the on-site Museum, located in the 

former Port Arthur Town Hall. These artefacts illustrate the archaeological aspect 

behind the display (Plate 5.7) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate 5.7: Museum Display - Leg Irons and Other Artefacts. 
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The caption below this display notes that chain gang labour was regarded as one of 

the severest forms of punishment and that the leg shackles could range in weight 

from 14 to 28 pounds, depending on the seriousness of the offence.  It also noted 

that the prisoners sardonically used to say that the rubbing of the leg irons “…put 

plenty of iron in the blood”.  The caption for the Broad Arrow Punch in this display 

group has an interesting present day significance.  It notes that: 

 
The broad arrow symbol is commonly associated with penal 
servitude.  Originally, however, it was introduced by the Board of 
Ordnance, the British Army’s supply division, to indicate 
government ownership.  The Board supplied the tools, glass, 
hinges, paint, clothing, etc., without which the Convict Department 
could not function.  This explains why the broad arrow appears on 
almost every piece of convict equipment, often accompanied by the 
initial “BO” (Board of Ordnance) or “WD” (War Department).  
The arrow symbol is still being used by Australia’s Defence 
Department to signify government ownership. 
 

Among the smaller exhibits on display in the Museum, there are the remains of 

convict shoes found during excavations in 1997 and preserved by being freeze-

dried. There are also larger items of material from the site and mock-up figures of 

the convict period.  

 

The Separate or Model Prison and Solitary Cells (Plates 5.8-5.10) have enough of 

the original fabric remaining to give the visitor some feeling of what the inmates 

were forced to endure.  
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Plate 5.8: Display Sign Outside Separate Prison. 

 

The text of the display sign outside the Separate Prison reads: 

 
By the early 1840s, a major change had taken place in the 
management of British prisons with a move away from physical 
punishment.  Pentonville Prison in London became the ‘model’ for 
a number of colonial prisons.  Some of the fittings here were 
imported from Pentonville.  The new style of prison comprised 
separate cells where prisoners could be confined night and day but 
allowed some degree of exercise and employment.  This prison 
opened in 1849.  Prisoners were kept strictly apart from each other 
and not a word was heard except at chapel.  In the 1850s, it was 
used for the worst class of criminal in an effort to bring their minds 
“to a more healthy condition’.  Later, the prison was used for long 
term prisoners as well as those who had committed serious offences 
or who had absconded.  After the close of Port Arthur, the prison 
was purchased in 1884 for conversion to a hotel.  The chapel had 
been converted to a billiard room and other building begun.  
However, the bushfire of 1895 gutted the building and the 
government resumed ownership in 1916. 
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Plate 5.9: Side view of Separate Prison Showing Dumb Cell 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate 5.10: Separate Prison Exercise Yard 
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Interaction of the visitors with their guide to the Separate Prison also introduces a 

more personalised interpretation of events (Plate 5.11).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Plate 5.11: Guide Showing Use of Mask. 

 

Walkways and viewing platforms of wooden flooring throughout some of the ruined 

buildings, such as the Hospital, Penitentiary, and the Paupers’ Mess Complex (Plate 

5.12), all provide good access for visitors.   
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Plate 5.12  Walkway Through Paupers’ Mess Complex 

 

Jackman (2001:12) suggests, however, that while viewing platforms enable the Site 

to be appreciated from pleasing angles, “…they transgress historical thresholds and 

demarcations”, and Flanagan (1990:36) complains that though the flying walkovers 

that soar through the old penitentiary might “…offer dramatic views over the 

surrounding landscape” they “…give no sense of the horror of the smallness of the 

ruined cells that lie beneath”.  This may certainly be true, yet Boyer (1995:484) 

believes such walkways and flooring are a tidy solution to a dual problem.  They 
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prevent too much human contact with the fabric and provide a support for the signs, 

both of which solutions enable visitors to have a closer look at the buildings than 

might otherwise be possible. 

 

A display sign outside (Plate 5.13) describes the brief history of this Complex. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate 5.13: Display Sign at Entrance to Paupers’ Mess Complex. 

 

The text of the display sign above reads: 

 
By the 1860s, Port Arthur contained men who had been in the 
convict system for years.  Many were invalids or insane.  Ex-
convicts found it difficult to find employment and most had no 
family or community to support them.  In 1863, a new 
weatherboard dormitory was build for the growing Pauper and 
Invalid classes.  In 1871, Commandant Boyd wrote: “The depot 
consists of spacious, airy and well-lighted dormitories.  These 
dormitories afford accommodation for 140 persons in iron 
bedsteads, also a mess room and kitchen with baths, laundry, etc”.  
Although Marcus Clarke in 1870 described the inmates as “poor 
scarecrows in cast-off clothing”, weekly entertainments were 
provided for the ‘old gentlemen’ in the brick mess hall.  In 1874, 
the Depot was closed and the inmates sent to various Hobart 
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establishments.  However, after being vacant for two years, it was 
again brought into use to relieve the overcrowding of invalids in 
Hobart.  After 1877, the mess hall was set aside for school use and 
the wooden buildings demolished.  The bushfire of 1895 destroyed 
the remaining buildings completely.  
 

5.4 Observing the Visitor 
 

In order to get an insight into the feelings of the many coach tour visitors to the 

historic Site, I combined my second visit to Port Arthur with an AAT Kings tour of 

Tasmania (19th-24th November, 2001).  The four-day tour from Launceston to 

Hobart included a day at Port Arthur.  As is usual on this type of tour, time is of the 

essence.  No sooner had we reached Port Arthur than we were we off the coach and 

taken on a cruise round Port Puer and the Isle of the Dead, with a running 

commentary provided.  This was followed by a brisk stroll around the precincts on a 

guided land tour, with a necessarily potted history.  We visited the Model or 

Separate Prison and then other buildings open to the public were pointed out to us 

before we were left to our own devices for an hour or so to visit the buildings or go 

through the Interpretation Centre.   

 

I filed after those going through the Centre where a considerable amount of milling 

about was taking place.  In the necessary haste engendered by thoughts of the coach 

waiting for them and so much to see, visitors became confused as to which coloured 

door to go thorough in order to follow the life of the convict they had blindly picked 

from the pack of cards provided.  These cards were all part of the process aimed at 

assisting visitors to understand the implications of the convict system, and the kind 

of life endured by the convict.  For the more leisured visitor, of course, this ‘game’ 

would be easily followed but on briefer visits, as exemplified by the tour I was on, it 

meant whisking through the Gallery, bumping into coach friends and laughingly 

exchanging convict histories from their cards.  Then there was a final look around 

the grounds and other buildings before rejoining their coach taking them to their 

overnight motel stop. 

 

In the brief time available to the coach party on the half-day tour at Port Arthur, I 

received the impression that a critically meaningful engagement with the place by 
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means of ‘non-touristic’ explanatory texts, would have been unrelated to their 

needs.   They had simply enjoyed a history of the site that suited their holiday 

expectations and gone on their way in happy frame of mind.  Nevertheless, it is 

likely that some  visitors may have felt such happiness tinged by the saddened 

overtones of the past inequities that had prevailed at Port Arthur. Whatever 

brutalities may have taken place at the site in its convict days, it was clear that such 

thoughts were over-ridden by the extraordinary natural beauty of the place, which 

was frequently commented on.  Although expressions signifying mainly rather 

superficial horror I had occasionally heard from visitors touring the cells in the 

Separate Prison, the only place where genuine emotion and quiet sadness seemed to 

me to be present was at the cross erected near the site of the 1996 Broad Arrow 

Café massacre. 

 

With all of us comparing notes over dinner that night in the motel, it appeared that 

the visit to Port Arthur did not rate as the highlight of the whole tour.  This accolade 

went to the Chocolate Factory in Hobart!    It appeared that, though doubtless 

enjoying all they had seen on their tour, the coach passengers had not felt moved by 

the magnificence of the scenery they had driven through, but had succumbed to 

their more earthly appetites for gastronomic pleasures. It may be a modern trend for 

some sightseers, who have become so overloaded with sights of natural wonder or 

mind-boggled by the horrors of history, that they turn to less demanding ways of 

gaining enjoyment as they tour.   

 

Julia Horne (2005:8) notes that the ‘pursuit of wonder’ was one of the driving 

forces of early tourists, which reached its zenith in the eighteenth and nineteenth 

centuries. She believes that the answer to the question of why particular natural 

features became favourite destinations for tourists in Australia at that time may have 

been because of their appeal to certain nineteenth century cultural interests and 

sensibilities.  Perhaps it was inevitable that such attitudes may have changed by the 

twentieth century, with some touring parties becoming blasé and sated with all the 

sightseeing so easily available to them.  Horne suggests that modern tourists may 

only visit some of the ‘greats’ of Australia’s natural attractions out of a sense of 

duty to their country.  Consequently, little in-depth appreciation of what they are 
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seeing will occur.  This is not, of course, a nationwide phenomenon since the 

interest of tourists, particularly in regard to the spectacular beauty of Kakadu, has 

been proven.  Added to the beauty of Kakadu is the wealth of Aboriginal art and 

culture which has become a part of its mystique which visitors wish to experience 

(see Morse et al. 2005). The acclaimed beautiful setting of Port Arthur, even though 

it also offers pathos from the horrors of history, does not necessarily seem to make 

it a highlight for many of today’s tourists to Tasmania. 

 

In general chat later it emerged that, on reflection, many of the party would like to 

learn more about the Prison Site and, to this end, they had bought one or two books 

in the Gift Shop to enhance their knowledge.  I felt it was neither the time nor place 

to question my fellow passengers as to whether their interest would go as far as 

preferring on-site texts connecting the Historic Site with such subjects as 

contemporary social debate on crime, punishment and rehabilitation, not to mention 

the maintenance of hierarchies and of privilege in society.   Perhaps their attention 

should be so engaged, but in more pragmatic fashion than what I would term as a 

‘jolting cuff around the ears’ at holiday time. 

 

The aim of my research was not, at that stage, to analyse visitors’ particular ideas 

for a preferential presentation, but discover whether or not they had enjoyed what 

was being presented and whether they expressed any desire and interest in learning 

more.  These factors will be shown in the analysis of the questionnaires completed 

by visitors to the Site as discussed in Chapter Seven.  The results could indicate that 

a dual presentation would be appreciated.  The group on the tour I had joined 

certainly connected the site with archaeological investigation and what it may 

physically divulge, and expressed keen interest at signs of the work being 

seasonally carried out at various points on site. 

 

5.5 Archaeology and the Public  
 

During my subsequent visits to Port Arthur in 2001/2002, with a particular interest 

in the archaeological interpretation of the site for visitors, I looked for signs of such 

interpretation.   Apart from a shoe and other small artefacts marked as 
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archaeological finds in the Museum, there did not appear to be any obvious 

references to the archaeological status of the site although there were certainly signs 

of archaeological excavations taking place accompanied by display signs well 

texted.   In my guise as a tourist, I asked a guide on duty in one of the houses on 

display to the public whether the results of archaeological excavations, which were 

obviously taking place, were brought to the public’s attention, other than at the site 

of an excavation.  If they were, where could I find them?  He suggested I look in 

Trentham, a Carnarvon era house, but he explained that in the main archaeological 

finds as such were not displayed at Port Arthur like ‘treasure trove’.  Perhaps the 

guide was having a ‘bad day’ because rather discouragingly he offered that visitors 

generally had not previously appeared to be interested in the technology of 

archaeological methods and too many details shown of excavations would be 

purposeless.  

 

However, apart from the display signs at various points where archaeological 

investigation had taken place, I found there was indeed also an excellent exhibit of 

archaeological techniques mounted in Trentham’s Cottage (Plates 5.14 and 5.15).  

But, as I personally observed, this is missed by many interested visitors because 

they do not realise there is a side entrance to the Cottage.  This entrance does not 

link with the other rooms on view, which are approached from the front entrance, 

and visitors leave the building without seeing this archaeological display.  I missed 

it myself on my initial visit, even after the guide had suggested I would find a 

display there.  This may be reflected in responses to the questions on archaeology in 

the questionnaire. 
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Plate 5.14: Trentham’s Cottage 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate 5.15: Display Sign Outside Trentham’s Cottage. 
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The text for the display sign outside Trentham’s Cottage reads: 

 
At least three buildings have stood on this site and the deep fertile 
soil around them has been cultivated for generations.  The earliest 
ones about which we know little, were probably associated with the 
production of fruit and vegetables for the Commandant’s household 
during the convict era.  A later one, pictured here, was more 
substantial and was run as shop during the 1890s.  It burned in the 
1895 bushfires.  The building here now was built around 1900 by 
the Trenham family and was called Trentham Cottage.  It is a 
typical house of the Carnarvon period.  The house and garden have 
been restored to show how they might have looked in 1915. 

 

The fitting out of Trentham’s Cottage (Plates 5.16-5.17) as an archaeological 

showcase reinforces the idea that the public is interested in being shown the 

evidence of any archaeological investigation, in spite of what one of the guides had 

suggested to me. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Plate 5.16: Floor Exposed – Trentham’s Cottage 
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Plate 5.17: Display - Furnished Bedroom 

 

The Commandant’s Residence, an excavation in the garden of the Commandant’s 

House, an excavation of the Retaining Wall and its display sign (Plates 5.18-5.21) 

also introduce the public to archaeology.  
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Plate 5.18: Commandant’s House 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate 5.19: Excavation in Garden of Commandant’s House 
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Plate 5.20: Excavation of Retaining Wall – Commandant’s House 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate 5.21: Display Sign of Retaining Wall Excavation 
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The text for the Retaining Wall Excavation display sign reads: 

 
Retaining Wall Stabilisation.  The retaining wall before you was 
built around 1845 as part of modifications associated with the 
expansion of the house and development of the grounds under the 
direction of the fourth Commandant, W.T.N. Champ.  The wall 
created a social separation between the private family garden below 
and the service area on the west side of the house.  The levelled 
area on the south side of the wall (just in front of you) was used to  
park carriages and lead horses into the adjacent stables.  The wall 
was partially rebuilt around 1920 when the house was used as a 
hotel and the garden space filled with the dining room extension for 
guests.  Use of the levelled area for activities such as horse and 
carriage parking, as visitors and residents came and went, created 
pressure on the wall over time.  The constant weight of traffic has 
caused the soil to push towards the wall.  As a result, the wall has  
rotated and bricks have moved out of place. 
 
The Archaeology Project.  As part of the 2000-2001 summer 
archaeological Program, archaeologists are excavating the trench to 
record information about the wall construction and use of its 
immediate area through artefacts found in the soil  The wall will 
then be pushed back into an upright position and held with concrete 
and steel support. 
 
Please feel free to ask questions about what they are finding. 

 

There are also numerous signs and displays in the House suggesting what life was 

like in the early period through to its Carnarvon period.  Plate 5.22 illustrates one 

sign. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Chapter Five – Experiencing and Debating Port Arthur 

 

243

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate 5.22: Display Sign Inside Commandant’s  House. 

 

The text of the display sign inside the Commandant’s Residence reads: 

 
A murder at the dinner table.  The social life of the upper and 
growing middle classes revolved around dinner parties.  For the 
Commandant, this served the interests of both business and 
pleasure   Under constant scrutiny from outsiders, he needed good 
testimonies to be sent back to his superiors.  Booth’ s replacement, 
W.T.N. Champ, complained about needing extra rations to cope 
with the required guests meeting in the drawing room and go in to 
dinner at 7.0 pm.  Social rules were strict.  In the Commandant’s 
household, dinner etiquette was further complicated by penal 
station life, with convict servants waiting at table.  Commandant 
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A.H. Boyd had a butler who had been convicted of murder, and 
Boyd admitted to “a slight feeling of malaise” each time the man 
passed him the carving knife at table.  After dinner, the ladies 
withdrew and the men stayed for port, cigars and serious 
conversation – all deemed unsuitable for ladies – before joining 
them  in the drawing room. 
 

Signage on other parts of the site where excavations are taking place, further 

reinforce the idea of public interest in archaeology and reconstruction.  Plate 5.23 

shows the display sign for the Reconstruction of Radcliffe Retaining Walls, 

followed by the text for this sign. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate 5.23: Display Sign – Reconstruction of Radcliffe Creek Retaining Walls - 
Located Between the Paupers’ Complex and the Asylum. 

 

The text for the above sign reads: 

 
Reconstruction of the Radcliffe Creek Retaining Walls.  Radcliffe 
Creek was the main source of fresh water for Port Arthur between 
1830-1869.  The waterway was modified a number of times to 
ensure a continuous supply of fresh water for drinking, cooking and 
bathing.  Modifications included the additions of upper and lower 
weirs and a tannery.  In the 1840s the course of the creek was 
realigned with the bluestone wall in front of you.  In 1863 the creek 
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was superseded by a more efficient underground system.  The 
water for this came from the mill dam behind the hospital. 
 
Right:  A mechanical digger was used to clear away the fallen 
stones from the bed of the creek, so that the former course of the 
wall could be recorded. 
 
Left:  A side view of a section of the sidewall on Radcliffe Creek, 
showing how it will be reconstructed – larger stones in front with 
small stones and soil as fill behind. 

 

The 2000-2001 summer archaeology program investigated the deterioration of the  

stone work on the creek.  In the lower portion of the stream, we uncovered portion  

of the realignment channel.  We recorded details of the system and the remaining  

foundations of the sidewall in the lower creek area.  The sidewall is now being  

reconstructed and reinforced.  We identified the former course of a convict tramway  

running along the top of the western wall, and this may also be rebuilt. 

 

Plate 5.24 illustrates an Excavation in the Sawpit Area. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate 5.24: Excavation in the Sawpit Area 
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As the foregoing indicates, archaeology does, in fact, play a large role in helping 

visitors get a feeling for the site even if they do not realise it at the time.  Its 

presentation to the public, with its clear explanatory texts on the display signs is 

highly conducive for such a feeling.  The techniques of archaeology are also clearly 

shown in Trentham’s Cottage if visitors have the good fortune to know they are 

there.   

 

5.6 Debates about Historic Interpretation at Port Arthur and 
Other Places of Incarceration. 
 

Stories about our past condition the way we see ourselves in the present, so that 

historic preservation is not just “…an intellectual exercise, a conservation practice, 

or a management operation – it is a political act” (Bickford 1981:1).  On the 

question of historical knowledge and the interpretation of historic sites, history is 

not simply a matter of recording the past, but of trying to make sense of it, and 

explain it to the present.  Facts considered to be significant are chosen while other 

facts are disregarded.  What we choose to tell the public in the interpretation and 

restoration of a site is not a matter of objective fact.  It is a matter of selection of 

“…what we see as the important aspects about that place and time” and the 

historical significance of an historic site can change through time – it is not a static 

concept (Bickford 1981:3).  There is still considerable debate about these issues and 

disquiet has been expressed in some circles about the interpretation and presentation 

of Port Arthur to the public. 

 

Concern has been voiced by some writers (for example Allen 1976; Daniels 1983; 

Flanagan 1990; Young 1996) that while the structures of Port Arthur Historic Site 

possess cultural significance, there has been little attempt to convey the full 

significance of the convict past to the public.  What then do we see as the historical 

significance of Port Arthur?  How is the historical record interpreted?   

 

Bickford (1981:3) has noted that the attitude of society to Port Arthur has changed 

in the last 150 years from “…hatred and fear, abandonment, plunder for building 

materials, neglect and demolition, to protection and preservation”.  Now, she says 

(Bickford 1981:3), it is seen as: 
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...a place of great romantic beauty which all Australians should see.  
The pleasure of ruins, the site in its magnificent  setting, the 
distance in time from the convict reality, makes it a place we view 
with nostalgia – with a sentimental yearning for the past.  The 
beauty of the ruins in their green landscape cushion us from the real 
meaning of the site.  We know that Port Arthur [was] a place of 
secondary punishment for male convicts where men dreaded to be 
sent.  We have first-hand accounts of flogging, brutality, of the 
stench of cells, of attempts at rebellion, of men casting lots to kill 
other men so the murderers would be hanged by the State.  You can 
go to the Port Arthur souvenir shop and buy a T-shirt saying “I was 
in the Penitentiary at Port Arthur” yet have no real knowledge of 
what that experience at that time was like. 

 

Certainly the pleasant rural English surroundings of Port Arthur belie the conditions 

of what it was like to be a convict there.  Indeed, it may be doubtful that visitors can 

possibly imagine how the convicts lived and suffered.   Bickford (1981:4) 

continues: 

 
…Now you might say – why can’t people enjoy these sites and 
experience ‘the pleasure of ruins’?  Their significance to us has 
changed.  Then they were stinking prisons: now they are beautiful 
old buildings and we like them that way.  You might want to say – 
I didn’t punish the convicts; I didn’t participate in this brutalising 
system; why must I be reminded about its horror when I’m going 
for a holiday to Port Arthur to see the lovely ruins?  
 

She then answers her own question (Bickford 1981:4) by commenting that “…this 

nostalgic view, this emphasis on … the grandeur of the ruined church at Port 

Arthur, is a distorted, one-sided view of … history”.   She says the historic sites 

presented to the public as romantic ruins or gracious homes, are “…picturesque and 

grand romantic fantasies of the past” and that the people are “…given bread and 

circuses, while the reality of their past is kept from them” (Bickford 1981:6). 

 

Bickford (1981:4) believes that an active part in interpretation should ensure that 

the historical significance of such sites as Port Arthur – what they were built for, 

what they were used for, what happened there – is brought out to the public to 

counteract the tendency “…simply to entertain and to sink into unhistorical 

romanticism”.  However, it might be that Bickford’s viewpoint is somewhat too 

extreme as the natural beauty of Port Arthur, aided or not by an unhistorical 
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romanticism, and its uplifting effect on the spirit cannot be denied.  Surely, if it is 

possible for a cruelly treated convict, such as Linus Miller (Miller 1846/1968), to 

appreciate the splendour of Port Arthur’s setting, the present day visitor can also be 

encouraged to put both beauty and brutality into their proper departments of 

emotion, without feelings of guilt hampering their pleasure.  The site should be 

appreciated with a duality of emotional understanding as Miller was able to do.   

 

Miller was transported to Van Diemen’s Land for his part in the failed November 

1838 American invasion of the British colony in Canada.   After his release, he 

wrote of his experiences in his book Notes of an Exile in Van Diemen’s Land 

(Miller 1846/1968).  These experiences have also been chronicled in the book 

American Citizens, British Slaves (Pybus and Maxwell-Stewart 2002). In spite of 

being almost overcome at the thought of his impending fate, Miller was able to 

appreciate the extraordinary beauty of the place in which he was to be imprisoned.   

 

When, in 1840, Linus Miller first approached Port Arthur from the sea, he was 

struck by the natural beauty of the setting, on the edge of a spacious bay, 

surrounded by lovely, wooded hills, and containing sufficient anchorage ground for 

a large fleet to ride in safety upon its smooth surface (Miller 1846).  Miller 

considered that Nature had done her part in rendering Port Arthur “…one of the 

most pleasant and romantic places in that quarter of the globe”.  He described how 

the settlement resembled a picturesque village, with its clutter of stores and officers’ 

quarters clustered around the castellated turrets of the military barracks, all of which 

helped to give the place a kind of Gothic splendour (Miller 1846).  But, as Miller 

put it, the effect was an illusion, for man had converted this beautiful bay “…into a 

home of woe, sin and shame” and the dreadful scenes enacted there “…despoiled 

nature of all her loveliness and stamped gloominess, despair and death, upon every 

object” (Miller 1846). 

 

To present a heritage site in absolute heritage terms, as Bickford may have 

advocated, may be detrimental in an economic sense if the Site has to make money 

to continue its upkeep.  The majority of visitors are tourists anticipating a 

pleasurable experience rather than an horrific one which would show the more 
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unpleasant aspects of humanity. At the same time, however, they appear to have the 

capacity to accept such aspects as something that happened in the past but, since it 

is no longer true in today’s supposedly enlightened world, it need not affect their 

satisfaction in learning about it as ‘history’.  Indeed, it has been shown that visitors 

are quite capable of enjoying ‘horror’, particularly if they are invited to take some 

part in a play-acting role which includes ghostly sightings.  In an economic sense, 

such ghostly manifestations can be quite a drawcard.  Presentation of ghostly 

sightings at Port Arthur and other  Australian prisons illustrate this. 

 

5.7 Tourism of Incarceration 
 

Fremantle Prison in Western Australia, built by convicts for convicts between 1851 

and 1859, was used continually as a prison until 1991.  Similarly to Port Arthur, it 

was built along the same lines as Pentonville Prison in London, and operated on the 

theory that complete isolation was an effective form of rehabilitation for the 

criminal mind (http://www.fremantleprison.com.au/history5/cfm).  As well as 

incarceration, corporal and capital punishment were all practised at the prison 

during its history. The results of such actions on the inmates can be imagined, even 

to the extent of conjuring ghostly sightings for the relish of the visitor seeking 

unusual thrills.  In addition to general tours, the Prison conducts exclusive ghost 

tours where it appears ghostlike figures may be captured on camera even if not 

visible to the naked eye.  Anthony Grzelka reports such a ghostlike manifestation 

when he visited in 2005 and believes they are residual hauntings which cannot be 

interacted with (http://www.whispersfrombeyond.com.au/ghosttours.htm).  He 

explains that these events don’t have to be visual and can be noises or sounds but 

are usually related to traumatic events.  Visitors to the Prison also see the Gallows 

where the last person to be hanged was the serial killer, Eric Edgar Cooke, in 1964.  

They also spend a moment inside the morgue, although as Grzelka comments 

“…not everyone was brave enough to stay in there for long!” 

(http://www.whispersfrombeyond.com.au/ghosttours.htm).   

 

Another Internet source notes that the Old Melbourne Gaol seeks to offer an 

imaginative blend of interpretive methods to present a unique, authentic, 
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educational and entertaining interpretation of Victoria’s penal history.  It also has its 

ghost tours – special candlelight night tours can be arranged which “…enhance the 

already spooky environment of the Gaol – reports of strange sights and sounds 

occur more often at night” 

(http://www.ripefruit.com/melbourne/sights/oldmelbournegoal.htm).  Built in 1841, 

also based largely on the Pentonville Model Prison system in England, the Gaol 

remains an insight into Melbourne’s historical past. It was the setting for 135 

hangings, most famously that of Ned Kelly in 1880.  The gaol was closed in 1926 

and is currently a museum, drawing thousands of tourists annually.  Operated by the 

National Trust of Australia, the chilling environment of the Goal exhibits a unique 

collection of death masks and an exhibition on the ‘Art of Hanging”.  Night Tour 

Performances are advertised – a dramatic tour “…where you will not want to be left 

alone” and which provide a “…unique opportunity to explore the Old Melbourne 

Gaol at night, when it would normally be left to the restless souls inside”.  Although 

the article notes that the “…place is one of sorrow and misery…”, it also suggests 

that “…people are fascinated by crime, murder and death”.   

 

From the two foregoing examples of public enjoyment derived from interpreted 

events in a prison situation, it would appear that visitors are able to divorce their 

minds from the bleakness and horrors of such prison life.  Perhaps this is because 

they are able to equate what befell the prisoners with the idea that they would have 

brought it all on themselves by their wilfully errant behaviour.  Clearly, then, the 

prisoners deserved the punishments meted out to them, even to the extent of their 

execution and possibly having to expiate their crimes forever, by being caught in 

some ghostly limbo.  Thus the enjoyment of visitors was in some sense a matter of 

vicarious relief  in that they had not transgressed;  they were not the unfortunate 

sufferers.  Thus they could give full rein to their fascination of how crime and 

punishment could lead to an ultimate conclusion which most would never be likely 

to face.  They could in some way enjoy the experience unaffected by any underlying 

trauma. 

 

Many commentators complain, however, that presentation of such places can turn 

tragedy into a tourist spectacle, when it is important that the visitors take moral 



Chapter Five – Experiencing and Debating Port Arthur 

 

251

lessons from the mistakes of the past.  But it should not be forgotten that when it 

comes to incarceration, there is an ongoing debate within western societies about 

just how punitive prisons should be.   

 

It is apparent that tourism of places of punishment and tragedy is not unusual.  

Judging by what is now known as Grief Tourism, details of which may be found on 

numerous websites under that title, places that have been involved in some kind of 

trauma seem to hold a fascination for many tourists.  There are various types of 

Grief Tourism which attract people who travel to areas affected by natural disasters; 

places where people were murdered; or to areas connecting with a specific kind of 

disaster.  Such places are the U.S.S. Arizona Memorial at Pearl Harbour 

personifying Battlefield Tourism, or Alcatraz Prison personifying Prison Tourism, 

all of which are connected with human suffering in one way or another.  There is, 

however, likely to be a tension between the static presentation of a place and the 

history of misery or tragedy that they represent. 

 

A specific category of Grief Tourism is Holocaust Tourism personified by the 

concentration camps at Auschwitz.  The place is a grim reminder of one of the 

world’s greatest tragedies and the scene of a mass genocide in the darkest years of 

World War II.  Millions of tourists come each year to view the Museum at 

Auschwitz and Birkenau, the largest Jewish graveyard in the world where the ashes 

of over a million victims were scattered across the fields 

(http://www.grieftourism.com/auschwitz-a-grim-reminder-of-the-holocaust/) 

 

The cell blocks and torture chambers under the Gestapo-run ‘death block’ may 

make an impact on visitors, yet even these horrors and the relationship between one 

human being and another, does not lie in Auschwitz itself.  It is the knowledge of 

the historical process which produced the Holocaust and filled the human 

relationships with meaning which horrifies.  The Holocaust, when discussed 

without the specificity of Nazism and its project of annihilating an entire race, 

might just as well be compared to any other conflict. 
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In a comment similar to Bickford’s quote previously, journalist Campbell Jeffreys, 

in an article on the Internet entitled Auschwitz-Birkenau wrote that he was worried 

that the place “…does not get the necessary emotional response from visitors” 

(http://www.travelintelligence.net/wsd/articles/art_1000838.html).  He said he spent 

 
… an entire day ‘interned’ in the camp, watching the groups flood 
in, trying to gauge their collective response and, rather cynically, 
prove once more that when we are removed from history, by time 
or nationality, it has a limited affect on us.  
 

He hopes the day will not come when there will be re-enactments, with actors 

 
… dressed in blue and white striped uniforms marching through the 
gate every hour… Tourists could have their photos taken with an 
emaciated prisoner or, worse, with a strapping blond-haired SS 
guard. 
 

For most, he says, there is a rush to get inside and see the mounds of suitcases, the 

puzzle of entangled spectacles, the rolls of cloth made of human hair, take a few 

photographs and then rush back out again.  So many tourists have travelled so far to 

see all this, but why, asks Jeffreys.  It does not appear to sink into their 

consciousness that there is food for thought in all that they are seeing. What 

happened at Auschwitz was ‘ghastly’ says Jeffreys, but it happened.  So where does 

that leave us, he asks? 

 
… Is it that we are all responsible?  While the Holocaust was a 
horrific event, it was not the first of its kind.  Our history is full of 
attempts to wipe out racial and ethnic groups …To that end, 
Auschwitz-Birkenau is a memorial to all the nameless victims of 
genocide, a symbol of our propensity for evil, which counter-
balances our limited attempts at benevolence …  
 

Clearly such thoughts, if they occur to the average tourist visiting the site, may be 

too disturbing for them.  Jeffreys concludes that, for them, 

 
…perhaps it’s better to smile for the camera, turn your back on the 
pile of toothbrushes, jump back on the bus and hit the castles near 
Krakow. 
 

There are many ways for tourists to Auschwitz to view what they are seeing.  There 

are still many people holding racism in their hearts.  Do such visitors feel, as some 

visitors to Port Arthur may feel towards the convicted criminals who underwent 
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inhuman punishment and were getting what they deserved, that the inmates of the 

concentration camp were only being treated with a warranted racist terminal 

disdain?  Or are the more tolerantly inclined overwhelmed with sadness and a 

feeling of rampant anguish at the inhumanity of the scenes that they believe must 

have occurred there.  Do they then return to their humdrum lives and try to delete 

such things from their minds.  Or do they suffer from visions and become haunted 

by the fact that their cosy lives may be split apart at any time by the escalating 

aggression and carnage gripping so many nations in today’s world.   

 

Auschwitz offers some parallels with Port Arthur as regards the difficulty of 

presenting distasteful historical episodes, although Port Arthur is on somewhat 

smaller scale and such atrocities as took place lack any connection with racist 

genocide.  Victims of atrocities at Port Arthur were partly the victims of their own 

inability to function within the law of their society.  Nevertheless, their society 

could also be blamed for putting them in a position where they had no alternative 

but to break the law to survive.  The successful interpretation of Port Arthur 

depends largely on providing an historical background for the site, which sets the 

scene for all that happened there. 

 

The passage of time and the outcome of ensuing history has put the misery of Port 

Arthur in the shadows of memory.  Present day visitors to this site may not suffer 

quite the same residual feelings of fear for themselves but the fear felt by the 19th 

century Port Arthur inmates must be a part of the presentation of authenticity. So 

how is Port Arthur interpreted to visitors?  What forms the basis of the 

interpretation?   Interpretation and conservation plans may find themselves to be 

values in conflict where the fabric of the place can be emphasised rather than its 

layers of meaning. The Burra Charter (The Australia ICOMOS Charter for the 

Conservation of Places of Cultural Significance), provides the guiding philosophy 

for the care of important places such Port Arthur. Mason, Myers and de la Torre 

(2003:43) note that the PAHSMA overall policy is the primacy of conservation and, 

by extension, the cultural values comprising the site’s cultural significance.  This 

approach deals mainly with the four canonical types of cultural significance value – 

historic, social, scientific, and aesthetic.  Mason et al (2003:43) note that the 
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Conservation Plan’s method of examining values by type and not by chronology 

may work against the understanding of Port Arthur as a deeply layered site.  The 

idea of chronological layers is central to visitors’ understanding of the site and has 

been the traditional way of looking at the site’s significance and conservation 

(Mason et al 2003:44).  The Interpretation Plan amends the Conservation Plan in 

one way by dispensing with the “fabric-focused” message and centring on the 

physical evolution of the site (Mason et al 2003:45). 

 

Interpretation will aim “… to offer a range of presentations that will cater to 

audience types and interests” (Mason et al 2003:45). By catering to the interests of 

visitors, the interpretation policies are 

 
… turning away from the consensus view of historic values 
(centred on convictism and national character) and toward the 
recognition that all visitors see the values of the site differently and 
should not be expected to accept a singular message (Mason et al 
2003:46).   
 

One of the Plan’s interesting points in terms of handling fabric, values and 

interpretation strategy is the notion that the stark contrast between two of the main 

cultural values of the site – the aesthetic values of the landscape juxtaposed with the 

historic and social values of convictism and its dreadful narratives – is singled out 

for interpretation (Mason et al 2003:46).  Yet it may be that all didactic methods are 

limited in their means to force people to take any particular message away with 

them.  Passive forms of learning, such as television, have become ingrained and 

Mason’s pragmatic approach might be the best compromise available.  

 

Dewar and Fredericksen (2003:46) pose the question of how heritage practitioners 

are to provide an inclusive history of a prison and its residents that engenders public 

interest beyond that connected with the material fabric of remaining structures.  

They believe this can be done through the complementary roles played by 

archaeology and history in refocusing interpretation to the intimate details of the 

lives of the prison population, and “bringing to light the various narratives 

contained therein” (Dewar and Fredericksen 2003:46).   
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Information of this kind encourages visitors to engage with these narratives and 

figuratively to put people back into the buildings that constitute the prison museum 

and examine the existence of these people “in the context of contemporary society” 

(Dewar and Fredericksen 2003:46). To so examine their existence in the “context of 

contemporary society” means considering both the existence of the people in the 

time in which they lived, and how they would have been treated in today’s society.  

Thus, whilst the treatment meted out to offenders in the early nineteenth century 

may not be considered acceptable today, it was the norm in that period, and should 

be understood as such. 

 

Interpretation at Port Arthur, then, relies on the complementary roles of history and 

archaeology, together with a building conservation program, to bring before the 

public not only a history of the fabric of buildings but the lives of the convicts who 

toiled, suffered and died in them.  It also brings into prominence the many other 

people who lived on the site and whose lives were affected by all that occurred 

there.  

 

In attempting to get the tourists to follow the life of a single convict ( as 

documented in Section 5.2), the park people are trying to give a point of human 

contact, a kind of human dimension where people might show empathy with an 

individual they have come to know.  As in television, the interviewer always wants 

someone who has had an experience and this then becomes a point of human 

contact for the viewer.  It is an attempt to get beyond the idea of vicarious 

observation of other people’s suffering, although there is always this element. 

 

5.8 Ghost Tours and Historical Lessons  
 

The ever-popular evening ghost tours often conclude a visit to Port Arthur.  Stage-

managed as these ghost tours are, they are accepted as being more fun than fact, but 

they similarly lessen an appreciation of the stark grimness with which the Site 

should be associated.  Small groups, some of them clutching a lantern as though for 

protection, follow their guide around the precinct whilst being told of ghostly 
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sightings.  At the conclusion, people queue up to be presented with a certificate 

saying how brave and courageous they have been to complete the tour.   

 

With notions of pain and cruelty becoming unsettled or reduced to mock horror in 

visitors’ thoughts, the question of whether their minds can possibly be opened in 

any way to the deeper realities of the site, on the ghost tour or other guided tours, 

has not been answered.  These deeper realities are espoused in particular by earlier 

writers such as Daniels 1983; Flanagan 1990; and later, Young 1996. 

 

This remains a matter of contention as Daniels (1983:8) suggests that no historical 

experience has been provided for visitors to the site which could come from the 

imaginative opening up of the real relevance of Port Arthur to the present.   She 

says that Port Arthur is not just a prison but is a symbol of the way modern society 

works, and “…the bureaucratic mode with its ‘therapeutic’ reconstruction of the 

personality” (Daniels 1983:6). Above all, Port Arthur is about the intrusiveness and 

the invisibility of power in modern society (Daniels 1983:6).  Visitors are not, for 

example, invited to see Port Arthur “…as the  precursor of Katingal, the maximum-

security wing at Long Bay jail, although it undoubtedly is” nor are they ever asked 

to look at the site “…as part of the present rather than as part of the (dead) past” 

(Daniels 1983:6).  Port Arthur fails as an historic site, concludes Daniels (1983:6) 

because “…no serious attempt has been made to grasp and interpret its historic 

meaning”.  

 

Flanagan (1990:36) comments that when you walk around Port Arthur site, it is 

difficult to get any sense of what it meant to be a convict.  It becomes apparent, says 

Flanagan (1990:36), that what is being presented is not so much “…an attempt to 

interpret the past as to ignore it”.   He notes that in the Commandant’s Cottage the 

structure of the building fabric is “…triumphantly revealed, but in so doing the 

structure of the society that made the building and worked on it is hidden” 

(Flanagan 1990:36).  The convicts who originally built the building are exiled from 

their past whilst the “…new, high priests of the past”, the archaeologists, make 

“…profound and revelatory insights into the past” about “…nails and pieces of 

glass”, and all that is allowed the visitor “…is a history of walls removed and 
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added” (Flanagan 1990:36).  In Kakadu, it was the Aboriginal voice that was heard 

and the archaeological one silenced to some extent, whereas here the criticism is 

that it is the indigenous, convict voice that is lost. 

 

An examination of the personal records of Port Arthur convicts, says Flanagan 

(1990:36), might begin to reveal that Port Arthur was about the revolutionary ways 

in which the new capitalist order of the nineteenth century was seeking “…to 

discipline and control not only the bodies of working people” but “…dictate how 

their minds and senses and passions ought to be”.  Flanagan (1990:37) believes that 

we are the less, not for what happened at Port Arthur, but for the ways in which the 

important truths of Port Arthur have been denied us.  He suggests that we should 

recognise that the convicts’ experience, which includes surveillance and control, is 

also the subject of our own everyday lives.  It is time, he concludes, that we began 

to consider developing Port Arthur as “…something that confronts and disturbs us 

by showing us the reality of our origins”, rather than having it the way it is at the 

moment, “…something which reassures and comforts us” (Flanagan 1990:37).  Yet 

Flanagan does not really grapple with the nature of historical experience and ways 

of portraying it.  He merely ends by saying that the heritage values of Port Arthur 

effectively wall the past off from the present: not only does Port Arthur not invite 

questions about the past, but it “…seeks to ensure that questions do not occur to us” 

(Flanagan 1990:37).  

 

What then is the real relevance of Port Arthur to the present which Daniels (1983) 

suggests should be laid before visitors? What is its historic meaning which Flanagan 

says is so hidden that no questions about it ever occur to visitors?   Whilst the 

period of transportation certainly coincided with the industrialisation of the early 

capitalist period, it was “Early Capitalism”, when the ideas of capital had not yet 

been fully worked out. The Model Prison could indeed be taken as evidence that the 

prevailing ideology was to destroy the minds of the recalcitrant – but similar 

treatment was also given to the mentally ill and to the poor. 

   

The barbarity of treatment meted out to convicts at Port Arthur should be 

considered in the context of the times when such methods verged on the norm.  In 
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some ways it would seem that these ideologically minded writers (following French 

philosophical rather than historical ideas) wish to project modern concerns back on 

to the past. This hardly seems to be much of an improvement on those who want to 

cover up the past. The conundrum might be that since the past is in many ways like 

today in that both barbarity and redemption appear to be continuing modes of 

expression for all levels of humankind, what is there to be covered up?  There are 

many opinions as to the manner in which Port Arthur should be interpreted.  

 

As noted, earlier writers such as Daniels (1983) and Flanagan 1990) consider the 

place should never be forgotten for what it was – a gross example of the flawed 

British penal system.  They believe interpretation should ensure that the historical 

significance of such sites as Port Arthur – what they were built for, what they were 

used for, what happened to them - is brought out to the public to counteract the 

tendency merely to entertain and sink into unhistorical romanticism.  But there is 

the question of how to provide an inclusive history of a prison and its residents that 

engenders public interest beyond that connected with the material fabric of 

remaining structures.  As noted previously, this might be done through the 

complementary roles played by archaeology and history by refocussing 

interpretation to the lives of the prison population and bringing to light the 

narratives contained therein.  Visitors can then engage with those narratives and put 

people back into the various buildings, or remains of buildings and look at the 

existence of those people in the context of contemporary society.  

 

Young (1996:156), asks the question of whether we can expect a freshly interpreted 

Port Arthur, or will the place remain as it has been since its closure just a mere 

commodity, supported by tax-payers’ money because of the revenue it is expected 

to produce?  

 

Jackman (2001:11), writing five years later than Young, observes that in its present 

form, entertaining diversions such as ghost tours, sea planes, electric people-

movers, costumed role-plays obstruct a more critically meaningful engagement with 

the place.  Such diversions “…totally disconnect it from any contemporary social 

debate on crime, punishment and rehabilitation, and the maintenance of hierarchies 
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of privilege in society”. He comments that the alternative direction of re-appraising 

and presenting the Site “…within the context of its own historical systemic 

complexity” has been left largely unexplored, together with “…the wider issues of 

British convict-colonialism and the evolving criminal justice landscape in 

Australia” (Jackman 2001:11). But such a direction, believes Jackman (2001:11), 

may be hamstrung because the conservation industry has an inability to resolve the 

conflict between “…viewing Port Arthur as an archaeological site with 

contemporary resonances”, or as “…an open-air museum to heritage-management 

styles”.  Jackman (2001:12) suggests that “…poignant symbolic meanings” have 

been levelled and buried “…beneath comforting touristic cliches and pleasant 

broadacre lawns”. 

 

Perhaps Jackman (2001) is right and visitors should be awakened to such inequities 

that still exist in regard to the reformation of prisoners in some of today’s gaols.  An 

informative booklet concerning the debates about Port Arthur’s significance, written 

within the general public’s level of understanding, could be referred to long after 

the visit is over, pondered upon, even acted upon.  It could draw attention to the 

damaging associative state of mind which coupled solutions of the past with those 

of the present, and could lead to an awareness of a crisis in penal reform urgently 

needing rectification.  It could epitomise history in the past and symbolise history in 

the making, a future history of penal enlightenment in which informed crusaders 

could play a part. 

 

Visitors to Port Arthur Historic Site will have become aware, during their tour, that 

in former times the answer to managing the most unruly and aggressive prisoners 

was to attempt to break the spirit of such people by inflicting physical and mental 

punishment.  Nineteenth century Britain may be considered guilty of infamous 

conduct towards its prisoners and maligned for the harsh treatment, operating under 

the British system of the penology of the times, of its convicts sent to Australia.   

But that is viewing it in the context of today’s liberal thinking when such actions are 

considered barbarous, and visitors believe treatment of prisoners, has now become, 

or should have become, more enlightened.   
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Are visitors to Port Arthur really supposed to encourage their holiday-mode minds 

to think less of the extraordinary aesthetic beauty of the place and turn them instead 

to the wider issues of British convict-colonialism and the evolving criminal justice 

landscape in Australia?   Are they to dismiss the comforting touristic cliches and 

pleasant broadacre lawns which Jackman (2001:12) claims have levelled and buried 

any “…poignant symbolic meanings”?  Jackman (2001:11-12) believes it is 

preferable that Port Arthur be shown solely to visitors “…as an archaeological site 

with contemporary resonances” and that any forthcoming presentation and 

interpretation, as at the proposed opening up of the Point Puer site, should bring a 

different set of values to the attention of visitors. 

 

This may be an admirable idea for empowering tourists to think historically, if it 

were achievable.  It represents a counterpoint to the prevailing message offered by 

Port Arthur which attempts, as Jackman (2001:12) says, to maximise economic 

returns by “…a high-volume, lowest-common-denominator” approach to site 

management and interpretation.   However, my observation when visiting Port 

Arthur and mixing with the general throng of visitors, was that such a lowest–

common-denominator approach is well received by the average tourist, who 

apparently enjoys seeing beauty in a landscape without the burden of immediately 

equating it with some symbolism.  It is likely to be true that, as Strange (2000:5) 

comments, many visitors rank historical learning as a low priority and do not 

possess an academic turn of mind which can question an interpretation given them.  

 

5.9 Conclusion:  Opposing Views of Historical Presentation  
 

There appears to be a gap between the academic view of the history of Port Arthur  

and its presentation according to heritage professionals, and the visitor experience 

where Port Arthur is a popular destination.  There is quite a contrast between the 

rather ‘dismal academic view’ versus the ‘happy tourist experience’. 

 

The interpretation in a ‘whitewashing tradition’ to which some academics (for 

example Daniels 1983; Flanagan 1990; Boyer 1995; Young 1996), object, has been 

discussed earlier in this chapter and is here recapped.  The new Interpretation 



Chapter Five – Experiencing and Debating Port Arthur 

 

261

Gallery, which opened in March 1999, ostensibly hid the hated convict stain and all 

its ramifications.  Any cruelties of castigation perpetrated were overlain with the 

thought that in the main it was only minor punishment being inflicted for minor 

infringement of the rules, and few inmates suffered the more severe chastisement of 

the lash.  Convicts were kept usefully employed by certain, albeit unfree, labour 

whilst education and religious instruction were offered to the convicts for their 

reformation and rehabilitation in the outside world.  All this was illustrated by 

dioramas and other effects.  The past, it appeared, had been satisfactorily sanitised.    

 

The opinions of various writers (e.g. Daniels 1983; Flanagan 1990; Boyer 1995; 

Young 1996) show they were highly critical of this interpretation of Port Arthur.  

They believe the place should never be forgotten for what it really was - a gross 

example of the allegedly flawed British penal system and the inhumanity of the 

convict system.  They suggest Port Arthur’s past has been so sanitised that it fails to 

acknowledge the cruelty that resulted from the inept justice system of the British 

Government.  They believe this justice system, which led to the influx of convicts to 

the colonies should not be glossed over.    

 

In short, these critics claim that interpretation of the site has, by innuendo, been 

whitewashed to portray Port Arthur, not as an example of a corrupt Great Britain 

and a settlement for what Hirst (1987:202) calls the unwanted, hopeless dregs of a 

degraded British society.  Instead, they complain the site has been turned into a 

settlement of hope offered to those so-called dregs by a benign British Government, 

for the beginnings of a new life through reformation of character, education and 

opportunity. It may be that visitors are possibly overlaying this message of Port  

Arthur with one of national identity – that, in fact, the outcome of all that convict 

misery resulted in ‘the modern Australian State’ filled with hope - which gets back 

to ‘foundational myths’. 

 

To interpret the site to please both the academic historian and the non-academic 

tourist may not be possible.   Frow (2000:137) questions whether the past of Port 

Arthur, with its diverse uses over time, can be singularised.  To reduce its 

complexity, with its continuous modifications, to a single story means, in part, says 
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Frow (2000:137) continuing institutionalised forgetting of that system of penal exile 

and civil death which has been rendered “…so bland, so quaint, so much a period 

costume drama in the national imaginery”. 

 

Is ‘national imaginery’ so excessive that it obscures truth rather than rendering it a 

little more palatable?  Has beauty become an irrelevant intrusion with no thought of 

its ability to ease the burden of some of the more painful facts of history?   

Apparently so.  In its ruined state Port Arthur is a sad place, suggests Daniels 

(1983:6) and visitors should be made aware “…of the misery and pain of Port 

Arthur” and not merely offered “…the pleasures of a scenic landscape”.   That the 

tourist should have a light-hearted day out and simply enjoy the scenic splendour of 

Port Arthur with only muted hints of the realities of convictism, appears to be 

anathema to those intellectuals who feel that such an attitude does not pay enough 

respect to the agonies of its history.  

 

There remains an ambivalence as to whether perceptions of the public should 

incline towards a disencumbered view of the history of Port Arthur, that is to say, a 

view unburdened by intellectual symbolism, or whether questions should be invited 

compatible with the interest level of the visitor.  Do mainstream tourists on coach 

tours or, no doubt, the average family party arriving for a day visit in private 

vehicles, have the time or a wish to be intellectually intimidated by texts probing the 

wider issues of British convict-colonialism?  This has not been specifically 

examined.  Surely to try and interpret a place beyond the immediate interest of its 

audiences is of little benefit and only a burden to visitors.  However, they should 

certainly be encouraged to delve deeper at leisure.  What they have learnt in the 

Interpretation Gallery and from their brief association with the guides on guided 

tours, will hopefully have equipped them with enough knowledge to assist them to 

be ready to absorb a more sophisticated historical interpretation should they wish to 

do so.  

 

I believe that academics may overestimate the willingness, not to mention the 

ability of the tourists, to take in the complex messages which academics argue 

should be being presented.  These messages could be seen as being very political 
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and a segment of the population, including some of those in the academic world, 

could be disinclined to accept these views.  In political terms, the Commonwealth 

and others who might fund Port Arthur, would not tolerate a view that cast their 

present efforts in a bad light, especially if there was any parallel that could be drawn 

with the policy of segregated incarceration of refugees in isolated spots.  Whilst it 

may or may not be the truth, it would not necessarily be in the best interests of 

heritage to fight such a battle.   

 

Similar arguments have been located within national discussions where, as Brawley 

(1997) suggests, the “…political implications and potency” of the historian’s craft 

were aired.  The Prime Minister, John Howard, has publicly criticised people who 

want to use history in such an overt manner.  In a paper delivered at the annual Sir 

Robert Menzies Lecture in Melbourne on 18th November, 1996, Brawley says that 

the Prime Minister of Australia claimed victory in a political battle which had raged 

over four years and come to be known as the ‘Battle of History’.  Brawley cites 

Howard who, he says, alleged that the ‘highest levels’ of the former Labor 

Government had attempted to “…establish a form of historical correctness as a 

particular offshoot of political correctness” so its “…own partisan political cause 

would be advanced”.    Brawley continues that Howard noted that this “…assault 

without substance, without honour and without success” had, however, “…failed 

because it was seen by the vast majority of Australians for the divisive, irrelevant 

and prejudiced attack that it was” (Brawley 1997). 

 

The Battle of History continues in 2006 with the History Summit held in Canberra  

and the Prime Minister, John Howard, reiterating his desire for the teaching of 

history to be brought back into schools.  The effects of the postmodern approach 

appears to be a highlight now entering the equation. 

 

The debate of the bleak academic view over the cheery tourist experience will no 

doubt continue as far as Port Arthur with its historical values is concerned.  As yet,  

there has not been a similar debate around Kakadu with its natural ecology and 

Aboriginal values.  Both sites may be seen as mirror images of each other insofar as 

they purport to reflect the past – that is to say, both sites are presented for the 
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presumed enjoyment of the public, but how far is this enjoyment moderated by a 

failure to promote archaeological evidence in the case of Kakadu?  This will entail a 

debate of another order.  It will not be the ‘bleak academic view’ over the ‘cheery 

tourist experience’ but what could be termed ‘the restricted cultural view’. This may 

result in limiting the Western understanding of the experience.  I return to this in my 

final chapter as it represents an important difference between the interpretation of 

the two places. 

 

Present interpretation of the Site is visitor friendly. Physical evidence of the past is 

demonstrated in the archaeological record and artefacts which visitors are able to 

observe on a tour of the place and in the Museum.  Interactive displays in the 

Interpretation Gallery personalise and encourage empathy with the authentic convict 

character which the random dealing of cards has allotted the visitor. The scene is set 

for the historical convict beginnings of the Site to be perceived, not solely as a place 

of iniquitous incarceration for incorrigibles but more of an unfree, if fettered, labour 

site. Through the various texts at appropriate locations, visitors are led to 

understand that, although the penal settlement was indeed subject to a degree of 

brutality and misguided treatment, this was part of the prevailing social system of 

government of the period, and should not be judged by today’s standards. 

 

From the above discussion, it can be seen that Port Arthur shares a common 

difficulty with other places of incarceration or of punishment/genocide.  This is the 

difficulty of using the location where awful deeds took place to convey the meaning 

of those deeds.  Port Arthur, with its night ghost walks offers a similar solution to 

the problem of visitor entertainment as that found at other prisons, such as 

Fremantle Prison and the Old Melbourne Jail. 

 

The present cultural interpretation both admits and explains Port Arthur’s past from 

a judicious viewpoint.  This augurs well for the public’s understanding of a history 

which does not perpetuate and harp on what may be seen as the inhumanity of the 

past.  The interpreting body concentrates on the distillation of facts brought to light 

by historical and archaeological research, and permits these facts to be paramount.   

Facts are not subsumed into horror stories which may provide cheap titillation for 
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the tourist, yet those who subliminally prefer a more gothicised history may still 

enjoy a vicarious frisson of fear in the Separate Prison, with its Dumb Cell, or the 

Ghost Walk. 

 

Chapters Six and Seven look at the results of the questionnaires given to tourists at 

Kakadu and Port Arthur.  These results are further analysed in Chapter Eight.  
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CHAPTER SIX 

 
ANBANGBANG ROCKSHELTER: VISITOR 

PERCEPTIONS ANALYSED 
 
6.1 Introduction 
 
Between October 2000 and October 2001, a survey of the perceptions of visitors to 

Anbangbang Rockshelter was conducted by means of the questionnaires described 

in Chapter One, Sections 1.4 and 1.5.   2,000 copies of these questionnaires were 

placed in batches by on-site Rangers at an Information Area at the base of 

Nourlangie Rock.  Visitors were invited by a sign to take a questionnaire, complete 

it and put it into a slotted box situated under the box containing the questionnaires.  

There was no wish to put pressure on visitors by a direct personal approach.  It was 

felt that this could interfere with the enjoyment of their visit to the site, so taking of 

the forms was left simply to the discretion, desire and interest of the visitor.  Such 

action, or lack of action, in taking the forms for completion, would in itself 

contribute to an indication of their interest in what they were about to see. 

 

This chapter first looks at problems visitors encountered in answering some of the 

questions, before the responses to the questionnaire are analysed.  

 

6.2 Problems Encountered 
 

In order to ascertain the response to the voluntary nature of the questionnaires, and 

whether certain groups reacted differently to them, I stationed myself at the entrance 

at the base of the Rock site, near the stand which contained the questionnaires on 

five separate occasions.  
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From my observations, I noted that some of the larger coach tour groups did not 

even attempt to pick up the questionnaires from the box.  A typical visit to 

Nourlangie Rock by coach parties touring Kakadu National Park on a day tour, as 

shown from a travel brochure consists of: 

 

1 Day Kakadu National Park Tour 

Approximately 220km east of Darwin lies one of Australia’s best 
known treasures, Kakadu National Park.  Leaving Darwin, we 
travel the Arnhem Highway across the Adelaide River and 
Marrakai Plains.  A wide selection of native wildlife has made this 
region their home.  Stop at Nourlangie Rock where your 
Driver/Guide will lead a walk to view ancient Aboriginal rock art.  
After lunch, we join our local guide for a cruise on the famous 
Yellow Water Billabong.  Search for saltwater crocodiles and the 
colourful range of birdlife this region is renowned for.  Visit the 
Warradjan Aboriginal Cultural Centre and view the informative 
displays depicting the traditions of the Aboriginal people in 
Kakadu, before returning to Darwin  (Anon 2001/2002b:4) 

 

The short time spent at Nourlangie on this tour does not leave much time to fill in 

any questionnaires, even if the intention had been to do so when the forms were 

initially picked up by the visitors.  It appeared that the immediate concern of the 

visitors on alighting from the coach was to gather round their coach captain to listen 

to directions as to the proposed movements for their visit, before walking round the 

site.  I anticipated this and tried to circumvent the problem by approaching some of 

the coach captains to ask if they might encourage their passengers to pick up the 

questionnaires and complete them before the coach departed for the next stop.   

However, understandably, most of the coach captains felt that time at the Rock 

being so short, it would be in the nature of an unwelcome burden on the visitor if 

they were to asked to do so, and also could delay the scheduled coach departure 

time.  This aspect was reflected in the unsolicited comment of one 59 year old 

Australian male visitor on a More than 1 day tour, who completed the form in 

obviously hurried manner and wrote at the end “Excuse the mess – filled it in while 

the bus was waiting”. 

 

I also noticed that smaller tour groups and visitors arriving in private vehicles 

frequently did not appear to notice the Questionnaire Box as they read the Welcome 
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display signs and decided which track to take.  Some visitors, whom I did not 

attempt to identify into ethnic or gender background, picked up a form and then 

threw them straight in the bin.  Those visitors who did take the form on their 

onward walk to the Shelter or Gallery, however, must either have completed it on 

their descent and put it in the relevant box before their departure or they may have 

discarded it.  I could not verify this aspect but I was not concerned with such detail.  

What was apparent, however, was that coach parties took a minor part in the 

completion of the questionnaires and this reduced the number of completions. 

 

The Project Manager for Kakadu National Park management, Terry Bailey, had 

suggested in earlier conversations that possibly a 20% return of completed 

questionnaires might be anticipated.  In the event, 18.8%, or 375 forms out of the 

2,000 available, were returned.  All the forms had been taken from the Information 

Area but the majority evidently discarded by visitors, possibly coach tour 

passengers in their rushed state.  However, of these 375 returned, 35 (9.3%) of the 

forms had been placed in the Return Box with no attempt to fill in any of the 

questions.  In a further 12 (3.2%) of the forms, the Mode of Transport question had 

been left unanswered .  Thus, only 328 (87.5%) of the 375 forms returned may be 

worked on to indicate the dearth of responses from coach parties.  This is shown in 

the following figures.  

 
Mode of Transport       Responses       % 
 
Own               156     47.6 
Hired               103     31.0 
1 day tour                           12       3.7 
More than 1 day tour                          35     10.7 
Safari tour                                      22       7.0 
 
Total                         328               100% 
 
In order to observe first-hand visitor reactions to Anbangbang Rock Shelter itself 

and its display signs, I also spent time, in the guise of a tourist taking notes, sitting 

on one of the benches fronting the Shelter wall.  Due to the number of people 

passing through the Shelter, it was neither practicable nor possible for detailed note-

taking in a manner that could include the comments and actions of particular Age, 

Gender or Ethnic Groups. Instead, I looked for a broader view of those showing 
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interest in the rock art and Shelter, either from an inquisitive, questioning or 

photographing aspect, or indifference, apathy, disdain or disrespect.  I measured 

these qualities by making informal judgments from the visitors’ body language, or 

tone of voice, and ticking relevant columns in my notebook.  It was clear from my 

notes that ‘high’ interest overwhelmed ‘little’ interest and disdain was negligible.  It 

was also apparent from the comments visitors made to each other, that there was a 

desire to learn more about the archaeological finds, and the earlier, as well as later, 

Aboriginal use of the site. 

 

I concluded from my observations that, in the main, visitors, although not exposed 

to a great deal of archaeological explanation were extremely interested when the 

findings from excavations of Anbangbang Shelter were presented to them during 

Ranger talks.  Interestingly, however, questions raised with the Ranger did not 

always concern the archaeology of the place.  On several occasions I heard 

questions being asked such as where Aborigines got the money from to buy the 

Toyotas and rifles they used now, instead of hunting by spear; and, what sort of 

school system was in place for Aborigines.  This indicated that there was a desire 

for knowledge about the present day life of the Aboriginal people, just as much as 

in a past which could be approached through archaeological excavations.    

 

From my observations at the Gallery, with its abundance of rock art, I noted excited 

curiosity among visitors and then, when explanations were provided, either on the 

display signs, in Ranger talks, or from coach tour captains, an awareness of a totally 

new experience.   These, and my other direct observations, even if not qualitatively 

substantiated, merit interest as they support the questions addressed through 

analysis of the questionnaires. 

 

6.3 Responses to Questionnaires  
 

Before detailing the results of the main analysis it will be helpful to make note of 

the responses to four particular questions - Q.10, Q.17, Q.21, and Q.22 - for what 

they reveal.   
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Q. 10: Did you find any on-site talks helpful? 
 
Responses to this question show that visitors did not always find the on-site talks 

helpful.  The range of responses to the question was found to be greater and, as the 

quoted spontaneous comments show, are more negative than I would have 

predicted.  Two guided Ranger talks were given each day for those travelling under 

their own steam but these times evidently did not always coincide with many of the 

visits made.   Clearly from the responses, many visitors missed out on guided talks.  

55 visitors simply wrote N/A in the “No” column or left it blank, occasionally 

adding comments. With this figure added to 16 “No” responses, together with 44 

responders who were “Undecided”, it would appear that more than 50% of the 

visitors responded in a negative manner to this question.   Some tour company 

guides gave talks to their own groups, but the consistency of these talks obviously 

varied.  One visitor, a 30-49 year old Australian male, wrote:      

 
“Whilst I sat painting a section of the rock art, for my own 
pleasure, I listened to many, very different stories by tour guides 
from different companies.  One guide (I should have looked at 
which company he was from) said you can’t go to any Aboriginal 
corroborree but if you go to an Aboriginal pub, you will see their 
dancing and also drinking lots.  What a disgusting thing for a guide 
to be telling foreign or any tourists.  (Please pass this on to Parks 
and Wildlife, I would be very grateful, thank you)”.  
 

There was also a rather more serious negative response which referred to a talk 

given by a Park Ranger.  One visitor, who declined to give any personal details 

apart from claiming to be a Caucasian from Canada touring in a private vehicle, was 

apparently disgruntled with the whole visit.  She wrote: 

 
“Question for you ‘Is the Customer always right?’  If so, then a 
Park Ranger should ALWAYS answer a tourist’s question politely, 
no matter what the Q.  I had the embarrassing experience of asking 
about whether or not there was Uranium mining allowed in 
Kakadu.  The simple answer was ‘Yes’.  But I was humiliated by 
the Ranger who asked ‘Was I listening to her talk’.  Yes, I was but 
somehow missed the point because she referred to Swiss cheese 
with holes in it.  So, there’s a double standard – gov’t, parks, 
heritage, culture, natives etc etc. and then there are pockets of 
mining, money-making, gov’t levies on mining operations all 
within Kakadu but MAGICALLY not part of it.  It appears that 
Aussies are just like the rest of the Western World, mining, 
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fisheries, etc. wherever profitable.  So, Kakadu is not as Green as it 
would appear to be”.   
 

This visitor continued: 
 
“The dirt roads in Ntnl Parks are ‘the shits’.  They all need to be 
graded.  They serve to break down people’s vehicles, Australia 
needs to ‘pull up its socks’ – grade them better or pave them!  I 
don’t want a monorail to Jim Jim Falls, but what excuse does parks 
have for a miserable road only suitable for 4WD.  General 
Summary: Australians over-rate their parks! 
 

It should be noted that the comment by this unhappy lady on the road conditions she 

experienced was made in 2001 and many of the tracks in Kakadu National Park 

which she might class as ‘miserable’ were soon to be sealed or upgraded.  Even 

today, there would be difficulties in traversing the track to the Jim Jim Falls in a 

private (presumably two-wheel drive) vehicle similar to the one she was driving.  A 

report put out on Road Conditions in Kakadu National Park in April 2006, notes 

that the Jim Jim/Twin Falls road is a four-wheel drive track impassable during the 

wet season (http://www.deh.gov.au/parks/kakadu/visitorinfo/roadreport.html). 

Funding for a sealed road only navigable during the dry season would naturally be a 

concern and a reason, or perhaps the excuse the lady requires, for keeping it as a 

track which is, she complains, “only suitable for 4WD”.  That the condition of the 

track may deter visitors without suitable transport from making use of it to visit the 

site is an unfortunate corollary, rather than any deliberate attempt to keep visitors 

away through non-maintenance. 

 

Q. 17: Do you feel this place is important for Australia’s past and national identity. 
 

As might have been predicted, the responses revealed a strong feeling that there was 

a clear belief in the importance of the place as exemplifying national identity.  

There was, however, one rather surprising and vituperative response. A 30-49 year 

old European male, resident in the Reunion Island, on a safari type four-wheel drive 

tour, wrote: 

 
“No.  Not at all; seeing modern steps on such a site is a great insult 
to Aboriginal Culture.  All this is aimed at making big touristic 
business! Showing Aboriginal paintings to crowds is certainly not 
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the best way to make them discover their culture.  To me, 
Aboriginal Culture explained by a white ranger is just nonsense”. 
 

All other Unsolicited Comments by visitors to certain questions are shown in 

Appendix D as they display similar unexpected reactive feelings on the part of a 

few visitors.  On the other hand, 96% of visitors to Anbangbang gave an 

unequivocal “Yes” to this question on the questionnaire. 

 

Q. 21 which asked “What Ethnic Group do you identify with?” and Question 22 

which asked “What is your Country of Permanent Residence?” also drew some 

interesting responses.  As has been noted, of the total number of questionnaires put 

out, only 375 were returned.  Of these, 35 had not been filled in at all making a total 

of 340 completed forms, even though not all questions were responded to.  With 

regard to Ethnic Groups, 3 persons had not responded to the question although 

answering most others.   A further 8 persons had not responded to either the Ethnic 

Group question or shown their Country of Permanent Residence, although again 

also answering most other questions.  Thus a total of 329 responses only was made 

for the Ethnic Group question, and a total of 332 responses for the Country of 

Permanent Residence question.  The total of 332 responses is shown in the 

following Tables relating to these two questions - the three lacking Ethnic Group 

responses only being accounted for as such in all the Tables pertaining to Ethnic 

Groups.   

 

Appendix E.1 shows the total range of responses to the main Ethnic Groups tallied 

against the Country of Permanent Residence of the visitor listed in the order of the 

original number noted on the questionnaires put out for visitors.  This Table was 

formulated after scrutiny of the data which had been entered initially on to Excel 

spreadsheets from the returned questionnaires, and then suitably tabling it by hand.  

It is also the basis for all other Appendix E tables. 

 

With regard to Ethnic Groups, the form of this question follows that used in other 

surveys (for example Walter 2002:37).   Walter (2002:182) achieved a range of 

responses which indicated there may have been some uncertainty in providing an 

answer.  Responses to this question in my own questionnaire indicate a similar 
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confusion. Some persons who had answered other questions, simply left the space 

for Ethnic Group blank.  Although several examples were given to guide them, 

answers indicate that Ethnic Group could also be taken to mean the religious group 

to which the person belonged, whilst others were unclear as to what group they did 

belong to, or “identified” with all groups.   Table 6.1(a) shows the main Ethnic 

Groups identified and Table 6.1(b) the groups summarised. 

 

Table 6.1(a): Main Ethnic Groups. 
 

              Ethnic Group        Responses     %           
 
Aboriginal       4     1.2  
Australian    56           16.9   
Austrian        3        0.9    
Belgian      1     0.3   
British       5      1.5  
Caucasian      5     1.5   
Chinese      2     0.6   
Czech       1     0.3    
Danish       1     0.3 
Dutch (Netherlands)   16     4.8   
English    92           27.7 
European    17     5.1 
French     12     3.6 
German    15     4.6 
Irish     11     3.3 
Israeli       2     0.6 
Italian       7     2.1 
Japanese      1     0.3 
Korean       1     0.3 
New Zealand      4     1.2 
North American     7     2.1 
PNG       1     0.3 
Scottish      3     0.9 
Swedish      1     0.3 
Swiss       1     0.3 
Confused responses   60           18.1 
No group given     3     0.9 
 
 Total responses           332                    100% 
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Table 6.1(b): Main Ethnic Groups Summarised. 
 
             Ethnic Group        Responses    %           
 
Aboriginal       4     1.2 
Australian     56   16.9 
British               111   33.4 
European     75   22.6 
New Zealand       4     1.2 
North American      7     2.1 
Other      12     3.6 
Confused responses    60   18.1 
No group given      3     0.9 
 

Total                332             100% 
 

The range of answers indicates a high degree of plurality on the part of responders 

about how to express their ethnic identity, but appear to be in accordance with   

certain key characteristics of ethnicity and ethnic groups as outlined by the New 

Zealand Health Information Service on their website.  These are:  

 
• Ethnicity is self-perceived, so the person concerned should identify 

their ethnic affiliation wherever feasible. 
 
• A person can belong to more than one ethnic group. 
 
• The ethnicities with which a person identifies can change over time. 

(http://www.nzhis.govt.nz/documentation/ethnicity/ethnicity-
0.4.html) 

 

Political correctness may predispose the question of Ethnic Group to be lost in 

ambiguity for fear of causing racial offence.  Earlier survey questions, for instance 

on census forms in the 1950s, would have been related to nationality and would 

have stressed a background of the three main different ancestral racial groups - 

Caucasian, African or Asian descent.  The term Caucasian, however, has 

connotations of an implied “white” superiority related to European culture, making 

identification with such a racial group now out of fashion. Eriksen (2002) suggests 

that terms like “ethnicity”, ethnic” and “ethnic groups” have grown in currency 

since the mid–to-late 1960s.  He ascribes this to two main causes, one being change 

in the social world, the other concerning changes in the dominant way of thinking in 

social anthropology (see also http://folk.uio.no/geirthe/Ethnicity.html). 
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Although the figures are far too small to give any definitive answer, it is interesting 

to note the responses of the five persons to the question of their Ethnic Group as 

Caucasian. One responder from Canada declined to provide any Gender or Age 

Group.  One Australian male and a male and a female from USA were in the 50-69 

Age Group, while one male from USA was in the 18-29 Age Group.  The education 

of the 50-69 Age Group, before political correctness became the norm, may well 

have disposed them to respond with Caucasian as their Ethnic Group. It would seem 

unusual to find such a response in the 18-29 Age Group, unless in the USA where it 

is deemed acceptable.   

 

However, it is also noted from the data that one female from USA in the 18-29 Age 

Group styled herself White, whilst another female in the 30-49 Age Group called 

herself American/Caucasian.  Thus the view that those in the higher Age Groups 

would be more likely to respond with Caucasian is negated by other responses from 

those who gave their Ethnic Group as American or USA, and their Country of 

Permanent Residence as USA.  These responses revealed that one female was 

Under 18, one female was in the 30-49 Age Group, two males and one female were 

in the 50-69 Age Group, and one male was in the Over 70 Age Group.  No pattern 

in Caucasian responses is therefore apparent. 

 

Q. 22, which asked “What is your Country of Permanent Residence?” drew an 

interesting mix of responses because of their wide range and correspondence with 

Ethnic Groups.   

 

Table 6.2(a) shows the Country of Permanent Residence of visitors to the site.   

Table 6.2(b) shows the countries summarised. 

 
Table 6.2(a): Country of Permanent Residence.  
 

Country           Responses    %    
     
Australia                205   61.8     
Austria               4       1.2     
Britain         25     7.5  
Belgium            3       0.9    
Canada           4       1.2                        
Catalanya           1      0.3                               
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Denmark           1       0.3  
European Community      1       0.3 
France      13       3.9          
Germany     15       4.6 
Holland     13       3.9 
Ireland        5       1.5 
Israel        4       1.2  
Italy        6       1.8 
Korea        2       0.6 
New Zealand       5       1.5 
PNG        1      0.3 
Reunion Islands      1       0.3 
Sweden       1       0.3 
Switzerland       4       1.2 
Tahiti        1       0.3 
USA      17       5.1 
 
Total responses              332             100% 
 

Table 6.2(b):  Country of Permanent Residence Summarised. 
 

Country         Responses    %    
   
Australia   205   61.8 
Britain      30     9.0 
Europe      61   18.4     
New Zealand       5     1.5 
North America    21     6.3 
Other      10     3.0 
 
 Total   332             100% 
 
Appendix E.2 shows all the Ethnic Groups and Country of Permanent Residence in 

alphabetical order, linking the number of persons in the particular Ethnic Groups 

with the number of persons who reside in a particular country.  Appendix E.3 

selects out the sixty “confused” or non-standard responses to Ethnic Groups in 

alphabetical order and tables them against Gender, Age Group and Country of 

Permanent Residence. This table shows an interesting mix which does not appear to 

be patterned or weighted in favour of any particular Gender, Age Group or Country 

of Permanent Residence. It can be seen that those who did not understand the 

question of their Ethnic Group and gave inconclusive answers appear to be more 

likely to reside in Australia.  This is to be expected, however, as the weight of 

responses shows Australia is the predominant Country of Permanent Residence. The 

data also reveals that nationals of European countries were more likely to be visitors 
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to Australia rather than residents.  However, it is noteworthy that, in the case of 

those who claimed to be British, their Country of Permanent Residence is now 

Australia.  This is illustrated in Table 6.3 below, as drawn from Appendix E.4.  In 

this and following tables, the term Britain covers England, Ireland and Scotland.  

The term Other includes Canada, Catalanya, Denmark, Germany, Switzerland and 

the USA. 

 

Table 6.3: Country of Permanent Residence of British Ethnic Group. 
 
         Country                    Responses   % 
 
Australia         76   68.5   
Britain        25   22.5 
Other        10     9.0 
 
     Total responses               111            100% 
 
This shows that of the 111 responders who claimed to be British, 68% were now 

permanent residents of Australia. Whether they had taken out Australian citizenship 

and thus become technically Australians but continued to claim the land of their 

birth as their Ethnic Group is not known.  It could be hypothesized that some of the 

older responders might prefer hold on to their “Englishness”. However, the table 

also shows that an interestingly high percentage of those Under 18 claim to be 

English whilst living permanently in Australia which may indicate a wish to retain 

their particular English heritage although residents of another country. This is 

substantiated in Table 6.4 below, again summarised from Appendix E.4.   

 

Table 6.4: Number and Percentages of Persons Identifying as British in 
Terms of Age Group and Country of Permanent Residence.  
 
Country      Age Group 
 
            -18             18-29             30-49           50-69           70+      No.  
       No.    %       No.     %      No.     %     No.     %       No.    %  
 
Australia    7    87.5       7     35.0      11    47.8    46     85.2           5     83.3           76 
Britain        1    12.5     11     55.0        8    34.8      4       7.4           1    16.7            25  
Other         -        -        2     10.0        4    17.4      4       7.4            -        -              10 
 
Totals       8 100%   20   100%   23  100%   54  100%      6   100%     111            
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Appendix E.4 was itself constructed from Appendix E.1, by extracting all those who 

gave English, Irish or Scottish as their Ethnic Group and combining these into one 

British Ethnic Group, and then relating this to their Age Group and Country of 

Permanent Residence.   It should also be noted the term “Britain” covers the actual 

terms of England, Ireland or Scotland which some responders used for their given 

Country of Permanent Residence.  

 

6.4 Analysis of Main Responses to Questionnaires 
 

Responses to the questionnaires were calculated into percentage tables in a similar 

format to that of the questionnaire.  Thus, in referring to Q.1, this is always 

Question 1 on the questionnaire, with the order of questions following exactly the 

order of questionnaires handed out to visitors.  The fact that not all questions were 

answered accounts for the inconsistent number of total responses for each question. 

From those visitors who responded to the questionnaires, the following was noted.  

Relevant percentage tables detailing the main responses to the questionnaires appear 

in Appendix E.5. 

   

Firstly, it appears that respondents were mainly in the 30-49 and 50-69 Age Group; 

that Britain was the main Ethnic Group and Australia the predominant Country of 

Permanent Residence; that Gender numbers were almost equal; and that the main 

Means of Transport was by their Own vehicle or a Hired vehicle.  The lower 

response from those arriving on coach tours has previously been discussed in terms 

of their tight schedule leaving visitors little time to fill in the questionnaires on the 

spot.  Analysis of the responses reveals the following: 

 

Visitors admitted to only reading a few books on archaeology (Appendix E.5 Q.1), 

and fewer books on Australian archaeology (Appendix E.5 Q.3).  They understood 

that archaeologists generally study Ancient living places (Appendix E.5 Q.2) and, in 

Australia, chiefly study Aboriginal places, as shown in the table below extracted 

from Appendix E.5 Q.4.  
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Q.4 What is the main thing archaeologists study in Australia? 
 
Archaeologists  study        Responses    %   
 
Fossils        24       7.1   
Dinosaurs                     4     1.2           
Early Aboriginal places            259               77.1        
European historical places   28                 8.3            
Don’t know                21                 6.3         
 
Total responses             336             100% 
 

 

The above results differ from results obtained overseas where respondents routinely 

identify fossils and dinosaurs as the main subject of archaeological research (for 

example Durant et al.1989:14, Duplisea 2000, Romas and Duganne 2000:30-31, Du 

Cros 2002:7).   

 

Many European heritage places had previously been visited by a number of 

respondents (Appendix E.5 Q.5).  A high percentage had also visited Aboriginal 

heritage places, revealing great interest in them, as shown in the table below 

extracted from Appendix E.5 Q.6.  However, it was not possible to assess what 

criteria visitors place on such sites and how they defined them.  Many Aboriginal 

places are not readily accessible to visitors and the responders may have been 

referring to National Parks or to multiple visits made to the same site, such as 

Uluru.   

 
 
 
Q.6 How many Aboriginal heritage (historical/archaeological) places in 
Australia have you visited? 
 
Places visited (Aboriginal)         Responses  %     
 
None          6   1.8                
1-4       112            33.4         
5-9           89  26.6            
10-15            60  17.9           
Many more            68  20.3           
 
 Total responses  335  100% 
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About two-thirds of the visitors stated that their interest in Australia’s past centred 

on Early Aboriginal history.  A preference for this over European history in 

Australia is shown in the table below extracted from Appendix E.5 Q.7.  This 

interest was likely to have been at least been partly responsible for their presence in 

Kakadu National Park.   

 

Q.7 What part of Australia’s past interests you most? 
 
Interest in past         Responses  %     
 
Early Aboriginal history             202   60.3            
European history in Australia           68   20.3              
The Chinese in Australia                 4     1.2                    
Convict beginnings                 37   11.0           
Don’t know                 24     7.2  
 
Total responses   335   100%          
 

 

The tabled responses to the above three questions clearly illustrate that people are 

interested in archaeology and Aboriginal sites. Visitors found the information on the 

display signs (Appendix E.5 Q.8) and on-site talks mostly helpful (Appendix E.5 

Q.10) but there was also a certain amount of indecision with regard to information 

provided on leaflets and brochures (Appendix E.5 Q.9) and information available on 

how archaeology helped to explain the place (Appendix E.5 Q.11).  Nevertheless, 

they definitely felt they had added to their knowledge of the past as shown in the 

table below extracted from Appendix E.5 Q.12. 

 

Q.12 Do you feel you have added to your knowledge of the past from your visit? 
 
Knowledge gained        Responses  %     
 
Yes    295   90.2         
No        23     7.0           
Undecided                    9     2.8             
 
Total responses  327   100% 
 

Visitors also felt they would like to find out more by further reading (Appendix E.5 

Q.13); and indicated keenness in finding out more about Australian history and 
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archaeology in general (Appendix E.5 Q.14).  They were not particularly 

encouraged to visit European historic places in Australia (Appendix E.5 Q.15), but 

this was understandable since there was nothing on site that would have given them 

such encouragement.  However, they showed definite encouragement to visit other 

Aboriginal heritage places (Appendix E.5 Q.16).   

 

There was no doubt at all that visitors felt the place was important for Australia’s 

past and national identity as shown in the table below extracted from Appendix E.5 

Q.17. 

 

Q.17 Do you feel this place is important for Australia’s past and national 
identity? 

 
Important for past       Responses    % 
 
Yes    312              96.3           
No        7                2.2             
Undecided       5                1.5             
 
Total responses  324  100% 
 

This response indicates that they recognised that such places contribute to the 

question of Australian identity - even if, as has been shown by some of their 

confused responses in regard to the Ethnic Group question (see Appendix E.3), they 

were unsure about their own identities. 

 

How visitors rated their understanding of the way Archaeology has helped to 

explain this place was not entirely clear-cut (Appendix E.5 Q.18) but, overall, the 

responses suggested that the understanding of visitors to the shelter and its 

background of archaeology was positive.  

 

In general, the outcome of this survey shows that visitors were mainly happy with 

the way Anbangbang Rockshelter was presented to them. It revealed a good 

impression of the Park experience from those who responded to the questionnaire 

and there was a high level of satisfaction with the actual visitor experience in 

coming to Nourlangie and visiting Anbangbang.   
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6.5 Cross-Relational Analysis 
 

It was initially intended to cross-relate the first two sections of the questionnaire in 

percentage form against the final section which deals with details about the 

responder.  These details concerned: 

 

• Gender 
• Age Group 
• Ethnic Group 
• Country of Permanent Residence 
• Means of Transport 

 

By cross-relating Age Group, Ethnic Group and Country of Permanent Residence 

by tabling them against each question in turn, the effect of age, ethnicity and 

country of residence would be disclosed.  Low responses could indicate where 

understanding and appreciation of the presentation could be improved and particular 

groups could be targetted in a different way.  Where the samples are small, the 

results would unfortunately be too skewed to warrant further attention. 

 

Neither Gender nor Means of Transport were considered for extended cross-

relational analysis in this thesis.  With regard to Gender, beyond the short 

discussion which follows, it was decided not to provide a detailed analysis of the 

more general questions - although it is acknowledged that in another context outside 

the limits of this work, it would be of interest to examine whether, for example, the 

question of reading books fell more to the favour of males than females, or vice 

versa.   

 

Nevertheless, certain useful inferences may be extracted from the following Tables 

relating to these two particular components.  As shown in the Appendix E.5 

percentage figures, out of 332 responses to Q.19, 51.2% were female and 48.8% 

male.   
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Tables 6.5(a) to 6.5(c) show these figures broken down into Male/Female 

percentage ratios by Age Group, Ethnic Group and Country of Permanent 

Residence.  

 

TABLE 6.5(a): Male/Female Percentages by Age Group. 
 
Age Group        Male    Female 
   No.    %      No.         % 
 
-18     8     4.9        19 11.2 
18-29   35  21.6     44 25.9 
30-49      51         31.5   52  30.6 
50-69   61  37.7   52  30.6 
70+     7    4.3        3    1.7 
 
Total              162         100%   170      100% 
 

 

The above Table 6.5(a) shows a high proportion of females in the Under 18 Age 

Group, slightly higher for females in the 18-29 Age Group, comparable weighting 

in the 30-49 Age Group, and higher for males in the 50-69 and Over 70 Age 

Groups.   

 

TABLE 6.5(b): Male/Female Percentages by Ethnic Group. 
 
Ethnic Group          Male        Female 
    No.     %   No.     % 
 
Australian    37   24.0       38           23.0 
British     59        38.3     77           46.7 
European    43    28.0   36           21.8 
Other     15     9.7     14             8.5 
 
Total   154 100%  165  100% 
 

 

The above Table 6.5(b) shows that males and females are in comparable proportions 

in the Australian and Other Ethnic Groups whilst females predominate in the British 

Ethnic Group and males predominate in the European Ethnic Group.  
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TABLE 6.5(c): Male/Female Percentages by Country of Permanent 
Residence. 

 
Country of Residence         Male        Female 
     No.     %   No.     % 
 
Australia      96         59.7  106         62.7 
Britain      11      6.8       20    11.8 
Europe      34    21.1    29    17.2   
Other      20    12.4     14      8.3 
 
Total    161  100%  169  100% 
 

The above Table 6.5(c) shows the percentage of females is slightly higher in the 

Australia and England Country of Permanent Residence group, whilst a slightly 

higher weighting of males for Europe and for any other Country of Permanent 

Residence is shown.  However, most differences here can be explained by variations 

connected with small sample sizes. 

 

Table 6.5(d) below shows Means of Transport by Age Group. 
 

TABLE 6.5(d): Means of Transport by Age Group. 
 
Means of Transport        Age Group 
             -18           18-29             30-49            50-69               70+  
                   No.   %     No.    %         No.    %      No.    %       No.    %  
         
Own car     10 37.1  42   53.8        42   42.0       56  49.6         5   50.0     
Hire car     13 48.1  18   23.1        37   37.0       34  30.1         2   20.0 
1 Day Tour       -     -    1     1.3  6     6.0         5    4.4         -       - 
+1 Day Tour       2  7.4  10   12.8  7     7.0       12   11.5         2   20.0 
Other                2  7.4    7     9.0  8     8.0         5     4.4         1   10.0     
 
Total         27  100%     78   100%   100  100%     113  100%    10   100% 
 

Means of Transport for the Under 18 Age Group shows highest for hire cars and is 

the highest percentage for this type of transport compared with all the other age 

groups.  Given the high insurance rates for under 25 year olds, it would seem 

improbable that this young age group would be hiring cars to that extent and, more 

likely, that this group were travelling in friends’ or relatives’ vehicles and mistook 

the meaning of the word ‘hire’.  Own car was the most favoured means of transport 
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for all the other age groups.  Apart from the anomalous Age Group percentage, 

more 30-49 year olds used hire cars for their visit than other means.    

 

One-day tours do not show up well in the percentage figures for any group.  A 

greater response was shown to more-than-one-day tours, particularly with the 18-29 

and 50-69 Age Groups.  The relatively high response from the Over 70 Age Group 

for such tours was based on too few responses to provide any worthwhile analysis.  

Safaris or adventure tours featured in only a small way with all age groups. 

 

Some specific issues relating to Means of Transport have not been followed through 

as they were not considered relevant to this thesis.  For instance, the high 

percentage of hired cars may have been due to hiring by overseas visitors without 

their own Means of Transport. This would have had little bearing on the results 

beyond showing an interest in visiting the site by the most convenient means.  

Nevertheless, it was felt to be of interest to point out the number of respondents to 

the site who made any kind of Unsolicited Comment and relate the comment to 

their Means of Transport.  From the data sheet, the number of respondents was 

found to be 155.  The figures shown in the Table below note the Means of 

Transport of these respondents, alongside the Main Analysis figures extracted from 

Appendix E.5 Q.23. 

 

Table 6.6: Unsolicited Comments Related to Main Analysis Means of 
Transport Figures  

 
Unsolicited Comments                          Main Analysis 

Means of Transport    Responses  %  Responses     %         
 
Own vehicle           58 37.4      156          47.6 
Hired vehicle           31 20.0      103          31.4 
1 day coach tour          11   7.1        12            3.6 
More than 1 day tour          34 21.9        35          10.7 
Adventure tour          21 13.5        22            6.7 
    
Total         155          100%      328        100% 
 

The above Table shows that while the combined figure for the Own and Hired 

Vehicle (or visitors arriving under their own steam) in the Main Analysis equals                 

79.0%, the percentage of Unsolicited Comments from visitors utilising these modes 



Chapter Six – Anbangbang Rockshelter: Visitor Perceptions Analysed 

 

286

of transport is 57.4%.  Similarly, for the combined coach and safari type tours, the 

Main Analysis percentage is 21.0%, while it is 42.6% for the Unsolicited Comments 

aspect.  This would seem to indicate that visitors in their own or a hired vehicle – 

meaning  those left to their own devices to find their way about – do not, in the 

main, appear to make so many Unsolicited Comments, complimentary or otherwise, 

as those on a scheduled tour with a guide of some kind. Whether this indicates that 

the visitor who has to be self-reliant in seeking out information, is better satisfied 

with their visit and feels no need to comment, than those reliant on a coach captain 

tour guide, is an interesting point that requires more investigation.  However, this 

has not been pursued here as other factors, bordering on the psychological make-up 

of the visitor, which were not available from this survey, would need to be taken 

into account.   

 

For the main Cross-Relational analysis each question was first cross-related by 

inspection of the relevant tables to each of the other components in turn, i.e. Age 

Group, Ethnic Group and Country of Permanent Residence.  Again, the data for 

these tables was obtained by tabling by hand from that entered initially on the Excel 

spreadsheets. The percentage tables that resulted are shown in Appendix E.6 (Age 

Group), Appendix E.7 (Ethnic Group), and Appendix E.8 (Country of Permanent 

Residence).    Where the number of responses was small, the results have been 

deemed valueless for the purposes of this survey and ignored in this part of the 

analysis.  This applies particularly to Aboriginal, New Zealand and Other in the 

Ethnic Group, and to New Zealand and Other Countries in the Country of 

Permanent Resident analysis. 

 

From the Cross-Relational analysis, tables of the following responses for Q.4, Q.7, 

Q.12, Q.17 and Q.18 have been extracted as being of interest to show Age Group 

(Appendix E.6), Ethnic Group (Appendix E.7) and Country of Permanent 

Residence (Appendix E.8) differences in public perception of Australian 

archaeology and this particular site. 
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Q.4  What is the main thing archaeologists study in Australia? 
 

Age Group 
 

    -18           18-29                  30-49               50-69               70+ 
No.   %      No.   %            No.   %           No.   %          No.   % 

 
Fossils                 2    7.7       5    6.6           11     10.7           5    4.5            1   10.0 
Ab. places         21  80.8     56  73.7         77     74.8         90  81.8            8   80.0 
Euro. places        1    3.8       9  11.8             9       8.7            9    8.2            -        - 
Don’t know        2     7.7      6    7.9           6       5.8           6   5.5             1   10.0 
 
Total             26    100%  76  100%      103   100%      110   100%       10   100% 
 

Ethnic Group 
 
        Aboriginal    Australian    British     European    N.Zealand     N. America       Other 
          No.    %        No.    %     No.    %     No.    %      No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
Fossils             2    25.0    10   14.5       5     3.8   2     2.6        -  -            1     8.3     3   27.3  
Ab. places         6    75.0    52   75.4     99  75.6       64   83.1       3   60.0        10   83.4      8   72.7    
Euro. places       -       -      4     5.8     14  10.7         8   10.3       -       -            1     8.3       -      - 
Don’t know       -       -      3     4.3     13     9.9          3     4.0       2   40.0          -       -          -      - 
 
Total            8  100%    69  100%   131  100%   77  100%     5  100%     12  100%    11 100% 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 
               Australia     Britain     Europe        N. Zealand      N.America       Other 

    No.     %    No.     %     No.    %     No.      %       No.     %       No.     % 
 
Fossils          19      9.6         -        -              3    4.7          -            -              -         -             2      25.0 
Ab. Places  152    77.2        22    71.0         51  79.7         3       60.0    19    95.0  6     75.0 
Euro. places 15      7.6          4    12.9           6    9.4          1      20.0              1      5.0            -         - 
Don’t know  11      5.6          5    16.1           4   6.2           1      20.0              -         -             -         - 
 
Total     197   100%  31  100%        64  100%       5  100%    20    100%   8  100% 
 

 

Clearly the preferred response was Aboriginal places for all Age Groups (Appendix 

E.6 Q.4).  The response was similar for all Ethnic Groups (Appendix E.7 Q.4). 

Those whose Country of Permanent Residence was Britain, also indicated an 

interest in European places, with the highest percentage of those who ticked the 

Don’t know question also coming from Britain (Appendix E.8 Q.4). 
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Q.7  What part of Australia’s past interests you most?  
 

Age Group 
 

         -18              18-29          30-49               50-69                  70+ 
              No.     %     No.      %     No.      %        No.      %          No.      % 
 
Ab. history       21    77.8     54    69.3     62      60.8        58     54.2           4       40.0 
Euro. history      1      3.7 9   11.5     20      19.6        30    28.0            5       50.0 
Convicts    4    14.8      10   12.8     12      11.8          9      8.4            1       10.0 
Don’t know        1      3.7        5     6.4       8        7.8       10      9.4             -           - 
 
Total             27    100%    78   100%  102   100%    107    100%       10      100% 
 

Ethnic Group 
 
          Aboriginal   Australian   British     European    N.Zealand     N. America     Other 
          No.    %       No.    %    No.    %      No.    %       No.    %        No.     %      No.     % 
 
Ab. history       5   62.5   43  67.2     78  58.6       55  69.6       1  20.0          8   66.7     4    33.3 
Euro. history    2   25.0     9  14.1     35  26.3       11  13.9       2  40.0          3   25.0        2    16.7 
Convicts            1   12.5     9  14.1     13 9.8        6    7.6       1  20.0          1     8.3     2    16.7 
Don’t know      -       -     3    4.6       7 5.3        7    8.9       1  20.0           -        -         4    33.3 
 
Total            8  100%   64 100%  133  100%    79  100%       5  100%     12  100%    12  100% 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 
                      Australia            Britain           Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
         No.     %          No.     %        No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
Ab. history    110   56.4         24    77.4         48     75.0          2     40.0            11    55.0          4     44.5 
Euro. history   47   24.1           4    12.9  7     10.9          1     20.0           5    25.0     2     22.2 
Convicts         23   11.8            3      9.7  2       3.2          1     20.0              4    20.0          2     22.2 
Don’t know    15    7.7             -        -  7     10.9          1     20.0              -         -           1     11.1 
 
Total        195  100%     31  100%        64    100%         5   100%         20   100%     9  100% 
 

From the above it can be seen that great interest was shown in Aboriginal history by 

all Age Groups, with Convicts as the second choice for the Under 18 year olds and 

18-29 year olds, while European history was the second choice of the 30-49 year 

olds.  The Over 70 Age Group slightly favoured European history as their first 

choice (Appendix E.6 Q.7).   

 

Aboriginal history was also the part of the past that interested all Ethnic Groups the 

most.  British and North American Ethnic Groups were also interested in European 

history, as were Australians and Europeans, but to a lesser degree.  Convicts only 
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drew slight interest with the Australian Ethnic Group and less so with the British or 

Europeans  (Appendix E.7 Q.7).   

 

Whilst interest in Aboriginal history, which returned the highest percentage of 

choice for all, came from residents of Britain followed by those from Europe, 

European history was also of interest, particularly for those from Australia and 

North America. Those from Europe evinced little curiosity in Convicts but those 

from Australia and North America, showed more interest in them (Appendix E.8 

Q.7).  This may suggest that people from Europe and Britain are less interested in 

colonial history than people from colonial countries, such as Australia, New 

Zealand and North America.  

 

Q.12 Do you feel you have added to your knowledge of the past from your visit? 
 

Age Group 
 
   -18                    18-29                  30-49                 50-69                 70+ 
          No.    %             No.    %             No.    %            No.    %           No.    % 
 
Yes     22   91.7    68  90.7           90    91.8          101   94.4          10   100.0   
No  2     8.3      7    9.3      8      8.2         6     5.6          -        - 
 
Total  24    100%    75  100%     98 100%         107    100%      10   100% 
 

Ethnic Group 
 
 Aboriginal      Australian      British     European     N.Zealand     N. America     Other 
    No.    %        No.    %       No.    %      No.    %        No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
Yes       8  100.0      58   90.6      121  93.8      69   93.2     5   100.0      11  100.0     11  100.0 
No       -  -         6     9.4           8    6.2        5    6.8      -       -            -       -          -       - 
 
Total        8  100%     64  100%   129  100%    74  100%        5  100%     11  100%     11  100% 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 
              Australia            Britain             Europe         N. Zealand          N.America           Other 

No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %             No.     %         No.      % 
 
Yes        178    92.2          27    93.1         57     96.6          5    100.0           18   94.7           6     75.0   
No           15      7.8            2      6.9           2       3.4           -         -                1     5.3           2     25.0 
 
Total 193   100%        29  100%         59    100%        5    100%   19  100%          8   100% 
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A negligible No response to Q.12 was plainly overshadowed by an appreciation of 

what all Age Groups had learned from their visit (Appendix E.6 Q.12).  Apart from 

the slightest whisper of No, all Ethnic Groups also clearly felt they had added to 

their knowledge of the past (Appendix E.7 Q.12).  Again, there was almost total 

agreement on this question, with visitors who were residents of Australia and other 

countries feeling that they had added to their knowledge of the past  (Appendix E.8 

Q.12). 

 

Q.17 Do you feel this place is important for Australia’s past and national 
identity? 

 
Age Group 

 
                 -18               18-29                30-49               50-69                 70+ 

No.     %       No.     %           No.     %          No.    %          No.    % 
 
Yes  25    100.0    73    100.0          94    100.0       106    100.0      10    100.0 
 
Total  25    100%   73    100%   94   100%      106     100%    10    100% 
 

Ethnic Group 
 
   Aboriginal     Australian      British     European     N.Zealand    N. America      Other 
       No.    %        No.    %      No.    %     No.    %        No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
Yes          8  100.0       64  100.0   128  100.0    70  100.0         5  100.0       13  100.0     11  100.0 
 
Total          8  100% 64  100%   128  100%   70  100%        5  100%     13  100%    11  100% 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 
                Australia            Britain           Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
    No.     %          No.     %        No.      %       No.      %           No.     %         No.      % 
 
Yes           190   100.0        30   100.0       57     100.0       5    100.0          20    100.0        7    100.0 
 
Total    190    100%      30  100%        57     100%      5   100%   20  100%         7    100% 
 

All Age Groups agreed unequivocally that it was important (Appendix E.6 Q.17). 

Similarly, a 100% Yes response was shown by all Ethnic Groups (Appendix E.7 

Q.17).  Again, a 100% Yes response was returned from residents of all countries 

(Appendix E.8 Q.17). 
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Q.18 Overall, how do you rate your understanding of the way archaeology has  
helped to explain this place? 

 
Age Group 

 
              -18          18-29                 30-49                 50-69                70+ 

         No.    %    No.    %          No.    %            No.    %          No.    % 
 
Very low         1    3.8       4    5.3             7    7.1             10    9.2            -        - 
Low             4  15.4     20  26.3     22  22.2       13  11.9            -        - 
Undecided       6  23.1     22  28.9           33  33.3       22  20.2            -        - 
High           13  50.0     24  31.6     29  29.3       55  50.5            9     90.0 
Very high        2    7.7       6    7.9       8    8.1         9    8.2            1     10.0      
 
Total           26  100%   76   100%      99  100%       109  100%       10    100% 
  
 

Ethnic Group 
 
       Aboriginal    Australian    British    European     N.Zealand     N. America       Other 
          No.    %      No.    %      No.    %    No.    %       No.    %        No.    %        No.     % 
 
Very Low         -        -          8   13.0        8    5.9       3    4.0      1   20.0         -       -           1     9.1 
Low            -       -  11   17.7      29  21.6    13   17.3          -       -           2   15.4      -       - 
Undecided        2   25.0  19   30.6      32  23.9    20   26.7          1   20.0         3   23.1          3   27.3 
High            6   75.0  20   32.2      53  39.6    36   48.0          1   20.0         6   46.1     5   45.4 
Very High        -       -    4     6.5      12    9.0      3     4.0      2   40.0         2   15.4     2   18.2 
 
Total            8  100% 62  100%  134  100%   75  100%        5  100%     13  100%     11  100% 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 
                      Australia        Britain        Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
        No.     %       No.     %     No.      %       No.      %            No.     %           No.     % 
 
Very low       17     8.7          -        -        2       3.2         1     20.0              -        -              1     12.5 
Low               35   18.0         8    27.6     12     19.4         -         -                3    14.3            1     12.5 
Undecided     50   25.6         8    27.6     19     30.6         -         -                5    23.8            2     25.0 
High              76   39.0        10   34.5      28    45.2         2     40.0            11    52.4            3     37.5 
Very high      17      8.7         3   10.3       1       1.6         2     40.0              2      9.5            1     12.5 
 
Total      195   100% 29   100%     62    100%       5   100%  21   100%         8  100% 
 

Each Age Group gave High the greatest percentage, but this was outweighed in the 

18-29 and 30-49 Age Groups by their percentage of Undecided and Low responses 

(Appendix E.6 Q.18).  With the Ethnic Groups, any High rating was somewhat 

diminished by their lower than High responses.  High ratings are seen to be highest 

in the North American Ethnic Group, followed by European, British and then 

Australian Ethnic Groups (Appendix E.7 Q.18).  Residents of North America 
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showed the highest rating of understanding.  Responses of residents from other 

countries who gave a High rating were simultaneously overshadowed by being 

Undecided or giving a lower understanding rating (Appendix E.8 Q.18). 

Tables for the questions Q.11, Q.13 and Q.14 have not been extracted from the 

Appendices but the following summary will indicate the views of the respondents.   

 

Q.11 asked Was there any information on how archaeology helped to explain the 

place? Apart from the Over 70 Age Group, who returned a favourable 100% 

response to the question, there was some ambivalence shown by the other Age 

Groups, particularly the youngest (Appendix E.6 Q.11).  Of the Ethnic Groups, it 

appeared the North Americans showed the highest satisfaction but there was 

ambivalence shown by all the other Ethnic Groups (Appendix E.7 Q.11).  Judging 

by the responses led by those whose Country of Permanent Residence was Britain, 

it appears that, in their eyes, information must have been lacking in some respects.  

Agreement on the question from residents of Australia and all the other countries, 

was also half-hearted with Yes responses diminished by No and Undecided 

responses (Appendix E.8 Q.11). 

 

To the question (Q.13), Would you like to find out more about this place by further 

reading?, although there appeared to be general agreement among all Age Groups 

that they would like to find out more about the place, with the highest response 

from the Over 70 year olds, reading did not appear to be a preferred way, especially 

in the eyes of the younger Age Groups (Appendix E.6 Q.13).  The North American 

Ethnic Group were in favour of finding out more but the fairly high interest shown 

by the Australian, British, and European Ethnic Groups was lessened by their 

indecisiveness (Appendix E.7 Q.13).  This pattern was followed by residents of 

North America who almost totally agreed that they would like to find out more by 

reading but with residents of the other countries showing some reservation 

(Appendix E.8 Q.13). 

 

To the question (Q.14) Would you like to find out more about Australian history and 

archaeology in general?, all Age Groups, with only very minor indecision, showed 

a keenness to find out more (Appendix E.6 Q.14).  The North American and British 
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Ethnic Groups showed the greatest interest in find out more but again with minimal 

indecision, while the Australian and European Ethnic Groups lagged slightly behind 

in interest shown (Appendix E.7 Q.14). Led by residents of North America, all 

responses were in the high range but with residents of Europe showing the greatest 

indecision (Appendix E.8 Q.14). 

 

6.6    Conclusion 

 

The main responses to the questionnaires are indicative of the developing interest of 

a world-wide public in archaeology both generally and in Australia.  It can be 

concluded that overall such a public, with the benefits of tourism, is becoming 

aware of what archaeology in Australia has to offer.   Naturally there are different 

levels of interest as they relate to Age Group, Ethnic Group and Country of 

Permanent Residence.   

 

In particular, it is interesting that not all Age Groups of Australian visitors, as 

revealed by cross-relating their responses to pertinent questions, showed the same 

level of interest in increasing their knowledge.   18-29 year olds were not interested 

in reading more about this site, nor about learning more about Australian history 

and archaeology. Neither did 30-49 year olds indicate any interest in reading more 

about the place and were undecided as to whether they wanted to learn more about 

Australian history and archaeology.  50-69 year olds, however, showed a consistent 

interest and evinced a curiosity to learn more. 

 

Whether the response of the younger visitors was a reaction to the presentation of 

the site or stemmed from the individual make-up of the respondent whose interests 

might lie in other directions is not quantifiable through this study.  On the face of 

things, it would appear that the 18-29 Age Group, particularly, is the least interested 

in furthering their knowledge.  This younger generation is the one closest to 

schooling and education and their schooling would have included Australian history 

and Aboriginal culture to a certain extent, as well as a grounding in biology, science 

and evolution. It would be understandable that with gruelling schooldays behind 

them, that generation would now want to experience something that offers more 
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experiential learning.  For this, their aspirations would be satisfied, not so much by 

any facts and figures presented, but by listening to the Dreamtime Legends from the 

Indigenous people themselves; learning the traditional skills of hunting and 

gathering, and how the food is prepared; and then joining them in eating bush 

tucker.   

 

Tourism advertising now leans towards this aspect to attract visitors, rather than any 

attempt merely to blind them with bland science.  A brochure put out in 2004 by 

Regional Tourism Associations in the Northern Territory notes that: 

 
…the World Heritage listed Kakadu National Park is one of the 
Nation’s most prized cultural and ecological treasures  … The 
shelters, stone tools, grindstones and ochre indicate that Aboriginal 
people have lived in the vicinity … for over 50,000 years … Rock 
art galleries reveal mouth-sprayed hand stencils, hunters carrying 
spears, and the creation beings, such as Namarrgon the Lightning 
Man.  In these paintings fish, birds and mammals are presented in 
an x-ray style, revealing internal organs and bone structures. 
…More than a third of the Top End’s plant life is represented 
through 1600 plant species, along with 275 bird species, 75 reptile 
species, 25 species of frogs and an estimated 10,000 species of 
insects.  On the flood plains, the waterlily covered billabongs are 
stunning, attracting vast flocks of birds in the dry season (Top End 
Holiday Guide 2004-2005:45). 
 

All of this is vital detail and a necessary part of the experience if a visit to the area is 

to be understood in depth.  However, on its own it may not be enough to appeal to 

the  younger tourist who may have a subliminal desire to share in what they believe 

to be more of the essence of the place and its Aboriginality.  Anticipating this, the 

brochure further notes, though still with a rather formal approach that 

 
… Apart from enjoying our scenery, many visitors also have a 
strong desire to experience, at first hand, traditional Aboriginal 
culture.  The opportunity to taste some real bush tucker and hear an 
experienced guide tell of the dreamtime stories can add a definite 
touch of magic to your Top End experience, and is recommended 
for those searching for an authentic Top End tour (Top End 
Holiday Guide 2004-2005:5). 
 

An advertisement in the National Geographic magazine of October 2005, 

epitomises the effect Kakadu can have on visitors by appealing directly to emotions 

and providing a more personalised view.   A double page colour spread of a 
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dramatic view photographed from atop Ubirr at sunset exhorts the reader in a blurb 

line to “…let it get under your skin …”. It then quotes Greg Miles, Kakadu Guide, 

as saying: 

 
…When I got to Kakadu, I thought can this place be for real?  
There’s not much to compare with the huge flood plains and 
massive tropical rivers that surge in and out twice a day on the 
tides.  The evolution up on the sandstone is separate again.  Lots of 
animals and plants that you won’t find anywhere else on the planet.  
For me driving hours through country that doesn’t have fences, 
reservoirs or bridges or weirs, you know you really are in a wild 
country.  If you want to look deeper into landscape and wildlife 
then Kakadu is the place to go.  To do it properly, to let it get under 
your skin, you need to take your time.  It’s one of those places you 
take away with you, you never forget it. 
  

 

In the case of the older visitors, it is likely that their desire for emotional delight has 

been satisfied over the years and they are also now looking to enhance their 

knowledge in an educational way.  With the time, money and inclination for self 

improvement at their disposal they are likely to respond more positively to anything 

that can achieve this with facts and figures, whilst also enjoying the experiential 

offerings. 

 

With more specific regard to the responses from visitors to Anbangbang 

Rockshelter,  although in the main there is approval, some visitors to the site were 

not totally satisfied with their experience. Unsolicited Comments, as shown in 

Appendix D Q.8, to the particular question of whether the information on the 

display signs was sufficient and understandable, brought forth the several times 

repeated response “Sufficient, no – understandable, yes”, as well as “No.  I want to 

learn more”, and “No. Needed more information”.  There are explanatory signs at 

the Shelter with a certain amount of archaeological information but evidently not 

enough to satisfy many of the visitors. 

 

Other Unsolicited Comments (Appendix D Q.9) on whether the leaflets and 

brochures provided enough information, clearly showed visitors were deprived of 

this information due to a lack of leaflets and brochures being made available to 

them.  Comments such as “None seen”, “What leaflets”, “Didn’t see any”, “None 
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provided”, “We had no leaflets”, were repeated many times.  The particular 

comment “No, there were none there” explained this perceived deficit of leaflets.  

That there were a variety of explanatory leaflets available at Bowali Visitor Centre 

may have gone unnoticed or simply not have been picked up by the visitor who 

believed such information would be available at the actual Anbangbang Rockshelter 

site. Unfortunately no leaflets were provided or available at the site at the time the 

Questionnaire was put out, a fact which may explain the visitor dissatisfaction on 

this point. 

 

Unsolicited Comments (Appendix D Q.10) concerning whether visitors found any 

on-site talks helpful were more flattering.  Repeated comments were “Yes. Very”, 

“Yes, very helpful”, “Yes, exceptionally so”.  These were counteracted by such 

comments as “Didn’t attend any”, “Did not see, wrong time”, “They weren’t 

available during time of our visit”, “Not applicable”.  But these comments were 

more of a statement of fact than a complaint.  That some visitors missed the 

scheduled talks because their timing did not coincide with them was just 

unfortunate and in no way due to any lack of appropriate action on the part of 

management. 

 

Aside from the Unsolicited Comments, all Age Groups, other than the minimally 

represented 70 years or over group, gave Yes, No, and Undecided responses to the 

questions on satisfaction with display signs, brochures and on-site talks.  Various 

explanations may account for this ambivalence. Archaeological information, albeit 

briefly, is displayed on signs at Anbangbang Rockshelter but it is possible that those 

visitors who were not aware of the information on these signs, may have missed 

them because they did not visit the area at which they are displayed.  Coach tour 

companies often by-pass this Shelter because of time constraints and, for some 

elderly visitors, the rugged climb over rocks to reach it can be quite formidable.  

Such visitors may have found difficulty negotiating the track to the Shelter and thus 

were not able to avail themselves of the information provided there.  However, 

these reasons are inadequate to explain the responses noted by some visitors to what 

was seen as lack of information, because both coach tour visitors and the elderly do 

not feature highly in the responses.    
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With regard to the responses by visitors from particular countries on their rating of 

understanding of the way archaeology  has helped to explain the place, it is noted 

that the highest figure was given by those from North America, followed by those 

from Europe, and with those from Britain giving the lowest High figure.  It has not 

been identified why those from Britain should rate their understanding of an 

Australian site below those from the other countries.  This is an unexpected 

outcome considering the number of archaeological sites open in Britain which may 

well have been visited and understood in their historical context.  Perhaps it may be 

accounted for by the fact that a cultural interpretation of an archaeological site 

different to the more customary Western style interpretation, has thrown them off 

balance.  Yet visitors from North America and Europe also used to Western style 

interpretations of sites do not seem to have been similarly affected.   

 

Nevertheless, by cross-relating such responses as there were where appropriate, it 

may be hypothesised - but not proven from the material to hand - that the Ethnic 

Groups other than those with an Australian background, or visitors from their 

particular Country of Permanent Residence, may have had different expectations as 

to what they considered a satisfactory amount of information.  It may be that they 

do not grasp its particular Indigenous cultural significance as an Aboriginal site 

invested with its own culturally sensitive manner of interpretation. A traditional 

Western presentation to which visitors may be more accustomed when visiting 

European sites, where archaeology can be an explanatory feature, is missing.    This 

alternate style relying on rock art interpretation may not yet be within the cognitive 

appreciation of many visitors, and could explain the present confusion demonstrated 

by some of the Yes, No and Undecided responses.   

 

Chapter Seven, which follows next, analyses visitor perceptions of Port Arthur 

Historic Site in equivalent terms to those used for the analysis of the Anbangbang 

Rockshelter site.  This will allow a comparison to be made between the two places.
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

 
PORT ARTHUR HISTORIC SITE VISITOR 

PERCEPTIONS ANALYSED 
 

7.1 Introduction 
 

Between October 2000 and October 2001, a survey of the perceptions of visitors to 

Port Arthur Historic Site was conducted by means of the questionnaires described in 

Chapter One, Sections 1.4 and 1.5.  2,000 copies of these questionnaires were 

placed in batches on the Information Counter in the Visitor Centre at the Site.  

Visitors were invited by a sign to take a Questionnaire, complete it and put it into a 

slotted box situated beside the pile of questionnaires.    

 

This chapter first looks at problems encountered in answering some of the 

questions, before the responses to the questionnaires are analysed.    

 

7.2 Problems Encountered 
 

As with Anbangbang Rockshelter, filling in the forms was voluntary as there was 

no wish to contribute to what might be called ‘questionnaire fatigue’ where pressure 

is now all too often put upon the public to respond to a proliferation of surveys over 

the telephone or by personal approach.   Management at Port Arthur warned that 

from their experience visitor completion of questionnaires, voluntary or not, was 

likely to be low and, in the event, only 8.7%, or 173 forms out of the 2,000 

available, were returned.  This can be compared with the 18.8% return rate at 

Anbangbang. 

 

All the forms were taken from the Information Counter but the majority evidently 

discarded by visitors, possibly coach tour passengers.  However, of these 173 forms 
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returned, 18 (10.4%) were either not completed at all or only a few of the questions 

answered.  In a further 11 (6.4%) of the forms, the Means of Transport was omitted 

or the responder noted that they had arrived variously by public bus, bicycle, boat or 

had hitchhiked.  Thus, only 144 of the 173 forms returned can be worked on to 

indicate the dearth of responses from coach parties.  This is shown in the following 

figures. 

 

    Means of Transport   Responses    % 
Own                69   48.0 

 Hired           56   38.9 
 1 day tour            5     3.5 
 More than 1 day tour         11     7.6 
 Safari tour            3     2.0 
 
  Total        144               100% 
 

The precise number of coaches visiting daily was not ascertainable but on my visits 

I noted a constant coming and going of coaches in the car park area. In spite of the 

number of tourist coaches that visited Port Arthur Historic Site, time would have 

been a factor with such passengers who may have found themselves trying to keep 

up with the pace of their visit.  This is reflected in the fact that, as shown above, of 

the questionnaires returned with usable responses, only 3.5% came from 1 day tour 

passengers and 7.6% of More than 1 day tour passengers.   

 

A typical visit to the Site by coach parties touring Tasmania as shown from a travel 

brochure is:  

 

Day 4: Port Arthur – Convict Ruins 
This morning travel via Swansea to Copping. Continue along the 
Tasman Peninsula to Port Arthur Historic Site, Australia’s most 
infamous prison during the convict era.  At the Interpretation 
Gallery play the ‘Lottery of Life’ and follow the journey of a 
Convict to see what fate lies ahead. Join a guided historic walking 
tour of the grounds and ruins followed by a cruise around the Isle 
of the Dead.  This evening an optional lantern-lit walking Ghost 
Tour of the prison ruins is available.  Accommodation: Fox and 
Hounds Inn, Port Arthur (Anon 2001/2003:14) 
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There is slightly more time for visitors arriving by coach to fill in questionnaires 

than was the case with coach tourists to Anbangbang Rockshelter.  Nevertheless, it 

appeared that many coach and other visitors did not do so, even if the intention had 

been there when the forms were initially picked up at the Information Counter. 

Judging by some of the Unsolicited Comments of those who did complete, or 

partially complete, the questionnaires, as noted in Appendix F, it appeared that 

some visitors were not necessarily of a particularly serious or thoughtful bent.   It is 

possible that some of the more bizarre answers may have been the work of the many 

schoolchildren visitors who would be more likely to view them as a chance “to have 

a bit of fun”, rather  than deserving of  more appropriate answers.   

 

Those visitors who did complete the questionnaires encountered difficulties in 

answering some of the questions, in particular Question 21 which asked “What 

ethnic group do you identify with”. In several cases, as with visitors to Kakadu 

National Park, answers indicate that respondents were unclear as to what group they 

did belong.   

 

Question 22, which asked “What is your Country of Permanent Residence” also 

drew some interesting responses.  Both these questions and their responses will be 

looked at more fully below for what they may reveal. 

 

As has been noted, of the total number of questionnaires put out, only 173 were 

returned.  Of these, eighteen had not been filled in at all making a total of 165 

completed forms, even though not all questions were responded to.  With regard to 

Ethnic Groups, two persons had not responded to the question although answering 

most of the others and three persons had not given their Country of Permanent 

Residence. A further twelve persons had not responded to either the Ethnic Group 

question or shown their Country of Permanent Residence, although again answering 

most other questions, making the total number of responses to be 153.  The total of 

151 responses for the Ethnic Group question, and total of 150 for the Country of 

Permanent Residence question, is shown in the following Tables, with the lacking 

responses for the respective questions being accounted for. 
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The Tables appearing in this Chapter were constructed from Appendix G.1 which 

shows the total range of responses to the main Ethnic Groups tallied against the 

Country of Permanent Residence of the visitor, listed in the order of the original 

number noted on the questionnaires put out for visitors.  This Table was formulated 

after scrutiny of the data which had been entered initially on to Excel spreadsheets 

from the returned questionnaires, and then suitably tabling it by hand.  It is also the 

basis of all other Appendix G tables. 

 

Table 7.1(a) below shows the main Ethnic Groups and Table 7.1(b) the Groups 

summarised, followed by Table 7.2(a) showing Country of Permanent Residence 

and Table 7.2(b) which summarises the previous Table. 

 

Table 7.1(a): Main Ethnic Groups 
 
Ethnic Group  Responses   % 
 
Aboriginal            1   0.7 
American            4    2.6 
Australian          31            20.3 
Canadian            1     0.7 
Caucasian              2     1.3 
Chinese            4     2.6 
Dutch             2     1.3 
English          66            43.1 
European            3      1.9 
German            3                 1.9 
Greek             2   1.3 
Hungarian            1   0.7 
Indian             3   1.9 
Irish             6   3.9 
Italian             1   0.7 
Macedonia            1   0.7 
New Zealand            2   1.3 
Swedish            1   0.7 
Confused          17            11.1 
No Ethnic Group given         2   1.3 
 
Total Responses               153          100% 
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Table 7.1(b): Main Ethnic Groups Summarised. 
 
Ethnic Group    Responses     % 
 
Aboriginal              1      0.7 
Australian            31  20.3 
British             72  47.0 
European            14    9.2 
New Zealand              2    1.3 
North American  5    3.3 
Other                          9    5.8 
Confused            17  11.1 
No Ethnic Group given 2    1.3 
 
Total Responses         153  100% 
 

Table 7.2(a): Country of Permanent Residence. 
 
Country  Responses  % 
 
Australia          123  80.4 
Antarctica              1    0.7 
Canada              3    1.9 
England    1    0.7 
Finland   1    0.7 
India                1    0.7 
Netherlands              2    1.3 
New Zealand              2    1.3 
Singapore              4    2.6 
Sweden   1    0.7 
USA             11    7.1 
No CPR given              3    1.9 
 
Total Responses         153  100% 
 

Table 7.2(b): Country of Permanent Residence Summarised. 
 
Country  Responses    % 
 
Australia        123    80.4 
Britain             1      0.7 
Europe             3      1.9 
New Zealand            2      1.3 
North America         14      9.2 
Other             7      4.6 
No CPR given            3      1.9 
 
 Total        153   100% 
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From the above Table 7.2(b), it is noticeable that the mix of tourists coming to Port 

Arthur is dominated by those whose Country of Permanent Residence is Australia.  

The poor showing of visitors from North America (9.2%) and Europe (1.3%) is 

understandable, in one way, in that such visitors may tend to patronise mainland 

Australian attractions which have easier time and distance access for them.  

However, it may also indicate that tourists are not being made aware by the travel 

agencies of their countries, or other media, of what Tasmania and Port Arthur has to 

offer visitors in the way of scenery and history.   

 

Appendix G.2 shows all the Ethnic Groups and Country of Permanent Residence in 

alphabetical order, linking the number of persons in the particular Ethnic Groups 

with the number of persons who reside in a particular country.  Appendix G.3 

selects out the seventeen “confused” or non-standard responses to Ethnic Groups in 

alphabetical order and tables them against Gender, Age Group and Country of 

Permanent Residence.  The figures for this analysis are too small to reveal anything 

positive, but it is noted that those who gave the more bizarre responses to their 

Ethnic Group were in the Under 18 Age Group - possibly denoting schoolchildren 

visitors who, as noted previously, were trying to be amusing. 

 

An interesting result from analysis of the two sites occurs with the number of 

respondents who identified their Ethnic Group as British and the vast majority of 

those who marked themselves as living permanently in Australia. British identified 

visitors to Kakadu National Park showed that 68% were resident in Australia, with 

22.5% resident in Britain and 10% in other places (see Table 6.3 Chapter Six), 

while the figures for Port Arthur Historic Site indicate an even higher percentage 

(90%) of British born visitors, as shown in the following Table 7.3.   

 

Table 7.3: Country of Permanent Residence of British Ethnic Group 
 
Country  Responses  % 

 
Australia        65   90.3 
Britain           1     1.3 
Other           3     4.2 
No CPR given          3     4.2 
 Total        72               100% 
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To further analyse the notion of British ethnicity from an Age Group viewpoint, 

Appendix G.4 was constructed from Appendix E.1, by extracting all those who gave 

English, Irish or Scottish as their Ethnic Group and combining them into one British 

Ethnic Group.  This was then related to their Age Group and Country of Permanent 

Residence as shown in Table 7.4 below. 

 

Table 7.4: Number of British Identified Persons Responding in Each Age  
Group to Their Country of Permanent Residence. 

 
Country    Age Group 
 
  -18      18-29           30.49         50-69             70+      No.  
         No.     %     No.  %      No.    %      No.    %       No.    %    
 
Australia      17    94.4     13 92.9     20   91.0      14   93.3        1    33.3          65 
Britain           -         -      -         -   1     4.5        -       -           -         -         1 
Other           -         -      -     -   1     4.5        -      6.7        1    33.3             3 
No CPR         1      5.6       1   7.1     - -         1       -        1   33.3          3 
 
Totals         18   100%   14   100%   22  100%    15    100%     3    100%        72 
 

The above Table appears to confirm that the British heritage feeling extends over all 

Age Groups. Although more recent migration from UK to Australia may be a factor 

in the number of visitors identifying as being of British ethnicity but Australian 

residence, the figures could also indicate that the many Anglo-Irish of longer 

standing in Australia still believe that their background or ethnicity is British.  They 

are clear that they reside in Australia but still refer to their British heritage. This 

continuing identification with a British background may be considered surprising 

with the present moves in some quarters towards republicanism.  Yet it should not 

be.  Although no specific research has been done on this aspect, it may be a trait of 

the British that they take their background with them wherever they go.  This need 

not necessarily dictate their attitudes towards the development of the country of 

which they have chosen to become a part.    They may deplore the proposed loss of 

the monarchy in one way but at the same time realise that their ‘new’ country has 

long been trying to break allegiance to the system and that history now dictates 

change.   Obeisance can still be made to both the countries of which they are a part, 

even if only in spirit to the land of their own or their forefather settler’s birth. 
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Unsolicited Comments for the Questionnaire for Kakadu are listed in Appendix D 

and those for Port Arthur in Appendix F.  Comparing the comments in these two 

appendices is informative.  People in Kakadu clearly engaged with the 

Questionnaire and added many Unsolicited Comments, while Unsolicited 

Comments added to the Port Arthur forms were both short and infrequent.  This 

tallies also with the proportion of questionnaires returned at the two places, 18.8% 

of forms distributed at Kakadu, versus 8.7% at Port Arthur.  It would suggest that 

the people going to Kakadu were different to those going to Port Arthur, were it not 

that the overall statistics in terms of Ages, Gender and background are very similar.  

Or it could suggest that, despite being foreign to most visitors’ background 

(identified ethnicity), Kakadu provided a more adventurous experience than did Port 

Arthur, which one might have believed was close to the historical identities and 

interests of the predominantly Australian visitors.  Despite this, the visitors to Port 

Arthur also thought the place was important in terms of national identity.  These 

considerations will be further explored in later chapters. 

 

7.3 Analysis of Main Responses to Questionnaires  
 

Responses to the questionnaires were calculated into percentage table form 

(Appendix G.5).  The fact that not all questions were answered accounts for the 

inconsistent number of total responses for each question. 

 

From these responses it appears that  visitors were mainly in the 18-29 and 30-49 

Age Groups; that British was the main Ethnic Group, and Australia the predominant 

Country of Permanent Residence.  According to the questionnaire responses there 

were slightly more female visitors than male visitors but this could be attributed to 

the possibility that females are more inclined to fill in such questionnaires than 

males.  Most visitors arrived by their own or a hired vehicle.  The low response 

from those on coach or safari type tours may be either the result of these tours being 

tightly scheduled, leaving visitors little time to fill in the questionnaires, or simply 

disinclination.  From those visitors who responded to the questionnaires, the 

following was noted.   
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Visitors admitted to reading only relatively few books on archaeology (Appendix 

G.5 Q.1) and fewer still had read specifically about Australian archaeology 

(Appendix G.5 Q.3).  They believed archaeologists generally study Ancient living 

places (Appendix G.5 Q.2), and are aware that archaeologists in Australia study 

both Early Aboriginal places and European historical places, as shown in the table 

below extracted from Appendix G.5 Q.4.   

 

Q.4 What is the main thing archaeologists study in Australia? 
 
Archaeologists  study        Responses  %   
 
Fossils     13     8.4      
Dinosaurs                    2    1.3            
Early Aboriginal places             65            42.2 
European historical places  40            26.0           
Don’t know    34            22.1 
 
Total responses            154                      100% 
 

From this table it can be seen that, as with visitors to Kakadu, any idea that 

dinosaurs were studied by archaeologists is not upheld.  However, quite a high 

percentage of respondents at Port Arthur confessed to not knowing what 

archaeologists studied. 

 

European heritage places had drawn a number of visitors (Appendix G.5 Q.5) as 

also had Aboriginal heritage places, as shown in the table below extracted from 

Appendix G.5 Q.6). 

 

Q.6 How many Aboriginal heritage (historical/archaeological) Places in 
Australia have you visited? 

 
Places visited (Aboriginal)       Responses  %     
 
None     36  23.8                          
1-4     72  47.7                
5-9         19    12.6           
10-15            9    6.0          
Many more          15      9.9      
 
Total responses            151           100% 
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The table below, extracted from Appendix G.5 Q.7, shows the response of visitors 

to the question of what interested them most about Australia’s past. 

 

 

Q.7   What part of Australia’s past interests you most? 

 
Interest in past         Responses  %     
 
Early Aboriginal history              35   22.8            
European history in Australia          53   34.4              
The Chinese in Australia               -                 -                    
Convict beginnings                57     37.0           
Don’t know                        9       5.8  
 
Total responses             154                100%          
 

 

Whilst there was a good response to an interest in Early Aboriginal history, as 

might be expected the part of Australia’s past which interested visitors most was 

Convict beginnings.  This was followed closely by European history in Australia.  

Some 20-30 years ago, many Australians would have been unlikely to openly admit 

that their ancestors were convicts but Australian history has now been enhanced to 

include aspects of its dark side and there has been a change in attitudes towards 

convicts.  Whether their interest in convict history was what drew visitors to Port 

Arthur in the first place or whether they were just visiting Tasmania’s premier 

tourist attraction as a day out in beautiful surroundings is not known, but they may 

well have been self-selected for an aspect of Australian history that this site, as a 

convict centre, offers.  

 

With regard to the visitors’ ideas on how the place was presented to them, there was 

clear satisfaction with the display signs (Appendix G.5 Q. 8); with the information 

provided through leaflets and brochures (Appendix G.5, Q.9); and with on-site talks 

(Appendix G.5 Q.10).  However, there was considerable indecision on whether 

there was any information on how archaeology helped to explain the place as shown 

in the table below extracted from Appendix G.5 Q.11). 
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Q.11   Was there any information on how archaeology helped to explain the 
place? 
 
Explanations                      Responses  % 
   
Yes       57  37.8          
No                  58  38.4           
Undecided                          36             23.8 
 
Total responses            151           100% 
 

The ambivalence, as indicated in the above table, may have been due to the fact that 

visitors had overlooked the very area where such information was provided in fine 

detail.  The particular room in Trentham’s Cottage where such information is 

available, is unfortunately all too easily missed - as I myself found on my first visit.  

It may also have been that archaeological work had not been brought to the 

attention of visitors on on-site tours and so they may have missed the areas and 

explanatory display signs where excavations had actually taken place.   

 

Nevertheless, visitors clearly felt they had added to their knowledge of the past as 

shown in the table below extracted from Appendix G.5 Q.12.  

 

Q.12   Do you feel you have added to your knowledge of the past from your visit? 
 
Knowledge gained        Responses %     
 
Yes    137  90.7          
No          8    5.3           
Undecided                    6    4.0             
 
Total responses  151            100% 
 

Visitors also felt they would like to know more about the place by reading 

(Appendix G.5 Q.13), and were keen to find out more about Australian history and 

archaeology in general (Appendix G.5 Q.14).  They were encouraged to visit 

European historic places in Australia (Appendix G.5 Q.15) but, understandably 

since there was nothing on the site which fostered such an interest, they felt no 

encouragement to visit Aboriginal heritage places (Appendix G.5 Q.16).   
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They were in no doubt, however, that the place was important for Australia’s past 

and national identity, as indicated by the Table below, extracted from Appendix G.5 

Q.17.  

 

Q.17 Do you feel this place is important for Australia’s past and national 
identity? 

 
Important for past       Responses    % 
 
Yes    312              96.3           
No        7                2.2             
Undecided       5                1.5             
 
Total responses  324  100% 
 

Although there was some doubt as to how visitors rated their understanding of the 

way archaeology helped to explain the place (Appendix G.5 Q.18), nevertheless all 

the responses suggest that the experiences of visitors to Port Arthur Historic Site 

are, in the main, very positive.  

 

The analysis here and in Kakadu also reveals that Australians appear to be confused 

by both the term ‘Ethnic Group’ and about their own ethnicity and identity, 

although those identified as Aboriginal are not so confused.  This raises the question 

as to whether those who visited the Kakadu archaeological sites felt such sites were 

important in terms of the nation’s heritage and identity even if not so important to 

their own identity. It suggests that non-Aboriginal Australians might not have a 

clear idea about the significance of either Australian history or of archaeological 

sites as part of building the national heritage. 

 

7.4  Cross Relational Analysis 
 

It was initially intended to cross-relate the first two sections of the questionnaire in 

percentage form against the final section which deals with details about the 

respondent.  These details concerned: 

 
• Gender 
• Age Group 
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• Ethnic Group 
• Country of Permanent Residence 
• Means of Transport 

 

By considering these elements, it was believed that it could be possible to discover 

if the different ages or visitors, or the different Ethnic Groups or people from 

different countries made any appreciable variance to their experience. As with the 

discussion of the Kakadu questionnaire in Chapter Six, neither Gender nor Means of 

Transport were considered sufficiently meaningful for extended cross-relational 

analysis, but it may be possible to tease out certain inferences from brief Tables 

relating to the other components.  As shown in Appendix G.5 Q.19 percentage 

figures, out of 154 responses, 59.1% were female and 40.9% male.  Tables 7.5(a) to 

7.5(c) below shows these figures broken down into Male/Female percentage ratios 

by Age Group, Ethnic Group and Country of Permanent Residence. 

 
TABLE 7.5(a): Male/Female Percentages by Age Group 
 
Age Group      Male          Female 
             No.        %        No.       % 
 
-18                9        14.3            24       26.4 
18-29              16        25.4            24       26.4 
30-49                 24        38.1            25       27.5 
50-69              13        20.6            15       16.5 
70+                1          1.6            3         3.2 
 
  Total            63      100%           91      100% 
 

The above Table shows a higher proportion of females in the Under 18 Age Group, 

and a slight weighting for males in the 30-49 and 50-69 Age Groups.  18-29 year 

old Age Groups are comparable. 

 
TABLE 7.5(b): Male/Female Percentages by Ethnic Group 
 
Ethnic Group    `           Male          Female 
             No.        %              No.        % 
 
Australian               7        11.1            25        27.5 
British                31       49.2            47        51.6 
Other               25       39.7            19        20.9 
 
 Total                          63      100%           91      100% 
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The above Table shows that females predominate in the Australian Ethnic Group, 

with a higher proportion of males shown for Other Ethnic Groups, whilst the 

proportion of males and females in the British Ethnic Group is comparable. 

 

TABLE 7.5(c):Male/Female Percentages by Country of Permanent Residence 
 
Country of Residence     Male  Female 
              No.        %            No.          % 
                                   
Australia              48        76.2            75          82.4 
Britain                -             -                1            1.1 
Other               15        23.8            15          16.5 
 
 Total                 63       100%           91        100% 
 

While the above Table shows that the percentage of females is slightly higher in the 

Australian Country of Permanent Residence group, there is again a slightly higher 

weighting of males for the Country of Permanent Residence of Others. 

 

It has been noted that out of 144 responses to the question of the Means of 

Transport, it can be seen (from Appendix G.5 Q.23 percentage figures), that most 

visitors arrived in their own vehicle, with a lesser percentage by hired vehicle travel.  

Coach tour numbers were low.  Some respondents had also noted they had arrived 

by safari tour, public bus, school bus, boat, or had walked or hitch-hiked into the 

site.   

 

Table 7.5(d) shows the Means of Transport cross-related to Age Group only. 
 

TABLE 7.5(d): Means of Transport by Age Group 
 
 Means of Transport          Age Group 
   -18             18-29            30-49           50-69               70+ 
                               No.     %      No.    %       No.    %       No.    %       No.     % 
        
Own car                 17     54.8     15   36.6  22   45.0        15   53.6        -         - 
Hire car          9     29.0     20   48.8  18   36.7          8   28.6        1     25.0 
1 Day Tour          -          -       1     2.4    3     6.1           -      -          1     25.0 
+1 Day Tour          2       6.5       1     2.4    4     8.2           2    7.1        2     50.0 
Other                      3       9.7       4     9.8    2     4.0           3  10.7         -         - 
 
 Total                    31   100%      41 100%      49  100%      28  100%     4   100% 
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From the above Table it is evident that the Under 18 Age Group and the 50-69 Age 

Group percentages are similar for the use of ‘own car’ (or ‘private’ car) as a means 

of transport. What may usefully be revealed by this Table is the fact that so few in 

the 50-69 year old Age Group noted they visited the Site on a ‘day’ or More than 1 

day coach tour.  Tour buses are a regular feature, and are well patronised by 50-69 

year olds, yet the proportion of responses shown in this particular Age Group does 

not indicate this. That there were only four respondents in the Over 70 Age Group 

suggests either that this Age Group is not visiting the site, or they do not like filling 

in questionnaires.  It is more likely, however, that they are on coach tours. 

 

Some specific issues relating to Means of Transport have not been followed through 

as they were not considered important to this thesis.  Nevertheless, as with Kakadu, 

it was felt to be of interest to point out the number of respondents to Port Arthur 

who made any kind of Unsolicited Comment which could be related to their Means 

of Transport.  From the data sheet, this number was found to be 22.   

 

The figures shown in Table 7.6 below note the Means of Transport of these 

respondents, alongside the Main Analysis figures extracted from Appendix G.5 

Q.23. 

 

Table 7.6: Unsolicited Comments Related to Main Analysis Means of 
Transport Figures  

 
Unsolicited Comments                     Main Analysis 

 
Means of Transport      Responses       %           Responses %         
 
Own vehicle            10     45.6       69          47.9 
Hired vehicle              7     31.8       56          38.9 
1 day coach tour  3     13.6          5            3.5 
More than 1 day tour             1                4.5       11            7.6 
Adventure tour  1       4.5         3            2.1 
    
Total             22    100%    144        100% 
 

The above Table shows that while the combined figure for the Own and Hired 

Vehicle (or visitors arriving under their own steam) in the Main Analysis equals                 

86.8%, the percentage of Unsolicited Comments from visitors utilising these modes 
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of transport is 77.4%.  Similarly, for the combined coach and safari type tours, the 

Main Analysis percentage is 13.2%, while it is 22.6% for the Unsolicited Comments 

aspect.  With the Kakadu results, the comparable figures seemed to indicate that 

visitors in their own or a hired vehicle – meaning those left to their own devices to 

find their way about – did not, in the main, appear to make so many Unsolicited 

Comments, complimentary or otherwise, as those on a scheduled tour with a guide 

of some kind.   

 

There is, however, a difference with regard to guided talks which are only given at 

specific times of the day at Kakadu.  Information is readily available on site at Port 

Arthur and there are far more scheduled guided talks conducted by resident 

personnel.  

 

This is reflected in the style of Unsolicited Comments at Port Arthur which do not 

concern criticism at the content of information provided for the visitor so much as 

being holiday mode undirected expressions of feelings.  This may suggest that a 

small proportion of visitors to Port Arthur are not particularly concerned with its 

history but are just enjoying a good day out. 

 

For the main Cross-Relational analysis, each question was first cross-related to each 

of the other components in turn, i.e. Age Group, Ethnic Group and Country of 

Permanent Residence.  Again, the data for these tables was obtained by tabling by 

hand for that entered initially on the Excel spreadsheets.  The resulting percentage 

tables are shown in Appendices G.6, G.7 and G.8.   

 

However, after examining Appendix G.8, it was realised that the figures shown for 

those residents of Britain, Europe, New Zealand and Other Countries were too small 

to be of statistical value and, with only the responses of residents who gave their 

Country of Permanent Residence as Australia or North America left, it was felt that 

little of significance could be gained by proceeding any further with that particular 

analysis. 
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Of the Age Group (Appendix G.6) and Ethnic Group (Appendix G.7) cross-

relational analysis, tables of the following responses for Q.4, Q.7, Q.12, Q.17 and 

Q.18 have been extracted as being of interest to show differences in public 

perception of Australian archaeology and this particular site. 

 
Q.4 What is the main thing archaeologists study in Australia? 
 

Age Group 
 
     -18            18-29             30-49            50-69           70+ 
                    No.    %      No.   %         No.   %         No.   %      No.    % 
 
Fossils                        2    6.5        5  12.5           3    6.2         3   13.1        -        - 
Ab. Places                13  41.9       12  30.0    22  45.8 11  47.8        2     66.7 
Euro. Places               7  22.6      15  37.5         14  29.2   3  13.1        1     33.3    
Don’t know                9  29.0        8  20.0      9  18.8   6  26.0        -         - 
 
Total                     31  100%     40  100%     48  100%   23 100%        3     100% 
 

Ethnic Group 
 
         Aboriginal    Australian    British    European     N.Zealand     N. America      Other 
          No.    %        No.    %      No.    %    No.    %       No.    %        No.    %       No.     % 
 
Fossils             -       -      4   13.3        8   10.7   -       -       1  100.0         -       -       -        -  
Ab. Places         -       -    18   60.1      29  38.7        7   50.0       -       -            3    33.3        1   12.5    
Euro. Places      -       -      4   13.3      25  33.3        2   14.3       -       -            2    22.2        5   62.5 
Don’t Know      1       -      4   13.3      13   17.3        5   35.7       -       -            4    44.5        2   25.0      
 
Total            1  100%    30  100%    75  100%   14  100%     1  100%        9  100%      8  100% 
 

 From the above, it appears that for all Age Groups the preferred response was 

Aboriginal Places.  An interest was also shown for European Places, this being the 

main choice of the 18-29 Age Group.  The Under 18 and 50-69 Age Groups 

returned the highest Don’t Know response (Appendix G.6 Q.4).   

 

With regard to the Ethnic Groups response to this same question, it appears that 

Australians believe Aboriginal Places to be the main study, although they also 

noted Fossils, European Places and Don’t Know.  Europeans, although giving first 

choice to Aboriginal Places, also gave considerable weight to the Don’t Know 

response.   The British and North Americans gave weight to both Aboriginal Places 

and European Places whilst also admitting they did not know (Appendix G.7 Q.4). 
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Q.7 What part of Australia’s past interests you most?  
 

Age Group 
 
     -18             18-29            30-49            50-69               70+ 
                     No.   %      No.    %       No.    %        No.   %          No.    % 
 
Ab. History              7      23.3       9   24.3      12   26.7         4    17.4           -        - 
Euro. History           4      13.3     11   29.7 22   48.9       12    52.2           2    50.0 
Convicts        19      63.4    17   46.0      11   24.4         7    30.4           2    50.0 
 
Total                    30    100%   37  100%  45  100%    23   100%         4    100% 
 

Ethnic Group 
 
          Aboriginal    Australian    British   European   N.Zealand    N. America       Other 
            No.   %        No.   %      No.   %     No.   %       No.   %        No.    %       No.    % 
 
Ab. History       1  100.0      5   17.9      14  18.9      7   58.3      -       -           2   25.0    2    25.0 
Euro. History     -       -      7   25.0      32   43.3    2   16.7         -       -           2   25.0        4    50.0 
Convicts             -       -    16   57.1      28   37.8    3   25. 0        1  100.0        4   50.0    2    25.0 
 
Total             1  100%    28 100%   74  100%    12  100%      1  100%       8  100%       8 100%   
 

The main choice of the Under 18 and 18-29 Age Groups was Convicts.  European 

History was the main choice of the 30-49 and 50-69 Age Groups.  Aboriginal 

History also was of interest to all Age Groups (Appendix G.6 Q.7).   

 

For the Ethnic Groups, the part of Australia’s past that interested Australians and 

North Americans most was Convicts, while the British chose European History, 

closely followed by Convicts.  The main choice of Europeans was Aboriginal 

History (Appendix G.7 Q.7).   As noted previously, the fact that these tourists from 

Europe took the trouble to visit Port Arthur indicates an interest in the subject. 

 

Q.12 Do you feel you have added to your knowledge of the past from your visit? 
 

Age Group 
 
    -18             18-29              30-49               50-69                  70+ 
         No.    %       No.   %          No.   %            No.   %          No.    % 
 
Yes          24  100.0     39  100.0      46   100.0          24   100.0          3   100.0   
 
Total          24  100%    39  100%    46   100%        24   100%         3    100% 
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Ethnic Group 
 
    Aboriginal     Australian     British    European    N.Zealand    N. America     Other 
      No.  %         No.   %       No.   %      No.   %        No.   %        No.   %       No.   % 
 
Yes       1  100.0        29  100.0     71  100.0    13   100.0     1   100.0       9 100.0       8  100.0 
 
Total      1 100%    29 100%  71 100% 13  100%  1  100%   9  100%  8  100%    
 

A clear100% Yes response was made by all Age Groups and Ethnic Groups to this 

question (Appendix G.6 Q.12 and Appendix G.7 Q.12.   

 
Q.17 Do you feel this place is important for Australia’s past and national 
identity? 

Age Group 
     -18                 18-29             30-49             50-69               70+ 
         No.    %          No.    %         No.    %         No.    %        No.      % 
 
Yes         24   100.0        38  100.0        46  100.0        26    100.0        2    100.0 
 
Total         24   100%       38  100%       46  100%       26     100%      2    100% 
 

Ethnic Group 
 
     Aboriginal    Australian     British     European    N.Zealand     N. America      Other 
       No.    %       No.    %      No.    %      No.    %       No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
Yes         1  100.0       29  100.0    72  100.0      13  100.0       1   100.0       9  100.0      7   100.0 
 
Total         1  100%      29  100%   72  100%     13  100%      1   100%       9  100%     7  100%   
  

All Age Groups and Ethnic Groups agreed unequivocally that it was important 

(Appendix G.6 Q.17 and Appendix G.7 Q.17). 

 
Q.18 Overall, how do you rate your understanding of the way archaeology has  

helped to explain this place? 
 

Age Group 
              -18                  18-29            30-49            50-69             70+ 

           No.   %           No.   %          No.   %         No.   %       No.    % 
 
Very Low       3    10.0 3    7.5          6    12.5           4   14.8        -       - 
Low            2      6.6 7  17.5          7    14.6          3   11.1        -       - 
Undecided      9    30.0          10  25.0        15    31.3          7   25.9        2  50.0 
High            8    26.7           17 42.5        15     31.3        13   48.2        2  50.0  
Very High      8    26.7            3    7.5          5     10.4          -       -           -     -  
 
Total          30  100%       40  100%   48   100%           27   100%      4  100% 
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Ethnic Group 
 
         Aboriginal    Australian   British    European    N.Zealand   N. America      Other 
            No.  %        No.   %     No.    %    No.    %       No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
Very Low         -        -           4   12.9      8   10.3       -      -     1   100.0        -      -          -       - 
Low            -       -     4   12.9    12   15.6       2   14.3         -        -           -      -          1    12.5 
Undecided        -       -     9   29.0     21  27.3       4   28.6         -         -          5   55.6       1    12.5 
High            1  100.0   13   42.0     24  31.2       6   42.8         -  -         4    44.4      6    75.0 
Very High        -       -      1    3.2     12  15.6       2   14.3         -  -          -       -         -       - 
 
Total            1  100%   31  100%  77  100%    14  100%      1  100%        9 100%      8  100%    
 
Led by the Under 18 year olds, all Age Groups rated their understanding mainly in 

the High range.  This very positive response of the Under 18 Age Group was 

possibly a result of the fact that their visit coincided, either fortuitously or 

deliberately, with the archaeological digs presented for public enjoyment over the 

summer season, 2001.  Younger visitors are especially encouraged to take part in 

these digs which become an exciting ‘adventure’ for them and produce a definite 

reaction (Appendix G.6 Q.18).   

 

For the Ethnic Groups, it appeared that Europeans rated their understanding higher 

than the other Ethnic Groups, who registered a degree of doubt (Appendix G.7 

Q.18). 

 

Tables for the questions Q.11, Q.13 and Q.14 have not been extracted from the 

Appendices but the following notes will indicate the views of the respondents. 

 

For the question (Q.11) Was there any information on how archaeology helped to 

explain the place?, a high percentage of No and Undecided responses from all Age 

Groups over-shadowed the Yes response (Appendix G.6 Q.11).  All Ethnic Groups 

also showed great indecision on this question (Appendix G.7 Q.11). 

 

To the question (Q.13) Would you like to find out more about the place by further 

reading?, all Age Groups, with only a minor amount of indecision, showed a 

keenness to find out more (Appendix G.6 Q.13).  In the Ethnic Groups, Australians, 

although with some slight indecision, were the keenest to find out more by reading, 

followed by Europeans.  The British and North Americans, however, tempered their 

keenness with greater indecision (Appendix G.7 Q.13). 
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To the question (Q.14) Would you like to find out more about Australian history and 

archaeology in general?, there was some general indecision, particularly with the 

Under 18 Age Group, yet interest was also high with them.  Similarly for the 30-49 

and 50-69 Age Groups who showed the greatest interest in finding out more 

(Appendix G.6 Q.14).  All the Ethnic Groups showed enthusiasm for finding out 

more, with only slight indecision (Appendix G.7 Q.14). 

 

7.5 Conclusion 
 

Although the responses to the questionnaire are small, the Port Arthur responses are 

indicative of the developing interest of the public in archaeology both generally and 

in Australia.  From an analysis of the main responses, it can be concluded that 

overall the public is becoming aware of what archaeology in Australia has to offer.   

Knowledge is shown, not only of European history in Australia and Convict 

beginnings, but also Early Aboriginal history.    However, reading does not appear 

to have been the favoured media for gaining knowledge, so any knowledge must 

have been gleaned from other sources, such as visiting heritage sites or viewing 

television programs of archaeological interest.  Such programs, in easily assimilable 

form, are being increasingly shown on some of the networks.   

 

Overall, visitors to Port Arthur Historic Site appear to be satisfied with the 

information they are provided with through display signs and brochures, as well as 

on-site talks. They were positive they had added to their knowledge of the past from 

their visit, were keen to find out more by reading about the place and also learn 

more about Australian history and archaeology in general.    

 

The public clearly appreciates the manner in which the Site is culturally interpreted, 

where the social lives of the non-convict inhabitants are included in emphasis of its 

early European history.  This provides a background for receptive visitors to see it 

as all part of the Australian national identity, where convict history and the convict 

contribution to the budding colonial economy are all part of its make-up.  They 

become aware of the fact that Port Arthur does not just represent the harsh system 

of the British government of the period towards malcontents, but also shows that 
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opportunities were offered to the unfortunate inmates beyond those which were to 

be found in England in the early 1800s.   

 

Any wider implications of the early convict history of the Site, such as the 

prevalence of homosexuality and its repercussions on punishment inflicted, are not 

emphasised  as part of the information distilled for the public. 

 

It may be concluded visitors enjoy their visit to Port Arthur Historic Site by 

absorbing from it whatever the level of their interest dictates.  Perceptions of the 

overall cultural importance of the place for Australia’s past and national identity is 

clearly positive. However, since the method of presenting the questions negated any 

follow-up clarification of some of the responses, it is difficult to ascertain how 

deeply these perceptions are embedded in an intellectual context. 

 

Chapter Eight synthesises the analyses of the data obtained from both the sites. 
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CHAPTER EIGHT 
 

SYNTHESISING THE ANALYSES 

 
8.1 Introduction 
 

This chapter brings the information in the questionnaires from Kakadu and Port 

Arthur, including the cross-tabulated analyses, together so that they can be 

compared.  By synthesising the results of the data obtained in my study, this chapter 

illustrates whether there is some difference in the public understanding of 

Indigenous and non-Indigenous sites between the two groups of visitors.   

 

It may be anticipated that to a certain extent the two sets of results will show 

opposite sides of the same coin.  It is probable that people visiting either 

Anbangbang Rockshelter or Port Arthur Historic Site would share an interest in the 

past; have done a certain amount of reading in line with the overall reading level of 

the community; and would be likely to have visited – or keen to visit – other 

national parks and heritage places.  Where they will differ, however, is in the 

questions relating to the particularities of the site, such that questions relating to 

Aboriginal history and archaeology should get a higher response from visitors to 

Anbangbang, while those questions relating to European history and convicts 

should get higher percentages from visitors to Port Arthur. 

 

8.2 Main  Responses from Visitors to Both Sites 
 

The Percentage Tables of the Main Responses from both sites shown below in 

Table 8.1, provide a useful overall indication of the public’s interest in archaeology 

and their reaction to the particular sites.  This Table is an amalgamation of 

Appendices E.5 and G.5.  A more detailed appreciation of the figures follows these 

tables.  
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Table 8.1: Visitors Responses from Each Site in Percentage Form 
 

Section One – Questions about interest in archaeology 
 

Q.1 How many books on archaeology have you read? 
 
                           Port Arthur Historic Site          Anbangbang Rockshelter 
 
Books read  Responses        %          Responses          %  
 
None          90            57.0                 148         43.7    
1-4                     46            29.1                 117                    34.5    
5-9                       9              5.7         28                      8.3      
10-20                       6              3.8                    28                      8.3        
Many more                      7              4.4                    18                      5.2          
 
Total responses           158            100%        339                  100% 
 

Q.2 What do archaeologists study? 
 
                           Port Arthur Historic Site          Anbangbang Rockshelter 
 
Study             Responses        %              Responses          %  
 
Fossils                   22            14.0            29                  8.6 
Dinosaurs                    4              2.6              7                  2.1 
Rocks                     9            5.7            17                  5.0 
Ancient Living Places   111          70.7                280         82.5 
Don’t know                  11              7.0    6                 1.8 
 
Total responses            157         100%                           339              100% 
 

Q.3 How many books on Australian archaeology have you read? 
 
                          Port Arthur Historic Site            Anbangbang Rockshelter 
 
Books read  Responses        %                       Responses         %  
 
None        110           70.1                    221             65.2    
1-4            34           21.7             92             27.1      
5-9                       5             3.2              16               4.7      
10-20                       1             0.6                     7        2.1             
Many more                      7             4.4                           3        0.9         
 
Total responses       157          100%            339     100% 
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Q.4 What is the main thing archaeologists study in Australia? 
 
                            Port Arthur Historic Site       Anbangbang Rockshelter 
 
Study                        Responses          %          Responses     %  
 
Fossils           13              8.4                     24               7.1      
Dinosaurs            2              1.3                       4               1.2        
Early Aboriginal Places      65            42.2                    259             77.1           
European Historical Places 40            26.0                   28    8.3        
Don’t know          34            22.1                      21    6.3            
 
Total responses       154          100%        336 100% 
 

 
Q.5 How many European heritage (historical/archaeological) places in 

Australia have you visited? 
 
                            Port Arthur Historic Site        Anbangbang Rockshelter 
         
Places visited   Responses        %          Responses     %  
 
None          24            15.7                    42   12.5      
1-4                     59            38.6                     85   25.4      
5-9                     24            15.7                     56              16.7      
10-15                     23            15.0                       45              13.4           
Many more                    23            15.0                   107              32.0     
   
Total responses               153         100%           335            100% 
 

 
Q.6 How many Aboriginal heritage (historical/archaeological) places in 
Australia have you visited?   
 
                             Port Arthur Historic Site           Anbangbang Rockshelter 
 
Places visited  Responses        %            Responses         %  
 
None          36            23.8                        6     1.8        
1-4          72            47.7                         112   33.4    
5-9          19            12.6                      89   26.6      
10-15            9              6.0                           60             17.9     
Many more         15              9.9                      68             20.3      
 
Total responses              151          100%         335 100% 
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Q.7 What part of Australia’s past interests you most?  
 
                              Port Arthur Historic Site Anbangbang Rockshelter 
 
Interest in past Responses         %                Responses          %  
 
Early Aboriginal History    35    22.8              202             60.3    
European History in Aust.  53             34.4                 68             20.3       
The Chinese in Australia      -      -                              4               1.2               
Convict Beginnings            57    37.0                          37             11.0        
Don’t know            9               5.8                              24          7.2            
 
Total responses       154           100%   335           100% 
 

 

Section Two – Questions about the place being visited. 

 

 
Q.8 Do you think the information on the display signs was sufficient and 

understandable?  
 
                              Port Arthur Historic Site        Anbangbang Rockshelter 
         
Sign information Responses        %                Responses          %  
 
Yes        127            83.6            241             72.4    
No          10              6.6                65          19.5      
Undecided         15              9.8                           27               8.1      
 
Total responses      152           100%   333      100% 
 

 
 
Q.9 Do you think the leaflets and brochures provided enough information?  
 
                            Port Arthur Historic Site           Anbangbang Rockshelter 
 
Leaflet information Responses        %                Responses          %  
 
 
Yes         113            74.3                      205              62.3    
No           26            17.1                86              26.1      
Undecided          13              8.6               38              11.6      
 
Total responses       152           100%             329             100% 
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Q.10 Did you find any on-site talks helpful?  
 
                              Port Arthur Historic Site        Anbangbang Rockshelter 
         
Talks helpful  Responses        %              Responses         %  
 
Yes         131            86.2                     214              78.1    
No             8              5.3                 16                5.8      
Undecided          13              8.5              44               16.1      
 
Total responses       152           100%             274              100% 
 

Q.11 Was there any information on how archaeology helped to explain the 
place? 

 
                              Port Arthur Historic Site          Anbangbang Rockshelter 
 
Explanations  Responses        %               Responses          %  
 
Yes              57            37.8                        208              64.2    
No            58            38.4                              80              24.7      
Undecided                    36            23.8                          36              11.1      
  
Total responses              151          100%             324            100% 
 

Q.12 Do you feel you have added to your knowledge of the past from your visit? 
 
                            Port Arthur Historic Site        Anbangbang Rockshelter 
         
Knowledge gained Responses        %                Responses          %  
 
Yes        137           90.7                        295            90.2    
No                       8             5.3                       23              7.0      
Undecided                      6             4.0                      9              2.8        
 
Total responses      151        100%    327          100% 
 

Q.13 Would you like to find out more about this place by further reading? 
 
                          Port Arthur Historic Site            Anbangbang Rockshelter 
 
Further reading Responses        %                 Responses       %  
 
Yes        109             72.2              236          72.4    
No          24             15.9                      46          14.1         
Undecided         18             11.9                      44          13.5        
 
Total responses      151           100%     326        100% 
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Q.14 Would you like to find out more about Australian history and archaeology 

in general? 
 
                             Port Arthur Historic Site             Anbangbang Rockshelter 
 
Find out more Responses        %                 Responses %  
 
Yes         112 74.2              281              86.2    
No                      26 17.2                      20                 6.1         
Undecided                     13   8.6                      25                 7.7        
 
Total responses       151           100%       326          100% 
 

 
Q.15 Has your visit here in any way encouraged you to visit European historic  

places in Australia? 
 
                            Port Arthur Historic Site             Anbangbang Rockshelter 
         
Visits encouraged Responses        %                 Responses         %  
 
Yes          86             57.0                 74             23.0      
No          39             25.8               209             65.0         
Undecided         26             17.2                     39             12.0          
 
Total responses               151           100%    322            100% 
 

 
Q.16 Has your visit here in any way encouraged you to visit Aboriginal heritage 

places in Australia? 
 
                            Port Arthur Historic Site             Anbangbang Rockshelter 
 
Visits encouraged  Responses        %                 Responses %  
         
Yes                      44            29.1                   268            83.0    
No           78            51.7                       40            12.4           
Undecided          29            19.2                       15              4.6          
 
Total responses              151          100%       323        100% 
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Q.17 Do you feel this place is important for Australia’s past and national 

identity? 
 
                             Port Arthur Historic Site             Anbangbang Rockshelter 
 
Important for past Responses        %                 Responses         %  
 
Yes         138            91.4              312              96.3    
No            6              4.0                        7                2.2             
Undecided            7              4.6                         5                1.5            
 
Total responses       151          100%     324           100% 
 

 
Q.18 Overall, how do you rate your understanding of the way archaeology has  

helped to explain this place? 
 
                             Port Arthur Historic Site             Anbangbang Rockshelter 
         
Understanding Responses        %                  Responses        %  
 
Very Low          17           11.3                  22             6.8      
Low           19           12.7                      59            18.3             
Undecided          43           28.7                       84            26.1            
High           55           36.7                           131         40.7             
Very High          16           10.6                             26           8.1               
 
Total responses       150          100%     322          100% 
 

 
Section Three – Questions about the Responder 
 

 
Q.19 Are you? 
 
                             Port Arthur Historic Site               Anbangbang Rockshelter 
         
Gender  Responses        %           Responses   %  
 
Male           63           40.9         162 48.8 
Female           91           59.1         170 51.2 
 
Total responses      150         100%         332         100% 
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Q.20 Is your Age Group? 
 
                             Port Arthur Historic Site             Anbangbang Rockshelter 
         
Age Group  Responses        %                  Responses        %  
 
Under 18          32            20.8       27          8.2 
18-29           41 26.6       79        23.8 
30-49           49 31.8     103        31.0 
50-69           28 18.2     113        34.0 
70 or over            4   2.6       10          3.0 
 
Total responses       153         100%     332        100% 
 

Q.21 What Ethnic Group do you identity with? In summarised form. 
 
                              Port Arthur Historic Site            Anbangbang Rockshelter 
         
Ethnic Group  Responses        %                  Responses        % 
 
Aboriginal           1              0.6        4          1.2 
Australian         31            20.3      56        16.9 
British          72            47.1    111            33.4 
European            14              9.1      75        22.6 
New Zealand           2              1.3        4          1.2 
North American          5              3.3        7          2.1 
Other                                  8              5.2      12              3.6 
Confused responses        18            11.8      60        18.1 
No group given             2              1.3        3          0.9 
 
Total responses      153           100%    332           100% 
 

Q.22 What is your Country of Permanent Residence? In summarised form.  
 
                            Port Arthur Historic Site              Anbangbang Rockshelter 
         
Country  Responses        %                 Responses         %  
 
Australia       123          80.4    205        61.8 
Britain             1            0.7      30          9.0 
Europe            3            1.9      60        18.1 
New Zealand           2            1.3        5          1.5 
North America        14            9.2      21          6.3 
Other            7            4.6      11          3.3 
No CPR given                      3            1.9        -                 - 
  
Total responses      153         100%    332      100% 
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Q.23 What was your Means of Transport to this place? 
 
                             Port Arthur Historic Site             Anbangbang Rockshelter 
         
Means   Responses        %                 Responses         %  
 
Own vehicle         69            47.9    156         47.6 
Hired vehicle         56            38.9      103         31.4 
1 day coach tour          5              3.5      12           3.6 
More than 1 day tour        11              7.6      35         10.7 
Adventure tour          3              2.1       22           6.7 
 
Total responses      144          100%    328        100% 
 

 

8.3 Summary of Analyses 
 

The Main Tables of analysis (Table 9.1) are summarised below.  This is supported 

in several instances by the cross-relational Ethnic Group analysis (Appendices E.7 

and G.7) where the results of the relevant questions were considered high enough to 

be of value in illuminating some of the main analysis responses.  It was found that 

in terms of the Main Responses, both sites run practically parallel in relation to 

knowledge of archaeology.  

 

Visitors to Anbangbang have read slightly more than their Port Arthur visitor 

counterparts, particularly with regard to books on Australian archaeology (Table 8.1 

Q.1 and Q.3).  Ancient Living Places scored well with visitors to both sites as the 

general study of archaeologists.  Fossils also rated well, but the Don’t Know 

response was higher from visitors to Port Arthur than from visitors to 

Anbangbang (Table 8.1 Q.2).   

 

Visitors to Anbangbang clearly responded to Early Aboriginal Places as being the 

main thing archaeologists study in Australia.  Visitors to Port Arthur, whilst also 

giving main weight to Early Aboriginal Places, also gave a high second choice 

percentage to European Historical Places but the percentage of their Don’t Know 

responses almost equalled this (Table 8.1 Q.4).  Ethnic Group responses to Question 

4 are shown in the tables below extracted from Appendices E.7 and G.7.  
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Q.4   What is the main thing archaeologists study in Australia? 
 

Anbangbang Rockshelter 

Ethnic Group 

 
Study        Aboriginal    Australian     British      European    N.Zealand    N. America      Other 
          No.    %        No.    %      No.    %      No.    %      No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
Fossils             2    25.0    10   14.5        5     3.8   2     2.6        -  -            1     8.3       3   27.3  
Ab. Places         6    75.0    52   75.4      99  75.6       64   83.1       3   60.0        10   83.4        8   72.7    
Euro. Places       -       -      4     5.8      14  10.7         8   10.3       -       -            1     8.3         -      - 
Don’t Know       -       -      3     4.3      13     9.9         3     4.0       2   40.0          -       -           -      - 
 
Total            8  100%    69  100%   131  100%   77  100%      5  100%     12  100%    11 100% 
 

 
Q.4 What is the main thing archaeologists study in Australia? 
 

Port Arthur Historic Site 

Ethnic Group 
 
Study         Aboriginal   Australian     British     European    N.Zealand   N. America      Other 
          No.    %        No.    %      No.    %      No.    %      No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
Fossils             -       -      4   13.3        8   10.7   -       -        1  100.0         -       -       -        -  
Ab. Places         -       -    18   60.1      29  38.7        7   50.0       -       -            3    33.3        1   12.5    
Euro. Places      -       -      4   13.3      25  33.3        2   14.3       -       -            2    22.2        5   62.5 
Don’t Know      1       -      4   13.3     13   17.3         5   35.7       -       -            4    44.5        2   25.0      
 
Total            1  100%    30  100%  75  100%     14  100%     1  100%        9  100%      8  100% 
  

 

The above tables show that at Anbangbang, Europeans and North Americans, 

closely followed by other Ethnic Groups, gave greatest weight to Aboriginal Places 

being the main study, with European places playing a very minor role for them 

(Appendix E.7 Q.4).  At Port Arthur, Australians gave greatest weight to Aboriginal 

places, with the British giving almost equal weight to Aboriginal places and 

European places.  Europeans, although rating Aboriginal Places well, also 

responded with a higher Don’t Know percentage than the other Ethnic Groups 

(Appendix G.7 Q4). 

 

Visitation to both European and Aboriginal Heritage Sites (Table 8.1 Q.5 and Q.6) 

was shown to be high from the overall responses of visitors to both Anbangbang 
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and Port Arthur.  Visitors to Anbangbang, in particular, showed the highest 

response of Many More for European sites and the highest overall visitation of 

Aboriginal sites.   Visitors to Port Arthur had a high overall visitation record with 

the highest percentages being in the 1-4 places visited range for having visited both 

European and Aboriginal heritage sites. 

 

With reference to Q.7 (Table 8.1 Q.7), the part of Australia’s past in which visitors 

to Port Arthur were most interested was clearly Convict Beginnings, closely 

followed by European History in Australia and a considerable amount of interest 

shown also in Early Aboriginal History.  The Chinese in Australia held no interest 

for them at all.  Visitors to Anbangbang evinced the greatest degree of interest in 

Early Aboriginal History and in European History in Australia to a somewhat lesser 

degree.  They also showed interest in Convict Beginnings and even a trace of 

interest in The Chinese in Australia.  

 

Ethnic Group responses to Question 7 are shown in the tables below extracted from 

Appendices E.7 and G.7.  

 

 
Q.7 What part of Australia’s past interests you most? 

 

Anbangbang Rockshelter 

Ethnic Group 

 
Interest        Aboriginal     Australian     British   European    N.Zealand   N. America      Other 
          No.    %       No.    %     No.    %     No.    %      No.    %        No.     %      No.     % 
 
Ab. History       5   62.5   43  67.2       78  58.6     55  69.6      1  20.0          8   66.7     4    33.3 
Euro. History    2   25.0     9  14.1       35 26.3    11  13.9      2  40.0          3   25.0         2    16.7 
Convicts             1  12.5     9  14.1       13   9.8      6    7.6      1  20.0          1     8.3     2    16.7 
Don’t Know      -       -     3    4.6         7   5.3      7    8.9      1  20.0           -       -           4    33.3 
 
Total             8  100%    64 100%  133 100%    79  100%      5  100%     12  100%     12  100% 
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Q.7   What part of Australia’s past interests you most? 
 

Port Arthur Historic Site 

Ethnic Group 
Interest         Aboriginal   Australian   British   European    N.Zealand     N. America       Other 
          No.    %      No.    %     No.    %    No.    %      No.    %        No.     %         No.     % 
 
Ab. History      1  100.0    5   17.9     14    18.9    7   58.3    -       -        2   25.0   2      25.0 
Euro. History     -       -    7   25.0     32    43.3    2   16.7         -       -        2   25.0            4      50.0 
Convicts             -       -  16   57.1     28    37.8    3   25. 0       1  100. 0      4   50.0   2      25.0 
 
Total            1  100%  28 100%    74  100%  12  100%      1  100%      8  100%          8  100%    
 

It can be seen from the above tables that, in their particular Ethnic Groups, different 

interests were shown at the two sites, with visitors particularly revealing opposing 

views in their interest in Convict Beginnings.  European visitors to Anbangbang 

showed the highest interest in Aboriginal history followed by other Ethnic Groups, 

but none of the Groups evinced much curiosity about Convicts (Appendix E.7 Q.7).  

 

However, Australian visitors to Port Arthur returned the highest percentage figures 

for an interest in Convicts.  European history came first with the British Ethnic 

Group, closely followed by an interest in Convicts. Europeans showed greatest 

interest in Aboriginal history with Australians showing the least interest in the 

subject (Appendix C.7 Q.7). 

 

Information on display signs, although rated highly by visitors to both sites, also 

showed there was some indecision particularly from those visiting Anbangbang 

(Table 8.1 Q.8).   

 

There was a parallel response to the adequacy of the information provided by 

leaflets (Table 8.1 Q.9). Again, although rating highly, the No response by visitors 

to Anbangbang showed more than indecision:  many evidently did not think 

sufficient information was provided (Table 8.1 Q.9).  There was a like response to 

Q.10 (Table 8.1 Q.10) which asked whether visitors found any on-site talks helpful.  

Again, even though most visitors were clearly happy with the talks, the Undecided 

response of visitors to Anbangbang, was double that registered by visitors to Port 

Arthur. 
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The responses of visitors to Port Arthur on the question of whether there was any 

information on how archaeology helped to explain the place (Table 8.1 Q.11), 

showed an almost perfect balance of Yes/No answers, with the No response 

fractionally more than the Yes.  Added to the Undecided responses, the No 

responses indicated that somewhere along the line, this information was not getting 

through to them.  It may be that most visitors were not receptive to absorbing the 

archaeology of the site and their interest was self-directed more to the historical 

convict side.  The response of visitors to Anbangbang was also ambivalent.  The 

combined No and Undecided responses could indicate that while they may have 

appreciated how archaeology explained the place they still needed more overall 

information on the site. 

 

Ethnic Group responses to Question 11 are shown in the tables below extracted 

from Appendices E.7 and G.7.   

 

Q.11 Was there any information on how archaeology helped to explain the 
place? 

Anbangbang Rockshelter 

Ethnic Group 
        Aboriginal     Australian    British     European   N.Zealand   N. America     Other 
          No.    %       No.    %     No.    %      No.    %       No.    %       No.    %      No.    % 
 
Yes            5   62.5    41  64.1     78  60.0       55  71.4     5  100.0       10  83.4       8  72.7 
No            1  12.5    15  23.4     40  30.8       14  18.2        -  -         1    8.3  3  27.3 
Undecided        2  25.0      8  12.5     12    9.2 8  10.4        -  -         1    8.3   -     - 
 
Total           8  100%     64  100%  130  100%    77  100%     5  100%      12  100%   11  100%  
 
 
Q.11 Was there any information on how archaeology helped to explain the 

place? 
Port Arthur Historic Site 

Ethnic Group 

 
     Aboriginal    Australian    British      European     N.Zealand    N. America      Other 
         No.    %        No.    %     No.    %     No.    %        No.    %        No.    %     No.   % 
 
Yes          1   100.0  15   48.4     27   35.1       4   28.6          -       -           3   33.3       4   50.0 
No            -       -  12   38.7     28   36.4       5   35.7        1  100.0          5   55.6       3   37.5 
Undecided        -       -    4   12.9     22   28.5       5   35.7         -        -           1   11.1       1   12.5          
 
Total           1   100%    31  100%    77  100%   14  100%      1  100%        9   100%      8 100%  
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From the above Ethnic Group response perspective, it can be seen that the 

Europeans and North Americans visiting Anbangbang were the most satisfied, 

closely followed by Australians, with the British indicating lesser satisfaction 

(Appendix E.7 Q.11).  European visitors to Port Arthur were the least satisfied with 

the information.  Similarly, the Australians and British showed little enthusiasm in 

responding positively to the question (Appendix G.7 Q.11). 

 

Q.12 (Table 8.1 Q.12) showed that there was little hesitation on the part of visitors 

to both sites as to their feeling on whether they had added to their knowledge of the 

past: quite clearly they felt they had.    

 

The majority of main responses to Q.13 (Table 8.1 Q.13) also indicated they would 

like to find out more about the place by further reading.  The Ethnic Group 

responses to this question are shown below. 

 

Q.13   Would you like to find out more about this place by further reading? 
Anbangbang Rockshelter 

Ethnic Group 

 
      Aboriginal    Australian     British     European     N.Zealand   N. America     Other 
         No.    %      No.    %      No.    %      No.    %        No.    %      No.    %      No.    % 
 
Yes            8  100.0  45  68.2     100  75.7      54   72.0        2   40.0     12   92.3        5   45.4 
No            -       -    8  12.1       15  11.4      13   17.3         1  20.0       1     7.7        4   36.4 
Undecided        -       -  13  19.7       17  12.9        8   10.7         2  40.0        -       -         2   18.2 
 
Total           8  100% 66  100%   132  100%   75  100%         5  100%    13  100%   11  100% 
  

Q.13   Would you like to find out more about this place by further reading? 
 

Port Arthur 

Ethnic Group 
 
      Aboriginal     Australian     British    European   N.Zealand     N. America     Other 
         No.    %       No.    %       No.    %    No.    %      No.    %        No.    %      No.    % 
 
Yes            -        -  27   87.1       53   68.8     10   71.4       1  100.0        6    66.7      6   75.0 
No           1  100.0    3     9.7       12   15.6       2   14.3        -        -          2    22.2      1   12.5 
Undecided        -       -    1     3.2       12   15.6 2   14.3        -        -          1    11.1      1   12.5 
 
Total            1  100%   31  100%    77  100%    14  100%    1  100%        9  100%     8 100%    
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The above tables show that North American visitors to Anbangbang showed very 

high inclination to want to find out more by reading. Those from the British, 

European and Australian Ethnic Groups showed a lesser inclination and were also 

quite negative or undecided (Appendix E.7 Q.13).  However, at Port Arthur, 

Australian visitors showed high affirmation to the question whilst the European, 

British and North American Groups showed lesser interest (Appendix G.7 Q.13). 

 

 Main responses to Q.14 (Table 8.1 Q.14) showed an interest in finding out more 

about Australian history and archaeology in general.  Visitors to Anbangbang 

returned the highest percentage while visitors to Port Arthur returned a lower 

percentage and some negativity.   

 

The Ethnic Group responses to this question are shown below. 

 

Q.14 Would you like to find out more about Australian history and archaeology 
in  general? 

 
Anbangbang Rockshelter 

Ethnic Group 
 
      Aboriginal     Australian     British     European     N.Zealand     N. America      Other 
        No.    %        No.    %      No.    %     No.    %        No.    %         No.    %      No.     % 
 
Yes           8  100.0   55   84.6    120   90.2    61   81.3         4   80.0         12   92.3        7   63.6 
No            -       -     3     4.6        5     3.8      6     8.0          -      - 1    7.7         4   36.4 
Undecided        -       -     7   10.8        8   6.0      8   10.7          1   20.0  -      -        -      - 
 
Total           8  100%   65  100%  133  100%  75  100%        5   100%     13  100%    11 100% 
 

Q.14 Would you like to find out more about Australian history and archaeology 
in  general? 

Port Arthur 

Ethnic Group 

 
   Aboriginal    Australian    British    European     N.Zealand      N. America     Other 
      No.    %       No.    %     No.    %    No.    %       No.    %         No.    %      No.     % 
 
Yes        -        -         24   77.4     59   76.6    10   71.5         1  100.0        7   77.8       7    87.5 
No        1   100.0 5   16.1     12   15.6     1      7.1          -       -        1   11.1         -       - 
Undecided    -   - 2     6.5       6     7.8     3    21.4          -       -        1   11.1        1    12.5 
 
Total         1  100%     31  100%   77  100%  14  100%       1   100%      9   100%     8   100% 
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The above tables show that at Anbangbang, the North American and British Ethnic 

Groups were especially keen to find out more, with the Australian and European 

lagging only slightly behind (Appendix E.7 Q.14).  The same Groups at Port 

Arthur, although not showing quite such keenness, returned high percentages 

(Appendix G.7 Q.14).  

 

Q.15 (Table 8.1 Q.15) asked whether visitors were encouraged to visit European 

historic places in Australia.  The main responses showed that the majority of 

visitors to Port Arthur were encouraged to do so, while the majority of visitors to 

Anbangbang indicated little encouragement in their No response.  

 

Q.16 (Table 8.1 Q.16) asked whether visitors were encouraged to visit Aboriginal 

heritage places in Australia.  The majority of visitors to Anbangbang responded 

with a Yes, while those to Port Arthur responded with a No. 

 

The Ethnic Group responses to Q.15 and Q.16 are shown below. 

 
Q.15 Has your visit here in any way encouraged you to visit European heritage  
places in Australia? 

Anbangbang Rockshelter 

Ethnic Group 
 
      Aboriginal     Australian     British    European    N.Zealand     N. America     Other 
         No.    %       No.    %      No.    %     No.    %      No.    %         No.    %      No.     % 
 
Yes           3   37.5  11   16.9      36   27.5     16   21.3     1   20.0           2   15.4        4   36.4 
No           3  37.5  46   70.8      81   61.8     49   65.4     3   60.0         11   84.6        5   45.5 
Undecided       2  25.0    8   12.3      14   10.7     10   13.3     1   20.0           -        -     2   18.1 
 
Total          8  100%     65  100%   131  100%  75  100%        5  100%      13  100%    11  100% 
 

Q.15 Has your visit here in any way encouraged you to visit European heritage  
places in Australia? 
             Port Arthur 

Ethnic Group 
      Aboriginal     Australian    British    European     N.Zealand     N. America      Other 
        No.    %       No.    %       No.    %    No.    %       No.    %         No.    %      No.     % 
 
Yes          -        - 16   51.6      45   58.4      8   57.1     -       -             6   66.7        5    62.5 
No         1   100.0   8   25.8      19   24.7      2   14.3    1  100.0           2   22.2        3    37.5 
Undecided       -     -           7   22.6      13   16.9      4   28.6      -       -             1   11.1         -      - 
 
Total         1   100%     31  100%     77  100%   14  100%      1  100%          9  100%      8 100%  
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Q.16 Has your visit here in any way encouraged you to visit Aboriginal heritage 
places in Australia? 

 
Anbangbang Rockshelter 

Ethnic Group 
 
      Aboriginal    Australian    British    European    N.Zealand     N. America     Other 
        No.    %       No.    %      No.    %   No.    %       No.    %          No.    %      No.     % 
 
Yes         7   87.5        53   81.5    114   86.4    62   82.7        5   100.0        10   76.9      10     90.9 
No         1   12.5        10   15.4      12     9.1      9   12.0         -        -            1     7.7        1       9.1 
Undecided      -       -            2     3.1        6 4.5      4     5.3         -        -            2    15.4        -         -      
 
Total        8  100%      65  100%   132  100%   75  100%      5  100%        13  100%    11  100% 
  
 
Q.16 Has you visit here in any way encouraged you to visit Aboriginal heritage 

places in Australia? 
 

Port Arthur 

Ethnic Group 
 

     Aboriginal     Australian   British    European    N.Zealand     N. America     Other 
       No.    %        No.    %     No.    %    No.    %       No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
Yes         1  100.0   5   16.1     23   29.9      7   50.0         -       -         2    22.2        4    50.0 
No         -  - 20   64.5     39   50.6      4   28.6         1  100.0       6    66.7        4      9.1 
Undecided     -      -              6   19.4     15   19.5      3   21.4          -      -           1    11.1        -        -      
  
Total         1  100%      31  100%    77  100%   14  100%       1  100%      9   100%     8 100%    
 

From the above Ethnic Group responses to Q.15 and Q.16, it can be seen that of the 

visitors to Anbangbang, North American visitors, in particular, followed by 

Australians, felt the least encouragement to visit European heritage places.  

Although numbers were low, British and European visitors showed most interest in 

visiting other European heritage places (Appendix E.7 Q.15).  However, all the 

Ethnic Groups showed great interest in visiting other Aboriginal heritage places 

(Appendix E.7 Q.16). 

 

Australian, British and European visitors to Port Arthur felt some encouragement in 

visiting other European heritage places with North Americans showing slightly 

more interest than the other Groups (Appendix G.7 Q.15).  Australian visitors, in 

particular, displayed only very low interest in visiting Aboriginal heritage places 
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while European visitors showed the most interest in visiting such sites (Appendix 

C.7 Q.16).   

 

Given the locations and cultural differences of the two sites, the main responses to 

Q.15 and Q.16 (Table 8.1 Q.15 and Q.16) may have been predictable as there was 

no particular reason for encouragement from one type of site to visit the other.  

Nevertheless, it appears that it was only a bare majority of visitors to Port Arthur 

site who were encouraged to visit other European historic sites.  Such a lukewarm 

response may indicate they were not so much interested in visiting historic places in 

Australia generally but had been drawn to Port Arthur because of its specific 

convict history.  Yet, on the other side of the coin, there was a considerable amount 

of interest shown by visitors to Anbangbang to go to other Aboriginal places in 

Australia.     

 

To visit either somewhat remote place for the experience would have meant 

travelling very long distances.  Visitors would be self-selected for where they 

wished to go and what their interests dictated.   Excluding the North American 

Ethnic Group because of its small numbers, and looking only at the statistics for the 

Australian, British and European Ethnic Groups, some interesting figures come to 

light.   Of these visitors to Anbangbang, only 27.5% British, 21.3% Europeans and 

16.9% Australians, were encouraged to visit European sites (Appendix E.7 Q.15) 

while 86.4% British, 82.7% European and 81.5 % Australians were encouraged to 

visit other Aboriginal sites (Appendix E.7 Q.16).   Of the visitors to Port Arthur, 

58.4% British, 57.1% European and 51.6% Australians were encouraged to visit 

other European sites (Appendix G.7 Q.15), while 50% European, 29.9% British and 

16.1% Australians were encouraged to visit Aboriginal sites (Appendix G.7 Q.16). 

This would appear to show that, from the small statistics available, Australians 

nationals are the least interested in visiting sites of heritage interest; those of British 

background show rather more interest; but it is the Europeans who take the keenest 

interest, especially with regard to Aboriginal heritage places.  

 

There was little equivocation with regard to the question of whether visitors felt the 

place they were visiting was important for Australia’s past and national identity.  
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Although the main responses showed minimal indecision – slightly more at Port 

Arthur than Anbangbang  (Table 8.1 Q.17)) - visitors of all Ethnic Groups to both 

Anbangbang (Appendix E.7 Q.17) and Port Arthur (Appendix G.7.Q.17) responded 

with an emphatic 100% Yes.   This is worthy of note in that in the most recent past it 

is unlikely that Aboriginal places, and possibly not convict ones also, would have 

been taken as significant to Australia’s identity.  It may indicate an appreciation of a 

newly emerging sense of Australian identity whereby the early British colonial 

background is melding with the Indigenous heritage.   

 

The answer to the question of how visitors rated their understanding of the way 

archaeology helped to explain the place was unclear (Table 8.1 Q.18).  Responses 

from visitors at both sites were almost equivalent.  Although High achieved the 

greatest percentage figures at both sites, this was somewhat detracted from by the 

fact that these figures were both under 50%.  Even when the Very High responses 

were added to the High responses, they could not quite reach the total percentages 

of the Very Low, Low and Undecided responses.   

 

The Ethnic Group responses to Q.18 are shown below: 

 
 
Q.18 Overall, how do you rate your understanding of the way archaeology has  

helped to explain this place? 
 

Anbangbang Rockshelter 

Ethnic Group 
 

Rate       Aboriginal    Australian     British     European    N.Zealand    N. America     Other 
         No.    %       No.    %      No.    %     No.    %       No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
Very Low        -        -           8   13.0        8    5.9        3     4.0      1   20.0          -       -          1     9.1 
Low           -      -  11   17.7      29 21.6     13   17.3        -       -           2   15.4      -       - 
Undecided       2  25.0  19   30.6      32 23.9     20   26.7        1   20.0         3   23.1        3   27.3 
High           6  75.0  20   32.2      53 39.6     36   48.0        1   20.0         6   46.1     5   45.4 
Very High        -       -           4     6.5       12     9.0       3      4.0       2    40.0        2   15.4     2   18.2 
 
Total           8  100%  62  100%  134  100%   75  100%      5  100%      13  100%     11  100% 
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Q.18 Overall, how do you rate your understanding of the way archaeology has  
helped to explain this place? 

 

Port Arthur Historic Site 

Ethnic Group 

 
Rate       Aboriginal    Australian    British     European    N.Zealand    N. America      Other 
         No.    %       No.    %      No.    %     No.    %      No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
Very Low         -      -            4   12.9        8   10.3      -       -     1   100.0         -      -          -       - 
Low            -     -    4   12.9      12 15.6     2   14.3         -        -            -      -          1    12.5 
Undecided        -     -    9   29.0      21 27.3     4   28.6         -         -           5    55.6      1    12.5 
High          1  100.0  13   42.0      24 31.2     6   42.8         - -           4    44.4      6    75.0 
Very High        -     -    1     3.2      12   15.6      2   14.3         - -            -       -         -       - 
 
Total          1  100%  31  100%   77  100%    14  100%      1  100%        9 100%      8  100%    
 

Weighing the High and Very High responses against the Very Low, Low and 

Undecided responses for each Ethnic Group, the above table for the Anbangbang 

site  shows that it is the North Americans, who rated their understanding as the 

highest, followed by the Europeans. The British did not rate their understanding 

very highly and the rating of Australians was even lower. Though the numbers may 

be too small to be of any estimable significance, it is interesting to note that the 

Aboriginal Ethnic Group showed little indecision and rated their understanding as 

High (Appendix E.7 Q.18).   

 

At the Port Arthur site, again weighing the High and Very High responses against 

the Very Low, Low and Undecided responses for each Ethnic Group, the above table  

shows that it is the Europeans who outshone the other Ethnic Groups in rating their 

understanding.  The Australian, British and North American responses were 

ambivalent. Although statistically worthless, it is of interest that the lone Aboriginal 

person who responded gave a High rating (Appendix G.7 Q.18). 

 

With regard to the Section on Questions about the Responder, in the matter of 

Gender, the main responses revealed that slightly more males visited Anbangbang 

than visited Port Arthur, and slightly more females visited Port Arthur than they did 

Anbangbang (Table 8.1 Q.19).   
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The 18-29 and 30-49 Age Groups gave almost equivalent answers for both places, 

with the 30-49 year olds being the predominant Age Group (Table 8.1 Q.20).  A far 

higher percentage of Under 18 year olds visited Port Arthur than they did 

Anbangbang, perhaps due to school outings to Port Arthur to learn about Australian 

convict history, but more visitors in the 50-69 Age Group visited Anbangbang than 

they did Port Arthur.  Visitation by those 70 or Over was low for both sites. 

 

On the Ethnic Group question (Table 8.1 Q.21), the British showed the greatest 

percentage at 47.1% at Port Arthur site, followed by Australians at 20.3%, 

Europeans at 9.1% and other Groups with lower percentages.  Confused responses 

ran at 11.8%.   At Anbangbang, the British Ethnic Group again showed a high 

response at 33.4%.  This, however, was followed by Europeans at 22.6% and 

Australians lagging behind at 16.9%.  Confused responses at 18.1% were higher 

than for those at Port Arthur.   

 

The Country of Permanent Residence question (Table 8.1 Q 22) revealed that 

Australia was the foremost Country, with 80.4% for Port Arthur and 61.8% at 

Anbangbang.  Visitors to Port Arthur from North America were represented at 9.2% 

but those from other countries were few with Europe at 1.9%. Those from Britain 

were represented by one sole visitor.   

 

Visitors arriving by their Own Vehicle or a Hired Vehicle was the favoured Means 

of Transport to both sites (Table 8.1 Q.23).  The fact that those on coach tours do 

not feature very highly in the responses may be explained by the fact that such tours 

are time restricted and answering questionnaires would be a very secondary 

consideration for visitors. 

 

8.4 Conclusion 
 

This chapter illustrates that there are some differences in the public perceptions of 

the Indigenous site of Anbangbang Rockshelter and the non-Indigenous Port Arthur 

Historic Site.  That visitors have a keen desire to learn more of the history of the 

two sites is plain from the responses to the questionnaires but it is also shown that 
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the role played by archaeology in interpretation of the two sites is a somewhat grey 

area. 

 

Responses to the questions in Section One, which sought to know the extent of 

public interest in archaeology, confirm that those visiting the sites have a keen 

interest and also have an adequate basic knowledge of the subject: any idea that 

dinosaurs are the main study of archaeologists is clearly not substantiated.   

Responses to questions in Section Two, which concern the reaction of visitors to 

each site, show that while there is general overall satisfaction with the information 

provided, there were also a number of negative responses in both the questionnaires 

and in Unsolicited Comments, particularly from visitors to Anbangbang 

Rockshelter.  These indicated that, although the on-site information was 

understandable, it was not sufficient and, further, neither did the leaflets and 

brochures provide enough information. 

 

The responses at both sites to Q.11 Was there any information on how archaeology 

helped to explain the place? was the most surprising since they were the opposite to 

that which I had anticipated.  In regard to Port Arthur, with the amount of 

archaeological work which I was well aware was going on at this site with its 

accompanying explanatory signage, I believed visitors could not fail to be 

impressed with how it helped to explain the place, and they would answer the 

question accordingly.  On the opposite tack, although Anbangbang Rockshelter had 

been the subject of an archaeological excavation, little information on this was 

explained on site to the visiting public and I believed this would be reflected in their 

response to the question.  Yet the results showed otherwise. 

 

Visitors to Port Arthur were evidently not of the opinion that archaeology had 

helped to explain the site.  Archaeological investigation at this site recovers familiar 

things like bottles and nails, and while the archaeologists might consider that their 

work provided an additional dimension, it may have been that visitors were not so 

sure.  Or was it that in spite of the many archaeological investigations taking place 

at Port Arthur, these were inclined to be invisible, perhaps due to a lack of 

specifically bringing it to the attention of visitors, so that visitors were unable to 
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equate it with what it could divulge? Or perhaps it was that since Port Arthur was 

more of an historical site brought into prominence only in the last hundred or so 

years, that the preconceptions of visitors automatically directed their thinking to 

historical records – and the information obtained therefrom – to provide any 

necessary knowledge.  For whatever reason, it appeared that archaeological 

knowledge for such a site, although no doubt of superficial interest to visitors, 

became irrelevant for explanations. 

 

At Anbangbang, in spite of extensive excavation and its write-up in academic 

journals, little actual information on this has been provided for the public.  Yet, 

conversely to my reasoning, visitors nevertheless believed archaeology had helped 

to explain the place.  Perhaps they intuitively recognised that archaeology had 

provided the information and this became central to their perception. Were their 

preconceptions again working in the majority of visitors who, as shown from their 

responses to Q.4 of the questionnaire, equated Ancient Living Places automatically 

with what archaeologists study in Australia, and thus considered that archaeology 

must have explained the place - even if it had not been presented to them in 

interpreted form.  Whether visitors would have gained an even greater insight and 

an enhanced appreciation of its cultural history if it had been backed up by the 

archaeological evidence available could be a matter for future managerial 

consideration.  This point will be returned to in the concluding chapter. 

 

Section Three of the questionnaires concerned details about the Responder, which 

included Ethnic Group.  Conspicuous in the analysis of both sites is the higher 

percentage of visitors in the British Ethnic Group over the Australian Ethnic Group.  

Does this mean that those with a British background have a greater inborn interest 

and curiosity in visiting Aboriginal and European heritage places, than ‘true-blue’ 

Australians who may take their history for granted and have interests which take 

them elsewhere?  Or is it that the higher percentage of the British Ethnic Group may 

be nothing more than a plain fact, sui generis, of the residential make-up of 

Australia and has no bearing whatsoever on whether one Group has a greater 

predilection to visit a site than the other.   
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What it may reveal, however, is that there is an ongoing and as yet incomplete 

process of what might be called Australi-fication – that is to say, the emergence of a 

Group of Australian residents who consciously identify as being of different 

ethnicity (Australian) as opposed to those who, while resident in Australia, still 

regard their culture/ethnicity/background as British. Does it signify that this 

emergent Group of Australians are starting to identify with Aboriginal places as 

part of their heritage?  Is it an indication that they no longer seek to dispossess 

Aboriginal people but rather that they wish to mark a level of shared identity and 

one in which Aboriginality also remains distinctive? 

 

Conspicuous also is the high percentage of those in the European Ethnic Group who 

indicated a greater interest in visiting Aboriginal heritage places than European 

heritage places, and plainly evinced an intellectual curiosity in Aboriginal history 

and culture. 

 

It is further noticeable that only a small percentage of those who gave Europe as 

their Country of Permanent Residence, and the one visitor from Britain who 

responded to the questionnaire, visited Port Arthur.  Perhaps this lack of visitors 

from Europe may be explained by the fact that the island of Tasmania is off the 

general tourist route and visitors to Australia from the other side of the world are 

attracted to more convenient venues on the mainland.  Or perhaps lack of visitors 

may be due to lack of promotion in Europe.  Yet this is a pity as Port Arthur 

Historic Site has so much to offer the overseas visitor with its extraordinary beauty 

and charm linked to its history of violence and misery. 

 

In the next and final chapter the information obtained from the foregoing analysis of 

visitor perceptions is examined within the context of the ideas and aims of the 

administering bodies who determine how these particular archaeological and 

heritage sites should be interpreted and presented to the public.  Perceptions and 

expectations emanating from both sides of the equation are discussed together with 

the implications of my research from the point of view of visitors, park managers 

and administrators.   
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CHAPTER NINE 

 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

 
We will never have all the evidence to re-create the past, only at 
best artefacts that give us clues and documents giving us past 
interpretations of it, which we then reinterpret.  Further, our 
interpretation of this evidence is inescapably ideologically based. 
It arises out of our perceptions of the world and our value system. 
(Pearson and Sullivan 2001:292). 
 

 

9.1 Recapping the Aim of the Thesis  
 

The aim of my thesis is to examine the ideology and management practices behind 

the presentation of Indigenous and non-Indigenous archaeological/heritage sites, 

and the effect presentations have on visitor perceptions. Has their understanding of 

the sites been masked according to whether the site is Indigenous or non-

Indigenous? Were visitors encouraged to learn more about archaeology in Australia, 

and its role in interpreting such sites?  By reference to two of Australia’s major 

heritage places, the interest of visitors in archaeology generally and their reaction to 

these sites after a visit, is assessed by their responses to the questionnaires they were 

encouraged to complete.   

 

This thesis has shown that the assertions of previous writers require modification in 

that I have been able to demonstrate that the public does have an interest in 

archaeology generally and in Australian archaeology in particular; that the public is 

also aware of the importance of archaeological input for an understanding of 

heritage sites, and finally, that the public has a demonstrated interest in the human 

history of Australia. 
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In greater depth, this chapter recapitulates salient points covered in earlier chapters.  

It further outlines concepts which could enhance public awareness and appreciation 

of what may be understood from the two sites. It concludes that an analysis of the 

responses to the questionnaires supports the hypothesis put forward in Chapter One 

that there may be an imbalance in the public understanding of Indigenous and non-

Indigenous archaeological sites.  However, it appears that this is no way detrimental 

to the appreciation or enjoyment of these places. 

 

In order to make the necessary comparison, the two sites of Anbangbang 

Rockshelter and Port Arthur Historic Site were chosen for the disparity in their 

cultural background and for the archaeological investigations that occurred at them.  

Both sites are, of course, open to the public and well-publicised for visitors.   

Further, and most importantly, they were chosen because both sites are integral to 

the history of Australia and its present identity. 

 

A particular thrust of my interest requiring some discussion was the cultural 

foundations behind the presentation of the two sites, and how these presentations  

impinged on general visitor perceptions.  It was hoped this study would reveal the 

relationship between a visitor’s perceptions and the manner in which site 

interpretations reflect the cultural background of the presenters.  I wanted answers 

to a series of research questions, including could visitor perceptions of the Port 

Arthur Historic Site lead to parallels being drawn with today’s approaches to the 

treatment of prisoners and, in the case of Anbangbang Rockshelter, could visitor 

perceptions lead to a greater understanding of the culture of the Indigenous people 

and their contribution to the nation’s history?    

 

In the case of Aboriginal heritage places and their relationship to a general 

understanding, Creamer (1994:130) suggests Aboriginal views of the past should be 

included in their interpretation to provide a more balanced picture of history.  

Competing interpretations of the Aboriginal past emerge in the different viewpoints 

– scientific, educational and cultural – from which each identity group assesses the 

significance of these sites.  Scientific data and other information based on 

archaeological research provide the main basis for site interpretation designed to 
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enlighten the public about the Aboriginal past.  However, Aboriginal people have 

other views of the past and attach different cultural meanings to their sites, views 

seldom included in site management.  Integrating traditional with scientific 

pathways to knowledge of the past could yield a creative and meaningful 

interpretation.  

 

Although from the 1950s on, Aboriginal culture has been enthusiastically espoused 

by non-Aboriginal Australians, there has also been an appropriation of the cultural 

heritage of Australia’s first people as symbols of Australia’s national identity that 

can exclude that of Aboriginal descendants.  While Aboriginal material culture, 

such as didgeridoos and boomerangs, has been accepted as heritage, there is still 

some way to go before accepting the Indigenous people themselves as part of the 

national heritage. These processes leave plenty of room for misunderstandings on 

both sides. 

 

One of the challenges of Aboriginal site interpretation is making such places and the 

culture they represent relevant in mainstream Australia.  Visitor understanding of a 

site may be obscured in its Indigenous interpretation if approached from an angle 

unrelated to the Westernised perceptions of the visitor.  It may be that visitors need 

initiation into the Indigenous viewpoint.  Aboriginal heritage places do not 

immediately relate to most visitors’ cultural experience so that, as Pearson and 

Sullivan (2001:297) comment, it is understandable that Aboriginal sites would not 

be “…as comprehensible or as emotionally significant” to non-Aboriginal 

Australians as places relating to their own history in Australia. 

 

In Australia at present there is little interpretative linking between the deep past and 

the present.  Westerners, who make up the bulk of visitors to Aboriginal sites, have 

a connection, even if not always well defined, with their own deep past going back 

to Neolithic times and beyond.  Visitors are likely to associate their historical 

background with the trajectory of changes interpreted as the achievement of 

civilisation.  On the other hand, they are unlikely to associate Aboriginal history 

with a similar historical pattern of change.  The interpretation of Aboriginal heritage 

places might be subverted by erroneous understandings of historical processes, 
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where Indigenous patterns of change are deemed to be cyclic and conservative, with 

Western ones linear and progressive.  Such a narrative might be an unspoken, and 

hence, unchallenged context through which all interpretative ideas are filtered.   

 

There is a certain tension over the full sweep of time in Australian history due to its 

nineteenth century segregation into what are called the prehistoric and historic 

periods. The whole of the human history of Australia, encompassing perhaps some 

50,000 to 60,000 years, has tended to be eclipsed by the last 200 or so years.  The 

most drastic change in Australian history has been brought about under the 

influence of Western culture.  However, the short European history of Australia, as 

it started to seek a national identity, is being steadily overtaken by an all-inclusive 

history of humanity from the time the continent was first settled.   Bringing some of 

the history of Australia into the purview of the public through their visitation of 

Indigenous heritage sites represents a new approach.   As fresh interpretations of 

these places take a great account of the views of their Indigenous ‘owners’, there 

will inevitably be a tension with interpretations derived from European conservation 

or archaeological science.  This is likely to be greater when a place is considered to 

play an important role in the identity politics of both the general population and the 

Indigenous minority.  

 

Harris (2005:36) notes that those who think from an Indigenous perspective find the 

“…objectification in Western thought very hard to understand, dangerous and 

frightening”.  She goes so far as to say that a logical outcome of dichotomous 

thinking which places the researcher in one category and everything studied in the 

category of objects leads, in the Indigenous view, to 

 
…racism, colonialism, environmental destruction and many other  
ills which have destroyed the natural balance between all the 
entities [which] make up the universe (Harris 2005:36). 
 

Indigenous people often promote an essentialist view of culture as being intact, 

without having ostensibly been through any form of growth or motion. Yet growth 

there has certainly been with a changing set of environmental factors feeding into 

technological changes in stone tools and other artefacts.  But visitors do not see or 

understand this particular style of Indigenous growth and change and which  
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continues through the period when contact with Europeans becomes a factor.  They 

only see modern-day Aborigines in a sometimes reluctant partnership with a 

Western way of life and a shared recent history.   

 

Tourism provides an important arena of communication and education between 

Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people.  In particular, Aboriginal art is highly 

amenable to promotional efforts.  It is diverse and covers a long period of 

continuous cultural expression.  For many people exposure to Aboriginal cultural 

sites, like rock art sites, is the ‘closest’ they come to directly experiencing 

Aboriginal culture, past and present (Jacobs and Gale 1994:5).  Yet, as Jacobs and 

Gale (1994:5) comment, although such sites can contribute much to the process of 

educating the public, the process must also be seen in terms of wider cultural 

politics.  The site management makes decisions about which artefacts are of cultural 

value, and which aspects should be highlighted for interpretation.  Management has 

the responsibility of authorising a certain history, of shaping a particular tourist gaze 

(Urry 1990). 

 

One tourism issue is the relationship between tourism and the Aboriginal people 

and the demand and provision of interpretative educational information to tourists 

on Aboriginal culture, flora, fauna and geology (Brokensha and Guldberg 

1992:199). Ryan and Huyton (2002:633) report, on the result of a survey of tourists 

visiting Central Australia, that attractions based upon Aboriginal culture may not be 

as popular as is generally thought, and that one of their major functions within 

promotion is “…that their presence helps an evocation of the outback, of which 

Aboriginal culture is a part”. Given the unique nature of the Northern Territory with 

fauna, flora and Aboriginal culture, what emerges quite strongly “…is just how 

unimportant are those attractions that meet the intellectual motive for travel” (Ryan 

and Huyton 2002:636).  However, while they suggest that the majority of visitors 

think Aboriginal culture comparatively insignificant as an attraction; to the minority 

to whom it is of consequence “…actual participation may strongly link with 

satisfaction” (Ryan and Huyton 2002:639). 

 



Chapter Nine – Discussion and Conclusion 

 

349

Many Australians and overseas travellers are becoming aware of Australia’s 

heritage in the form of its natural and cultural wealth.  They are becoming what is 

known as ‘cultural tourists” and, as Jacobs and Gale (1994:2) comment, wish to 

 
… seek out experiences which allow them to be exposed to and 
learn about local people, to be educated as well as entertained, to 
experience the diversity of both built heritage and natural areas, 
and to experience the ‘authentic’. 
 

Nevertheless, non-Aboriginal Australians may still find it difficult to identify with 

pre-contact sites in this country.  Partly because of the troubled history of contact 

and colonisation in Australia, which involved a devaluation of Aboriginal culture, 

few non-Aboriginal Australians see Aboriginal culture as a valued part of the 

nation’s heritage.  Yet, as the surveys discussed above reveal, the Aboriginal 

cultural heritage can be very appealing to a majority of visitors and can be 

sensitively promoted to become a respected but distinct part of the total Australian 

cultural history.     

 

Rock art sites have the power to draw large numbers of tourists and the tourism 

industry increasingly centres on Aboriginal culture.  But, so too, are they drawn to 

places of specific European historical interest.  Both types of site rely to a certain 

extent on archaeology for their interpretation.  Whether visitors understand this 

archaeological context in similar degree for the sites which have been the focus of 

this thesis, has been brought to light by an analysis of the questionnaires.   

 

Knowing what visitors think of and how they respond to a site is essential for the 

understanding and management of them.  The interview or questionnaire technique 

provides important data but tends to tap only that information which the respondent 

wants passed on to the interviewer.  There is always the possibility of bias in the 

survey sample.  While questionnaires may be distributed to a wide range of visitors, 

there is no control over who responds and there is the likelihood of questions being 

missed or misinterpreted by the unsupervised respondent.  Further, because of the 

time and effort required to complete a survey, only certain sections of the visitor 

population may respond.    
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The main Kakadu tourism issues, as revealed by my thesis, are the relationship 

between tourism and Aboriginal concerns such as the demand and provision of 

interpretative education information to tourists on Aboriginal culture.   In all the 

changes since European contact, spiritual interests of the traditional Aboriginal 

owners suffered through the traumatic changes to their lifestyle, particularly with 

the present day disharmony erupting over the mining of uranium.  The advent of 

tourism, however, had a more positive outlook, containing within it the seeds for the 

restoration of an understanding of Aboriginal culture. 

 

9.2 Kakadu National Park and Tourism 
 

In Chapter 2, an attempt was made to present the history of the Kakadu area.  This 

immediately raises the issue of what is ‘history’.  The history of Kakadu was 

discussed in a number of ways.  Firstly, there are foundational aspects of its deep 

past, where it was shaped by large scale geological, climatic, and ecological, and 

finally, cultural events.  The first arrival of humans and their humanising of this 

landscape through firing, hunting, the painting of rock shelters and the imposition of 

cultural place names and stories was placed within this aspect, not because 

Aboriginal activities should be placed within the natural sphere, but because the 

scale of the change and the length of time over which it operated makes it 

appropriate to do so. 

 

History is also discussed in terms of the arrival of the Europeans and the first 

written records that are available for the area.  Much of this concerned the 

interaction of Europeans with the Aboriginal population and the attempts of the 

Europeans, and the Macassans, to make a living in the Kakadu area through a series 

of exploitative land uses, pastoralism, buffalo and crocodile hunting, and mining.  

The effects of the establishment of a Christian mission centre, away from Kakadu, 

at Oenpelli, were also discussed. 

 

Within this history of interaction, engagement and conflict between the Aboriginal 

owners of the area and the Europeans, are other sectional histories, that of the 

scientific discovery of Kakadu, which began in 1901 with Spencer and Gillen’s 
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expedition to northern Australia, but reached its high point with the Alligator Rivers 

Environment Fact Finding Study, which was designed to assist decisions regarding 

the mining of uranium.  Both the archaeological surveys and the discovery of large 

numbers of impressive rock art sites had an impact on this decision making.  

Tourism in the top End also has its own history where buffalo and crocodile hunting 

transformed itself into safari camps, though the beauty of the countryside and the 

rock art were also factors. 

 

Kakadu’s recent history involves the simultaneous establishment of Aboriginal land 

rights, of uranium mining and processing, of Jabiru as a regional centre, and of 

Kakadu National Park.  Legally, these are three different tenures but they coexist in 

the same, or in the immediately proximate space.  The final part of Chapter Two 

discussed how the National Park has attempted to deal with the potential for conflict 

between its Aboriginal owners and the management of the Park through a series of 

management structures and plans.  Within these plans there has been a move 

towards providing the Aboriginal owners with a greater voice in how the Park was 

to be managed and interpreted. 

 

Chapter Two demonstrated what a rich and complex history the Kakadu area has, 

and also what a difficult task it has been for its Aboriginal residents to maintain 

their cultural traditions and achieve their cultural ends through these changes.  

Kakadu National Park, through its large scale tourism represents a further threat to 

this cultural integrity, but on the other hand it also offers opportunities for 

interaction with the visitors and to present an Indigenous perspective to them. 

 

9.3 Anbangbang Rockshelter  
 

One of the findings in Chapter Two concerned a number of conflicts that centred 

upon Kakadu National Park involving the Northern Territory and Commonwealth 

Governments; the economics of tourism and mining versus conservation issues; and 

the status of the Park as Aboriginal Land.  Kakadu includes the traditional lands of a 

number of Aboriginal clan groups (Kakadu National Park Draft Management Plan 

2006:4).  Joint management is Aboriginal land owners and Parks Australia working 
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together and deciding what should be done to manage the Park with and on behalf 

of traditional owners and for other interests (KNPDMP2006:29).  Subsequent Plans 

of Management for the Park gave different expressions to these interests and 

conflicts, particularly in terms of choices between different management and 

interpretative regimes.   

 

How the various historical strands and potential conflicts, alluded to in Section 9.2, 

have been worked out on the ground at Anbangbang Rockshelter was discussed in 

Chapter Three.  This chapter examined the intellectual framework that is provided 

to the visitor so that he or she might more knowledgeably view such a Rockshelter. 

One of the aims of my analysis was to decide whether cultural tourism in Kakadu 

National Park might result in the misappropriation of Aboriginal culture.  

 

As noted in Chapter Three, a particular danger is that at sites such as Anbangbang, 

the process of developing, curating and interpreting a site for the visiting public, 

may lead to it becoming part of the European cultural baggage and lost to 

Aboriginal people as a viable living component of their culture.  It became clear this 

fear was mitigated by the representation on the Board of Management by the 

Bininj/Mungguy people who would be looking after their own interests and making 

sure such a possibility did not arise.  

 

The term Bininj is used to refer to traditional owners of Aboriginal land 

(KNPDMP2006:ii).  Bininj, who have cultural responsibilities for management of a 

clan estate are key people in the planning and management of the Park and their 

representation on the Board covers the geographic spread of Aboriginal people 

within the Kakadu region, as well as the major language groupings 

(KNPDMP2006:4, 8).  Because of the different clan groups, when Park staff carry 

out consultations with Bininj, assistance may be sought from the NLC and relevant 

Aboriginal Associations to arrange consultations with, and provide information for, 

Bininj.  The Northern Land Council (NLC) which is established under the Land 

Rights Act, has broad functions to assist and represent the interests of the traditional 

Aboriginal owners of land and other Aboriginals (KNPDMP2006:30). 
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A principal way in which the visitor experience is both directed and controlled has 

been to set up visitor and information centres and to limit the number of places that 

are interpreted or have easy access.  As a general strategy for the protection of the 

archaeological sites at Kakadu, it was noted that most sites are closed to normal 

unsupervised public access.  Such a policy of exclusion, however, resulted in certain 

archaeological sites being chosen as specially designed interpretation locations, 

where people can experience the emotional impact of visiting a prehistoric site and, 

at the same time, learn something of the story of the past.  The Anbangbang area is 

one such location.  Ubirr is another. 

 

However, the impact of the decision to restrict information about Anbangbang 

Rockshelter and other cultural places to information supplied by the Bininj, and its 

differential impact on archaeology and rock art sites compared with ecological 

places, had its side effects.  The ecologists, while they have adopted the ‘cultural 

landscape’ concept, are both wary and resistant to the effects of applying a ‘cultural 

landscape’’ approach to the interpretation of places of natural conservation. 

 

Many facilities have been provided to enable visitors to Kakadu National Park to 

appreciate both Anbangbang and Ubirr.  Signposted walking tracks, litter bins, 

bench seats, shelters, site maps and interpretation notice boards are being provided 

progressively.  Art signage shows a strong emphasis on increasing Aboriginal 

cultural and ecological knowledge through interpretative signs, and new 

boardwalks.   

 

The interpretation of the rock art in the Shelters is shown to be somewhat 

problematical because many of the Aboriginal people who live in, or are associated 

with, Kakadu, are not necessarily traditional owners of specific sites.  Because of 

the diversity of Aboriginal spiritual beliefs, interpretations may vary amongst 

Aboriginal people themselves, with one person understanding the meaning of a 

painting differently to another.  This restricts the interpretation of rock art painting 

sites to the immediate knowledge of the surviving Aboriginal people connected with 

them.   
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In a way, this denies the application of any information about Aboriginal art which 

has been derived from anthropological investigations elsewhere in western Arnhem 

Land. To permit a western interpretation may be mistakenly thought by the Bininj to 

reveal a lack of true Aboriginality on their part, especially if they feel unable to 

interpret the site themselves.  The minimalist, or restricted, interpretation is 

therefore preferred, but this does not necessarily solve the dilemma as visitors may 

make up their own minds as to what the paintings represent, sometimes resorting to 

unacceptable fantasy. 

 

The first comprehensive information about the Park that many visitors receive is at 

the Bowali Visitor Centre, located next door to the Park Headquarters, at Jabiru. 

Information on the Park may be obtained from the Information Counter and visitors 

can acquaint themselves with the topography of the region depicted in a floor map 

near the counter.  A Kakadu Visitor Guide is available as well as a range of leaflets 

on walks in the region and other items of interest, written up in different languages 

such as French, German, Italian, Japanese and Spanish. A café, a gift shop selling 

Aboriginal arts and crafts, as well as a small Reading Room and Library are also in 

the complex.   A Video Room, with programs lasting about 55 minutes are 

scheduled every hour. 

 

A unique theatre called the Bird Palace has been added to the Visitor Centre, where 

nine projection screens set in a circle and a multi-channel sound system recreate 

spectacular images of Kakadu.  Visitors are surrounded by scenes and sounds as 

though they were in the bush itself.  The presentation begins with the wet season 

and traces the gradual and dramatic transformation which occurs each year.  

However, interpretation is minimal and the visitor is left to form his/her own 

impressions.  

 

Floor displays briefly and factually cover cultural interactions in connection with 

pastoralism, mining and tourism.  The manner of covering the general cultural 

landscape, however, is of concern to some writers like Palmer (2001).  The primary  

stated aim of the Project Team from Parks Australia, when developing visitor 

facilities for the Bowali Visitor Centre, was to interpret Kakadu as a cultural 



Chapter Nine – Discussion and Conclusion 

 

355

landscape.  However, given the conflicting cultural perspectives on what kind of 

place Kakadu is, the question arose as to whose cultural landscape does the Centre 

aim to represent? 

 

Much of Kakadu’s landscape is ancient and Aboriginal people describe the 

formation of the landscape in terms of the works of many different ancestral beings 

who created the country as they passed through it in the creation Era.  The stories 

that describe these ancestral beings weave an intricate history and map of the 

landscape and are learnt over many years of education in the Aboriginal system. 

According to Palmer (2001), the style of interpretative services provided for the 

visitor at Bowali reflects the fact that many non-Aboriginal Park staff are 

ambivalent about attempts to cultivate the concept of an Aboriginal cultural 

landscape, believing that the joint management pendulum has already swung too far 

toward Aboriginal issues, and away from respecting the natural values of the Park 

and the scientific management skills of the non-Aboriginal staff.  Some non-

Aboriginal staff believe the Park’s ecological integrity could spiral out of control if 

the Aboriginal-dominated Board of Management do not share their non-Aboriginal 

colleagues’ values for nature conservation.  

 

In order to resolve this problem and develop the themes and text for the Visitor 

Centre on an equal basis, the project team collected quotes about nature from 

Aboriginal people, while non-Aboriginal Park rangers were asked to draft texts to 

interpret the habitats represented in the display.  The Aboriginal quotes provided the 

‘insider’ grounded knowledge of the country while the non-Aboriginal rangers 

provided the ‘outsider’ scientific objective knowledge.  By presenting both views 

without qualification or explanation, the project team aimed to show two cultural 

ways of looking at the world equally, believing that the display objectively 

demonstrates differing cultural interpretations of the Kakadu landscape.  Visitors 

are then able to form their own opinions about the park. 

 

The interpretative displays at Warradjan Cultural Centre, near Cooinda, express 

Aboriginal values and tell the history of contemporary Aboriginal people who live 

within the boundaries of the Park.  Neither of the Centres, however, engages in 
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more than a token display, through the medium of archaeology, of the very early 

history of the region.  This lack of emphasis in the interpretation of this history is 

echoed in the interpretation available at Angangbang Rockshelter.   The question 

may be asked as to whether an archaeologically based augmentation of this 

rockshelter would have enhanced visitor understanding and enjoyment. Any 

interpretation, however, is likely to be highly political and reflect diverse interests. 

 

The introductory call at Bowali Visitor Centre and a scrutiny of its displays may be 

considered a supportive precursor to a visit to the rock art site of Anbangbang 

which covers two separate overhang areas, known as Anbangbang Rockshelter and 

Anbangbang Gallery.  Generations of Aboriginal people have camped here in the 

wet  and continued to do so until the 1960s. 

 

Excavations of the Rockshelter, beginning in 1981, revealed an ephemeral 

occupation of the site dating back to Pleistocene times.  The uppermost layer, with a 

basal date of ca.800-1200 years ago produced stone tools which included points, 

edge-ground axes and pieces of chert, probably used as mounted adzes for 

woodworking.  There were also numerous bone and shell implements, and artefacts 

made of wood and vegetable materials. 

 

Visitors today approach the Shelter by tracks, put in by Park management, from 

visitor parking areas to the rock art.   Local rocks have been used as random paving 

to aid access to the galleries and as stepping stones for clambering up small rock 

faces to the shelters.  Elsewhere wooden stairways have been erected, and raised 

wooden walkways installed where appropriate.  Wooden barriers keep people at 

arm’s length from the paintings.   By minimising dust being raised and deposited on 

the paintings as a result of people walking nearby, these measures also help to 

preserve archaeological material by preventing soil disturbance in shelters and 

under overhangs. 

 

The style of interpretation has altered considerably over the past forty or so years.  

Before the 1960s there was no particular interpretation for the occasional visitor 

who braved an unmarked track to Nourlangie Rock. Then, in the late 1960s, 
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interpretation of the rock art and information on the activities that had taken place in 

the rock shelters in the past, were mainly left to the discretion and knowledge of the 

coach captain transporting the ever-increasing coach-loads of visitors. 

 

Part of the Review Report of the Alligator Rivers Region Environmental Fact-

Finding Study, published in 1975, concluded that the accessibility of Nourlangie 

Rock from the main Arnhem Highway, combined with its picturesque features and 

concentration of Aboriginal art sites, would make it ideal for development.  By 

1986, following the declaration of the Park and detailed investigations by 

archaeologists, interpretation rangers of the Anbangbang Rockshelter were seeking 

to assist visitors to understand the living Aboriginal culture of the place that had 

been home to people for over 20,000 years. 

 

The aim of the rangers was to help visitors enjoy looking at the art; share stories 

about the art which the Aboriginal custodians have told the rangers; and to help 

visitors understand the significance of art in Aboriginal life.  Information was given, 

using obvious signs of occupation and archaeological evidence to help build up a 

picture of the environmental and social changes that had occurred over the past 

20,000 years.  Different rangers used different techniques to get the message across, 

drawing attention in various explanatory ways to the early lifestyle of the 

Aborigines who made the Shelter their home. An archaeological background was 

provided for visitors, illustrated by an actual handling of stone tools.   

 

These rather informal presentations were superseded after the Kakadu National Park 

Management Plan adopted in 1999 declared that more Bininj/Mungguy were to 

participate in face to face interpretation programs. Archaeology, other than in the 

sense that it embraces rock art, takes a very minor role in the presentation of the 

site, although it is frequently noted in display signs and guided talks.  However, this 

is more as a background to information in the context of rock art rather than in 

explanations of the stratigraphic investigations which have taken place on site.   

 

Interpretation of Aboriginal cultural sites then conformed more closely to, and was 

led by, Aboriginal views, rather than any highly personal involvement by non-



Chapter Nine – Discussion and Conclusion 

 

358

Aboriginal rangers. Where involvement by non-Aboriginal rangers did continue, 

however, they were required to conduct tours and explain the art in accordance with 

the wishes of the Aboriginal people. 

 

Tour operators are also subject to these restrictions with Tour Industry Seminars 

being held regularly to assist them to adhere to the guidelines.  From the Bininj 

point of view, archaeology is irrelevant, so signs of it in any interpretation provided 

for visitors is no longer conspicuous.  Although visitors are achieving a new 

understanding by being provided with the Indigenous viewpoint from the very 

people themselves, and learning about their culture at first hand, the absence of an 

archaeological interpretation remains a problem. 

 

Whilst rightfully bringing the Indigenous perspective to the fore, there is a danger 

that the Western viewpoint of the Aboriginal past, such as may be exposed from an 

archaeological examination of a site, no longer has any meaning.  Allied to the fact 

that some areas of the Indigenous past are shown to be so steeped in certain aspects 

of sacred knowledge as to be beyond the understanding of the Western mind, while 

the insights that might be gained from a Western perspective are relegated to the 

background, visitors may fall between the two under-presented perceptions and 

bring their own imaginations to bear.  The resultant experience may not happily 

serve the best cultural understanding for visitors to take away with them. 

 

The Bininj/Munguy are clearly proud to share parts of their country with visitors, 

particularly those who are interested in learning about their rock art and land.  They 

believe that visitors should be helped to appreciate the identity of Kakadu as an 

Aboriginal place and that its value as a living cultural landscape (not just a scenic 

park with an interesting history) is promoted and maintained.  A key way to help the 

wider community appreciate the significance of Kakadu National Park as an 

Aboriginal cultural landscape is by using every chance to interpret the Park to 

visitors through the eyes of the Bininj/Munguy.   
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However, whether a broader view which includes archaeological evidence would  

afford a deeper appreciation of the Park experience is a question that needs 

answering. 

 

As shown in Chapter Three, although the historical past of Anbangbang Rockshelter 

has been indicated by archaeological investigation of part of the rockshelter, the 

results of this investigation is not an integral part of the presentation.  This is in 

contrast to the archaeological interpretation provided at Port Arthur Historic Site, 

which enhances historical knowledge and gives visitors the opportunity to 

understand more of the settlement’s colonial background.  This study shows that 

many of today’s visitors to Anbangbang Rockshelter, who mainly view the rock art, 

come away  lacking an understanding of the depths and implications of Aboriginal 

history.    

 

Unfortunately, as Chapter Three demonstrated, there is a dilemma in which the 

Aboriginal interpreters find themselves. In reacting to the threat of archaeological 

and anthropological knowledge as a colonial impost on their own knowledge, and 

by arguing that only Aboriginal interpretations of cultural sites should be used, they 

reveal that as a result of this history, Aboriginal traditional knowledge is fragile and 

patchy.  While Aborigines elsewhere might utilise arguments about dispossession, 

the loss of culture and of broken continuities, Bininj cannot do this because it 

weakens their case for ownership, occupation and cultural strength and vitality, and 

their very identity. 

 

9.4 Port Arthur 
 

In Chapter Four I outlined the history of Port Arthur within the context of its 

colonial, convict origins, and its subsequent and changing history as a penal 

institution and then a tourist destination, before discussing the different approaches 

to its conservation. 

 

At first glance, Port Arthur has a very different history to Kakadu, being related to 

the convict origins of the establishment of the English colony in New South Wales 
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and Tasmania.  It would appear to be a prime candidate as a part of the historical 

identity of European Australians.  Yet, much of that identity seems to rely on 

histories written from the point of view of the free settlers, with the convicts 

occupying a marginal place, out of sight and out of mind.  Perhaps the free settlers 

had forgotten the very real contribution made by convicts in the creation of roads 

and settlements and the provision of labour for farms and businesses. These tensions 

emerge again when the history of Port Arthur as a tourist attraction is discussed. 

 

As indicated in Chapter Four, the history of Port Arthur is also a history of changing 

tenures, prison to free settlement, to national park and then a purposely created 

tourist Authority, and of various management regimes imposed on the place.  

Running through these changes was changing perspectives of the meaning of Port 

Arthur to the public and the visitor. 

 

One of the reasons for the choice of Port Arthur for use as a penal settlement for 

second offenders, known as the incorrigibles, was the forests around the area which 

could be cut to help to satisfy the demand for timber for buildings.  It was believed 

that the logging of such timber was a sufficiently harsh punishment for convicts. 

The first group of convicts landed at Port Arthur in September, 1830.  For the first 

six months after arrival the convict was subjected to common hard labour with 

timber getting the principal chore. Trades such as stone masonry and brick-making 

were soon established as well as boat-building industries in conjunction with its 

supporting trades.  

 

Just as the reasons for sending prisoners to Port Arthur differed, so did the 

experience of individual convicts at the settlement.  This variation in experience 

was an important aspect of convict transportation.  For those caught up in the 

system of workshops, chain gangs and penal stations, it was said that life was a 

lottery where one prisoner could be beaten into submission, but another was offered 

opportunities (Maxwell-Stuart and Hood 2001:7).  For the offender, the slightest 

breach of rules and regulations resulted in charges, followed by summary 

punishment. The scene was set for Port Arthur to become the emblem of the 

miseries of transportation. 
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The 1840s was a period of reform which included strict discipline, religion and, to a 

lesser degree, education, but with some reduction in severe punishment (McCulloch 

and Simmons 1998:5).  A feature of the reformist policy was the construction of the 

Model or Separate Prison where prisoners were individually separated from one 

another in cells (McCulloch and Simmons 1998:7).  It was hoped that with nothing 

allowed to distract him from his thoughts, the prisoner would be led to salvation 

(Hopkins 1998:20 Book 2).  Apart from these solitary cells where convicts lived 

and worked in isolation and total silence, there were two special punishment cells 

for those who broke any further rules.  These men spent time imprisoned in total 

darkness and silence for periods of between one and thirty days on a diet of bread 

and water (McCulloch and Simmons 1998:8).  

 

After transportation of convicts from Britain to Van Diemen’s Land ceased in 1853, 

the importance of Port Arthur as a penal settlement where hard labour was the 

purpose of its existence steadily declined.  In 1873, some of the remaining prisoners 

were transported to Hobart Town, leaving behind the feeble and infirm.  The 

convict system had created a special welfare problem and as the average age of 

convicts increased, so did sickness and feebleness amongst them.  Known as 

paupers, unskilled and unemployable, these men became a continuing burden on 

society (Hopkins 1998:30 Book 3).  From a vibrant, industrial complex Port Arthur 

had now become a place of the enfeebled (Egloff 1982:5). 

 

Following the formal closure of Port Arthur penal settlement in 1877, a combination 

of curiosity and morbid fascination drew many visitors to the area and a fledging 

tourist industry grew up alongside the rural service town.  Nevertheless, there was 

conflict between the development of tourism and the desire of the local community 

to erase the ‘hated stain’ of its penal origins.  In 1884, community pressure resulted 

in an official name-change from Port Arthur to Carnarvon (after Lord Carnarvon, 

the one time Secretary of State for the Colonies) in an effort to emphasise the 

dissociation (Allison and Scott 1997:6).         

 

During the Carnarvon period, the Commandant’s residence became the Hotel 

Carnarvon, the Asylum became the Carnarvon Town Chambers, the Church of 
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England parsonage became the Carnarvon Post Office, and the Senior Medical 

Officer’s residence became the guest house “Clougha” (Egloff 1982:5).  Some 

residents established cottage industries manufacturing chains, leg irons and whips to 

use as props or sell to tourists, and the little private museum displayed convict 

clothes, man traps, balls and chains, cat-o-nine tails and death masks (Davison and 

McConville 1991:87). 

 

It was proving difficult to foster alternative uses for other facilities which gradually 

fell into disrepair and were either salvaged for building materials or fell victim to 

the ravages of bush fires in the 1890s.  The tourist image for the site ensured that 

those buildings servicing the trade remained in relatively good order, but other 

buildings were in danger when, in 1913, a Report to the Inspector of Public 

Buildings recommended that certain buildings be pulled down with the idea that a 

better view of the bay would thus be obtained.  It was believed that, from a tourist 

standpoint, this would more than compensate for the loss of the buildings (Egloff 

1982:3). 

 

By 1915, when the Tasmanian Government established the Scenery Preservation 

Board to manage parks and reserves across the state, the historic significance of 

Port Arthur was recognised and the site included in the management plans.  The 

Board’s main function was to protect the site’s natural environment and scenery 

rather than its cultural heritage (Mason, Myers and de la Torre 2003:7,53).  

Nevertheless, the Tasmanian Government began to buy back the most significant 

areas in town which had been sold earlier and the Board gradually acquired land, 

appointed guides and conducted a few small-scale preservation projects (Davidson 

1995:656; Mason, Myers and de la Torre 2003:7.53). 

 

Throughout the 1920s and 30s, Port Arthur was widely advertised and its reputation 

spread.  Gradually, Tasmanians became more inclined to accept the utilisation of 

the site, even though some wrote to the press calling for its destruction because its 

continued presence was, among other things, a monument to shame and cruelty 

which reflected poorly on the British Empire.  Other opinions noted in the press 
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were that the ruins should be retained and, in final acceptance, the name was 

changed back from Carnarvon to Port Arthur in February 1929. 

 

By the mid-1940s, significant repairs were required to the church due to cattle being 

stabled at the base of the tower.  Weeds and blackberries were also taking a firm 

hold on the stone walls of other buildings and threatening to weaken the masonry.  

In 1944, the Scenery Preservation Board, aware of the untidy appearance of the 

town, devised a development plan, which included extensive beautification.  A 

complete restoration of the church was the number one priority which effectively 

meant swathing the horror of the past in beauty.  Further sanitisation was indicated 

by the proposal to demolish the penitentiary and replace it with a pavilion and scale 

model of the building (Davidson 1995:657). 

 

Up to 1950, the first three years of a newly created Port Arthur Scenic Reserves 

Board, subordinate to the Scenery Preservation Board, saw much activity with a 

program of repairs embarked upon and some demolition of dilapidated buildings.  

That the buildings may have been of historical significance was evidently not 

considered to be important.  Then, in the 1950s, it began to be appreciated that the 

church in particular was more appealing in its present state as a tourist attraction, 

and that preservation should simply mean maintenance of the picturesque ruin.  

Even so, as late as 1971, there still seemed to be some unresolved emotional 

conflict about the past, with many Tasmanians preferring to use the historic site as a 

playground rather than come to grips with the convict past, and with the expectation 

that the buildings would crumble away and hopefully be forgotten (Davidson 

1995:658). 

 

In 1971, the Tasmanian State Government dissolved the Scenery Protection Board 

and Port Arthur was transferred to the newly established National Parks and 

Wildlife Service (NPWS) which then assumed responsibility for the management of 

Port Arthur (Egloff 1982; Davidson 1995:660; Mason, Myers and de la Torre 

2003:8).  The NPWS had a policy based on wilderness park concepts that excluded 

residential use within the historic site (Mason, Myers and de la Torre 2003:8). This 

resulted in the displacement of the community from the site and gave National 
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Parks the opportunity to re-organise its presentation. The main anxiety of the 

NPWS, who were entrusted to draw up a plan of management for the site, was the 

state of the buildings.   

 

The first 1975 Management Plan’s vision of Port Arthur was influenced by the 

pioneer village concept (Davidson 1995:660).  Local cottage industries would also 

be encouraged.  An aim of creating a mood of tranquillity and quiet relaxation 

matched the more serious aspects of Port Arthur’s history.  In this re-making of the 

history of Port Arthur, it was taken that the fundamental reality of the site was that 

the failure of Port Arthur, and the transportation system in general, was a victory for 

humanity (Allen 1976:104).  The ruined buildings should testify to its failure, but 

some believed that the danger for visitors was that the aesthetics of these buildings 

tended to override the grim horrors and dull their appreciation of what had 

happened there. 

 

Between 1979 and 1986, the State and Federal Government funded a seven year 

conservation and restoration project administered by the NPWS (Lennox 1996:80). 

This laid the foundation for Port Arthur’s future but almost from the start was beset 

by problems. It was difficult to estimate costs involved since there were few 

precedents for restoration programs and stabilisation works and inflation added to 

the difficulties.  It was hoped that, by 1986, the Federal Government and the 

Tasmanian State Government might be persuaded to carry on with the project, but 

the Federal Government announced they would provide no further funding, and 

neither was the Tasmanian Government initially prepared to pick up the tab 

(Davidson 1995:663). Economic rationalism won out over the preservation of 

national heritage.  There was, however, the economic activity of tourism which 

could be directly related to the number of visitors. The Tasmanian Government now 

considered managing the site as a statutory authority and making it earn its own 

income from its visitors (Davison and McConville 1991:88). In 1987, the 

Tasmanian Government established the Port Arthur Historic Site Management 

Authority (PAHSMA) by an Act of Parliament.  This body would be economically 

self sufficient and responsible not only for site maintenance, but also for marketing 

and tourist publicity (Davidson 1995:665).    
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It had now become widely accepted that Tasmania’s surviving convict structures 

contained value – apart from the tourist dollar – for the present generation.  A 

comprehensive promotions program was designed to encourage greater visitation to 

the site.  The aims of the program included ensuring the preservation and 

maintenance of the historic site as an example of a major British convict settlement 

and penal institution of the 19th century; co-ordinating archaeological activities on 

the historic site; and promoting an understanding of the historical and 

archaeological importance of the historic site, as well as promoting it as a tourist 

destination (PAHSMA Annual Report 1988-1989:7). 

 

Just as the administering agencies have changed over time, so too have the 

interpretations of Port Arthur as presented to the public.  Perceptions of Port Arthur 

for the visitor appear to be dependent on many factors, one of which may be any 

bias felt by those initiating the information, and a desire to give a certain 

impression.  For instance, the conception of Port Arthur as a humane place may 

derive from the opinion of the penal authorities themselves (Daniels 1983:6).  Since 

all stories can be potent and politically charged, there is a question of whose stories 

should be told in interpreting an historic place (Young 1996:;151). 

 

The interpretation began in a simple enough way over a century ago, with a former 

inmate or pretend inmate offering, for a small consideration, to give steamer 

excursionists the benefit of his inside experience.  The stories told by these guides, 

some true, half-true or false, and usually with a wealth of gory detail, were fed by a 

growing public curiosity about the convict system.  Gradually, interpretation 

became more formalised and part of a better organised tourist industry, with 

eventually the industry being taken over by government (Boyer 1995:485). 

 

A brochure put out in 1982 suggested that exaggerated stories of the harsh 

discipline were circulated by an irresponsible press and by ex-prisoners after their 

release.  It indicated that the prisoners at Port Arthur were better fed, housed, and 

cared for than certain classes of labourer in Great Britain and lower ranks of men in 

the Army and Navy at that time.  However, it acknowledged that the Coal Mines, 
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some 16 kilometres from Port Arthur, where the most refractory convicts were sent, 

were a ‘hell on earth’. 

 

The institutionalising of Port Arthur’s interpretation has had a number of side 

effects, not the least of which has been the transformation of the horror-story 

tradition, a long accepted entertainment of Port Arthur’s guides.  The result was a 

more objective approach to the site’s history.  A new policy for the presentation of 

Port Arthur started to take shape in 1982, based on the premise that interpretation 

cannot be considered separately from other conservation tasks.  The basis of the 

plan was that the interpretation would consider all aspects of the site’s significance, 

covering its prehistory, penal history (including that of satellite sites), private 

settlement and tourism, as well as the development of popular myths.  Educational 

visits would be promoted and serviced by on-site staff and a wide range of means, 

including on-site information, guided tours, printed publications, film, slide and 

audio presentation, museum display and on-site activities would be used for 

interpretation (Boyer 1995:485,486,489). 

 

The 1985 Management Plan, in stating its site polices and reasons for the policies, 

recognised that the site is the major convict settlement of an Australian penal 

system, that is the foundation of European social, economic and physical 

development of the nation in general, and Tasmania in particular.  The existing 

fabric of the settlement as a monument, is of importance to the nation’s heritage as 

an historic document which is capable of accurate interpretation.  In the view of this 

Plan, Port Arthur is the pre-eminent national symbol of Australia’s convict 

background, which in turn was the dominant feature of early European settlement 

(PAHSMP 1985:43). 

 

The site represents different things to different people   To those involved with its 

conservation, it is a collection of buildings of absolute importance; to tourism 

entrepreneurs, it attracts potential customers; to picnickers with a sense of nostalgia, 

it is a pleasant parkland with interesting ruins (PAHSMP 1985:61).  While it was 

recognised that visitors needed to identify in some way with the people who created 

and lived in Port Arthur and the value of dramatic techniques in this respect 
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acknowledged, the Management Plan commented that this was an unresolved 

problem.  Two interdependent factors had to be reconciled – historical authenticity 

and revenue from tourism.  The catch question was whether the attraction of the site 

for tourists would be diminished if its authenticity had been destroyed, and balance 

this against the further decay of the existing remains if revenue from visitors was 

not forthcoming (PAHSMP 1985:63). 

 

Whilst the idea of promoting an understanding by Australians and visitors to 

Australia of the significant role of Port Arthur in the evolution of Australian society 

was not lost on management, one observer in 1975, as noted in Chapter Four, 

doubted whether there had been any attempt to seek out and convey the cultural 

significance of the convict past.  The interpretation offered, according to captions to 

displays in the museum, was squarely within the ‘white-washing’ tradition (Young 

1996:155). Other observers noted that the museum, with its captions to displays, 

emphasised the fundamental goodness of the system indicating to the reader that 

most of the horrifying stories that abound have no basis in fact and the cases of 

brutality that did occur seem to have been committed mainly by convict trustees 

against their fellow prisoners (Daniels 1983:6).  What most disturbed these 

observers was the museum’s assertion that life as a convict at Port Arthur was not 

only not all that bad, but in reality rather pleasant (Flanagan 1990:36). 

 

A reassessment of interpretation policy was an outcome of a tragedy of shocking 

proportions that took place at Port Arthur on 28th April, 1996, when a gunman shot 

dead thirty-five people and wounded nineteen others, the majority of casualties 

occurring within the Historic Site (Allison and Scott 1997:6).  While the heritage 

industry did not seek to put another layer to the dark history of the site, it was an 

episode that was to intersperse itself into every area of the site and its interpretation, 

presenting a number of challenges for site managers.  How was the image of Port 

Arthur to be recast in the public mind?  Opinions differed as to how the values 

associated with the 1996 tragedy related to the cultural values of Port Arthur – that 

is to say, those related to convictism.  For some visitors, the shooting overshadowed 

convictism and its industrial, penal and landscape stories.  The resolution of the 

conflicting values was mixed, with some parts of the site being conserved in accord 
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with each set of values (Mason, Myers and de la Torre 2003:32). The appalling 

tragedy, by putting Port Arthur on the front page nationally and internationally, 

heightened the contemporary social values of the site as well as its economic values.  

It had taken on value as an additional layer of significance. 

 

The impact of the tragedy was considerable, creating a troubled working 

environment from all those people from the site staff to the Minister for Tourism.  

The Port Arthur Historic Site Management Plan 1996, which superseded the Port 

Arthur Historic Site Management Plan 1985, stated that given the significant 

economic, social and political impacts following the events at Port Arthur in April, 

1996, the Authority recognised the need to bring forward plans concerning visitor 

facilities and services with the Site.  

 

A full-time Interpretation Officer was appointed to the Conservation team in 

November, 1996 and, with the Interpretative Plan finalised, work was begun to 

implement its recommendations (PAHSMA Annual Report 1997:19)..  Also in 

November, 1996, following the appointment of an historical archaeologist, a 

number of long awaited initiatives was given added impetus.  Preparatory 

negotiations for re-instigating the earlier summer archaeological field programs 

were embarked upon and various archaeological investigations were also to be 

undertaken.   

 

The main focus during 1998/1999 was the development of the proposed 

Interpretation Gallery within the new Visitor Centre. What remained to be 

determined was in what period of Port Arthur’s past would the Interpretation 

Gallery situate site visitors. Should it be the pre-convict era; the early or late convict 

period; or the post-penal years when it was a free settlement?  By establishing the 

themes of convictism and transportation the gallery working party’s frame of 

reference excluded the site’s earlier uses and alternative cultural values.  However, 

this decision might be defended on the basis that the material remains are mostly of 

the convict era and other aspects of Tasmanian history might be better shown 

elsewhere (Strange 2000:4-5,13). 
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In 1998, management commissioned a study, the key objective being to assess the 

relevance of Port Arthur to Tasmania’s Aboriginal heritage and current day 

Aboriginal cultural and social values (Strange 2000:14).  Local Aboriginal 

representatives were informed about the gallery, and their advice sought about the 

possibility of interpreting Port Arthur’s Indigenous history.  The manager of the 

Tasmanian Aboriginal Land Council (TALC) advised that TALC members rejected 

this belated invitation to insert Aboriginal content where none had been planned 

originally, and further insisted that no further research or development on the 

Tasmanian Aboriginal aspects of the program should continue.  The Interpretation 

Gallery’s working group then reverted to its original plans to begin Port Arthur’s 

story, not with the Tasman Peninsula’s history but with transportation.  It was 

agreed the gallery would open as scheduled in March, 1999 (Strange 2000:15). 

 

The question of the public’s interest in archaeology at Port Arthur was the subject 

of a Visitor Evaluation Study in 2000.  This Study noted that Port Arthur Historic 

Site was one of the premier locations in Australia where visitors could reflect on the 

origin of the Australian colonies and their continuing significance in recent history 

and daily affairs.  Current visitor experiences were needed which could open up 

new possibilities for interpretation and increase visitors to the site (User Insite 

2000:2).  It was hoped several outcomes would be achieved through the 

development of a Public Archaeology Program, including addressing the making of 

the history at Port Arthur.  It was suggested that by introducing a connection 

between the perceived history of Port Arthur and the possibility of new historical 

perspectives introduced through the archaeological record, visitors would be offered 

an interpretation to the site focusing on what is not in the written record (Pritchard 

and Pritchard 2001:1). 

 

The 2001 Archaeology Summer Program was the largest public archaeology project 

to be held in Tasmania for over a decade.  The six week project attracted students, 

volunteers and supervisors from South Australia, Victoria, New South Wales, 

Tasmania and the United States, firmly establishing Port Arthur as a significant 

event on the national archaeology calendar (PAHSMA Annual Report 2001:10). 
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As Chapter Four has shown, Port Arthur is an important site in illustrating aspects 

of Australian history.  All the layers which make up the history of the site jostle 

with each other, even including the 1996 tragedy.  In summary, the layers of history 

at Port Arthur are: 

 
(a) After closure of the settlement in 1877, the site came to be associated in 

peoples’ minds as an example of inhumanity, inflicted through the 
misguided colonial system of punishment(McCulloch and Simmons 
1998:8) 

 
(b) Residents of the area were ashamed of the site and, in 1884, the name of 

Port Arthur was changed to Carnarvon.  A township was set up which 
attempted to gloss over the past, with its convict ancestry, which it was 
believed lowered the tone of their society (Barnard 1962:210; Hirst 
1987:212.217; Allison and Scott 1997:6; Blainey 2000:131; Frow 
2000:131).   

 
(c) When, in the late 1920s, the economic potential of the site as far as tourism 

was concerned was realised, the name was changed back to Port Arthur.  
The beauty of the site was mainly enjoyed as a picnic spot, although tour 
guides continued to entertain tourists with tales of the lash (Young 
1996:120). 

 
(d) In the 1960s, feeling grew at Port Arthur that the past should not be 

demonised to the extent it had been.  Interpretation now began with tourists 
being told convict inmates were not so badly treated (Tasmanian Tourist 
Council Brochure 1982). 

 
(e) In the 1980s, after several changes of control of management  and 

ownership of the contemporary site, a new era in presentation began, 
overlaid by much debate as to how this should be done (Egloff 1982; 
Davidson 1995; Lennox 1996). 

 

The historical period is the one that interests people and, therefore, unlike Kakadu 

where people want to interpret the place ‘out of time’ – history is integral to the 

experience of visitors.  How the ‘layers’ of meaning reverberate in the perception of 

the public through the presentation and interpretation of the site at the time of my 

study in 2001/2002, is shown in Chapter Five.  This interpretation was part of the 

outcome of the still smouldering debates previously discussed in Chapter Four. 
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9.5 Visitors at Port Arthur and Debates about its Presentation 
As I noted in Chapter Five, interpretation at Port Arthur Historic Site, in which 

archaeology takes an appreciable role, has been through a variety of expressions to 

reach its present state.  Some commentators believe, however, that there has been 

little attempt to convey the cultural significance of the convict past, and that no 

attempt has been made to grasp and interpret its historic meaning.  Port Arthur is in 

one way a very sad place and many writers think that visitors should be made aware 

of its misery and pain, not merely offered the pleasures of a scenic landscape.  They 

feel this can detract from the importance of the site in the realms of historical 

knowledge and its bearing on today’s Australian penal system.  The place should 

never be forgotten for what it was – a gross example of the flawed British penal 

system.  Rather than a settlement for the unwanted hopeless dregs of a degraded 

British society, they suggest it is now interpreted as having been a settlement of 

hope where a benign British government offered those so-called dregs the 

beginnings of a new life through reformation of character, aided by education and 

opportunity. By omission to initiate ideas resulting from its history, this 

interpretation may fail an evident need to rethink the penal system beyond the 

convict era model. 

 

The visitor with an academic or enquiring mind may well appreciate this being 

brought to their attention with pertinent literature.  Nevertheless, responses to my 

questionnaires showed that visitors were satisfied with information provided for 

them and appreciated the manner in which the site is culturally interpreted, where 

the social lives of the non-convict inhabitants are included in emphasis of its early 

European history.  They become aware of the fact that Port Arthur does not just 

represent the harsh system of the British government of the period towards 

malcontents, but also shows that opportunities, beyond those which were to be 

found in England in the early 1800s, were offered to the unfortunate inmates. There 

is no doubt that the majority of visitors are extremely happy with what is presented 

to them, especially in the realms of archaeological information and demonstration.   

 

The debates in interpretation are translated into brochure and notice board captions.  

It should be noted that there is the attempt here to direct the tourists’ vision and 



Chapter Nine – Discussion and Conclusion 

 

372

understanding.  This would be intrusive except for the fact that the tourist has the 

choice to read the material fully or not at all.  The degree of interpretation and the 

attempt to draw parallels between the visitors’ experiences and those of the inmates 

is in contrast to Anbangbang at Kakadu which is under-interpreted by comparison. 

 

Chapter Five showed that the visitor experience at Port Arthur is made up of two 

main types of experience.  After arrival at the Visitor’s Centre, visitors orientate 

themselves before proceeding through the Interpretation Gallery.  They then head 

through the grounds either under their own steam or following a guide, to view the 

physical remains of the site.  This Gallery is intended to interpret Port Arthur’s past 

and, by its displays, give a sense of the life lived in the settlement at the height of 

the convict era.  These displays also touch upon the transformation of the convict 

settlement into the free township of Carnarvon, and the advent of tourism and the 

processes of ongoing maintenance and conservation at the site.  

 

Visitors are encouraged to engage actively in the Interpretation Gallery.  A card 

showing an identity tied to the story of a real convict is assigned to them.  As they 

proceed along a designated path, they trace the fate of that convict. Details of each 

convict’s work assignments are printed on life-size cut-out figures through the 

Gallery, and visitors link their cards to these figures, not knowing what fate may be 

in store for them.  Such a device helps visitors to relate to historical events and 

forces at an individual level.  There is an emphasis on interactivity and 

concentration on work processes, which is intended to counter Port Arthur’s historic 

reputation as nothing but a place of misery.  By comparing the experience of their 

identity with others, visitors are able to appreciate the vagaries and caprices of the 

convict system (PAHSMA Annual Report 1999:13).  

 

The ideas behind the new Interpretation Gallery run counter to the old museum’s 

version of Port Arthur as a ‘hell on earth’.  Port Arthur now appears more of an 

unfree labour site with notions of it as a ‘place of misery’ being challenged.  By 

emphasising the importance of work in the penal regime and devoting most of the 

display space to depictions of convicts at work, visitors’ notions of unrelenting pain 

and horror are effectively unsettled (Strange 2000:2).  The implication now is that 
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the penal settlement was more a place of rehabilitation where those unfortunates 

caught up in the industrial turmoil of the nineteenth century were able to follow new 

paths leading to their eventual salvation. 

 

By means of story boards, soundscapes and interactive displays telling the story of 

transportation, Port Arthur and the Carnarvon period, visitors are brought from the 

beginnings of the settlement through to the present day.  Such means are intended to 

act as a springboard for an appreciation of the real Port Arthur, and prepare visitors 

for viewing the actual historic ruins and grounds.  After their tour of the Gallery, 

visitors proceed outside but, before continuing their tour, many visitors spend a few 

moments at the Garden of Remembrance Memorial for those who died in April, 

1996, in what has come to be known as the Broad Arrow Café massacre.  The 

tragedy is recognised but, as a response to the fact that the events are perceived as 

being too close to possible tourists, there has been a decision not to include it as a 

part of the interpretation. 

 

Visitors will find display signs in or around the buildings and gardens or other 

features, which explain and interpret their history.  Texts are brief yet informative, 

sometimes augmented with quotes from texts of the times, which encapsulate the 

particular history of the building or feature, such as the Penitentiary or Separate 

Prison.  Each of these miniature narrations impresses the history of Port Arthur on 

the mind of the visitor. Further emotion and colour from some of the displays comes 

in the form of audio transcriptions of the words of former inmates or later residents.  

In the Parsonage, which was converted to a Post Office in the Carnarvon period, 

visitors may listen in to a telephone conversation of everyday gossip of that time. 

Many of the other reconstructed buildings with historical furnishings are open to 

view at certain times, with a guide to show the visitor around. 

 

Walkways and viewing platforms of wooden flooring throughout some of the ruined 

buildings, such as the Hospital, Penitentiary and the Paupers’ Mess Complex, all 

provide good access for visitors. Some observers have suggested that these 

additions may transgress historical thresholds and demarcations and, in the case of 

the Penitentiary, give no sense of the horror of the smallness of the ruined cells that 



Chapter Nine – Discussion and Conclusion 

 

374

lie beneath (Flanagan 1990:36; Jackman 2001:12).  However, they enable visitors to 

have a closer look at the buildings and provide a support for the signs whilst, at the 

same time, preventing too much human contact with the fabric (Boyer 1995:484). 

 

Various artefacts, such as leg irons, or convict shoes, illustrating the archaeological 

aspect, are displayed for public view in glass cabinets in the on-site Museum.  There 

are also larger items of material from the site as well as mock-up figures of the 

convict period.  Out on the grounds, there are several signs of archaeological 

excavations taking place accompanied by well-texted display signs.  An excellent 

exhibit of archaeological techniques is mounted inside Trentham’s Cottage but, 

unfortunately, signs leading to this are not pointed out and the exhibit may be 

missed by many visitors.  

 

As Chapter Five showed, archaeology plays a large role in helping some visitors get 

a feeling for the site.  Visitors connect the site with archaeological investigation and 

what it may physically divulge and express keen interest at signs of the work, with 

appropriate accompanying text, being seasonally carried out at various points on 

site. There is ongoing contention with Authority, however, as to how much 

contemporary social debate on crime, punishment and rehabilitation, not to mention 

the maintenance of hierarchies and of privilege in society, should be included in the 

onsite texts which describe the historic displays.   

 

The debate surrounding the interpretation of Kakadu mostly involves national park, 

or wilderness, philosophy, which privileges natural over human action, and a 

cultural landscape approach, which locates human action as its centre.  While there 

has been the opportunity for wider public and professional input through the draft 

plan of management process, the debate has remained largely within Kakadu circles 

and interested parties: there has been an absence of major historical or 

archaeological input about the history of the park and what this represents.  On the 

other hand, intellectuals and heritage professionals have had quite a lot to say about 

the meaning of Port Arthur within Australian history and the problem of its 

interpretation clearly hits more nerves. 
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The issue of reappraising the site and presenting it to include the wider issues of 

British convict colonialism and the evolving justice landscape in Australia still 

remains in the air.  Questions which cover salient points in the debate concern how 

one can - or should - show prisons and brutal treatment; the role of convictism in 

Australian identity; and the need for visitor numbers and revenue allied to the 

tourism/entertainment aspect.  It is worth repeating here parts of this debate and 

encapsulating the comments of various writers alluded to in Chapter Five. 

 

Stories about our past condition the way we see ourselves in the present, so that 

historic preservation is not just an intellectual exercise, a conservation practice or a 

management operation – it is a political act (Bickford 1981:1).  On the question of 

historical knowledge and the interpretation of historic sites, history is not simply a 

matter of recording the past, but of trying to make sense of it, and explain it to the 

present.  What we choose to tell the public in the interpretation and restoration of a 

site is not a matter of objective fact.    It is a matter of selection of what we see as 

the important aspects about that place at that time.  But an historic site’s 

significance can change through time – it is not a static concept (Bickford 1981:3). 

 

Concern has been voiced that while the structures of Port Arthur Historic Site 

possess cultural significance, there has been little attempt to convey the full 

significance of the convict past to the public (Allen 1976; Daniels 1983; Flanagan 

1990; Young 1996).  What then do we see as the historical significance of Port 

Arthur?  How is the historical record interpreted?   Society’s attitude to Port Arthur 

has changed in the last 150 years from hatred and fear, abandonment, plunder for 

building materials, neglect and demolition, to protection and preservation.   

 

It is now seen as a place of nostalgia, a place of great romantic beauty which all 

Australians should see, without realising that the beauty of the ruins in their green 

landscape cushion us from the real meaning of the site.  As Bickford (1981:3) says, 

we know that Port Arthur was a place of secondary punishment for male convicts 

where men dreaded to be sent but visitors can come away having no real knowledge 

of what the experience at that time was like.  The inmates suffered in the stinking 

prisons but now the significance of the prisons has changed and they are beautiful 
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old buildings.  The question may be asked as to why people cannot just enjoy the 

pleasure of the ruins?  Why should one be reminded of such horrors?    

 

The nostalgic view, with the emphasis on the grandeur of the ruined church at Port 

Arthur, is a distorted, one-sided view of history, say the critics.  Historic sites 

presented to the public as romantic ruins or gracious homes are little more than 

picturesque and grand fantasies of the past.  People are given bread and circuses, 

while the reality of their actual history is kept from them.  An active part in 

interpretation should ensure that the historical significance of such sites as Port 

Arthur – what they were built for, what they were used for, what happened there – 

is brought out to the public to counteract the tendency simply to entertain and to 

sink into unhistorical romanticism (Bickford 1981:4,6). 

   

Yet to present a heritage site in absolute heritage terms, may be detrimental in an 

economic sense if the Site has to make money to continue its upkeep.    The 

majority of visitors are tourists anticipating a pleasurable experience rather than an 

horrific one which would show the more unpleasant aspects of humanity.  At the 

same time, however, they have the capacity to accept such aspects as something that 

happened in the past but, since it is no longer true in today’s supposedly enlightened 

world, it need not affect their satisfaction in learning about it as ‘history’. Some 

commentators complain, however, that presentation of such places as Port Arthur 

can turn tragedy into a tourist spectacle, when it is important that the visitors take 

moral lessons from the mistakes of the past.  But it should not be forgotten that 

when it comes to incarceration, there is an ongoing debate within western societies 

about just how punitive prisons should be.  

 

Tourism of places of punishment and tragedy is not unusual.  A specific category of 

what may be called Grief Tourism is personified by the concentration camps at 

Auschwitz.  The place is a grim reminder of one of the world’s greatest tragedies 

and the scene of a mass genocide in the darkest years of World War II.       As one 

website (http://www.grieftourism.com.auschwitz-a-grim-reminder-of-the-holocaust 

) notes, millions of tourists come each year to view the Museum at Auschwitz .  

While the cell blocks and torture chambers under the Gestapo-run ‘death block’ 
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may make an impact on visitors, yet even these horrors and the relationship between 

one human being and another, does not lie in Auschwitz itself.  It is the knowledge 

of the historical process which produced the Holocaust and filled the human 

relationships with meaning which horrifies.  

 

There are many ways that tourists to Auschwitz can view what they are seeing.  Do 

some visitors, who may hold racism within their hearts, feel that the inmates of the 

concentration camp were only being treated with a warranted racist terminal 

disdain?   

 

Or are the more tolerantly inclined visitors overwhelmed with sadness at the 

inhumanity of the scenes that must have occurred there.  In a similar manner, some 

visitors to Port Arthur may feel the convicted criminals who underwent inhuman 

punishment were only getting what they deserved.   

 

Auschwitz offers some parallels with Port Arthur as regards the difficulty of 

presenting distasteful historical episodes, although Port Arthur is on a somewhat 

smaller scale and did not include wholesale extermination in gas ovens. Neither did 

such atrocities as took place have any connection with racist genocide.  Victims of 

acts of violence at Port Arthur were partly the victims of their own inability to 

function within the law of their society.  Nevertheless, their society could also be 

blamed for putting them in a position where they had no alternative but to break the 

law to survive.   

 

The successful interpretation of Port Arthur depends largely on providing an 

historical background for the site which sets the scene for all that happened there.  

The passage of time and the outcome of ensuing history has put the misery of Port 

Arthur in the shadows of memory.  How, then, can present day visitors to the site be 

made to feel the fear of the 19th century inmates.  This should be part of the 

presentation of authenticity.  Yet, according to Mason, Myers and de la Torre 

(2003), the basis of the interpretation may be in conflict because interpretation and 

conservation plans find themselves at odds where the fabric of the place can be 

emphasised rather than its layers of meaning.  The overall policy of the Port Arthur 
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Historic Site Management Authority is the primacy of conservation and, by 

extension, the cultural values comprising the site’s cultural significance – the 

cultural significance dealing mainly with historic, social, scientific and aesthetic 

values.  However, Mason, Myers and de la Torre (2003:43) believe that the 

Conservation Plan’s method of examining values by type and not by chronology 

may work against the understanding of Port Arthur as a deeply layered site.  The 

idea of chronological layers has been the traditional way of looking at the site’s 

significance and conservation and is central to visitors’ understanding of the site 

(Mason, Myers and de la Torre 2003:45). 

 

The Interpretation Plan in one way amends the Conservation Plan by dispensing 

with the ‘fabric-focused’ message and centring on the physical evolution of the site. 

Interpretation aim to offer a range of presentations that will cater to audience types 

and interests.  By catering to these interests, the interpretation polices are turning 

away from the consensus view of historic values (centred on convictism and 

national character) and toward the recognition that all visitors see the values of the 

site differently and should not be expected to accept a singular message. Such a 

pragmatic approach might be the best compromise available (Mason, Myers and de 

la Torre 2003:46). 

 

The question has been raised (Dewar and Fredericksen 2003:46) as to how heritage 

practitioners are to provide an inclusive history of a prison and its residents that 

engenders public interest beyond that connected with the material fabric of 

remaining structures.  It is believed that this can be done through the 

complementary roles played by archaeology and history in refocusing interpretation 

to the intimate details of the lives of the prison population and bringing to light the 

various narratives contained therein.  Information of this kind encourages visitors to 

engage with these narratives and figuratively to put people back into the buildings 

that constitute the prison museum and examine the existence of these people in the 

context of contemporary society.  This means considering both the existence of the 

people in the time in which they lived, and how they would have been treated in 

today’s society.  Thus, whilst the treatment meted out to offenders in the early 
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nineteenth century may not be considered acceptable today, it was the norm in that 

period, and should be understood as such. 

 

Interpretation at Port Arthur relies on the complementary roles of history and 

archaeology, together with a building conservation program, to bring before the 

public not only a history of the fabric of the buildings but the lives of the convicts 

who toiled, suffered and died in them.  It also brings into prominence the many 

other people who lived on the site and whose lives were affected by all that 

occurred there. 

 

Many visitors to Port Arthur conclude their visit with an evening ghost tour.  Stage-

managed as these tours are, and accepted as being more fun than fact, nevertheless 

they can lessen an appreciation of the stark grimness with which the Site should be 

associated.  With notions of pain and cruelty becoming unsettled or reduced to 

mock horror in visitors’ thoughts, the question of whether their minds can possibly 

be opened to the deeper realities of the site, on the ghost tour or other guided tours, 

has not been answered.  These deeper realities are espoused in particular by some 

earlier writers (for example Daniels 1983; Flanagan 1990; Young 1996).  It is a 

matter of contention with them that no historical experience has been provided for 

visitors to the site which could come from the imaginative opening up of the real 

relevance of Port Arthur to the present.  Daniels (1983:6) believes it should be 

shown that Port Arthur is not just a prison but a symbol of the way modern society 

works with its intrusiveness and invisibility of power.  For example, visitors are not 

invited to see Port Arthur as the precursor of Katingal, the maximum security wing 

at Long Bay jail, although it undoubtedly is, nor are they ever asked to look at the 

site as part of the present rather than as part of the (dead) past.  Therefore, says 

Daniels (1983:6), Port Arthur fails as an historic site because no serious attempt has 

been made to grasp and interpret its historic meaning. 

 

Flanagan (1990:36) comments that when you walk around Port Arthur site, it is 

difficult to get any sense of what it meant to be a convict.  What is being presented 

is not so much an attempt to interpret the past but to ignore it.   Although in the 

Commandant’s Cottage the structure of the building fabric is revealed, in doing so, 
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the structure of the society that made the building and worked on it is hidden.  The 

convicts who originally built the building are exiled from their past whilst 

archaeologists made profound insights into the past about nails and pieces of glass 

and all that is allowed the visitor is a history of walls removed and added.  In 

Kakadu, it was the Aboriginal voice that was heard and the archaeological one 

silenced to some extent, whereas here the criticism is that it is the convict voice that 

is lost and the archaeological one made dominant. 

 

Flanagan (1990:36, 37) continues that an examination of the personal records of 

Port Arthur convicts might begin to reveal that Port Arthur was about the 

revolutionary ways in which the new capitalist order of the nineteenth century was 

seeking to discipline and control not only the bodies of working people but dictate 

how their minds and senses and passions ought to be.  He suggests that we are the 

less, not for what happened at Port Arthur, but for the ways in which the important 

truths of Port Arthur have been denied us. We should recognise that the convicts’ 

experience, which includes surveillance and control, is also the subject of our own 

everyday lives. Yet all this does not really grapple with the nature of historical 

experience and ways of portraying it.  Flanagan merely concludes by saying that the 

heritage values of Port Arthur effectively wall the past off from the present.  Not 

only does Port Arthur not invite questions about the past but seeks to ensure that 

questions do not occur to us. 

 

So what is the real relevance of Port Arthur to the present which should be laid 

before visitors?  What is its historic meaning which is so hidden that no questions 

about it ever occur to visitors.  The barbarity of treatment meted out to convicts at 

Port Arthur should be considered in the context of the times when such methods 

verged on the norm.  It would seem that, in some way, ideologically minded writers 

(following French philosophical rather than historical ideas) wish to project modern 

concerns back on to the past.  This hardly seems to be much of an improvement on 

those who want to cover up the past.  The conundrum might be that since the past is 

in many ways like today in that both barbarity and redemption appear to be 

continuing modes of expression for all levels of humankind, what is there to be 

covered up? 
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Young (1996:156) asks the question of whether we can expect a freshly interpreted 

Port Arthur, or will the place remain as it has been since its closure, just a mere 

commodity, supported by tax-payers’ money because of the revenue it is expected 

to produce?  Jackman (2001:11) observes that in its present form, entertaining 

diversions such as ghost tours, seaplanes, electric people-movers, and costumed 

role-plays obstruct a more critically meaningful engagement with the place.  Such 

diversions totally disconnect it from any contemporary social debate on crime, 

punishment and rehabilitation, and the maintenance of hierarchies of privilege in 

society.  The alternative direction of re-appraising and presenting the Site within the 

context of its own historical systemic complexity has been left largely unexplored, 

together with the wider issues of British convict-colonialism and the evolving 

criminal justice landscape in Australia (Jackman 2001:11). 

 

Perhaps visitors should be awakened to such inequities that still exist in regard to 

the reformation of prisoners in some of today’s goals (Jackman 2001:12).  But are 

visitors to Port Arthur really supposed to encourage their holiday-mode minds to 

think less of the extraordinary aesthetic beauty of the place and turn them instead to 

the wider issues of British convict-colonialism and the evolving criminal justice 

landscape in Australia.  Should a new presentation and interpretation bring a 

different set of values to the attention of visitors?  This may be an admirable idea 

for empowering tourists to think historically if it were achievable.  It represents a 

counterpoint to the prevailing message offered by Port Arthur which, as Jackman 

(2001:12) says, attempts to maximise economic returns by a high-volume, lowest-

common-denominator approach to site management and interpretation. 

 

My observation when visiting Port Arthur and mixing with the general throng of 

visitors, was that such a lowest-common-denominator approach is well received by 

the average tourist, who apparently enjoys seeing beauty in a landscape without the 

burden of having to equate it with some symbolism.  Historical learning would be a 

low priority for those who do not possess an academic turn of mind which can 

question an interpretation given them (Strange 2000:5).   Nevertheless, some other 

form of enlightenment drawing attention to the wider issues would undoubtedly be 

well received. An informative booklet concerning the debates about Port Arthur’s 
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significance, written within the general public’s level of understanding, could be 

referred to long after the visit is over, pondered upon, even acted upon.  It could 

draw attention to the damaging associative state of mind which coupled solutions of 

the past with those of the present, and could lead to an awareness of a crisis in penal 

reform urgently needing rectification.  It could epitomise history in the past and 

symbolise history in the making, a future history of penal enlightenment in which 

informed crusaders could play a part. 

 

Chapter Five showed that there is quite a gap between the academic view of the 

history of Port Arthur and its presentation according to heritage professionals (the 

dismal academic view), and the visitor experience where Port Arthur is a popular 

destination (the happy tourist experience).  To interpret the Site to please both the 

academic historian and the non-academic tourist may not be possible.  There 

remains an ambivalence as to whether perceptions of the public should incline 

towards a disencumbered view of the history of Port Arthur, that is to say, a view 

unburdened by intellectual symbolism, or whether questions should be invited 

compatible with the interest level of the visitor. 

 

The debates about the history of Port Arthur and how this history might or should 

be presented to the visiting public are important.  They broaden the range of ideas 

that are available, they demonstrate that Port Arthur’s history still has something to 

tell us about today, and they reveal the choices that heritage administrators have 

made in terms of what is available to the public there. 

 

There is no doubt that present interpretation of the Site is visitor friendly.  To 

summarise, physical evidence of the past is demonstrated in the archaeological 

record and artefacts which visitors are able to observe on a tour of the place and in 

the museum.  Interactive displays in the Interpretation Gallery personalise and 

encourage empathy with the authentic convict character which the random dealing 

of cards have allotted the visitor.  The scene is set for the historical convict 

beginnings of the Site to be perceived, not solely as a place of iniquitous 

incarceration for incorrigibles, but more of an unfree, if fettered, labour site.  

Through the various texts at appropriate locations, visitors are led to understand 
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that, although the penal settlement was indeed subject to a degree of brutality and 

misguided treatment, this was part of the prevailing social system of government of 

the period, and should not be judged by today’s standards. 

 

9.6 Kakadu National Park, Anbangbang Rockshelter and the 
Impact of Site Interpretation on the Visitor. 

 

As noted in Chapter Six, between October 2000 and October 2001, a survey of the 

perceptions of visitors to Anbangbang Rockshelter was conducted by means of the 

questionnaires described in Chapter One.  From my study of visitor responses at this 

Rockshelter, it is possible to draw a number of conclusions that are relevant to the 

question of Park management and interpretation, particularly as regards the Park’s 

archaeological sites.  One conclusion is that it is useful to distinguish between 

independent visitors; those with their own car or a hire car; and those coming for a 

short visit as a part of an organised tour.   

 

The former group is likely to stay longer and to be more open to the information 

available, whether this is at a visitor centre, or achieved through signage, brochures 

and on-site talks.  On the other hand, members of one-day tour groups are under-

represented in the surveys as they filled out far fewer forms.  But this is also 

evidence that they are rather pushed for time and probably access much less of the 

information available.  They are also less likely to be interested in acquiring 

additional information. Part of the reason for this might be that tour groups are 

already gaining information from the driver’s commentary though, as some 

comments suggest, both the adequacy and accuracy of such commentaries might be 

questioned. 

 

Age differences are also important.  All visitors to Kakadu are likely to be active, 

irrespective of their age, because getting to Darwin, and travelling by car or bus to 

Kakadu, are themselves quite arduous tasks even before exposure to the tropical 

heat and the Park itself.  While active, the older group also seem more inclined, and 

have the opportunity, to undertake further learning.  Younger tourists probably are 

more hedonistic than intellectual. 
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As might have been predicted, the responses revealed a clear belief in the 

importance of the place as exemplifying national identity but woolly ideas seemed 

to be felt about their personal identity. For instance, responses to the question of the 

visitor’s Ethnic Group indicated some confusion.  Although several examples were 

given to guide them, answers indicate that Ethnic Group could also be take to mean 

the religious group to which the person belonged, whist others appeared to be 

unclear as to what group they did belong.  It may also be that political correctness 

could predispose the question of Ethnic Group to be lost in ambiguity for fear of 

causing racial offence. 

 

The question of the Country of Permanent Residence of visitors also drew an 

interesting mix of responses because of their wide range and correspondence with 

Ethnic Groups.  From the Tables in Chapter Six it was found that those who did not 

understand the question of their Ethnic Group and gave inconclusive answers, 

appear to be more likely to reside in Australia – though this was to be expected 

since the weight of responses shows Australia to be the predominant Country of 

Permanent Residence.  The data also reveals that nationals of European countries 

were more likely to be visitors to Australia rather than residents.  However, it is 

noteworthy that, in the case of those who claimed to be British, their Country of 

Permanent Residence is now Australia.  Whether they had taken out Australian 

citizenship and thus become technically Australians, but continued to claim the land 

of their birth as their Ethnic Group, is not known. 

 

It was clear from the responses that visitors were interested in visiting both 

European and Aboriginal heritage places, with interest centring on Early 

Aboriginal History.  This interest, of course, was likely to have been at least partly 

responsible for their presence in Kakadu National Park.  Visitors also wanted to find 

out more by further reading.  In general, the outcome of the survey shows that 

visitors were mainly happy with the way Anbangbang Rockshelter was presented to 

them, and found the information on the display signs and on-site talks mostly 

helpful. However, many visitors did not appear to be entirely sure how archaeology 

helped to explain the place. Although there are explanatory signs at the Shelter with 

a certain amount of archaeological information, there were indications from the 
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responses that visitors wanted more.  There was also certain amount of indecision 

shown with regard to information provided on leaflets and brochures, with visitors 

finding a deficit of leaflets at the actual rock site.  There were a variety of 

explanatory leaflets available at Bowali Visitor Centre but these may have gone 

unnoticed or simply not have been picked up by the visitor there, who believed they 

would be available at the Anbangbang site.  

 

With regard to the responses by visitors from particular countries on their rating of 

understanding of the way archaeology has helped to explain the place, it is shown in 

Chapter Six that the highest High figure was given by those from North America, 

followed by those from Europe, and with those from Britain giving the lowest High 

figure.  It has not been identified why those from Britain should rate their 

understanding of an Australian site below those from the other countries.  This is an 

unexpected outcome considering the number of archaeological sites open in Britain 

which may well have been visited and understood in their historical context.  It may 

be accounted for by the fact that a cultural interpretation of an archaeological site 

different to the more customary Western style interpretation, where archaeology 

plays a large descriptive part, has thrown them off balance.  They may have had 

different expectations as to what they considered a satisfactory amount of 

information and not grasped the particular significance of an Aboriginal site 

invested with its own culturally sensitive manner of interpretation. 

 

Tourists are, to a certain extent, independent agents in what they want to do, and 

what they want to take away from a place is probably up to them.  Their average 

understanding is perhaps limited.  Judging by the responses to the questionnaires, 

administrators may well even be overestimating the degree to which the visitors 

take in and retain information. Making a lot more information available and 

ensuring that there was good information on history and archaeology, might not 

have that great an impact on the visitor.  What could be the answer is to make the 

information available in some discrete capacity which could cater to all groups and 

needs. 
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Unless visitors are interested in these things, debates about management and 

interpretation, while certainly important at the political and social level, probably do 

not or cannot reach them.  They are not necessarily aware of, nor even be 

particularly concerned about, the Aboriginal/White discourse, nor the 

Aboriginal/Science discourse, which includes archaeology and history, and effects 

the interpretation of the site.  They are only interested in the outcome put before 

them in the shape of management interpretation – which is, in this case, as 

perceived by the Aborigines themselves. 

 

On the basis of my surveys, as revealed in Chapter Six, should a deeper account of 

history and/or archaeology be made available to visitors?    The link between the 

ideas of interpretation and the interpretation put before the public appears at present 

to be shadowy.  The ideas conceived by the Aborigines who want their own story 

told, jostling with the ideas of ecosystem minded rangers who believe that biology 

and evolution should be a large part of the interpretation, do not necessarily make 

for a cohesive body of knowledge for the visitor to absorb.   Should some facets be 

lessened and archaeology increased? Should all aspects be catered for?  But how 

could all the multi-dimensional aspects of the place be interpreted to suit the 

different levels of understanding and requirements of all visitors with their different 

Age Groups, Ethnic Groups and Country of Permanent Residence. 

 

Whilst the Aboriginal interpretation should take precedence without any reduction, I 

believe it could be welcome addition if a brief westernised historical and 

archaeological interpretation could be made available in pamphlet form for those 

wanting to extend their knowledge in that direction.   Further, if there is any aspect 

about the site which occurs to the visitor on which they would like more 

information, perhaps they could be encouraged to fill in some type of Any 

Questions? form.  These requests for information could then be the basis, 

augmented with such future requests as they are made, for an F.A.Q. (Frequently 

Asked Questions) pamphlet.  Such a pamphlet would indicate what further 

information is sought by visitors from various backgrounds. 
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9.7 Port Arthur Historic Site and the Impact of Site 
Interpretation on the Visitor. 

 

As shown in Chapter Seven, a survey of the perceptions of visitors to Port Arthur 

Historic Site was conducted by means of the questionnaires described in Chapter 

One.   As with Chapter Six and the Anbangbang Rockshelter results, it is possible 

from my study of visitor responses, to draw a number of conclusions that are 

relevant to the question of the Site’s management and archaeological presentation. 

 

Far fewer forms were filled in at Port Arthur than at Anbangbang Rockshelter, 

although they were taken from the Information Counter.  Responses revealed that 

most visitors arrived in their own vehicle, with a lesser percentage by hired vehicle 

travel.  Responses from coach tour passengers were low.  A great number of tourist 

coaches were noted coming and going in the coach park area so lack of time or 

simply disinclination to fill in the questionnaires may well have been factors in the 

dearth of responses.  Judging by some of the Unsolicited Comments of those who 

did complete the questionnaires, it appeared that some visitors were not necessarily 

of a very serious or thoughtful bent.  It is possible some of the more bizarre answers 

may have been the work of the many schoolchildren visitors who would be more 

likely to view them as a chance “to have a bit of fun”, rather than deserving of more 

appropriate answers. 

 

Comparing the Unsolicited Comments from the two sites may be informative.  

People in Kakadu clearly engaged with the questionnaire and added many 

Unsolicited Comments, both good and bad, while Unsolicited Comments added to 

the Port Arthur forms were both short and infrequent and, as noted, sometimes 

bordered on the ridiculous.  In looking at the Kakadu results of Unsolicited 

Comments, compared against the figures for Port Arthur, it seems that visitors to 

Kakadu in their own or a hired vehicle – meaning those left to their own devices to 

find their way about – did not, in the main appear to make so many 

uncomplimentary or otherwise, as those on a scheduled tour with a guide of some 

kind.   
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There is, however, a difference at Port Arthur with regard to guided talks.   These 

are only given at specific times of the day at Kakadu but information is readily 

available on site at Port Arthur and there are far more scheduled guided talks 

conducted by resident personnel.  This appears to be reflected in the style of 

Unsolicited Comments at Port Arthur which do not concern criticism at the content 

of information provided for the visitor, so much as being holiday mode undirected 

expressions of feelings.  This may suggest that a small proportion of visitors to Port 

Arthur are not particularly concerned with its history but are just enjoying a good 

day out. 

 

Those visitors to Port Arthur who did complete the questionnaires encountered 

difficulties, as similarly did visitors to Kakadu, in answering some of the questions, 

particularly regarding uncertainty as to which Ethnic Group they belonged. The 

analysis here, as in Kakadu, also reveals that Australians appear to be confused by 

both the term Ethnic Group and about their own ethnicity and identity, although 

those identified as Aboriginal are not so confused.  This raises the question as to 

whether those who visited the Kakadu archaeological sites felt such sites were 

important in terms of the nation’s heritage and identity even if not so important to 

their own identity.  It suggests that non-Aboriginal Australians might not have a 

clear idea about the significance of either Australian history or of archaeological 

sites as part of building the national heritage. 

 

Responses to the question of their Country of Permanent Residence were also 

worthy of some attention. An interesting result from analysis of the two sites occurs 

with the number of respondents who identified their Ethnic Group as British tied the 

vast majority of those who marked themselves as living permanently in Australia.  

Figures for Port Arthur indicate an even higher percentage of British born visitors 

than at Kakadu.  The Tables given in Chapter Seven also appear to confirm that the 

British heritage feeling extends over all Age Groups. 

 

It is noticeable that the mix of tourists coming to Port Arthur is dominated by those 

whose Country of Permanent Residence is Australia. Unlike Kakadu, the poor 

showing of visitors from North America and Europe is understandable in one way, 
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in that such visitors may tend to patronise mainland Australian attractions which 

have easier access.   

 

A far higher proportion of questionnaires was returned at Kakadu than at Port 

Arthur.  This may suggest that the people going to Kakadu were different to those 

going to Port Arthur, were it not that the overall statistics in terms of Ages, Gender 

and background are very similar.  Or it could suggest that, despite being foreign to 

most visitors’ background (identified ethnicity), Kakadu provided a more 

adventurous experience than did Port Arthur, which one might have believed was 

close to the historical identities and interest of the predominantly Australian 

visitors.  Despite this, the visitors to Port Arthur also thought the place was 

important in terms of national identity. 

 

From general responses to the questionnaires, it was clear that visitors were 

interested in seeing both European and Aboriginal heritage places.  Although 

showing interest in Early Aboriginal history, the main interest of visitors to Port 

Arthur was, perhaps understandably, Convict Beginnings and European history in 

Australia. With regard to the visitors’ ideas on how the place was presented to 

them, there was clear satisfaction with the display signs; with the information 

provided through leaflet and brochures; and with on-site talks.  Visitors also felt 

they had added to their knowledge of the past and would like to know more about 

the place by reading.   

 

However, as Chapter Seven indicates, there was considerable indecision on whether 

there was any information on how archaeology helped to explain the place.   Since 

there is such evidence, this ambivalence may be due to the fact that visitors had 

overlooked, through lack of signage, the very area in Trentham’s Cottage where 

such information is provided.  Neither was all the current archaeological work 

specifically brought to the attention of visitors on on-site tours. 

 

Although the responses to the questionnaire were few, the Port Arthur responses 

are, in the main, very positive.  The public clearly appreciates the manner in which 

the site is culturally interpreted, where the social lives of the non-convict inhabitants 
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are included in emphasis of its early European history.  This provides a background 

for receptive visitors to see it as all part of the Australian national identity, where 

convict history and the convict contribution to the budding colonial economy are all 

part of its make-up.  They become aware of the fact that Port Arthur does not just 

represent the harsh system of the British government of the period towards 

malcontents, but also shows that opportunities were offered to the unfortunate 

inmates beyond those which were to be found in England in the early 1800s.  Any 

wider implications of the early convict history of the Site, such as the prevalence of 

homosexuality and its repercussions on punishment inflicted, are not emphasised as 

part of the information distilled for the public. 

 

Whilst it may be concluded that visitors enjoy their visit to Port Arthur Historic Site 

by absorbing from it whatever the level of their interest dictates, that is not the end 

of the story.  That the tourist should have a light-hearted day out and simply enjoy 

the scenic splendour of Port Arthur with only muted hints of the realities of 

convictism, appears to be anathema to those intellectuals who feel that such an 

attitude does not pay enough respect to the agonies of its history.   

 

But do mainstream tourists on coach tours or, no doubt, the average family party 

arriving for a day visit in private vehicles have the time or a wish to be intellectually 

intimidated by texts and ideas probing the wider issues of British convict-

colonialism.  To try and interpret a place beyond the immediate interest of its 

audience is surely of little benefit and only a burden to visitors.  However, they 

should certainly be encouraged to delve deeper at leisure, and what they will have 

learnt in the Interpretation Gallery and, from their brief association with the guides 

on guided tours, will hopefully have equipped them with enough knowledge to 

assist them to be ready to absorb a more sophisticated historical interpretation 

should they wish to do so. Many books are available in the Gift Shop for just such a 

purpose.   

 

Perhaps academics overestimate the willingness, not to mention the ability, of many 

of the tourists, to take in the complex messages which some writers argue should be 

being presented.  But even so, if they were, such messages could be seen as being 
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very political and a segment of the population, including some in the academic 

world, could be disinclined to accept these views.  In political terms, the 

Commonwealth and others who might fund Port Arthur, would not tolerate a view 

that cast their present efforts in a bad light - especially if there was any parallel that 

could be drawn with the policy of segregated incarceration of refugees in isolated 

spots. 

 

Deliberations on the interpretation of Port Arthur will no doubt continue. As with 

the interpretation of Kakadu and the dividing line between what aspects of                        

history and/or archaeology to show or omit, so it is with Port Arthur. One principal 

difference, however, is that with Kakadu the problem lies with understandable 

cultural differences.  At Port Arthur the argument borders more on debateable 

philosophical lines – should evil be relegated to the past and forgotten or does evil 

exist today in just the same way it existed in the past?  In other words, should the 

experiences of the convict inmates of Port Arthur simply be accepted as an 

unpleasant fact of the past and then pushed to the back of the mind of visitors?  

Visitors can then enjoy the beauty and tranquillity of the area unencumbered by 

disagreeable thoughts of man’s inhumanity to a fellow human being.  Or should 

visitors suffer vicariously, feeling helpless guilt at being part of the human race as 

they try not to enjoy the uplifting scenery all around them?  Certainly evil still exists 

today and the same offensive acts of violence and social injustice are still being 

perpetrated, but surely more is to be gained for the soul of mankind, in such an 

instance as Port Arthur, by limning the place with beauty rather than horror.   

 

In instances such as visits to places like Auschwitz, the comforts of nature’s vistas 

are not apparent and so cannot detract from the horrors that occurred there.  But 

even if the site was set in glorious scenery, it would be totally overshadowed by 

thoughts of past events. The reason behind the evil at Auschwitz is not to be 

compared with that at Port Arthur.  Port Arthur punishments were part of the 

machinations of those in authority against law breakers.  Those who transgressed 

the laws of the time were punished, even if the style of punishment may today be 

both regrettable and questionable.  The fact that the law was broken was due to the 

social injustices of the period is a matter of historical interest and sympathy for the 
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sufferers - even more of interest in that such injustices are still continuing - but the 

relevant point is the breaking of laws.   

 

At Auschwitz, a fiction of law breaking was maintained by the passing of laws 

which took away the legal rights, and eventually the lives, of an entire segment of 

the population, without any law really bring broken.  For the future of mankind such 

an evil should never be forgotten while the evils of Port Arthur, though not 

forgotten, take on a new historical status as part of the founding process of the 

modern Australian State.  One might say, that out of the evil of Port Arthur and the 

convict system came a good for many people in Australia. 

 

9.8 Different Approaches to Management Plans of the Two Sites. 
 

My thesis covers major discussions of the different approaches to Management 

plans of the two sites.  Analysis of the responses to the questionnaires at the two 

sites appears to support my hypothesis put forward in Chapter One that there is a 

difference in the public understanding of the material fabric of Indigenous and non-

Indigenous sites in Australia.   

 

Information obtained from the analysis of visitor perceptions was examined within 

the context of the ideas and aims of the administering bodies who determine how 

these particular archaeological and heritage sites should be interpreted and 

presented to the public.  Perceptions and expectations emanating from both sides of 

the equation were discussed together with the implications of my research from the 

point of view of visitors, park managers and administrators.  It was found that styles 

of presentation and interpretation can ease or complicate meaning.   

 

Freeman Tilden (1977), in his first principle of interpretation, said that any 

interpretation that “…does not somehow relate to what is being displayed or 

described to something within the personality or experience of the visitor, will be 

sterile”.  It is the meaning behind the artefact, or site, which creates value and 

significance.  On-site interpretation should assist and encourage observation, self-

interpretation and stimulate further enquiry (Grimwade and Carter 2000:44).    Is 
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such assistance being given at both Kakadu and Port Arthur Historic Site?  Whilst, 

on the face of it, historical presentation problems may be fairly easily resolved, 

there may still remain deeper questions to accommodate in the case of Kakadu.  

Latest developments at both sites, however, are encouraging for boosting the 

understanding of the visitors. 

 

The Tasmanian Heritage Council put out a report on 5th April, 2006, outlining the 

archaeological highlights uncovered at Port Arthur during its eighth Archaeology 

Summer Volunteer Program during January-February 2006.  It commented that this 

annual program has grown to become quite an attraction, being the nation’s longest 

running archaeological program and a major highlight of Tasmania’s archaeological 

calendar.  This year it attracted very positive media attention, as well as a visit from 

Heritage Tasmania staff (http://www.heritage.tas.gov.au/showItem.php?id=260). 

Nevertheless, in spite of demonstrated visitor satisfaction, the debate of the ‘bleak 

academic view’ over the ‘cheery tourist experience’ will no doubt continue as far as 

Port Arthur with its historical values is concerned. 

 

As yet there has not been a similar debate around Kakadu with its natural ecology 

and Aboriginal values.  Both sites may be seen as mirror images of each other 

insofar as they purport to reflect the past – that is to say, both sites are presented for 

the presumed enjoyment of the public – but, in the case of Kakadu, this enjoyment 

is moderated by a failure to promote archaeological evidence.  This will entail 

debate of another order.  It will not be the ‘bleak academic view’ over the ‘cheery 

tourist experience’ but the restricted cultural view over what may result in a limited 

Western understanding experience.  This represents an important difference 

between the interpretation of the two places.  That visitors have a keen desire to 

learn more of the history of the two sites is plain from the responses to the 

questionnaires but it is also shown that the role played by archaeology in 

interpretation of the two sites is a somewhat grey area. 

 

What is the future basis for the administration of Kakadu National Park?  Joint 

management and its meanings have undergone various changes since its inception.  

Haynes (pers. com. November 2006), is looking at the role of science and what he 
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calls scientistic thinking, or the privileging of an idealised form of science over 

other ways of knowing.   As the first manager (then called Superintendent) of the 

Park in 1979-80) and later returning as park manager in 2002, Haynes says he found 

joint management had turned out differently from the way he had imagined it 

would, one of the factors being the concept of scientism.  He says this was 

particularly noticeable in the realm of fire management policy and action (Haynes 

pers. com. November 2006). 

 

He notes the year 1980 saw Kakadu, as a National Park, enter its second fire season.  

By that time, some of the limitations of putting traditional fire regimes into practice 

had been recognised.  The number of traditional owners who had been living in the 

park had fallen and it was not possible to reproduce the fire regimes that took many 

people living in the landscape to implement.  The first Plan of Management stated 

that Aboriginal people would be allowed and encouraged to use fire traditionally, 

but that this would be supplemented by use of incendiaries dropped from aircraft 

and lighting along roads and tracks (ANPWS 1980:359).   

 

Haynes (pers.com. November 2006) comments that the young, white rangers - most 

of whom had been trained in the environmental sciences in southern universities - 

working alongside recently trained young Aboriginal men, were sceptical of 

lighting fires from aircraft with only general prescriptions.  They were further 

reluctant to light up as the dry season advanced and fires became more intense as 

this offended their scientifically produced knowledge.  With so much of the land 

left unburnt later in the year, traditional owners and other Aboriginal people set fire 

to it, making hot fires burn for weeks on end and covering a large proportion of the 

park. 

 

In the years after 1986, management insisted on more thorough burning, from early 

to mid dry season over most of the park, with the perceived lack of prescribed 

burning remedied.  The results for conservation have been far better with Kakadu 

science catching up with its own misplaced theory derived from southern texts, and 

now informing the fire program and policy (Haynes pers.com. November 2006).  
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This is a good example of how, in this instance, treating the landscape as a cultural 

Aboriginal landscape also had beneficial ecological effects. 

 

While conservation may have improved under a synthesized form of control, there 

are other problems confronting tourism in the park.  The Aboriginal residents and 

Kakadu National Park comprise a complex network of Aboriginal clans and 

communities, Aboriginal Associations and enterprises, governance organisations, 

Park Management, service providers, park-based businesses, cultural organisations 

and action groups.  Park administration was established with the prime 

responsibility for park environmental management; however, it is not appropriately 

equipped to handle increasing tourism issues (Morse et al. 2005:11).  This was later 

to be rectified with a changed structure of park administration which would allow 

greater focus on both park management and tourism management.  A separate 

section would be introduced to oversee and facilitate the development of tourism 

operations and visitor services.  This would ensure Parks staff are not diverted to 

look after tourism activities in which they have little experiences, at the cost of land 

management priorities (Morse et al. 2005:23). 

 

A noticeable non-inclusion in the Morse Report (Morse et al. 2005), is any 

reference to the archaeology that has taken place there.  It does not appear to have 

been considered as forming any part of the promotion of the Park, even if only in 

minor mode. Whether this is in deference to the wishes of the Traditional Owners or 

because the authors of the Report did not deem the lure of archaeology to have 

sufficient promotional advantages or pulling power is not known. Perhaps 

archaeological investigations, which would only show changing tools and artefacts 

related to the changing environmental conditions of the area is too abstruse a 

concept for the edification of the general touring public.  They may be more used to 

equating archaeology with the excitement of the ruined buildings of some western 

civilisation.   

 

In any event, as the analysis of the questionnaires has shown, visitors already 

believe Anbangbang Rockshelter has been explained by archaeology, perhaps 

simply because it has an ‘age’ history. But even if, from an archaeological aspect, 
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much of the material fabric of Aboriginal history is not well represented at Kakadu 

National Park, does this really detract from the enjoyment of the visitors and their 

perceptions of its past?  There are other ways of understanding which may be more 

acceptable to the Traditional Owners and, rather than detracting from 

understanding, such lack of archaeological evidence may even enhance the 

experience.   

 

Such a question, however, may not be one springing to the mind of visitors to either 

Port Arthur or Kakadu.  In holiday mode, and in accordance with the manner of the 

cultural presentation of each site, they will simply enjoy what they are seeing.  They 

cannot help but be refreshed by the beauty of each place and intrigued by their 

histories and, without bothering whether they are getting the ‘bleak academic view’ 

or the ‘restricted cultural view’, will just acknowledge the ‘cheery tourist 

experience’.     

 

9.9 Postscript and the Future for Kakadu 
 

As I was writing up the conclusions to the thesis in 2006, a series of papers and 

statements on Kakadu emerged which, although relevant to my thesis conclusions, 

were not incorporated into the thesis itself.  This material (1) relates to a perceived 

crisis in the presentation of Kakadu associated with falling visitor numbers and (2) 

the publication of a new tourism vision based on Aboriginal viewpoints where 

these, plus the unique natural values, would become the central issues for the new 

strategy. 

 

By 2003, Kakadu was suffering from an identity crisis shown by declining visitor 

numbers.  From 1982 until the mid-nineties, visitation to Kakadu National Park 

grew fivefold, reaching its peak of approximately 240,000 in 1994.  After that time, 

the number of visitor to the park declined gradually, and in 2003 around 170,000 

visitors – the same number as in 1987 – were recorded (Morse et al. 2005:7).  This 

dwindling number of tourists visiting Kakadu was not helped by articles such as that 

put out by the Walkabout Australian Travel Guide found on the Internet ( 

http://www.walkabout.com.au.locations/NTKakaduNationlPark.shtml ) 



Chapter Nine – Discussion and Conclusion 

 

397

This article notes that 

 
… The starting point for any appreciation of Kakadu National Park 
is to eliminate any preconceptions you may have.  No matter how 
many photographs you may have seen … nothing will adequately 
prepare you for the discrepancy between the image and the reality 
… The reality is that Kakadu, apart from a few small areas, is not 
tropical rainforest and that its World Heritage is based on its 
importance as a wetlands area not on its physical beauty. … It’s 
just not an area of great beauty … 
 

 

It further comments that  

 
…it is hard to pick the ideal time to visit Kakadu.  In the wet  
season large areas of the park are closed to the public…During the 
dry season there is still selective burning off … which means that 
the idea of leaving the area as a wilderness park is being 
conditioned by the controls of the National Parks and Wildlife. 
 

 

It notes that the town of Jabiru grew initially as a direct result of the uranium 

mining at the Ranger Mine in the 1970s and says that 

 
… the piece-de-resistance of the town now … is the hideous Four 
Seasons Cooinda Hotel/Motel which is shaped like a giant 
crocodile.  The irony is that the shape of the crocodile and the 
dubious skill of the architect can only be fully appreciated from the 
air. 
 

Cooinda Motel, of course, is situated adjacent to Yellow Water, some kilometres 

distant from Jabiru, and does not resemble the shape of a crocodile.  From such 

erroneous and derogatory comments, it would be surprising if any readers of the 

article bothered to make the trip to Kakadu.  Most damaging, perhaps, is that there 

is no mention of the continuing culture and presence of the Traditional Owners of 

the land.  This seems to negate part of the purpose of Park whose World heritage 

listing was granted for both its natural and cultural significance. 

 

There is also a widely held negative view of Kakadu National Park within the 

Northern Territory, and specifically the Darwin community, caused by a series of 

factors including negative press, lack of communication, negative experience and 
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historical political controversy.  This has resulted in a syndrome widely labelled as 

“Kakadon’t”, which has become the local catch cry (Morse et al. 2005:14). It was 

clear that, as Eime notes, in an article entitled “Kakadu or Kaka-don’t”, originally 

published in Australian Traveller Magazine (n.d), now available on the Internet, 

“…the glittering jewel of the Top End is suffering an identity crisis”.  But he 

suggests it is wrong to draw the conclusion that Kakadu is a wildly over-hyped 

destination.  It is simply that “…Kakadu doesn’t do instant” and people leave 

saying “…is that all?” not knowing much more than when they arrived.  Eime 

believes that 

 
… a thorough and concerted investigation of the place is required 
to extract the elusive spiritual and natural nuances it contains.  It’s 
obvious that to make this connection happen, visitors have to put in 
the effort to learn at least a little about aboriginality, and open their 
eyes, ears and minds to the experiences offered … It is something 
that doesn’t seem to register with most westerners. 
 

The outcome will eventually be decided by the so-called “spirited traveller”, the 

seeker of experiential travel – people whose determination to see beyond the surface 

of things will hopefully keep Kakadu afloat until all its problems are solved (Eime 

http://www.monolith.com.au/kakadu/kakadu.html ). 

 

In May, 2004, the Director of National Parks, on behalf of the Kakadu Board of 

Management and the Australian and Northern Territory Government, commissioned 

the development of the first stage of a new shared tourism vision for Kakadu 

National Park.  This Shared Vision Report was prepared by John Morse, AM, John 

King and Jennifer Bartlettt on behalf of the Kakadu National Park Board of 

Management, the Australian Government (through the Director of National Parks) 

and the Northern Territory Government. The vision is to reposition Kakadu 

National Park as a unique destination with exceptional natural and cultural 

attributes; it must capture the public imagination (Morse et al. 2005:5).   

 

The Report contains 71 recommendations developed in consultation with traditional 

owners, the tourism industry and Kakadu National Park stakeholders. Its positioning 

statement notes that Kakadu is a country of living culture, home to the Aboriginal 

people for over 50,000 years and now a World Heritage area of awesome natural 
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beauty and spiritual richness. Visitors to Kakadu may be inspired in some way by 

its spirituality, as made meaningful by the Traditional Owners, whether they realise 

it or not.  It is a place which, as Morse et al. (2005:35) suggest, “…inspires the 

senses, commands deep respect and provides significant opportunities for self 

discovery, enlightenment, relaxation and fulfilment”.  Morse et al. (2005) believe 

spirituality is what many people are seeking.  This idea seems to be echoed by 

Cameron and Gatewood (2003:57), whose main finding of a survey they conducted 

pertains to the desire by some people “…to transcend the present and engage with 

the past in a highly personal way”.  They say that “…this desire for an affective 

communication with an earlier time is termed ‘numen-seeking’” (Cameron and 

Gatewood 2003:57). 

 

The 52 page Morse report first notes that people need reasons to travel and that their 

motivations are changing.  Increasingly people want to engage with things which 

will not only rejuvenate their bodies, but their minds and souls.  In many cases they 

are seeking the opportunity to discover themselves.  In developing the image and 

experiences used to promote Kakadu it is important to be able to connect the 

experiences that Kakadu can uniquely provide with the types of people seeking 

them (Morse et al. 2005:7). Morse (2005:10) notes that visitor experiences at 

Kakadu currently focus on ‘activities’ rather than ‘experiences’  Most of the 

potential visitor perceptions of Kakadu relate to activities such as swimming, 

Yellow Water boat cruises, tours, etc, but little about the experience.  A list of 14 

Opportunities cited for Kakadu include becoming one of the world’s great visitor 

experiences; accommodating trends in market place toward self discovery and 

spirituality and satisfying an international demand for experiencing Aboriginal 

culture (Morse et al. 2005:9).  It noted that there is limited availability of 

information prior to arrival in Kakadu, limiting the visitor experience, the 

opportunity for real park discovery and the opportunity for longer stays (Morse et 

al. 2005:13). 

 

The Report suggests that there is a need to develop capacity to present Aboriginal 

culture and spirituality of the park (Morse et al. 2005:21).  A comprehensive visitor 

information and interpretation strategy should be developed for Kakadu, to enhance 
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the visitor experience.  This strategy could be based on storytelling – a major part of 

Aboriginal life – to ensure visitors have a greater and more accurate understanding 

of the significance and the experiences available in the park. A wide range of media 

to tell the story from the Dreamtime and ancient aboriginal history, through 

thousands of years of traditional culture to the more recent colonial history and 

Kakadu of today, could be used.  Possible media includes ‘Radio Kakadu’, 

audiotapes, CDs, DVDs, web sites, brochure boxes, signage and personal 

interaction. Information promotion and distribution in central locations in Darwin, 

Katherine and Alice Springs should be undertaken to ensure visitors have 

comprehensive information about the park and its experiences prior to arrival 

(Morse et al. 2005:27). 

 

Destination development should focus on visitor experiences rather than attractions.  

These would include night wildlife tours; evening dining with Aboriginal 

storytelling of the night sky; enhanced wildlife and landscape tours presented 

through ‘Aboriginal eyes’; bird watching tours; and bush tucker tours (Morse et al. 

2005:28). 

 

Eime (http://www.monolith.com.au/kakadu/kakadu.html) comments that Morse 

frequently returns in his report to the neglect of Aboriginal values and the 

importance of the participation of traditional owners in his on-going tourism 

strategy. However, the owners acknowledge they do not have the skills to deliver 

that experience in a way Westerners would understand.   Tour operators cannot 

provide this experience without proper co-operation of the owners, and the owners 

don’t really know what the visitors expect.  The Shared Vision is all about sharing 

the same ideas and ideals and establishing a common strategy for all to follow, with 

the ultimate aim of enhancing the visitor experiences, meeting their expectations 

and re-involving the Traditional Owners in this process. 

 

The dream of “Big” Bill Neidjie, dubbed The Kakadu Man, was to create a 

sanctuary for Gagudju culture, where non-Aboriginal people could gain a sense of 

what it means to belong to the land (Eime n.d.).  Sadly, Big Bill passed away in 

2002 but his vision was seized upon by Morse’s team and championed throughout 
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his Report.  Nevertheless, there is still some way to go. Jonathan Nadji, a traditional 

owner and Bunitj clansman and one time chairperson of the Kakadu Board of 

Management, is committed to seeing through the initiatives of his legendary father: 

not only for his people but also for the other 22 clans in Kakadu.  Providing visitors 

with a worthwhile, authentic experience is a challenge.  Speaking to the ABC on the 

Indigenous Message Stick program, on 18th March, 2005, Jonathan commented that 

“…the buses pull up and out they all get, wander around for five minutes, and then 

off they go again.  How can you show someone thousands of years of history and 

culture in five minutes?” 

 

In a media release, 17th March, 2006, Greg Hunt, Parliamentary Secretary with 

ministerial responsibility for Kakadu National Park, Senator Nigel Scullion, Senator 

for the Northern Territory, and David Tollner MP, Member for Solomon, gave the 

Australian Government’s response to the report A Shared Vision for Tourism in 

Kakadu National Park.  Mr Hunt said 

 
…The Australian Government strongly supports the Shared Vision 
and its Recommendations … Kakadu is a World Heritage jewel, 
with rich Aboriginal culture, fabulous landscapes and an 
outstanding array of plants and animals.  We are determined to see 
it fulfil its potential as an international tourist drawcard, creating 
new jobs and opportunities for traditional owners and the tourism 
industry alike …The Government has therefore decided to make an 
additional $1.77 million available for immediate action to 
accelerate the implementation of the Shared Vision 
(http://www.deh.gov.au/minister/ps/2006/psmr17mar06.html) 
 

The seal of approval was now apparent on the varied Shared Vision prospects.  In  a 

Report on TTF Australia’s Natural Tourism Partnerships Forum 19th April, 2006, at 

Hilton on the Park, Melbourne (http://www.ttf.org.au), Morse reiterated the 

burgeoning of the spirituality perspective by commenting that “the push for nature-

based tourism is being driven by a global trend which is seeing a shift away from 

‘attractions’ to cultural and nature based ‘experiences’.  This, he suggests, could be 

linked to a general trend in society of a loss in ‘spiritual/religious connection” and 

he likened the trend to the growth of Buddhism by re-connecting with a destination.    
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The Report also noted that Indigenous people are recognising tourism as a 

mechanism for social development, a path to reconciliation and a vehicle to educate 

travellers about their culture.  International travellers are often drawn to a 

destination by Indigenous culture (http://www.ttf.org.au).  Only time will tell if 

Kakadu’s identity crisis is happily resolved. 

 

The move from taking ecological values as the starting point for all interpretation at 

Kakadu to a genuine involvement with the Park’s Aboriginal owners represents a 

substantial shift in national park thinking.  The idea of Kakadu being a cultural 

landscape modified by Aboriginal practices over many thousands of years, is to 

shift from a ‘Yellowstone’ or wilderness model to one, more aligned to the 

European concept of a Park, where nature and human culture are not conceptually 

separated (West and Brechin 1991).  This is a positive move, one that the 

conservationists and biological scientists have clearly found difficult to make.  That 

there is now political buy-in for this vision is all the more remarkable. 

 

It is true that there remains a tension between Aboriginal views of the past and a 

more abstract history derived through archaeology.  However, it might be observed 

that the case for the importance of recent history (both White and Black together) 

and for a deep historical understanding derived from archaeology has not been fully 

articulated yet.  Certainly, there should be the kind of debate about history that has 

informed, or mis-informed, the interpretation of Port Arthur.  This might require 

that the archaeologists work hard to make their case in terms which gain Aboriginal 

acceptance rather than the current rejection. 

 

On the other hand, the administrators of Port Arthur do not seem to have caught up 

with the trends in tourism, as their northern counterparts certainly have.  While they 

make more use of archaeology, having come to an appreciation of the information 

derived from historical archaeology at Port Arthur, they have yet to articulate a 

vision of Port Arthur as an iconic cultural landscape where the very beginnings of 

present-day Australian society were formed.   
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However, in the sense that visitors to Kakadu and Port Arthur recognise that these 

places are important as an expression of Australian identity, it would appear that the 

visitors are up with the play and are already drawing deeper meanings from their 

tourism than the administrators perhaps realise. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

Research into Public Perceptions of Heritage Places in 
Australia 

 

QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

I am a Ph.D student at the Northern Territory University researching the 
understanding and enjoyment of the public visiting archaeological/heritage places.  
This questionnaire will tell us about your interest in archaeology and whether the 
heritage place you are now visiting has helped you learn more of Australian history, 
and about archaeology in Australia. 
 
The questionnaire is for my research purposes only,  It is entirely voluntary and your 
name will not be known so please do not write it anywhere.  Thank you for your help. 
 
 
Please tick one circle only for each question. 
 

1. How many books on archaeology have you read? 
 

None     O   

1-4     O   

5-9     O   

10-20     O   
Many more    O 
 

2.     What do archaeologists study?      
  
   Fossils     O 
   Dinosaurs    O 
   Rocks     O 
   Ancient living places   O 
   Don’t know    O 
 
3.     How many books on Australian archaeology have you read? 
 

None     O 
1-4 O 
5-9 O 
10-20 O 
Many more    O 
 
      (Please turn over) 



Appendix A 

 

405

Research into Public Perceptions of Heritage Places in Australia 
 
 
 

4. What is the main thing archaeologists study in Australia? 
 

Fossils     O 
Dinosaurs    O 
Early Aboriginal places   O 
European historical places  O 
Don’t know    O 
 
 

5. How many European heritage (historical/archaeological) places in Australia have you visited?  
 

None     O 
1-4 O 
5-9 O 
10-15 O 
Many more    O 
 
 

6. How many Aboriginal heritage (historical/archaeological) places in Australia have you visited?  
 

None     O 
1-4 O 
5-10 O 
10-15 O 
Many more    O 
 
 

7.      What part of Australia’s past interests you most?    
 
   Early Aboriginal history   O 
   European history in Australia  O 
   The Chinese in Australia   O 

Convict beginnings   O 
   Don’t know     O 
 
 
 
 
And now about the place you are visiting: 
 
 
8.     Do you think the information on the display signs was sufficient and understandable? 
 

Yes: O  No: O  Undecided: O 
 
 

9.     Do you think the leaflets and brochures provided enough information? 
 

Yes: O  No: O  Undecided: O 
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Research into Public Perceptions of Heritage Places in Australia 
 

 
10. Did you find any on-site talks helpful? 
 

Yes: O  No: O  Undecided: O 
 
 

11. Was there any information on how archaeology helped to explain the place? 
 

Yes: O  No: O      Undecided: O 
 
 

12. Do you feel you have added to your knowledge of the past from your visit? 
 

Yes: O  No: O  Undecided: O 
 
 

13. Would you like to find out more about this place by further reading? 
 

Yes: O  No: O  Undecided: O 
 
 

14. Would you like to find out more about Australian history and archaeology in general?  
 

Yes: O  No: O  Undecided: O 
 
 

15. Has your visit here in any way encouraged you to visit European heritage places in Australia? 
 

Yes: O  No: O  Undecided: O 
 
 

16. Has your visit here in any way encouraged you to visit Aboriginal heritage places in Australia? 
 

Yes: O  No: O  Undecided: O 
 
 

17. Do you feel this place is important for Australia’s past and national identity? 
 

Yes: O  No: O  Undecided: O 
 
 

18. Overall, how do you rate your understanding of the way archaeology has helped to explain this 
place? 

 
   Very low  O 
   Low   O  
   Undecided  O 
   High   O 
   Very high  O 
 
 
 
          
 

(Please turn over) 
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Research into Public Perceptions of Heritage Places in Australia 
 
 

And now would you tell us a little bit about yourself, though not your name.  Please tick the circle 
where appropriate or write your answer on the dotted line. 
 
 
19.   Are you:  Male:  O  Female:  O 
 
 
20:    Is your age group:  Under 18 O 

18-29 O 
30-49 O 
50-69 O 
70 or over O 
 
 

21. What ethnic group do you identify with: ……………………………………………… 
 
 
22.    What is your country of permanent residence: .………………………………………. 
 
 
23.     What was your means of transport to this place? 
 

Own vehicle    O 
Hired vehicle    O 
One-day coach tour   O 
More than one-day coach tour  O 
4-wheel drive or adventure type tour O 
 
 
 
 

Thank you for completing the questionnaire.  It should now be placed in the box provided, 
located by the information stand at Anbangbang rockshelter. 

 
 
 
 

_  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _ 
 
 
[NOTE:  In this space the original double-sided leaflets noted the following wording in ‘sideways’  

writing.  Leaflets could then be folded into three and easily taken from a standard leaflet 
container.   The words Port Arthur Historic Site were substituted for the Port Arthur batch]. 
 

PLEASE TAKE ONE 
 

QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

for VISITORS to 
 

Anbangbang rockshelter
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Figure 1: Park Notes – Kakadu National Park Holiday Planner 
(after Park Notes 2004 page 1) 
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Figure 2: Park Notes –Kakadu National Holiday Planner 
(after Park Notes 2004 page 2) 
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Figure 3: Park Notes – Kakadu National Park Holliday Planner 
(After Park Notes 2004 page 3) 
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Figure 4: Park Notes – Kakadu National Park Holiday Planner 
(after Park Notes 2004 page 4) 
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Figure 5: Park Notes on Walking Tracks in Kakadu National Park 
(after Park Notes 1996 page 1) 
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Figure 6: Park Notes on Walking Tracks in Kakadu National Park 
(after Park Notes 1996 page 2) 

 

 



Appendix B 

 

414

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7: Gunbim (Rock Art) of Kakadu National Park 
(after Park Notes 2005 page 1) 
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Figure 8:  Gunbim (Rock Art) of Kakadu National Park 
(after Park Notes 2005 page 2) 
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Figure 9: Gunbim (Rock Art) of Kakadu National Park 
(after Park Notes 2005 page 3) 
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Figure 10: Gunbim (Rock Art) of Kakadu National Park 
(after Park Notes 2005 page 4) 
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Figure 11: Park Notes on Nourlangie 
(after Park Notes 2005 page 1) 
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Figure 12: Park Notes on Nourlangie 
(after Park Notes 2005 page 2) 
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Figure 13: Park Notes on Ubirr 
(after Park Notes 2005 page 1) 
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Figure 14: Park Notes on Ubirr 
(after Park Notes 2005 page 2) 
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Figure 15: Showing “What’s On” Leaflet 
(after “What’s On” Leaflet 2005 page 1) 
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Figure 16: Showing “What’s On” Leaflet 
(after “What’s On” Leaflet 2005 page 2)
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APPENDIX C 
 

Display Signs 
 
 
C.1   Display Sign – Archaeological Finds (Plate 3.11) 

Gukburkerri camped on the floodplains and used various tools to take 
advantage of the many food resources. 
 
Grinding slab and stone for crushing lily seeds. 
 
Small spear tip for hunting. 
 
Wallaby shoulder blade used as a knife to slice cheeky yam. 
 
Large spear point for hunting wallaby. 
 

 
C.2   Display Sign – Welcome (Plate 3.16) 

On this walk you will see rockshelters where Aboriginal people lived 
and where they painted.  People came here to shelter especially from 
the violent electrical storms of the Gunumeleng season, October to 
December.   
 
Namarrgon, Lightning Man, is the spiritual ancestor who brings on the 
lightning.  He is part of the story and art of this area. 

 
Places of interest include the Anbangbang Shelter, several rock art sites 
and lookouts (see map).  The full round trip is about 1.5 km (1 ¼ 
hours) with a steep climb to the shelter (about 100 steps). 
 
For visitors with less time, the lower level track will take you directly 
to the main rock art sites (45 minutes return). 
 

 

C.3   Display Sign – Meet Your Host (Plate 3.17) 

Left: Text - This ‘country’ is part of the Warramal Clan estate.  There 
are,however, no Warramul people any more, so the land is looked after 
by members of neighbouring clans in accordance with Aboriginal 
traditional law. 
 
 
Picture below - unclear.  
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Mid-left: Picture – name indecipherable. 
 
Text – As visitors to Aboriginal land, we can only know the least 
sacred and most ‘open’ stories associated with this site.  To know any 
more would contravene traditional Aboriginal law. 
 

Mid-right: Picture – Yvonne Margarulu – (unclear) Clan.  
   

Picture below – unclear. 
 
Right:  Picture – Nellie Dain - Murumbarr Clan. 
 
 

C.4   Display Sign – What Was It Like Outside? (Plate 3.19) 

Left:  Picture  
 Text – 20,000 years – 6,000 years ago 

With much of the world’s water level in polar ice caps, the seashore 
was 300 kilometres further north and the climate was drier and cooler. 
The low open woodland provided limited bush tucker.  Human 
populations were probably quite low and the shelter was rarely used. 
 

Middle: Picture 
Text – 6,000 years – 2,000 years ago 

  The shelter was used regularly 
Rest of text hard to decipher 

   
Right:  Picture 

Text – 2,000 years ago to the present 
Through invasion and silting levee banks developed in the Rivers and 
confined the saltwater to the river channels.  Freshwater floodplains 
and billabongs were formed.  Plenty of bush tucker  was available from 
the freshwater systems.  Human populations were probably at their 
most numerous.  The shelter was used extensively. 

 
 
C.5   Display Sign – History At Your Feet (Plate 3.20) 
 
  Picture – Diagram of strata and material artefacts 

Text – Soil mixed with the objects discarded by people using this 
shelter, has been built up over years to form the floor beneath your feet.  
Archaeological excavations in this shelter revealed a wealth of material 
including stone tools and many organic objects such as bone, bark 
string and plant remains.  Many such objects are rarely preserved in 
tropical Australia since organic decay is rapid in the hot wet climate.  
Research into the placement and origins of these objects helps to 
complete the jigsaw puzzle of the past. 
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C.6   Display Sign – Revisiting The Past (1) (Plate 3.21) 

Left: Text – Imagine these likely scenes on a warm rainy afternoon 1,000 
years ago. 

  Picture – Today’s meal ready for the fire  
  Caption to middle picture – Hunting tools being repaired. 
 
Middle: Picture 
 
Right:  Picture 
  Caption to picture- Lighting a fire for the evening. 
 

 

C.7   Display Sign – Revisiting The Past (2) (Plate 3.22) 

Left: Text – Imagine these likely scenes as people sheltered from the 
lightning outside. 

  Picture 
 
Mid-left: Caption to picture left – local water lily seeds and bulbs being ground 

to make a cake. 
 
Caption to picture mid-left and mid-right – An artist painting on rock 
while telling a story to young people. 
 

Mid-right: Picture 
 
Right:  Caption to pictures upper and lower right – Bark being twisted into  

string. 
 

  Pictures upper and lower right. 

 

C.8   Display Sign - Painting for a Purpose (Plate 3.23) 

Art is an important part of traditional Aboriginal life.  Aboriginal 
people paint to record events in their lives, to illustrate stories and for 
fun and enjoyment.  Some paintings have religious power and can 
influence the success of the hunt. 

 

 

C.9   Display Sign – Modern Art (Plate 3.24) 

The art in this gallery is relatively recent compared with other paintings 
in Kakadu.  It was probably painted during the last 1,000 years.  
Sometimes the subject of the art can provide clues to the age.  For 
example, guns have only been painted in the last 150 years since 
Aboriginal people first had contact with Europeans. 
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C.10   Display Sign – Like to Dance? (Plate 3.27) 

Aboriginal men and women enjoy dancing.  In traditional dance, the 
steps and movements depend on the meaning of the ceremony; the part 
played by the dancer; and the rhythm of the clapping sticks and 
didgeridoo.  Dancing adds to the life and vigour of most ceremonial 
events, making them something to look forward to. 
 

 
 
 
C.11   Display Sign – Anbangbang Gallery (Plate 3.29) 
 

Traditional owners have provided the following information about this 
art: 
 
1. Namarrgon is the Lightning Man.  He wears his lightning as a band 

around him connecting his arms, legs and head.  Stone axes on his 
knees and elbows make the thunder. 

 
2. Barginj is Namarrgon’s wife.  She and Namarrgon are parents to 

Aljurr or the Leichhardt’s grasshoppers which appear as the first 
storms break. 

 
3. Namandjolg and his sister broke the incest laws on the rock ledge 

above the gallery.  He later became Ginah, the great saltwater 
crocodile.  

 
4. Family groups of men and women on their way to a ceremony.  

Flecks on the breasts of the two women on the right indicate they 
are breast-feeding children. 

 
5. Guluibirr, the saratoga fish, is a popular food fished from the 

waterways nearby. 
 
 
 

 
C.12   Display Sign – Nabulwinjbulwinj (Plate 3.31) 

This is Nabulwinjbulwinj.  He is a dangerous spirit who eats females 
after striking them with a yam.   
 
His name is pronounced Nar-bull-win-bull-win. 
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APPENDIX D 
 

Unsolicited Comments from Visitors 
 

Anbangbang Rockshelter 
 

 
 
Q.1   How many books on archaeology have you read? 
 

“I watch films and go to lectures whenever possible”.  [70+ Australian female]. 
“None.  Only National Geographic magazines”.  [30-49 year old Australian female]. 
“Many more.  Sorry to skew your analysis!  Studied archaeology at Uni.”.  [30-49 year old 
British female resident in the USA]. 
Ticked “1-4” and wrote: “Or 5-9 including picture type books used in school projects”.  [30-
49 year old Australian male]. 
Ticked “1-4”, placed a question mark over ‘on archaeology’ and wrote:  “Lots of history 
books which refer to archaeology”.  [50-69 year old English male resident in Australia]. 
Ticked “1-4” and wrote “Plus 25+ scientific papers”.  [30-49 year old Australian male]. 
 
 

 
Q.2   What do archaeologists study? 
 

Ticked “Fossils”, “Dinosaurs”, “Rocks”, “Ancient Living Places” and wrote “In Europe 
they do”.  [30-49 year old Dutch male resident in the Netherlands].  
Ticked “Ancient Living Places” and wrote:  “Much more too!  E.G. industrial archaeology, 
contact archaeology”.  [50-69 year old Scottish male resident in Australia]. 
Ticked “Fossils”, “Dinosaurs”, “Ancient Living Places”.   Wrote “How circle only one 
here?”, but ringed “Ancient Living Places”. [18-29 year old Australian female]. 
Ticked “Ancient Living Places” and wrote “Ancient people’s behaviour”.  [50-69 year old 
American male resident in USA]. 

 
 
 
Q.3   How many books on Australian archaeology have you read? 
 

Ticked “1-4”. Ringed “books’” and wrote: “Bad question”.  [50-69 year old English male 
resident in Australia]. 
Ticked “1-4” and wrote:  “Plus 25+ scientific papers”.  [30-49 year old Australian male]. 
Ticked “1-4”.  Crossed out “books” and wrote: “Articles”. [50-69 year old English male 
resident in Australia]. 

 
 
 
Q.4   What is the main thing archaeologists study in Australia? 
 

The word “prehistoric” inserted before “archaeologists” and the word “behaviour” added 
after “Early Aboriginal Places” and this was then ticked.  [50-69 year old American male 
resident in USA]. 
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Q.5   How many European heritage (historical/archaeological) places in  

Australia  have you visited? 
 
Ticked “Many More” and wrote: “Definition?  Does site have to be officially listed?  [50-69 
year old Australian female]. 
Ticked “Many More” and wrote: “Just because there is greater access”.  [18-29 year old 
Australian female]. 
Ticked “Many More” but crossed out the word “Archaeological”.  [30-49 year old Dutch 
female resident in the Netherlands]. 
Ticked “10-15” and wrote: “Within which length of time? During this journey?  Or since we 
are in Australia?”  [Under 18 year old Japanese female resident in Australia]. 
Ticked “10-15” and wrote “Don’t know exactly”.  [50-69 year old English female resident 
in Australia. 
Nothing ticked but a large Question mark placed by the side of the question.  [No personal 
details were given]. 
 

 
 
Q.6   How many Aboriginal heritage (historical/archaeological) places in 

Australia  have you visited? 
 

Nothing ticked but question mark placed by the side of the Question.  [70+ year old 
Australian female].   
 
Whether the doubt referred to the lady having lost count of the number of visits she had made 
through her long life, or because she was querying whether Aborigines had any 
historical/archaeological places, is not clear.  She noted she was a 3rd generation Australian 
and may have been still living with earlier ideas of Australia and its lack of Aboriginal 
heritage ideas.   

 
 
Q.7   What part of Australia’s past interests you most? 
 
 “Don’t know.  All”.  [18-29 year old Australian male]. 

“All of it”.  [30-49 year old English female resident in Australia]. 
“As a visitor, I want to learn about all aspects, not just one of them!”.  [Caucasian from 
Canada – no other details]. 
“Don’t know.  Bad question.   I have broad interests”.  [50-69 year old Australian male]. 
The word “pre” added to “history” for the option “Early Aboriginal history” and ticked.  [50-
69 year old American male resident in the USA]. 
 

 
Q.8   Do you think the information on the display signs was sufficient and  

understandable? 
 

 “This question is twofold.  Something may be understandable but not sufficient, etc., etc.  My   
perception – understandable – yes, sufficient – no”.  [18-29 year old Australian female]. 
“Sufficient  - no, understandable – yes”.  [50-69 year old English male resident in 
Australia]. 

 “Yes, but would like added greater detail”. [50-69 year old Australian female]. 
 “Yes, understandable but not really sufficient”.  [30-49 year old Australian male]. 

“No.  The first art had no translations”.  [18-29 year old Australian female]. 
 “Yes, for beginners”.  [18-29 year old Australian male]. 
 “No, had to eavesdrop on tour guides to get story”.  [No personal details given]. 
 “Could have been more info.”.  [50-69 year old European female resident in Australia]. 
 “Yes, but I had a good tour guide”.  [30-49 year old Australian female]. 
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“No.  More would be nice to explain geology and Aboriginal usage and stories re this place”.  
[18-29 year old English female resident in Australia]. 
“No.  Needed more information”.  [18-29 year old English female resident in England]. 
“No.  I want to learn more”.  [18-29 year old English male resident in Australia]. 
“No.  Not sufficient but very understandable – too basic”.  [18-29 year old English female 
resident in Australia] 
“No.  Not sufficent [sic].  Too simplest [sic]”.  [50-69 year old Frenchman resident in 
France]. 
“Yes.  For most people”.  [50-69 year old English female resident in England]. 
“No”, underlined.  [18-29 year old American male resident in USA].  

 “Sufficient, no – understandable, yes”.  [18-29 year old Australian female]. 
“Sufficient, no – understandable, yes”.  [30-49 year old Ditch male resident in the 
Netherlands]. 
“Sufficient, no – understandable, yes”.  [50-69 year old English female resident in 
Australia]. 
“Sufficient, no – understandable, yes”.  [30-49 year old European male, resident in 
Canada]. 
“Sufficient, no – understandable, yes”.  [50-69 year old Scottish male resident in Australia]. 

 “Sufficient, no – understandable, yes”.  [30-49 year old New Zealand female]. 
 “Understandable but insufficient”.  [50-69 year old Australian male].  
 
 
 
Q.9   Do you think the leaflets and brochures provided enough information? 
 
 “Yes, for general public.  No, for me”.  [50-69 year old Australian female]. 

“Undecided.  Depends on how much the archaeologists really know”.  [50-69 year old 
German female]. 
“No.  Didn’t have any.  Considering this is one of the most visited palaces in Kakadu we felt 
the information given was poor and the guide talk was not proactive or informative.  Need 
guided walks for those not on tour groups, preferably led by Aboriginals”.  [30-49 year old 
English female resident in Australia]. 
“No brochure available, but where brochures etc. have been available in Kakadu they have 
been great”.  [18-29 year old English female resident in Australia]. 
“Yes, but no leaflets @ Nourlangie itself.  Obtained elsewhere”.  [50-69 year old English 
male resident in Australia]. 
“Not about Nourlangie”.  [50-69 year old British male resident in Australia]. 
“No.  Access for disabled (not just wheelchair) needs to be clearer, i.e. more seating, 
indication of flat surfaces for each attraction etc.  No info on the rock formation etc. for those 
who can’t walk far”.  [50-69 year old English female resident in Australia]. 
“Yes.  As an introduction”.  [18-29 year old English female resident in Australia]. 
“Well, yes, except that it could recommend a book for further reading”.  [30-49 year old 
Czech female resident in Australia]. 

 “No, there were none there”.  [18-29 year old Australian female]. 
 “Yes, could have more even”.  [30-49 year old English female resident in Australia]. 
 “We had no leaflets”.  [18-29 year old German male resident in Germany]. 
 “None seen”.  [50-69 year old English female resident in England]. 
 “None provided”.  [50-69 year old Irish female resident in Australia]. 
 “What leaflets?”.  [30-49 year old English female resident in Australia]. 
 “Didn’t see any”.  [18-29 year old American female resident in USA]. 
 “Didn’t get any”.  [30-49 year old American female resident in USA]. 

“Didn’t get any”.   [30-49 year old Australian female]. 
“Want more”.  [30-49 year old Australian male]. 

 “There weren’t any”.  [-18 year old Australian male]. 
 “Yes.  But you need to know a lot more”.  [50-69 year old Australian female]. 

“No.  And the information is often incorrect”.  [50-69 year old English female resident in 
Australia]. 
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Q.10   Did you find any on-site talks helpful? 
 
 “Yes.  Very”.  [ 18-29 year old European male resident in France]. 

“Yes.  Very”.  [30-49 year old Australian male]. 
“Yes.  Very”.  [30-49 year old English female resident in Australia]. 

 “Yes, very helpful”.  [18-29 year old English female resident in Australia]. 
 “Yes, very much so”.  [30-49 year old English female resident in Australia]. 

“Yes, exceptionally so – Alex Dudley’s a great lecturer!”  [30-49 year old European male 
resident in Canada]. 

 “Alex Dudley is great value”.  [30-49 year old Australian male].  
“Yes, by tour guide – private”.  [30-49 year old Australian female]. 

 “Yes, very much”.  [30-49 year old Czech female resident in Australia]. 
“Undecided.  Guided bus tour too brief”.  [50-69 year oldEnglish female resident in 
Switzerland]. 

 “No.  Didn’t assist”.  [50-69 year old Frenchman resident in France]. 
 “Did not attend”.  [50-69 year old American male resident in USA]. 

“Didn’t have any”.  [18-29 year old English female resident in England]. 
 “They weren’t available during time of our visit”.  [30-49 year old Australian female]. 
 “Did not see, wrong time”.  [18-29 year old English female resident in Australia]. 
 “Not applicable”.  [30-49 year old Scottish female resident in the UK]. 
 “Didn’t do any”.  [18-29 year old English female resident in Australia]. 
 “Did not participate”.  [18-29 year old American female resident in USA]. 
 “Didn’t listen”.  [50-69 year old Australian female]. 
 “Didn’t go to any”.  [30-49 year old English female resident in Australia]. 
 “Did not attend one – not aplicable’.  [30-49 year old Dutch male from the Netherlands]. 
 “Didn’t attend any”.   [50-69 year old Australia male]. 

“Didn’t have one”.  [18-29 year old English female resident in England]. 
 
 
Q.11 Was there any information on how archaeology helped to explain the   
place? 
 
 “Heard none”.  [30-49 year old Australian male]. 
 “Yes, but not sufficient”.  [18-29 year old Australian female]. 

“Scientific – no, culturally – yes”.  [18-29 year old Irish female resident in Australia]. 
 “Not much”.  [18-29 year old American female resident in USA]. 
 “?”  [30-49 year old American female resident in USA]. 
 “Yes, but inadequate”.  [18-29 year old English female resident in Australia]. 

“Yes, on signs, but more would be better”.  [18-29 year old English female resident in 
Australia]. 
“No – one bit but not enough information”.  [18-29 year old English female resident in UK]. 
“The information signs at Ubirr are much better than Nourlangie because they help us to 
understand the stories behind the paintings.  Without the stories no amount of archaeology 
will explain the sites.  You should also ask: “Do you think it is appropriate to use 
archaeological methods to explain sites of Aboriginal importance?”  [30-49 year old Scottish 
female resident in Australia]. 

 
 
Q.12   Do you feel you have added to your knowledge of the past from your visit? 
 

“Undecided.  Slightly”.  [Response from a Caucasian from Canada – no other details 
given]. 
“Yes.  Of the past and of Aboriginal myths and dreaming”.  [Under 18 year old Japanese 
female resident in Australia]. 

 “A little”.  [30-49 year old Australian female]. 
“Yes.  More would be better”.   [18-29 year old English female resident in Australia]. 
“Yes.  Marginal”.   [30-49 year old English female resident in Australia]. 



Appendix D   Kakadu National Park 

 

433

 
Q.13  Would you like to find out more about this place by further reading? 
 

“Yes, if it is factual not just nice stories”.  [Caucasian from Canada – no other details 
given]. 
“Yes.  As a ‘reward’ for answering this questionnaire, suggestion : give a bit of bibliography, 
please”.  [Under 18 year old Japanese female resident in Australia]. 
 

 
 
Q.14   Would you like to find out more about Australian history and archaeology in 

general? 
 

“Yes”.  [The word history was underlined and the word archaeology was scratched out].  [50-
69 year old English male resident in Australia]. 
“Yes.  Too vague question”.   [Under 18 year old Japanese female resident in Australia]. 

 
 
 
Q.15    Has your visit here in any way encouraged you to visit European historic  

places in Australia? 
 
 “No.  Already wanted to”.  [30-49 year old Australian male]. 

“No.  I already wanted to – encouragement wasn’t needed”.  [30-49 year old European male 
resident in Canada]. 
“No.  I was quite enthusiastic already”.  [50-69 year old English male resident in Australia]. 

 “I would have done so in any case”.  [50-69 year old English male resident in Australia]. 
“No”.  The word “here” was underlined.    [30-49 year old female from the Netherlands]. 

 
 
 
Q.16    Has your visit here encouraged you to visit Aboriginal heritage places in  

Australia? 
 
 “No.  Would anyway”.  [50-69 year old Australian female]. 

“No.  I already make a practice of site observations when I come to known sites”.  [30-49 year 
old Australian male].     
“Undecided.  I am intending to visit Uluru anyway”.  [Caucasian from Canada – no other 
details given]. 
“No.  Already wanted to”.  [30-49 year old Australian male]. 
“No.  I already wanted to – encouragement wasn’t needed”.  [30-49 year old European male 
resident in Canada]. 

 “No.  I was quite enthusiastic already”.  [50-69 year old English male resident in Canada]. 
 “I would have done so in any case”.  [50-69 year old English male resident in Australia]. 
 
 
 
Q.17    Do you feel this place is important for Australia’s past and national identity? 

 
“Yes.  Big”.  [18-29 year old Dutch female resident in the Netherlands]. 
“Yes.  What a fantastic experience!!  So accessible and much appreciated by this visitor!!”  
[30-49 year old English female resident in Australia]. 
“Yes”.  This word was circled four times.  [18-29 year old Aboriginal Australian female]. 
“Yes”.  Emphasised by added pencil marks.  [30-49 year old Australian male]. 

 “Yes”.  Absolutely”.  [30-49 year old Czech female resident in Australia]. 
 “Yes”.  Ticked four times.  [50-69 year old Australian female]. 
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“Yes”.  Added two exclamation marks.  [30-49 year old Dutch female from the 
Netherlands]. 

 “Yes.  Definitely”.  [18-29 year old Australian female]. 
 “Yes”.  Ticked twice.  [18-29 year old Australian female]. 
 “Yes”.  Ticked twice.  [50-69 year old Australian male]. 

 
 
Seven straight out “No” responses were given by: 

 
 18-29 year old European female resident in Australia. 
 30-49 year old Celtic male resident in Australia. 
 30-49 year old European male resident in the Reunion Islands. 
 18-29 year old  European male resident in France. 
 18-29 year old English male resident in USA. 
 30-49 year old English male resident in Catalanya.  
 50-69 year old Australian male. 
 
 
Five “Undecided” responses were given by: 
  
 30-49 year old German male resident in Australia. 
 30-49 year old male (who gave his ethnicity as “All”) resident in Australia. 
 Under 18 English male resident in Australia. 
 50-69 year old British male resident in Australia. 
 50-69 year old Italian female resident in Italy. 
 
 
 
Q.18    Overall, how do you rate your understanding of the way archaeology has  

helped to explain this place? 
 

“Eh?  This question is too constructed to answer – and I have a PhD too!”.  [30-49 English 
male from England]. 

 “Question unclear.  I suggest you ask a social scientist about construction of Questionnaire”. 
[50-69 year old Australian female]. 
“Very high.  Not because of on-site information, but because of my own education 
(BAHons)”.  [18-29 year old English male resident in England]. 

 “Low – archaeology”.  [18-29 year old Australian female]. 
“Very high - Aboriginal culture”.  [18-29 year old Irish female resident in Australia]. 
“Aboriginals can and have explained this place.  Cooperation between the Aboriginals and 
archaeologists would be important”.  [30-49 year old Dutch female resident in the 
Netherlands]. 
“High, but I don’t agree with the so-called ‘facts’ in particular the dating of the area and 
inhabitation.  Cyclic, self reliant theory should be presented as such.  How many of such ‘fact’ 
has been misproved or ‘improved’ over time to maintain the vague credibility that stands 
today”.  [30-49 year old Australian male]. 
“Medium.  Rock art explains it more as well as living of info on the food sources”.  [30-49 
year old Czech female resident in Australia]. 
“Undecided.  Are there some photos of the articles found in the rock ‘dome’ house?  If so, 
let’s display them.  Where are the ‘treasures’ that were recovered stored?  In Darwin, 
Canberra???  The art is interesting.  Why do the figures have a different number of fingers and 
toes (often 4 instead of 5)?  [Caucasian from Canada – no other details given]. 
“Undecided.  I prefer to find out about what explanations the Aboriginals have for this place”.     
A further comment written at the end of this person’s responses was “You’ll probably find 
people towing caravans have much more narrow, sheltered and racist views on these special 
sites – we certainly have found that”.  [18-29 year old English female resident in Australia]. 

 “Fair”.  [50-69 year old Australian female]. 
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Q.21    What ethnic group do you identify with? (e.g. Aboriginal, Chinese, English,   

etc.) 
 

“I attempt not to group people into distinct ethnic (or other) units, rather as unique 
individuals”.  [30-49 year Australian male]. 
“Sorry, but English isn’t an ethnic group”.  [30-49 year old European female resident in 
Austria] 
“Bad question – I am English but identify with other ethnic groups – Aboriginal, Chinese, 
etc.”  [50-69 English male resident in Australia].    
“Difficult question to answer.  My grandparents were from Russia but I don’t identify myself  
as European.  [50-69 year old male who described himself as USA American (Jewish) 
resident in Australia]. 
“English not an ethnic group”.  [50-69 English female resident in England]. 

 
 
 
Q.23    What was your mean of transport to this place? 
 

“Price for rented cars is a scandal in Australia.  2 or 3 times more than in any other country.  It 
does not help discovering your culture”. [18-29 year old European male, resident in 
France]. 
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APPENDIX E.1 
 
 

Ethnic Groups and Country of Permanent Residence 
 
 
No.    Aboriginal      Australian     British        European        N.American        Other                   C.P.R. 
 
1      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
2      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
3      -  - English  -  -        -  England 
4      -  -       -          Italian  -        -  Australia 
5      -  - English  -  -        -  England 
6      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
7      -  -       -          Dutch  -        -  Holland 
8      -        Australian           -  -  -        -  Australia 
9      -               Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
10      -  -       -          Italian  -        -  Italy   
11      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
12      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
13      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
14    NO ETHNIC GROUP GIVEN    Australia 
15      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
16    NOTHING FILLED IN 
17      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
18      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
19      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
20 Ab/Aus  -       -  -  -        -  Australia 
21      -  -       -          Dutch  -        -  Holland  
22 Ab/Euro  -       -  -  -        -  Australia 
23 Aboriginal -       -  -  -        -  Australia 
24    NOTHING FILLED IN 
25      -  -       -          Swedish  -        -  Sweden 
26      -  -       -          German  -        -  Germany 
27      -  -       -          German  -        -  Australia 
28      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
29    NOTHING FILLED IN 
30      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
31         NOTHING FILLED IN 
32      -         -       -          Austrian  -        -  Austria 
33      -  - English    -  -        -  England 
34    NOTHING FILLED IN 
35      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
36      -  -       -          Dutch  -        -  Holland  
37      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
38      -  -       -          Dutch  -        -  Holland 
39      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
40      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
41    NOTHING FILLED IN 
42      -  -       -          German  -        -  England 
43      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
44      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
45      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
46      -  - English  -  -        -  England 
47      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
48      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
49      -  - English  -  -        -  Switzerland 
50      -  - English  -  -        -  England 
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No.    Aboriginal      Australian     British        European        N.American        Other                   C.P.R. 
 
 
 
51    NOTHING FILLED IN 
52      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
53      -  - Irish  -  -        -  Australia 
54      -  - Irish  -  -        -  Australia 
55      -  - Irish  -  -        -  Ireland 
56      -    -       -          German  -        -  Australia 
57      -  -       -          Austrian  -        -  Austria 
58    NOTHING FILLED IN 
59      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
60    NOTHING FILLED IN    
61    NOTHING FILLED IN 
62      -  -       -  -       American        -  USA 
63      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
64      -  -       -  -  - WASP  Australia 
65      -  -       -          European  -        -  Germany 
66      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
67      -  -       -          Swiss  -        -  Switzerland 
68      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
69      -  - English  -  -        -  England 
70      -  -       -  -  - Caucasian Canada 
71      -  -       -  -  - Anglo-Celt Australia 
72      -  - English  -  -        -  Switzerland 
73      -  -       -          Dutch white  -        -  Holland 
74      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
75      -  - English  -  -        -  England 
76      -  - English  -  -        -  England 
77    NOTHING FILLED IN 
78    NO ETHNIC GROUP OR CPR GIVEN 
79      -  -       -          Italian  -        -  Australia 
80      -  - Irish  -  -        -  Australia 
81      -  -       -          European  -        -  Australia 
82      -  -       -  -  - Celtic  Australia 
83    NOTHING FILLED IN 
84       -  -       -  -  - PNG  PNG 
85      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
86      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
87      -  -       -  -  - Anglo/Italian Australia 
88      -  -       -  -  - Migrant  Australia 
89      -  - Irish  -  -        -  Ireland 
90      -  -       -          German  -        -  Germany 
91      -  - English  -  -        -  England 
92      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
93      -  -       -  -  - White  Austria 
94    NOTHING FILLED IN 
95      -  -       -  -  - White  Australia 
96      -  -       -          German  -        -  Germany 
97      -  -       -  -  - Most  Australia 
98      -  -       -  -  - People generally Australia 
99      -  -       -          Italian  -        -  Australia 
100      -  - English  -  -        -  Canada 
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No.    Aboriginal      Australian     British        European        N.American        Other                   C.P.R. 
 
 
 
101      -  -       -          French  -        -  UK 
102      -   NOTHING FILLED IN 
103      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
104      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
105 Aboriginal -       -  -  -        -  Australia 
106 Aboriginal -       -  -  -        -  Australia 
107      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
108      -  -       -  -  - White man New Zealand 
109      -  -       -          Dutch  -        -  New Zealand 
110      -  -       -  -  - Anglo-Euro Australia 
111      -  - Scottish  -  -        -  UK 
112      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
113    NO ETHNIC GROUP GIVEN    Australia 
114      -  -       -          European  -        -  USA 
115      -  -       -          European  -        -  France  
116      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
117    NOTHING FILLED IN 
118    NOTHING FILLED IN 
119      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
120      -  -       -          European   -        -  Germany 
121      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
122      -  -       -          French  -        -  France 
123      -  -       -   -  - Anglo-Saxon Australia 
124      -  -       -  -  - White  USA 
125      -  -       -          Dutch  -        -  Australia 
126      -  -       -  -  - Aus/English Australia 
127      -  - Irish  -  -        -  Ireland 
128      -  -       -  -  - Aus/Mixed Australia 
129      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
130 Aboriginal -       -  -  -        -  Australia 
131      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
132      -        Australian        -  -  -        -  Australia  
133      -  -       -  -  - Mixed  Australia 
134    NOTHING FILLED IN 
135      -  -       -  -  - White  Australia 
136      -        Australian       -  -  -         -  Australia 
137      -  -       -          French  -        -  Tahiti 
138      -  -       -          European  -        -  Reunion Is. 
139      -  - English   -  -        -  Australia 
140      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
141       -  - English  -  -        -  Canada 
142      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
143      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
144    NO ETHNIC GROUP OR CPR GIVEN 
145      -  -       -          European  -        -  Australia 
146      -  -       -  -  - Humanity E.C. 
147      -  -       -  -  - Non.Ind.Aus Australia 
148    NO ETHNIC GROUP GIVEN    Australia 
149      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
150      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix E.1    Kakadu National Park 

 

439

No.    Aboriginal      Australian     British        European        N.American        Other                   C.P.R. 
 
 
 
151      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
152      -   -       -  -  - Anglo-Aus Australia 
153      -  -       -          Belgian  -        -  Belgium  
154      -  -       -          European  -        -  France 
155      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
156      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
157      -  - English  -  -        -  Denmark 
158    NOTHING FILLED IN 
159    NOTHING FILLED IN 
160      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
161      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
162      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
163    NOTHING FILLED IN 
164    NOTHING FILLED IN 
165      -  - British  -  -        -  Australia 
166      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
167      -  - English    -  -        -  Australia 
168      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
169      -  -       -  -  - Anglo-Aus Australia 
170      -  -       -  -  - Anglo-Aus Australia 
171           -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
172      -  -       -          Dutch  -        -  Netherlands 
173      -  -       -          German  -        -  Germany 
174      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
175      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
176 Aus.Ab  -       -  -  -        -  Australia 
177    NO ETHNIC GROUP OR CPR GIVEN 
178    NO ETHNIC GROUP OR CPR GIVEN 
179      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
180      -  -       -  -       American        -  USA 
181      -  -       -  -  - Anglo-Aus Australia 
182      -  -       -  -  - Anglo-Aus Australia 
183      -  -       -  -  - Jewish  Israel 
184    NOTHING FILLED IN 
185      -  -       -  -  - Anglo-Aus Australia 
186      -  - English  -  -       -  Australia 
187    NOTHING FILLED IN 
188      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
189      -  - English  -  -       -  Australia 
190      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
191      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
192      -  -       -  -  - Chinese  Australia 
193      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
194      -  -       -  -  - Engl/Italian Australia 
195      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
196      -  - British  -  -        -  Australia 
197      -  -       -          French  -        -  Australia 
198      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
199      -  -       -  -  - All  Australia 
200      -  -       -          European  -        -  Canada 
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No.    Aboriginal      Australian     British        European        N.American        Other                   C.P.R. 
 
 
 
201      -               -       -  -  - Western  France 
202    NOTHING FILLED IN 
203      -               - Irish  -  -        -  Ireland 
204      -               -       -          French  -        -  Korea 
205      -               -       -  -  - Amer/Caucasian USA 
206 Engl.Ab.              -       -  -  -        -  Australia 
207      -               - English  -  -        -  Australia 
208      -               - Irish  -  -        -  Australia 
209      -               -       -          Dutch  -        -  Holland 
210    NOTHING FILLED IN 
211      -               - Irish  -  -        -  Ireland 
212      -               -       -  -        - Caucasian USA 
213    NOTHING FILLED IN 
214    NOTHING FILLED IN 
215      -               -       -          European  -        -  France 
216      -               -       -          French  -        -  France 
217      -               - English  -  -        -  Australia 
218      -               - English  -  -        -  Australia 
219      -               - English  -  -        -  Australia 
220      -               - English  -  -        -  Australia 
221      -               -       -  -  - Engl/Aus Australia 
222      -               -       -  -  - Cauc/Aus Australia 
223      -               - English  -  -        -  Australia 
224      -               -       -  -  - Japanese  Australia 
225      -               -       -  -  - New Zealand Australia 
226      -               -       -  -  - Jewish  Australia 
227      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
228      -  -       -  -  - Euro/Aus Australia 
229      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
230      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
231      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
232      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
233      -  - English  -  -        -  USA 
234      -  -       -            -  - French/Euro France 
235      -  -       -  -  -  Jewish  Australia 
236      -  -       -  -  - Nil  Belgium 
237      -  -       -  -       USA         -  USA 
238      -  -       -  -       USA         -  USA 
239      -  -       -  -  - Angl/Aus Australia 
240      -  -       -          European  -       -  USA 
241      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
242      -  -       -  -  - Non.Ind.Aus Australia 
243      -  -       -  -  - Non.Ind.Aus Australia 
244      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
245      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
246      -  -       -          Dutch  -        -  Netherlands 
247      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
248      -  -       -  -  - Anglo/Celtic Australia 
249      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
250      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
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No.    Aboriginal      Australian     British        European        N.American        Other                   C.P.R. 
 
 
 
251      -  -       -          German  -        -  Germany  
252      -  -       -          French  -        -  France 
253      -  -       -          European  -        -  Italy 
254      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
255    NOTHING FILLED IN 
256      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
257      -  -       -  -  - Anglo/Euro Australia 
258      -  -       -  -  - Korean  Korea 
259      -  -       -  -  - White Eng. UK 
260      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
261      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
262      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
263      -  -       -          European  -        -  Australia 
264      -  - English  -  -        -  UK 
265      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
266      -  -       -  -  - Caucasian Australia 
267    NOTHING FILLED IN 
268      -  -       -  -       American       -  Australia 
269      -  -       -          Dutch  -       -  USA 
270      -  -       -  -  - White Aus. Australia 
271      -  -       -  -  - Anglo/Celt Australia 
272    NOTHING FILLED IN 
273      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
274      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
275      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
276      -  - English  -  -        -  England 
277      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
278      -  - British  -  -        -  Australia 
279      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
280      -  - Irish  -  -        -  Australia 
281      -  -       -  -  - Brit.White Australia 
282      -  -       -          European  -        -  Italy 
283      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
284      -  - Scottish  -  -        -  Australia 
285      -  -       -  -  - Anglo  Australia 
286      -  -       -  -  - Chinese  Australia 
287      -  -       -  -  -  Israeli  Israel 
288      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
289      -  -       -          Czech  -        -  Australia 
290      -  -       -  -  - Eurasian  Australia 
291      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
292      -  -       -  -  -  Nil  Australia 
293      -  - British  -  -        -  USA 
294      -  -       -  -  - WhtM/Cgre Australia 
295      -  -       -          Austrian  -        -  Austria 
296      -  -       -  -  - Jew  Israel 
297      -  -       -  -        - Caucasian USA 
298    NOTHING FILLED IN 
299      -  - English  -  -        -  England 
300      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
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No.    Aboriginal      Australian     British        European        N.American        Other                   C.P.R. 
 
 
 
301      -   NO ETHNIC GROUP OR CPR GIVEN 
302      -  -       -  -  - Israeli  Israel 
303      -  -       -          European  -        -  Switzerland 
304      -  -       -  -  - New Zealand New Zealand 
305      -  -       -          Italian  -        -  Italy 
306      -  - English  -  -        -  England 
307      -  - Scottish  -  -        -  Australia 
308      -  - English  -  -        -  England 
309      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
310      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
311      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
312      -  -       -  -  - Caucasian USA 
313      -  -       -          Dutch  -        -  Netherlands 
314      -  -       -          Dutch  -        -  Netherlands 
315      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
316      -  -       -  -  - New Zealand New Zealand 
317      -  -       -  -  - New Zealand New Zealand 
318      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
319      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
320    NO ETHNIC GROUP OR CPR GIVEN 
321      -  -       -          European  -        -  Germany 
322      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
323      -  -       -  -       American        -  USA 
324      -  -       -          French  -        -  France 
325      -  -       -          German  -        -  Australia 
326      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
327      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
328      -  -       -  -  - Aust/Cauc Australia 
329      -  -       -          French  -        -  France 
330      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
331      -  -       -  -  - British/Aus Australia 
332       -  - English  -  -        -  UK 
333      -  -       -  -       American        -  USA 
334    NO ETHNIC GROUP OR CPR GIVEN 
335      -  -       -          German  -        -  Germany 
336      -  -       -          Italian  -        -  Italy 
337    NOTHING FILLED IN 
338      -  -       -          Dutch  -        -  Netherlands 
339    NO ETHNIC GROUP OR CPR GIVEN 
340    NOTHING FILLED IN 
341    NOTHING FILLED IN 
342      -  -       -          Italian  -        -  Italy 
343      -  -       -  -  - Amer/Jewish Australia 
344      -  - English    -  -        -  Germany 
345      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
346      -  - English  -  -        -  England 
347      -  -       -  -  - Anglo  Australia 
348      -  - Irish  -  -        -  Australia 
349      -  - English  -  -        -  Scotland 
350      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
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No.    Aboriginal      Australian     British        European        N.American        Other                   C.P.R. 
 
 
 
351      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
352      -  -       -          German  -        -  Germany 
353      -  -       -          German  -        -  Germany 
354      -  - English  -  -        -  Catalanya 
355      -  -       -          Danish  -        -  England 
356      -  -       -          French  -        -  France 
357      -  -       -          Dutch  -        -  Netherlands 
358      -  - English  -  -        -  USA 
359    NOTHING FILLED IN 
360      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
361      -  -       -          French  -        -  France 
362      -  -       -          Dutch  -        -  Netherlands 
363      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
364      -        Australian       -  -  -        -  Australia 
365      -  - English  -  -        -  UK 
366      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
367      -  -       -         German  -        -  Germany 
368      -  -       -          French  -        -  France    
369      -  -       -         German  -        -  Germany 
370      -  -       -          German  -        -  Belgium 
371      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
372      -  -       -  -  - Eng/Caucasian England 
373      -  -       -          European  -        -  Germany 
374      -  - British  -  -        -  UK 
375      -  - English  -  -        -  Australia 
 
 
 
TOTALS FOR ETHNIC GROUPS AND COUNTRY OF PERMANENT RESIDENCE 
 
 
Ethnic groups      Country of Permanent Residence 
 
          Group           No.           Country              No.  
 

         Aboriginal              4           Australia             205 
         Australian            56            Britain               30 

          British           111           Europe  61 
          European             75           New Zealand               5 
          New Zealand            4           North America 21  

         North America          7           Other               10 
          Other             12                         
          Confused             60 
          No group given        3 
        

Total           332         Total             332 
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APPENDIX E.2 

 
Ethnic Groups linked to Country of Permanent Residence 

 
 
 Ethnic Group  Country of  Permanent Residence 
 

Aboriginal (4)   Australia (4) 
Aboriginal Australian (2)  Australia (2) 
Aboriginal English (1)  Australia (1) 
Aboriginal European (1)  Australia (1) 

 All (1)    Australia (1) 
 American  (5)   Australia (1), USA (4) 
 American Jewish (1)  Australia (1) 
 Anglo (2)   Australia (2) 
 Anglo-Australian (7)  Australia (7) 
 Anglo-Celtic (3)   Australia (3) 
 Anglo-European (2)  Australia (2) 
 Anglo-Italian (1)   Australia (1) 
 Anglo-Saxon (1)   Australia (1) 
 Australian (56)   Australia (56) 
 Australian English (2)   Australia (2) 
 Australian Migrant (1)  Australia (1) 

Australian European (1)  Australia (1) 
 Australian Mixed (1)  Australia (1) 
 Austrian (3)   Austria (3) 
 Belgian (1)   Belgium (1) 
 British (5)   Australia (3), UK (1), USA (1) 
 British Australian (1)  Australia (1) 
 British White (1)   Australia (1) 
 Caucasian (5)   Australia (1), Canada (1), USA (3) 
 Caucasian American (1)  USA (1) 
 Caucasian Australian (2)  Australia (2) 
 Caucasian English (1)  England (1) 
 Celtic (1)   Australia (1) 
 Chinese (2)   Australia (2) 
 Czech (1)   Australia (1) 
 Danish (1)   UK (1) 

Dutch (16)  Holland/Netherlands  (13), Australia (1), USA (1) New  
Zealand (1) 

  English (92)   Australia (65), Canada (2), Catalanya (1), Denmark (1),  
    Germany (1) Switzerland (2), UK (18), USA (2) 

 English Italian (1)  Australia (1) 
 European (17)   Australia (3), Canada (1), France (3), Germany (4), Italy  

(2), Reunion Islands (1), Switzerland (1), USA (2) 
 Eurasian (1)   Australia (1) 
 French (12)   Australia (1), France (8), Korea (1), Tahiti (1), UK (1) 
 French European (1)  France (1) 
 German (15)   Australia (3), Belgium (1), Germany (10), UK (1) 
 Humanity (1)   European Community (1) 
 Irish (11)   Australia (6), Ireland (5) 
 Israeli (2)   Israel (2) 
 Italian (7)   Australia (3), Italy (4) 
 Japanese (1)   Australia (1) 
 Jewish (4)   Australia (2), Israel (2) 
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Ethnic Group  Country of  Permanent Residence 

 
 
 Korean (1)   Korea (1) 
 Mixed (1)   Australia (1) 
 Most (1)    Australia (1) 
 New Zealand (4)   Australia (1), New Zealand (3) 
 Nil (2)    Australia (1), Belgium (1) 
 Non-Indigenous Australian (3) Australia (3) 
 People generally (1)  Australia (1) 
 PNG (1)    PNG (1)     
 Scottish (3)   Australia (2), UK (1) 

Swedish (1)   Sweden (1) 
Swiss (1)   Switzerland (1) 
USA (2)    USA (2) 
WASP (1)   Australia (1) 
Western (1)   France (1) 
White (4)   Australia (2), Austria (1), USA (1) 
White Australian  (1)  Australia (1) 
White English (1)   UK (1) 
White Man (1)   New Zealand (1) 
White Middle Class Greenie (1) Australia (1) 
No Ethnic Group given (3)  Australia (3) 
 

 

Total      332 
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APPENDIX  E.3 
 

 “Confused” Ethnic Groups against Gender, Age Group and 
Country of Permanent Residence. 

 
 
Ethnic Group    Gender         Age     C.P.R. 

 
M        F      -18        18-29       30-49      50-69      70+   

 
Aboriginal Australian x    x   Australia 
Aboriginal Australian  x         x      Australia 
Aboriginal English  x    x  Australia 
Aboriginal European x    x   Australia 
All   x    x   Australia 
American Jewish  x     x  Australia 
Anglo    x  x    Australia 
Anglo   x     x  Australia 
Anglo-Australian   x          x      Australia 
Anglo-Australian   x    x  Australia 
Anglo-Australian  x      x Australia 
Anglo-Australian   x    x  Australia 
Anglo-Australian  x   x    Australia 
Anglo-Australian   x   x   Australia 
Anglo-Australian   x  x    Australia 
Anglo-Celt   x                                         x         Australia 
Anglo-Celtic  x    x   Australia 
Anglo-Celtic  x    x   Australia 
Anglo-European   x  x    Australia 
Anglo/European   x    x  Australia 
Anglo-Italian  x    x   Australia 
Anglo-Saxon   x   x   Australia 
Australian/English  x   x   Australia 
Australian/English x             x      Australia 
Australian/European  x    x  Australia 
Australian Migrant  x   x   Australia 
Australia Mixed   x  x    Australia 
British Australian  x   x    Australia 
British/White  x   x    Australia 
Caucasian/American  x   x   USA 
Caucasian/Australian x     x  Australia 
Caucasian/Australian x     x  Australia  
Caucasian/English  x    x  Britain 
Celtic   x    x   Australia 
English/Italian   x   x   Australia 
Eurasian   x   x    Australia 
French/European  x   x    Australia 
Humanity   x    x  E.C. 
Jew    x   x   Israel  
Jewish   x   x    Israel 
Jewish   x     x  Australia 
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Ethnic Group    Gender         Age     C.P.R. 
 
M        F      -18        18-29       30-49      50-69      70+   

 
Jewish   x     x  Australia 
Mixed   x    x   Australia 
Most   x     x  Australia 
Nil    x          x      Belgium  
Nil    x   x   Australia 
Non Indigenous Aus. x   x    Australia 
Non Indigenous Aus. x    x   Australia 
Non Indigenous Aus.  x  x    Australia 
People generally   x  x    Australia 
WASP   x                 x   Australia 
Western   x   x    France 
White    x   x   Austria 
White    x   x   Australia 
White    x  x    USA 
White   x    x   Australia 
White Australian  x             x      Australia 
White English   x  x    Britain 
White Man  x    x   New Zealand 
White MidClass Greenie x    x   Australia 
 
 
Totals     Gender   No.       %            

                       Male              31       51.7                                                                   
          Female          29       48.3 
 

        60      100% 
 
 
Totals         Age Group   No.       %        
 
         -18           5         8.3 
         18-29              16       26.7 
         30-49    24       40.0 
         50-69    14       23.3 
         70+                   1         1.7 
 
     60      100% 
                                 
 
Totals      C.P.R.              No.  %            
 

     Australia    49 81.7 
                   Europe                 4   6.7 
                   Britain                  2         3.3             
                   Israel                    2         3.3 
                   USA          2         3.3  
                   New Zealand        1         1.7 

 
   60      100%
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APPENDIX E.4 
 

British Ethnic Group against Gender, Age Group and Country of Permanent Residence 
extracted from Appendix E.1. 

List numbers follow the numerical order shown in Appendix E.1. 
 
     Gender                Age Group               Country of  Permanent Residence  
   
List       Ethnic    M       F      <18     18-29     30-49     50-69    >70        Australia     Britain     Other 
No.        Group 
 
  1           English     x                       x               x 
  2           English     x                           x              x 
  3 English     x             x                     x 
  5        English  x           x                      x 
  6 English  x            x                            x 
11 English     x             x               x 
13 English  x            x               x 
19 English     x             x               x 
33 English     x            x                      x 
37 English  x            x                x 
40 English  x                         x                x 
43 English  x            x                 x 
44 English     x             x               x 
45 English     x  x                       x   
46 English  x            x                     x 
47 English  x            x                 x 
49 English      x             x               x 
50 English     x             x                    x 
53 Irish  x                         x               x 
54 Irish  x                      x                 x 
55 Irish  x           x                      x 
63 English     x             x                  x 
66 English  x x                 x 
69 English   x            x                     x 
72 English  x            x                                 x 
75 English  x           x                      x 
76 English  x                         x                                  x 
80 Irish  x                         x               x 
85 English     x                         x                 x 
89 Irish  x                                    x                     x 
91 English  x                          x                   x 
92 English  x                         x               x 
100 English     x             x                         x 
103   English  x                            x                             x  
111 Scottish  x            x                     x 
112 English      x                x                            x 
116 English  x           x                              x 
119 English  x                          x               x 
121 English  x            x                x 
127 Irish  x                      x                      x 
129 English     x             x               x 
139 English  x                      x                 x 
140 English  x             x                x 
 



Appendix E.4           KAKADU NATIONAL PARK 

 

449
    Gender              Age Group               Country of  Permanent 
Residence  

   

List       Ethnic    M       F      <18     18-29     30-49     50-69    >70        Australia     Britain     Other 
No.        Group 
      

141 English      x             x                         x 
142 English  x                          x               x 
143 English     x             x                 x 
149 English  x             x               x 
150 English  x             x               x 
157 English  x           x                          x 
161 English  x                          x               x 
165 British        x              x               x 
167 English      x              x               x 
174 English  x            x                 x 
186 English  x             x               x 
188 English      x              x               x 
189 English      x              x               x 
190 English      x            x                 x 
195 English   x x                 x 
196 British   x             x               x 
198 English   x             x               x 
203 Irish   x                     x                      x 
207 English   x                     x                 x 
208 Irish      x                           x               x 
211 Irish      x                         x                      x 
217 English   x             x               x 
218 English   x             x               x 
219 English   x             x               x 
220 English   x             x               x 
223 English   x            x                x 
232 English   x                          x               x 
233 English      x            x                               x 
244 English   x                          x               x 
247 English   x             x               x 
256 English   x             x               x 
260 English      x             x                x 
262 English   x            x                 x 
264 English      x              x                    x 
265 English      x            x                 x 
273 English      x              x               x 
275 English      x              x               x 
276 English    x            x                     x 
278 British         x              x               x 
279 English                  x            x                x 
280 Irish      x             x              x 
283 English       x                x                 x 
284 Scottish      x              x               x 
288 English     x             x               x 
291 English      x              x               x 
293 British     x            x                         x 
299 English     x           x                                   x 
300 English       x             x              x 
306 English     x x        x 
307 Scottish      x              x               x 
308 English       x            x                                   x 
315 English     x            x              x 
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     Gender                Age Group               Country of  Permanent Residence  
   
List       Ethnic    M       F      <18     18-29     30-49     50-69    >70        Australia     Britain     Other 
No.        Group 
 
319 English   x            x                x 
322 English      x              x               x 
327 English   x             x               x 
330 English   x             x               x 
332 English      x             x                      x 
344 English      x              x                        x 
346 English    x            x                     x         
348 Irish      x              x               x 
349 English      x            x                      x 
354 English      x             x                         x 
358 English      x              x                        x 
365 English    x           x                      x 
366 English    x            x                x 
371 English      x              x               x 
374 British      x              x                    x         
375 English      x              x               x 
 
 
  
Totals     Gender   No.       %            

                       Male              48       43.2                                                                   
          Female          63       56.8 
 

111 100% 
 

 
 
Totals         Age Group   No.       %        
 
         -18           8         7.2 
         18-29              20       18.0 
         30-49    23      20.7 
         50-69    54      48.7 
         70+                   6         5.4 
 
   111      100% 
                                 
 
 
Totals      C.P.R.               No.  %            
 

     Australia     76  68.5 
                   Other                   25  22.5 
                   Britain                 10         9.0             
                    

 111     100% 
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APPENDIX E.5 
 

Percentage Tables – Main Responses 
 

 
Section One – Questions about interest in archaeology. 
 
 
Q.1    How many books on archaeology have you read? 
   
 Books read                  Responses            % 
 

None    148  43.7    
1-4    117               34.5          
5-9         28    8.3                 
10-20         28    8.3           
Many more         18      5.2          

 
 Total responses   339  100% 
 
 
 
Q.2    What do archaeologists study? 
 

Archaeologists study        Responses    %         
 

Fossils      29    8.6   
Dinosaurs       7    2.1               
Rocks      17    5.0           
Ancient living places  280            82.5              
Don’t know         6             1.8                   
 
Total responses   339  100%     

       
 
 
Q.3    How many books on Australian archaeology have you read? 
 
 Books read          Responses        % 
  

None    221              65.2           
1-4      92            27.1          
5-9      16                  4.7            
10-20        7     2.1              
Many more       3        0.9            

 
 Total responses   339  100% 
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Q.4    What is the main thing archaeologists study in Australia? 
 

Archaeologists  study        Responses  %   

Fossils       24    7.1   
Dinosaurs                     4    1.2           
Early Aboriginal places               259  77.1        
European historical places    28    8.3            
Don’t know     21    6.3         
 
Total responses   336  100% 

 
 
Q.5 How many European Heritage (historical/archaeological)Places in  Australia 

have you visited? 
 

 Places visited (European)        Responses  %    
 

None     42               12.5            
1-4                  85  25.4         
5-9              56  16.7         
10-15                 45  13.4         
Many more                107  32.0       

 
 Total responses   335  100% 
 
 
Q.6   How many Aboriginal Heritage (historical/archaeological) Places in  

Australia have you visited? 
 
 Places visited (Aboriginal)       Responses  %     
 

None         6     1.8                  
1-4    112            33.4         
5-9          89  26.6            
10-15           60  17.9           
Many more           68  20.3           

 
 Total responses   335  100% 
 
 
Q.7   What part of Australia’s past interests you most? 
 

Interest in past         Responses  %     
 

Early Aboriginal history               202  60.3            
European history in Australia           68  20.3              
The Chinese in Australia                    4    1.2                    
Convict beginnings                 37  11.0           
Don’t know                  24    7.2  
 
Total responses   335  100%          
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Section Two – Questions about the place being visited. 
 

 
Q.8   Do you think the information on the display signs was sufficient and  

understandable? 
 
 Sign information        Responses  % 
 

Yes                241  72.4             
No      65               19.5            
Undecided     27                 8.1            
 
Total responses   333  100% 
 
 
 

Q.9 Do you think the leaflets and brochures provided enough information? 
 

Leaflet information       Responses  %     
     

Yes    205       62.3          
No                86  26.1               
Undecided                  38  11.6           

 
 Total responses   329  100% 
 
 
  
Q.10   Did you find any on-site talks helpful? 
 
 Talks helpful                  Responses  %        

 
Yes    214              78.1             
No                    16      5.8           
Undecided                44  16.1           
 

 Total responses   274  100% 
 
 
 
Q.11   Was there any information on how archaeology helped to explain the place? 
 
 Explanations                      Responses  % 
   

Yes      208  64.2         
No                   80  24.7           
Undecided                  36  11.1           

 
 Total responses   324  100% 
 
 
 



Appendix E.5           KAKADU NATIONAL PARK 

 

454

Q.12   Do you feel you have added to your knowledge of the past from your visit? 
     
 Knowledge gained        Responses  %     
 

Yes    295  90.2         
No        23    7.0           
Undecided                     9    2.8             
 

 Total responses   327  100% 
 
 
 
Q.13   Would you like to find out more about this place by further reading? 
 
 Further reading          Responses  %     
 

Yes    236               72.4          
No                   46  14.1           
Undecided                 44  13.5 
           
Total responses   326  100% 

 
 
 
Q.14    Would you like to find out more about Australian history and archaeology in   

general? 
    

Find out more         Responses  %  
      

Yes                281  86.2            
No      20    6.1                 
Undecided     25     7.7               
                              
Total responses   326  100% 
 

 
 
Q.15   Has your visit here in any way encouraged you to visit European Historic  

Places in Australia? 
 
Visits encouraged                     Responses  %       

 
Yes               74      23.0            
No          209         65.0        
Undecided             39       12.0          
 
Total responses   322  100% 
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Q.16   Has your visit here encouraged you to visit Aboriginal Heritage Places in  
Australia? 

 
Visits encouraged       Responses  %    

 
Yes                 268    83.0           
No      40               12.4           
Undecided     15                  4.6           
 
Total responses   323  100% 

 
 
 
Q.17  Do you feel this place is important for Australia’s past and national identity? 
           
 Important for past       Responses  % 
 

Yes    312              96.3           
No        7                2.2             
Undecided       5                1.5             
 
Total responses   324  100% 

 
 
 
Q.18    Overall, how do you rate your understanding of the way archaeology has  

helped to explain this place? 
   

Understanding      Responses  % 
 

Very low    22  6.8            
Low     59              18.3           
Undecided    84              26.1           
High    131              40.7                 
Very high                   26   8.1           

 
Total responses   322  100% 
 
 
 

 
Section Three – Questions about the Responder. 
 
 
Q.19   Are you?   
     

Gender         Responses  %     
          

Male    162  48.8           
Female    170  51.2         
 
Total responses   332  100% 
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Q.20   Is your Age Group?     
      

Age Group         Responses  %        
 

Under 18     27  8.2               
18-29      79              23.8           
30-49    103              31.0         
50-69    113              34.0         
70 or over     10                3.0           
 
Total responses   332  100% 

 
 
 
Q.21   What Ethnic Group do you identify with? (e.g. Aboriginal, Chinese, English,    
           etc.)  In summarised form. 
 

Ethnic Group         Responses  % 
 
 Aboriginal       4    1.2 
 Australian     56  16.9 

British    111  33.4 
European     75  22.6 
New Zealand       4    1.2 
North American       7    2.1 
Other      12    3.6 
Confused responses    60  18.1 
No group given       3    0.9 
 
Total responses   332  100% 

 
 
 
Q.22 What is your Country of Permanent Residence? In summarised form. 
 
   
 Country of Residence        Responses  % 
 
 Australia   205  61.8 
 Britain      30    9.0   
 Europe      60  18.1 
 New Zealand       5    1.5 
 North America     21    6.3 
 Other      11    3.3 
 
 Total Responses   332  100% 
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Q.23 What was your Means of Transport to this place? 
 

Means of Transport       Responses  %     
    

Own vehicle   156              47.6           
Hired vehicle    103             31.4          
1 day coach tour     12     3.6           
More than 1 day tour      35           10.7             
Adventure tour            22            6.7              
 
Total responses   328  100% 
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APPENDIX E.6 
 

Percentage Tables – Responses Cross-Related against What is your Age 
Group? 

 
Q.1  How many books on archaeology have you read? 
 
     Age Group 
 

-18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
None            11      44.0          47     58.0             43     41.7              41     36.6           2       20.0 
1-4            13      52.0          27     33.3          38     36.9            31    27.7           4       40.0 
5-9              1        4.0           -           -          11     10.7            15    13.4           1       10.0 
10-20              -           -           4        5.0            6       5.8            15    13.4           3       30.0 
More              -           -           3       3.7              5       4.9             10      8.9            -          - 
 

Total           25    100%         81   100%        103      100%        112     100%       10      100% 

 
 
 
Q.2   What do archaeologists study? 
 

Age Group  
 

 -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                    70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %           No.      % 
 
Fossils              7      29.2            8     11.0               5        4.9                8       7.3            -         - 
Rocks              5      20.8            5       6.8            3        3.0              3       2.7            -         - 
Ancient Places 12      50.0          60     82.2          93      92.1              99     90.0          10     100                   
 

Total           24    100%         73   100%        101    100%        110     100%          10      100% 

 
 
 
Q.3   How many books on Australian archaeology have you read? 
 

Age Group 
 

-  18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
None            20      74.1          57     74.0              70     69.3              64     60.4          4       40.0 
1-4              6      22.2          18     23.4           28     27.7            33      31.1          5       50.0 
5-9              1        3.7            2       2.6                3       3.0              9        8.5          1       10.0 
 

Total           27    100%          77   100%        101    100%         106     100%       10      100% 
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Q.4   What is the main thing archaeologists study in Australia? 
 
     Age Group 
 

  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
Fossils              2        7.7             5       6.6             11     10.7                5      4.5            1     10.0 
Ab. Places        21      80.8           56     73.7           77     74.8            90     81.8            8     80.0 
Euro. Places       1        3.8             9     11.8               9       8.7              9       8.2            -        - 
Don’t know        2        7.7             6       7.9             6        5.8              6       5.5            1     10.0 
 

Total           26    100%           76     100%         103    100%        110     100%       10      100% 

 
 
 
 
Q.5     How many European Heritage (historical/archaeological) Places in Australia  

have you visited? 
     Age Group 
 

  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
None              6      22.3          12     15.4             17     16.7                7      6.2             -          - 
1-4            10      37.0          26     33.3          23     22.5            23    20.5            2      20.0 
5-9              4      14.8          13     16.7             20     19.6            14    12.5            3      30.0 
10-15              5      18.5           7        9.0          10       9.8            19    17.0            3      30.0 
More              2        7.4          20     25.6            32     31.4             49    43.8            2      20.0     
 

Total           27    100%         78   100%        102    100%          112     100%       10      100% 

 
 
 
 
Q.6     How many Aboriginal Heritage (historical/archaeological) Places in  

Australia have you visited? 
 
     Age Group 
 

  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
1-4            12      46.2          32      41.5           32     31.1            29    27.1           4       44.5 
5-9              9      34.6          19      24.7             31     30.1            26    24.3           2       22.2 
10-15              4      15.4          13      16.9           17     16.5            23    21.5           2       22.2 
More              1        3.8          13      16.9             23    22.3             29    27.1            1      11.1  
 

Total            26    100%         77    100%         103    100%          107   100%          9     100% 
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Q.7     What part of Australia’s past interests you most?  
  
     Age Group 

  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
Ab. History      21      77.8          54     69.3             62     60.8              58     54.2           4       40.0 
Euro. History     1        3.7            9     11.5          20     19.6            30    28.0           5       50.0 
Convicts             4       14.8          10     12.8            12      11.8              9      8.4           1       10.0 
Don’t Know       1        3.7            5       6.4            8       7.8            10      9.4           -           - 
 

Total           27    100%         78   100%        102   100%            107    100%       10      100% 

 
 

Q.8    Do you think the information on the display signs was sufficient and  
understandable? 

     Age Group 
  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 

           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
Yes            20      76.9          47     60.3             75     72.8               85     77.3          10    100.0 
No              2        7.7          23     29.5          20     19.4             18    16.4            -         - 
Undecided          4      15.4            8     10.2               8       7.8              7       6.3            -         - 
 

Total           26    100%          78   100%        103      100%         110     100%       10      100% 

 
 
Q.9     Do you think the leaflets and brochures provided enough information? 
 
     Age Group 

  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
Yes            17      65.4          39     51.3             66     65.4              74     66.7           6       60.0 
No              3      11.5          25     32.9          26     25.7            27    24.3           3       30.0 
Undecided          6      23.1          12     15.8               9       8.9            10      9.0           1       10.0 
 

Total           26    100%         76   100%        101    100%           111   100%        10     100% 

 
 
Q.10    Did you find any on-site talks helpful? 
 
     Age Group 

  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
Yes            15      60.0           41     69.5             70     82.4              77      83.7           7     87.5  
No              1        4.0             3       5.1             7       8.2                5        5.4           -        - 
Undecided          9      36.0           15     25.4               8       9.4            10      10.9           1     12.5 
 
Total           25    100%          59   100%          85      100%           92     100%         8    100% 
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Q.11    Was there any information on how archaeology helped to explain the place? 
 
     Age Group 
 

  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
Yes            15      57.7          43     58.1             69     69.0               69     63.9          10     100.0 
No              7      26.9          23     31.1          24     24.0            23     21.3            -         - 
Undecided          4      15.4            8     10.8            7       7.0            16     14.8            -         - 
 

Total            26    100%         74   100%        100    100%           108   100%         10      100% 

 
Q.12    Do you feel you have added to your knowledge of the past from your visit? 
 
     Age Group 
 

  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
Yes           22      91.7          68     90.7             90     91.8             101     94.4         10     100.0   
No             2        8.3            7       9.3            8       8.2              6       5.6           -          - 
 

Total           24    100%         75   100%          98      100%        107     100%       10      100% 

 
Q.13    Would you like to find out more about this place by further reading?  
 
     Age Group 
 

  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
Yes            16      61.6          52     68.4             72     72.0              84     76.4           9       90.0 
No              3      11.5          17     22.4          17     17.0              9      8.2            -           - 
Undecided          7      26.9            7       9.2          11     11.0            17    15.4            1       10.0 
 

Total           26    100%         76   100%        100      100%        110     100%       10      100% 

 
 
Q.14    Would you like to find out more about Australian history and archaeology in  

general? 
     Age Group 
 

  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
Yes            22      88.0          67     85.9             82     82.8              97      88.2         10     100.0 
No              2        8.0            7       9.0            6       6.1             4        3.6            -         - 
Undecided          1        4.0            4       5.1             11     11.1             9        8.2            -         - 
 

Total           25    100%         78   100%          99    100%         110     100%        10      100% 
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Q.15    Has your visit here in any way encouraged you to visit European Heritage  
Places in Australia? 

     Age Group 
  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 

           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
Yes            12      48.0           17     22.4             12     12.0              27     25.0           6       60.0 
No            10      40.0           49     86.8           76     76.0             70     64.8           2       20.0 
Undecided          3      12.0           10     13.2           12     12.0             11     10.2           2       20.0 
 

Total            25    100%         76    100%         100     100%         108     100%       10      100% 

 
 
Q.16    Has your visit here encouraged you in any way to visit Aboriginal Heritage  

Places in Australia? 
     Age Group 

  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
Yes            21      84.0          64     84.2             77     77.0              94     86.2          10     100.0  
No              3      12.0          10     13.2          16     16.0            11    10.1            -          - 
Undecided          1        4.0            2       2.6           7        7.0              4      3.7            -          - 
 

Total           25     100%        76   100%        100    100%          109    100%       10      100% 

 
 
Q.17    Do you feel this place is important for Australia’s past and national identity? 
 
     Age Group 

  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
Yes            25    100.0           73    100.0            94    100.0            106    100.0        10    100.0 
 

Total           25    100%           73    100%           94    100%           106     100%       10    100% 

 
    

Q.18    Overall, how do you rate your understanding of the way archaeology has  
helped to explain this place? 

 
     Age Group 

  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
Very Low           1        3.8             4       5.3               7       7.1              10      9.2            -          - 
Low              4      15.4            20    26.3            22     22.2             13    11.9            -         - 
Undecided          6      23.1            22    28.9              33     33.3             22    20.2            -         - 
High            13      50.0            24    31.6            29     29.3             55    50.5            9     90.0 
Very High           2       7.7              6      7.9              8       8.1               9      8.2            1     10.0      
 

Total            26    100%           76   100%            99    100%          109   100%       10    100% 
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APPENDIX E.7 
 
 

Percentage Tables – Responses Cross-Related against 
What Ethnic Group do you identify with? 

 
 
Q.1  How many books on archaeology have you read? 
 

Ethnic Group 

 
No.         Aboriginal    Australian    British     European     N.Zealand   N. America      Other 
          No.    %        No.    %      No.    %      No.    %      No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
None            2    25.0    30   45.5      61   44.9     37   46.8        3   60.0          3   23.1       6     50.0 
1-4            5    62.5    26   39.4      45   33.1     20   25.3        1   20.0          5   38.4       6     50.0 
5-9            -        -      6     9.1      12     8.8       7     8.9        -  -            2   15.4         -         - 
10-20            -        -      4     6.0      13     9.5       8   10.1        -  -            2   15.4        -         - 
More            1    12.5      -        -         5     3.7       7     8.9        1   20.0          1     7.7        -         - 
 
Total            8    100%    66   100%  136    100%  79  100%    5   100%      13  100%     12  100%             
  
 
Q.2   What do archaeologists study 
 

Ethnic Group 

 
Study        Aboriginal    Australian     British      European    N.Zealand   N. America      Other 
          No.    %        No.    %      No.    %      No.    %      No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
Fossils             1     12.5     8   12.7       11     8.3   5     6.7        -  -            1     7.7       1     9.1 
Rocks             1    12.5     2     3.2         7    5.3        4     5.3       -  -           -       -           1     9.1 
Ancient Places  6     75.0   53   84.1     114  86.4      66   88.0       4  100.0      12    92.3        9    81.8 
 
Total            8  100%  63  100%    132 100%     75  100%     4  100%     13  100%     12  100% 
  
 

Q.3   How many books on Australian archaeology have you read? 

 
Ethnic Group 

 
No.        Aboriginal    Australian     British      European     N.Zealand      N. America     Other 
          No.    %        No.    %      No.    %       No.    %       No.    %          No.    %     No.     % 
 
None            3    42.9    36   55.4      85   64.4      61   78.2        4   80.0          9   69.2     12   100.0 
1-4            4    57.1    26   40.0      37   28.0      15   19.2        1   20.0          4   30.8       -        - 
5-9            -        -      3     4.6      10     7.6        2     2.6         -      -             -       -         -         - 
 
Total            7   100%    65  100%  132  100%    78  100%      5  100%     13  100%     12  100%             
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Q.4   What is the main thing archaeologists study in Australia? 
 

Ethnic Group 

 
Study        Aboriginal     Australian    British      European   N.Zealand    N. America     Other 
          No.    %        No.    %      No.    %      No.    %      No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
Fossils             2    25.0    10   14.5        5     3.8   2     2.6        -  -            1     8.3       3   27.3  
Ab. Places         6    75.0    52   75.4      99  75.6       64   83.1       3   60.0        10   83.4        8   72.7    
Euro. Places       -       -      4     5.8      14  10.7         8   10.3       -       -            1     8.3         -      - 
Don’t Know       -       -      3     4.3      13     9.9         3     4.0       2   40.0          -       -           -      - 
 
Total            8  100%    69  100%   131  100%   77  100%      5  100%     12  100%     11  100% 
  
 
 
 
Q.5   How many European Heritage (historical/archaeological Places in Australia   

have you visited? 
Ethnic Group 

 
No.        Aboriginal     Australian     British     European      N.Zealand    N. America       Other 
          No.    %        No.    %       No.    %      No.    %        No.    %        No.    %       No.     % 
 
None            1   12.5    2      2.9        10     7.5      21  26.6           -      -           1     9.1        4    33.2 
1-4            3   37.5    8    11.8        35   26.3      28  35.4           1 16.6          5   45.5         2   16.7 
5-9            -      -    7    10.3        25   18.9      14  17.7           1 16.6          4   36.3         2   16.7 
10-20            1   12.5  11    16.2        20   15.0        6    7.6           1 16.7          1     9.1         2   16.7 
More            3   37.5  40    58.8        43   32.3      10  12.7           3 50.0           -       -          2   16.7 
 
Total            8  100%  68   100%    133   100%   79  100%       6  100%     11  100%    12  100%  
  
 
 
 
Q.6   How many Aboriginal Heritage (historical/archaeological Places in Australia  

have you visited? 
Ethnic Group 

 
No.        Aboriginal    Australian      British     European      N.Zealand    N. America      Other 
          No.    %        No.    %       No.    %      No.    %        No.    %       No.    %       No.     % 
 
1-4            1   12.5   10   15.6        46  34.6       37  48.0           2 40.0         7   58.3         4    36.4 
5-9            3   37.5   16   25.0        31  23.3       26  33.8           2 40.0         3   25.0         3    27.3 
10-15            1   12.5   13   20.3        30  22.6         8  10.4           1 20.0         2   16.7         3    27.3 
More            3   37.5   25   39.1        26  19.5         6    7.8            -                 -         1      9.0 
 
Total            8  100%  64  100%    133 100%    77  100%         5 100%   12  100%     11  100% 
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Q.7   What part of Australia’s past interests you most? 
 

Ethnic Group 

 
Interest         Aboriginal   Australian     British     European      N.Zealand     N. America      Other 
          No.    %        No.    %      No.    %      No.    %        No.    %        No.     %      No.     % 
 
Ab. History       5   62.5    43  67.2       78  58.6 55  69.6          1  20.0   8   66.7         4    33.3 
Euro. History    2   25.0      9  14.1       35 26.3        11  13.9          2  40.0   3   25.0        2    16.7 
Convicts             1  12.5      9  14.1       13   9.8          6    7.6          1  20.0   1     8.3         2    16.7 
Don’t Know      -       -      3    4.6         7   5.3          7    8.9          1  20.0   -        -         4    33.3 
 
Total             8  100%    64 100%  133  100%      79  100%       5  100%     12  100%    12  100% 
  
 
 
 
Q.8   Do you think the information on the display signs was sufficient and  

understandable? 
Ethnic Group 

 
        Aboriginal    Australian      British      European    N.Zealand      N. America     Other 
          No.    %        No.    %       No.    %      No.    %       No.    %         No.    %      No.     % 
 
Yes             6  75.0    47  71.2        95  70.9  60  77.9          2  50.0    9  69.2        10   76.9 
No             1   12.5    14  21.2        28  20.9       11  14.3          1  25.0    4  30.8         2   15.4 
Undecided         1   12.5      5    7.6        11    8.2         6    7.8          1  25.0     -      -           1    7.7 
 
Total             8  100%     66  100%    134  100%  77  100%      4  100%       13  100%    13  100% 
  
 
 
 
Q.9   Do you think the leaflets and brochures provided enough information? 

 

Ethnic Group 

 
        Aboriginal     Australian     British     European      N.Zealand    N. America      Other 
          No.    %        No.    %       No.    %      No.    %        No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
Yes            6   75.0    39  60.0        82  62.1  50  64.1           2  40.0    6  54.5          8   66.6 
No            2   25.0    15  23.1        37  28.0  20  25.6           2  40.0    3  27.3         2   16.7 
Undecided        -       -           11  16.9        13    9.9         8  10.3           1  20.0           2  18.2         2   16.7  
 
Total            8  100%   65  100%   132  100%    78  100%        5  100%      11 100%      12  100%  
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Q.10   Did you find any on-site talks helpful? 

 

Ethnic Group 

 
        Aboriginal    Australian     British       European    N.Zealand     N. America      Other 
          No.    %        No.    %      No.    %       No.    %      No.    %          No.    %      No.     % 
 
Yes            4   50.0    43  84.3       83  78.3  51  73.9        5   100.0    9  90.0        10  83.3 
No            2   25.0      1    2.0         9   8.5           2    2.9   -     -      -          -       - 
Undecided        2   25.0      7  13.7       14 13.2         16  23.2   -    1  10.0          2  16.7 
 
Total           8  100%       51  100%   106  100%      69  100%    5  100% 10  100%      12 100% 
  
 
 
 
Q.11   Was there any information on how archaeology helped to explain the place? 
 

Ethnic Group 

 
         Aboriginal    Australian     British      European     N.Zealand    N. America      Other 
          No.    %        No.    %       No.    %      No.    %        No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
Yes            5   62.5    41  64.1        78  60.0       55  71.4          5  100.0  10  83.4         8  72.7 
No            1  12.5    15  23.4        40  30.8       14  18.2           -    -             1    8.3          3  27.3 
Undecided        2  25.0      8  12.5        12    9.2    8  10.4           -    -             1    8.3    - 
 
Total            8  100%      64  100%   130  100%    77  100%       5  100%     12  100%       11  100%  
  
 
 

 

Q.12   Do you feel you have added to your knowledge of the past from your visit? 

 

Ethnic Group 

 
        Aboriginal    Australian      British      European     N.Zealand    N. America      Other 
          No.    %        No.    %       No.    %      No.    %        No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
Yes            8  100.0    58   90.6     121  93.8  69  93.2          5   100.0  11  100.0     11  100.0 
No            -       -      6     9.4         8    6.2    5    6.8           -     -            -       -          -        - 
 
Total            8  100%      64  100%   129  100%     74  100%       5  100%     11  100%      11  100% 
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Q.13   Would you like to find out more about this place by further reading? 

 

Ethnic Group 

 
        Aboriginal    Australian      British      European     N.Zealand    N. America      Other 
          No.    %        No.    %       No.    %      No.    %        No.    %        No.    %      No.    % 
 
Yes            8  100.0    45  68.2     100  75.7       54   72.0           2  40.0  12   92.3        5   45.4 
No            -       -      8  12.1       15  11.4       13   17.3           1  20.0           1     7.7        4   36.4 
Undecided        -       -    13  19.7       17  12.9   8   10.7           2  40.0           -        -         2   18.2 
 
Total            8  100%   66  100%   132  100%    75  100%        5  100% 13  100%     11  100% 
  
 
 

 

Q.14   Would you like to find out more about Australian history and archaeology in  
general? 

 

Ethnic Group 

 
        Aboriginal    Australian      British      European     N.Zealand    N. America      Other 
          No.    %        No.    %       No.    %      No.    %        No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
Yes            8  100.0    55   84.6     120   90.2  61   81.3         4   80.0  12   92.3        7   63.6 
No            -       -      3     4.6         5     3.8    6     8.0          -      -    1     7.7        4   36.4 
Undecided        -       -      7   10.8         8     6.0         8   10.7         1   20.0    -        -   - 
 
Total            8  100%   65  100%   133  100%  75  100%        5 100%    13  100%     11  100% 
 
 
 
 
 Q.15   Has your visit here in any way encouraged you to visit European Heritage  

Places in Australia? 
Ethnic Group 

 
        Aboriginal     Australian      British     European    N.Zealand     N. America      Other 
          No.    %        No.    %       No.    %      No.    %       No.    %         No.    %      No.     % 
 
Yes            3   37.5    11   16.9       36   27.5 16   21.3          1   20.0    2   15.4        4   36.4 
No            3   37.5    46   70.8       81   61.8 49   65.4          3   60.0  11   84.6        5   45.5 
Undecided        2   25.0      8   12.3       14   10.7 10   13.3          1   20.0    -        -          2   18.1 
 
Total           8  100%       65  100%    131  100%  75  100%        5  100%      13  100%     11  100% 
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Q.16   Has your visit here in any way encouraged you to visit Aboriginal Heritage  
Places in Australia? 

Ethnic Group 

 
        Aboriginal     Australian     British      European     N.Zealand    N. America      Other 
          No.    %        No.    %       No.    %      No.    %        No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
Yes            7   87.5   53   81.5     114   86.4      62   82.7         5   100.0 10   76.9      10     90.9 
No            1  12.5   10   15.4       12     9.1        9   12.0          -        -   1     7.7        1       9.1 
Undecided        -       -            2     3.1         6    4.5        4     5.3          -      -          2   15.4       -     -      
 
Total           8  100% 65  100%    132  100%    75  100%        5  100%      13  100%      11  100% 
  
 
 
 
Q.17   Do you feel this place is important for Australia’s past and national identity? 
 

Ethnic Group 

 
        Aboriginal     Australian     British       European    N.Zealand    N. America      Other 
          No.    %        No.    %      No.    %       No.    %        No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
Yes            8  100.0       64  100.0    128  100.0 70  100.0         5  100.0       13  100.0     11  100.0 
 
Total           8  100%   64  100%   128  100% 70  100%        5  100% 13  100%     11  100% 
 
  
 
 
Q.18   Overall, how do you rate your understanding of the way archaeology has  

helped to explain this place? 
 

Ethnic Group 

 
Rate        Aboriginal     Australian     British      European    N.Zealand    N. America      Other 
          No.    %        No.    %      No.    %       No.    %       No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
Very Low         -        -            8   13.0        8    5.9   3     4.0          1   20.0          -       -          1     9.1 
Low            -       -    11   17.7      29 21.6        13   17.3         -    -            2   15.4         -       - 
Undecided        2   25.0    19   30.6      32 23.9        20   26.7         1   20.0   3   23.1        3   27.3 
High            6   75.0    20   32.2      53 39.6        36   48.0         1 20.0         6   46.1         5   45.4 
Very High        -       -      4     6.5      12    9.0   3     4.0          2 40.0         2   15.4         2   18.2 
 
Total            8  100%   62  100%  134  100%    75  100%        5  100%     13  100%      11  100% 
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APPENDIX E.8 

 
  

Percentage Tables – Responses Cross-Related against 
What is your Country of Permanent Residence? 

 
 

Q.1  How many books on archaeology have you read? 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
None               81    39.9           17    54.9        35     56.5          2     40.0              6    28.6            3     33.3 
1-4                  75    36.9            8     25.8  17     27.4          1     20.0             8    38.1         4     44.5 
5-9                  18      8.9            4     12.9    3       4.8          -         -                2      9.5            1     11.1 
10-20              20      9.9            1       3.2    3       4.8          1     20.0              2      9.5            1     11.1 
More                9       4.4            1       3.2    4       6.5          1     20.0              3    14.3            -         - 
 
Total      203    100%       31  100%  62   100%          5  100%          21  100%         9  100% 
 
 
Q.2   What do archaeologists study?   
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
Fossils              20    10.2             2      6.7          5       8.3          -         -                -        -             1     14.3 
Rocks               10      5.1             2      6.7     4       6.7          -         -              -        -         -         - 
AncientPlaces 166   84.7           26    86.6   51     85.0         4    100.0            21  100.0           6     85.7  
 
Total         196   100%        30  100%  60   100%          4   100%            21  100%         7  100% 
 
 
Q.3  How many books on Australian archaeology have you read? 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
None             107    56.0           26    83.9        55     85.9          4     80.0             17    80.9           7     77.8 
1-4                  70    36.7             4    12.9    9     14.1          1     20.0             3    14.3         2     22.2 
5-9                  14      7.3             1      3.2    -          -            -         -                1      4.8            -         - 
 
Total      191  100%       31  100%  64  100%          5  100%           21  100%         9  100% 
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Q.4  What is the main thing archaeologists study in Australia 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
Fossils             19      9.6             -        -             3       4.7          -         -                -         -             2     25.0 
Ab. Places     152    77.2           22    71.0  51      79.7         3     60.0           19    95.0         6     75.0 
Euro. Places    15      7.6             4    12.9    6       9.4          1     20.0              1      5.0            -         - 
Don’t Know    11      5.6             5    16.1    4       6.2          1     20.0              -         -             -         - 
 
Total        197   100%       31  100%  64  100%          5  100%          20  100%         8  100% 
 
 
 
 
Q.5   How many European Heritage (historical/archaeological) Places in Australia  

have you visited?   
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
None                 7      3.5             5    16.2        24     37.5           -          -               2    10.0           4     44.5 
1-4                  34     17.0          13    41.9  24     37.5           1     20.0             8    40.0         4     44.5 
5-9                  31     15.5            9    29.0    9     14.1           -         -               6     30.0           -         - 
10-15              35     17.5            -        -    4       6.3           2     40.0             2     10.0           -         - 
More               93     46.5            4    12.9    3       4.6           2     40.0             2     10.0           1     11.0 
 
Total       200   100%       31  100%  64  100%          5  100%          20  100%         9  100% 
 
 
 
 
Q.6   How many Aboriginal Heritage (historical/archaeological) Places in Australia  

have you visited? 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
1-4                  41    20.9           14    48.3  38     60.3          3     60.0           12    57.1         2    25.0 
5-9                  50    25.5           10    34.5  17     27.0          1     20.0              5    23.8            4    50.0 
10-15              42    21.5             4    13.8    6       9.5          1     20.0              4    19.1            1    12.5 
More               63    32.1             1      3.4    2       3.2          -         -                 -        -              1    12.5 
 
Total      196  100%       29  100% 63    100%         5   100%          21  100%        8  100% 
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Q.7   What part of Australia’s past interests you most? 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
Ab. History    110   56.4           24    77.4         48     75.0          2     40.0            11    55.0          4     44.5 
Euro. History   47   24.1             4    12.9     7     10.9          1     20.0              5    25.0        2     22.2 
Convicts           23   11.8             3      9.7     2       3.2          1     20.0              4    20.0          2     22.2 
Don’t Know     15     7.7             -        -     7     10.9          1     20.0              -         -           1     11.1 
 
Total         195  100%       31  100%  64    100%         5   100%           20   100%         9  100% 
 
 
 
 
Q.8   Do you think the information on the display signs was sufficient and  

understandable? 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
Yes               145    72.5           19    63.3         49     79.0          3     60.0            15    71.4           6     66.7 
No                  38    19.0             8    26.7    9     14.5          1     20.0             5    23.8        2     22.2 
Undecided      17      8.5             3    10.0    4       6.5          1     20.0              1      4.8           1     11.1 
 
Total       200   100%       30  100%  62   100%         5    100%           21  100%        9   100% 
 
 
 
 
Q.9   Do you think the leaflets and brochures provided enough information? 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
Yes                126    63.7           17    56.7         38     60.3          3     60.0            12    63.1          6     66.7 
No                   48    24.2           11    36.6   19     30.2          1     20.0              3    15.8         2    22.2 
Undecided       24    12.1            2       6.7     6       9.5          1     20.0              4    21.1           1    11.1 
 
Total         198  100%       30    100%  63    100%         5   100%            19   100%         9  100% 
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Q.10   Did you find any on-site talks helpful? 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
Yes                127    79.4           22  100.0        40     67.8          5   100.0            12    75.0           5     62.5 
No                   11      6.9             -        -    3       5.1           -         -             1      6.2         1     12.5 
Undecided       22    13.7            -         -  16     27.1           -         -               3     18.8           2     25.0 
 
 
Total        160   100%       22   100%  59   100%          5  100%          16   100%         8  100% 
 
 
 
 
Q.11   Was there any information on how archaeology helped to explain the place? 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
Yes                126    65.0           18    60.0        40     64.5          5   100.0            13    68.4           4     50.0 
No                   48    24.7             7    23.3  13     21.0           -         -             5    26.3        4     50.0 
Undecided       20    10.3            5     16.7    9     14.5           -         -             1      5.3            -         - 
 
Total        194  100%       30   100%  62   100%          5  100%          19  100%        8  100% 
 
 
 
 
Q.12   Do you feel you have added to your knowledge of the past from your visit? 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
Yes                178    92.2           27    93.1         57     96.6          5    100.0           18   94.7           6     75.0   
No                   15      7.8             2      6.9     2       3.4          -           -               1     5.3         2     25.0 
 
Total       193  100%       29  100%  59    100%          5  100%            19  100%         8  100% 
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Q.13   Would you like to find out more about this place by further reading? 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
Yes                146    74.1           20    66.7        40     66.7           2    40.0            20    90.9           5     62.5 
No                   20    10.2             7    23.3  13     21.7           1    20.0             2      9.1        3     37.5 
Undecided       31    15.7            3     10.0    7     11.6           2    40.0               -        -              -         - 
 
Total        197  100%       30  100%  60  100%           5    100%         22  100%        8  100% 
 
 
 
 
Q.14   Would you like to find out more about Australian history and archaeology in  

general? 
Country of Permanent Residence 

 
         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 

          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
Yes                175   88.8           26    86.6         48     78.7          4     80.0            19    90.6           5     62.5 
No                     7     3.6             2       6.7    7     11.5           -         -             1      4.7         3    37.5 
Undecidied     15     7.6             2       6.7    6       9.8           1    20.0              1      4.7            -        - 
 
Total       197   100%       30  100%  61   100%          5  100%          21   100%         8  100% 
 
 
 
 
Q.15   Has your visit here in any way encouraged you to visit European Heritage  

Places in Australia? 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
Yes                  46    23.6             6     20.0        13     21.7          2     40.0             4    19.0           3     37.5 
No                 126    64.6           20     66.7   37     61.7          2     40.0           17    81.0         5    62.5 
Undecided       23    11.8             4     13.3   10     16.6          1     20.0             -        -               -        - 
 
Total        195   100%        30   100%   60   100%         5   100%           21   100%         8  100% 
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Q.16   Has your visit here in any way encouraged you to visit Aboriginal Heritage  

Places in Australia? 
 

Country of Permanent Residence  
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
Yes                164    83.7           23   76.7        51     85.0           5   100.0            15    71.4           8   100.0 
No                   25    12.7             5    16.7   6     10.0            -        -             3    14.3         -        - 
Undecided         7     3.6              2     6.6   3       5.0            -        -                3    14.3            -        - 
 
Total       196    100%        30   100%  60   100%          5   100%           21  100%        8   100% 
 
 
 
Q.17   Do you feel this place is important for Australia’s past and national identity? 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
Yes               190   100.0          30   100.0        57     100.0        5  100.0             20  100.0            7  100.0 
 
Total       190    100%       30  100%  57     100%        5  100%          20  100%         7  100% 
 
 
 
Q.18   Overall, how do you rate your understanding of the way archaeology has  

helped to explain this place? 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
Very Low       17      8.7              -        -            2       3.2           1     20.0              -        -             1     12.5 
Low                35    18.0              8    27.6  12     19.4           -         -             3    14.3         1     12.5 
Undecided      50    25.6              8    27.6  19     30.6           -         -               5    23.8            2     25.0 
High               76    39.0             10   34.5  28     45.2           2     40.0           11    52.4            3     37.5 
Very High      17      8.7               3   10.3    1       1.6           2     40.0             2      9.5            1     12.5 
 
Total      195   100%        29   100%  62   100%          5   100%           21  100%         8  100% 
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APPENDIX F 
 

Unsolicited Comments from Visitors 
Port Arthur Historic Site 

  
 
Q.3 How many books on Australian archaeology have you read? 
 

Ticked None but wrote “How long” and “When”.  [30-49 year old Greek/Australian male 
resident in Australia]. 

 
 
 
Q.4 What is the main thing archaeologists study in Australia? 
 

Added another circle alongside the others and wrote: “Notingh” (sic).   [70 year old or over male 
and female (joint answer).  No Ethnic Group or Country of Residence given]. 
 
Ticked European Historical Places and added the comment: “At Uni or what?”   At end of 
Questionnaire wrote “Good Luck” and drew a smiley face.  [18-29 year old Australian female 
resident in “Aus land”. 

 
 
 
Q.5 How many European heritage (historical/archaeological) places in Australia 

have you visited? 
 
 No ticks but wrote: “Hard to know where archeology has been done”.  [50-69 year old 5th 

generation Australian male resident in Australia]. 
 
 Nothing ticked but wrote “Don’t know” beside circles.  [Under 18 year old English female 

resident in Australia]. 
 
 
 
Q.6 How many Aboriginal heritage (historical/archaeological places in Australia 

have you visited. 
 
 Ticked “None” and wrote: “Can’t find any!”   [30-49 year old European female resident in 

Canada]. 
 
 Nothing ticked.  Wrote: “You kill them all”.  [70 year old or over male and female (joint 

answer).  No Ethnic Group or Country of Residence given]. 
 
 Nothing ticked but a large question mark put beside the circles.  [30-49 year old English male 

resident in Australia]. 
 
 Nothing ticked but wrote “Can’t remember” beside circles.  [Under 18year old English female 

resident in Australia]. 
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Q.9 Do you think the leaflets and brochures provided enough information? 
 

Ticked “Yes” and wrote: “But I would like to know more about each building and the rooms 
inside like in the hospital”.  [Under 18 year old English female resident in Australia]. 

 
 Ticked “Yes” and wrote: But we only got them at Port Arthur”.  [30-49 year old English female 

resident in Australia]. 
 
 
Q.10 Did you find any on-site talks helpful? 
 
 Ticked “Yes” and wrote “Excellent.  Payrise for staff.  More ‘scary’ things on tours.”  [18-29 year 

old Irish female resident in Australia]. 
 
 Ticked “Yes” and wrote “Excellent”.  [30-49 year old English female resident in Australia]. 
 
 
Q.16 Has your visit here encouraged you to visit Aboriginal heritage places in 

Australia? 
 

Nothing ticked but wrote: “(Port Arthur).  This place didn’t seem to have many if any 
Aboriginals”.  [30-49 year old Australian female]. 

 
 
Q.17 Do you feel this place is important for Australias’ past and national identity? 
 
 Ticked “Yes”, ringed it and wrote: “Definitely”.  [Under 18 English female resident in 

Australia]. 
 
 
Q.18 Overall, how do you rate your understanding of the way archaeology has helped 

to explain this place? 
 
 The answer “Very High” was emphasised by repetition.  Comment added at end “I stayed at 

Youth Hostel on the hill”.  [Under 18 year old female resident in Australia who gave her 
ethnic group as Catholic]. 

 
 
Ticked Undecided and added: “Silly question”.  [18-29 year old European-Australian-German 
male resident in Australia]. 

 
 
Q.21 What ethnic group do you identify with ? (e.g. Aboriginal, Chinese, English, 

etc.) 
 
 Wrote:  “Anglo Saxon Aussie.  Land rights for gay whites”.   [18-29 year old Australian male 

resident in Australia]. 
 
 Response of a question mark only.  [Under 18 year old female resident in Australia]. 
 

Wrote: You people are really hung up on race”.   [30-49 year old European female resident in 
Canada]. 
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Q.22 What is your Country of Permanent Residence? 
 
 Wrote “The Land of ‘Oz’”.  [18-29 year old Australian male resident in Australia]. 
 
 
 
Q.23 What was your means of transport to this place? 
 
 Added a circle and wrote:  “Kick arse mini-bus”.  [18-29 year old Australian male resident in 

Australia]. 
 
 Ticked More than one-day coach tour and added: “School camp”.  [Under 18 year old English 

female resident in Australia]. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments added at end of Questionnaire 
 
 “Not enough translated literature for Japanese, Chinese, Dutch, etc., etc., etc. Foreigners need 

help. (Pictures?).  [30-49 year old English male resident in Australia]. 
 

Comment  presumably in reply to “Thank you for completing the questionnaire”: was “No, thank-
you!”.  [ Under 18 English female resident in Australia]. 
 
“Good luck”.  [18-29 year old Australian female partly resident in USA]. 
 
Nothing filled in on the Questionnaire except for one comment at end which read: “It sux balls”. 
 
“P.S.  Would like to have info in different languages, ie. German, Swedish, etc. (Booklet)”.  [18-
29 year old European/Christian male resident in Sweden]. 
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APPENDIX G.1 
 

Ethnic Groups and Country of Permanent Residence 
 
No.    Aboriginal      Australian     British        European        N.American        Other           C.P.R. 
 

1      -       Australian      -  -  -        -        Australia 
2      -       Australian      -  -  -        -        Australia 
3      -  - English  -  -        -        Australia 
4          Ab/English  -      -  -  -        -        Australia 
5      -       Australian      -  -  -        -        Australia 
6      -  - English   -  -        -        Australia 
7      -  -      -  -  -            AngloSaxon  Australia 
8      -  - English  -  -        -        Australia 
9      -  - English  -  -        -        Australia 
10      -  - English  -  -        -        Australia 
11      -  - English  -  -        -        Australia 
12      -        Australian      -  -  -        -        Australia 
13      -  -      -  -  - White        USA 
14      -  -      -  -  - Hindu        India 
15      -  - English  -  -        -        Australia 
16      -  - Irish  -  -        -        Australia 
17      -  - Irish  -  -        -        Australia 
18      -  - English  -  -        -        Australia 
19      -  - English  -  -        -        Australia 
20      -        Australian      -  -  -        -        Australia 
21      -  -      -  -  - None        Finland 
22         Aboriginal -      -  -  -        -        Australia 
23      -  -      -  -        American        -        USA 
24      -        Australian   -  -        -        Australia  
25      -  - English  -  -        -        Australia 
26    NOTHING FILLED IN 
27      -  -      -  -        American        -        USA 
28      -  - English  -  -        -        Australia 
29      -  - English  -  -        -        Australia 
30      -  -      -            Italian     -        -        Australia 
31      -  - English  -  -        -        Australia 
32      -  -      -            Dutch                -        -        Netherlands 
33      -  -      -            Dutch  -        -        Netherlands 
34      -  - English  -  -        -        Australia 
35      -  - English  -  -                -        Australia 
36      -  - English  -  -        -         Australia 
37      -  - English  -  -        -        USA 
38      -  - English  -  -        -        USA 
39      -  -      -  -  - White        USA 
40      -  -      -            Hungarian  -        -        Australia 
41     NOTHING FILLED IN 
42      -  - English  -  -        -        Australia 
43    NOTHING FILLED IN 
44    NOTHING FILLED IN 
45      -  - English  -  -        -        Australia 
46      -       Australian      -  -  -        -        Australia 
47    NOTHING FILLED IN 
48      -       Australian      -  -  -        -        Australia 
49    NOTHING FILLED IN 
50    NOTHING FILLED IN 
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No.    Aboriginal      Australian     British        European        N.American        Other           C.P.R. 
 
 
51     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
52     -  -      -  -  - Catholic       Australia 
53     -  -      -        Swedish    -          -       Australia 
54     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
55     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
56     -  -      -  -  -  Indian        Australia 
57     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
58     -       Australian      -  -  -        -       Australia 
59     -  -      -  -  - The Cult      Australia 
60     -  -      -  -  - Anglo Aust  Australia 
61     -  - Irish  -  -        -       Australia 
62     -  - Irish  -  -        -       Australia 
63     -  - Irish  -  -        -       Australia 
64     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
65     -       Australian      -  -  -        -       Australia 
66     -       Australian      -  -  -        -       Australia 
67     -       Australian      -  -  -        -       Australia 
68     -  -      -            European  -        -       Canada 
69     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
70     -  -      -  -  - Chinese       Australia        
71    NOTHING FILLED IN 
72     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
73     -       Australian      -  -  -        -       Australia  
74    NO ETHNIC GROUP OR CPR GIVEN 
75     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
76     -       Australian     -  -  -        -       USA 
77     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
78     -       Australian     -  -  -        -       Australia 
79     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
80     -  -     -        European  -        -       Australia 
81     -  - English  -  -  NO CPR GIVEN 
82     -  -     -  -        Canadian        -       Canada 
83     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
84     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
85     -  -     -  -         - Caucasian    USA 
86     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
87     -  - English  -  -        -       Canada 
88     -  -     -  -        American        -       USA 
89     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
90     -        Australian     -  -  -        -       Australia 
91     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
92     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
93     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
94    NO ETHNIC GROUP OR CPR GIVEN 
95     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
96     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
97     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
98     -  -     -  -  - AngloSaxon Australia 
99     -  -     -        Macedonia  -        -       Australia 
100     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
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No.    Aboriginal      Australian     British        European        N.American        Other           C.P.R. 
 
 
 
101     -  - English  -  - NO CPR GIVEN 
102     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
103     -  -      -  -  - Indian       Singapore 
104     -  -      -  -  - Indian       Australia 
105     -    - English  -  - NO CPR GIVEN 
106    NO ETHNIC GROUP OR CPR GIVEN 
107     -  -      -  -  - Caucasian    USA 
108     -  -      -        Greek  -        -       Australia 
109     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
110     -  - Irish  -  -        -       Australia 
111     -        Australian      -  -  -        -       Australia 
112     -  -      -  -  - Chinese       Singapore 
113    NO ETHNIC GROUP OR CPR GIVEN 
114     -  -      -        European  -        -       Sweden 
115        NO ETHNIC GROUP GIVEN         Australia 
116    NO ETHNIC GROUP GIVEN         Australia 
117     -        Australian      -  -  -        -       Australia 
118     -        Australian      -  -  -        -       Australia 
119     -  -      -  -  - N.Zealand    N.Zealand 
120     -  -      -  -  - Wogs       Australia 
121     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
122     -        Australian      -  -  -        -       Australia 
123     -  -      -        German  -        -       Australia 
124    NO ETHNIC GROUP OR CPR GIVEN 
125     -  -      -  -  - Anglo       Australia 
126     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
127     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
128     -  -      -  -  - N.Zealand    N.Zealand 
129     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
130     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
131     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
132     -        Australian      -  -  -        -       Australia 
133    NO ETHNIC GROUP OR CPR GIVEN 
134     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
135     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
136     -        Australian      -  -  -        -       Australia 
137     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
138     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
139     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
140    NO ETHNIC GROUP OR CPR GIVEN 
141     -  -      -        Greek  -        -       Australia 
142     -        Australian      -  -  -        -       Australia 
143     -        Australian      -  -  -        -       Australia 
144     -  -      -        German  -        -       Australia 
145     -        Australian      -  -  -        -       Australia 
146    NO ETHNIC GROUP OR CPR GIVEN 
147     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
148     -  -      -  -  - Sucks       Antarctica 
149      -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
150     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
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No.    Aboriginal      Australian     British        European        N.American        Other           C.P.R. 
 
 
 
151     -  -      -        German  -        -       Australia 
152     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
153    NO ETHNIC GROUP OR CPR GIVEN 
154     -  -      -  -  - AngloAust  Australia 
155     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
156     -        Australian      -  -  -        -       Australia 
157     -                Australian      -  -  -        -       Australia 
158     -  -      -  -  - AngloAust  Australia 
159    NO ETHNIC GROUP OR CPR GIVEN 
160     -        Australian      -  -  -        -       Australia 
161     -  -      -  -  - Chinese       Singapore 
162     -  -      -  -  - Chinese       Singapore 
163     -        Australian      -  -  -        -       Australia 
164     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
165     -  - English  -  -        -       Australia 
166     -  -      -  -  -         ?       Australia 
167     -        Australian      -  -  -        -       Australia 
168     -  - English  -  -            -       England 
169     -  -      -  -  - Oceanic       Australia 
170    NO ETHNIC GROUP OR CPR GIVEN 
171     -        Australian      -  -  -        -       Australia 
172     -  -      -  -        American        -       USA 
173    NO ETHNIC GROUP OR CPR GIVEN 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TOTALS FOR ETHNIC GROUPS AND COUNTRY OF PERMANENT RESIDENCE 
 
 
 
  Ethnic Groups          Country of Permanent Residence 
 
       Group                              No.       Country                 No. 
 
        Aboriginal         1        Australia   123 
        Australian       31        Britain       1 
        British         72        Europe       3 
        European       14        New Zealand       2 
        New Zealand         2                     North America                  14 
        North America        5        Other        7 
           Other         9        No CPR given         3      

       Confused       17     
        No Ethnic Group given      2 
 
         Total    153    Total   153 
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APPENDIX G.2 
 
 

Ethnic Groups linked to Country of Permanent Residence 
 
 

Ethnic Group   Country of  Permanent Residence 
 
 
Aboriginal (1)   Australia (1) 
Aboriginal English (1)  Australia (1) 
American (4)   USA (4) 
Anglo (1)   Australia (1) 
Anglo Aust (3)   Australia (3) 
Anglo Saxon (2)   Australia (2) 
Australia (31)   Australia (30), USA (1) 
Canadian (1)   Canada (1) 
Catholic (1)   Australia (1) 
Caucasian (2)   USA (2) 
Chinese (4)   Australia (1), Singapore (3) 
Dutch (2)   Netherlands (2) 
English (66)   Australia (59), Canada (1), England (1), USA (2),  

   No CPR given (3) 
 European (3)   Australia (1), Canada (1), Sweden (1) 
 German (3)   Australia (3) 

Greek (2)   Australia (2) 
Hindu (1)   India (1) 
Hungarian (1)   Australia (1) 
Indian (3)   Australia (2), Singapore (1) 
Irish (6)    Australia (6) 
Italian (1)   Australia (1) 
Macedonia (1)   Australia (1) 
New Zealand (2)   New Zealand (2) 
None (1)    Finland (1) 
Oceania (1)   Australia (1) 
Sucks (1)   Antarctica (1) 
Swedish (1)   Australia (1) 
The Cult (1)   Australia (1) 
White (2)   USA (2) 
Wogs (1)   Australia (1) 
 ?    Australia (1) 
No Ethnic Group given (2)  Australia (2) 
 
 
Total  153   Total  153 
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APPENDIX  G.3 

 
 
 

“Confused” Ethnic Groups against Gender, Age Group and Country of 
Permanent Residence. 

 
 
 
Ethnic Group    Gender         Age    C.P.R. 

 
M        F      -18        18-29       30-49      50-69      70+   

 
Aboriginal English  x    x   Australia 
Anglo    x    x  Australia 
Anglo Aust   x   x   Australia 
Anglo Aust   x   x   Australia 
Anglo Aust   x    x   Australia 
Anglo Saxon   x    x  Australia 
Anglo Saxon   x   x    Australia 
Catholic    x x                  Australia 
Hindu    x   x    India 
None    x     x  Finland 
Oceania    x x                  Australia 
Sucks    x     x  Antarctica 
The Cult    x  x     Australia  
White    x    x   USA 
White    x     x  USA 
Wogs    x  x     Australia 
?    x x     Australia 
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APPENDIX G.4 
 

British Ethnic Group against Gender, Age Group and Country of Permanent Residence 
(extracted from Appendix G.1.   

(List numbers follow the numerical order shown in Appendix G.1). 
 

      Gender                 Age Group               Country of  Permanent Residence  
   

List       Ethnic    M       F      <18     18-29     30-49     50-69    >70        Australia     Britain     Other 
No.        Group 
 
  3           English     x               x     x               
  6 English      x             x    x   
  8 English   x            x     x 
  9 English   x            x    x 
10 English      x             x    x 
11 English   x            x     x 
15 English   x              x   x 
16 Irish     x               x   x 
17 Irish     x             x     x 
18 English   x              x   x 
19 English      x               x   x 
25 English   x            x     x 
28 English      x             x    x 
29 English   x x     x 
31 English      x             x     x 
34 English     x x     x 
35 English     x   x     x 
36 English     x             x    x 
37 English   x            x      USA 
38 English   x            x    USA 
42 English   x x     x 
45 English   x x     x 
51 English     x  x     x 
54 English   x             x     x 
55 English   x            x    x 
57 English   x              x   x 
61 Irish   x            x    x 
62 Irish   x x     x 
63 Irish     x             x    x 
64 English     x             x    x 
69 English   x              x   x 
72 English   x              x   x 
75 English     x  x     x 
77 English   x x     x 
79 English     x              x     x 
81 English     x             x             NO CPR 
83 English   x              x   x 
84 English   x            x    x 
86 English     x             x    x 
87 English     x               x                Canada 
89 English   x            x    x 
91 English   x            x    x 
92 English   x              x   x 
93 English     x               x   x 
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      Gender                 Age Group               Country of  Permanent Residence  
   
List       Ethnic    M       F      <18     18-29     30-49     50-69    >70        Australia     Britain     Other 
No.        Group 
 
95 English     x               x   x 
96 English   x            x  x 
97 English   x              x   x 
100 English   x            x     x 
101 English   x x                 NO CPR 
102 English   x x     x 
105 English     x             x                 NO CPR 
109 English     x             x    x 
110 Irish     x             x     x 
121 English   x x     x 
126 English     x             x     x 
127 English   x              x   x 
129 English   x x     x 
130 English   x            x    x 
131 English     x             x     x 
134 English     x             x     x 
135 English     x             x    x 
137 English   x            x    x 
138 English   x x     x 
139 English     x   x     x 
147 English   x            x     x 
149 English   x x     x 
150 English     x  x     x 
152 English   x            x    x 
155 English   x            x    x 
164 English   x x     x 
165 English   x            x    x 
168 English   x            x     England 
 
 
 
Totals       Gender No. %  Totals       Age Group      No.    % 
 
        Male 29 40.3            -18        18    25.0 
        Female 43 59.7           18-29       14    19.4 
               30-49       22    30.6 
   72        100%           50-69       15    20.8 
               70+          3      4.2 
 

72 100% 
 
Totals      CPR  No. % 
 
      Australia 65          90.3 
      Other    3   4.2 
      Britain   1   1.3 
      No CPR   3     4.2 
 
   72         100% 
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APPENDIX G.5 
 

Percentage Tables – Main Responses 
 

 
Section One – Questions about interest in archaeology. 
 
 
 
Q.1    How many books on archaeology have you read? 
   
 Books read                  Responses            % 
 

None    90   57.0      
1-4    46   29.1 
5-9         9     5.7 
10-20         6             3.8 
Many more         7       4.4  

 
 Total responses              158               100% 
 
 
 
Q.2    What do archaeologists study? 
 

Archaeologists study        Responses    %         
 

Fossils    22  14.0        
Dinosaurs     4    2.6                       
Rocks      9    5.7           
Ancient living places             111             70.7           
Don’t know     11                  7.0             
 
Total responses              157              100%     

       
 
 
Q.3    How many books on Australian archaeology have you read? 
 
 Books read          Responses        % 
  

None               110  70.1                         
1-4    34  21.7                           
5-9      5    3.2                              
10-20      1       0.6               
Many more     7          4.4            

 
 Total responses            157              100% 
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Q.4    What is the main thing archaeologists study in Australia? 
 

Archaeologists  study        Responses  %   

Fossils    13     8.4         
Dinosaurs                    2   1.3            
Early Aboriginal places                65  42.2 
European historical places  40  26.0           
Don’t know   34  22.1 
 
Total responses              154              100% 

 
 
Q.5 How many European heritage (historical/archaeological) places in Australia 

have you visited? 
 

 Places visited (European)        Responses  %    
 

None    24  15.7                              
1-4                 59   38.6         
5-9             24  15.7         
10-15                23   15.0 
Many more                23  15.0      

 
 Total responses           153              100% 
 
 
Q.6   How many Aboriginal heritage (historical/archaeological) places in Australia 

have you visited? 
 
 Places visited (Aboriginal)       Responses  %     
 

None    36  23.8                           
1-4    72  47.7                       
5-9        19    12.6           
10-15           9    6.0          
Many more         15      9.9      

 
 Total responses               151           100% 
 
 
Q.7   What part of Australia’s past interests you most? 
 

Interest in past         Responses  %     
 

Early Aboriginal history  35    22.8               
European history in Australia         53    34.4               
The Chinese in Australia                  -       -                    
Convict beginnings               57    37.0           
Don’t know                  9    5.8  
 
Total responses              154              100%          
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Section Two – Questions about the place being visited. 
 

 
 
Q.8   Do you think the information on the display signs was sufficient and  

understandable? 
 
 Sign information        Responses  % 
 

Yes    127             83.6             
No      10    6.6                              
Undecided     15                 9.8            
 
Total responses   152              100% 
 
 
 

Q.9 Do you think the leaflets and brochures provided enough information? 
 

Leaflet information       Responses  %     
     

Yes    113  74.3                 
No                26  17.1               
Undecided                  13    8.6           

 
 Total responses   152              100% 
 
 
  
Q.10   Did you find any on-site talks helpful? 
 
 Talks helpful                   Responses  %        

 
Yes    131  86.2                            
No                     8    5.3           
Undecided                13    8.5           
 

 Total responses   152              100% 
 
 
 
Q.11   Was there any information on how archaeology helped to explain the place? 
 
 Explanations                      Responses  % 
   

Yes      57  37.8          
No                  58  38.4           
Undecided                 36                23.8 

 
 Total responses                151               100% 
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Q.12   Do you feel you have added to your knowledge of the past from your visit? 
     
 Knowledge gained        Responses  %     
 

Yes    137  90.7          
No          8    5.3           
Undecided                     6    4.0             
 

 Total responses   151              100% 
 
 
 
Q.13   Would you like to find out more about this place by further reading? 
 
 Further reading          Responses  %     
 

Yes    109  72.2                         
No                   24  15.9           
Undecided                 18  11.9 
           
Total responses   151              100% 

 
 
 
Q.14    Would you like to find out more about Australian history and archaeology in   

general? 
    

Find out more         Responses  %  
      

Yes    112  74.2                    
No      26  17.2          
Undecided     13     8.6               
                              
Total responses   151                     100% 
 

 
 
Q.15   Has your visit here in any way encouraged you to visit European Historic  

Places in Australia? 
 
Visits encouraged                     Responses  %       

 
Yes     86                57.0             
No           39     25.8        
Undecided            26  17.2          
 
Total responses                151              100% 
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Q.16   Has your visit here encouraged you to visit Aboriginal Heritage Places in  
Australia? 

 
Visits encouraged       Responses  %    

 
Yes     44    29.1                           
No     78                51.7               
Undecided    29                19.2           
 
Total responses               151              100% 

 
 
Q.17  Do you feel this place is important for Australia’s past and national identity? 
           
 Important for past       Responses  % 
 

Yes    138   91.4                          
No        6                  4.0             
Undecided       7                     4.6          

 
Total responses   151               100% 

 
 
Q.18    Overall, how do you rate your understanding of the way archaeology has  

helped to explain this place? 
   

Understanding       Responses  % 
 

Very low   17  11.3                
Low    19               12.7   
Undecided   43               28.7   
High    55               36.7  
Very high                 16  10.6    

 
Total responses             150               100% 
 
 
 

 
Section Three – Questions about the Responder. 
 
 
Q.19   Are you?   
     

Gender         Responses  %     
          

Male    63  40.9             
Female    91  59.1         
 
Total responses              154              100% 
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Q.20   Is your age group?     
      

Age Group        Responses  %        
 

Under 18   32   20.8            
18-29    41               26.6          
30-49    49               31.8 
50-69    28               18.2 
70 or over     4                 2.6          
 
Total responses              154              100% 

 
 
 
Q.21   What ethnic group do you identify with? (e.g. Aboriginal, Chinese, English,    
           etc.)  In summarised form. 
 

Ethnic Group         Responses  % 
 
 Aboriginal     1        0.6     
 Australian   31    20.3            

British    72  47.1 
European   14    9.1 
New Zealand     2    1.3 
North American     5    3.3 
Other       8      5.2 
Confused responses  18  11.8 
No group given     2    1.3 
 
Total responses              153                        100% 

 
 
 
Q.22 What is your country of permanent residence? In summarised form. 
 
   
 Country of Residence        Responses  % 
 
 Australia   123  80.4   
 Britain        1    0.7   
 Europe        3    1.9 
 New Zealand       2    1.3 
 North America     14    9.2 
 Other        7    4.6 
 No CPR given       3    1.9    
 
 Total Responses   153  100% 
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Q.23 What was your Means of Transport to this place? 
 

Means of Transport       Responses  %     
    

Own vehicle   69              47.9           
Hired vehicle    56             38.9         
1 day coach tour     5      3.5           
More than 1 day tour    11               7.6      
Adventure tour            3                  2.1        
 
Total responses              144              100% 
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APPENDIX G.6 
 

 

Percentage Tables – Responses Cross-Related against 
What is your Age Group? 

 
 
 
Q.1  How many books on archaeology have you read? 
 
     Age Group 
 

-18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
None            19       70.4         28       73.7           21       55.3            15      62.5          3   100.0   
1-4              8       29.6         10       26.3           17       44.7              9      37.5           -          - 
               
Total            27    100%         38     100%           38     100%           24   100%          3    100%   

 
 
Q.2   What do archaeologists study? 
 

Age Group  
 

 -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                    70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %           No.      % 
 
Fossils              8      40.0            4      10.5              5      11.1                2     10.0             -         - 
Ancient Places 12      60.0          34      89.5          40      88.9              18      90.0            3      100.0                  
 

Total           20     100%         38   100%          45    100%             20     100%          3      100% 

 
 
 
Q.3   How many books on Australian archaeology have you read? 
 

Age Group 
 

-  18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
None            16      66.7          37     94.9              33     73.3              18     69.2          2       50.0 
1-4              8      33.3            2       5.1           12     26.7              8      30.8          2       50.0 
 

Total            24    100%         39   100%           45    100%            26     100%        4      100% 
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Q.4   What is the main thing archaeologists study in Australia? 
 
     Age Group 
 

  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
Fossils              2        6.5             5     12.5               3       6.2               3      13.1            -         - 
Ab. Places        13      41.9           12     30.0           22     45.8            11     47.8            2     66.7 
Euro. Places       7      22.6           15     37.5             14     29.2              3     13.1            1     33.3    
Don’t know        9      29.0             8     20.0             9      18.8              6     26.0            -         - 
 

Total            31    100%          40     100%            48    100%           23     100%         3     100% 

 
 
 
 
Q.5     How many European Heritage (historical/archaeological) Places in Australia 

have you visited? 
     Age Group 
 

  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
None              7      23.3            6     15.0               2       4.3               5      19.2             2     50.0 
1-4              8      26.7          19     47.5          19     40.4            10    38.4             2      50.0 
5-9              6      20.0            6     15.0               6     12.8              5    19.2             -          - 
10-15              5      16.7           4      10.0          11     23.4              3    11.6             -          - 
More              4      13.3            5     12.5              9     19.1               3    11.6             -          -     
 

Total            30     100%        40    100%          47   100%            26    100%           4     100%             

 
 
 
 
Q.6     How many Aboriginal Heritage (historical/archaeological) Places in 

Australia have you visited? 
 
     Age Group 
 

  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
None              9      31.0             9      25.0             9      20.5               7   31.8           1     20.0 
1-4            10      34.5           21     58.3           24     54.5            14    63.6             2     40.0     
5-9              6      20.7             5     13.9               6     13.6                1     4.5            -         -    
Many more         4      13.8             1        2.8               5     11.4               -         -               2    20.0  
 

Total            29    100%         36    100%           44    100%            22    100%           5   100% 
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Q.7     What part of Australia’s past interests you most?  
  
     Age Group 
 

  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
Ab. History        7      23.3            9     24.3             12     26.7                4     17.4           -           - 
Euro. History     4      13.3          11     29.7          22     48.9            12    52.2           2       50.0 
Convicts            19     63.4          17     46.0             11     24.4              7    30.4           2       50.0 
 

Total            30    100%         37   100%          45   100%              23    100%         4    100% 

 
Q.8    Do you think the information on the display signs was sufficient and  

understandable? 
     Age Group 
 

  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
Yes            24      80.0          37     94.9             43     95.6               19    86.4            2    66.7 
Undecided          6      20.0            2       5.1               2       4.4              3    13.6             1    33.3      
 

Total            30    100%         39   100%           45   100%             22   100%           3   100% 

 
Q.9     Do you think the leaflets and brochures provided enough information? 
 
     Age Group 
 

  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
Yes            19      61.3          32     76.2             39     81.3              18     78.3            3     75.0 
No              7      22.6            7     16.7            8     16.7              3    13.0             1     25.0 
Undecided          5      16.1            3       7.1               1       2.0              2      8.7              -        - 
 

Total             31    100%        42    100%           48   100%             23   100%           4    100% 

 
Q.10    Did you find any on-site talks helpful? 
 
     Age Group 
 

  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
Yes            25      86.2           35     89.7            44     95.7              23     95.8            2     66.7  
Undecided          4      13.8             4     10.3              2       4.3               1      4.2            1     33.3 
 
Total            29    100%          39    100%           46    100%            24    100%          3   100% 
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Q.11    Was there any information on how archaeology helped to explain the place? 
 
     Age Group 
 

  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
Yes            12      38.7          16     40.0             18     37.5                 9     33.3            1     25.0 
No              9      29.0          16     40.0          20     41.7            12     44.5            1      25.0    
Undecided        10      32.3            8     20.0          10     20.8              6     22.2            2      50.0    
 

Total            31    100%         40   100%          48    100%             27   100%           4      100% 

 
 
 
 
 
Q.12    Do you feel you have added to your knowledge of the past from your visit? 
 
     Age Group 
 

  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
Yes           24     100.0          39    100.0             46     100.0           24     100.0          3     100.0   
 

Total           24    100%          39   100%          46      100%           24     100%         3    100% 

 
 
 
 
Q.13    Would you like to find out more about this place by further reading?  
 
     Age Group 
 

  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
Yes            24      80.0          28     71.8             34     69.4               20     74.1           2      50.0 
No              3      10.0            6     15.4          11     22.4              2       7.4            1      25.0 
Undecided          3      10.0            5     12.8            4       8.2              5     18.5            1      25.0 
 

Total            30    100%         39   100%          49    100%             27    100%          4    100% 
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Q.14    Would you like to find out more about Australian history and archaeology in  

general? 
 

     Age Group 
 

  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
Yes            18      60.0          27     67.5             41     85.4              22      81.5           3     75.0 
No              8      26.7            8     20.0            5     10.4             3      11.1            1     25.0         
Undecided          4      13.3            5     12.5               2       4.2             2        7.4            -         - 
 

Total            30    100%         40   100%          48    100%            27    100%           4   100% 

 
 
 
 
Q.15    Has your visit here in any way encouraged you to visit European Heritage 

Places in Australia? 
  
     Age Group 
 

  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
Yes            14      46.7           19     47.5             32     66.7              18     66.7           2       60.0 
No              9      30.0             9     22.5           13     27.1               7     25.9           1       20.0 
Undecided          7      23.3           12     30.0             3       6.2               2       7.4           1       20.0 
 

Total            30    100%         40    100%           48    100%             27    100%         4     100% 

 
 
 
 
 
Q.16    Has your visit here encouraged you in any way to visit Aboriginal Heritage 

Places in Australia? 
 

     Age Group 
  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 

           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
Yes            12      40.0           11     27.5             14     29.2                6     22.2            -         -  
No            10      33.3           22     55.0            28    58.3             16     59.3            1     25.0 
Undecided          8      26.7             7     17.5              6    12.5                 5     18.5            3     75.0       
 

Total            30    100%         40   100%            48    100%            27    100%          4    100% 
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Q.17    Do you feel this place is important for Australia’s past and national identity? 
 
     Age Group 
 

  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
Yes            24     100.0          38    100.0            46    100.0             26    100.0           2    100.0 
 

Total            24     100%         38     100%            46    100%           26     100%          2    100% 

 
    

 
 
Q.18    Overall, how do you rate your understanding of the way archaeology has  

helped to explain this place? 
 
     Age Group 
 

  -18                    18-29                    30-49                    50-69                  70+ 
           No.       %           No.      %             No.      %              No.      %          No.      % 
 
Very Low           3      10.0             3       7.5               6     12.5                4     14.8            -         - 
Low              2        6.6             7     17.5             7     14.6               3     11.1            -        - 
Undecided          9      30.0           10     25.0             15     31.3               7     25.9            2    50.0 
High              8      26.7           17     42.5           15     31.3             13     48.2            2    50.0  
Very High          8       26.7             3       7.5             5     10.4               -         -               -        -  
 

Total            30     100%         40    100%            48    100%            27   100%           4    100% 
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APPENDIX G.7 
 
 

Percentage Tables – Responses Cross-Related against 
What Ethnic Group do you identify with? 

 
 
Q.1  How many books on archaeology have you read? 
 

Ethnic Group 
 
No.         Aboriginal    Australian    British      European   N.Zealand     N. America     Other 
          No.    %        No.    %      No.    %      No.    %      No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
None            -       -    13   54.2      49   72.1       6   54.5        1   50.0          4   57.1       6     75.0 
1-4            1   100.0    11   45.8      19   27.9       5   45.5        1   50.0          3   42.9       2     25.0 
 
Total            1   100%    24  100%    68 100%    11  100%      2  100%        7  100%       8  100%             
  
 
 
Q.2   What do archaeologists study 
 

Ethnic Group 
 
Study        Aboriginal    Australian     British      European   N.Zealand    N. America      Other 
          No.    %        No.    %      No.    %      No.    %      No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
Fossils             -       -     6    23.1        8   12.9   3   20.0         -   -            1    11.1       1    14.3 
Ancient Places  2   100%   20    76.9       54   87.1      12   80.0       2  100.0          8    88.9      6    85.7 
 
Total            2  100%   26   100%     62  100%    15  100%     2  100%         9  100%      7  100% 
  
 

 

Q.3   How many books on Australian archaeology have you read? 

 
Ethnic Group 

 
No.         Aboriginal    Australian     British      European     N.Zealand     N. America      Other 
          No.    %        No.    %      No.    %       No.    %       No.    %          No.    %      No.     % 
 
None            1  100.0    19   79.2      55   76.4      10    71.4        2  100.0           6   60.0        7     87.5 
1-4            -      -      5   20.8      17  23.6        4    28.6        -        -              4   40.0        1     12.5 
 
Total            1  100%    24  100%    72  100%    14  100%        2  100%       10  100%       8   100%             
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Q.4   What is the main thing archaeologists study in Australia? 
 

Ethnic Group 
 
Study        Aboriginal     Australian    British      European   N.Zealand   N. America       Other 
          No.    %        No.    %      No.    %      No.    %      No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
Fossils             -       -      4   13.3        8   10.7   -       -        1  100.0         -       -       -        -  
Ab. Places         -       -    18   60.1      29  38.7         7   50.0       -       -            3    33.3        1   12.5    
Euro. Places      -       -      4   13.3      25  33.3         2   14.3       -       -            2    22.2        5   62.5 
Don’t Know      1       -      4   13.3      13   17.3         5   35.7       -       -            4    44.5        2   25.0      
 
Total            1  100%    30  100%    75  100%     14  100%     1  100%        9  100%      8  100% 
  
 
 
 
Q.5   How many European Heritage (historical/archaeological) Places in Australia   

have you visited? 
Ethnic Group 

 
No.        Aboriginal     Australian     British      European     N.Zealand     N. America      Other 
          No.    %        No.    %       No.    %      No.    %        No.    %        No.    %       No.     % 
 
None            1  100.0    2      6.7        13   17.3        2  14.3           -      -           1    11.1         -        - 
1-4            -       -  11    36.7        29   38.7        7  50.0           -      -           7    77.8         3   37.5 
5-9            -       -    7    23.3        10   13.3        1    7.1           -      -           1    11.1         3   37.5 
10-15            -       -    4    13.3        12   16.0        2  14.3           1 100.0         -       -            2   25.0 
More            -       -    6    20.0        11   14.7        2  14.3           -      -            -       -             -       - 
 
Total            1  100%  30   100%      75   100%   14  100%        1  100%        9  100%        8  100%  
  
 
 
 
Q.6   How many Aboriginal Heritage (historical/archaeological) Places in Australia  

have you visited? 
Ethnic Group 

 
No.        Aboriginal     Australian     British      European     N.Zealand    N. America      Other 
          No.    %        No.    %       No.    %      No.    %        No.    %       No.    %       No.     % 
 
None                 -       -           6    27.3       19   28.4    3   27.3         -        -   3   33.3         2 25.0 
1-4            -       -   11    50.0       38   56.7        8   72.7          1 100.0        6   66.7        5    62.5 
5-9            1  100.0     5    22.7       10   14.9         -      -           -      -         -         -          1    12.5  
 
Total            1  100%   22  100%      67  100%     11  100%        1 100%     9  100%        8  100% 
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Q.7   What part of Australia’s past interests you most? 
 

Ethnic Group 
 
Interest        Aboriginal     Australian    British      European     N.Zealand     N. America       Other 
          No.    %        No.    %      No.    %      No.    %        No.    %        No.     %      No.     % 
 
Ab. History       1  100.0      5   17.9      14    18.9   7   58.3          -       -   2   25.0         2    25.0 
Euro. History     -       -      7   25.0      32   43.3       2   16.7          -       -   2   25.0        4    50.0 
Convicts             -       -    16   57.1      28   37.8       3   25. 0        1  100.0   4   50.0         2    25.0 
 
Total             1  100%    28 100%     74  100%      12  100%      1  100%       8  100%       8  100% 
  
 
 
 
 
Q.8   Do you think the information on the display signs was sufficient and  

understandable? 
 

Ethnic Group 
 
         Aboriginal    Australian     British      European    N.Zealand     N. America      Other 
          No.    %        No.    %       No.    %      No.    %       No.    %         No.    %      No.     % 
 
Yes             1  100.0    27   96.4        61   84.7  13   92.9        1   100.0    9   100.0       8   100.0 
Undecided          -        -      1     3.6        11   15.3       1     7.1         -        -            -         -          -      - 
 
Total             1  100%     28  100%      72  100%  14   100%      1   100%        9   100%      8  100% 
  
 
 
 
 
Q.9   Do you think the leaflets and brochures provided enough information? 

 

Ethnic Group 
 
         Aboriginal    Australian      British     European     N.Zealand    N. America       Other 
          No.    %        No.    %       No.    %      No.    %        No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
Yes            1   100.0    23   79.2       55   71.4 12    85.8         1   100.0    9  100.0        6    75.0 
No            -       -      3   10.4       15   19.5   1      7.1          -       -    -         -          2   25.0 
Undecided        -       -             3   10.4         7     9.1       1      7.1           -       -           -         -           -     - 
 
Total            1  100%   29  100%     77  100%    14   100%        1   100%        9 100%       8  100%  
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Q.10   Did you find any on-site talks helpful? 
 
Ethnic Group 

 
         Aboriginal    Australian     British      European    N.Zealand     N. America       Other 
          No.    %        No.    %      No.    %       No.    %      No.    %          No.    %      No.     % 
 
Yes            1   100.0    26   86.7       69  92.0  11    84.6       1   100.0    9   100.0      8    100.0  
Undecided        -         -      4   13.3         6    8.0          2   15.4        -      -           -      -           -   
 
Total            1   100%      30  100%     75  100%    13  100%      1  100%    9   100%     8    100% 
  
 
Q.11   Was there any information on how archaeology helped to explain the place? 
 

Ethnic Group 
 
         Aboriginal    Australian     British      European     N.Zealand    N. America      Other 
          No.    %        No.    %       No.    %      No.    %        No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
Yes            1   100.0    15   48.4       27   35.1        4   28.6          -       -    3    33.3       4    50.0 
No            -       -    12   38.7       28   36.4        5   35.7          1  100.0       5     55.6       3    37.5 
Undecided        -       -      4   12.9       22   28.5    5   35.7          -    -             1     11.1       1  12.5 
 
Total            1   100%      31  100%     77  100%     14  100%       1  100%       9   100%       8  100%  
  
 

Q.12   Do you feel you have added to your knowledge of the past from your visit? 
 
Ethnic Group 

 
         Aboriginal    Australian      British     European     N.Zealand    N. America      Other 
          No.    %        No.    %       No.    %      No.    %        No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
Yes             1  100.0    29  100.0     71  100.0  13   100.0        1   100.0    9  100.0       8  100.0 
 
Total             1  100%      29  100%    71  100%      13  100%       1  100%        9  100%     8   100% 
 
 
Q.13   Would you like to find out more about this place by further reading? 

 
Ethnic Group 

 
         Aboriginal    Australian      British     European     N.Zealand    N. America      Other 
          No.    %        No.    %       No.    %      No.    %        No.    %        No.    %      No.    % 
 
Yes            -        -    27   87.1       53   68.8     10   71.4          1  100.0    6    66.7       6   75.0 
No            1  100.0      3     9.7       12   15.6       2   14.3          -        -            2    22.2       1   12.5 
Undecided        -       -      1     3.2       12   15.6   2   14.3          -        -            1    11.1       1   12.5 
 
Total            1  100%   31  100%     77  100%    14  100%        1  100%    9  100%      8  100% 
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Q.14   Would you like to find out more about Australian history and archaeology in  

general? 
 
Ethnic Group 

 
         Aboriginal    Australian      British     European     N.Zealand    N. America      Other 
          No.    %        No.    %       No.    %      No.    %        No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
Yes            -        -    24   77.4       59   76.6  10   71.5         1  100.0    7   77.8        7    87.5 
No            1  100.0      5   16.1       12   15.6    1     7.1          -       -    1   11.1         -       - 
Undecided        -       -      2     6.5         6     7.8        3   21.4           -       -    1   11.1        1    12.5 
 
Total            1  100%   31  100%     77  100%  14  100%        1 100%        9 100%       8  100% 
 
 
 
 
 Q.15   Has your visit here in any way encouraged you to visit European Heritage  

Places in Australia? 
Ethnic Group 

 
         Aboriginal    Australian     British      European    N.Zealand     N. America      Other 
          No.    %        No.    %       No.    %      No.    %       No.    %         No.    %      No.     % 
 
Yes            -        -    16   51.6       45   58.4   8   57.1          -       -    6   66.7        5    62.5 
No            1  100.0      8   25.8       19   24.7   2   14.3          1  100.0    2   22.2        3    37.5 
Undecided        -         7   22.6       13   16.9   4   28.6          -       -    1   11.1         -        - 
 
Total            1   100%      31  100%     77  100%   14  100%        1  100%        9  100%       8  100% 
 
  
 

 
Q.16   Has you visit here in any way encouraged you to visit Aboriginal Heritage  

Places in Australia? 
Ethnic Group 

 
          Aboriginal        Australian         British         European        N.Zealand         N. America           
Other 
          No.    %        No.    %       No.    %      No.    %        No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
Yes            1  100.0     5   16.1       23   29.9        7   50.0          -        -    2    22.2       4    50.0 
No            -      -   20   64.5       39   50.6        4   28.6          1  100.0    6    66.7       4      9.1 
Undecided        -       -            6   19.4       15  19.5        3   21.4          -      -           1    11.1        -     -      
  
Total            1  100%   31  100%     77  100%    14  100%        1  100%        9   100%      8   100% 
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Q.17   Do you feel this place is important for Australia’s past and national identity? 
 

Ethnic Group 
 
         Aboriginal    Australian     British      European     N.Zealand    N. America      Other 
          No.    %        No.    %      No.    %       No.    %        No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
Yes            1  100.0       29  100.0      72  100.0 13  100.0         1   100.0         9  100.0       7  100.0 
 
Total            1  100%   29  100%     72  100% 13  100%        1   100%     9   100%     7  100% 
 
  
 
 
Q.18   Overall, how do you rate your understanding of the way archaeology has  

helped to explain this place? 
 

Ethnic Group 
 
Rate         Aboriginal    Australian     British      European    N.Zealand    N. America      Other 
          No.    %        No.    %      No.    %       No.    %       No.    %        No.    %      No.     % 
 
Very Low         -        -            4   12.9        8   10.3   -        -          1   100.0         -       -          -       - 
Low            -       -      4   12.9      12  15.6         2   14.3         -      -           -        -         1    12.5 
Undecided        -       -      9   29.0      21  27.3         4   28.6         -         -    5    55.6       1    12.5 
High            1  100.0    13   42.0      24  31.2         6   42.8         -      -           4    44.4       6    75.0 
Very High        -       -      1     3.2      12   15.6    2   14.3         -      -            -       -         -       - 
 
Total            1  100%    31  100%    77  100%    14  100%        1  100%        9 100%       8   100% 
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APPENDIX G.8 

 
  

Percentage Tables – Responses Cross-Related against What is your 
Country of Permanent Residence? 

 
 
 

Q.1  How many books on archaeology have you read? 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
None               66     64.1             1  100.0          2     66.7          1   100.0              7    63.6           5    83.3 
1-4                  37     35.9              -        -     1     33.3          -          -             4     36.4         1    16.7 
 
Total        103    100%          1  100%     3   100%         1  100%            11  100%         6   100% 
 
 
 
Q.2   What do archaeologists study?   
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
Fossils              14    14.1            -        -             1     25.0          -         -                2     14.3           1    20.0 
Ancient Places 85    85.9            1   100.0     3     75.0         1    100.0            12     85.7           4    80.0  
 
Total           99   100%          1  100%    4   100%          1   100%            14  100%          5  100% 
 
 
 
Q.3  How many books on Australian archaeology have you read? 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
None               80    74.1             1  100.0          4     100.0          1   100.0           11    78.6           6    100.0 
1-4                  28    25.9             -        -    -          -             -        -             3    21.4         -          - 
 
Total       108  100%         1  100%    4    100%          1  100%           14  100%         6    100% 
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Q.4  What is the main thing archaeologists study in Australia 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
Fossils             12    10.3             -        -             -         -            -         -                -         -             -          - 
Ab. Places       51    43.6             1   100.0     -         -            -         -             7     50.0         1     16.7 
Euro. Places    33    28.2             -        -    1      33.3          -         -                2     14.3          3     50.0 
Don’t Know    21    17.9             -        -    2      66.7          -         -                5     35.7          2     33.3 
 
Total        117   100%          1   100%    3   100%           -        -              14    100%         6   100% 
 
 
 
Q.5   How many European Heritage (historical/archaeological) Places in Australia  

have you visited?   
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
None               16     13.7             -        -            -          -           -          -               3     21.4           -          - 
1-4                  40     34.2            1   100.0    3      75.0         -          -             10     71.4        3      50.0 
5-9                  19     16.2            -         -            -          -            -         -                1      7.2           3      50.0 
10-15              22     18.8            -         -    1      25.0          -         -                -         -             -         - 
More               20     17.1            -        -    -          -            -         -                -          -            -          - 
 
Total       117    100%         1   100%    4    100%         -         -           14    100%        6     100% 
 
 
 
Q.6   How many Aboriginal Heritage (historical/archaeological) Places in Australia  

have you visited? 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
None          22    20.6         1    100.0    2      50.0          -         -               6     42.9         2     33.3 
1-4                  59    55.1             -          -           1      25.0          -         -             6     42.9         4     66.7 
5-9                  15    14.0             -          -    -          -            -         -                2     14.2           0        - 
More               11    10.3             -          -     1      25.0          -         -                 -        -             0        - 
 
Total        107   100%         1   100%    4    100%         -         -             14    100%          6   100% 
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Q.7   What part of Australia’s past interests you most? 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
Ab. History     23    20.4              -        -            3    100.0         -          -               4     30.8          1    16.7 
Euro. History  44    38.9              -        -             -         -            -          -               3     23.1        3    50.0 
Convicts         46    40.7             1   100.0     -         -            -          -               6     46.1          2    33.3 
 
Total        113   100%           1  100%     3    100%        -          -             13   100%         6   100% 
 
 
 
 
Q.8   Do you think the information on the display signs was sufficient and  

understandable? 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
Yes               101    90.2              1   100.0          3    100.0         -        -               11    84.6           6    100.0 
Undecided      11      9.8              -         -     -          -            -        -                2     15.4           -         - 
 
Total       112   100%          1   100%      3   100%         -        -           13    100%         6    100% 
 
 
 
 
Q.9   Do you think the leaflets and brochures provided enough information? 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
Yes                   87   73.7             1        -           2      50.0          -          -             14    100.0         5     83.3 
No                    21   17.8              -        -    2      50.0          -         -              -        -         1    16.7 
Undecided        10     8.5             -         -      -         -            -         -               -         -             -        - 
 
Total         118   100%          1    100%    4     100%         -        -              14    100%         6   100% 
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Q.10   Did you find any on-site talks helpful? 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
Yes                105    91.3             1  100.0          4     100.0         -          -             11    91.7           6    100.0 
Undecided       10      8.7             -         -     -          -            -          -               1      8.3           -         - 
 
Total         115   100%          1   100%     4   100%          -          -            12   100%         6    100% 
 
 
Q.11   Was there any information on how archaeology helped to explain the place? 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
Yes                  48    40.3             -        -             -          -           -          -               4     28.6          2     33.3 
No                   42    35.3             1    100.0     1      25.0         -          -             8     57.1         3    50.0 
Undecided       29    24.4             -        -     3      75.0         -          -             2     14.3           1    16.7     
 
Total        119   100%          1    100%     4   100%          -          -            14   100%         6   100% 
 
 
Q.12   Do you feel you have added to your knowledge of the past from your visit? 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
Yes                110   100.0            1   100.0          3   100.0          -         -              14    100.0         6    100.0   
 
Total         110   100%          1   100%      3   100%         -        -               14    100.0        6     100% 
 
 
Q.13   Would you like to find out more about this place by further reading? 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
Yes                  89    74.8             1   100.0          2    50.0           -         -                9    64.3          5     83.3 
No                   16    13.4              -        -     -          -            -        -             4     28.6        1     16.7 
Undecided      14     11.8             -        -     2     50.0           -        -                1       7.1          -         - 
 
Total        119   100%          1   100%     4   100%          -        -              14    100%        6    100% 
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Q.14   Would you like to find out more about Australian history and archaeology in  

general? 
Country of Permanent Residence 

 
         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 

          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
Yes                  90    75.6             -        -            2      50.0          -         -              11    78.6            6    100.0 
No                   18    15.1            1    100.0    2      50.0          -         -             1       7.1          -         - 
Undecided       11     9.3             -         -    -           -           -         -                2     14.3           -          - 
 
Total        119   100%         1   100%    4     100%        -         -              14   100%         6     100% 
 
 
 
 
Q.15   Has your visit here in any way encouraged you to visit European Heritage  

Places in Australia? 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
Yes                  70    58.8             -        -             -          -          -           -               9     64.3           4     66.7 
No                   31    26.1             -        -    1     25.0          -          -             3     21.4         2     33.3 
Undecided       18    15.1             1   100.0    3     75.0          -          -                2     14.3           -        - 
 
Total        119   100%          1   100%    4    100%        -          -           14    100%         6    100% 
 
 
 
 
Q.16   Has your visit here in any way encouraged you to visit Aboriginal Heritage  

Places in Australia? 
 

Country of Permanent Residence  
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
Yes                  32    27.1             -        -            2      50.0           -         -                3    20.0          4     66.7 
No                   62    52.6             1   100.0    -           -            -         -            10    66.7         2     33.3 
Undecided       24    20.3             -        -    2      50.0           -         -                2    13.3            -        - 
 
Total        118    100%          1   100%    4    100%          -         -            15   100%         6   100% 
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Q.17   Do you feel this place is important for Australia’s past and national identity? 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
Yes               114   100.0             1   100.0         4     100.0        -          -              13   100.0          5   100.0 
 
Total        114   100%           1  100%     4     100%      -          -              13   100%         5  100% 
 
 
 
 
Q.18   Overall, how do you rate your understanding of the way archaeology has  

helped to explain this place? 
 

Country of Permanent Residence 
 

         Australia            Britain             Europe        N. Zealand         N.America           Other 
          No.     %           No.     %         No.      %        No.      %            No.     %         No.      % 
 
Very Low       14     11.8             -        -             1     25.0           -         -               -         -             -         - 
Low                16     13.5             -        -     1     25.0            -        -             1       7.7         1     14.3 
Undecided      33     27.7             1   100.0     -         -              -        -               7     53.8           1     14.3 
High               43     36.1             -        -     1     25.0            -        -               5     38.5           5     71.4 
Very High      13     10.9             -        -     1     25.0            -        -               -          -             -      
 
Total       119    100%          1   100%     4   100%          -         -           13    100%          7   100% 
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