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SUMMARY 

This thesis investigates the memorialisation of children in the Western cemetery from the mid-nineteenth 

century to the present day using the idea of childness as a measure. The importance of children as part of 

archaeological study has been recognised and developed since the 1980s, establishing the archaeology of 

childhood. As part of this approach research has looked at ways of determining the agency of children in 

the archaeological record, and the ways in which conceptualisations of children and childhood are 

represented through material culture created by adults. Following a multi-disciplinary review of the 

literature concerning Western ideas of children and childhood, and cemetery studies concerning the 

memorialisation of children in the Western cemetery, this thesis proceeds to the study of five cemetery 

sites in Adelaide, South Australia. The primary interpretative method used is the concept of childness, the 

qualities a culture associates with both being a child and that labels someone as a child. The measure of 

childness arisƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩǎ ƳŜƳƻǊƛŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƘƻƛŎŜǎ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ of child identity inferable 

by the observer. Childness sits within the broader processes of socialisation and structuration that informs 

and replicates these characteristics to varying degrees depending on variables such as status, class, gender 

ŀƴŘ ǇǊŜǾŀƛƭƛƴƎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǾƛŜǿǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ŘŜŀǘƘ.  

Analysis of the archaeological sample identified the expression of childness through six main 

characteristics: smallness, innocence, domesticity, play, temporality and emotion, indicated by age and 

influenced to varying degree by status, class and for older children, gender. The varying combinations 

arising from the interaction of these concepts determined the degree of identity differentiation observable, 

which could range from virtually no difference with only age indicating a child, to a heightened level of 

childness involving inscription and motif, or as exampled in the Victorian era, the size and height of the 

ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜ Ƴarker itself. The mid-nineteenth century to the 1920s and again following the creation of 

particular child-only spaces in the 1980s represented a more individualistic cemetery ethos, with the 

memorialisation of children trending to a more expressive childness. Both periods employed a wider range 

of child-specific references in inscription and motif, or adapted more general choices such as religious 

references to symbolise a greater association with children. By comparison, the intervening period from the 

1920s to the 1980s generally adopted a more uniform and subdued approach to memorialisation that saw 

a lower degree of childness in favour of a more un-differentiated family identity. However, the social role of 

the child as memorialised retained a marked continuity across the chronology regarding the expectation of 

a loving and caring relationship between parent and child, the importance of the family structure and the 

grief of loss. The use of Childness varied in accordance with age, but rarely in relation to sex or gender, with 

those aspects more closely associated with infants and young children becoming less pronounced for 

children who in age were moving further from childhood and towards adulthood. 
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CHAPTER 1 
Lb¢wh5¦/¢LhbΥ ΨhI 9!RLY VANISHED FROM A t!w9b¢{ 9¸9Ω 

 

άCŀǊ ŦǊƻƳ ōŜƛƴƎ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǘƻ ŀƴȅ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜ ǎŜŜƪƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ƘǳƳŀƴ ǎƻŎƛŜǘƛŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƻŦ 

childhood is usually at best marginalised or, at worst, overlooked completely (Crawford and Lewis 2009:5-

сύΦέ 

 

ά.ǳǊƛŀƭ ŀǎǎŜƳōƭŀƎŜǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ŘŜŎŜŀǎŜŘ ŎƘƛƭŘ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƭŜŦǘ ōŜƘƛƴŘ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǎŜƴǎŜ 

ƻŦ ŀ ǎƘƻǊǘŜƴŜŘ ƭƛŦŜ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŜƳŀǘǳǊŜ ŘŜŀǘƘέ ό.ŀȄǘŜǊ нлмоΥммпύ.ò 

 

Weep for me my parents dear, 

I am not dead but sleeping here, 

Dry up your tears you shed in vain, 

You cannot call me back again. 

Horseman family grave marker, c.1882, Hindmarsh Cemetery, South Australia 

 

 

 

 

In accordance with HDR thesis rules, I declare that this chapter references information previously published 

in my co-authored article (Muller et al. 2019). My contribution to the article was: research and design 80%, 

data collection and analysis 60% and writing and editing 70%. My co-authors have signed approval for use 

of their work to be included in this thesis on the Co-authors Approvals for Higher Degree by Research 

Thesis for Examination form. 
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1.1 Introduction 

This thesis examines the memorialisation of children in the Western cemetery landscape over the last 180 

years. A statistical analysis of five cemeteries in Adelaide, South Australia, is used to consider the way 

children were remembered and differentiated from adults through material culture from 1836 to 2018, and 

what such representations can tell us about their visibility, status and role in society over this period. In 

seeking to explore these issues, the cemetery provides a rich and mostly untapped potential. As a reflection 

of its multiple creators over time, it provides a repository of social and ideological trends expressed through 

the materialised thoughts and feelings of past lives, relationships and world views (Baugher and Veit 

2014:2; Jones 1979: iv; Rugg 2000:264). This makes such landscapes particularly suitable for longitudinal 

ǎǘǳŘȅΣ άǎƛƴŎŜ archaeological material can often represent, frequently in a quantifiable way, gradual changes 

ŀƴŘ ŜƴŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎέ (Tarlow 1999:5). In turn, the grave plot with both its private and public roles, 

meant that the resulting tableau was subject to unintentional phenomenological change as the cemetery 

evolved around it and visitors over time experienced the space in different ways (Muller 2006, 2015:19). 

Baxter observes,  

/ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƘŜŀŘǎǘƻƴŜǎ ƻŦŦŜǊ ŀ ǊƛŎƘ Řŀǘŀ ǎŜǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ and symbolic importance 
of children and enable analyses that parallel archaeological study of children in a variety of 
mortuary and cultural contexts (Baxter 2015:1). 

Since the late medieval period, Western society has consistently seen children as different from adults. This 

difference, as the product of documented social and cultural views, both public and private, was subject to 

change within its historical context.  

The chronological period of this study allows ample potential for both national and international 

comparison of the memorialisation of children. The nineteenth century saw the continuing expansion of 

European capitalism and its accompanying geo-political influence on a global scale. The colonial societies 

that resulted naturally reflected the culture of origin. Consequently, the European colonisation of Australia 

by predominantly British and Irish immigrants is reflected in the development and appearance of the 

Australian western cemetery, allowing for comparison with burial and commemoration practices in Britain 

and Ireland, as well as other countries of British colonial origin such as the United States (Mytum 2014:2; 

Mytum and Burgess 2018). The colonisation of South Australia occurred in 1836, just one year before the 

commencement of the Victorian era (so labelled by English speaking countries to signify the reign of the 

British Queen Victoria from 20 June 1837 to 22 January 1901), and the new colony was naturally influenced 

by its initial cultural ties to Britain. Consequently, observed similarities and variations in memorialisation 

choices between the Anglophone countries is instructive in identifying the transnational spread of social 

ideals, trends in the manufacture of material forms and styles to express them, and the development of 

local choices and variation. Such globalisation increased exponentially over the course of the twentieth 

century. Greater economic interconnection and cultural exchange between nationsΩ introduced new 



 

3 

possibilities concerning appropriate forms and styles of material culture and social expression. As a result, 

developments beyond the Anglosphere are also discussed in relation to the Australian practices identified, 

and how each reflects broader social ideas about children and childhood in western culture. 

The characteristics that make children different from adults I term childness representing, άǘƘŜ multiple 

conceptions of beiƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ ōŜƛƴƎ ƭŀōŜƭƭŜŘΣ ŀ ŎƘƛƭŘέ (Muller et al. 2019:1). First used by Degner (2007), 

cƘƛƭŘƴŜǎǎΣ άƛǎ ŀƴ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǾŀǊƛŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŜȄƛǎǘǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ΨŎƘƛƭŘΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŎƘƛƭŘƘƻƻŘΩέ 

(Muller et al. 2019:6). This includes between children of the same age and culture where differences in 

childness may be subtle and harder to discern. Childness within a culture may at first seem universalist in 

nature, representing what a child should be and how childhood should be lived (Degner 2007:6-7), however 

in practice, as a process of identity construction it is subject to social and cultural variation, for example 

when does childhood begin or when does a society view an individual as no longer a child? As part of this 

measure the effect of other factors on this process such as class, age, gender and culture can be identified 

and examined. Within the cemetery, childness provides an interpretive method of understanding the way, 

άƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎƘƛƭŘƭƛƪŜ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭƛǎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎŜŀǎŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜέ 

(Muller et al. 2019:6). Its application is particularly suited to this setting, as the focus is not limited to actual 

children per se but ǘƘŜ ΨƛŘŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎΩ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƳ ōȅ ŀŘǳƭǘǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ƳŜƳƻǊƛŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ. This 

approach allows for a nuanced understanding of the reasons for differences and variations in such 

representations ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨŎƘƛƭŘΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŎƘƛƭŘƘƻƻŘΩ within the cemetery space, driven by both the personal 

relationship between children and their families, and the structural influences of society at that time. 

1.1.1 Background to child mortality and memorialisation 

The representation of child death evokes a sense of grief and loss whose context is very different from that 

of an adult. Such an event is characterised as chronologically premature (Baxter 2013: 114; Jones 

2015:291), heightening the sense of disorder experienced by the bereaved. It is not just the emotional 

response to the absence of the deceased, but also the cessation of their potential, and the hopes and 

dreams invested by the parents in that anticipated futurity (Sørenson 2010, 2011). So, the different 

complexities involved in the memorialisation of children, particularly infants, perinatal and stillborn 

children (for whom the establishment of identity are the most challenging), should be acknowledged 

(Cannon and Cook 2015:плнΤ {ƳƛǘƘ мфутΥфмύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎŜƴǘƛƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ΨŦǳǘǳǊƛǘȅΩ Ŏŀn be evidenced by expressions 

ƻƴ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜ markers ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άhƘΣ ǿƘŀǘ ƘƻǇŜǎ ƭƛŜ ōǳǊƛŜŘ ƘŜǊŜέ ό.ŀȄǘŜǊ нлмр:8). It is within this 

context of emotional tumult and fracture, ranging from despair to rage and even guilt, that the family 

όǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎύ ŀǊŜ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜŎƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƛǎƘ ǘƻ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƭƻǎǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

identity they wish to create for them through memorialisation. 

In the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, parents laboured under the very real fear that they would 

lose an infant or child due to infectious disease, with many both sustained and burdened by the religious 
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perspective that such an event constituted a trial sent by God requiring their stoic forbearance, or worse, a 

punishment arising from their own sinful failings (Jalland 2002:70-71). It was not uncommon for families to 

face the loss of several or all of their children over the course of a few days, weeks, or months. For others 

the loss of a child could become an almost annual ordeal. Jalland (1996:120) notes that the newborn infant 

faced a deadly variety of illnesses in their first year of life, such as diarrhoea, pneumonia and bronchitis, 

with measles, whooping cough and scarlet fever lurking for those who reached two to five-years. Deaths 

also occurred, as always, from abuse, neglect, and accidents. Death in childbirth also remained a high 

concern. Torney (2005:69) cites a child mortality rate across all Australian colonies prior to 1890 of 100 to 

130 children (under one year) per 1000 births, a rate of 10 to 13% and sets out the following survival figures 

for the 1880s: 90% to 12 months; 82% to 5 years and 78% to adulthood. 

The characteristics of innocence, purity and imagination that we today commonly associate with children 

and childhood, had gained full ascendency by the mid-nineteenth century, having gathered momentum 

from the secular musings of the Enlightenment movement in the latter decades of the previous century 

(deMause 1974:408; James et al 1998:13-15; Kociumbas 1997: xiv; Snyder 1992:13). The highly valued 

child, both socially and emotionally, accordingly required protection from the dangers of the adult world 

(Arnold 2006:184; Snyder 1992:11). Middle- and upper-class Victorian parents in the United Kingdom (UK) 

and the British colonies had access to a growing body of child-rearing manuals and literature. These 

ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŎŀǊƛƴƎ ǊƻƭŜ ŀƴŘ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ό/ǳƴƴƛƴƎƘŀƳ нллрΥсп-65). In this 

sphere the father was secondary but held ultimate worldly authority within the patriarchal social structure. 

In turn, childhood was conceptualised as a temporary place of existence that parents strived to create, not 

just as a protective boundary, but also as a sacred present in which the child could best attain emotional 

and experiential growth in preparation for their future. It was this middle-class ideology of domesticity that 

began to be seen in memorialisation choices for children. 

By the latter half of the nineteenth century, the juxtaposition of childhood and death had become an 

uncomfortable and socially constrained subject (Paris 2003). Although illustrations of child death were rare, 

those used in the pictorial press, child rescue, and temperance pamphlets served an instructional purpose. 

They emphasised parental responsibility and the need for morally respectable behaviour to ensure a ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ 

safety from the potential threats of the world. Such images clearly showed the fatal results arising from 

neglect, such as a younƎ ŎƘƛƭŘ ŘǊƻǿƴŜŘ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ƘŜǊ ŦŀǘƘŜǊΩǎ ŘǊǳƴƪŜƴ ƛƴŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ όtŀǊƛǎ нлло LƳŀƎŜ мύΦ As a 

British colony, such literature was widely received in Australia and accordingly influenced Australian 

parents (Torney 2005:60). It is interesting to note that this discomfort occurred at the height of the 

±ƛŎǘƻǊƛŀƴ ŜǊŀΩǎ ōŜŀǳǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ death, a period associated with a more general openness towards the 

subject of mortality, and elaborate funeral practices and cemetery landscapes (Curl 2000; Jalland 1996; 

Morley 1971; Rainville 1999). This discomfort speaks to the contradictory nature of child death during this 

period, as an event both inevitable yet premature. 
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Mortality rates for infants and children showed significant decline from 1900, increasingly trending lower 

over the course of the twentieth century (Sacks 2013:7; Taylor et al 1998:30; Torney 2005:69-70), with old 

age replacing infancy as the most likely time of death (Jalland 2006:4; McCalman 2009:25-26). This was the 

result of improvements in and access to medical care and treatment, with a greater understanding of 

disease transmission, nutrition, sanitation (to reduce the risk of infection) and the development of anti-

biotics which gradually became publicly available (Jalland 1996:5, 2006:193; McCalman 2009: 26-28; 

Stearns 2006:60). In turn, developments in social policy (Dickey 1984:96-140) saw a move from a charity-

based welfare model to state-led universal support as governments increasingly took an interest in both 

ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ welfare and education. This resulted in an ever-growing legislative blanket of protection for 

children and influenced parenting standards and behaviour (Dickey 1984:127-132). However, in a colonial 

society, such interventions were operated by and based on the ideology of the colonists. The results for 

Indigenous children, particularly of mixed racial parentage or ancestry, often meant removal from family 

ŀƴŘ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΦ bƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ǿŜǊŜ ǎǳŎƘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜƭȅ ŎƻǳƴǘŜǊǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ōŜǎǘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎΣ ǘƘŜȅ 

also produced a legacy of intergenerational psychological damage amongst Aboriginal families and 

communities that impacts to this day (e.g., Healey 2001, Reynolds 2005, Terszak 2008). 

The conceptualisation of children and childhood has grown well beyond the previous confines of the family 

home. Cunningham (2005:204) comments,έ ! romantic view of childhood as a special time of life has both 

ǎǳƴƪ ŘŜŜǇ ƛƴǘƻ ŀƴŘ ƘŀŘ ŀ ǊŜƳŀǊƪŀōƭŜ ǘŜƴŀŎƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǿŜǎǘŜǊƴ ǎƻŎƛŜǘƛŜǎέΦ Since the Second World War, children 

and childhood have attained a global profile, with the ratification of their legal rights as citizens by the 

United Nations (UN General Assembly 1989) and the creation of bodies such as the United Nations 

LƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ 9ƳŜǊƎŜƴŎy Fund (UNICEF), causing some to see the twentieth century as the 

century of childhood (James et al. 1998:57). Today, continuous improvements in paediatric care, combined 

with socially advocated parenting standards and legislated state oversight has seen infant and child 

mortality decline in Western society to a point where the death of a child is very much an exception. 

/ƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅΣ ŦƻǊ ǘƻŘŀȅΩǎ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀƴ ŜǾŜƴǘ ƛǎ ŀƴ ǳƴǘƘƛƴƪŀōƭŜ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ 

psychologically prepared for, unlike the families of the nineteenth century. As Stearns (2006:102) observes, 

a social position had ōŜŜƴ ǊŜŀŎƘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άchildren should not die, and industrial societies poured massive 

ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ƛƴǘƻ ƪŜŜǇƛƴƎ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ŀƭƛǾŜέ. But some children still die, and parents and families are faced with 

the difficult task of their memorialisation. 

1.2  Research aim and questions 

Although the archaeological study of below ground child burial (either individually or as part of a larger 

burial site) is well established (e.g. Crawford et al. 2018; Huskinson 2018; Murphy 2011; Donnelly and 

Murphy 2018), over the last three decades a small number of multi-disciplinary studies have specifically 

focussed on the above ground archaeology of ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳŜƳƻǊŀǘƛǾŜ ŎƘƻƛŎŜǎ 
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employed in their creation (Baxter 2013, 2015; Charrier and Clavandier 2019; Degner 2007; Haveman 1999; 

McKerr et al. 2009; Nolin 2018; Snyder 1992; Smith 1987; Sørenson 2011, see CHAPTER 3). These studies 

primarily focus on either the nineteenth century or the late twentieth/early twenty-first centuries. A 

comparison of child memorialisation that includes the intervening period would address both this 

chronological gap in the research and allow for a broader understanding of how the memorialisation of 

children in the cemetery may have changed over the last 180 years. 

This study asks the following questions: 

1. How is childness observable in the material culture of the Western cemetery, from the mid-

nineteenth century to the present, and how does it differentiate children from adults and other 

children? 

2. Does the measure of childness change over time, and if so for what reasons, e.g. social status, class, 

age or gender? 

3. What do these observations of childness telƭ ǳǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ value, role and status in society? 

1.3 Project Significance 

This research contributes to both the archaeology of death and burial, and the archaeology of childhood. 

Although the multi-disciplinary study of historic cemeteries has grown considerably since the pioneering 

work of Deetz and Dethlefsen on grave seriation (1965; 1967; 1971), archaeological ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ 

grave markers has been limited. A review of the literature found that no long-term comparative 

ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƳŜƳƻǊƛŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊȅ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ had been undertaken to date (see 

CHAPTER 3). As with other areas of archaeology, a primarily adult focus has accompanied the study of 

death and burial, and otherwise comprehensive overviews of the historical development of cemeteries lack 

any specific attention to ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ōǳǊƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƳŜƳƻǊƛŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ όe.g. Baugher and Veit 2014). The neglect of 

children in such research is problematic, as any understanding of human societies is incomplete without 

them. 

The study develops the concept of childness (introduced in Section 1.1) as an alternative interpretative 

measure in identifying and understanding representations of child identity in the cemetery. This allows for 

comparison of the material culture with historical observations of changing social attitudes towards 

children and death, and the degree to which such creations actually reflected the social realities of children 

beyond the cemetery (Griffin 1982; Jalland 2002, 2006: Kellehear 2000: Singleton 2016). If we are to truly 

value the role and effect of children on society then we must fully investigate all aspects of their lives, as 

we do with adults, including their death and the effect of that death upon family and society. Such 

mortuary narratives, as they pertain to children, are informative of the wider framework of social relations 
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that mediate the functioning of society and represent paradoxically an opportunity for families and 

communities ǘƻ ŀŦŦƛǊƳ ǎǳŎƘ ΨǘǊǳǘƘǎΩ ŜǾŜƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎŜ ƻŦ ƭƻǎs. As Crawford et al (2018:26) note,  

When a child dies, however, it is a direct challenge to the process of memory, a lost 
opportunity to pass on knowledge and beliefs to the next generation; but that death might 
also be harnessed to supply an image that encapsulated a range of social priorities. 

In addition, unlike many cemetery studies which focus entirely on the grave marker, this research also 

considers the spatial elements that make up the grave plot, such as its dimensions and materials to see to 

what extent these factors may also reflect childness and the phenomenological effect this may engender. 

The results obtained will have application to the broader Australian cemetery context, comparative 

potential with child memorialisation in other Western cemeteries, and suggest the application of childness 

to other archaeological contexts involving children. 

The study also uses a large archaeological sample with broad chronological depth to identify reliable 

statistical trends and to track both change and continuity in memorialisation practices. The beguiling nature 

of the nineteenth century cemetery landscape, with its spatial and stylistic diversity, has overshadowed its 

more orderly and uniform twentieth century successor. This later period has often been characterised as 

one in which the violent effects of the First World War saw a cultural repression concerning the open 

discussion of death in Western society from which we are now slowly emerging (Jalland 2006:13; Mallios 

and Caterino 2011:430). Such a hypothesis is increasingly being challenged (Tradii and Robert 2019; Robert 

and Tradii 2019), and is worth investigating archaeologically to see what these changes say about how 

families coped with child death and memorialised their children in this period (Cannon and Cook 2015:404). 

This identified chronological gap in the literature is addressed, by undertaking an extensive statistical 

ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ƻǾŜǊ нллл ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎΣ ōǳǊƛŀƭ ǇƭƻǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ƎǊŀǾŜ ŦǳǊƴƛǘǳǊŜ dating from 

the 1840s to 2018. 

1.4 Scope of research 

The study is situated within the greater metropolitan area of the city of Adelaide, the capital of the state of 

South Australia (Figure 1-1). The chronological scope of this thesis commences from the arrival of British 

settlers to the newly realised colony of South Australia in 1836 through to 2018. 

The archaeological sample was recorded at five suburban locations; Cheltenham Cemetery, ǘƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ 

Garden at Enfield Memorial Park, Hindmarsh Cemetery, St WǳŘŜΩǎ /ŜƳŜǘŜǊȅ ό.ǊƛƎƘǘƻƴύ, and the Walkerville 

Wesleyan Cemetery (Figure 1-2). A brief history of each archaeological site and its spatial layout, including 

available maps, is provided in CHAPTER 4, and the rationale for the selection of these sites is discussed in 

CHAPTER 5. 
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Figure 1-1. Map of Australia showing location of Adelaide, South Australia 

(By Lokal_Profil - Map outlines from Image:Australia Locator Map.svg by User:Papayoung.Modified and cleaned up by 

Lokal_Profil, CC BY-SA 3.0, https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=2340699 with place names added by 

C. Wight). 

1.5 Considering the process of child memorialisation 

Having already introduced childness as the primary interpretative concept for this study in Section 1.1, it is 

important to situate it within the broader model of cultural and social production to which it contributes. 

The following sections look at the interrelated ideas of socialisation and structuration and bring these 

together with childness to discuss an interpretative model of child memorialisation applicable to this thesis. 

The idea of presence and indirect agency, whilst included in the model as a potential effect from the 

creation of the grave marker and plot, is a different reflective process. As such, it is discussed as part of a 

broader look at child agency in Section 2.7. 

1.5.1 Socialisation 

The idea of socialisation has gained strong currency in the archaeology of childhood (Baxter 2005:29, 

2008:171; Vlahos 2014:2) to understand the transfer of cultural and social knowledge to children. 

Importantly, this process reflects, and must always be seen within, its specific cultural and historical context 

(James and Prout 2008:241; Morrow 2011:4). It is not a universal or natural process and is subject to 

cultural variables such as status, class, gender, and ethnicity (Crawford and Lewis 2007:8). There is a 

tendency to see socialisation as unidirectional: the transmission of cultural knowledge from the parent and 

society to the child. Instead, we should see this process as interactive, acknowledging the potential for 

https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=2340699
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individual child agency (Section 2.5), rather than falling back to historical ideas of child development, such 

ŀǎ [ƻŎƪŜΩǎ ΨǇŀǎǎƛǾŜ ǊŜŎŜǇǘŀŎƭŜǎΩ όPollack 1983:12; Torney 2005:56). 

Although an important interpretive idea, socialisation has its criticisms. Sofaer Derevenski (1997:194) has 

ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘΣ άǘƘŜ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ Ƴŀȅ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ōŜ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭƭȅ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎΣ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜǎΣ ōǳǘ 

ƴƻǘ ƛƴ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΦέ !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǎƘŜ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŀƴ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ such a culture, her comment raises the issue of 

the extent of overt or sub-conscious socialisation at play in each cultural context and the level of influence 

exerted upon children in specific cultural and historical circumstances. Sofaer Derevenski (2000:8-9) also 

sees the idea of a total cultural construction as reductive and ignorant of other influences, such as 

ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭƛǘȅΣ ƛƴ ǿƘŀǘ ǎƘŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ ŀǎ ŀ Ψōƛƻ-ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŦŀŎŜΩΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǎƻŎƛŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƴŜŜŘ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ǎŜŜƴ ƛƴ 

isolation and as a process is complementary to other human interactions and experiences. As a process, 

children receive cultural information, but also, given their agency, experience their physical surroundings 

on their own terms, as well as through social and cultural inputs. In this sense the socialisation process is 

two-pronged, both a cultural and experiential process, knitted together by the ebb and flow of cultural and 

environmental elements but weighted towards the wisdom of experience and therefore adult agency. 

1.5.2 Structuration 

The theory of structuration, as developed by the sociologist Anthony Giddens (1984), has been identified 

and promoted by both archaeologists (Baxter 2013, 2015; Pader 1982; Scott 1999) and sociologists 

(Haveman 1999), as a productive mechanism for understanding how families memorialise their children. 

This is because the memorialisation process is both the product of personal agency and social influence. 

Giddens saw structuration to address this duality of structure, the interrelationship rather than 

separateness between agency (the individual) and structure (society) that drives the historical process. He 

explains, 

To understand what is going on no explanatory variables are needed other than those which 
explain why individuals are motivated to engage in regularised social practices across time and 
space, and what consequences ensue. (Giddens 1984:14)  

This process can be envisaged as a feedback loop in which the agent, motivated to achieve an outcome, 

exerts action to that end (Figure 1-3), bringing with them an acknowledgement of the conditions of their 

existence as products of socialisation, such as their cultural beliefs and social practices. In this sense, 

socialisation, and structuration form parts of the same process. The consequences resulting from individual 

or collective agency can both socially reproduce or change the political, social, and economic structure in 

which they are situated. In turn though, these broader systems exert influence and constraint upon the 

individual agent (James and Prout 2008:27). As Giddens notes, 

One of the main propositions of structuration theory is that the rules and resources drawn 
upon in the production and reproduction of social action are at the same time the means of 
system reproduction (Giddens 1984:19). 
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Figure 1-2. Cemetery locations map (Map by Chantal Wight using ArcGis). 
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¢Ƙƛǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǎŜŜƴ ƛƴ ǿƘŀǘ DƛŘŘŜƴǎ ǘŜǊƳǎ ǘƘŜ ΨduréeΩ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ Řŀƛƭȅ ƭƛǾŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ǿŜ ǳƴŘŜǊǘŀƪŜ ōȅ ƘŀōƛǘΣ 

conforming to learned meanings and cultural norms, influenced by our social and political institutions, 

whose rules influence the medium through which our actions reproduce individual and collective social 

practices. Giddens breaks structuration into three dimensions: signification, domination, and legitimation. 

Signification forms the codes of discourse, including symbolic communication; domination speaks to the 

control and allocation of resources through institutional power, and legitimation sets out the idea of 

normative relations, including legal frameworks (Giddens 1984:31). The respective influence of each 

dimension is weighted by the nature of the social context. In class-based societies for example, unequal 

agency (power) gears the production and reproduction of structure to primarily maintain vested interests 

by masking the conditions of society more broadly to legitimate structures that constrain the agency of 

those less powerful. 

This process of reproduction can also produce unintended consequences because, by exerting agency, the 

participant reproduces both ideas (beliefs) and habitually learned behaviour, some of which is intended 

(conscious) and some of which is not (subconscious). For example, writing in English is an intentional act, 

but the fact that this action contributes to the perpetuation of the English language is unintentional 

(Giddens 1984:8), although there is the potential for different actors to foresee both intended and 

potentially unintended consequences and to plan accordingly. The model is not without its criticisms. 

Bryant and Jory (2001:14) ƘŀǾŜ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŜŘ ƻƴ DƛŘŘŜƴǎΩ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ degree to which both 

individual and collective agents can actually initiate structural social change rather than simply reproduce 

the status quo, and Oswell (2013:46) queries whether such capacity is in fact overstated. Structuration, as a 

dynamic process, is subject to the realities of the socio-cultural and economic context in which it operates, 

so the nature of the society in question will clearly impact on the extent to which change is possible. The 

more open the society the greater the potential for individuals to advocate change, the more closed, the 

more likely a coerced population is to replicate oppressive structures from a point of protective self-

interest. All of which suggests that structuration as with socialisation must be viewed contextually to 

understand the varying degree to which agency and structure interact to sustain or alter social practices 

and beliefs. 

The sociologist Melissa Haveman (1999:268) promoted structuration to address what she saw as a general 

deficiency in cemetery studies, although her comments appear to overlook previous work involving both 

aspects (e.g. Cannon 1989; Parker Pearson 1982; Snyder 1987) or that looked at structuration within the 

broader mortuary context (Pader 1982). She felt that attention was often divided between individual 

agency regarding the memorialisation choices made and the structural constraints acting upon such choices 

(i.e. economic affordability), rather than looking at the relationship between the two. In her own study she 

adopted structuration theory to achieve a more holistic analysis of the interrelationships between 



 

12 

individual choice, available grave marker styles, technological capabilities, the emergent funeral industry, 

economics, cultural values, and ideologies. 

Structuration theory has subsequently been championed in the practice of the archaeology of childhood, 

ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ŀǎ ƛǘ ǊŜƭŀǘŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜǎ ōȅ .ŀȄǘŜǊ όнлмоΥмлтΤ нлмрΥпύ ǿƘƻ 

comments,  

Structuration is a particularly useful concept in this regard as it explicitly seeks explanations 
that balance the actions of individual agents and the social structures that are produced by, 
and inform and constrain, those actions. (Baxter 2013:108) 

As with Haveman she notes that this approach allows for multiple scales of understanding to be achieved, 

rather than artificial divisions, providing insight into both the choices actioned by parents, and the 

underlying social structures that informed, constrained, and replicated those decisions. Baxter asks,  

Lǎ ŀ ǎƳŀƭƭ ƘŜŀŘǎǘƻƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ǿƻǊŘ ΨōŀōȅΩ ǎȅƳōƻƭƛŎ ƻŦ ǇŀǊŜƴǘŀƭ ŘŜǘŀŎƘƳŜƴǘΣ ƻǊ a lack of 
ǿŜŀƭǘƘ ǘƻ ǇǳǊŎƘŀǎŜ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ Ψǎǘŀǘǳǎ ǊƛŎƘΩ ƳŜƳƻǊƛŀƭΚ Lǎ ŀƴ ŜƭŀōƻǊŀǘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ŀƴ 
extreme expression of sentimentality in the wake of a loss and desire for consolation, or is it 
ŀƭǎƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ ƻŦ ŀ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŀŦŦƻǊŘ ŀ ƭŀǊƎŜΣ ǎumptuous monument to display that 
loss and desire? (Baxter 2013:118). 

Baxter (2013:119) identified four areas which she believed allowed for the application of this theoretical 

approach. These were ǘƘŀǘ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ŘŜŀǘƘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŀŎǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ Ǌƛǘǳŀƭ practice beyond that of 

ΨŜǾŜǊȅŘŀȅ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴΩΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜ ōȅ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ.Τ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎŜŀǎŜŘΩǎ ŀƎŜ ƛǎ ŀ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

ŎƻƳƳŜƳƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΤ άǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŀǘƘ ƻŦ ŀ ŎƘƛƭŘ ƛǎ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ΨŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴŀƭΩέ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƭŜǎǎ ƻŦ ƳƻǊǘŀƭƛǘȅ ǊŀǘŜǎΣ ŀǎ 

it does not fit the natural and cultural expectations of society and, that status and sentimentality 

constituted major aspects of the commemorative ritual. She argued that by integrating the latter two 

aspects into the one intellectual space a more detailed picture of how children simultaneously possess 

ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ōƻǘƘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŀǎ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǇƻǎǎŜǎǎƛƴƎ άǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ 

ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎΣ ǊƻƭŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀǘǳǎŜǎέΣ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŜŀƭƛǎŜŘ ό.ŀȄǘŜǊ нлмоΥмнлύΦ {ǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ŀ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ 

application in the interpretation of archaeological contexts, providing a theoretical framework within which 

the variables produced can be made explicit and analysed through the interrelationship between agency 

and structure.  

1.5.3 An Interpretative model of child memorialisation 

!ǎ .ŀȄǘŜǊΩǎ ƳƻŘŜƭ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƭƻƻƪǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ ƳŜƳƻǊƛŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŀƎŜƴŎȅ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

adult parent (Figure 1-3). Families are subject to an endless flow of cultural and social information through 

socialisation. This process both informs and restrains social action to acceptable community norms, with 

the degree of deviation dependent on the political (and therefore ideological) framework and how this 

plays out within actual relationships at the practical level. In the case of memorialisation this includes 

familial interaction with the undertaker and mason (Mytum 2018). For parents, faced with the death of 
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their child, this socialised information is drawn on by tapping into their conceptualisation and 

understandings of the quality of being a child; childness. Emotion is also a major influence in 

memorialisation and displays both universal and cultural attributes. This is because emotional responses 

whilst on one hand psychobiological (and therefore not always predictable) are also informed by social 

context and expectation, expressing social relationships (Tarlow 1999:5). From these factors the grave plot 

and marker are realised. 

The resulting memorialisation strives to provide both psychological healing to the family and to reassert the 

prevailing social structure more broadly through structuration. The degree to which each aspect is attended 

to depends on prevailing historical attitudes to death and burial, and the additional weight given to 

variables such as status, class, age and gender. At the same time the grave plot and marker can, depending 

on the psychological view of parents and family, represent the symbolic presence of the deceased (Stott 

2019), and exert a form of agency upon the visitor. In this sense the child could continue to affect the life of 

the parent. Just as memorialisation can re-affirm broader social structures, these in turn can affect the 

grave marker in ways that bypass the parent, for example, the regulation of grave plots by a cemetery 

authority imposes an external influence over the memorialisation process that diminishes parental choice 

(Rugg 2013). Unintended consequences can also occur, such as the unforeseen increase in grave furniture 

used in contemporary child-specific sections; sites originally intended as orderly, uncluttered lawned areas. 

In general though, the resulting reaffirmation of social structure through the memorialisation process 

serves to reinforce the ideology of the society and culture of which it is an inseparable part. 

 

Society/culture       

             

Socialisation/emotion             Social structure                                           unintended consequences 

Childness 

             

Parent/family*                         grave marker/plot 

                                                     Structuration 

                                                     Presence/Agency 

 

Figure 1-3. Theoretical model illustrating the flow of processes that both create the grave marker and plot and 
through this reinforce prevailing social and cultural values at both the familial and socio-cultural level. 
*Parental/family choices may also be influenced by additional contextual factors such as the undertaker/mason, 
cemetery landscape and existing ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎ. 
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1.6 Class and the cemetery 

Following on from this theoretical approach is to consider the degree to which class expression and social 

status is visible in the cemetery landscape, and how these factors may affect the memorialisation of 

children. The concept of class is complex and nuanced, and as social and economic relationships change, 

dynamic (Connell and Irving 1986; Baxter et al 1991; Bottero 2012; Paternoster 2018). In cemetery studies, 

considerations of memorialisation have recognised that the interpretation of class expression is not 

necessarily straightforward. This has been a post-processual response to archaeologists in the early 1970s, 

such as Binford (1971) and Saxe (1970), who theorised that mortuary practices, and their associated 

material remains were a clear reflection of the society and the social identity of the deceased, albeit not 

ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǘŜƴǎƛƻƴǎ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƻƛŎŜǎ ƻŦ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŜŘ ōȅ ŘŜŀǘƘ όhΩ{ƘŜŀ мфупΥмлύΦ {ǳōǎŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅΣ 

mortuary representation has been re-appraised (Lull 2000; McGuire 1988; Parker-Pearson 1982) to 

consider how such expression may display a distorted rather than actual social reality, through the 

ideological manipulation of memorialisation and the multiple influences that may seek to mask social 

ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΦ !ǎ [ǳƭƭ όнлллΥртфύ ƴƻǘŜǎΣ ά! ŎƻǊǇǎŜ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ŎŀǊǊȅ ƻǳǘ ƛǘǎ ƻǿƴ ōǳǊƛŀƭέΦ ¢ƘŜ ƎǊave plot 

is the result of the efforts of others and therefore the commemoration is inevitably their view. The 

interpretation of identity may or may not reflect the social reality of the deceased. This concept has clear 

relevance to the investigation of childness in this study. 

Marxist or class based approaches to the investigation of cemetery landscapes have theorised the process 

of memorialisation as a form of conscious social advertisement that objectifies and reinforces dominant 

social ideologies of class and power (Parker Pearson 1982:110), with the emulation of higher class 

expression by the middle and lower classes (Cannon 1989). The realisation and arrangement of material 

culture on the grave plot produced an ideological dialogue with the visitor designed to project concepts of 

death, family, and gender relations within the class structure (McGuire 1988:436). Importantly though, 

such power centred models acknowledge that class alone cannot explain the range of variation observed in 

the cemetery (McGuire 1988:437). The development of the nineteenth century cemetery also reflected and 

encouraged capitalist market principles, with its economic competition with traditional churchyard burial, 

along with later legislative burial reforms, ending ǘƘŜ ŎƭŜǊƎȅΩǎ Ƴonopoly over the disposal of the dead 

(Laqueur 1993). Public cemeteries also provided the opportunity for working-class families to own a burial 

plot, giving them the economic advantages associated with land ownership that few could aspire to outside 

the cemetery gates. Such ownership bestowed a certain respectability, as well as an economic resource, as 

plots could be sold on, bequeathed to, or shared with kin, and importantly avoided the social stigma 

ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǇŀǳǇŜǊΩǎ ōǳǊƛŀƭ όRosenow 2015:48; Strange 2002:143; 2003).  

It is easy to assume a connection between the economic outlay, both in cost, resources, and labour, 

ŜȄǇŜƴŘŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŜƳƻǊƛŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎŜŀǎŜŘΩǎ Ŏƭŀǎǎ ōŀŎƪƎǊƻǳƴŘ ŀƴŘ 
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social status (Kellehear 2000:83). However, with the standardisation of gravestone design in Australia in the 

1850s, the increased availability of locally sourced materials and the mass production of monuments, the 

capacity to afford a gravestone was greatly increased (Jalland 2002:122; Tillett 1994:1; Young 1997:1). 

Furthermore, wealth alone cannot be taken as an indicator of class status. Mytum (2004:122-123) found 

ǘƘŀǘ ǎƻƳŜ ŜȄǇŜƴǎƛǾŜƭȅ ōǳƛƭǘ ƳŀǳǎƻƭŜǳƳǎ Ƴŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƳƻǊŜ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎŜŀǎŜŘΩǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ 

ǿŜŀƭǘƘΣ άΧŀƴŘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ used to help create the aura of an established social position which may not have 

ōŜŜƴ ŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜέΦ {ƻΣ ŦǳƴŜǊŀƭ ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ŎƻǊǊŜƭŀǘŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ōŜǊŜŀǾŜŘ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩǎ Ŏƭŀǎǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ 

society (Cannon and Cook 2015; McGuire 1988; Mytum 2004:123; Parker Pearson 1982:102-103). Even 

within the same society personal and social perceptions of class can vary, and as Connell and Irving (1986:3) 

note, class relations are not always obvious depending on the social context, the cemetery being a case in 

point. The method used to examine this issue is detailed in Section 5.8.2. 

1.7 Defining an age range for children 

Given this study involves 180 years of memorialisation practices it is understandable that the use of such 

seemingly apparent terms as ΨƛƴŦŀƴǘΩΣ ΨŎƘƛƭŘΩΣ ŀƴŘ ΨŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩ require clarification. This study chose an age 

range extending from miscarried, stillborn, and perinatal infants through to individuals aged up to 20 years. 

Infants refer to children aged one year or younger; young children from two to 12 years and older children 

from 13 to 20 years. The reasons for these inclusions and groupings are twofold. Firstly, there has been 

significant contemporary re-evaluation, arising from second wave feminism (Section 2.1), of the emotional 

value and social identity of children who died in prenatal and perinatal circumstances. This is reflected by 

both private and public trends in their memorialisation (Cannon and Cook 2015:411; Faro 2014; Peelen 

2009). The inclusion of stillborn and perinates in the sample recognises the importance of such social 

change in the conceptualisation of children and childhood. 

Secondly, an upper age range of 20 years reflects an awareness of historically changing social definitions of 

when childhood ends and when adulthood, and its associated status and rights begin. From a 

contemporary standpoint many of the attributes commonly associated with Western childhood and the 

activities and spaces that inform this perception seem essentialist and monolithic in tradition. This assumed 

Ŏƻƴǘƛƴǳƛǘȅ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǎŜŜƴ ƛƴ ǘƻŘŀȅΩǎ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊƛŜǎΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŀǊǘŜŦŀŎǘǎ ŎƻƳƳƻƴƭȅ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘed with childhood, such as 

ǘƻȅǎΣ ŀǊŜ ǇƭŀŎŜŘ ǳǇƻƴ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜǎƛǘŜǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƻƴǎŎƛƻǳǎ ŀŎǘΣ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ōȅ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ƻǊ ǎǘǊŀƴƎŜǊΣ 

appears to re-ŀǎǎŜǊǘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎŜŀǎŜŘΩǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƛƴ ŀ ǘƛƳŜƭŜǎǎ ǿƻǊƭŘ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘƘƻƻŘΣ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 

ownership of toys and the innocence of play; an activity that separates the child from the adult world of 

work. However, the time scale of this study means that we cannot neatly define the end of childhood as 

taking place at a specific age, since historical research would suggest that no single age would fit the entire 

sample. !ǎ YƻŎƛǳƳōŀǎ ƴƻǘŜǎ ƛƴ ƘŜǊ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀƴ ŎƘƛƭŘƘƻƻŘΣ ά5ŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘƘƻƻŘ ŀƴŘ 

ŀŘƻƭŜǎŎŜƴŎŜ ŀǊŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǾŀǊȅƛƴƎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƛƳŜέ όмффтΥ ƛȄΤ ǎŜŜ ŀƭǎƻ WŀƳŜǎ ŀƴŘ tǊƻǳǘ 
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2008:244). For example, the term adolescence was only applied in the modern sense as an age-based life 

stage in 1904 (Morrow 2011:12). Similarly, the term teenager was only invented in the 1950s and the age 

range attached to such terms still varies markedly (Bahr 2017:25). 

Kociumbas used 14 years of age as her limit for children, with 15 to 19-year oldΩǎ defined as adolescents 

(1997: ix). However, terms such as infant, child, youth, teenager, and adolescent all carry loaded meanings, 

so their use must be explicitly contextualised to reflect the archaeological and historical evidence 

supporting their relevance. Degner (2007:5, 12-14), in her study of nineteenth century ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜǎ ƛƴ 

South Australia, ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǿƘŀǘ ǎƘŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀǎΣ άŀƭƭ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ŎŀƴŘƛŘŀǘŜǎ ŦƻǊ ΨŎƘƛƭŘΩέ to cast the widest net. 

She ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜŘ {ƻǳǘƘ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀƴ ŎŜƴǎǳǎ ŘŀǘŀΣ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ǎƘƛǇǎΩ ǇŀǎǎŜƴƎŜǊ ƭƛǎǘǎ ǘƻ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜ 

definitions of childhood by age. What she found was a degree of vagueness and variation over the latter 

half of the nineteenth century,  opting ŦƻǊ ŀƴ ΨŀǊōƛǘǊŀǊȅΩ ǳǇǇŜǊ ŀƎŜ ƭƛƳƛǘ ƻŦ нм ȅŜŀǊǎ ƻŦ ŀƎŜΣ ŀǊƎǳƛƴƎΣ ά¢Ƙƛǎ 

decision was based on an age that, according to most contemporary understandings, would encompass all 

ŦŀŎŜǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘƘƻƻŘέ όDegner 2007:5). 

This study stops short of 21 years, as this age is seen as having a defined cultural and ritualistic power that 

is only meaningful in a modern context. Using 20 years as a cap provides adequate flexibility to encompass 

and explore changing definitions and boundaries of childhood and adulthood across nearly two centuries of 

memorialisation. This is done with the full acknowledgement that such thresholds move, change and at 

times blur, reflecting the prevailing social and cultural influences of their temporal settings, and even 

variation between the individuals themselves (Fahlander 2011:14), as evidenced by the reality that 

marriageable age changed radically over the course of the nineteenth century. Furthermore, young men 

enlisted, fought, and died in wars before attaining 21 years of age. Both circumstances appear in the 

sample and these individuals, having undergone such actions, are afforded an adult status unrelated to 

their actual chronological age. 

Informed historical understanding of such variation in the journey to adult status is important to avoid both 

confusion (Crawford and Lewis 2009:7; Murphy and Le Roy 2017:10) and generalisations that can again 

lead to the universalising of childhood (Baxter 2005:20; Crawford et al 2018:4). Indeed, even the use of a 

life-course framework (albeit historically contextualised), as promulgated in the study of child development 

by sociology and psychology (McCartney and Phillips 2006: XIV-XV; Newman and Newman 1975; Peterson 

2014), Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ƳƛƴŘŦǳƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƭƛŎƛǘ ƻǊ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘ ǿŀȅǎ ǘƘƛǎ ΨǎŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴΩ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŎƘƛƭŘƘƻƻŘ ŀƴŘ ŀŘǳƭǘƘƻƻŘ 

can reinforce entrenched biases ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ŀŘǳƭǘ ŀƎŜƴŎȅ ǾŜǊǎǳǎ ǘƘŜ ΨƎǊƻǿƛƴƎΩ 

potentialities of child action (Crawford et al 2018:10). Finally, and importantly, given the context of this 

research, I reiterate a distinction between children as active individuals in the world and the ideological 

construct of the world of children as envisaged by adults: ΨŎƘƛƭŘƘƻƻŘΩ ό5ŀǊƛŀƴ-Smith and Pascoe 2013:5). 
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This is not to sŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ŀƭǎƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ΨŎƘƛƭŘƘƻƻŘǎΩΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŀŘǳƭǘ 

response to theƛǊ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ death and burial that concerns us here. 

1.8 Thesis Overview 

This section provides a brief overview for each of the following thesis chapters. 

Chapter 2: Children, archaeology, and the historical debate over childhood 

Chapter 2 reviews the literature concerning the multi-disciplinary debate concerning the conceptualisation 

of children and childhood in the past arising from Phillipe ArièǎΩ όмфслύ Ǉublication Centuries of Childhood. 

Particularly pertinent to this thesis were the conclusions that arose from this regarding the parental (and 

social) response to child death in a time of high mortality rates. The influence of this debate on archaeology 

is then considered in relation to a previously perceived lack of archaeological interest in children, as 

ǇƻƛƴǘŜŘ ƻǳǘ ōȅ [ƛƭƭŜƘŀƳƳŜǊ όмфуфύ ƛƴ ƘŜǊ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜ Ψ! /ƘƛƭŘ ƛǎ ōƻǊƴΩΣ outlining the reasons for this problem and 

the archaeology of childhood that grew as a response. The chapter concludes with a discussion of child 

agency including indirect agency in the mortuary context. 

Chapter 3 Cemetery studies and the memorialisation of children 

Chapter 3 reviews the literature relating to previous research undertaken concerning the interment and 

memorialisation of children in cemeteries. It commences with discussion of the potential for cemetery 

studies, within the archaeology of childhood, to explore representations of child identity through childness. 

A series of hisǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǘŜŘ {ǘŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ 

America (USA) is reviewed, followed by both historical and contemporary discussion of the creation of 

ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǎǇŀŎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊȅ ƛƴ {ǿŜŘŜƴ ŀƴŘ CǊŀƴŎŜΦ Next, international archaeological work 

ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴƛƴƎ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƳŜƳƻǊƛŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ from Denmark, Ireland, England, and the USA are examined. Finally, 

the state of cemetery studies in Australia is presented and two South Australian studies by Farrell (2003) 

and Degner (2007) are summarised to highlight their implications for this thesis. 

Chapter 4 Historical background to the archaeological sites 

Chapter 4 introduces the South Australian historical context followed by a brief historical overview of each 

cemetery surveyed. This includes the historical development of each area in which the site is situated, the 

establishment of the cemetery and its first burials, socio-economic context, site layout, use history and 

present status. Archaeological comment is made on the level of site preservation, and site maps and photos 

are provided for reference. 
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Chapter 5 Archaeological methods 

Chapter 5 outlines the archaeological methods used for this study. It commences with an outline of the 

sample criteria, site selection and survey planning. Next, the cemetery recording process is described, 

including the conducting of site surveys, the grave marker terminology used, what was recorded, extent of 

fieldwork, and how the primary death date was identified. Then, the construction of the database is 

explained to illustrate the data entry and its analysis by descriptive and inferential statistics to address the 

research questions. The chapter concludes with a look at the surveys limitations due to site preservation, 

issues concerning the clear identification of denominational and class identities, the approach to 

monumental masons, and cemetery regulations. 

Chapter 6 Results Part One: Chronological range, types of plots and their arrangements, sex, age, grave 

marker forms and styles, and social position 

Chapter 6 presents the archaeological results for the following categories using tables and figures 

generated by the IBM SPSS database analysis: chronological distribution of the sample; the types of grave 

plot and orientation; sex; age; the grave marker material, dimensions, colour and height; fences and 

borders; grave marker forms and styles (Tablets, crosses, pillars and sculptures, horizontal slabs and 

plaques; miscellaneous) and the association of work occupations to families to consider what this may say 

about their social status and class. Tables are used to show statistical frequencies (count and percent) and 

figures to show chronological distribution (percent) and height (mean). Where applicable, categories are 

also examined in relation to child-only versus family plots, sex, and age. 

Chapter 7 Results Part Two: Grave marker inscriptions, motifs, and grave furniture 

Chapter 7 presents the archaeological results for the following categories using tables and figures 

generated by the IBM SPSS database analysis: The style, arrangement of individuals and assumed 

authorship for the inscription; remembrance introductions; inscription style (emotive, familial, temporal, 

personalised, biographical, religious and mortality references); motifs (religious, funerary, floral, figural, 

photographs and Insignia, monograms and crests) and grave furniture (floral, toys, religious and other). 

Tables are used to show statistical frequencies (count and percent) and figures to show chronological 

distribution (percent). Where applicable, categories are also examined in relation to child-only versus 

family plots, sex, and age. 

Chapter 8 Discussion: Childness in memorialisation 

Chapter 8 discusses the results presented in the previous two chapters as they pertain to childness. The 

statistically significant results for each section, as well as any strong patterns observed in the descriptive 

statistics are evaluated and interpreted within their historical context to explore the types of childness 
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realised, and to understand the degree of variation observed in the use of these different qualities in the 

attribution of a child identity to the deceased. This is done thematically using the categories of smallness, 

innocence, domesticity, play, temporality and emotion. 

Chapter 9 Conclusion: The rise of the valued child 

Chapter 9 addresses how status and class may influence, and age indicate, childness as part of the 

memorialisation process. Then a comparison of childness as observed over the three historical periods of 

cemetery development that make up the sample is undertaken to show how the measure of its 

characteristics has changed over time and why. This includes consideration of differences in childness 

between contemporaries, and in response to broader social changes in the management of death. The 

chapter concludes with a summation of what the memorialisation of children says about social perceptions 

of their value, role and status in society, and suggests other possibilities regarding the future use of 

childness in archaeology. 

  



 

20 

CHAPTER 2 
CHILDREN, ARCHAEOLOGY AND THE HISTORICAL DEBATE OVER 

CHILDHOOD 

2.1  Children and archaeology 

The archaeology of childhood continues to grow as a field of interest, having gained significant momentum 

over the past four decades (Baxter 2005:15, 2008:160; Crawford and Lewis 2008:9, Crawford et al. 2018:7; 

Kamp 2001:1; Thomas 2005:41; Vlahos 2014:1). Its origins can be traced to the position advocated by Grete 

Lillehammer (1989) in her influential article, A Child is Born. Speaking from her own research interest in the 

prehistoric child she observed ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ǿƻǊƭŘ ƘŀŘ mostly been left out of archaeological research 

statingΣ άCŜǿ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛǎǘǎ ƘŀǾŜ ƭƻƻƪŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ƻǊ ƎƛǾŜƴ ƛǘ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴΣ ƭŜǎǎ ŜǾŜǊ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ƻŦ ƛǘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ 

Ƴŀƛƴ ŦƛŜƭŘ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘέ ό[ƛƭƭŜƘŀƳƳŜǊ мфуфΥуфύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ǘƻ ǎŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƴƻ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǿƻǊƪ ƛƴǾƻƭǾƛƴƎ 

children had previously been undertaken. Indeed, Lillehammer cited examples from Scandinavian 

archaeology involving child burials and artefacts that, through association, size and use wear, were thought 

to be toys, but argued that such analysis mostly arose from projects primarily focussed on the adult world 

(Lillehammer 1989:96-98). 

The emerging debate around the importance of discerning children and their actions from the 

archaeological record was influenced by an already established historical interest in children and childhood 

within other disciplines. This can be traced to tƘƛƭƭƛǇŜ !ǊƛŝǎΩ όмфтоΥмнр) controversial thesis in [Ω9ƴŦŀƴǘ Ŝǘ ƭŀ 

ǾƛŜ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀƭŜ ǎƻǳǎ ƭΩŀƴŎƛŜƴ ǊŞƎƛƳŜ (first published in 1960 and translated into English in 1962 as Centuries of 

Childhood) that in medieval society the idea of childhood did not exist, with children thought of and treated 

as mini-adults (see Baxter 2005:28; Buchli and Lucas 2000:131; Crawford and Lewis 2008:8; Crawford et al 

2018:3; Kerr et al 2009:111; Lillehammer 1989:91; Murphy and Le Roy 2017: 4). ArièsΩ historical research 

into the conceptualisation of the child and childhood, and examination of the nature of parent-child 

relations since the late-medieval period has attracted the attention of not just historians but also 

psychologists, sociologists, anthropologists and geographers, with each discipline bringing its own 

theoretical and methodological approaches to the discussion (Cunningham 2005:3-6; Darian-Smith and 

Pascoe 2013: xvi; deMause 1974; Fox and Quitt 1980: 270; Hendrick 1997 11; Jalland 2002:73; James and 

James 2004: 12-13; McCalman 2009; Montgomery 2009:51; Morrow 2011: 4; Pollock 1983: 1-2; Oswell 

2013:9-34; Qvortrup 1985: 133; Shorter 1977: 171; Stearns 2006: 43; Stone 1977; Zelizer 1985:8). 

In particular, psychology as one of the main social sciences involved in childhood research (James and Prout 

2008:69), has been influential in the conceptualisation of age-based stages predicated on cognitive 

development and social attachment (Qvortrup 1985:131-132; Crawford and Lewis 2008:7; Morrow 

2011:12; Newman and Newman 1975). This approach, best known through the work of Jean Piaget and his 
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four stages of childhood, commencing with infancy (Peterson 2014:54; Piaget and Inhelder 1972; Wileman 

2005:162) has had significant impact on the provision of Western human services for children and families. 

However, such age-based categorisations have been criticised by social anthropologists and sociologists as 

value-ƭŀŘŜƴ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ΨǿŜǎǘŜǊƴ ǇǊƛǾƛƭŜƎŜŘ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜǎΩ όWŀƳŜǎ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ мффуΥ мтн-174; James and Prout 

2008:237-238; Morrow 2011:12-13). Such biologically based schemas, they argue, fail to consider the 

cultural determinants that socialise children (James and James 2004:6) and create varied images of children 

and childhood within specific cultural contexts, rather than a monolithic universal archetype. 

Further, the period of second-wave feminism in the 1960s and 1970s (Lake 1999, Summers 1994) with its 

attendant examination of gender as a cultural construct (Oakley 1972; Lips 2013) sought not only to re-

define female-male power relations but also brought an additional focus upon the historically strong 

association between mother and child. Consequently, it was no surprise that as feminists grappled with 

issues of reproductive control (Kevin 2005) and the right to childcare (to pursue and continue careers) that 

such structural re-evaluation of society would expand to consider the circumstances of children as well 

(Lillehammer 1989:89; 2010:17). 

2.2 Ariès thesis concerning Western childhood 

Ariès was concerned with what he perceived to be a decline and growing decadence in the structure of the 

Western family due to rising divorce rates and the undermining of parental authority by the influence of 

liberal and individualistic tendencies (Ariès 1973:8). In seeing the family as the ancient foundational basis of 

society he wished to understand how the present situation had emerged. ¢ŜƭƭƛƴƎƭȅ ƘŜ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘΣ άƛǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ 

ǎƻ ƳǳŎƘ ǘƘŜ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƻǳǊ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ƘŜǊŜ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƛŘŜŀέ ό!Ǌƛŝǎ мфтоΥтύΦ !Ǌƛŝǎ ǎŀǿ a 

clear connection between this idea and the concept of childhood, in that the conditions of the former 

influenced the conception of the latter. From historical study he arrived at his view, as mentioned above, of 

the absence of childhood as a concept ƛƴ ƳŜŘƛŜǾŀƭ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅΣ ƭŜŀǾƛƴƎ ƘƛƳ ǘƻ ŀǎƪ άIow did we come from that 

ƛƎƴƻǊŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘƘƻƻŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎŜƴǘǊƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴƛƴŜǘŜŜƴǘƘ ŎŜƴǘǳǊȅΚέ ό!Ǌƛŝǎ 

1973:8-9, 130). Ariès argued that childhood was in fact a relatively modern idea, developing in tandem with 

the concept of the ΨǇǊƛǾŀǘŜΩ family as we essentially understand it today, with familial relationships 

predicated upon age and their associated standing within this smaller unit. He believed this change 

commenced in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries and reached fruition in the seventeenth as a new idea 

of childhood took hold (Ariès 1973:126, 341). 

Although seeing the family as unknown to the medieval period, Ariès did acknowledge that some form of 

ΨŦŀƳƛƭȅΩ ƭƛŦŜ ǿŀǎ ŀǘ Ǉƭŀȅ ό!Ǌƛès 1973:341). Infants, with their dependence on the parent, could not be viewed 

as mini-adults and occupied a different social category influenced by theology. Newborns were 

conceptualised as άinherently uncleanέ (Wileman 2005:16) due to being born into a state of original sin and 

required baptism and proper moral instruction to assume personhood (Shorter 1977:171; Thomas 2005:42; 
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²ƛƭŜƳŀƴ нллрΥмсύΦ {ǳŎƘ ŀ ǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǎƛƴŦǳƭ άƻǘƘŜǊƴŜǎǎέ ǎǘŀǊǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΣ influenced by the intellectual 

movement of the Enlightenment. In particular, John Locke (1632-1704) provided a more secular framework 

for children (and childhood), conceptualising them instead as blank slates and empty vessels open to 

improvement through a balanced combination of instruction and discipline (Illick 1980:284-285,297; 

Pollock 1983:12; Stearns 2006:52). 

Lƴ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ǘƻ [ƻŎƪŜΩǎ ƳƻǊŜ ǇǊŀƎƳŀǘƛŎ ǾƛŜǿΣ WŜŀƴ-Jacque Rousseau (1712-1778) reconceived the idea of 

ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ nature as unformed and animal-like. He saw the child as possessing an idealised naturalism and 

innocence derived from their innate moral goodness, as well as the potential for reasoned learning. 

Conceptualised thus, children could contribute value and insight to society. This reverential view, espoused 

in his influential and controversial treatise on child education, Émile (1762), combined with a renewed 

focus on the role of motherhood, elevated childhood to a special time to be celebrated before falling into 

the moral complexities of adulthood (deMause 1974:410; Ochiltree 1990:48; Thomas 2005:42; Torney 

2005:56). This view of childhood has remained strong in Western societies to the present. Ironically, 

thoughΣ wƻǳǎǎŜŀǳΩǎ ƭƻŦǘȅ ŘƛǎŎourse was not matched by his treatment of his own five children, all of whom 

he placed into a public orphanage (hΩIŀƎŀƴ мфффΥнΤ ²ƻƪƭŜǊ мффрΥп). 

Ariès, drawing on portraiture as a major part of his evidence, saw this changing approach to the perception 

of children and the nature of child-adult relations, with its emphasis on education, as a moralising force in 

their maturation to adulthood from the imperfection of childhood (Ariès 1973:243). Reflected initially 

amongst the upper classes (Ariès 1973:128-130; Crawford and Lewis 2008:8; Cunningham 2005:4), he 

argued that these changes were first evident in the treatment of boys, then later girls, although the time 

frame is debated (Shorter 1977:171). These views had gradually disseminated into middle- and lower-class 

families by the latter nineteenth and early-twentieth centuries, against a backdrop of increasing capitalist 

industrialisation and resultant urbanisation (Ariès 1973:48-59; Morrow 2011:4). Such class differences 

notwithstanding, Ariès ǎŀǿ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƧƻǳǊƴŜȅ ǘƻ their central position within the family as complete by the 

eighteenth-century, and the resulting familial unit as progressively holding society at a distance ever since 

(Ariès 1973:130, 385). Cunningham (2005:58) described this re-evaluation as one that saw children, 

άΧtransformed from being corrupt and innately evil to being angels, messengers from God to a tired adult 

worlŘΦέ This trajectory saw children as intrinsically valued individuals within the family. 

In turn, children also became a subject of growing social interest and concern to wider society, which 

sought to safeguard them from the risks lurking outside the safety of the home, whilst ensuring at least a 

rudimentary education as a moral foundation for their future development (Cunningham 2005:6; Stearns 

2006:57). By the early part of the twentieth century, increased mechanisation of production also acted to 

push working class children out of the waged economy, allowing them to also seek access to some degree 

of this childhood ideal (Stearns 2006:57). In effect, this produced two conceptions of childhood: one private 
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and situated within the domesticity of the family, and the other public, forming part of the social fabric and 

embodying the future of the community. Increasingly as the nineteenth century turned into the twentieth 

these two spheres became entangled, as reflected by child-specific legislation regarding heath, protection 

and compulsory schooling (deMause 1974:426-428; McCalman 2009:29; Ochiltree 1990:40-41; Torney 

2005:55; Wileman 2005:55). 

ArièsΩ ŎƻƴǘǊibution matters to this thesis in two important ways. Firstly, he spoke to the idea that childhood 

is a socially constructed concept as opposed to a universal state of existence. Therefore, childhood is 

different over time, both within and between cultures in response to prevailing social ideologies and their 

perception of children (Ariès 1973:126; Crawford and Lewis 2008:8; deMause 1974:422; James and James 

2004:18-21; James and Prout 2008: xi-xii; Morrow 2011:1). These difŦŜǊŜƴǘ ΨŎƘƛƭŘƘƻƻŘǎΩ, socio-cultural 

rather than biological constructs, were conceptualised, communicated and reinforced by adults through 

the process of socialisation and the resulting reflexive structuration of society (Section 1.5). To this must be 

added the phenomenological experience of children themselves, ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ ƳƛƎƘǘ ǘŜǊƳ ǘƘŜƛǊ άǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭέ 

childhood, in which both the ideal and the reality co-exist in proportioƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ individual 

circumstances. Secondly, and relevant to the investigation of child memorialisation, Ariès argued that an 

emotionally detached style of parenting was dominant throughout the medieval to late medieval period 

(Ariès 1973:37). In part, Ariès believed that parents, faced with a period of high infant and child mortality 

rates, responded by adopting an accompanying indifference to their offspring as a form of psychological 

defence against the likelihood of their early demise. This view has since been heavily challenged (Pollock 

1983:25, 127), and is addressed in Section 2.4. 

2.3 The influence of Ariès 

Subsequently, several scholars further explored ArièǎΩ ǘƘŜǎƛǎΣ notably ǘƘŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŀƴΩǎ deMause (1974), 

Shorter (1977) and Stone (1977). In opposition to Ariès, deMause did see childhood existing as a separate 

state in the late medieval world, but where Ariès saw parental indifference deMause generalised a system 

of brutality and exploitation in the treatment of children. He famously opened The History of Childhood 

(1974ύ ōȅ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōƛƴƎ Ǉŀǎǘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƭƛǾŜǎΣ 

as a nightmare from which we have only recently begun to awaken. The further back in history 
one goes, the lower the level of childcare and the more likely children are to be killed, 
abandoned, beaten, terrorized and sexually abused (de Mause 1974:1) 

For deMause, this arose not as a reaction to high child mortality rates, but from the parentǎΩ own 

psychological deficit. He explainsΣ άLǘ ƛǎΣ ƻŦ ŎƻǳǊǎŜΣ ƴƻǘ ƭƻǾŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ǉŀǎǘ ƭŀŎƪŜŘΣ ōǳǘ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ 

ǘƘŜ ŜƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƳŀǘǳǊƛǘȅ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ŦǊƻƳ ƘƛƳǎŜƭŦέ όŘŜaŀǳǎŜ мфтпΥмтύ, and 

in that lack of empathy lay the seeds for their potential mistreatment of their own children. Also note that 
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despite the gendered wording used, a reading of his argument makes clear that deMause attributes such 

behaviour to both parents. 

DeMause argues that the primary historical change agent in parenting was the psychogenic evolution in the 

ǇŀǊŜƴǘΩǎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭƛǘȅΣ rather than economic and technological factors. Originally, the pre-modern parent 

vacillated between two parenting positions that deMause called the double image. The first was the 

projective state, which saw the child ōŜŎƻƳŜ ŀ ǊŜŎŜǇǘŀŎƭŜ ŦƻǊ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊŜƴǘΩǎ 

unconscious, such as their fears or negative feelings about themselves. The second was the reversal state 

which saw the child become the substitute adult and from whom the parent sought love and care as if they 

were the dependent child. Both states emphasised the ǇŀǊŜƴǘΩǎ ƴŜŜŘǎ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΦ 5Ŝ aŀǳǎŜ 

theorised that as the psychological personas of adults changed through their interactions with, and re-

conceptualisation of, their children over successive generations, the third empathic approach, in which the 

ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘƻƻŘΣ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛǎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎ ōŜŎŀƳŜ ŘƻƳƛƴŀƴǘ (deMause 

1974:3). The evolution of such psychogenic change varied he argued based on class, location and the 

individual psycho-social nature of each parent and family, who could progress from or be stuck in these 

different parenting states. In his view, the general adoption of the empathic stage was not achieved until 

the nineteenth century (deMause 1974:51-рнύΦ 9ǾŜƴ ōȅ ŘŜaŀǳǎŜΩǎ όмфтпΥнύ ƻǿƴ ŀŘƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ 

evidence to support this psychogenic process was lacking, although there is certainly evidence for the 

mistreatment of children that he speaks to. As such his hypothesis has not been widely supported 

(Cunningham 2005: 7-8). 

Shorter (1977:12) strongly subscribed ǘƻ !ǊƛŝǎΩ ƛŘŜŀ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳƻŘŜǊƴ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎƭȅ 

separated itself from extended kin and community by the second half of the twentieth century. He also saw 

this development as arising from an emotional mentality influenced by prevailing social and economic 

change. Shorter believed that parenting attitudes prior to this transition lacked emotional insight (with 

some similarity to deaŀǳǎŜΩǎ ŜƳǇŀǘƘȅ ǎǘŀƎŜύ and demonstrated a sense of indifference and detachment to 

offspring in the face of high mortality rates. In the case of infants and young children, this was further 

bolstered by the traditional perceptions of them ŀǎ ΨŎǊŜŀǘǳǊŜǎΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ ōŜŎƻƳƛƴƎ ΨǇŜƻǇƭŜΩ as raised 

above. Shorter (1977:171-173), particularly highlights such emotional detachment in relation to mothers 

from medieval times to the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, when changes commenced in the upper 

and emerging middle classes ǉǳŜǊȅƛƴƎΣ άLŦ ǘƘŜȅ ōƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ǿƛǘƘ ŜǉǳŀƴƛƳƛǘȅΣ Ƙƻǿ ƳǳŎƘ 

affection could those traditional mothers have felt? 

As evidence, Shorter described commonly practiced child-rearing methods of the late-medieval to early 

modern period that he saw as potentially harmful to the child. Yet at the same time he seems to weaken 

his own argument. Firstly, by acknowledging that psychological detachment alone was not sufficient to fully 

explain what he perceived as a more general lack of parental care, and secondly, providing explanations for 
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such practices in accordance with class and economic circumstances. Their common adoption then seems 

less a case of emotional indifference and more a product of cultural practice and subsistence necessity. For 

one example, he focusses on wet nursing, in which infants were sent away after baptism to be breast fed 

and cared for by another woman during infancy. The standard of care provided by wet nurses in what was 

an economically driven transaction could indeed vary greatly and has been associated with high mortality 

rates ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭƭȅ όhΩ{ƘŜŀ мфупΥунύ. However, the extent of this practice varied between European countries 

and social classes, primarily due to affordability (the landed peasantry could not afford to wet nurse and 

retained their infants care) and could be driven by a variety of reasons including the poor health of the 

mother rather than a lack of care and feeling toward the child (Fox and Quitt 1980:254; Shorter 1977:176-

178). 

 

Figure 2-1. Swaddled doll: Papier-mâché, c.1906, from St. Petersburg, Museum of Childhood, Edinburgh, Scotland 
(Photo by author). 

 

Another example used is the swaddling of infants (Figure 2-1). This practice was thought to keep ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ 

limbs straight whilst also serving as a form of care restraint. For mothers in the lower classes whose labour 

was still needed in the fields or for other essential domestic duties as well as child rearing, a swaddled child 

ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎŀǊǊƛŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ōŀŎƪ ǿƘƛƭǎǘ ǎƘŜ ǘŜƴŘŜŘ to her duties, which at least allowed for parental 

oversight. This method also meant the swaddled child could not move independently and therefore be left 

alone for periods while the mother was otherwise occupied. Of course, such actions were not without risk, 

with reports of unattended children burnt when left by the hearth or attacked by barnyard animals (Shorter 

1977:172).  
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However, that these practices continue in the world today, particularly but not exclusively in non-western 

cultures suggests that economic and cultural factors rather than parental detachment have always been 

the more likely drivers. Other historical examples of difference referenced to support his argument, such as 

the boarding out, employing or apprenticing of young children and the infanticide and abandonment of 

infants and children (foundlings) also suggest a primarily economic rationale, although clearly not always 

ŘǊƛǾŜƴ ōȅ ŀ ŎƘƛƭŘ ŦƻŎǳǎǎŜŘ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜΦ {ǘƛƭƭΣ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ {ƘƻǊǘŜǊ ǎŀǿ ǎǳŎƘ ΨǇƻƻǊ ƳƻǘƘŜǊƛƴƎΩ ŀǎ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƛƴƎ 

well into the eighteenth century for working class families, although he gave less mention to the fathering 

role (Shorter 1977:171). 

Shorter (1977:12) attributed the change towards ΨǘƘŜ ƳƻŘŜǊƴ ǿƻǊƭŘ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩ ŀǎ the result of the rise of 

sentiment in family relationships, characterised by the prioritisation of more individual emotional needs 

rather than communal obligations. This included the ideal of romantic love (rather than arranged marriage), 

and the centralising influence of a more empathic mother-infant relationship (Shorter 1977:14, 24, 250). 

The resulting family household this produced was more private and intimate. This changed ethos saw a 

decline in the traditional practices mentioned above, as for example more mothers chose home-based 

breast feeding over wet nursing. In time, improving material conditions and incomes saw changes in family 

gender roles in all classes, meaningΣ άwomen could exchange the grim pressures of production for the work 

ƻŦ ƛƴŦŀƴǘ ŎŀǊŜέ ό/ǳƴƴƛƴƎƘŀƳ 2005:9). 

CƛƴŀƭƭȅΣ {ǘƻƴŜΩǎ (1977) analysis of English family life from the fifteenth to the eighteenth centuries also 

spoke to ideas of parental detachment and neglect (particularly maternal) and the use of harsh and abusive 

discipline towards children. He placed emphasis on the effect of social and economic change upon 

relationships rather than the psychogenic process championed by deMause. Stone saw the evolution of the 

modern family occurring in three distinct stages. The first, in the early sixteenth century, was of open 

lineage, characterised by a sense of loyalty to both extended kin and familial ancestors and therefore more 

receptive to communal influence than individual desire (Stone 1979:4). This view structured social 

relations, as Stone (1979:5) observedΣ ά¢ƘŜ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜ ǿŀǎ ǎƻ ƭƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ƛƳǇǊǳŘŜƴǘ ǘƻ 

become too emotionally dependent upon any othŜǊ ƘǳƳŀƴ ōŜƛƴƎέΦ In such circumstances communal 

support mitigated the impact of individual loss, and marriage was primarily a choice of economic and 

political necessity rather than romantic love (Stone 1977:117). 

From the mid-sixteenth century, Stone saw a second family type slowly replacing the first, primarily in the 

upper to middle classes (Cunningham 2005:9; Stone 1977: 7). This more restrictive and patriarchal nuclear 

family saw the focus move away from extended kin and local and historical obligation towards more 

individualistic family goals and the broader influence of national institutions. Stone (1977:258) argued that 

the authoritarian nature of the state and the Protestant emphasis on household morality and emotional 

control was a response to this change; an attempt to steer ǿƘŀǘ {ǘƻƴŜ ǘŜǊƳǎ ΨŀŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭƛǎƳΩ into 
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acceptable social behaviour and action. To this goal, patriarchal social control was exerted by both church 

and state and further realised by the strengthening of the family patriarch as a microcosm of society (Stone 

1977: 7, 150). 

But this increasing sense of the individual, further changed social relations to create a third stage, that of 

ǘƘŜ ΨŎƭƻǎŜŘ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩ. The uniqueness attributed to each family member heightened the 

emotional aspect of family relations and the expressive context of their loss. Stone spoke to a personality 

change by the family within the broader social forces at play, although he admitted its cause was unclear 

(Stone 1977:8). However, he suggested that the capacity to pursue individual goals and the greater 

openness to emotional expression (what Shorter saw as the rise of sentiment) helped to establish this 

change, the effect of which could be seen in the altered status of the child as, άMore and more time, 

energy, money, and love of both parents were devoted to the upbringing of the children, whose wills it was 

ƴƻ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ǘƻ ŎǊǳǎƘ ōȅ ŦƻǊŎŜ ŀǘ ŀƴ ŜŀǊƭȅ ŀƎŜέ ό{ǘƻƴŜ 1977:268). 

2.4 A critique of Ariès 

Ariès and the resulting analyses put forward by deMause, Shorter and Stone have come in for significant re-

evaluation and criticism by historians since the 1980s (Cunningham 2005; Fox and Quitt 1980; Hendrick 

1997; Pollock 1983; Qvortrup 1985; Stearns 2006). Whilst the limitations of the historical record are 

acknowledged, such as the class-based bias inherent in much documentation and the general absence of 

many records produced directly by children themselves, critiques have focussed on the sources selected by 

Ariès and company to support their respective arguments. 

Pollock (1983:22), considered Ariès conclusions flawed due to his selective use of mostly secondary sources 

(treatises on morality and medicine, religious sermons, contemporary exǇŜǊǘΩǎ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎǎΣ ŦƛŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ, 

ǘǊŀǾŜƭƭŜǊΩǎ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘǎ, biographies, legislation, paintings and portraiture). She argued that primary sources, 

such as diaries, memoirs (autobiographies), letters and newspaper reports of child abuse, were more likely 

to communicate the direct thoughts and feelings of parents, kin, community, and on rare occasions, the 

children themselves. Pollock (1983:22-23) found such documents displayed a very different view of children 

and childhood to that promoted by Ariès, notwithstanding the relatively small number of working-class 

accounts found. Her methodological starting point was to move away from generalised assumptions about 

ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊΣ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘƛƴƎΣ άaŀƴȅ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀǎǎǳƳŜŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘŀōƭe 

ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŀ ƎƛǾŜƴ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜ ŀƴŘ ŀ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊέ όtƻƭƭƻŎƪ мфуоΥуфύΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ǎŜƛȊƛƴƎ ǳǇƻƴ 

{ǘƻƴŜΩǎ ŘŜǇƛŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ tǳǊƛǘŀƴ ǇŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎΣ ǎƘŜ challenged the assumption that because Puritan attitudes saw 

children as born innately evil and that doctrinal instruction urged the application of strict discipline 

(including physical punishment), that Puritan children uniformly received such harsh treatment from their 

parents. Instead, Pollock proposed the need to find evidence in the historical record that described the 

actual behaviours of Puritan parents towards their children, including, if possible, the accounts of children 
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(Pollock 1983:89). She found such primary sources suggested variation in the parental methods used 

(Pollock 1983:141). 

Pollock proceeded to dismantle the three key pillars espoused by Ariès and his supporters. She rejected 

!ǊƛŝǎΩ ǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ƴƻ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘƘƻƻŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ǉŀǎǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ƻƴƭȅ ŀ ƎǊadual recognition of 

difference between adults and children once they had left infancy, disputed the idea that there was no 

appreciation of the needs of children or emotional attachment to them from their family in a period of high 

child mortality, and criticised the impression that all children were therefore beaten, abused, and neglected 

by their parents (though of course some were, Pollock 1983: viii). Of course, ŜǾŜƴ ƎƛǾŜƴ tƻƭƭƻŎƪΩǎ 

conclusions, the existence of a social idea of childhood did not mean all children could participate in it. 

Access was dependent on their class circumstances. For example, in the late-nineteenth and early-

twentieth centuries it remained commonplace for working-class children, including young children, to work 

in agriculture and industry, whilst upper and middle class children experienced something much closer to 

the idyllic, sentimental childhood reflected in literary developments of the period (Cunningham 2005:66-

71). The previously moral tales of an already established cƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎŜƴǊŜ, were now imbued by fantastical 

and imaginative themes, such as The Water Babies (1864) and Alice in Wonderland the following year, 

along with the development of specific magazines for boys and girls (Baxter 2019:41; Cunningham 2005:65; 

Sacks 2013: 59-61). In adult fiction too, children assumed prominent sentimental roles such as Charles 

Dickens serialised novels, Oliver Twist (1837-39) and his tragic Little Nell in The Old Curiosity Shop (1840-

41), whoΩǎ victimised circumstances evoked a strong emotional response from readers (Morley 1971:18). 

However, if upper and middle class children had the opportunity of a happy, carefree childhood revolving 

around the home, play and learning (Sacks 2013), working class children, if literate, might have related 

more closely to the Dickensian scenarios of childhood in the lower echelons of an increasingly urbanised 

and industrialised capitalist society. For them, the freedom to play, explore and regularly access education 

was restrained by the need to support their families or themselves (Fox and Quitt 1980:44-45; Kociumbas 

1997:113; Sacks 2013: 32-41; Shorter 1977:191; Torney 2005:57). The death of a parent, through illness or 

accident, was a calamity, potentially condemning families to poverty with grave consequences for the 

children (McCalman 2009:28). Only in the latter half of the nineteenth century would a combination of 

social reform in the areas of child protection, industrial working conditions and the creation of available 

and eventually compulsory state based education, slowly move the working class child towards the 

Western ideal of childhood, and finally in the early twentieth century out of the labour force altogether 

(McCalman 2009:29; Sachs 2013:33; Stearns 2006:59; Torney 2005:71-75; Wileman 2005:55). Zelizer 

(1985:3) sees this transition as gradual, occurring from the 1870s to the 1930s, as children became, 

άeconomically άworthlessέ ōǳǘ ŜƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ άǇǊƛŎŜƭŜǎǎέΤ ŀ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƘŜƭŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŘŀȅΦ 
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In the context of this thesis, the parental response to infant and child death in the face of high child 

mortality rates is of particular interest, given that the memorialised child identity found in nineteenth and 

ŜŀǊƭȅ ǘǿŜƴǘƛŜǘƘ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊƛŜǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ ǎǳŎƘ ŀƴ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊΦ !ǊƛŝǎΩ ƛŘŜŀ ƻŦ ŀ ǇŀǊŜƴǘŀƭ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ƻŦ fatalistic 

detachment is strongly challenged by Pollock (1983:124). She found considerable documentation showing 

expressions of parental concern for their sick children (both fathers and mothers), the desperate provision 

of physical care and emotional distress at the likelihood of death. Pollock (1983:133,141) also found no 

significant differences between classes, sex, or religion in the levels of emotional anxiety felt by parents or 

the nursing provided. Rather than deadening their feelings, their anxiousness was only exacerbated by the 

knowledge that any initially minor illness could, in an age before antibiotics, lead to a swift death. Indeed, 

given this context, parents had the added burden of making their children aware of, and prepared for, their 

own mortality (Baxter 2019). One example amongst a body of primary documentation quotes Henry Alford, 

whose journal and letters, published in 1873, contemplated the loss of a child in clearly emotive terms, 

To think that those cherished ones, from whom we carefully fenced off every rough blast, 
whom we led by the hand in every thorny path, have by themselves gone through the dark 
valley (Pollock 1983:140). 

Of course, such expression varied between parents and families, as did displays of public stoicism and 

private grief. Pollock found some difference in the level of grief expressed towards infants in comparison to 

older children. She detected a deeper level of loss for the latter that had begun to establish their 

personality in life, whereas the infant was still perceived as in the process of becoming. Overall, though, she 

saw a consistency in the parental response to child loss over time (Pollock 1983:141; Cunningham 2005:12). 

It is also interesting to consider that infant and child mortality although gradually declining was still high 

well into the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, yet we do not associate the Victorian era, that 

encompassed much of this period, with an emotionally detached mourning culture towards children; 

indeed quite the opposite. 

2.5  The idea of the invisible child 

The perspective first raised by Lillehammer (1989) of the neglect of the child in archaeological investigation 

ǿŀǎ ƭŀǘŜǊ ǘŜǊƳŜŘ ǘƘŜ ΨƛƴǾƛǎƛōƭŜΩ (and unknowable) child by Baxter (2008:163). The reasons for this 

ΨƛƴǾƛǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅΩ were seen to be twofold. The first, as raised in Section 2.1, lay in an inherited archaeological 

bias, both conscious and unconscious, reflecting the androcentric origins of the discipline that influenced 

the direction of research. This bias perpetuated and reflexively reinforced dominant western gender 

stereotypes and associated social power structures, affecting much of archaeological practice until the later 

twentieth century (Arnold and Wicker 2001: vii; Kamp 2001:1; Wileman 2005:8). Archaeologists have 

commented how such male bias, as it related to children, displayed a similarity with the interpretative 

issues concerning the actions of woman and gender in the archaeological record, with its tendency to 

overlook or underestimate female agency. Such an approach ƭŜŘ ǘƻ ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ ǊŜƭŜƎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ǎǇƘŜǊŜǎ 
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ƻŦ ΨƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜΩΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ǎǇŀŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ όǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƳŀƭŜ ŜȅŜǎύ ōŜŜƴ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎŜŘ ŀǎ 

less powerful, passive and submissive (Baxter 2005:17, 2008:162; Moore and Scott 1997:2-6). Children too 

were ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎƛǘȅΣ ǘƘŜ ƘƻƳŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ΨŦŜƳƛƴƛƴƛǘȅΩ ƻŦ ǎǳŎƘ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎǎ ό.ŀƪŜǊ мффтΥмуоΤ ²ƛƭƪƛŜ 

2000:107) and subjected to social marginalisation and disempowerment dependent on their age and sex 

(Pader 1982:16). At the same time, children were afforded a special sense of value predicated on adult 

needs (Zelizer 1985:11), although with differences in status in accordance with prevailing gender roles and 

expectations. Such disciplinary prejudice was hardly surprising given the long historical dominance of 

patriarchal control that had structured understandings of social relations and gender roles, and that to a 

lesser but still relevant extent continues to influence aspects of Western society today. 

An increasing archaeological interest in understanding children and ǘƘŜƛǊ ΨǿƻǊƭŘsΩ over the last three 

decades has seen significant scholarly progress through the establishment of a dedicated archaeology of 

childhood, with a global focus looking at the biological, cultural and social aspects of children and childhood 

(Lillehammer 2015:80-81). This sits in relation to a broader multi-disciplinary investigation into children 

historically bolstered by the establishment in 2007 of the Society for the Study of Childhood in the Past 

(SSCIP). However, the perception persists that children are not consistently accorded the same importance 

as adults in archaeology, as well as other disciplines that seek to understand human societies (Derricourt 

2018: 1; Lillehammer 2015:81-82). They often remain characterised as possessing little in the way of 

economic, political and social influence upon society (Baxter 2005:2, 2013:107; Crawford and Lewis 2008:5-

6; Derevenski 2000:11; Kamp 2001:2; Lillehammer 2008:94, 2010:19; Mizoguchi 2000:141; Wileman 

2005:180; Vlahos 2014:1). 

Such assumptions of powerlessness are of course open to challenge. One need only consider, for example, 

the economic influence of childrenΩǎ ǿŀƴǘǎ upon the purchasing patterns of parents, in which child specific 

items demarcate a significant slice of the goods and services generated for sale by the market. 

Fundamentally though, diminishing child agency creates an artificial barrier between the worlds of children 

and adults, who, whilst performing different roles and responsibilities, are inherently connected. After all, 

tƻŘŀȅΩǎ ŀŘǳƭǘ ǿŀǎ ȅŜǎǘŜǊŘŀȅΩǎ ŎƘƛƭŘΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀƭƳ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘƘƻƻŘ ƛǎ ƪƴƻǿŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀŘǳƭǘ ōȅ ǘƘŀǘ 

experience and further, children and adults regularly interact through the permeable boundaries of their 

respective domains. So, as we seek to understand past societies (and our contemporary world), we must 

try and reconcile how such generational cultural engagement and transference was (and is) used to 

manifest, structure, perpetuate and change social identities, within the context of such child-adult 

relationships. This includes the resulting assemblage of material culture these relationships produce. To do 

otherwise is to invite allegations of pursuing a distorted or biased archaeological method, a path made all 

the riskier by the understanding that children constituted a significant, even dominant, proportion of 

historic populations. Given this, CrawfƻǊŘ ŀƴŘ [Ŝǿƛǎ ƴƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘΣ άLǘ ƛǎ ŀ ǎǳǇǊŜƳŜ ƛǊƻƴȅ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ 
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ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎŀƭ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǎƻ ƻŦǘŜƴ ōŜ ǊŜƭŜƎŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǊƎƛƴǎ ƻŦ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŎƻƴǎŎƛƻǳǎƴŜǎǎέ ό/ǊŀǿŦƻǊŘ 

and Lewis 2008:13). 

In seeking to address this issue it is also important to avoid the trap of universalising children and childhood 

beyond their shared biological realm and to acknowledge the prevailing cultural context in which the child 

has grown and been socialised (Baxter 2005:20, 2008:160-161; James and James 2004:8; James and Prout 

2008: 3-4; Montgomery 2009:236; Moore and Scott 1997:5; Morrow 2011:3; Scott 1999: 23-24; Thomas 

2005:48). As James and Prout comment, it is biological immaturity rather than childhood itself that is a 

natural and universal feature of children and one should not confuse the two (James and Prout 2008:3). So, 

we must seek to understand the actions of children and the actions of adults towards children within their 

specific relational contexts, and how the characteristics attributed to children (childness) were used to 

create the idea of childhood desired for them. 

2.6 Child agency 

The second issue connected to the idea of the invisible child was the challenge of interpreting child agency 

in the archaeological record. This view interrelates with the first and at its most extreme constitutes a form 

of archaeological self-denial as ǘƘŜΣ άinability to distinguish child action within the archaeological record 

both reinforces, and is reinforced by, the modern idea that children cannot make any significant 

contribution ǘƻ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƭƛŦŜέ όaƛȊƻƎǳŎƘƛ нлллΥмпмύΦ In effect, that as children are seen to lack the capacity to 

influence the world around them, they will leave little that is distinguishable from the actions of adults in 

the archaeological record. This idea views children as passive receivers of socialisation with their lives in 

thrall to both parental and social control (James and James 2004:27; Lillehammer 2008:100; Scott 1997:6) 

until such time as they attain an age and status allowing them the opportunity to assert their agency and 

free will. It follows then, that the archaeologist may question the viability and therefore usefulness of such 

a research approach and instead apportion their resources and effort into seeking adult agency. Ironically, 

an alternative critƛǉǳŜ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǳƴǇǊŜŘƛŎǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ Ŏŀƴ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ǘƘŜ 

same problem of unknowability archaeologically (Baxter 2005:9; Thomas 2005). Yet does not such variation 

in behaviour suggest a level of independent child agency in contradiction to the passivity thesis? 

To counter this perception, ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛǎǘǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀǊƎǳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ŀǊǘŜŦŀŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǇŀŎŜǎ Ƴǳǎǘ 

always form a central part of archaeological inquiry (Baxter 2005:2-3, 2008:162; Chamberlain 1997:249; 

Crawford and Lewis 2008:6; Kamp 2001:1-2; Lillehammer 1989, 2008:162, 2010:17, 2015; Scott 1999: v; 

Thomas 2005:41; Vlahos 2014:1; Wileman 2005:7). Kamp (2001:1) sees this as a methodological issue to be 

met rather than a problem to be avoided. To this end proponents have re-conceptualised children as active 

ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǇŀǎǎƛǾŜ ŀƎŜƴǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ΨǿƻǊƭŘǎΩ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ŀƴŘ 

peers. From this dynamic position children must leave their imprints on places, spaces and objects 

experienced in their daily lives, resulting in archaeological manifestations. As Thomas (2005:42) observes, 
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άhƴŎŜ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛǎǘǎ ǊŜǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǿƻǊƭŘǎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƭƛƴƪ 
children and adults as active social agents, we can better explore the dynamic between 
societal influences, and their materiaƭ ŀƴŘ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊŀƭ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴǎέΦ 

An example of this in practice is Vlahos (2014, 2015) archaeological studies of childhood experiences in 

Australia ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛǾŜ ǊŜǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ 

material culture. This approach sees children (and their reproductive agency) as part of the socialisation 

process rather than a linear cultural input from adults to children. Another example of this repositioning 

with relevance to archaeology and cultural landscapes can be seen in the way some geographers have 

ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜŀ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǎǇŀŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ƻŦ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ 

(Morrow 2011:17-18; Rasmussen 2004). None of this discussion overlooks the fact that children do face 

contextual constraints upon their liberty arising from their biological immaturity and need for adult care 

and influence (Baxter 2005:13; Lillehammer 1989:94), however these realities should not be conflated with 

the idea that children are simply passive receivers who cannot influence their lives. 

2.7 Indirect child agency and the mortuary context 

Lillehammer (1989:90) ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭƭȅ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜŘ ǘƘǊŜŜ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ŀǘ ǿƻǊƪ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ǿƻǊƭŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 

potential to leave material traces. Firstly, the culture created by children themselves through their 

interaction with their surrounding environment (natural, social, cultural); secondly the transfer of culture to 

children by adults (socialisation) and thirdly the transfer of culture between children. In two of these three 

categories the child is the main agent. To these, a fourth category must be added: the indirect agency of 

children as materialised through the thoughts of adults. This form of psychological influence is predicated 

ƻƴ ōƻǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊŜƴǘΩǎ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƘƛƭŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ōŜƛƴƎ όǿƛǘƘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ 

and emotional relationship with them. From this dual conceptualisation, the parent can mentally manifest 

ŀ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘ ΨǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜΩ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ǎǘƛƳǳƭƛΣ Ƴŀȅ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘǎΣ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ 

choices in certain social contexts. A parent wandering past a toy store may for example, have a sudden 

unplanned urge to purchase a present for their child, ǘǊƛƎƎŜǊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ǇǎȅŎƘƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ in their 

consciousness (and therefore indirect agency) in association with the relationship between childhood and 

the act of play. Such responses depend on the nature of the relationship imagined and felt. In the toy shop 

example, the result may be predicated on an awareness of the mutually satisfying emotional reward such 

an action would create for both parties. This idea is different to the direct influence of child agency, where 

the child would request or agitate for the gift themselves. Such indirect agency can also leave material 

traces but is of course much harder to identify. 

One area that could be productive in discerning the indirect agency of children materially is in their own 

memorialisation process. The adult conceptualisation of the deceased child can draw upon their identity 

through the process of memory, creating a posthumous agency in the sense that the parents are still 

influenced by their emotional connection to, and thoughts of, their child. ¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ age and 
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status, personality, preferences in life, religious affiliation and their emotional relationship with their family 

are all potential influences in their ǇŀǊŜƴǘΩǎ commemorative decisions, both at the time of establishing the 

plot (which can be communicated to other interested parties such as the undertaker, mason or cemetery 

authority), and in any subsequent material culture additions to the plot. The deposition of a toy on the 

grave may indeed suggest something about the relationship between parent and child, and symbolise the 

ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ŜƴŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘƛǎ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ ΨǘǊŀƴǎŀŎǘƛƻƴΩΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƛǘ can also represent a broader 

cultural expectation that parents can still seek to fulfil even in the mortuary context. This indirect agency is 

different from simple visitation and the recall of memory. It is not just a reflexive dialogue but a process by 

which the deceased retains influence in the mind of the living and can affect their actions. 

CŀŎǘƻǊǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ŀƎŜ ŀǘ ŘŜŀǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǎǳǊŀǘŜ ƭƛŦŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ Ŏŀƴ also exert significant 

influence on the design and expression of their memorialisation. Nineteenth century grave marker motifs 

developed a range of visual symbols that allowed for qualities of the deceased (whether actual or ideal) to 

ōŜ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘŀƴŘŜƳ ǿƛǘƘ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ŜǇƛǘŀǇƘǎΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎŜŀǎŜŘΩǎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 

signified using the symbolic language of flower motifs (Edgetta 1992:89-90; Keister 2004:40-67; Mytum 

2004:80; Weston 2012:38). Lilies could suggest innocence and purity (Keister 2004:49, Penney 2016:8). 

Daisies developed an association with the graves of children, due to their association in art with the 

adoration of the magi (Keister 2004:46). In contemporary times, technological developments have allowed 

ŦƻǊ ƭŜǎǎ ǎȅƳōƻƭƛŎ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŘǊŀǿ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǇƘƻǘƻƎǊŀǇƘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎŜŀǎed 

attached to the grave marker. The deposition ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜ Ǉƭƻǘ of personal items such as toys, has 

also gained in popularity. 

The gravesite can also represent the tension arising from its dual private and public roles. The family was 

aware that the gravesite constituted both a private place to address their personal needs of grief and 

remembrance, but at the same time a civic space providing an act of public performance for other visitors 

to the cemetery, whose exposure to the memorialisation was beyond the control of the family (Tarlow 

1999:200). The degree to which these two aspects were managed in the commemorative process reflects 

their interrelationship and varying influence historically. The ultimate result, as enacted materially, 

represents something of the social identity of the child, such as their status in the family, and may through 

word, motif, grave furniture and spatial arrangement also situate that child in the broader social context of 

childhood as conceptualised at that time. This is the mindscape in which the ceremony (pre-funeral and 

funeral), grave plot (grave marker and associated ephemera) and post-funeral visitation practices are 

socially constructed and acted out to meet both personal and social expectations. 

2.8 Conclusion 

This chapter has outlined and considered the Western intellectual traditions concerning children and 

childhood in which this thesis sits using a multi-disciplinary perspective. Rather than seeing children and 
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childhood as universal concepts, they are in fact culturally constructed identities subject to their historical 

context and social circumstances, although sharing a common biological foundation. Having considered this 

literature, an examination of child memorialisation sits very much within the legacy of this framework and 

the archaeology of childhood that has developed from it. In understanding the evolution of the Western 

family structure within its historical context a more nuanced approach to the familial tableaus erected in 

the cemetery can be undertaken. The nineteenth century family should not be uncritically viewed as the 

same as the twentieth century family, despite apparent similarities, and increasingly diverse family 

structures are the hallmark of the early twenty first century. 

Secondly, the importance of child agency as raised should not be ignored because of our focus on the 

mortuary context. The process of indirect child agency that operates upon the parental mind in life, 

influencing certain parental behaviours and feelings, ŀƭǎƻ ǇŜǊǎƛǎǘ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ŘŜŀǘƘΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ 

choices employed in memorialisation reflect to varying degrees the influence of the parent-child 

relationship and informs the level of childness observed in the attribution of child identity to the deceased, 

within the constraints of broader social norms inherent in the regulation of the cemetery space. The next 

chapter reviews the previous archaeological and multidisciplinary work undertaken to investigate the 

memorialisation of children in the Western cemetery and what this says about child identity and ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ 

role within family and society. 
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CHAPTER 3 
CEMETERY STUDIES AND THE MEMORIALISATION OF CHILDREN 

3.1 Cemetery studies, child death and the archaeology of childhood 

Archaeologists of childhood have embraced the potential of a mortuary focus as one approach to better 

identifying children in the archaeological record. Initially, this has seen the employment of excavation to 

examine burials, looking at the remains of infants and children, and their contextual association with other 

grave deposits and adult burials (Baxter 2005:93-106; Sofaer Derevenski 2000:8-10; Lillehammer 2000 and 

2010:33; McKillop 1995; Murphy 2011; Wileman 2005), including issues surrounding the mortuary analysis 

of gender (Arnold and Wicker 2001: ix-xvii). Advances in bioarchaeology has further enhanced the study of 

ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ varying cultural contexts in which they are found (Halcrow and Tayles 

2011; Murphy and Le Roy 2017:2). By comparison, a focus on the above-ground archaeology of the 

ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜ has been much slower to emerge. In cemetery histories and overviews of mortuary 

archaeology there is a tendency to focus on adult trends, with limited or no reference to ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜǎ 

(for example see Baugher and Veit 2004:140; Veit and Nonestied 2008:127-132). 

3.2 Multi -ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊȅ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜ markers and burial plots 

A small number of non-ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǘŀƪŜƴ ǘƻ ƭƻƻƪ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŀǘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜǎ 

and to consider the forces at play in their conceptualisation, design, and commemorative intent. Smith 

(1987) investigated the consolation processes enacted through the epitaphs and symbolism of nineteenth 

ŎŜƴǘǳǊȅ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜ markers in Delaware in the United States of America (USA); Snyder (1989) 

conducted a more general historical analysis of American Victorian chƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƳƻƴǳƳŜƴǘǎ in relation to 

their replication of gendered spaces and characteristics of domesticity and the home; and Haveman (1999) 

produced a sociological examination of child valuation and class differences through memorialisation in 

southern Illinois and western Michigan (USA). More recently, the development of specific child spaces 

within European cemetery landscapes have been addressed. Nolin (2018) considers the reasons behind the 

distinctive design of the historical ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ burial space within StockholmΩǎ Skogskyrkogården cemetery 

(Sweden), established in the early twentieth century. Charrier and Clavandier (2019) instead look at 

contemporary developments in the French cemetery that has seen the creation of different types of child 

burial spaces in contrast to the tradition of the family tomb. This development has comparisons to changes 

in Denmark, discussed in Section 3.3 (Sørenson 2011). 

Smith (1987:85-106) recorded флр ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ grave markers dating from 1840 to 1899 in what she 

characterised as 18 non-urban, middle class, white cemeteries (or churchyards). Her sample included young 

people up to the age of 21 years based on the assumption that parents would make commemoration 

choices for all individuals below this age. SmithΩǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ found that a slight majority (51.7%) used 
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epitaphs, motifs, or a combination of both to commemorate the deceased child or children, with the 

remainder utilising names and dates only. Observable changes suggested that prevailing social fashions in 

commemoration influenced these choices depending on the year of death. For example, during the period 

1850-1869, most gravestones expressed the ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩǎ attitudes towards the deceased, whereas in the 1890s 

only factual information was being recorded (Smith 1987:89). The last quarter of the nineteenth century 

also saw a greater emphasis on collective family identity rather than the individual, and by the 1880s a 

single-family monument was preferred instead of multiple individual grave markers. She saw this trend as a 

desire to symbolise a collective family identity over the previously more individualistic spatial arrangement, 

and an emphasis on ŎƻƳƳǳƴŀƭ Ψ/ƘǊƛǎǘƛŀƴ ƧƻȅΩ ƻǾŜǊ ŀ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ƎǊƛŜŦ ό{ƳƛǘƘ мфутΥ89). This trend was 

ƻōǎŜǊǾŀōƭŜ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ Ǉƭƻǘǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ grave markers were still extant but 

replaced in size and scale by the later addition of a family monument on which they were often 

subsequently included. Smith estimated 207 grave markers were replacements.  

While gender did not appear significant, Smith found that the age of the child influenced the level of 

communication employed. Older children and young adults were more likely to have an inscribed message 

than infants, with children aged two to six years the next most likely to acquire such embellishment. Smith 

speculated that this difference, particularly in regard to infant burial, may reflect a fatalistic response to 

high infant mortality (tapping into the traditional historical view of parental detachment and/or 

indifference [see Section 2.2 and 2.3]) or, simply that their short lives left a less established presence and 

personality to memorialise.  

Having set out these trends, Smith than investigates the inscription content and symbolism employed. She 

argues that the primary focus falls back upon the mourner, with 83.5% of the sample seeking to provide 

consolation to the parent through epitaph and motif. She notes ǘƘŀǘΣ άŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜǎǘƻƴŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŀǊǘŜŦŀŎǘǎ 

created by adults for adult needs ς the very human need to find ǇŜŀŎŜ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ŀ ǘǊŀǳƳŀǘƛŎ ǘƛƳŜέ (Smith 

1987:102). Smith further suggests that four interrelated types of consolation can be interpreted from the 

grave marker choices (1987:92-93). The first rationalises that the deceased child, within a context of 

religious belief in an afterlife, is better off removed from the corrupt and sinful influences of the world, 

with their innate purity ƻŦ ǎǇƛǊƛǘ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŜŘ ŜǘŜǊƴŀƭƭȅ ōȅ ǘƘŜƛǊ ΨŜǎŎŀǇŜΩΦ Secondly, the funereal tableau could 

take on an emotionally educative aspect through which the grief of the bereaved could be productively re-

aligned with the Victorian focus on moral improvement and social uplift. OneΩs behaviour in life was 

influenced by the promise of both a heavenly home and the capacity for re-union with equally virtuous 

family members, so the cemetery landscape needed to reflect and advertise this ideal. To this end, 

cemetery design ǎƻǳƎƘǘ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜΣ άa park-like setting and artistic monuments were meant to control taste 

ŀƴŘ ŜƳƻǘƛƻƴǎέ ό{ƳƛǘƘ мфутΥфнύΦ TƘƛǊŘƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƭƻǎǎ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǿƛƭƭ ƻŦ DƻŘΣ whose intent, whilst 

unclear or difficult to fathom, allowed the bereaved to find comfort in the belief that ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ŘŜŀǘƘ 

formed part of some greater plan rather than a random Earthly event. 
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Smith saw the fourth thread of consolation as the most extreme, as it suggested a form of death denial. 

Using metaphor and euphemism this involved the substitution of a sleeping state for death. On some grave 

markers this took the form of sculptures of sleeping infants and children in cradles, beds, and shells. Whilst 

employed mostly for younger children, such imagery was also used for young adults (17 to 21 years). 

Epitaphs ǎǳōǎǘƛǘǳǘŜŘ ǘŜǊƳǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ΨǎƭŜŜǇƛƴƎΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǊŜǎǘƛƴƎΩ ŦƻǊ ΨdiedΩΦ Smith concluded that the combination 

of pictorial messages and epitaphs created for the commemoration of children in the Victorian cemetery 

was primarily intended to address the pain of grief and to provide consolation for those left behind, but 

also indicated the growing social status of children in Western society. 

{ƴȅŘŜǊ όмффнύ ŀƭǎƻ ŦƻŎǳǎǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Victorian era. Here she saw two gendered spheres 

of influence arising in Western society driven by capitalist industrialisation and the resulting urbanisation of 

a previously heavily agrarian population (see also Kociumbas 1997:91-92; Qvortrup 1985:133-134; Zelizer 

1985:8-9)Φ {ƴȅŘŜǊ ƴƻǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘΣ άThe thriving city marketplace was frequently depicted in sentimental 

±ƛŎǘƻǊƛŀƴ ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ ŀǎ ƎǊŜŜŘȅΣ ƛƳƳƻǊŀƭΣ ƛƳǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭΣ ŀƴŘ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǎǘƛŎέΣ ǿƘŀǘ ǎƘŜ ǘŜǊƳǎ ǘƘŜ ΨǿƻǊƭŘƭȅ ǿƻǊƭŘΩ 

(Snyder1992:11). It was from this characteristically masculine setting that children, attributed with an 

inherent innocence and purity, were to be protected until old enough to make their way in it. Their haven 

was the home, the province of the feminine sphere ǿƛǘƘ ƛǘǎ ΨŎƛǾƛƭƛǎƛƴƎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘΩ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŦǳƎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ΨǿƻǊƭŘƭȅ 

ǿƻǊƭŘΩ (notwithstanding the patriarchs overall familial powerύΦ ²ƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƘƻƳŜΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ōŜŘǊƻƻƳ ƻǊ 

nursery formed its own distinct space, and as already raised the imagery of the innocent sleeper would find 

its way into child memorialisation in the cemetery (Snyder 1992:13-16). Of course childhood was not 

restricted to the home, particularly with the growth of public education, but Snyder (1992:13) envisaged 

ǘƘŜ ŘǿŜƭƭƛƴƎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ άŎƻǎƳƻǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘέ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǇƭƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŀƭ ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

religion as a bulwark against the changing and dangerous world outside. 

Snyder found that these social and ideological themes also manifested in the cemetery landscape. Christian 

belief during this period saw the afterlife; under the watchful protection of God assume the domestic 

imagery of the family home. This meant that parents could seek consolation through the belief thatΣ ά5ŜŀŘ 

ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ǿŜǊŜ ǎŀŦŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΤ ǳƭǘƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ ŀƴŘ ǿƘƻƭƭȅ ǇǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻŎŜƴǘέ ό{ƴȅŘŜǊ мффнΥмп; see also Smith 

1987). Death preserved and shielded their status, and religious belief spoke to the certainty of eventual re-

union. Snyder found a range of expressions in grave marker designs used to commemorate children in this 

period, of which the most common were plain headstones on which epitaphs expressed associations with 

childhood. Secondly, symbols were also employed that, ǿƘƛƭǎǘ ƴƻǘ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛǾŜ ǘƻ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜǎΣ ǿŜǊŜ ƻŦǘŜƴ 

associated with childlike qualities, such as innocence and purity. These included lambs, doves, flowers and 

other child-specific imagery. For example, the broken flower bud was a popular symbolic motif of fragility, 

premature loss and had ŀ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜǎ όKeister 2004:43; Snyder 1992:23). 
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Snyder also found a third category of more costly and rarer commemorations that used sculptures of 

children with domestic artefacts. These were more likely to appear in larger urban cemeteries than small 

ŎƘǳǊŎƘȅŀǊŘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ŜŦŦƛƎȅ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƭŜŜǇƛƴƎ ƛƴŦŀƴǘ ƻǊ ŎƘƛƭŘΦ ¦ƴƭƛƪŜ {ƳƛǘƘΩǎ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ their 

use in the cemetery, Snyder noted that such sculptures could also be found in the domestic parlour. Their 

use in both settings reinforced the underlying domestic feeling and symbolism that such images invoked of 

a child safely in bed, secure and untainted. {ƘŜ ŀƭǎƻ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀǎŜȄǳŀƭ ŘŜǇƛŎǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ƎǊŀǾŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎΣ άƛƴ 

ƻƴƭȅ ǘƘŜ ōŀǊŜǎǘ ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ ŘǊŜǎǎέ ό{ƴȅŘŜǊ мффнΥнл-21), and felt such openness suggested their unsullied nature 

and separated them from the status and gender connotations of Victorian clothing fashion. Other domestic 

symbols employed were unfilled beds, furniture, shoes, and toys, such as rattles. These all possessed a 

powerful symbolism of emptiness and therefore absence, recognisable to the onlooker (Snyder 1992:20). 

By attempting to replicate such a place and space in the cemetery, parents were still in a sense seeking to 

protect their children by providing symbolic assertions of a perfect afterlife, their child safe and asleep until 

they could re-join them. Snyder (1992:25) ŎƻƴŎƭǳŘŜǎΣ ά¢ƘŜ ǎƳŀƭƭ ŦƻǊƳǎΣ ǿƘƻ ǎƭŜǇǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊȅ ŀǎ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ 

were still home, visually ŘŜŦƛŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƎŜέ. This imagery ŀƭƛƎƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ {ƳƛǘƘΩǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ of such 

graves in .ǊƻƻƪƭȅƴΩǎ Greenwood cemetery (New York, USA) ǘƘŀǘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ŀǎΣ άŀ vast and exquisitely 

ōŜŀǳǘƛŦǳƭ ŘƻǊƳƛǘƻǊȅέ όSmith 1987:96). 

Haveman (1999) conducted a sociohistorical analysis of 14 cemeteries, looking at both nineteenth and 

twentieth century graves. She argued ǘƘŀǘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜ markers presented an alternate and underused 

resource (as opposed to diaries and letters) in the study of past child-adult relationships. She sought to 

understand whether attitudes towards children and the value assigned to them by family and society had 

changed during the period 1860 to 1997. Notably, 13 of the sites were non-regulated, meaning that there 

were no restrictions on the type, colour, and height of the grave markers, nor was there a need for formal 

approval prior to their erection. In 1994 one site, Washington Memorial Gardens, introduced a spatial 

restriction (4 x 4-ƛƴŎƘ Ŧƭŀǘ ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎύ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ Ψ.ŀōȅ ƭŀƴŘΩ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴΣ ōǳǘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǎǘƛƭƭ ōŜ ōǳǊƛŜŘ ŜƭǎŜǿƘŜǊŜ 

within the cemetery where the choice of memorial remained openΦ IŜǊ ǎŀƳǇƭŜ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜŘ ƻŦ офр ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ 

graves.  

Haveman (1999:266) hypothesised that just as adult grave markers performed several functions both 

socially and culturally, including reflecting differences in class, race and gender, so childrenΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜ markers 

would also operate in a similar way. Her method involved the photographing of grave markers, focussing on 

form and style, epitaph, and motif, using a series of codes for attributes that could be entered into a 

database. Her study was strongly influenced by the debate about childhood and the treatment of children 

discussed in Sections 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4. Haveman (1999:267) characterised the traditional Ariès hypothesis as 

linear, in that children since the late medieval period were seen as moving from a position of no value 

(mini-adults) to great value (children)) and compared this to the contemporary position that sees children 

as having always been valued by their parents and society. She concluded that, from the 1860s to the 
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present, families consistently valued their children based upon the frequency of expressions of attachment, 

loss and grief found upon their grave markers, and rejected the traditional idea of emotional detachment 

by parents towards their children during periods of high mortality (Haveman 1999:282-284). Haveman also 

found that changes in parental attitudes (and therefore practices) were detectable from the grave markers, 

with a more formal relationship and defined family role observed on those erected during the nineteenth 

and early twentieth century, transitioning to a less formal, more emotive and greater individual image of 

the child on more contemporary grave markers (Haveman 1999:284-285). Grave markers from the 1970s to 

the 1990s had consistently less generic and more personalised inscriptions, an emphasis on the use of the 

more personable ΨWŜǎǳǎΩ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ƻŦ the monolithic ΨDƻŘΩ, and an increase in the use of angel motifs with 

their symbolic connection to innocence as already raised by Smith and Snyder. Haveman saw this as 

evidence for the increased sacralisation of children in the latter half of the twentieth century, as previously 

argued by Zelizer (1985). She also believed that the primary focus was now upon the deceased child as an 

individual, with a resultant decline in accompanying parental and family references. This development was 

further emphasised by the adornment of the grave plot with possessions belonging to, or reflective of, the 

deceased, such as photos and toys that άΧƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ ƛǎ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ not as grounded in 

ǘƘŜ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅΤ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ŦǊƻƳ ōƛǊǘƘ ǿƛǘƘ ƘŜǊ ƻǊ Ƙƛǎ ƻǿƴ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅέ 

(Haveman 1999:284). 

These relatively recent changes in child memorialisation have also led increasingly to the creation of 

specific spaces in the cemetery for child burial. However, the idea of a place in the Western cemetery 

reserved solely for children was not a new concept. It had been explored In Stockholm, Sweden as early as 

1915 with the formation of a ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ within the civically run Skogskyrkogården, Woodland 

cemetery (Nolin 2018:38-49). Although ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŦƻǊ ǊǳǊŀƭ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎǎ ƛƴ {ǿŜŘŜƴΣ 

the site at Skogskyrkogården represents an early European attempt at a different way of approaching the 

memorialisation of children. Nolin (2018:40-41) describes it as a small, sunken, and intimate space framed 

by hedges and shrubbery. Whilst easily accessible from the main cemetery area, visitors had to actively 

choose to enter this enclosed space by a flight of steps. 

Nolin (2018:42-46) saw its development as meeting several ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƴŜŜŘǎ ƛƴ ŀ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ǿƘŜƴ {ǘƻŎƪƘƻƭƳΩǎ 

population was growing rapidly due to industrial expansion, attracting families to the cityΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ 

section provided a burial option for families who could not afford a family plot, or for orphans, but it also 

ƳŜǘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘǎ ƻŦ ǿƻƳŜƴ ŦƻǊ ǿƘƻƳ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ǾŜǊȅ ŜȄƛǎǘŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ could mean shame and 

stigmatisation, from having conceived out of wedlock or for whom an abortion was necessary. Nolin barely 

ǘƻǳŎƘŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǎǇŜŎǘΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘ Ƴŀȅ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ǿƘȅ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŀǾŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎ ƘŀǾŜ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƴŀƳŜ 

and date of birth and death, creating a sense of public anonymity whilst allowing for a private grief. Nolin 

concluded that at a broader level ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ reflected the increasing 

ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭƛǎƳ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅΣ άŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜΣ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ 
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ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƻǊ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊȅ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊȅ όнлм8:42-псύέΦ !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƻŘŀȅ ƴƻ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ƛƴ ǳǎŜΣ ǘƻȅǎ ŀƴŘ 

dolls decorate some of the graves, a modern addition in line with evolving patterns of grave furniture 

deposition on the graves of children, as discussed by several of the authors reviewed in this chapter 

(Charrier and Clavandier 2019; Haveman 1999; Scott 1999; Sørenson 2010 and 2011). 

Interestingly, in the same period, Buckham όнллуΥмтлύ ƴƻǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ 

the York cemetery (1903) which she attributes to the raised profile of children publically in accordance with 

broad social developments regarding child welfare and education. In the USA, more commercial reasons 

influenced the establishment of Baby land in 1913 within the privately owned Forest Lawn Memorial Park 

in Glendale, California (Schechter 2009:149). Later, Lullaby land was established for older children. Both 

sections were shaped as hearts. Their development influenced other cemeteries in the USA (Veit and 

Nonestied 2008:240). However, in the Australian context ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ did not really gain traction 

ǳƴǘƛƭ ǘƘŜ мфулΩǎΣ reflecting broader ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴƛƴƎ ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ ǊŜǇroductive experiences and the 

re-conceptualisation of peri-natal and stillborn children in Western societies. 

In France, Charrier and Clavandier (2019) sought to understand why children were now interred in child-

specific plots and spaces as opposed to the traditional family tomb. As with other Western nations with low 

ŎƘƛƭŘ ƳƻǊǘŀƭƛǘȅ ǊŀǘŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ƛƴǘŜǊǊŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀȅ ǿŜǊŜ ǇŜǊƛƴŀǘŜǎΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ 

suggestion that this development in Western cemeteries is approximately 15 years old is certainly 

incorrect, although this may reflect the French experience (Charrier and Clavandier 2019:194). It is also 

worth noting for French ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ that while the bereaved families may have viewed the unborn 

child as part of the family and an individual in utero, under French law, άThe vast majority of the graves in 

them belong to children who were not technically born and did not acquire legal personhoodέ (Charrier 

and Clavandier 2019:199). They also note that if the family does not wish to organise the interment the 

hospital will assume the responsibility on their behalf.  

¢ƘǊŜŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǎǇŀŎŜǎ ƻǇŜǊŀǘŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ CǊŜƴŎƘ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊȅΥ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ōǳǊƛŀƭ 

space for cremations and inhumations and following a collective farewell ceremony cremated remains can 

also be housed on site in a stele (Charrier and Clavandier 2019:199-203). They also looked at the way 

families used grave goods indicative of children to take control of these grave plots representingΣέ 

allegories of the lightness and movement of childhoodέ (Charrier and Clavandier 2019:204). Such practice, 

whilst replicated in other Western cemeteries is at odds with the traditionally more formal and unchanging 

nature of the French grave plot. This use of different types of material culture to assemble an unofficial 

version of individual identity for children also suggests a broader social trend in Western memorialisation 

over the last four decades, with some comparison to the construction of roadside memorials at the site of 

accidents (Doss 2008; Silvén 2018; Welsh 2017). 
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3.3 International archaeological sǘǳŘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎ and burial 
plots 

Although the archaeology of childhood is now a well-established topic (Crawford et al 2018; Derricourt 

2018, Lally and Moore 2011), the archaeological examination of the above ground memorialisation of 

children in the cemetery landscape is still in its early stages. To date only a small number of archaeological 

studies have specifically foŎǳǎǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜ markers and their plots, although the intersection 

between children and death more generally has received increasing attention and discussion (Cannon and 

Cook 2015, Catalano 2015, Murphy and Le Roy 2017, Scott 1999) and some cemetery studies may touch 

upon ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǇŀǎǎƛƴƎ (Veit and Nonestied 2008:127-132). 

{ŎƻǘǘΩǎ όмфффύ ǿƻǊƪ ƻƴ ƛƴŦŀƴŎȅ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŦŀƴǘ ŘŜŀǘƘ ƛǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘŜŘ ŀǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ǘƻ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŦƻŎǳǎ 

on child burial in different cultural contexts (Murphy and Le Roy 2017:2). As part of her study, Scott looked 

at the spatial arrangement and decoration of infant plots in the (then) contemporary UK cemetery, within a 

broader framework of cultural formations of infant and peri-natal identity. She saw a change in the 

perception of infants in Western culture aligned to low infant mortality rates and a revaluation of the sense 

of persona attributed to these categories of children. Scott says, 

The image of the dead infant is particularly potent in the modern west, where the infant has 
ōŜŎƻƳŜ ŀ ŎŀǊǊƛŜǊ ƻŦ ǊƻƳŀƴǘƛŎ ƭƻǾŜ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ƎƛǾŜƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ ǿƘƛƭǎǘ ǎǘƛƭƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻƳōέ 
(Scott 1999:31). 

She argued this change had led to a growth in the formal burial of infants, who in the past had not been 

accorded normative burial rights (see Faro 2014, Murphy 2011, Peelen 2009). However, in the UK of the 

late 1990s, she perceived an ambiguity in the identities created by such memorialisation.  

In part this reflected institutional intervention, with control of the burial process at that time usually taken 

over by the hospital for those children miscarried, stillborn or who died shortly after birth. This was based 

ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ΨƘŜƭǇƛƴƎΩ ŀǎǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǘ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ ǘƛƳŜ ƻŦ ƭƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎ άŎŀƴƴƻǘ ŎƻǇŜΣέ ǿƛǘƘ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ 

(Scott 1999: 26., see also Charrier and Clavandier in the previous section). In examining such interments in 

Portsmouth, Scott notes the infants have been assembled communally on the spatial edge of the cemetery, 

well away from the main entrance and therefore unlikely to be encountered except by design. So, they 

were still treated as different from the general cemetery population, representing an uncomfortable truth 

in the modern age that children still die, and accordingly ǎȅƳōƻƭƛŎŀƭƭȅ ΨƘƛŘŘŜƴΩ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǊƎƛƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜΦ 

Here also, she observed the beginnings of what is now a common trend, the addition of multiple forms of 

ƎǊŀǾŜ ŦǳǊƴƛǘǳǊŜ ǘƻ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜǎ όCƭƻǿŜǊǎΣ ǘƻȅǎΣ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜǎΣ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǿƛƴŘƳƛƭƭǎ) and 

seasonal offerings (Easter eggs, mini-Christmas trees). Scott concluded (1999:38) that the growth of this 

practice was the result of the parents desire to establish the strongest possible visual identity for their child 
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ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŀǾŜ ǇƭƻǘΣ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƘƻǊǘ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎŜŀǎŜŘΩǎ ōƛƻƎǊŀǇƘȅΣ ŦǳŜƭƭŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜƛǊ strong emotions of 

loss. 

McKerr et al (2009) and Murphy (2011) looked at burial practices associated with children in the north of 

Ireland from the seventeenth century to the end of the nineteenth century. The earlier study focussed on 

the nature of child burial in the normative setting of four church graveyards representing both Protestant 

and Roman Catholic congregations, although in practice burials were not denominationally exclusive. Mc 

Kerr et al (2009:115-116), used an upper age limit for adolescence of 17 years, defining young adulthood as 

18 to 20 years. The study looked at the proportional representation of children on grave markers in 

comparison to adults ƻǾŜǊ ǘƛƳŜΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƴŀƳŜ ŀƴŘ ŀƎŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ 

the inscription. Although, there was some variation between sites, in general, the study concluded that 

ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǎŜǾŜƴǘŜŜƴǘƘ ŎŜƴǘǳǊȅ ƻƴǿŀǊŘǎΣ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ōǳǊƛŀƭǎ ōŜŎŀƳŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀōƭŜ όōƻǘƘ ŀǎ ŎƘƛƭŘ-only 

grave markers and inclusion on family grave markers) in accordance with broader memorialisation trends 

(Mc Kerr et al 2009: 128). The study recognises these grave markers likely represented those in the 

community who possessed sufficient economic means and literacy, and are therefore indicative of a higher-

class status. Children from poor backgrounds could be buried anonymously, or if memorialised receive 

minimal inscription (some grave markers were literally markers with no inscription at all such as metal 

crosses, see McKerr et al 2009:127, Figure 8). Economic capacity also likely influenced the purchase of 

grave markers made from cheaper materials, such as wood, that was less likely to have survived 

archaeologically. Also, mass, unmarked graves would have been used in the case of epidemics, with little 

regard for class. 

Of the 1,018 grave markers recorded, 15% included child-only or children named first, 36% had epitaphs for 

children, 84% named the child but contrastingly, 53.6% did not provide a specific age (Mc Kerr 2009:116). In 

the latter case, indications of age by ǇƘǊŀǎŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ΨƛƴŦŀƴǘΩ ƻǊ ΨŘȅƛƴƎ ȅƻǳƴƎΩ were sometimes used instead. 

For the much smaller number of children not named, their delayed representation on a grave marker (both 

with family or individually) was seen as a clear indication of their remembered status and therefore 

continuing importance to the family, although the reason for the absence of an inscribed name is not really 

addressed (McKerr et al 2009:126). The study also found that at most sites, younger children were just as 

likely to be memorialised as older children, casting doubt on the idea that infants and younger children 

were seen as less deserving of commemoration. Whilst acknowledging the preliminary nature of this initial 

investigation in child memorialisation, McKerr et al (2009:128-129) concluded that the proportion and 

ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘ ƳŜƳƻǊƛŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊŜŘΣ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ōƻǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ 

loss to the family and the increasing desire over this period to publicly acknowledge it. 

Within the Irish context, consideration has also been given to those children who were usually denied 

formal burial (Donnelly et al 1999; Donnelly 2008: Murphy 2011a, 2011b).This situation primarily affected 
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those of Roman Catholic faith, for whom canon law denied burial in consecrated ground for children 

unbaptised at the time of their death. The advent of the Catholic counter-reformation in seventeenth 

century Ireland saw this position strongly enforced, leading to the need for unofficial burial grounds (Cilliní) 

for such children. They also served as a space for other individuals denied formal burial due to their 

perceived deviant status (such as suicides). Cilliní locations, although discrete, were well known, occupying 

disused church graveyards, territorial boundaries, crossroads, and other marginal locations. 

Murphy (2011b: 411) suggests though, that it is oversimplifying such places to view them as purely liminal, 

rather, they represent a parental and community response to grief and loss despite the institutional 

dictates of the Catholic Church. As such, Cilliní, rather than an exclusionary space, served as a substitute for 

the consecrated churchyard. They also provided women with a place to commemorate and remember their 

miscarried, stillborn or infant child, away from tƘŜ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƎŀȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƘǳǊŎƘȅŀǊŘΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ΨǎǘƛƎƳŀΩ 

ƻŦ ŦŀƛƭǳǊŜ όŀǘ ƭƻǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘύ ŀƴŘ ǎƘŀƳŜ όŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘƛƻƴύ could 

be brought ǳǇƻƴ ǘƘŜƳΦ tŀǊŜƴǘΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƘƛƭŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Cilliní sought to replicate to the extent possible, 

normative burial ritual. Children could be buried in coffins in stone lined graves, plot boundaries delineated 

with stones and the grave top decorated with white quartz, with its apotropaic properties, or symbolism of 

purity (Murphy 2011a68, 2011b:420-пноύΦ ¢ƘŜ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ƎǊŀǾŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊΩǎ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ Cilliní display temporal and 

regional variation (Murphy 2011a:66-67). Iron crosses (some inscribed) and crosses marked on stones 

dating mostly to the late nineteenth century where found at a site in County Galway, while in County Kerry 

small unmarked stones are commonΦ CƻǊ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǳƴƳŀǊƪŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ ǿŀǎ ƻŦ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƪƴƻǿƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 

parents (or mother), but such public anonymity may have been a further response to the social and 

institutional pressures that had led to burial in the Cilliní in the first place. This practice demonstrates how 

particular social and ideological conditions can create different cemetery landscapes for children. 

Baxter, a pioneer in the development of the archaeology of childhood, has looked at childrŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜǎ and 

their encounters with mortality in the nineteenth century, and the need to incorporate an emotional 

context to such studies (Baxter 2013, 2015, 2019, 2020). She identified two distinct themes in the past 

interpreǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ focussed upon the population as a whole and saw the 

grave plot ŀǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩǎ ǎƻcial status within it. The second concerned itself with the 

emotional response to grief and how such sentiment was employed for the edification of family and society 

(Baxter 2013:106). Baxter was concerned to understand the construction and limitations of these 

approaches and the impact they had upon contemporary research directions, as well as the potential for 

new approaches arising from such awareness. Her interest in bridging this theoretical divide between 

status and sentimentality using structuration theory is discussed in Section 1.5.2. 

Baxter (2015) applieŘ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ƴƛƴŜǘŜŜƴǘƘ ŎŜƴǘǳǊȅ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎ ŘŀǘŜŘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ муст 

and 1906 in two Chicago garden cemeteries. She defined a child as aged 15 years or younger, recording 
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those gravestones where children were commemorated as individuals rather than as part of a family plot, 

including those that had been relocated to a family plot established after their death (for example following 

the death of the family patriarch). For those sections within the date range, Baxter sampled 50% (470 grave 

markers). An additional six graves were identified and added from another local site, the Catholic cemetery 

of Calvary. She was particularly interested to undertake this study in garden cemeteries as they 

represented a new type of cemetery setting, influenced by the desire for open space and nature in the face 

of growing capitalist industrialisation and urbanisation (Baugher and Veit 2014:125-159; Baxter 2015:1; Curl 

2001:25; Loudon 1843:9; Martin 2006; Morley 1971:43). Common features of the garden cemetery 

included a gently undulating and often lawned landscape of curved pathways, carefully selected trees, 

shrubs, decorative flower beds, and water features, such as lakes. The erection of artistic and tasteful 

monuments was also encouraged to create an educational effect not unlike the contemporary outdoor 

sculpture park (Baugher and Veit 2014:127-128). The garden cemetery, although evoking nature, was not 

wild but a carefully controlled landscape, symbolising the social order and acceptable sentiments 

supportive of it. It was often denoted by impressive entrance gates and boundary walls providing a bulwark 

against the world outside. Widely adopted in Western societies, notable nineteenth century examples 

include Père Lachaise (Paris, France 1804), Mt Auburn (Massachusetts, USA 1831), Kensal Green (London, 

England 1832) and Boroondara (Melbourne, Australia 1859). 

This desire for symbolic control paralleled the mid-ƴƛƴŜǘŜŜƴǘƘ ŎŜƴǘǳǊȅΩǎ ǎƻ-called beautification of death 

movement and the Victorian cult of mourning, often described as an attempt to control death itself 

through an orchestration of sentiment and imagery surrounding the preservation of the corpse, elaborate 

rituals of bereavement and commemoration, and a change in the conceptualisation of death towards more 

euphemistic inscriptions on monuments suggestive of rest and sleep (Arnold 2006: 205-223; Cherryson, 

Crossland and Tarlow 2012: 19-20; Curl 2000, Tarlow 1999:194, see also Smith and Snyder above). The 

ƎŀǊŘŜƴ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ŎƻƴŦǳǎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƛǘǎ ΨƻŦŦǎǇǊƛƴƎΩΣ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǿƴ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ƭŀǘǘŜǊΣ ŀǊƛǎƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

late nineteenth century with notable examples developed in the early twentieth century, such as Pinelawn 

(New York, USA 1902) and Forrest Lawn (California, USA 1907 to 1917). Although influenced by the idea of 

the garden cemetery, these sites had a much stronger economic rationale to their layout (Rugg 2006). Lawn 

cemeteries were typically designed as ordered landscaped gardens with large open lawned areas reserved 

for low-set uniform grave markers (usually level with the ground). Without the addition of plot kerbing or 

borders, such sites were seen as easier and more cost effective to maintain as the large lawned areas could 

be easily mown, although this functional explanation for their origins has been critiqued as simplistic and 

overlooking broader social reasons that saw  memorialisation move ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ŀ άƳƻŘŜǊƴ Ǉƭŀƛƴέ ǎǘȅƭŜ (Mallios 

and Caterino 2007:64). Still, such open and orderly landscapes increasingly gained favour into the twentieth 

century. Lawn cemeteries are of relevance to this study, as Enfield Memorial park was heavily influenced by 

this trend (Nicol 1997: 52-53). 
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BaxterΩǎ results did not fit easily with traditionally assumed associations between grave marker expenditure 

(material, inscription, and motif) and the social status of the deceased and family, or of a greater symbolic 

elaboration associated with childrŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜǎΦ CƻǊ ŀ ǎǘŀǊǘΣ ŀ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ƻŦ ǊŜŎƻǊŘŜŘ ŎƘƛƭŘ ŘŜŀǘƘǎ against 

their extant grave markers showed that those children with grave markers were a small proportion overall 

(Baxter 2015:11). In this sense those children had already achieved a higher status in death than those 

unmarked, remaining visible to the living and therefore continuing to exist not just in personal but also 

communal memory. However, Baxter found iƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎ to be mostly smaller in size, 

lacking decoration (such as motifs) and usually with simple epitaphs compared to the more elaborate verse 

found on adult grave markers, so an overt sense of class distinction was lacking. Of course, there were 

some elaborate exceptions, but she found, άǘƘŜ commemoration of children is generally much more 

άǉǳƛŜǘέ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊȅ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜέ ό.ŀȄǘŜǊ нлмрΥммύΦ 

She also found that only a small number of artistic designs were distinct to children, such as the lamb with 

its symbolic attributes of innocence and youth, as well as its religious symbolism of Jesus Christ as the Lamb 

of God and Shepherd to the Christian flock. Other child specific designs observed included furniture such as 

beds and pillows. These only appeared ƻƴ ŀ ǉǳŀǊǘŜǊ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎ ƛƴ this period at both sites. 

Baxter also found no obvious gender differences in the choice of grave marker motifs for children 

regardless of age, in marked contrast to the highly elaborated gender roles found in the society of the time. 

Gender references mainly occurred in ƛƴǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴǎ ŘŜƴƻǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ǊƻƭŜ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ŘŀǳƎƘǘŜǊ ƻǊ ǎƻƴΦ 

She believed this uniformity reflected a message about the importance of the child to the family as part of 

ǘƘŜƛǊ άŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅέ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƭŜǎǎ ƻŦ ŀƎŜ ƻǊ ƎŜƴŘŜǊΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘo remember the deceasedΩǎ all 

too brief presence within them (Baxter 2015:11). This view was supported in her sample by the practice of 

erŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǎƻƳŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎ Ƴŀƴȅ ȅŜŀǊǎ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘŜŀǘƘ when a family plot was finally 

established and the relocation of existing childrenΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎ into family plots. The re-memorialisation 

and incorporation of pre-deceased children following the erection of the family patriarchs όƻǊ ƳŀǘǊƛŀǊŎƘΩǎύ 

grave marker was particularly pronounced in the Catholic cemetery, where six child-only plots were found. 

From a class perspective, Baxter (2015:11-12) did see differences in expression between the two 

ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƘŜ ŦŜƭǘ ΨǇŜǊƘŀǇǎΩ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ŀ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ŀŦŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ŀǘ Ǉƭŀȅ ŀǘ wƻǎŜƘƛƭƭ ǘƘŀƴ hŀƪ ²ƻƻŘǎΦ !ǘ 

Rosehill the grave markers were more diverse in style suggesting less purchase of mass-produced types and 

inscriptions reflected broader commemorative ideals such as rest and sleep that required additional 

engraving. By comparison, Oak Woods used more mass-produced grave markers, briefer epitaphs and the 

rise of a cheaper grey marble material was evident. The complicated relationship between memorialisation 

expenditure and class status, particularly in relation to working class attitudes to memorialisation, 

continues to be analysed (Rosenow 2015; Strange 2002, 2003). She concluded that whilst children were 

seen as a distinct social category and their deaths viewed as different to that of adults, their primary 

identity in death was one of symbolic perpetuation of the family, achieving a sense of equality with other 
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deceased family members through similarities in the commemoration process. She also noted how this 

process changed over time as the effect of immigration and changing social views introduced further 

variability to the process of commemoration. Originally, predominantly formal, white marble gravestones 

were commonly used, suggestive of innocence, purity and, within the American context, a racial 

connotation, and these included expressive epitaphs. Subsequently, simpler, and more natural-looking 

monuments of granite and sandstone with smaller inscriptions and less information became popular. 

Baxter concluded that this reflected changes in the American conceptualisation of childhood from an 

idealised place of innocence to a natural point in the human lifecycle, requiring parental and social support 

(Baxter 2015:12). 

In Denmark, Sørenson (2010 and 2011) looked at changes in ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜ plots, using the results of 

fieldwork undertaken in 12 cemeteries in north-western Zealand from 2003 to 2010 (with subsequent 

observations in suburban cemeteries in Aarhus and Copenhagen). The study focuses mainly on the grave 

plots of stillborn, infant, and young children. SǄǊŜƴǎƻƴΩ ǿŀǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǿƘat he saw as a 

trend towards the creation of a more elaborate and interactional grave plot, noting that with the reduction 

in infant and child mortality in Western societyΣ άǘƘŜ ŘŜŀǘƘ ƻŦ ŀ ŎƘƛƭŘ ƛǎ ǿƛŘŜƭȅ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŀƴ 

ǳƴǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴŀōƭŜ ǘǊŀƎŜŘȅέ ό{ǄǊŜƴǎƻƴ нлм1: 161). Previously, during the twentieth century, Danish adult 

commemoration was very uniform in style, both in the burial custom employed and the grave plot realised. 

Notably, the level of biographical information provided on the grave marker was of an extensive nature, 

allowing visitors to development a ƳƻǊŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎŜŀǎŜŘΦ ²ƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΣ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ 

grave plots had taken a scaled down form of the adult grave, with less biographical text but more personal 

expressions from family (Sørenson 2011:162-163). 

Sørenson examined ǘƘŜ ΨŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜΩ ŦŀŎŜŘ ōȅ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳŜƳƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎǘƛƭƭōƻǊƴ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŎŜŀǎŜŘ 

infants due to the extremely limited nature of their life story. In such cases, traditional memorialisation 

practices predicated on the lived identity of the deceased as detailed in epitaphs and symbolised in motifs 

was more difficult to draw on. In place of this absence, an emotionally driven and experiential approachτ

what Sørenson describes as proscribed futurity (2010:128) influenced the construction of these child-only 

plots. This process involved conceptualisation by the parents (although it is possible other family members 

including siblings could participate), of the grave plot and marker within the context of not just future 

visitation, but how its arrangement will provide for an experiential interface materialised in the landscape 

that enables the maintenance of a dynamic rather than passive relationship with the deceased child.  

At first glance this concept may seem both obvious and hardly new. The gravesite has always served as a 

locus for potential visitation, reflection, and connection (of the living to the dead through memory). Indeed, 

I have previously argued for the usefulness of a phenomenological approach to the analysis of the cemetery 
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landscape and its material culture, and how their holistic nature manifests a reflective and embodied 

experience to the visitor (Muller 2006, 2015). The difference here is that, 

The bereaved have organised the grave to be an incitement to act and to engage corporeally, 
rather than to constitute the traditional place of introvert commemoration or silent 
contemplation (Sørenson 2011:165).  

This involves the initial arrangement and subsequent utilisation of material culture at the grave plot to 

initiate ongoing physical, rather than exclusively mental, activities that prolong in the mind of the living a 

relationship with the deceased. In practice, this serves to replicate to a degree what was and could have 

ōŜŜƴΦ hƴŜ ȅƻǳƴƎ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜ plot, for example, utilised granite paving stones as a train track upon which a 

movable toy train is located, carrying flowers. Having revisited the grave over a number of years Sørenson 

observed that the train was often moved into different positions, possibly by children visiting the grave, 

and in one year (2010) a note alluded to an Easter egg hunt for children with the eggs hidden around the 

grave plot. Such an activity allowed siblings, relatives, and friends of the deceased to engage in activities 

ƳƛǊǊƻǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ΨǇǊƻǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŦǳǘǳǊƛǘȅΩ ƻŦ Ǉƭŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƘƛƭŘ ǿƻǳƭŘ Ƙave engaged in had they lived. At the same time 

ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ Ǿƛǎƛǘŀtion played out this vision to the adults present in both a visceral and 

participatory way. At another ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ grave plot, a small bench allowed the parents to sit and read stories to 

the deceased child. Unlike the general placement of seats in a cemetery, the bench was consciously put 

there for this purpose, defining the futurity of the relationship beyond that of memory alone, with the 

parents seeking a more normalised activity mirroring domestic activities in the living world (Sørenson 

2011:165). Such actions suggested that parents faced with such a brief narrative for their child sought to 

άƳƻƴǳƳŜƴǘŀƭƛǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŜƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƭƻǎǎέ through the creation of an alternative one, where such 

lost futurity could be momentarily recovered to generate new stories between parent and child through 

the construction of the grave as an interactive stage for their visits. The value of the proscribed futurity 

approach for cemetery studies and particularly the archaeology of children is its capacity to contextualise 

and explain changes in child memorialisation in the contemporary cemetery landscape, and to contrast it 

with historical experiences of child memorialisation. 

3.4 Australasian cemetery studies 

Cemetery studies in Australasian historical archaeology have been actively pursued for over three decades, 

with a substantial number of articles and unpublished theses asking a variety of questions of both the 

surface and sub-surface archaeology of burials, and employing different methods to answer them. The 

ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŦƻŎǳǎ Ƙŀǎ ŦŀƭƭŜƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ōǳǊƛŀƭ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜǎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ƛƴ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ Ŏƻƭƻƴƛŀƭ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ǎƛƴŎŜ 

the late eighteenth century, although pre-colonial European burial, following the wreck of the Dutch ship 

Batavia in 1629 has also received attention (Patterson and Franklin 2004). 
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Studies of nineteenth century cemeteries across most Australian states and territories have been 

undertaken to assess their research potential (Casey 1992, Keirs 1988), understand broad trends in 

memorialisation overtime (Heddell-Stevens 2013, Lane 2013, Marin 1998, Nicol 1987, Pitt et al. 2017; 

Wright 2011) and to consider the reliability of previous results (Green 2010). Examinations of class and 

identity have proven popular themes (Denny 1994, Haywood 2018, Hems 2016, Matic 2003, Maclean 

2015). Excavation has also led to a growth in bio-archaeological investigation of human remains, burial 

artefacts found with the body and how to manage this sensitive area (Anson and Henneberg 2004, Donlon 

et al 2017, Haslem et al. 2003; McGowan 2007, McGowan and Prangnell 2011; Owen et al. 2017 Owen and 

Casey 2017). Alternatively, surface survey and geo-physical methods have been used to locate the remains 

of mortuary structures and unmarked grave sites (Moffat et al 2020; Prangnell and Howe 2014; Stanger and 

Roe 2007). Other areas looked at include landscape archaeology (Muller 2006, 2015), and other types of 

cemetery site (Janson 2015). tŀǘŜΩǎ (2006) discussion of cemetery variability between Adelaide and the 

Adelaide Hills provides useful general insights into the early establishment and characteristics of such sites 

and the materials used for grave markers in the early days of the South Australian colony. 

However, those groups in society who have historically been less powerful and subject to discrimination 

have at best received limited attention. , The degree to which Indigenous Australians where gradually 

allowed to, or chose to, access such sites for burial, within the racist framework of colonial times (and 

perpetuated by white Australia well into the twentieth century) remains untouched. Women also rarely 

receive singular focus, although gender often forms part of examinations of class and power. The only 

ǎǘǳŘȅ ǘƻ ǎƻƭŜƭȅ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ǿƻƳŀƴΩǎ ƳŜƳƻǊƛŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ AdamsonΩǎ (2011) examination of whether gendered 

attitudes to women played out in the style and elaboration of female grave markers. Taking his sample 

from five Adelaide cemeteries over a 100-year period (1836 to 1936), his method included a comparison of 

the number of characters used for female inscriptions compared to males, and therefore the level of 

expenditure employed ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǎŜȄΦ !ŘŀƳǎƻƴΩǎ όнлммΥпом-434) conclusions were mixed. On one hand he 

ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ŦƛƴŘ ŀ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ŎƻǊǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƛƴ ǿƻƳŀƴΩǎ ƭŜƎŀƭ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘȅƭŜ ƻŦ 

memorialisation, however he did see the late nineteenth to early twentieth centuries as a period when 

gendered characteristics and the relationships arising from them were more pronounced in 

commemoration, and that expenditure on grave markers between males and females was more even after 

ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ŦŀǾƻǳǊƛƴƎ ƳŀƭŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƳŜƴǘǎΦ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀƴΩǎ of non-Anglo-Celtic background have also received 

limited attention, with the notable exception of Abraham and Wegars (2003) work on historical Chinese 

cemeteries in Australia. 

Finally, children are also underrepresented in the Australasian literature. Donlon et al (2008) conducted a 

bio-archaeological examination of six perinatal infants found during excavations at the Parramatta convict 

hospital in New South Wales (NSW). The burials were dated from between c. 1800 to c. 1840. The different 

locations of the interments, a double grave traditionally orientated, a storage cellar and a rubbish pit, spoke 
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to different burial treatments of the children. Although, all would have been unbaptised due to their age 

and therefore buried in un-consecrated ground, the double burial suggested a greater level of care was 

taken in the location and arrangement of the deceased, whereas the later burials may have reflected an 

increased institutional role in their disposal, with the child quickly removed and the rubbish pit seen as a 

ŎƻƴǾŜƴƛŜƴǘ ōǳǊƛŀƭ ƻǇǘƛƻƴΦ Lƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƳŜƳƻǊƛŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ōȅ ƎǊŀǾŜ Ǉƭƻǘ ŀƴŘ ƎǊŀǾŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊΣ ǘǿƻ 

ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǿƻǊǘƘ ŎƭƻǎŜǊ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴΦ CŀǊǊŜƭƭΩǎ όнллоύ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀǘ aƛƴǘŀǊƻ ŀƴŘ 5ŜƎƴŜǊΩǎ όнллтύ ǿƻǊƪ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 

Fleurieu Peninsula. Both locations are in South Australia (SA). 

3.4.1 South Australia: CŀǊǊŜƭƭΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀǘ aƛƴǘŀǊƻ 

CŀǊǊŜƭƭΩǎ όнллоύ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ aƛƴǘŀǊƻ General and Catholic cemeteries in rural SA, although not specifically 

ŦƻŎǳǎǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜǎΣ ŘƛŘ ǳƴŎƻǾŜǊ ǎƻƳŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǊŜsults concerning their memorialisation as 

part of her broader study. Farrell was influenced by the work of Tarlow (1999) regarding the role of 

emotion in cemetery memorialisation, but was also interested in the degree to which class and familial 

status was reflected or masked by the memorialisation process. Here she drew on the ideas of McGuire 

όмфууΥпосύΣ ǿƘƻ ǎŀǿ ǘƘŜ Ǉƭƻǘ ŀƴŘ ƎǊŀǾŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊ ŀǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ǘƻ ǇŜǊǇŜǘǳŀǘŜ ŀ ΨŘƛŀƭƻƎǳŜΩ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ 

and the deceased. Given the cost of memorialisation, the landscape created was weighted towards those 

classes able to afford and invest resources into the grave. Accordingly, the world view espoused in the 

ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ŀǎǎŜƳōƭŀƎŜ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ǿŀǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ƴƻǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘƻ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

community but promote and therefore sustain their ideological conception of society, and the social and 

economic relations arising from it. However, he noted that the reflective dialectic achieved rested in the 

minds of the living and therefore, over time, the intŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ƛŘŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ΨŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴΩΣ άǘƻƻƪ ŦƻǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ 

ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƴŜǾŜǊ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎŜŀǎŜŘέ όaŎDǳƛǊŜ мфууΥпосύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛŘŜŀ ƛǎ ŀƪƛƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ 

ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎ ŀǊƛǎƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ DƛŘŘŜƴΩǎ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ όSection 1.5.2). 

Using these two perspectives, Farrell sought to investigate how emotion was manifested through the use of 

symbolic and linguistic devices in the material culture of the cemetery, and to what degree this reflected 

ideological relationships (social, economic and religious) in the rural farming community of the Mintaro 

area. Farrell analysed 160 legible grave markers dating from 1850 to the present (87 in the public cemetery 

and 73 in the Catholic cemetery). Using historical sources and oral histories, she identified the background 

of those buried in the cemeteries and their relationships to each other, in an attempt to infer how such 

ideological and class associations might have influenced the choices made for their memorialisation, and 

promoted or constrained the ways in which emotion was expressed within this context (Farrell 2003:6, 19). 

CŀǊǊŜƭƭΩ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ a child as any individual aged between birth and 12 years, but also included a problematic 

category, which she labelled ΨŀŘƻƭŜǎŎŜƴǘǎΩΣ that included anyone aged between 13 to 27 years (Farrell 

2003:83). The upper limits of this age range appear at odds with both historical and contemporary 

understandings of the perceived age transition from child to adult status. For example, in the nineteenth 
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century it was common for women in their late adolescence and early twenties to become mothers and 

thereby attain an adult identity (Morrow 2011:4). In the contemporary Australian idiom, the age of 21 

bestows a cultural adult identity already legally attained three years prior at 18.  

Farrell found that most children were interred in family plots and commemorated on grave markers 

primarily erected for adult family members. This was not an uncommon practice in the nineteenth century, 

and she theorised this may have reflected the costs of erecting individual grave markers for children during 

a period of higher child mortality ratesΦ tǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜǎΣ defined by Farrell as those in which the 

child was the first named person on the grave marker, numbered eight (11%) in the Catholic cemetery and 

15 (17%) in the Mintaro Public cemetery. She reasoned, therefore, that these examples were 

representative in form and style of choices made that related directly to the child (Farrell 2003:47). Grave 

markers where the child was added later ƳŀŘŜ ǳǇ мм҈ ŀƴŘ ΨŀŘƻƭŜǎŎŜƴǘǎΩ мо҈Φ Overall, the percentage of 

infants and children commemorated at both sites was similar (n=24; 28% at the public cemetery and n=20; 

27% at the Catholic cemetery). She concluded that additional text in relation to children, such as verses, 

ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ǳǎŜŘ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ǘƻ ŦƭƻǿŜǊǎΣ ƘŜŀǾŜƴΣ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ όƛƴ WŜǎǳǎΩǎ ŀǊƳǎύ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŜƳŀǘǳǊŜ ƭƻǎǎ όCŀǊǊŜƭƭ нллоΥулύ, 

although her analysis was brief and general on this point. 

Ψ!ŘƻƭŜǎŎŜƴǘΩ grave markers displayed the most frequent use of flower motifs regardless of sex (Farrell 

2003:86). However, when viewed within the broader sample, Farrell found that while the use of flower 

motifs between ΨŀŘƻƭŜǎŎŜƴǘΩ ŀƴŘ ŀŘǳƭǘ ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜ markers was roughly comparable (10% for adult 

women and 18% for ΨŀŘƻƭŜǎŎŜƴǘΩ ǿƻƳen), there was a stronger difference between ΨŀŘƻƭŜǎŎŜƴǘΩ and adult 

males (Farrell 2003:85). For adult men the most common motif was foliage, which was not found on 

adolescent male grave markers. In contrast, ΨŀŘƻƭŜǎŎŜƴǘΩ ƳŜƴ ǿŜǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ be commemorated with 

flower motifs (32% compared to 11% for adult males), although adult males had a greater range of motifs 

overall (Farrell 2003: 94-95).  

Farrell theorised that this pattern suggested a commemorative commonality between adult females and 

ΨŀŘƻƭŜǎŎŜƴǘǎΩ ƻŦ ōƻǘƘ ǎŜȄŜǎΣ ǿƘƻ all occupied a socially different status in comparison to adult males, the 

most powerful and dominant social group, for whom the greatest choice in grave marker style and features 

were reserved. These results, however, need to be considered within the context of her exaggerated 

ΨŀŘƻƭŜǎŎŜƴǘΩ ŀƎŜ ǊŀƴƎŜΦ 

3.4.2 {ƻǳǘƘ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΥ 5ŜƎƴŜǊΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ Cƭeurieu Peninsula 

5ŜƎƴŜǊΩǎ όнллтύ ǎǘǳŘȅ focused ǎƻƭŜƭȅ ƻƴ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛƴ нп ǊǳǊŀƭ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊƛŜǎ ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 

Fleurieu Peninsula, SA. The sample spans 1849 to 1901 and includes 304 children commemorated on 217 

grave markers. These were further ōǊƻƪŜƴ Řƻǿƴ ƛƴǘƻ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ōǳǊƛŀƭǎ (listed first) on both child-

only and family grave markers (n= 118; 39%), ǎŜŎƻƴŘŀǊȅ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ōǳǊƛŀƭǎ, defined as another child 

inscribed on the same grave marker as a primary child (n=50; 16%) and those children recorded as 
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secondary to adults on the same grave marker (n=136; 45%, Degner 2007:37). The cemeteries were 

Wesleyan Methodist, Congregational, Anglican, Bible Christian, and Roman Catholic denominations, as well 

as two multi-denominational sites. Degner ǿŀǎ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƻŦ CŀǊǊŜƭƭΩǎ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ŀŘƻƭŜǎŎŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ ŀ Ƴƻǎǘƭȅ 

nineteenth century sample, given that its current use and attached developmental connotations are a 

twentieth century development, as well as the broad age range that Farrell attached to it (Degner 2007:25-

27). Degner defined children as 21 years and under, based on the assumption that this age range would 

encompass all those likely to be affected by some aspect of a culturally constructed notion of childhood or 

at least a pre-adulthood status within the nineteenth century context of her sample (see Section 1.7).  

5ŜƎƴŜǊΩǎ ǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜŀ ǘƘŀǘ ƛŦ ŎƘƛƭŘƘƻƻŘ ƛǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭƭȅ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘŜŘ ŀnd therefore 

subject to cultural and class-based variation, then the ideology underpinning such a construct at any point 

in time may be potentially observable through the commemoration process and the material culture 

choices made therein. Her study was also situated within the broader framework of exploring adult social 

understandings of the qualities and characteristics associated with being a child, what she defined using the 

ŀǊŎƘŀƛŎ ƴƻǳƴΣ ΨchildnessΩΣ ŀ ǎŜǾŜƴǘŜŜƴǘƘ ŎŜƴǘǳǊȅ ǘŜǊƳ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǇƻƪŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ that makes one a child. She 

saw this concept as strongly related to children and childhood, but different in the sense that it operated as 

an ideological construct, that although subject to social and cultural construction tended to be viewed as 

somethingΣ άŦƛȄŜŘ ŀƴŘ ΨǘǊǳŜΩΧŦƻǊ ŀƭƭ ǘƛƳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇƭŀŎŜǎέ (Degner 2007:6). The degree of childness reflected in 

memorialisation therefore suggests the level of child identity and childhood attributed to the deceased (see 

Section 1.1). Using this approach, part of her study sought to test the findings from Mintaro. 

Degner identified several interesting trends that she saw as comparable to other colonial contexts, such as 

the USA. Infants and young children were more likely to have their names, ages and date of death omitted 

on grave markers, with most unnamed infants commemorated as secondary burials to primary adults or 

other children. More generally, the date of death appears least important in such contexts, with 38 children 

inscriptions on 17 grave markers omitting this (constituting о҈ ƻŦ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŀƴŘ мо҈ ƻŦ ǎŜŎƻƴŘŀǊȅ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ 

burials). Degner links this trend to the prevailing high mortality rates of the study period (Degner 2007:57-

58), but is not clear why, although her intimation may be a reference ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ΨǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭΩ, albeit erroneous, 

view of a correspondence been high child mortality and emotional detachment by parents (Section 2.2). 

The great majority of ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜǎ ƛƴ 5ŜƎƴŜǊΩǎ sample (n=118) did not use any visual motifs 

(73%), but 65% used epitaphs, suggesting the realisation of the child through verbal expression was the 

dominant trend. For the one in four families who chose a visual motif, the age of the deceased played a 

determining role. The grave markers of children aged from 0 to two years had the highest use (12%), 

showing that the use of pictorial forms was favoured in the commemoration of infants (Degner 2007:90). 

¢Ƙƛǎ ŀƭƛƎƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ {ƳƛǘƘΩǎ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜǎ ƛƴ 5ŜƭŀǿŀǊŜΣ ¦{A, although the age range of her 

sample was larger (0 to six years). Degner noted peaks in motif use from 1860 to 1865, 1875 to 1885, and 
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1890, followed by a decline, but does not articulate why this occurred (Degner 2007:70-72). {ƳƛǘƘΩǎ ǎŀƳǇƭŜ 

overlaps, 1850 to 1879, but the decline in motifs occurs earlier (1987:94).  

In examining the combination of inscribed and visual symbols used on the graves of children aged 0 to 4 

years, Degner thought the choice of flowers, lambs and angels suggested prevailing nineteenth century 

middle class ideas concerning the sweetness and innocence of children. These qualities in wording and 

motifs (10% of primary child burials), indicated that this age group was more closely associated with such 

perceptions than older children (Degner 2007:89, 92). The next highest use of motifs (10%) was found on 

the graves of 17 to 18-year-olds. Interestingly, the motifs favoured here were of a similar range and type as 

those used for the very young (Degner 2007:71, 73). Like Farrell, Degner (2007:71) found a significantly 

higher use and variety of ƳƻǘƛŦǎ ƻƴ ƳŀƭŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ƎǊŀǾŜǎ όсс҈ύ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŦŜƳŀƭŜs (31%), 

suggesting gender roles may have influenced such selections. Lambs, foliage, flowers, sunrays, and cherubs 

were only found for male children and doves for female children. Given the relatively small sample (n=31) 

and differing use by gender in other cemeteries, this may represent a highly localised rather than broader 

pattern, although again Degner does not provide comment. 

Degner was also interested to see how variables affecting the transition from child to adult, such as gender 

and class, were expressed in the cemetery. She found a correlation between the type of epitaph chosen 

ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎŜŀǎŜŘΩǎ ŀƎŜ, with the graves of 14 to 18-year oldΩǎ more likely to reflect adult themes of a 

memento mori nature, addressing the onlooker to prepare for death and a successful transition to the 

afterlife. Degner found these themes on the graves of both sexes within the Anglican, Wesleyan Methodist 

and non-conformist denominations of her sample from 1855 to 1899, reflective of the influence of 

Evangelical Protestantism and its ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨƎƻƻŘ ŘŜŀǘƘΩ, an idealised settling of worldly affairs and 

heavenly preparedness when facing mortality (Jalland 1996:51). However, this occurs in only 3% of her 

total sample and is restricted to a geographic area (Degner 2007:93). Despite this, it may still be indicative 

of the view that between the ages of 14 to 18 individuals were starting to be re-conceptualised as young 

adults, and as such their memorialisation needed to reflect this new identity. 

Degner concluded that adult perceptions of childhood were observable in the cemeteriesΩ grave markers, 

particularly through epitaph use, referencing ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ŎƻƳƳƻƴƭȅ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ 

behaviour. She believed age to be the biggest determinant, with concepts ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ΨƛƴƴƻŎŜƴŎŜΩ ǿŜƛƎƘǘŜŘ 

towards those aged from 0 to 4 years, while memento mori styles of expression were more likely for those 

aged 14 to 15 years. Gender was also seen as a factor, with males more likely to receive a greater range of 

motifs and marker styles reflective of their social status (Degner 2007:94). However, Degner felt that the 

limitations posed by the conservative and rural nature of the study areaΣ άΧǇǊŜǾŜƴǘŜŘ ǿƛŘŜǊ ǘǊŜƴŘǎ ŦǊƻƳ 

ōŜƛƴƎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘέ (Degner 2007:92). She suggested that a broader geographical and chronological study 
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could further examine and test her findings and clarify the extent to which childness is reflected in the 

cemetery. 

3.5 Conclusion 

This chapter has reviewed and discussed the archaeological results arising from Western scholarship 

concerning the memorialisation of children in the cemetery landscape over the last 200 years. In keeping 

with the multi-disciplinary approach of the previous chapter, historical and sociological contributions have 

also been included with the proviso that their methods have applicability for the archaeologist. The 

evidence suggests that the memorialisation of children in Western society has undergone change over this 

period, with an increase in the visibility of child burials and their appearance on grave markers tracking with 

broader social and cultural developments in the cemetery landscape from the nineteenth century onwards. 

As well, more contemporary re-conceptualisations of child identity for stillborn, peri-nates and infants has 

resulted in original trends in the use of material culture in the construction of their grave plots, especially in 

the use of grave furniture. 

The literature raises a number of questions warranting further attention, including the nature and function 

of the memorialisation message presented by the grave marker; differences in the representation of 

children by age and plot type; the use of a domesticated funerary and religious imagery; the familial 

identity given to the child, and the reconciling of different influences on the ultimate choices made, such as 

emotion, social status and class. To address this range of variation the use of childness as an interpretive 

concept will be pursued and tested against the archaeological data arising from this study (CHAPTER 8). The 

next chapter provides an overview of the South Australian historical context and how the five cemetery 

sites surveyed fit within it. The historical development and layout of each site is also detailed. 
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CHAPTER 4 
HISTORICAL BACKGROUND TO THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES 

4.1 South Australian Historical Background 

{ƻǳǘƘ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ Ŏƻƭƻƴƛŀƭ ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƛƴŎƛŘŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘe period of Victorian ideals, and the primarily Anglo-

Celtic background of its colonists saw them closely identify with, and to a degree replicate, the cultures of 

Britain and Ireland. Where previous Australian colonies had been characterised by varying combinations of 

convict transportation, geopolitics and economic potential, South Australia was envisaged primarily as a 

business venture. Investors desired to make profits from a model society founded on capitalist free market 

ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜŘ ōȅ 9Řǿƛƴ Dƛōōƻƴ ²ŀƪŜŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳŀǘƛŎ Ŏƻƭƻƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƳƻŘŜƭΦ aŀƛƴ (1986:96-97) 

ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǎ ŀ άǘƘŜƻǊȅ ƻŦ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭƛǎƳέΣ ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ƛƴǾƻƭǾƛƴƎ ŦƛȄŜŘ ǇǊƛŎŜ ƭŀƴŘ ǎŀƭŜǎΣ the 

reinvestment of profits to sponsor the immigration of free labourers (ensuring a steady supply of 

employees), with a degree of self-government at distance from Britain. This South Australian mindset was 

evidenced by the passing of the South Australian Colonisation Act 1834 by the British Parliament. The Act 

explicitly prevented the settlement of convicts, although this did not stop them from travelling overland to 

the new settlement (Whitelock 1977:45, 166). The availability and affordability of land ownership in South 

Australia encouraged the growth of an opportunistic colonial middle class, both a product of, and 

participants in, the continuing wave of colonial capitalist expansion that characterised the century by 

increased urbanisation, industrialisation and global trade (Gibbs 1984:21-26; Whitelock 1977:20, 193-194). 

They aspired to create a socially and morally respectable community mirroring the tenor and principles of 

the emergent Victorian society. 

The early nineteenth century was also a time of rising religious dissent against the established church in 

Britain. Non-ŎƻƴŦƻǊƳƛǎǘ ΨŦǊŜŜ ŎƘǳǊŎƘΩ ŘŜƴƻƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ such as Methodists, Baptists and Congregationalists, 

saw the colony as an opportunity to establish religious freedoms denied them in Britain, where the Church 

of England exerted influence in affairs such as burial rites over non-conformist preferences. ThŜ ΨǾƻƭǳƴǘŀǊȅ 

ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜΩ ŀƭǎƻ ǎƻǳƎƘǘ ǘƻ ƛƴƘƛōƛǘ ǘƘŜ ŘƻƳƛƴŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŀƴȅ ƻƴŜ ŎƘǳǊŎƘ ƻǊ ŘŜƴƻƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǾŜǊ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ όIƛƭƭƛŀǊŘ 

and Hunt 1986:195-197). Despite the Anglican church still gaining a secure, if less dominant, foothold in the 

new colony (Whitelock 1977:190-198), non-conformist congregations enjoyed greater freedom to establish 

their own churches and burial grounds (such as the Wesleyans at Walkerville; Section 4.2.2). This more 

open religious environment also resulted in the immigration of other persecuted groups, with a significant 

German Lutheran community from Prussia established (Whitelock 1977:54-55), some of whose graves 

occur in this study. Irish immigration saw Roman Catholicism arrive in the 1840s, albeit begrudgingly from 

the suspicious Protestant majority. Despite their minority status (Prest 2001:96), an initially independent 

wƻƳŀƴ /ŀǘƘƻƭƛŎ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊȅ ǿŀǎ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ŀŘƧŀŎŜƴǘ ǘƻ !ŘŜƭŀƛŘŜΩǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊȅ ƻƴ West Terrace 

(founded 1837) in 1845 (Nicol 1994:85). In the same decade the Anglicans were granted a substantial 
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ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ²Ŝǎǘ ¢ŜǊǊŀŎŜΩǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊ WŜǿƛǎƘ ŀǊŜŀ ǿŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘΦ hŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ ƴƻƴ-

conformist sections were gradually added, starting with the Quaker section in 1855 (Nicol 1994:85). 

Demographically, the state reflected the position of the other colonies in promoting a racially white 

European Australia, notwithstanding the arrival of peoples from other parts of Europe, Chinese, and other 

nationals during the gold rushes of the mid nineteenth century (Whitlam 1985:485). 

Twentieth century immigration patterns have seen the gradual development of greater religious and 

cultural diversity in the Australian community. Immigrants initially arrived from southern and eastern- 

Europe following the devastation of the Second World War, and the resulting political and economic 

uncertainties faced in the post-war period. Asian immigration increased in the 1970s, and since the 1980s 

the introduction of the skilled immigration policy (Hugo 2014) has steadily increased arrivals from China 

and the Asian sub-continent. More recently over the last two decades, political and economic instability in 

parts of Africa has seen the growth of a diversŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƻŦ !ŦǊƛŎŀƴ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΦ !ǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘΣ !ŘŜƭŀƛŘŜΩǎ 

cemeteries have increasingly come to reflect the development of a highly diverse society, first through 

individual memorialisation and then the creation of distinct religious sections in cemeteries, such as 

Christian Orthodox, Muslim and Buddhist, amongst others. 

4.2 The archaeological sites 

Four of the five archaeological sites surveyed were established during the mid-nineteenth century during 

the early years of South AustraliaΩǎ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘ. As a British colony, almost exclusively peopled by 

those of Anglo-Celtic origin and identity, memorialisation trends in the Australian cemetery were strongly 

influenced by those in the UK as well as fashions in the United States and Europe (Murray 2003:49). This 

British cultural sense extended well beyond the federation of the Australian colonies on the first of January 

1901 to form the Commonwealth of Australia, as Australians grappled with ideas of national identity well 

into the war years of the second decade of the twentieth century. So, the cemetery landscape in 

nineteenth and early twentieth century Australia continued to reflect British and Irish influences. Locally 

manufactured grave markers, in an increasingly mass-produced market, rarely distinguished themselves 

from standardised forms found in the UK and its colonies (Mytum 2004 63). 

4.2.1 Hindmarsh cemetery 

Hindmarsh was originally the second town to be surveyed following the founding of Adelaide in 1836. 

Section 353, consisting of 134 acres, was selected by Sir John Hindmarsh, the first Governor of South 

Australia, in May 1838 and sold for subdivision the same month (Cockburn 1990:100-101). Subsequently, 

IƛƴŘƳŀǊǎƘΩǎ ƴŀƳŜ ǿŀǎ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘ ōȅ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊ ǾƻǘŜ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊƳŀƭƭȅ ōŜǉǳŜŀǘƘŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ му 

July 1838. Thirty-four acres was provided to a trust for the provision of streets and public purposes. From 

its beginnings, Hindmarsh was intended to be a primarily working class community (Nicol 1986:3; Riddle 

1986:2; Whitelock 1977:181), as its proximity to reliable fresh water (the River Torrens flows through the 



 

56 

district) allowed for the development of amenable industries. These included tanneries, wool-scouring, fell-

mongering, flour-milling, and slaughterhouses (Branson 1977:8), with the waste produced finding its way 

into the river. The soil was also suitable for the farming of crops and the grazing of animals. The 

ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ǿŀǎ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜŘ ōȅ IƛƴŘƳŀǊǎƘΩǎ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǇƭŀŎŜŘ handily adjacent to the 

road to the Port of Adelaide (then a rough track), providing the opportunity for the export of goods (Geyer 

ŀƴŘ 5ƻƴƻǾŀƴ мффсΥоύΦ Lǘ ǿŀǎ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ tƻǊǘ wƻŀŘ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ IƛƴŘƳŀǊǎƘΩǎ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ 

buildings, such as the Town Hall, and retail outlets, were subsequently situated, particularly following the 

establishment of the District Council of Hindmarsh in 1853. The opening of the railway between Adelaide 

and the port in 1856 further enhanced ǘƘŜ ǘƻǿƴΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ǇǊƻǎǇŜŎǘǎ.  

The development of low cost housing for workers in the adjoining areas of Bowden and Brompton in the 

1870s, following the establishment of the gas works there in 1861 (Donovan 1986:40) saw the district 

became an enlarged manufacturing hub for many trades, with brick production one of the most prominent 

industries due to the highly suitable clay dug from local pugholes (Riddle 1986:4-7). The industrial character 

of Hindmarsh is still apparent today, with factories still dominating the immediate area around the 

cemetery. Hindmarsh was also very much a dissenteǊΩǎ ǘƻǿƴΣ ŎŀǘŜǊƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ά/ƻƴƎǊŜƎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭΣ aŜǘƘƻŘƛǎǘΣ 

tǊƛƳƛǘƛǾŜ aŜǘƘƻŘƛǎǘΣ /ƘǳǊŎƘ ƻŦ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ wƻƳŀƴ /ŀǘƘƻƭƛŎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎέ όDŜȅŜǊ ŀƴŘ 5ƻƴƻǾŀƴ мффсΥрύΦ So 

much so, that the original site planned for the cemetery was changed so as not to be adjacent to a chapel 

also planned for that location (Nicol 1986:5). 

The Hindmarsh Cemetery is located approximately five km from the Adelaide central business district (CBD) 

in the cities inner-western suburbs (Figure 1-2 and Figure 4-1). Following the establishment of Hindmarsh 

there was some urgency for a burial ground to prevent residents having to travel to West Terrace cemetery 

in Adelaide. Following some debate, it was agreed to locate the cemetery in an area adjacent to the river 

originally planned for a marketplace, with provision made for a non-denominational burial ground (Nicol 

1994:105; Parsons 1974:32-33). The site consisted of two acres, to be enclosed and administered by a trust. 

The first burial was recorded on 21 April 1846. Given the strongly working-class population, the cost of a 

stone grave marker would have been prohibitive for many at this time (Nicol 1986:6-7). Small wooden 

markers allowing for a name and date were used as temporary grave markers, and remarkably two survive 

in situ to this day. 

In 1886, concerns with the administration of the Trust led to the attempted takeover of the cemetery by 

the local Council; however, following a special meeting, the Trust was exonerated and retained control. The 

cemetery continued to be reserved for the exclusive use of Hindmarsh residents (which excluded nearby 

Bowden and Brompton; Parsons 1974:174-175). According to Parsons, it was not until 22 November 1926 

that the Council took over the running of the site, although Nicol (1994:292) records it as the following 

year. The administration of the site has remained under the local council ever since. 
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Figure 4-1. Hindmarsh cemetery: Upper Section looking west (Photo by author). 

 

Address 32 Adam Street, Hindmarsh, 5007, SA 

Local Government 

Area (LGA) 

City of Charles Sturt 

Administration City of Charles Sturt 

Heritage Status Registered as a State heritage place in the SA Heritage Register (State Heritage 

ID/Number: 11799/9253) on 23rd November 1989 (Hindmarsh Cemetery and 

{ŜȄǘƻƴΩǎ Cottage) *  

*All heritage information in this chapter obtained from the SA Heritage Places Database 

Wedged between the river and factories, Hindmarsh Cemetery is most visible from its western border 

ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀōǳǘǎ {ƻǳǘƘ wƻŀŘΣ !ŘŜƭŀƛŘŜΩǎ main north-south thoroughfare. The curved course of the River Torrens 

embankment progressively widens the southern border of the cemetery as it heads west, traversed by an 

adjacent cycling path, resulting in irregular row lengths. The northern border of the site is regular and faces 

onto Adam StreŜǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŦŀŎǘƻǊƛŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦƻǊƳŜǊ мууп {ŜȄǘƻƴΩǎ ŎƻǘǘŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ όƴƻǿ ǳǎŜŘ ŀǎ 

a rental property), along with toilet facilities, cap the narrow eastern end. The only other building on site is 

ǘƘŜ ƴƻǿ ŘƛǎǳǎŜŘ Ψ5ŜŀŘ IƻǳǎŜΩ ŘŀǘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ мурп, that was historically used to store the deceased in their 

coffin whilst awaiting the excavation of the grave plot prior to the burial service (Nicol 1986:9, 74). The 

building is used today as a tool shed and a small covered shelter with seating has been added. It is in the 
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Lower section by a crossing pathway. With the exception of the open southern side, the site is enclosed by 

a chain and pipe fence, with three entry gates of the same material located at the start of the pathways and 

near the {ŜȄǘƻƴΩǎ ŎƻǘǘŀƎŜ ƻn Adam Street, replacing earlier wooden picket and concrete fencing (Nicol 

1986:10). 

 

Figure 4-2. Aerial map of Hindmarsh cemetery: Blue lines indicate River Torrens (Reproduced with permission from 
the City of Charles Sturt 2019). 

 

The site layout consists of three main sections, which running from the west are named Lower, Upper and 

Eastern, divided from each other by two north-south running pathways running between Adam Street and 

the River Torrens (Figure 4-2). Each row is visibly numbered at the Adam Street end, although these are 

white plastic numbers adhered to kerbing and some are now missing. Some rows have also been numbered 

on the river side as well. Individual plot numbering commences from Adam Street, but these are not 

marked. The nineteenth century cemetery layout has been changed over time. As early as the 1880s the 

site was already running out of burial space with no possibility of expansion (Nicol 1986:14). Consequently, 

original plantings, paths and seating were removed to free up areas for burial. In 1972 the Lower section 

underwent substantial change, with grave markers in rows A to L removed, and the sections reconfigured 

using concrete beams on lawn (Nicol 1986:28). Those plots still leased had their grave markers re-erected 

on beams and some of the more historical out of lease examples were re-erected in other parts of the 

cemetery (notably against the northern boundary fence). However, many grave markers were damaged 
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(and some removed) as part of this process and the Council called a stop to works (Nicol 1986: 28, 

1994:425-426). As a result, the spatial and historical integrity of the Lower section is less reliable than the 

rest of the site. A heritage survey of the site was conducted in 1986 (Nicol 1986). A communal memorial for 

stillborn children buried in unmarked graves is located in the north-eastern corner of the Lower section, 

which although undated appears to be made of contemporary materials (metal plaque on boulder). The 

ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊȅ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴΦ Today, interments at Hindmarsh are limited by 

available space to existing licensees and cremations (small plaques) and there are no current guidelines 

concerning grave furniture (City of Charles Sturt 2000).. The Hindmarsh Cemetery Register of burials 1846 

to 1995 (three printed volumes compiled in alphabetical order, A to G, H to N and O to Z) are available by 

request at the Hindmarsh Library located at 139 Port Road, Hindmarsh (City of Hindmarsh Woodville 1996). 

Each entry contains the date of death, plot number, name of the deceased and age at death. Enquiries 

concerning cemetery records post 1995 are made direct to council. 

4.2.2 Walkerville cemetery 

In similar circumstances to Hindmarsh, Governor John Hindmarsh purchased Section 476 along the eastern 

River Torrens in May 1838 but quickly sold the land on to a syndicate for profit (Scales 1974:2). Like 

IƛƴŘƳŀǊǎƘΣ ²ŀƭƪŜǊǾƛƭƭŜ ƘŀŘ ǘƘŜ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ŎƭƻǎŜ ǇǊƻȄƛƳƛǘȅ ǘƻ ΨǘƻǿƴΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ wƛǾŜǊ ¢ƻǊǊŜƴǎΣ but by 

ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘ ǿŀǎΣ άenvisaged as a rural retreat, with grand homes in spacious grounds for business and 

ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ƎŜƴǘƭŜƳŀƴέ ŀƴŘ ŀ άǾƛƭƭŀƎŜ ŦƻǊ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ǎŜǘǘƭŜǊǎέ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƻƴŜ ŀŎǊŜ ǿŀǎ ƻŦŦŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

άƭŀōƻǳǊƛƴƎ ŎƭŀǎǎŜǎέ όaǳƭcahy 1990:108; Scales 1974:1). At a meeting held in December 1838, the town was 

named after Captain John Walker, R. N., a prominent landowner in the district and public figure. This 

middle-to-upper class community made its fortune from mining (copper and gold) and farming (sheep and 

cattle) and sought to recreate the social life and activities enjoyed by the British upper classes (Mulcahy 

1990:109). The strong pace of development led to the establishment of the District Council of Walkerville in 

July 1855. 

The Walkerville Wesleyan Cemetery is in the inner-eastern suburb of Walkerville, approximately 6.5 km 

from the Adelaide CBD (Figure 1-2 and Figure 4-3). The cemetery was opened on the 8th of May 1849 

following the transfer of the land by indenture (Lot 49 in Section 476) the previous year to the Trustees for 

the Wesleyan Methodist Society in the Province of South Australia. The original Methodist church had been 

built across the road (Smith Street) from the eventual cemetery site in 1844 and has been replaced twice, 

with the third and current church built in 1912. The first recorded burial was of Elizabeth Haynes on the 

10th of April 1850 (Friends of the Walkerville Wesleyan Cemetery 2011:4; Lewis 1988:92), although earlier 

burials are ƪƴƻǿƴ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǎǘŜǊƴ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ ό5Ŝƴǘƻƴ мффмΥффύΦ ¢ƘǊŜŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǎƭŀǘŜ ƎǊŀǾŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎΣ 

dated between 1847 and 1849, were found in this area during survey. The Trustees also allowed for the 

burial of other denominations at the site. 
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Figure 4-3. Walkerville cemetery: Western section looking south west (Photo by author). 

 

Address 10 Smith Street, Walkerville, 5081, SA 

Local Government 

Area (LGA) 

The Town of Walkerville 

Administration Adelaide Cemeteries Authority overseen by The Town of Walkerville 

Heritage Status Authorised as a Local heritage place (Local Heritage Number ς 8485) on 8th 

February 2007 (The extent of the cemetery reserve and includes early configuration 

graves and early landscape quality including stone walls). 

 

After 124 years of use and just a year after the Walkerville Council had assumed control of its management, 

the cemetery was closed; the last burial took place in May 1973. Prior to this decision, the number of 

burials had steadily declined as the available space was used up (Friends of the Walkerville Wesleyan 

Cemetery 2011:28). To this point 3,785 interments had occurred (Lewis 1988:92). The council considered 

clearing the site for a park (with the headstones placed against the surrounding walls) but instead, in 

conjunction with the National Trust, opted to preserve the site (Scales 1974:194). More recently, in 2004, 

the Council reopened a southern corner section of the cemetery adjacent to Gawler Terrace for 

cremations. A heritage survey and conservation and management plan has been compiled for the site 

(McDougall and Vines 2005, 2012). 
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The cemetery is bounded by Smith Street to the northeast and the diagonal Gawler terrace to the 

southwest. The south ŜŀǎǘŜǊƴ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ŀōǳǘǎ {ǘ !ƴŘǊŜǿΩǎ tǊƛƳŀǊȅ {ŎƘƻƻƭ όŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ мурлύ 

and some residential properties, whilst the smaller north western boundary adjoins residential properties 

only. The site slopes gently from the northwest to the southeast and this has resulted in the pooling of 

rainwater and the growth of mosses on the exposed soil in the north eastern section of the site. Stone walls 

run along three sides, with Gawler Terrace bounded by a thick hedge. The freestone fencing dates from 

1882 (Lewis 1988:91). The main gated entrance is on Smith Street with a wide, straight path running across 

the cemetery to the only other entrance/exit on Gawler Terrace. Halfway along this central path a flower-

covered arbour and seats have been added. The only other building on site is a contemporary rotunda 

erected in the new cremation section. Evidence of a brick drainage system and some early landscape 

elements remain (McDougall and Vines 2005:144-145). The rows are no longer marked, or the plots 

numbered, and the layout of gravestones does not always align. Some areas no longer contain monuments 

although pieces of brick or wood edging, and mounded earth suggest grave plots. Two thirds of the 

interments were children with 400 of these aged less than one year (Friends of the Walkerville Wesleyan 

Cemetery 2011:3), ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴΦ Currently, there are no guidelines 

regarding the use of grave furniture although Council seeks to preserve the historic appearance of the site, 

and is in the process of reviewing management practices (Scott Reardon pers. comm. 2021). 

 

Figure 4-4. Historic Plaque: Walkerville cemetery (Photo by author). 

 

Overleaf - Figure 4-5. Aerial view of Walkerville cemetery (Reproduced with permission from the Town of 
Walkerville 2019). 
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4.2.3 Cheltenham cemetery 

Section 419 was originally owned by John Denman, who named it Cheltenham after his home town in 

Gloucestershire, UK (Marsden 1977:20).Cheltenham was surveyed in 1849 and subdivided; however its 

location between the city and the Port meant it was slower to develop than areas at either end of the Port 

Road, such as Hindmarsh, although the perception of good farmland in the adjoining Woodville district did 

attract the interest of the colonial gentry (ACA 2018:8; Geyer and Donovan 1996:3-4; Parsons 1974:43). In 

1853 the area remained distinctly rural in character and was described as containing 14 wattle-and-daub 

huts situated near the Port Road to better facilitate the transport of people and goods (Marsden 1977:20). 

The advent of the railway between the city and Port in 1856 was of little help, as no station was allocated 

for the area (Eland 2005:7). 

Cheltenham retained its predominantly rural character until access to the area was improved with the 

addition of Cheltenham Railway Station to the existing Port train line in 1895, in part to transport horses to 

the newly established Cheltenham Racecourse nearby (Geyer and Donovan 1996:20). Into the twentieth 

century, the development and ready availability of the private car opened up suburbs like Cheltenham to 

an increase in population, exemplified by the establishment of the large Holden car body manufacturing 

plant at nearby Woodville in 1923 (Eland 2005:7; Geyer and Donovan 1996:5, 14-15). 

Post-war immigration patterns saw an increase in the establishment of Roman Catholic and Orthodox 

congregations and churches in the area, with the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of the Holy Trinity built in 

Cheltenham in 1953 (Geyer and Donovan 1996:35). Although wedged between the Port and Woodville 

districts, Cheltenham has historically identified more strongly with the portside suburbs to its north-west 

and the working-class ethos of the Port area. 

The Cheltenham Cemetery is in !ŘŜƭŀƛŘŜΩǎ outer-western suburbs, within 4 km of the Port of Adelaide and 

11 km from the CBD via the Port Road (Figure 1-2 and Figure 4-6). 5ŜǎǇƛǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ initial slow population 

growth, the closure of the nearby Alberton Cemetery in 1874, except for existing leases (Wild 2008:49); saw 

the need for a larger burial ground. This led to a campaign for the creation of a new cemetery to serve the 

needs of the Port Adelaide area. Given the unsuitability of land on the Le Fevre Peninsula (comprising a 

large section of the Port proper) an area between Alberton and Woodville and close to the Port road was 

suggested (Express and Telegraph, 2 October 1874:2). Cheltenham cemetery was subsequently established 

by the Port Adelaide Council in 1876 (Marsden 1977:56). 
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Figure 4-6. Cheltenham cemetery looking west (Photo by author). 

 

Address High Street and Port Road, Cheltenham, 5014, SA 

Local 

Government Area 

(LGA) 

City of Charles Sturt 

Administration Adelaide Cemeteries Authority (ACA) 

Heritage Status The cemetery as a whole does not have heritage status; however, the gravesite of 

Japanese Naval Cadet Yoshikuma Kawakami was registered as a State heritage place in 

the SA Heritage Register (State Heritage ID/Number: 14287/9252) on 4th March  1993 

and a further 14 individual gravesites (encompassing all material gravesite features) 

were authorised as Local heritage places (Local Heritage Numbers ς 26219, 26220, 

20803, 20804, 20805, 20806, 20807, 20808, 20863, 20864, 20865, 20866, 20867, 

20868, ) on 15th May 2014. 

 

The first burial at Cheltenham was Hannah Wheatley Mussared from the Le Fevre Peninsula on the 27th of 

July 1876. As the population of the district increased, the demand for burial space saw the cemetery 

expand in 1937 but was it was full again by the 1950s and the site fell into a period of neglect. These 

ongoing space issues led to Cheltenham becoming the first cemetery in Australia to introduce a policy of 

reusing expired grave plots, in conjunction with state legislation, when the Enfield General Trust took over 
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the running of the cemetery in 1987. Administration of the site was transferred to the Adelaide Cemeteries 

Authority (ACA) in 2002. The re-use of existing sites at Cheltenham in 2018 constituted 40% (ACA 2018:9) 

although this practice remains a concern for both familial and cultural heritage reasons (The Advertiser, 23 

November 2019:16-17). 

Cheltenham cemetery is bounded by Port Road, High Street, Woodstock Street, Cheltenham Parade and 

Chippenham Street (Figure 4-7). The surrounding area is predominantly residential except for some 

industrial buildings in the south eastern corner. The site is 14.57 hectares in size and essentially rectangular 

in shape, bisected by four bitumen driveways which can only be entered from High Street and which run 

across the site to the Chippenham Street boundary. The site contains 31,494 burial sites (total burials 

66,234) and 2,547 cremation memorial sites (6,055 interred cremations, ACA 2018:11). The only buildings 

on site are the maintenance workshop in the south west corner and a toilet. The cemetery is quite exposed 

for the visitor with no permanent shelter. A rotunda once existed in zones D and E, the foundations of 

which were still visible in 2004 before being removed to make way for new burial sites (Gibson 2004). 

Temporary shelters are erected for services.  

From an archaeological perspective, several ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ƘŜŀǾƛƭȅ ŘƛǎǘǳǊōŜŘ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ !/!Ωǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƻŦ Ǉƭƻǘ 

re-use that results in the removal of the original grave marker and any plot details. Some grave markers, 

assessed as having heritage significance, have been left in situ in these reused sections. A modern 

ƳŀǳǎƻƭŜǳƳ ƛǎ ǇƭŀƴƴŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊȅΩǎ ŜŀǎǘŜǊƴ ǎƛŘŜ όThe Advertiser, 19 December2019:17). 

¢ƘŜ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊȅ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴΦ Guidelines regarding grave markers and grave 

furniture are enforced by the ACA and perishable, damaged or prohibited grave furniture is cleared from 

plots on a monthly basis (ACA 2018:40, undated; Lisa Clarke pers. comm. 2021). The Burial Register for 

Cheltenham cemetery is maintained by the ACA and is available online. Each record contains the 

ŘŜŎŜŀǎŜŘΩǎ ƴŀƳŜΣ ŘŀǘŜ ƻŦ ōƛǊǘƘ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŀǘƘΣ ŘŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜΣ ƎǊŀǾŜ Ǉƭƻǘ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǎƛǘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊΦ 

4.2.4 {ǘ WǳŘŜΩǎ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊȅ, Brighton 

Like much of early Adelaide, Brighton was opened with land grants selected at a meeting held in March 

1839. With its distance from Adelaide, the area was initially rural in nature (Branson 1975:8) and suited to 

growing wheat, barley and running cattle. The area also provided work for labourers, not just in agriculture 

but also for the construction of the township (established by 1844) and the levelling of the coastal sand hills 

to build roads and other infrastructure. In 1853 the District Council of Brighton was established, and the 

area was laid out in three sections as Old, Middle, and New Brighton (Taylor 1958:16).  

As the Brighton area became more established, its coastal location and modified beach front saw it 

ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ άwƛǾƛŜǊŀ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ƻǳǘƘέ όIƻƭǘ мффмΥ ȄƛύΣ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛƴƎ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ !ŘŜƭŀƛŘŜΩǎ ƳƛŘŘƭŜ ŀƴŘ 

upper classes to its coastal lifestyle. This saw the purchase of large allotments and the construction of 

ƎǊŀƴŘ ƘƻǳǎŜǎΣ ŎƻƳƳŜƴŎƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ aƛŎƘŀŜƭ CŜŀǘƘŜǊǎǘƻƴŜΩǎ Ψ.ǊƛƎƘǘƻƴ IƻǳǎŜΩ ŜǊŜŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ муплΣ that included in 
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its grounds a private family burial ground and vault. For some wealthy families, these properties served as 

ǎǳƳƳŜǊ ƘƻǳǎŜǎ ƻƴƭȅΣ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǊǾƛǾƛƴƎ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƭƛƪŜ Ψ¢ƘŜ /ŀǎǘƭŜΩ ǿŜǊŜ ōǳƛƭǘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƴŜȄǘ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ Ŏƭŀǎǎ 

ŎƻǘǘŀƎŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ .ǊƛƎƘǘƻƴ ŀǊŜŀΩs seaside resort status and the eventual introduction of a railway to the city 

(the current line dates from 1913) has seen this originally semi-rural township, and later outer suburban 

area of Adelaide, develop something of a mixed class demographic, although the areas nearest the beach 

have always retained a wealthier character in comparison to those west of the Brighton road. 

 

Figure 4-7. Aerial view of Cheltenham cemetery: Surveyed area outlined in red (Reproduced with permission from 
the Adelaide Cemeteries Authority 2019). 

 

{ǘ WǳŘŜΩǎ /ŜƳŜǘŜǊȅ is in !ŘŜƭŀƛŘŜΩǎ outer south-western area, one km from Brighton Beach and 

approximately 16 km from the CBD by road (Figure 1-2 and Figure 4-8). In 1854 having decided on the 
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establishment of the Church of St Jude to provide for the Episcopalian faith in the area the Trustees 

negotiated the transfer of three- and three-quarter acres of land from the landowner for a cost of 

£187/10/0 (Andison 1985:xi). Subsequently, due to financial pressures, what was considered surplus land of 

three acres was sold by the Trustees to William Voules Brown, the landlord of the local tavern, for use as a 

public cemetery (although privately owned by Brown), complete with a right of way to allow access through 

the church grounds (Andison 1985:3; Branson 1975:12, Taylor 1958:33). The foundation stone of the 

Church was laid on the 16th of December 1854 and the Church opened on the 8th of April 1855; however, 

burials had already commenced. Stillborn and unbaptised infants were also interred, officiated by Voules 

Brown (Holt 1991:63). On the 23rd of July 1872 the south-east quarter of the cemetery was handed to the 

diocese by Voules Brown and consecrated by Bishop Short to form the Church of England section (Andison 

1985: xi), although the distribution and lying out of the graves remained with the Brown family. On the 

28th of June 1923 the administration of the cemetery was transferred by agreement with the Brown family 

ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¢ǊǳǎǘŜŜǎ ƻŦ {ǘ WǳŘŜΩǎ /ƘǳǊŎƘΦ 

 

 

Figure 4-8. St JuŘŜΩǎ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊȅ: Central roadway looking west (Photo by author). 

 

In 1941 an additional one and a half acres was added to the southern side of the Cemetery. Consecration of 

the W.A. A. West Memorial Wall (Columbarium) took place in 1963, the wall forming a western boundary 

either side of the front entrance. Ownership of the site was relinquished by the Trustees to the Diocese of 

Adelaide (Church of England) in 1974 and in 1982, by Act of Parliament Brighton City Council took over the 

running of the cemetery (Andison 1985:54). Although {ǘ WǳŘŜΩǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǿ located in the City of Holdfast Bay, its 

day-to-day administration falls under the Adelaide Cemeteries Authority (ACA). 
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Address 444 Brighton Road, Brighton, 5048, SA 

Local Government Area 

(LGA) 

City of Holdfast Bay 

Administration Adelaide Cemeteries Authority (ACA) overseen by the City of Holdfast Bay 

Heritage Status Registered as a State heritage place in the SA Heritage Register (State Heritage 

ID/Number: 14461/4384) on 4th March 1993. 

 

The ŜƴǘǊŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ {ǘ WǳŘŜΩǎ /ŜƳŜǘŜǊȅ ƛǎ well set back from Brighton road and obscured by the Church. The 

site is bordered by the Brighton primary school and oval to its north and residential properties to the east 

ŀƴŘ ǎƻǳǘƘΦ {ǘ WǳŘŜΩǎ ŎƘǳǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴƎǊŜƎŀǘŜŘ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊȅΩǎ ƴƻǊǘƘŜǊƴ 

boundary. The site is rectangular and elongated in shape (Figure 4-10), except for the later southern 

addition, and is split centrally by a sealed road that runs from the western entrance through to the eastern 

end of the cemetery. There are no buildings within the cemetery grounds. ACA guidelines regarding grave 

furniture are applied to St Judes (ACA undated). ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴΦ The original 

hardcopy of the Burial Register is held by the City of Holdfast Bay. Microfiche copies are available at the 

/ƛǘȅ ƻŦ IƻƭŘŦŀǎǘ .ŀȅ [ƛōǊŀǊȅΦ 9ŀŎƘ ǊŜŎƻǊŘ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴǎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎŜŀǎŜŘΩǎ ƴŀƳŜΣ ŀōƻŘŜΣ ŘŀǘŜ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊƳŜƴǘΣ ŀƎŜΣ ōȅ 

whom the ceremony was performed and the grave plot location and site number. The ACA is currently 

working with the City of Holdfast Bay to provide a public platform for access to the burial records at a 

future date (Matthew Adam pers. comm. 2020). 

 

Figure 4-9. {ǘ WǳŘŜΩ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊȅΥ {patial division between old and new sections (Photo by author).
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Figure 4-10. AeǊƛŀƭ ƳŀǇ ƻŦ {ǘ WǳŘŜΩǎ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊȅ όReproduced with permission from the City of Holdfast Bay 2019). 
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4.2.5 ¢ƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴΣ 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘ aŜƳƻǊƛŀƭ tŀǊƪ 

Unlike the other cemeteries investigated, the Enfield Memorial Park was established in the mid-twentieth 

century under state auspices, and therefore does not reflect the immediate community and its 

demographics. However, the historical origins of the Enfield area did affect the future location of the 

cemetery in relation to the availability of land. During the early colonisation of Adelaide, the areas north of 

the River Torrens were less popular for take up, being perceived as either dryer or boggier than other parts 

of the colony (Lewis 1985:11). As a result, the land was placed on the open market, rather than allotted, 

which broadened the purchasing opportunity for larger acreages to any persons who could raise the money 

required. Charles French Folland purchased 80 acres in 1848 to clear for farming and 100 years later the 

{ǘŀǘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΣ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘ ŀ ƭŀǊƎŜΣ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ƴƻǊǘƘŜǊƴ ǎǳōǳǊōǎΣ ǿŀǎ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ 

purchase part of this estate for the site of the new cemetery. 

 

Figure 4-11. The /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎŀǊŘŜƴΣ 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘ Memorial Park: Looking west from peri-natal section (Photo by author). 

 

Address Browning Street, Clearview, 5085, SA 

Local Government Area (LGA) City of Port Adelaide Enfield 

Administration Adelaide Cemeteries Authority (ACA) 

Heritage Status None 
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With the establishment in 1938 of a large general cemetery in !ŘŜƭŀƛŘŜΩǎ ǎƻǳǘƘŜǊƴ ǎǳōǳǊōǎ (Centennial 

Park) in a joint venture between the Mitcham and Unley councils (Nicol 1994:250-296), the South 

Australian government recognised the need for a similar facility for the northern part of the city and passed 

the Enfield General Cemetery Act 1944. This legislation allowed for the creation of the Enfield General 

Cemetery Trust to oversee the creation and running of the new cemetery. The cemetery opened in 1947 

with the first burial undertaken on the 9th of March (Nicol: 1997:66). The cemetery was heavily influenced 

by the idea of the lawn cemetery (Nicol 1997: 52), whose uniform landscape and grave markers worked 

ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ŏƭŀǎǎ ǎǘŀǘǳǎΦ !ǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ōȅ [Ŝǿƛǎ όмфурΥннуύΣ άhƴƭȅ ŀ ǎƳŀƭƭ ǘŀōƭŜǘ ǎŜǘ ŦƭǳǎƘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

lawn identifies family sitŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊȅέΦ 

Due to financial struggles, the trust entered a public-private partnership with the Evergreen Memorial Park 

Ltd in 1962 (with the cemetery renamed accordingly). As part of the new business plan a crematorium was 

built and opened in 1969. The collapse of Evergreen in 1971 resulted in state government intervention to 

prop up and administer the site. Today the renamed Enfield Memorial Park is run by the Adelaide 

Cemeteries Authority (ACA) who has their offices there. 

 

 

 

Figure 4-12. Cremation Wall: tƭŀǉǳŜǎΣ Ŏŀǎǘ ƛǊƻƴ ƻƴ ǎǘƻƴŜΣ ǘƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ǿŜǎǘ όtƘƻǘƻ ōȅ ŀǳǘƘƻǊύΦ 
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Figure 4-13. Aerial map of Enfield Memorial Park: /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ Darden identified by blue arrow (Reproduced with permission from the Adelaide Cemeteries Authority 2019) 
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Enfield Memorial Park is in the outer-northern suburb of Clearview (adjacent to Enfield), approximately 

10.5 km from the Adelaide CBD (Figure 1-2 and Figure 4-13). An early photo of the area now occupied by 

ǘƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴ ǎƘƻǿǎ ŀ ŎƛǊŎǳƭŀǊ ǇŀǘŎh of shrubbery (Nicol 1997:73). Plans for a fountain feature on 

this spot was never realised (see illustrations Nicol 1997:132, 146-147). Retaining its circular shape due to 

the road layout (Figure 4-11 and Figure 4-13), ǘƘƛǎ ŀǊŜŀ ǿŀǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴ ƛƴ 1986 to 

address changing needs in the interment of stillborn and perinatal children (Kym. Liebig pers. comm. 2019). 

ACA guidelines determine the acceptability of grave markers and grave furniture (ACA 2018a:34, undated). 

Perishable, damaged and prohibited grave furniture is cleared on a monthly basis, with the exception of the 

/ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ Darden (see Section 8.5). The Burial Register for Enfield Memorial Park is maintained by the ACA 

ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƻƴƭƛƴŜΦ 9ŀŎƘ ǊŜŎƻǊŘ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴǎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎŜŀǎŜŘΩǎ ƴŀƳŜΣ ŘŀǘŜ ƻŦ ōƛǊǘƘ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŀǘƘΣ ŘŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜΣ 

grave plot location and site number. 

4.3 Conclusion 

The cemeteries described in this chapter illustrate the diversity of the memorialisation landscape as it was 

established in the colonial period of South Australia. Both the emergent idea of the secular (as opposed to 

religiously) run cemetery, whether municipal or private, and the more traditional church graveyard appear 

ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŀƳǇƭŜΦ ²ŀƭƪŜǊǾƛƭƭŜ ŀƴŘ {ǘ WǳŘŜΩǎ ōƻǘƘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŎƻƴƎǊŜƎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊƛŜǎΣ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ 

their Wesleyan and Anglican connections, and in the more open religious environment of the new colony 

ƴŜƛǘƘŜǊ ŜƴǾƛǎŀƎŜŘ ŀƴ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛǾŜ ŘŜƴƻƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ōǳǊƛŀƭ ǎǇŀŎŜΦ {ǘ WǳŘŜΩǎΣ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘ ǘƻ ±ƻǳƭŜǎ 

Brown, waǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜƭȅ Ǌǳƴ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊȅΣ ŀƭōŜƛǘ ǿƛǘƘ continuing connections to St JǳŘŜΩǎ 

church next door. Hindmarsh and later, Cheltenham reflected the pragmatic need for a suitable burial 

ground, both utilitarian in inspiration, as the then towns (now suburbs) developed. Some families though 

sought to tap into the zeitgeist of the nineteenth century Victorian cemetery by erecting expensive and 

ƎǊŀƴŘ ƎǊŀǾŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǳǘƛƭƛȊƛƴƎ ƭŀǊƎŜ Ǉƭƻǘ ǎǇŀŎŜǎΣ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ƛƴǎǇƛǊŜŘ ōȅ !ŘŜƭŀƛŘŜΩǎ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǎǘ ŀƴŘ Ƴƻǎǘ 

grandiose cemetery, West Terrace. As in other parts of Australia, the ideal of the Victorian cemetery was 

acknowledged but not always met (Murray 2003a, 2003b). 

To differing degrees all four general cemetery sites continued to be used into the twentieth century. 

Hindmarsh and Walkerville, constrained by their relatively small footprints, became full and ceased 

operations for a time, although cremation interments have now returned to both. Cheltenham and St 

WǳŘŜΩǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘ ǘƻ ƻǇŜǊŀǘŜΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳŜǊ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ƻǊƛŜƴǘŜŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜǎΣ ǇǳǊǎǳƛƴƎ ŀ 

program of grave reclamation and reburial, and more recently the establishment of a gated area. The 

youngest of the five sites, Enfield Memorial Park reflects its twentieth century creation, and retains 

something of a commercial nature, despite now being under a board of directors appointed by the State 
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Government. It continues to reflect the idea of the lawn cemetery and something of the garden cemetery 

ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭΣ ǿƛǘƘ ƛǘǎ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜŘ ǇƭŀƴǘƛƴƎǎΦ Lǘǎ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴ ŀƴŘ ŎƘƛƭŘ ƛƴǘŜǊƳŜƴǘǎ ŜƭǎŜǿƘŜǊŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǎ 

continue to evolve in accordance with social perceptions of both child identity and childhood. Enfield and 

Cheltenham, as larger sites also have a greater capacity to accommodate a more culturally diverse 

landscape reflective of demographic changes in the Australian population over time. 

These five cemeteries taken together form a representative sample of how families (and society) have 

coped with and responded to child death in the South Australian context over the last 180 years. The 

material culture created from this traumatic event awaits us in these landscapes as do the inscribed and 

symbolised thoughts and feelings of parents, families, and communities. In the next chapter the methods 

used to identify and analyse this archaeological record are explained and discussed. 
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CHAPTER 5  
ARCHAEOLOGICAL METHODS 

5.1 Introduction 

The archaeological recording methods used at the five cemetery sites attempted to record as many aspects 

of the grave marker and plot as possible. The usefulness or otherwise of individual variables was later 

determined during analysis. Previous guides to cemetery recording were consulted (Goffinet 2013; Jones 

1979; Mytum 2002), as well as drawing on past experience from my own and other projects. Statistical 

guidance was also accessed (Kalinowski and Fidler 2010), particularly as used within the context of an 

archaeological approach (Baxter 2003; Drennan 1996). 

5.2 Sample criteria 

As the literature review suggested significant historical changes in the conceptualisation of children had 

coalesced into a view of the ideal child and childhood by the nineteenth century, this period was chosen as 

the starting point to examine how such views were expressed through memorialisation to the present. In 

order to address the research questions (Section 1.2), the following conditions needed to be satisfied in the 

selection of cemeteries: 

¶ A suitable chronological spread, encompassing both the nineteenth, twentieth and early-twenty 

first centuries. 

¶ An appropriate number of grave markers and grave plots to allow for a statistically viable 

population sample and the application of both descriptive and inferential statistical methods. 

¶ The selection of more than one cemetery to allow for potential variations in memorialisation by 

historically different socio-economic populations.      

¶ Inclusion of a child-specific burial space (e.g. a child-only cemetery). 

5.3 Site Selection 

Firstly, an urban location was preferred in order to contrast with previous rural based research on 

childreƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜǎ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀ ό5ŜƎƴŜǊ нллтύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŀƭƭƻǿŜŘ ŦƻǊ the comparison of results between the 

two studies. Secondly, it was decided to focus upon one urban region to ensure a coherent and 

manageable research population rather than mixing samples from different regions, states and territories. 

The Adelaide greater metropolitan area (870km²), with a population of 1.33 million, was chosen as it 

contained a suitable selection of cemeteries of sufficient time span given the ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŘŀǘŜ ƻŦ 

1836. Thirdly, the socio-economic diversity of the historical urban communities established in colonial 

times (Holt 1991: xi, Mulcahy 1990: 108-109; Nicol 1986:3, Riddle 1986:2; Whitelock 1977:181) provided 



 

76 
 

opportunities to contrast child memorialisation by status and class, both within the cemetery and between 

ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊƛŜǎΦ aŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƻŘŀȅΩǎ ƻƭŘŜǊ ǎǳōǳǊōǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭƭȅ ǎƳŀƭƭ ǘƻǿƴǎƘƛǇǎ ǳntil subsumed by the 

expanding city and have retained an associated class identity based on their historic economic and social 

origins. Of course, choosing such locations do not guarantee that every burial at that site is subject to, or 

reflective of, the dominant socio-economic identity associated with that area, or that such class influences 

always manifest through the memorialisation process in obvious ways (see Section 5.8.2). 

A desktop review of all extant Adelaide metropolitan cemeteries was undertaken, and a short list drawn up 

against the selection criteria.  Site visits were then undertaken to determine the approximate population 

size of each site. As the research plan required comparison of data from more than one site in concert with 

seeking a large enough sample for statistical analysis, it was decided to select two traditionally working- 

Ŏƭŀǎǎ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǘǿƻ ƳƛŘŘƭŜ ǘƻ ǳǇǇŜǊ Ŏƭŀǎǎ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ /ƘƻƛŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƛŦǘƘ ǎƛǘŜΣ ŀ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊȅΣ ǿŀǎ 

more limited, as they mostly only occur within larger twentieth century cemeteries, and are in the 

Australian context, relatively recent additions. The five sites chosen, their historical backgrounds and spatial 

layouts are presented in CHAPTER 4 (se also Figure 1-2 for a map of their locations in Adelaide). 

5.4 Preliminary planning 

Although all the cemeteries to be surveyed were publicly accessible, the responsible cemetery authorities 

were contacted, both as a courtesy, and to obtain maps of the sites if available (these are reproduced in 

CHAPTER 4ύΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƴǎƛǘƛǾƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴ ŀǘ 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊƭȅ 

visit, liaison was undertaken with the ACA to explain the purpose of the fieldwork, intended methods and 

to obtain the necessary photographic consent. 

The purely archaeological and historical focus of the research meant that ethics approval was not required 

from the University. 

5.5 Cemetery recording 

Each cemetery was surveyed by a team of between one and five volunteers (mostly students) under the 

supervision of the author and in accordance with Flinders University volunteer and fieldwork guidelines. To 

assist the standardisation of field recording and to reduce the chances of information being missed, a 

Cemetery Recording Form was used for each grave (Appendix A). This was a modified version of the 

recording form first developed for cemetery surveys by Burke and Smith (2004:350). Tick box lists were 

used to standardise the recording of all variables wherever possible. Each recorder was required to fill out 

all criteria listed on the form and to write any additional details on its blank reverse. On-site checking of the 

forms was provided by the author to address any issues of interpretation or uncertainty arising and to 

ensure quality assurance of the fieldwork survey. Recording focused on the entire grave plot rather than 
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just the grave marker. This meant that all associated material culture, such as fencing, borders and grave 

furniture, were included, in accordance with the detailed approach promoted by Jones (1979) and Mytum 

(2002:79-136). On commencing the recording form, volunteers wrote down the site name, their name, date 

of recording and the main family name of the deceased. A grave reference code was given to the first 

recording of the session and the sequence was then followed. If available this used on site information such 

as row numbers, if not an invented sequence was ǳǎŜŘΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ Ψ9WофоΩ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎΣ 9ŀǎǘŜǊƴ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴΣ 

Row J, 393rd grave marker and plot recorded. 

Any grave plot with a grave marker inscribed with the death of an individual aged from 0 to 20 years of age, 

including cases where the child died prior to birth, was pin flagged for recording. Age was calculated either 

directly from the expressed years and months inscribed against an individual, the use of age specific terms 

ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ΨǎǘƛƭƭōƻǊƴΩ ƻǊ ΨƛƴŦŀƴǘΩΣ ƻǊ ōȅ ŀ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ōƛǊǘƘ ŀƴŘ death dates. This process was 

double checked, as it was not unusual to miss some instances due to a misreading of the inscription or 

obscured readability due to the angle of the sun. The rationale for this age range is discussed in Section 1.7. 

Such grave markers could denote an individual child only, a group of children or children included with 

adults on a family grave marker. As such, the survey method was oriented towards collecting a judgemental 

sample, driven by the research questions, rather than a random sample. 

5.6 Terminology used for grave marker styles 

The list for grave marker forms consisted of: tablet, horizontal slab, block, obelisk/pillar, statue/sculpture, 

ŎǊƻǎǎΣ ǇƭŀǉǳŜΣ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ΨƻǘƘŜǊΩ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ New South Wales (NSW) National 

¢Ǌǳǎǘ ƻŦ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ DǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ŦƻǊ /ŜƳŜǘŜǊy Conservation (2009:120-126). This guide was made available to 

volunteers to help them achieve a consistent approach to recording. As this document has a primarily 

nineteenth century focus, some twentieth century styles are not covered. The existing terminology was 

adapted to describe and include these styles, with reference to the monument types used by Mytum 

(2002:103-122). 

Due to the high number of differing tablets styles, in comparison to other grave marker forms, they were 

grouped into four categories based on style similarities for analysis as follows, 

¶ Group 1: Rectangular or square, rectangular with shoulders, rectangular with wave, semicircular, 

semicircular with shoulders, semicircular with cut away shoulders, semicircular with acroteria 

¶ Group 2: Gothic, gothic with acroteria, gothic with shoulders, gabled, gabled with shoulders, 

gabled with peaked shoulders, pedimented 

¶ Group 3: Cambered, cambered with shoulders, cambered with cut away shoulders, 

anthropomorphic, ogee, double, stylised double 
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¶ Group 4: Diamond, angular with curve, cross surmount with shoulders, scroll, heart shaped, rustic, 

stepped 

This was not needed for the other categories. A detailed illustration of grave marker forms and styles is 

presented in Appendix B. 

5.6.1 Recording of the grave marker and grave plot 

The spatial elements of each grave marker and plot were recorded as follows. First the physical location of 

the grave plot was recorded using a handheld Global Positioning System unit (GPS - Garmin GPSmap 62), 

taking a numbered waypoint using geodetic datum (GDA 94). This waypoint (eastings and northings) was 

then recorded on both the recording form and GPS Log form. Although providing only 5m accuracy, this 

was sufficient for relocating graves for any additional recording needs. The context of the grave plot was 

recorded in relation to its facial orientation (i.e. the direction in which the inscribed surface of the grave 

marker faced) by cardinal points using a handheld compass. Where this was problematic, e.g. for grave 

markers with more than one face, then the main inscription was identified, and this face was recorded as 

the primary orientation. 

For grave markers the following physical dimensions were measured using a 5-metre tape: grave marker 

height, depth, and width; plinth height and depth (if applicable); total monument height (grave marker plus 

plinth); and fence or border height. For angled grave markers (usually plaque forms at 45°); the in situ 

height and depth was used as the primary measurement for spatial analysis (for completeness the actual 

spatial height and depth of the object at 90° was also recorded). Plot types were classified from the grave 

marker inscriptions as follows: individual (a single burial), double (the burial of two people) and group (the 

burial of more than two). The total number of grave markers, and interments per plot were also recorded 

based on the inscriptions and a list of burials by name and date of death compiled. Any associations 

between plots, such as members of the same family in the same or adjacent row, were noted. Sex was 

ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƴŀƳŜΣ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀƭ ǘƛǘƭŜ ƻǊ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ƎŜƴŘŜǊŜŘ ǘŜǊƳǎΦ ²ƘŜǊŜ ǎŜȄ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ōŜ 

ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ Ψǳƴƪƴƻǿƴ ǎŜȄΩ ǿŀǎ ǊŜŎƻǊŘŜŘΦ  

5.6.2 Grave marker layout 

The terminology used to describe features on the grave marker is illustrated in Figure 5-1. Motifs represent 

any visual imagery added to the marker (in Figure 5-1 a wreath with ivy). Remembrance introductions 

(Mytum 2004:80-81) ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ΨLƴ [ƻǾƛƴƎ aŜƳƻǊȅ ƻŦΩ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŎƻƳƳŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŜȄǘ ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ inscription, which 

forms ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎŜŀǎŜŘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŜǇƛǘŀǇƘΦ This can be made up of a number of inscription styles, with additional 

lines added to the grave marker as further burials occur, with these multiple inscriptional events adding to 

the biographical social life of the material culture (Mytum 2004, see Section 9.1.1). Figure 5-1uses both 

ŜƳƻǘƛǾŜ άōŜƭƻǾŜŘέ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƭƛƎƛƻǳǎ άǎŀŦŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǊƳǎ ƻŦ WŜǎǳǎέ ǘŜǊƳǎΦ DǊŀǾŜ ŦǳǊƴƛǘǳǊŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŀƭƭ additional 
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items added to the grave plot, either portable or fixed. In Figure 5-1 this includes an inscribed marble 

double vase. 

5.6.3 Inscription and motif 

The complete inscription on each grave marker was recorded verbatim and laid out on the form as on the 

ƳƻƴǳƳŜƴǘΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǘǘŜǊƛƴƎ ǎǘȅƭŜ όŜƴƎǊŀǾŜŘΣ ŜƴƎǊŀǾŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǇŀƛƴǘŜŘΣ ƭŜŀŘ ƭŜǘǘŜǊǎΣ ǇŀƛƴǘŜŘ ƻƴƭȅ ƻǊ ΨƻǘƘŜǊΩύ 

noted. The form asked a number of questions of the inscription that the recorder needed to interpret. The 

style of language was split into four categories: emotive, factual, biographical, or religious. Factual 

expression was confined to instances where a grave marker had only the identity of the deceased and the 

date of death (and sometimes birth), but no other text. The other three styles provide additional text about 

emotional relationships between the living and the deceased, their religious beliefs and additional 

biographical details. Of these latter three styles, more than one could be used on the same grave marker to 

express different sentiments (Figure 5-1), in which case more than one tick was needed. Also recorded was 

the grammatical person and from a reading of the text an assumption of authorship (parent/s, spouse or 

friend/other). In most cases parents or a surviving spouse are likely to have chosen the inscription, but 

where the parents had already died, another family member or friend would have undertaken this task Also 

of interest to record was the ordering of individuals by family patriarch, order of death, family position or 

unrelated to others (usually denoting a child- only grave marker). This was also helpful in dating the grave 

marker (see Section 5.6.5). Such choices on family grave markers speak to issues of social and familial 

status and are discussed in Section 9.1.1. 

Finally, different categories of key wording were also noted when present. These were remembrance 

ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴǎ όΨ{ŀŎǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƳŜƳƻǊȅ ƻŦΩ ŀƴŘ ΨLƴ ƭƻǾƛƴƎ ƳŜƳƻǊȅ ƻŦκƛƴ ƳŜƳƻǊȅ ƻŦΩύΣ ŜƳƻǘƛǾŜ όΨ.ŜƭƻǾŜŘΩύΣ 

religious, re-union/re-ǳƴƛǘŜŘΤ ŜǳǇƘŜƳƛǎƳǎ ŦƻǊ ŘŜŀǘƘ όΨwŜǎǘƛƴƎκǎƭŜŜǇƛƴƎΩΣ ΨǇŀǎǎŜŘ ŀǿŀȅκƭŜŀǾƛƴƎΩύΣ 

ΨǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭƛǎŜŘΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƻǘƘŜǊΩ ŦƻǊ ǿƻǊŘƛƴƎ ŦŀƭƭƛƴƎ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ όǿƘƛŎƘ needed to be specified on 

the form). Motifs (recurring images and designs), if present, were similarly configured for easy recording. 

The main recurring categories of motif were listed on the recording form (e.g. religious: angel, dove, cross, 

figure, lamb and anchor, funerary: wreath, hands, ribbon, book and pillar/urn, and floral: (flowers, tree, ivy 

ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŦƻƭƛŀƎŜύΦ !ƎŀƛƴΣ ΨƻǘƘŜǊΩ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŀƴ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ƳƻǘƛŦǎ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎΦ DǊŀǾŜ ŦǳǊƴƛǘǳǊŜ 

was recorded using the following categories: vase, flowers, toys, photos/pictures, statues/dolls, plantings, 

ǎƘŜƭƭǎ ŀƴŘ ΨƻǘƘŜǊΩΦ ! ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ƳŀŘŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŀǊǘƛŦƛŎƛŀƭ ŦƭƻǿŜǊǎΣ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳŜǊΩǎ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ 

suggested current grave visitation. 

The form provided an option to note the denomination of the child or family, although denomination was 

not necessarily always readily visible, as the same inscriptions and motifs could be used by different groups 

(see Section 5.8.1)Φ !ǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘΣ ΨǳƴƪƴƻǿƴΩ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƻƳƳƻƴƭy selected option. Finally, the 

monumental masons identity if present materially was added to the form. This usually involved a name and 
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sometimes a work address inscribed near the base of the grave marker or ƻƴ ƪŜǊōƛƴƎ ƻǊ ŀ ǇƭŀǉǳŜΣ ŜΦƎΦ άF. 

Herring. W. Terrace & Vic Sqέ. However ultimately, further detailed examination of these identities did not 

form part of this study as explained in Section 5.8.4. 

Finally, each grave marker was photographed to archaeological standard with identifying photo board 

(showing the plot reference for the grave marker as on the recording form), scale (either a two-metre range 

pole or mini-rod) and north arrow, using a Nikon D60 camera. The photograph numbers were written onto 

both the recording form and a separate photo log form. All photographs were subsequently stored in 

labelled electronic folders. CǳǊǘƘŜǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛƴǘƻ ŎƻƴǘŜƳǇƻǊŀǊȅ ŎƘƻƛŎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƎǊŀǾŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊ ƳƻǘƛŦǎ 

was undertaken by viewing commercial cemetery catalogues online and by contacting the ACA concerning 

ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǊ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴΦ 

 

 

Figure 5-1. Example of grave marker layout showing motif, remembrance introduction, inscription (epitaph) and 
grave furniture: Gothic tablet with shoulders, marble, c. 1916, Hindmarsh cemetery facing west (Photo by author). 
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5.6.4 Extent of fieldwork 

A total of 2,128 grave markers from 2,104 grave plots were recorded. IƛƴŘƳŀǊǎƘΣ ²ŀƭƪŜǊǾƛƭƭŜΣ ŀƴŘ {ǘ WǳŘŜΩǎ 

were surveyed in their entirety (recording all gravestones with a person commemorated aged from 0 to 20 

years). However, Cheltenham has experienced significant alteration to its landscape over time due to the 

reclamation of some sections for new burials, resulting in the widespread removal of original grave markers 

from those areas (Nicol 1994:425-426). This fact required additional methodological refinement. Following 

an on-foot examination of the site, a suitably large and intact area was identified for survey that appeared 

from inspection to provide a suitable chronological range. This area comprised Sections BX, CX, FX and GX 

(Rows 5 to 42, Figure 4-7). !ǘ 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘΣ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴΣ ǿŀǎ ǎǳǊǾŜȅŜŘΦ 

5.6.5 Determining the primary burial and decade of grave marker erection 

A circa (c.) primary date of erection for each grave marker was calculated by determining the primary 

individual or individuals for whom the monument appears to have been erected. This was done by an 

analysis of the inscription layout and ordering of individuals and burial dates, as well as grave marker form 

and style. For grave markers commemorating one individual this was usually straightforward. However, for 

grave markers commemorating more than one individual and where dates were not listed in order of 

death, the primary burial was usually inferred from that individualΩs position on the grave marker (the first 

name listed)Φ !ƴȅ ƛƴǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŘŀǘŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǇƭŀŎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ Ψƴƻǘ ƛƴǎŎǊƛōŜŘΩ ǘƻ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜȅ 

could not reliably be placed chronologically. 

For grave markers with multiple faces (such as pillars and obelisks) the primary burial was usually inscribed 

on the side facing to the front of the grave plot. This orientation is usually clear when the plot has a fence 

or border, but if such demarcation wŀǎ ŀōǎŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ ŦǊƻƴǘ ŦŀŎŜ ǿŀǎ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ōȅ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŀǾŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊΩǎ 

alignment with other adjacent plots or by following the textual ordering styles mentioned in the previous 

section, as well as text size and the amount of wording. Using this approach, the primary burial was not 

always the individual with the earliest death date.  

Other reasons for dating grave markers later than the first death date include the possibility of the 

replacement of earlier, wooden grave markers by more permanent stone monuments as the opportunity 

arose (Mytum 2004:180). Sometimes the original stone grave marker has been replaced (rather than 

restored) by descendants, an action apparent due to the chronologically inconsistent form or style of the 

monument when compared to the death dates inscribed, and in relation to the surrounding grave markers. 

In the case of some children their later inclusion on a newly erected family grave marker occurred even 

though they had already been memorialised earlier with a smaller, individual grave marker (Baxter 

2013:109, 2015:10). 
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Identified primary dates were then grouped by decade i.e. a primary date of 1876 was given a primary 

decade code identifier of 1870 to 1879. Grouping the grave markers by primary decade allowed for trends 

across the entire chronology to be more easily examined and presented using figures. This also accounted 

for the likelihood that some grave markers were erected at a later (and sometimes earlier) date than the 

first death date listed. Mytum (2014:26) has commented that in the absence of an exact erection date, that 

ŘŀǘƛƴƎ ŀ ƎǊŀǾŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊ ǘƻ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀ ŘŜŎŀŘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘŜǎǘ ŘŜŀǘƘ ŘŀǘŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ƛƴǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ άǎŜŜƳǎ 

ǊŜƭƛŀōƭŜΩ, and this approach was also applicable in cases where only one individual was inscribed. 

5.7 Database entry and analysis 

Database software was chosen in consultation with the University statistician. The program chosen was 

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences version 25 (SPSS, IBM Corp 2017). The desired categorical 

variables as set out on the CRF were manually created in the database using the SPSS variable view page. 

Data entry for this research used nominal, scale and ordinal measures (McCormack and Salcedo 2015:55). 

The majority of variables entered were nominal, for example, the variable labelled ΨDǊŀǾŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊ ŦƻǊƳǎΩ 

had 11 nominal values, with each value representing a type of grave marker (1=Tablet, 2=Horizontal Slab 

etc.). Others simply indicated presence or absence, with 0=No and 1=Yes. Scale variables were actual 

measurements (such as height or depth) and entered as such. Only three ordinal measures were used: 

Grave plot reference number, GPS waypoint and photograph number. Only nominal and scale variables 

formed part of the data analysis, with the ordinal values acting as site and plot identifiers, tying the results 

to their spatial and temporal coordinates. 

The eleven scale measures consisted of the date of recording, primary grave marker date, grave marker 

measurements and border height. The remaining 209 nominal measures covered chronology, plot types, 

sex, age, demographics, grave marker inscriptions, grave marker motifs and grave furniture. Initially the 

data base variables reflected the categories and labels from the CRF. However, it soon became apparent 

that further variable categories were needed to identify the most frequently occurring categories 

ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ƭǳƳǇŜŘ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǇƘŀǎŜ ŀǎ ΨƻǘƘŜǊΩΦ ¢ƘŜ Ŧƛnal variable view screen had 223 

potentially useable variables per entry (of course not all were applicable for each plot). All information 

recorded was entered manually into the Data entry screen. 

5.7.1 Nominal categories 

Due to the large number of nominal categorical variables for grave marker inscriptions, motifs and grave 

furniture, thematic groupings were developed to order the data for analysis. Within each category those 

terms or motifs of a similar type were placed together into sub-categories. This was particularly useful for 

inscriptions where different combinations of the same or similar words were often used, for example the 

ŘŜŎŜŀǎŜŘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ΨŘŜŀǊƭȅ ƭƻǾŜŘΩΣ ΨƭƻǾŜŘΩΣ ΨƭƻǾŜΩΣ ΨōŜƭƻǾŜŘΩ ƻǊ ΨŘŜŀǊƭȅ ōŜƭƻǾŜŘΩΦ They could also be addressed 
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ŀǎ ΨŘŜŀǊΩ ƻǊ ΨŘŀǊƭƛƴƎΩΦ So, in the analysis they are grouped together. An explanation of these categories 

follows. 

5.7.2 Inscription styles 

Inscriptions were divided into seven categories: emotive, familial, temporal, personal, biographical, 

religious and mortality references. The capacity for overlap between these groupings is acknowledged. For 

ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ŀƴ ŜƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǘȅƭŜΣ Ψ5ŜŀǊƭȅ ōŜƭƻǾŜŘΩΣ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƧƻƛƴŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀƭ ǎǘȅƭŜΣ ΨǎƻƴΩΣ ǘƻ ŦƻǊƳ Ψ5ŜŀǊƭȅ 

ōŜƭƻǾŜŘ ǎƻƴΩΦ However, each occurrence was coded under its particular category ƛΦŜΦ Ψ5ŜŀǊƭȅ ōŜƭƻǾŜŘΩ ǳƴŘŜǊ 

ŜƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ΨǎƻƴΩ ǳƴŘŜǊ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀƭ ǘƻ ŀƭƭƻǿ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƘǊŀǎƛƴƎ ǘƻ ōŜ examined 

chronologically. 

A) Emotional: phrases using a form of the words love or dear (including darling) were combined into 

the sub-ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ Ψ5ŜŀǊƭȅκōŜƭƻǾŜŘκƭƻǾŜŘΩΦ tƘǊŀǎŜǎ ǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ Ψ!ƭǿŀȅǎκŦƻǊŜǾŜǊΩ ǿŜǊŜ ƪŜǇǘ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ 

ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ΨƘŜŀǊǘǎΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǘƘƻǳƎƘǘǎΩΣ ŀs, although very similar, there is a difference between the 

symbolism of the heart (as the centre ƻŦ ŜƳƻǘƛƻƴǎύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƻƛŎŜ ƻŦ ƳƛƴŘ ŀƴŘ ƳŜƳƻǊȅΦΩ 

/ƘŜǊƛǎƘŜŘΩΣ ΨǘǊŜŀǎǳǊŜŘΩ ŀƴŘ ΨōŜŀǳǘƛŦǳƭΩ were put together as seen to be expressing a sense of the 

ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ Ǿŀƭue. Missed was used as a stand-alone term. 

B) Familial: these are self-ŜȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƻǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ǊƻƭŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

gendered title (i.e. daughter) or their identity based on age (i.e. baby). 

C) Temporal: These terms were arranged into two sub-ƎǊƻǳǇǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ΨIŜǊŜ ŦƻǊ ŀ 

ǎƘƻǊǘκƳƻƳŜƴǘκǘƛƳŜκƴƻ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅκǘŀƪŜƴΩ ǿŀǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƘƻǊǘ ŎƘǊƻƴƻƭƻƎȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƭƛŦŜΦ 

¢ƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘΣ Ψ[ƻƴƎ ŀǿŀƛǘŜŘκŀƴǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜŘκǿŀƴǘŜŘΩ ƭƻƻƪŜŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ΨōƛǊǘƘΩΦ 

D) Personalised: Of these four sub-ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ ΨǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭƛǎŜŘΩ ƭƻƻƪŜŘ ŀǘ ŀƴȅ ƛƴǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ 

ǿŀǎ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎŜŀǎŜŘ ŎƘƛƭŘ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΦ Ψ[ƛǘǘƭŜκƳŀƴκōƻȅκƎƛǊƭΩ ŀƴŘ Ψ[ƻǾƛƴƎκƘŀǇǇȅΩ 

may have also served such a role or represented a more general sense of the child. The referencing 

of a playground whilst not personal in the individual sense still serves to differentiate and therefore 

ΨǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭƛǎŜΩ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎŜŀǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŀŘǳƭǘ ǾŜǊǎǳǎ ŎƘƛƭŘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅΦ 

E) Biographical: This involved purely factual sub-categories ŘŜǘŀƛƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ΨǇƭŀŎŜ ƻŦ ŘŜŀǘƘΩΣ 

ΨƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎŀƭΩ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴŎŜΣ ΨƻǘƘŜǊΩ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ōƛƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎŀƭ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ 

ǎƻƳŜ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΣ ΨŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘΩΦ 

F) wŜƭƛƎƛƻǳǎΥ wŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ǘƻ ΨŀƴƎŜƭǎΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǎǘŀǊǎΩ όǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ ǎȅƳōƻƭƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƭƛƴƪŜŘύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜŀ ƻŦ ΨǊŜǳƴƛƻƴΩ 

after death were recorded as separate sub-categories with all remaining Christian religious 

references placed in the final sub-category. 

G) aƻǊǘŀƭƛǘȅ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎΥ άƳƻǊǘŀƭƛǘȅ ŜǇƛǘŀǇƘǎΩ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜŘ ƻŦ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŜǾƛǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ 

oŦ ŘŜŀǘƘΦ ΨtŀǎǎŜŘ ŀǿŀȅκƭŜŀǾƛƴƎΩ ǿŀǎ ŀƴ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǿŀȅ ƻŦ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ŘƛŜŘ ŀƴŘ ΨwŜǎǘƛƴƎκǎƭŜŜǇƛƴƎΩ 

ǎǇƻƪŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƻŦ ŘŜŀǘƘΦ Ψ!ŎŎƛŘŜƴǘŀƭ ŘŜŀǘƘΩ ǿŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘΦ 
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5.7.3 Motifs 

Motifs were divided into six categories: religious, funerary, floral, figures and toys, other symbols, and 

photographs. Again, the capacity for some overlap between the groupings is acknowledged. 

A) Religious: Those motifs with a clear association with the Christian religion and its beliefs. No non-

Christian religious motifs had been recorded in the sample. 

B) Funerary: Those motifs associated with death. Some also link to Christian symbolisms whilst others 

have pre-Christian influences (i.e. neo-classical motifs). 

C) Floral motifs: Flowers (including flower type if identifiaōƭŜύΣ ƛǾȅ ŀƴŘ ΨƻǘƘŜǊ ŦƻƭƛŀƎŜΩ όǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ǎǘȅƭƛǎǘƛŎ 

rather than realistic). 

D) Animals and figures: All non-religious animal and figure motifs were analysed in this category and 

ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ƘǳƳŀƴ ΨŦƛƎǳǊŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŀƴƛƳŀƭǎΩΦ 5ǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƘƛƎƘ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ƻƴŜ ǘƻȅτthe teddy bearτ

was given its own sub-ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅΦ ΨhǘƘŜǊ ƳƻǘƛŦǎΩ ŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ Ƴƻǎǘƭȅ ƛƳŀƎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƻȅǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ŀ ǊƻŎƪƛƴƎ 

horse or train. 

E) Other symbols: Any insignias, monograms (overlapping letters) and crests were put in this sub-

category. 

F) Photographs: Photographs of the deceased affixed to the grave marker, although not technically a 

motif, were counted as relevant for the purposes of this study. 

5.7.4 Grave furniture 

Grave furniture was divided into four categories: floral, toys, religious and other items. These categories 

also have some potential for overlap. 

A) Floral: Any material culture involving or connected to flowers and plants was included in this 

category. Those vases with inscriptions were also given additional analysis. 

B) Toys: All objects that could clearly be identified as toys. 

C) Religious: All objects with a religious or potentially religious association and, 

D) Other: A diverse range of objects that did not fit any of the above categories. 

5.7.5 Using SPSS to interrogate the data 

To address the research goals, a series of questions were asked of the data through the comparison of 

variables and categories to create the figures and tables presented in the following results chapters. This 

began by looking at a categorical variable, for example the frequency of religious inscriptions on grave 

markers. This was undertaken using the SPSS custom tables tab to show the descriptive statistics for the 

chosen categorical variables. The first table produced presented the distribution of the nominal or scale 

variables by count and percentage. The second table looked at the chosen variables in relation to child-only 

and family plots. These two plot types were used to structure the first part of the analysis (Section 6.3.1). 
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All comparisons between the two types of plot were restricted to data drawn from the four general 

ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊƛŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴ ǿŀǎ ŜȄŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴǎ ŀǎ ƛǘ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛǾŜƭȅ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴǎ ŎƘƛƭŘ-

only plots and would have distorted the descriptive statistical result and any subsequent inferential tests. 

The third table compared the same variables by sex (the distribution between males and females) and was 

used to structure the second part of the analysis. 

The SPSS chart builder tab was used to create figures (colour-coded graphs) to show trends in variables in a 

visual way. In the results chapters, figures are used to show the variable as it occurs within and across 

decades and between age groups for both plot types. Clarity of presentation determined the choice of table 

or figure, with figures used where custom tables would have been overly large and visually complicated to 

read. Most figures used stacked bar graphs with percentages on the Y-axis and the total for each bar 

column on the X-axis (decades or age groups). For height measurements, a combination of dot plots and 

bar graphs were used to show the mean percentage. As SPSS does not provide the option of X-axis tallies, 

they are shown in brackets on the X-axis, with the exception of Figure 6-1, where grave marker numbers 

are shown on the column proportions to avoid having four totals below each X-axis column. The x-axis 

tallies ŀǊŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƛŀǘŜŘ ŀǎ ŦƻƭƭƻǿǎΥ ΨƴŎΩ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘ-only plots or grave markers (as explained in 

ǘƘŜ ŎŀǇǘƛƻƴύ ŀƴŘ ΨƴŦΩ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ Ǉƭƻǘǎ or grave markers. For figures, where more than one 

variable appeared on the same grave marker or plot, the number of overall occurrences was tallied instead. 

In each case, table or figure, the overall goal was to discern patterns in the use of each categorical variable 

in relation to the different sub-populations, for example, whether there was a difference in the use of 

religious inscriptions between child-only plots and family plots (both overall and over time), male and 

female children or age groups. In some cases, the percentage difference between certain variables was so 

marked that even at the descriptive level a significant relationship appeared to exist. However, wherever 

possible and dependent on sample size, additional inferential testing was undertaken to determine 

statistically significant relationships. 

5.7.6 Inferential statistics 

SPSS custom tables tab provided for the calculation of 95% upper and lower confidence intervals (CI) to 

indicate the degree of variation expected in the sample level data (entire population; McCormack et al. 

2015:243). CIs are a more meaningful appraisal of population mean and sample reliability then a straight 

reliance on statistical significance (Kalinowski and Fidler 2010:52-53). Confidence intervals were applied to 

most custom tables in the study to indicate the degree of statistical reliability. Due to the exclusion of the 

/ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴ ŦǊƻƳ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴǎ ōȅ Ǉƭƻǘ ǘȅǇŜΣ ƛǘǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǘŀōƭŜŘ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜƭȅ ǎƘƻǿƛƴƎ ŎƻǳƴǘΣ 

percentage, and confidence intervals. These could then be compared with the results from the four general 

cemetery sites. However, when analysing mutually applicable data, such as the differences between male 

ŀƴŘ ŦŜƳŀƭŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΣ ǘƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴ ǿŀǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘΦ ¢ƻ ǘƘƛǎ ŜƴŘ ŎǳǎǘƻƳ ǘŀōƭŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ 
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compared these two proportions (male and female children) for child-only and family plots against another 

variable, such as motif type.  

¢Ƙƛǎ ΨǊŜǎǳƭǘΩ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜƴ ǘŜǎǘŜŘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ōȅ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ŀ Ȋ-test (two tailed) using the 

online Epitools z-test. This calculated whether percentage differences between each plot type and sex in 

the descriptive statistics was statistically significant or simply a product of the sampling methodology (i.e. 

not significant with both proportions being statistically the same). The z-test is expressed in the custom 

table showing the percentage of difference between the two proportions, the p value and CI of the 

difference. As per standard statistical testing the significance level is set at 0.05 or lower. This inferential 

testing enabled the analysis to identify statistically significant relationships between portions and variables. 

Such identification was only the starting point, though, as the reasons for such significance needed to be 

interpreted within the context of the broader research. 

5.8 Limitations 

As with most archaeological studies, the sites examined have been subject to site formation processes over 

time that have altered both their material culture and landscape to varying degrees. Inevitably, the 

integrity of some grave markers has been affected due to weathering or having fallen over and broken 

making it difficult to read the inscription. In one case a whole cemetery section had been physically altered 

and many grave markers relocated from their original location (Figure 5-2). Also, the grave markers 

 

Figure 5-2. Hindmarsh cemetery: Redeveloped Lower section looking east with t raditional plots replaced with 
concrete beam and grass arrangement, with leased grave markers re-erected (Photo by author). 

 



 

87 
 

recorded at each site undoubtedly represent an incomplete sample of all children interred there as not 

every child would have been afforded one, or been included on a subsequent family monument, as 

evidenced by comparison of interments listed on the Hindmarsh burial register against grave marker 

inscriptions. 

5.8.1 Identifying denominations 

The clear recognition of Christian religious denomination from the grave marker and its features was 

problematic. Hindmarsh, CheltenhamΣ ŀƴŘ {ǘ WǳŘŜΩǎ do not display officially demarcated religious sections. 

/ƻƴǘŜƳǇƻǊŀǊȅ ŦǳƴŜǊŀƭ ƴƻǘƛŎŜǎ ŦƻǊ /ƘŜƭǘŜƴƘŀƳ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ΨǘƘŜ /ŀǘƘƻƭƛŎ ŀǊŜŀΩΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ 

or signed section (Kym Liebig pers. comm. 2019). It forms part of sections F, G, and the Heritage Park; areas 

that have traditionally come to be used by Catholics of Italian and other cultural backgrounds. Although not 

forming part of the surveyed area sections F and G are directly adjacent to the surveyed sections FX and 

GX, in which Catholic memorials were recorded, suggesting an informal denominational association with 

this general location. The clearance and reuse of some areas at Cheltenham has also seen de-facto 

ŘŜƴƻƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŎŎǳǊΦ !ǘ {ǘ WǳŘŜΩǎΣ !damson writes that an Anglican section 

(sections C and H) was added shortly before the First World War (2011:158) but does not cite his source. 

Although Wesleyan in origin, Walkerville cemetery was never restricted to ǘƘŀǘ ŘŜƴƻƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛǾŜ 

use (McDougall and Vines 2012:3) and also contains a mixture of denominations. Such information was not 

usually recorded on the burial registers (see Section 4.2.2). 

Certain grave maker styles, motifs and inscriptions suggested denominational membership (Mytum 

2004:138-144), such as the use of draped urns by non-conformists and crosses by Anglicans (Mytum 

2006:226, 2018:79), but some of these could also be used by other denominations, making it difficult to 

confidently assign an association purely on this basis in most cases. Another example, the Celtic cross, has a 

strong Catholic association but can also be chosen by non-Catholics of Irish background or identification. 

Additional biographical research was undertaken (Section 5.8.3), but was only able to identify 8.7% (n=94) 

of denominations for families interred at the surveyed cemeteries. 

5.8.2 Identifying class and social status 

Given the complexities of identifying class and social status in the memorialisation process (Section 1.6), 

the literature was consulted to develop a suitable approach. Social class theory retains a fundamental 

association with the economic structuring of society, its capitalist means of production (Singer 1980: 46) 

and the exploitative nature of the relationships it produces (Wright 1980:179). Baxter et al (1991:5) 

ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴǎΣ άLƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǾƛŜǿ Ŏƭŀǎǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ŜƴǘŜǊŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ōȅ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ŀǎ ŀ ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

ǿŀȅ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅΩǎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŜŘΦέ tŀǘŜǊƴƻǎǘŜǊ ǿƘƛƭǎǘ ǊŜ-evaluating 

traditional notions of class acknowledges that class remains, 
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one of the major frameworks for understanding poverty, as well as for interpreting the 
meaning of work and the roles of economic groups. It is the primary concept through which 
relationships between economic practice and social philosophy have been investigated 
(Paternoster 2018:3). 

From this perspective, the colonial Australian landscape was characterised by the economic and 

ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΣ ŀ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ΨƳŜǊŎŀƴǘƛƭŜ ōƻǳǊƎŜƻƛǎƛŜΩ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ ǘƛƳŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ƻŦ 

working-class interests to the developing economy through unionism and the advent of the Australian 

Labor Party (Connell and Irving 1986: 105-269). 

From this review, it was decided to pursue an approach that looked at occupation as a way of 

understanding something of the social demographics of the cemetery populations being studied. This was 

done in full awareness that from a Marxist perspective occupations themselves do not define class identity, 

representing what Wright (1980:177, 192) terms the technical relations of production (the actual work 

produced) as opposed to the social relations of production that establish class position through the idea of 

surplus value (the product of individual labour and the extent to which the value produced is retained or 

ceded to another party such as an employer).He notes though, that they do represent different levels of 

social status that ƘŀǎΣ άǘƘŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜƴǎƛŦȅƛng the divisions within classes on the basis of occupation 

άό²ǊƛƎƘǘ мфулΥмфнύΦ Lǘ ǎŜŜƳǎ ƴƻǘ ǳƴǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭŜ ǘƘŜƴΣ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǎƻƳŜ 

indication, not just of their economic circumstances, but of the social relations of production arising from it, 

and therefore their status and class within the broader social structure. However, in pursuing this approach 

ƛǘ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜŘ ŀǎ ƴƻǘŜŘ ōȅ .ƻǘǘŜǊƻ όнллрΥтлύ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ Ŏƭŀǎǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƻǾŜǊ 

their lifetime depending on their employment trajectory. She further argues that the social interactions 

arising from occupations, such as the relationships formed and cultural affinities generated within them, 

are equally important to understanding their social meaning as the economic context they represent 

(Bottero 2005:56). In this sense occupations form their own communities of social status and class. Mytum 

(2004:148-150) terms the realisation of occupation through memorialisation as ΨǾƻŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅΩ which 

can be expressed on the grave marker using both textual and pictorial information. This could also involve 

titl es and social associations ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ǘƻ ŦŜƳŀƭŜǎ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭΦ !ǎ aȅǘǳƳ ƴƻǘŜǎ ǘƘƻǳƎƘΣ ά!ƴ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ 

on trade or profession is not universal, being absent completely in some areas and rare in most (Mytum 

нллпΥмпфύέΦ As this proved to be the case for the sample, additional biographical research was required. 

5.8.3 Biographical research 

¢Ƙƛǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ŀ ǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ǘƘŜ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǘŀƪŜƴ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΣ ŀǎ well as any 

relevant details that could indicate their community status and religious denomination. To identify 

references to adult individuals interred in the sample sites, both online and physical library research was 

undertaken to access the following sources: burial records, previous compilations of genealogical research, 

ƭƻŎŀƭ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŘƛƎƛǘƛǎŜŘ ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊǎ όŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ [ƛōǊŀǊȅ ƻŦ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ¢ǊƻǾŜ 
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website). General online searches were also used. This was done using indivƛŘǳŀƭǎΩ ƴŀƳŜǎΣ ŘŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ ōƛǊǘƘ 

and death, and any other clues from the grave marker such as the suburb of residence or reference to an 

event such as an accident. The available historical records (and associated genealogical research) tended to 

favour nineteenth century interments, and the colonial period generally, proving less helpful in providing 

any information about twentieth century burials. Occupation and denomination were not recorded on 

burial registers for the cemeteries surveyed. Access to official records, such as individual death certificates, 

was cost prohibitive (with a fee for each application) and therefore not undertaken. Research was also 

impeded in early 2020 by the Covid-19 health pandemic that saw the closure of archives and libraries, 

meaning information only available in hard copy was not accessible for part of the year. Also, much 

potential online genealogical data is only accessible on a user-pays basis with no guarantee of being useful. 

¢ƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŀpproach, as the heavily regulated and child-specific nature 

of the site did not seek to promote class expression. 

Ultimately, 11.2% (n=121) of occupational backgrounds were identified, divided into eleven vocational 

categories: church, farmer, government, hospitality, labourer, large business (company), mariner, 

professional, small business (shopkeeper), tradesman and ΨotherΩΣ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŦƛƎǳǊŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ. 

Apportioning class on this basis, the majority of occupations were seen as middle to lower-middle class, 

with the position of labourer clearly identified as working class. This was contextualised based on the 

nature of each occupation, the work undertaken, and the surplus value produced. In this sense a tradesman 

for example, could be working for an employer and therefore considered working class, or self-employed 

and therefore depending on the size of their operation lower-middle class to middle class. The same 

variation could apply to several of the categories chosen. So, the use of terms such as class and status in 

this thesis is done so cautiously within the context of family occupation and the economic and social 

relationships this suggests, whilst recognising that such associations are not straight forward. 

5.8.4 Monumental Masons 

For reasons of practicality the study does not further pursue research into the monumental masons 

identified from the grave plots, as these numbered 64 different companies or combinations thereof. 

Greater examination of the monumental masonry industry remains a desirable goal of future research in 

understanding the variables of grave marker production and selection, including the growth and role of the 

funeral industry in the consumption of mortuary material culture (for example see Streb 2019:105-127). 

However, notwithstanding the dynamic of the consumer-producer relationship, it is reasonable to view the 

resulting material culture (grave marker and grave plot) as substantially repreǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩǎ 

desires and preferences as mediated through the commercial context of the mason and their self-

ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ŘŜǎƛǊŜ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƭƛŜƴǘǎΩ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŀǎ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ (Tarlow 1999:175-6). This was assisted by the 
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ready availability from the nineteenth century, of a variety of mass-produced styles that are found 

throughout the cemeteries of the western world (Baugher and Veit 2014:125; Mytum 2004:63). 

The influence of the mason and undertaker on the consumer was considered by Mytum (2018), in a UK 

based study of mortuary artefacts from the late-eighteenth to the early-twentieth centuries. He observed 

that over time coffin design, handles and breast ǇƭŀǘŜΩǎ demonstrated longevity of form and style 

compared to the greater diversity and change seen in grave markers over a shorter period. During this 

period undertakers tended to oversee the families immediate need for a coffin whereas, at a later point 

after the funeral the family engaged with a mason to produce the grave marker. He concluded that such 

archaeological differences represented the greater influence of the undertaker upon the family at a time of 

emotional vulnerability and practical urgency (to arrange burial), as opposed to the more reflective 

selection of the grave marker by the family sometime after the funeral (possibly months later). The latter 

scenario allowed the family the space in which to bring greater personal input and influence to the 

selection of the grave marker, empowering their position as consumer in their negotiations with the mason 

as producer  (Mytum 2018:91). 

5.8.5 Cemetery Authority regulations 

Where possible administrative guidelines imposed by the respective cemetery authorities pertaining to the 

establishment of the grave plot, the type and style of grave marker allowed and the use of grave furniture 

is discussed.  However, it should be noted that historical documentation in this regard was limited or not 

found. Even contemporary guidelines varied in the degree to which practices undertaken were formally 

documented. 

5.9 Conclusion 

This chapter has detailed the conceptual planning behind this study, including an outline of the 

archaeological methods employed in the field, material culture terminology, the collation of survey data 

and the methods of statistical analysis undertaken. The results arising from these methods are presented in 

the next two chapters, with CHAPTER 6 outlining the results for chronological range, types of plots and 

their arrangement, sex, age, grave marker forms and styles, and social position, and CHAPTER 7 showing 

the findings for grave marker inscriptions, motifs, and grave furniture. 
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CHAPTER 6 
CHRONOLOGY, PLOT TYPES, SEX, AGE, SPATIAL ELEMENTS AND SOCIAL 

STATUS 

6.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents the first part of the archaeological fieldwork results. It commences with the 

chronological spread of the sample, the types of grave plot and the sex and age of the children interred. 

Next, the spatial elements are displayed, showing the results for grave marker material, colour, orientation, 

the use and height of fences or borders, and the height of grave markers. The prevalence of grave marker 

styles recorded is then presented, using categorical groupings of tablets, crosses, pillars/sculptures and 

horizontal slabs and plaques. The final section shows the results for the degree of class identification 

discernible from the sample using both archaeological and historical methods. 

6.2 Chronological distribution  

The sample has a chronological range from c.1847 to 2018, representing 2,128 grave markers from 2,104 

grave plots (Table 6-1and Table 6-2). The first recorded burial for Hindmarsh Cemetery, the oldest site, 

occurred in 1846 (Nicol 1986:6), however today no grave markers from this decade survive. Walkerville was 

the only other site founded in the late 1840s. Only three grave markers from the 1840s were recorded, with 

the second lowest representation occurring in the following decade 1850 to 1859 (n=24; 1.1%). By 

comparison, the spike in numbers from 1930 to 1959 (n = 401; 18.8%) is partly the result of a high 

concentration of grave markers from these periods at Cheltenham. 

Table 6-1. Count and percent of grave markers commemorating children by site. 

 Count Col N % 

 Enfield Memorial Park 

ό/ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴύ 

1052 49.4% 

Hindmarsh Cemetery 407 19.1% 

Cheltenham Cemetery 300 14.1% 

{ǘ WǳŘŜΩǎ /ŜƳŜǘŜǊȅΣ .ǊƛƎƘǘƻƴ 247 11.6% 

Walkerville Cemetery 122 5.7% 

Total 2128 100.0% 

 

The high numbers for the period 1980 to 2009 (n=1,030; 48.4%) primarily reflect the large population at the 

/ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ Garden, Enfield (where interments commenced in 1986). This site by its child-specific nature and 

through the consistent use of small plots and grave markers allows for a high concentration of interments, 

constituting nearly 50% of the sample. The high numbers of peri-natal, stillborn and infant interments there 
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are in marked contrast to the much smaller numbers seen in the general cemeteries over the same time 

frame (nҐосΤ мΦс҈ύΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴǎ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƳƻǊǘǳŀǊȅ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ 

is recognised and contextualised in this analysis. 

Table 6-2. Count, percent and confidence intervals of grave markers with children by decade. 

 Count Col N % 

95.0% Lower/Upper C I  

for Col N % 

 No date inscribed 44 2.1% (1.5%, 2.7%) 

1836-1839 0 0.0%  

1840 to 1849 3 0.1% (0.0%, 0.4%) 

1850 to 1859 24 1.1% (0.7%, 1.6%) 

1860 to 1869 31 1.5% (1.0%, 2.0%) 

1870 to 1879 60 2.8% (2.2%, 3.6%) 

1880 to 1889 87 4.1% (3.3%, 5.0%) 

1890 to 1899 56 2.6% (2.0%, 3.4%) 

1900 to 1909 74 3.5% (2.8%, 4.3%) 

1910 to 1919 91 4.3% (3.5%, 5.2%) 

1920 to 1929 94 4.4% (3.6%, 5.4%) 

1930 to 1939 170 8.0% (6.9%, 9.2%) 

1940 to 1949 109 5.1% (4.2%, 6.1%) 

1950 to 1959 122 5.7% (4.8%, 6.8%) 

1960 to 1969 46 2.2% (1.6%, 2.8%) 

1970 to 1979 40 1.9% (1.4%, 2.5%) 

1980 to 1989 232 10.9% (9.6%, 12.3%) 

1990 to 1999 535 25.1% (23.3%, 27.0%) 

2000 to 2009 263 12.4% (11.0%, 13.8%) 

2010 to 2018 47 2.2% (1.6%, 2.9%) 

Total 2128 100.0%  

 

{ƻƳŜ ƎǊŀǾŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ŘƛǎǇƭŀȅƛƴƎ ŘŜŀǘƘ ŘŀǘŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ мфслǎ ŀƴŘ мфтлǎ 

όŀƴŘ ƻƴŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ мфрлǎύΣ ǿŜǊŜ ŜǊŜŎǘŜŘ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƳŜƴǘ in 1986 that created a suitable 

interment location for the commemoration of previously stored remains (K. Liebig pers.com 5/08/19). 

Undated grave markers (where no date of death was inscribed) made up 2.1% (n=44), of which 60% were 

recorded at the ChildrenΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴΦ 

IƛƴŘƳŀǊǎƘ ŀƴŘ {ǘ WǳŘŜΩǎ ŘƛǎǇƭŀȅ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ŎƘǊƻƴƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǳǎŜ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ мурлΩǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ 

the present (Figure 6-1). Together with Walkerville, they form almost the entire nineteenth century sample. 

²ŀƭƪŜǊǾƛƭƭŜΩǎ ǳǎŀƎŜ ǇŜŀƪŜŘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜ ƛƴ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘǿŜƴǘƛŜǘƘ ŎŜƴǘǳǊȅ ƛǎ 

noticeable. The patterns mentioned above regarding Cheltenham and tƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴ are also clear. 

Cheltenham constitutes a major part of the sample from the 1920s through to the 1970s. 
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Overall, this chronology shows that child death in the West rather than being primarily a phenomenon 

associated with past periods of high infant and child mortality rates remains a continuing, if statistically 

much reduced, event in the lives of families and communities. 

 

Figure 6-1. Percentage of grave markers with children by decade and site (Total for each x-axis category)*.  Grave 
marker numbers shown on bars. 

*Tally by decade (x-axis) shown in Table 6-2 

 

6.3 Types of grave plot 

Three main types of grave plot were recorded: child-only, doubles (either two children or a child and an 

adult) and group plots (those with three or more occupants, whether a group of children or a combination 

of children and adults [Table 6-3]). The latter two types may have more than one grave marker per plot. 

Child-only interments were the most common (n=1164; 55.3%), followed by group plots (n=775; 35.9%) 

with double plots less common (n=185: 8.8%). ¢ƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴ ƘŀŘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀrgest percentage of child-

only graves (n=1,006) making up 95.6% of that site, and a small number of dƻǳōƭŜ ƻǊ ƎǊƻǳǇ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ Ǉƭƻǘǎ 

(n=44; 4.2% and n=2; 0.2% respectively [Figure 6-2]). If Enfield is removed from the sample then group plots 

are the most common (n=753; 71.5%), whilst child-only (n=158; 15%) and double plots (n=142; 13.5%) are 

roughly equal as a second choice (Figure 6-2). 
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Table 6-3. Count, percent and confidence intervals for grave plot types by interment number. 

 Count Col N % 

95.0% Lower/Upper CI 

 for Col N %  

 Child-only (Single) 1164 55.3% (53.2%, 57.4%)  

Group (>2) 755 35.9% (33.9%, 38.0%)  

Double (Two people) 185 8.8% (7.6%, 10.1%)  

Total 2104 100.0%   

 

6.3.1 Child-only and family plots 

For the purposes of this study these plot combinations were collapsed into two primary choices: child-only 

plots (commemorating children-only [Figure 6-3]) and family plots (commemorating both children and 

adults [Figure 6-4]). Family plots may involve one or multiple grave markers, and children may be inscribed 

on the same grave marker as adults or have their own as part of the assemblage. Throughout the sample 

family plots maintained their position as the preferred choice in general cemeteries. Interestingly, in 1986 

when Enfield developed their dedicated child-only space , the less used Hindmarsh cemetery also saw an 

initial increase of child-only Ǉƭƻǘǎ ōǳǘ ƴƻƴŜ ǎƛƴŎŜΣ ǿƘŜǊŜŀǎ ŀǘ {ǘ WǳŘŜΩǎ ōƻǘƘ Ǉƭƻǘ ǘȅǇŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǊƻǳƎƘƭȅ 

equal numbers in this decade. Walkerville, since re-opening for cremations in 2004 had seen only two child 

interments, both child-only. This trend was not uniform with Cheltenham continuing to favour family plots, 

although this may be an artefact of the sampling methodology employed there (Section 5.6.4). Grave 

ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘen with dates earlier than 1986 represent delayed historical interments. 

 

Figure 6-2. Percentage of grave plot types by decade and site (Total for each x-axis category). 
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Figure 6-3. Child-only plot: Diamond tablet, marble, c. 1917, Hindmarsh cemetery looking north but relocated from 
original position (Photo by author). 

 

 

Figure 6-4. Percentage of family plot types by decade and site* showing grave marker numbers (Total for each x-
axis category)Φϝ/ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴΤ 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘ ƴƻǘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ŀǎ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛǾŜƭȅ ŎƘƛƭŘ-only plots 
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6.3.2 Associated plots 

A small percentage of plots (n=75; 3.5%) are located near the plots of other kin (Table 6-4), suggesting a 

desire to achieve a spatial closeness in death and the creation of a familial neighbourhood in the landscape 

(Francaviglia 1971). Of these, most (n=56; 2.6%) were adjacent in the same row, with the remainder either 

directly opposite or visibly close by. Such a spatial construction requires foresight, planning and economic 

capacity to secure the adjacent plots before they are purchased by others. 

Of the four general cemeteries, Hindmarsh had the highest percentage (n=24; 32%), ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ {ǘ WǳŘŜΩǎ ƘŀŘ 

a broader chronological spread from the start of the nineteenth century to the 1960s. The percentage 

found in the /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴΤ 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘ όn=23; 30.7%) represent siblings. However, as associated plots were 

only recorded in relation to grave markers that commemorated children, these counts are unlikely to 

represent a complete tally of all associated plots at each general site. 

Table 6-4. Count, percent and confidence intervals for associated plots by site. 

 Count Column N % 

95.0% Lower CI 

 for Column N % 

95.0% Upper CI 

 for Column N % 

 
Hindmarsh Cemetery 24 32.0% 22.3% 43.1% 

Enfield  Memorial Park 23 30.7% 21.1% 41.7% 

St Jude's Cemetery Brighton 18 24.0% 15.4% 34.5% 

Cheltenham Cemetery 5 6.7% 2.6% 14.0% 

Walkerville Cemetery 5 6.7% 2.6% 14.0% 

Total 75 100.0% . . 

 

6.4 Sex 

The survey recorded 2,542 individuals aged between 0 to 20 years. From the grave marker inscriptions 

1,398 were identified as male (55%) and 1,066 as female (41.9%), leaving 78 (3.1%) whose sex could not be 

determined. Of course, both sexes can be memorialised on the same grave marker, adding a fourth 

ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƻŦ ΨƳƛȄŜŘΩΦ ²ƘŜƴ ōǊƻƪŜƴ Řƻǿƴ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǳǊ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜŘ όTable 6-5), the distribution by 

sex was as follows; 51.2% (n=1090) of all grave markers featured male children and 40.2% (n=856) female 

children. Mixed grave markers (with both male and female children recorded) occurred for 6.2% of the 

sample (n=132) and children of unknown sex (where biological identity could not be clearly determined 

from the inscription) made up just 2.3% (n=50). The difference between male and female children 

increased to 12.6% (n=669; 53.7% to n=512; 41.1%) for child-ƻƴƭȅ ƎǊŀǾŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎΦ ΨaƛȄŜŘΩ ǿŀǎ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŦƻǊ 

family grave markers (n=132; 15% to n=20; 2.3%ύ ŀƴŘ Ψ¦ƴƪƴƻǿƴΩ ǿŀǎ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŦƻǊ ŎƘƛƭŘ-only grave markers 

(n=45; 3.6% to n=5; 0.6%). 
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When looked at by decade and plot type (Figure 6-5) the distribution by sex is steady, with male children 

outnumbering female children in most decades in accordance with the higher number of male child 

interments recorded overall. This reflects the fact that for reasons still not fully understood that female 

death rates have always been lower than males (Stanley 2001:369). Mixed child burials were recorded 

mostly from the mid-nineteenth century to the 1920s, appearing on both plot types, although more 

consistently on family plots. This period represents a period of still high but gradually declining infant and 

child mortality rates and also encompassed the flu pandemic of 1918 to 1920 (Cunningham 2005:173; 

Haines 2001:23; McCalman 2008:31-32, see also Section 1.1). After the 1950s mixed child burials rarely 

occurred for either plot type. 

Table 6-5. Count, percent and confidence intervals for distribution of sexes on grave markers. 

 Count Col N % 

95.0% Lower/Upper CI  

for Col N % 

Male children  1090 51.2% (49.1%, 53.3%) 

Female children  856 40.2% (38.2%, 42.3%) 

Mixed  132 6.2% (5.2%, 7.3%) 

Unknown sex  50 2.3% (1.8%, 3.1%) 

Total 2128 100.0%  

 

 
 

Figure 6-5. Percentage of sex of child on grave markers by decade and plot type showing grave marker numbers 
(Total for each x-axis category). 
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The main difference observed is an increase in the number of children memorialised without a clear 

ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŜȄ όΨǳƴƪƴƻǿƴ ǎŜȄΩύ for child-only plots from the 1960s. This was rarer for the general 

sites (n=9; 0.8%) but is more noticeable for the child-ƻƴƭȅ Ǉƭƻǘǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴΤ 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘ όn=41; 

3.9%). 

6.5 Age 

Over a quarter of children did not have their age inscribed (Table 6-6) and this appears to be an increasing 

trend for child-only plots since the 1960s (Figure 6-6). Children under one year of age were consistently the 

most represented age group for both child-only and family plots, but all age categories are represented for 

each decade including mixed age groups, with the exception of stillborn children. The percentages for two 

to five-years old (n=157; 7.4%) and six to twelve-years old (n=139; 6.5%) are similar. By comparison, the 

larger proportion for the oldest category of thirteen to twenty-years old (n=255; 12.0%) appears high given 

historical understandings of improving child mortality rates in the twentieth century. However, this 

category does span a greater number of years than the proceeding two age groups, and older ages were 

also those more likely to record other causes of death such as accidents (Section 7.10). 

Table 6-6. Count, percent and confidence intervals for age groups represented on grave markers. 

 Count Col N % 

95.0% Lower/Upper CI  

for Col N % 

 Not inscribed 568 26.7% (24.8%, 28.6%) 

Stillborn 277 13.0% (11.6%, 14.5%) 

One year or younger 606 28.5% (26.6%, 30.4%) 

Two to five years 157 7.4% (6.3%, 8.5%) 

Six to twelve years 139 6.5% (5.5%, 7.6%) 

Thirteen to twenty years 255 12.0% (10.7%, 13.4%) 

Mixture of age groups 126 5.9% (5.0%, 7.0%) 

Total 2128 100.0%  

 

The mixing of age groups on child-only and family plot types is higher in the nineteenth century, although 

the numbers for child-only plots in that period are small. Family plots are well represented and show a 

gradual decline to the 1930s, when mixed ages appear in much lower percentages than previously. 

From the 1980s onwards, stillborn children, previously rarely openly memorialised (and probably 

constituting a proportion of those ǊŜŎƻǊŘŜŘ ŀǎ Ψnot inscribedΩ historically) were markedly represented 

(Figure 6-6). Although this result is clearly influenced by the large concentration of such individuals in the 

/ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴ; Enfield, examples of this newer practice were also recorded at Hindmarsh (along with its 

previously mentioned collective memorial [Section 4.2.1]). The memorialisation of a baby in the new 

section at Walkerville further shows that such practices were not confined to child-only sections in the 
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contemporary cemetery. Tellingly, the number with no age inscribed also increases over this same period, 

for whom a good proportion found at Enfield are likely to be stillborn given their location in the peri-natal 

ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΣ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ Ǉƭƻǘǎ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ōǊƻŀŘŜǊ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ 

chƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ŀƎŜǎΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀlly older children (six to 12 years and adolescents), as well as a mixture of ages. 

 

 

Figure 6-6. Percentage of age groups on grave markers by decade and plot type showing grave marker numbers 
(Total for each x-axis category). 

 

6.6 Spatial elements - Grave marker material 

Twenty different types of material construction were observed for the grave markers, involving either a 

singular material or a combination (Table 6-7). Cast iron with a concrete base or plinth was the most widely 

used combination. The dominance of cast iron combinations (n=1,067; 50.1%) reflects its almost exclusive 

uǎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ Garden where most grave plots feature a rectangular cast iron plaque fixed 

horizontally to a concrete or stone base (Figure 6-7), although a smaller percentage are mounted on an 

angle to boundary kerbing or vertically on a feature brick wall (Figure 4-12). A limited number of small leaf-

shaped plaques are mounted horizontally on the top of a low wall that surrounds the central sitting area. 
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Table 6-7. Count, percent and confidence intervals for grave marker materials. 

 Count Col N % 

95.0% Lower/Upper CI  

for Col N % 

 Concrete and cast iron 781 36.7% (34.7%, 38.8%) 

Marble 726 34.1% (32.1%, 36.2%) 

Granite 280 13.2% (11.8%, 14.6%) 

Granite and cast iron 200 9.4% (8.2%, 10.7%) 

Stone and cast iron 54 2.5% (1.9%, 3.3%) 

Brick and cast iron 29 1.4% (0.9%, 1.9%) 

Slate 21 1.0% (0.6%, 1.5%) 

Granite and concrete 8 0.4% (0.2%, 0.7%) 

Wood 7 0.3% (0.1%, 0.6%) 

Sandstone 4 0.2% (0.1%, 0.4%) 

Other metal 4 0.2% (0.1%, 0.4%) 

Wood and other metal 3 0.1% (0.0%, 0.4%) 

Marble and cast iron 3 0.1% (0.0%, 0.4%) 

Concrete and other metal 2 0.1% (0.0%, 0.3%) 

Tile and other metal 1 0.0% (0.0%, 0.2%) 

Acrylic and stone 1 0.0% (0.0%, 0.2%) 

Sandstone and other metal 1 0.0% (0.0%, 0.2%) 

Marble and other metal 1 0.0% (0.0%, 0.2%) 

Granite and marble 1 0.0% (0.0%, 0.2%) 

Marble and concrete 1 0.0% (0.0%, 0.2%) 

Total 2128 100.0%  

 

The patterns observed in the use of material for grave markers in the nineteenth century accord with 

broader patterns of material popularity in the Western cemetery in Europe that influenced colonial 

memorialisation choices, and accords with those ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǘ !ŘŜƭŀƛŘŜΩǎ ƻƭŘŜǎǘ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊȅΣ ²Ŝǎǘ 

Terrace (Muller 2006:57-60). Sandstone and slate grave markers, popular materials in the eighteenth 

century (Baugher and Veit 2014:150), are minimally represented (Table 6-7). Only one Sandstone grave 

marker was recorded for the 1850s (representing 4.2% of the sample for that decade) and just two for the 

1860s (6.5%) before disappearing from the sample after the 1880s. This is despite its ready availability from 

¢Ŝŀ ¢ǊŜŜ Dǳƭƭȅ ƛƴ !ŘŜƭŀƛŘŜΩǎ ƴƻǊǘƘ eastern foothills (Young 1997:2). Of the three grave markers with 1840s 

dates, two were Slate and this material is reasonably represented until the 1870s when it declines (n = 5; 

8.3%), and is not seen again but for a brief reappearance between 1910 and 1929 (>1% in each decade). 

Slate was popular initially because it was easy to work and was available locally and therefore more 

affordable (Tillett 1994:1). 
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Ultimately, marble dominates from the mid-nineteenth century (n=12; 50%) and holds its popularity until 

the middle of the next (Figure 6-8). It was seen as a superior quality material, with greater resistance to 

weathering, whereas the porous nature of sandstone left it vulnerable to damage from mould and moisture 

and slates could delaminate. Also, the hygienic white look of marble, tapped into the neo-classical 

architectural revival style favoured in the Victorian era (Francaviglia 1971:507). White marble was quarried 

in several places near Adelaide, including the Adelaide Hills, where it was worked by C. aΦ .ƻƳΩǎ ƳŀǊōƭŜ 

works at Hahndorf from 1862, and Angaston in the Barossa Valley (Highnett et al. 1983:147; Young 1997:1). 

 

 

Figure 6-7. /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ Darden (Neo-natal section), Enfield Memorial Park: Rectangular plaques, cast iron on 
concrete, looking east (Photo by author). 

 

In turn, granite starts to appear in the sample in the late nineteenth century and by the 1890s accounted 

for 12.5% of grave markers in that decade (n=7). These were all on family plots and granite was not 

recorded for child-only plots until the 1930s (n=5; 21.7%) rising to nearly 30% of material used over the 

following 30 years (Figure 6-8). Granite attained primary popularity over marble for family grave markers 

from the 1950s (n=45; 52.9% to n=39; 45.9%) although marble was still preferred for child-only grave 

markers and it was only in the 1970s that granite can be seen as significantly replacing marble as the first 

choice for grave markers. Even more durable and less prone to discolouration than marble, granite was also 

available in a range of colours, mostly blacks, greys and pinks (Baugher and Veit 2014:150-151). Overall, 

marble (n=728; 67.7%) and granite (n=294; 27.3%) are by far the most popular materials across all four 

general cemeteries, including the most recently erected grave markers at these locations. 
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The small number of wooden memorials (Table 6-7) reflects both their natural deterioration over time and 

the fact that wooden markers are often only temporary until a more permanent stone (or today cast iron) 

grave marker can replace it. Changing circumstances meant such replacements did not always eventuate, 

as evidenced by the survival in situ of two temporary wooden grave markers at Hindmarsh (Nicol 1986:79). 

 

Figure 6-8. Percentage of grave marker materials by decade and plot type showing grave marker numbers (Total for 
each x-axis category). 

 

!ǘ ǘƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴ ǿƻƻŘŜƴ όŀƴŘ ƳŜǘŀƭύ ŎǊƻǎǎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŜǊŜŎǘŜŘ ǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ΨŀƴǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜŘΩ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜƳŜƴǘ 

by a more permanent plaque (K. Liebig pers.com 2019). The dominance of the cast iron on concrete marker 

style at Enfield already discussed, is reflected in the latter decades of the twentieth century to the present, 

where a greater combination of existing materials were used for child-only plots (Figure 6-8).Thirteen 

materials or combinations thereof had occurrences of less than ten, with six types occurring only once. 

6.6.1 Grave marker colour 

The grave markers recorded have a limited range of colours, primarily related to their natural material 

composition (Table 6-8). Unlike other cultures that chose to paint or add additional colour to their 

memorials, Western tradition has mostly reflected the colour of the material used at a given time in 

accordance with funerary fashion, affordability and availability. In the sample, white, pink, black and grey 

were the dominant colours. For tablets, pink granite was preferred, although black and to a lesser extent 
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grey was also used. The earlier adoption of granite for family plots in the period up to the 1930s 

distinguished such grave markers from the white marble landscape of child-only grave markers, although 

from this point onwards there is a greater uniformity of material use between plot types until the 1960s 

(Figure 6-9). 

Table 6-8. Count and percent of grave marker Colours. 

 Count Col N % 

95.0% Lower/Upper CI  

for Col N % 

 Black on white 789 37.1% (35.0%, 39.1%) 

White 712 33.5% (31.5%, 35.5%) 

Black 226 10.6% (9.4%, 12.0%) 

Black on grey 158 7.4% (6.4%, 8.6%) 

Pink 131 6.2% (5.2%, 7.2%) 

Grey 56 2.6% (2.0%, 3.4%) 

Black on pink 34 1.6% (1.1%, 2.2%) 

Other 14 0.7% (0.4%, 1.1%) 

Brown 8 0.4% (0.2%, 0.7%) 

Total 2128 100.0%  

 

 

Figure 6-9. Percentage of grave marker colours by decade and plot type showing grave marker numbers (Total for 
each x-axis category). 
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Figure 6-10. Obelisk:  Concrete and brown granite, c. 1924, Cheltenham cemetery looking east (Photo by author). 

 

Table 6-9. Count, percent and z-test of grave marker colour by sex for child-ƻƴƭȅ Ǉƭƻǘǎ όŜȄŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘΣ ΨƳƛȄŜŘ 
ΨŀƴŘ ΨǳƴƪƴƻǿƴΩύ. 

 

Male Female Total  

Count Col N % Count Col N % Count Col N % 

Difference %, p-value, 95% CI  

of the difference*¹ 

 White 53 46.9% 39 58.2% 92 51.1% 11%, p = 0.1535, (4%, 26%) 

Black 23 20.4% 8 11.9% 31 17.2% 8%, p = 0.1674, (3%, 19%) 

Pink 14 12.4% 3 4.5% 17 9.4% *²  

Grey 10 8.8% 6 9.0% 16 8.9% 0%, p = 1, (9%, 9%) 

Brown 1 0.9% 2 3.0% 3 1.7% *²  

Black on grey 1 0.9% 2 3.0% 3 1.7% *²  

Black on pink 1 0.9% 0 0.0% 1 0.6% *²  

Black on white 8 7.1% 5 7.5% 13 7.2% 1%, p = 0.804, (7%, 9%) 

Other 2 1.8% 2 3.0% 4 2.2% *²  

Total 113 100.0% 67 100.0% 180 100.0%  

*¹ z-tests to compare two proportions 
*² z-tests not applicable for proportion sizes 
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The exception to single colour schemes has been the advent of material combinations in the latter decades 

of the last century through to the present, especially on child-only grave markers, using plaques. Some 

larger ornate monuments are known historically to have used stone combinations to achieve colour 

contrasts but only one example was recorded (Figure 6-10). The most used contemporary colour 

combination was black on white (n=789; 37.1%), involving a black cast iron or metal plague affixed to a 

white grave marker (in lieu of direct inscription into the stone), or more commonly, affixed horizontally to 

an often concrete, white base plinth (Figure 6-7). Black cast-iron plaques were also attached to pink and 

grey granite but in much lower numbers. No statistical difference in colour choice was found between male 

and female children on child-only grave markers (Table 6-9). 

6.6.2 Grave marker Orientation 

In Western Christian burial tradition the preferred grave alignment orients the head to the west (and 

therefore feet to the east), in preparedness for the day of resurrection when the deceased will rise whole 

to witness the easterly second coming of Jesus Christ (Mytum 2004 19-20). This is reflected in the 

dominance of east facing plots for the four general sites that were assessed as statistically significant 

towards family plots (Table 6-10). West facing plots were the second most common arrangement. Although 

small in number, both north and south facing plots were also assessed as statistically significant towards 

family plots. Finally a small number of plots were aligned in intermediate (intercardinal) directions. 

Table 6-10. Count, percent and z-test of grave marker orientation (excluding Enfield). 

 

Children only Family (children and adults) Total  

Count Col N % Count Col N % Count Col N % 

Difference %, p-value, 95% CI  

of the difference*¹ 

 East 88 45.4% 472 53.5% 560 52.0% 9%, p = 0.0231, (1%, 17%) 

West 76 39.2% 354 40.1% 430 40.0% *²  

North 15 7.7% 25 2.8% 40 3.7% 5%, p = 0.0011, (2%, 8%) 

South 15 7.7% 25 2.8% 40 3.7% 5%, p = 0.0011, (2%, 8%) 

Southeast 0 0.0% 2 0.2% 2 0.2% *²  

Southwest 0 0.0% 2 0.2% 2 0.2% *²  

Northwest 0 0.0% 2 0.2% 2 0.2% *²  

Total 194 100.0% 882 100.0% 1076 100.0%  

*¹ z-tests to compare two proportions 
*² z-tests not applicable for proportion sizes 

6.6.3 Grave plot fence or border 

Over half of the grave plots had no fence or border (n=1319; 62% [Table 6-11]), although if Enfield is 

removed (since it is borderless by design), the situation in the four general cemeteries is again quite 

different (Table 6-12). At these sites nearly 75% of gravesites have fences or borders (also referred to as 

ƪŜǊōƛƴƎύΣ ǿƛǘƘ ²ŀƭƪŜǊǾƛƭƭŜΣ /ƘŜƭǘŜƴƘŀƳ ŀƴŘ {ǘ WǳŘŜΩǎ having large majorities. 
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Table 6-11. Count, percent and confidence intervals for grave plot fences and borders. 

 Count Col N % 

95.0% Lower/Upper CI  

for Col N % 

 No border 1319 62.0% (59.9%, 64.0%) 

Stone border 445 20.9% (19.2%, 22.7%) 

Other 152 7.1% (6.1%, 8.3%) 

Cast Iron picket 120 5.6% (4.7%, 6.7%) 

Brick border 79 3.7% (3.0%, 4.6%) 

Tiled border 12 0.6% (0.3%, 1.0%) 

Evidence of border but railings gone 1 0.0% (0.0%, 0.2%) 

Total 2128 100.0% . 

 

Table 6-12. Count, percent and z-test of grave plot fences and borders (excluding Enfield). 

 

 

Children only 

Family (children and 

adults) Total 

 

Count 

Col N 

% Count Col N % Count 

Col N 

% 

Difference %, p-value, 95% 

CI  

of the difference*¹ 

 Cast Iron picket 7 5.7% 113 16.5% 120 14.8% 11%, p = 0.0018, (4%, 18%) 

Brick border 18 14.6% 61 8.9% 79 9.8% 6%, p = 0.0403, (0%, 12%) 

Stone border 66 53.7% 379 55.2% 445 55.0% 1%, p = 0.8374, (9%, 11%) 

Tiled border 4 3.3% 8 1.2% 12 1.5% *²  

Other 28 22.8% 124 18.1% 152 18.8% 5%, p = 0.1909, (2%, 12%) 

Evidence of border but railings 

gone 

0 0.0% 1 0.1% 1 0.1% *²  

Total 123 100.0% 686 100.0% 809 100.0%  

*¹ z-tests to compare two proportions 
*² z-tests not applicable for proportion sizes 

 

Cast-Iron pickets were statistically significant towards family plots while brick borders showed a trend 

towards child-only plots. TƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ƴƻ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǎǘƻƴŜ ƻǊ ΨƻǘƘŜǊΩ ōƻǊŘŜǊǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 

plot types (Table 6-12). The much higher percentage of borderless plots at Hindmarsh (n=208; 51.1%) could 

initially be perceived as a reflection of the arŜŀΩǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ working class demographic, where those who 

could afford to erect a grave marker may have chosen less expensive fence types such as wooden pickets 

that have not survived. However, the landscape at Hindmarsh has also experienced significant modification 

over time to allow for more burials, including the relocation of some grave markers still with leases in the 

1970s (Nicol 1986: 65). This would have removed any original fencing and kerbing to make way for the new 

concrete rail design, affecting this result. 
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Figure 6-11. Percentage of grave marker fences or borders by decade and plot type showing grave marker numbers 
(Total for each x-axis category). 

 

The most common style of border for the four general cemeteries was a low stone kerb (n=445; 41.4%; 

Table 6-12, Figure 6-12), usually 20 cm in height, some of which had low decorative metal railings spanning 

ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊƴŜǊ ƧƻƛƴǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜ ΨhǘƘŜǊΩ Ƴŀƛƴƭȅ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ōǳǘ ƭŜǎǎ Ŏƻǎǘƭȅ ƭƻǿ ŎƻƴŎǊŜǘŜ ƪŜǊōǎΦ ! ǎǘƻƴŜ ƻǊ 

concrete slab also covering the entire grave plot served a similar, albeit more physically protective, 

purpose. The cast iron picket fence was the only type of enclosure that could physically impede access to 

the grave plot and was a popular style in the nineteenth century before declining from the turn of the 

century, and is rarely seen after the 1920s (Figure 6-11). This more expensive style is widely used in the 

more affluent locations of Walkerville (n Ґ снΤ рлΦу҈ύ ŀƴŘ {ǘ WǳŘŜΩǎ (n = 40; 16.2%), whereas at Hindmarsh 

it accounts for only 3.9% (n = 16) and is not used for the comparable decades in the Cheltenham sample. By 

comparison, stone kerbs are extensively used at Cheltenham (n = 200; 66.7%), particularly through the war 

years and into the 1950s before declining sharply for both plot types for the rest of the century. Such use is 

ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ŀǘ {ǘ WǳŘŜΩǎΣ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǇǊŜǾŀƛƭƛƴƎ ŦǳƴŜǊŀǊȅ ŦŀǎƘƛƻƴ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ƻǾŜǊǘ Ŏƭŀǎǎ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

employment of such choice. 

Of those gravesites without a fence or border at the four general cemeteries, family plots were more likely 

to lack such demarcation than child-only plots (n = 191; 17.8% compared to nҐтуΤ тΦн҈ύΦ hƴƭȅ ŀǘ {ǘ WǳŘŜΩǎ 

was there a higher percentage of un-bordered child-only plots albeit marginal (n = 14; 5.7% compared to 
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n=9; 3.6%). Although, these figures might suggest a greater concern to demarcate child-only graves, caution 

is required, as three of the sites have statistically small numbers for this plot category. Rather, the 

preference for demarcation of both grave plot types is clear and continuous through to the latter decades 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘǿŜƴǘƛŜǘƘ ŎŜƴǘǳǊȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴ; Enfield, where such enclosure is 

unnecessary as the site itself is separated from the rest of the cemetery, and such a practice would 

interfere with the intended design and maintenance of the space. 

 

Figure 6-12. Marble kerbing: c. 1934, Cheltenham cemetery looking east (Photo by author). 

 

6.6.4 Grave plot fence and border height 

The average (mean) height of fences and borders at each site is shown in Figure 6-13 and by plot type in 

Figure 6-14Φ ¢ƘŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ŦŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ōƻǊŘŜǊ ƘŜƛƎƘǘǎ ƛƴ ²ŀƭƪŜǊǾƛƭƭŜ ŀƴŘ {ǘ WǳŘŜΩǎ ŀǊŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ƳǳŎƘ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ 

than those for Hindmarsh from the mid nineteenth century to the 1890s (Cheltenham has little 

representation from this period). This reflects the high numbers of taller cast iron fencing at these sites. 

9ǾŜƴ ŀŦǘŜǊ {ǘ WǳŘŜΩǎ ŀƭƛƎƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ IƛƴŘƳŀǊǎƘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘǳǊƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎŜƴǘǳǊȅΣ ²ŀƭƪŜǊǾƛƭƭŜΩǎ graves continue to have 

higher borders until the 1930s, after which no bordered sites were found with the exception of a 

contemporary addition. LŦ ǿŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ Ǉƭƻǘ ǘȅǇŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŀƭƭŜǊ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴƛƴŜǘŜŜƴǘƘ ŎŜƴǘǳǊȅ Ψ±ƛŎǘƻǊƛŀƴΩ 

cemetery, fences and borders for family plots appear on average to be higher than child-only plots until the 

turn of the century, then child-only plots are briefly higher until the 1920s. However, we must use caution 

here as the sample numbers for child-only plots for this period are small. Both plot types enjoy a 

consistently low profile of near parity throughout the twentieth century (Figure 6-14). 
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Figure 6-13. Mean percent of fence/ border heights by decade and site showing fence and border numbers*. 

*9ȄŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ Ǉƭƻǘ ŦŜƴŎƛƴƎ ƻǊ ōƻǊŘŜǊǎ 

 

Figure 6-14. Mean percent of fence/border heights by decade and plot type showing fence and border numbers*. 

*9ȄŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ Ǉƭƻǘ ŦŜƴŎƛƴƎ ƻǊ ōƻǊŘŜǊǎ 
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6.6.5 Grave marker height 

The decline in fence and border heights from the beginning of the twentieth century tends to follow a 

similar pattern to grave marker heights (Figure 6-15). This relationship accords with the idea of higher 

ƴƛƴŜǘŜŜƴǘƘ ŎŜƴǘǳǊȅ ƳƻƴǳƳŜƴǘǎ ŘŜǎƛǊƛƴƎ Ŝǉǳŀƭƭȅ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŦŜƴŎƛƴƎ ǘƻ ΨǇǊƻǘŜŎǘΩ ǘƘƛǎ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦŀƳily 

domain. This is apparent for all sites during the Victorian period, although the erratic variance for 

Cheltenham in a small sample (n=3) is complicated to interpret as both grave markers were broken, resting 

on bare earth plots and possibly out of situ given the later dates of the surrounding grave markers. From 

the 1930s up until the present all grave markers are below a metre in height, ranging from 40cm to 70cm. 

The single exception was a recent (c. 2015) child-only marble tablet at Walkerville standing at 1.41 m that 

appears to have been designed to fit into the visual look of this site. 

 

Primary decade of Grave Marker 

Figure 6-15. Mean percent of grave marker heights (including plinth) by decade and site showing grave marker 
numbers. 

 

Looking at the average height of grave markers between child-only and family grave plots (Figure 6-16), 

child-only grave markers are consistently lower in height than family plots, with child-only markers usually 

no higher than a metre throughout the Victorian period in comparison to family grave markers, which 

averaged 1.25 metres. This does not appear to be determined by plot size as some child-only plots with 

small grave markers are larger than family plots. Even as grave marker heights declined from the 1920s this 
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difference was maintained. This decline in height is more marked for child-only plots than family plots. Even 

as the cemetery landscape consistently displayed a lower height profile from the 1930s, grave markers on 

family plots remained a consistently higher average (50 to 70cm) than child-only grave markers (from near 

ground surface level to 30 cm). This displayed the decline from vertical grave marker forms to plaques for 

child-only plots (mostly infants and stillborn) from the 1960s onwards. 

 
 

Figure 6-16. Mean percent of grave marker heights (including plinth) by decade and plot type showing grave marker 
numbers. 

 

Looking at grave marker heights by age group (Figure 6-17), child-only grave markers for children aged five 

years and under were much lower in height than older children. Infants aged less than one year of age, 

ǎǘƛƭƭōƻǊƴ ƻǊ Ψƴƻǘ ƛƴǎŎǊƛōŜŘΩ όǿƘƛŎƘ ǳǎǳally encompasses these two categories based on their co-location in 

the cemetery) are well below 20cm in height on average. Two to five-year ƻƭŘΩǎ average 30cm but six-year 

ƻƭŘΩǎ and older are double the height, with a similar height for mixed age groups. By comparison family 

grave markers are consistently above 80cm for most age groups. The only exception is for stillborn children; 

where the plot heights are much closer, however this result should be taken with caution as this category 

only appeared on two family grave markers. The symbolism of grave marker size is discussed in Section 8.2. 

Considering plot types against grave marker colour (Figure 6-18) does not suggest a distinct colour 

association for child-only memorialisation, with both plot types using selections of the same material. The 
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higher numbers of material combinations for child-only plots is a pragmatic illustration of the type of grave 

ƳŀǊƪŜǊ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ŀŎŎƻǊŘŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴΦ 

 

Figure 6-17. Mean percent of grave marker heights (including plinth) by age group and plot type showing grave 
marker numbers. 

 

Grave marker heights were also analysed in relation to male and female children on child-only plots as the 

heights of family plots are likely influenced by the adults memorialised (Figure 6-19) Mean grave marker 

heights for male children in the nineteenth century appear to vary wildly from decade to decade in 

comparison to those for female children and mixed grave markers, but given the small numbers recorded 

for this period it is not possible to infer that height was used to differentiate children by sex. The male 

outlier for example, on Figure 6-19 showing a height of 1.5 m at the turn of the nineteenth century, 

represents just one grave marker. What does seem clear is that from the decade 1910-1919 onwards there 

was little difference in the height of grave markers chosen for male and female children, with heights for 

both declining during the twentieth century to well below 50 cm. This is in comparison to family plots that 

are known to reflect gendered power relationships (Mytum 2004:127-131) through the use of height (Stott 

2019), although outside of this context the overt use of gender in memorialisation appears rare (Adamson 

2012:405). 
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Figure 6-18. Mean percent of grave marker heights (including plinth) by colour and plot type showing grave marker 
numbers. 

 

Figure 6-19. Mean percent of grave marker heights (including plinth) for child-only plots by sex and decade showing 
grave marker numbers. 
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6.7 Grave marker form 

Several grave marker forms were recorded, with most grouped into general categories (Table 6-13). Whilst 

plaques are used in thŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴΤ 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘΣ ŦƻǊ all other sites the tablet was the most common form 

of grave marker, a status it retains to the present. The Christian religious form of the cross was used at all 

sites, whilst eye-catching and spatially distinct forms, such as pedestals (with square or vaulted tops), 

obelisks, statues and the rustic rock of ages (usually as a cross base) are present for only certain time 

periods. 

Table 6-13. Count, percent and confidence intervals for grave marker forms. 

 Count Col N % 

95.0% Lower/Upper CI  

for Col N % 

 Plaque 1329 62.5% (60.4%, 64.5%) 

Tablet 568 26.7% (24.8%, 28.6%) 

Pillar 101 4.7% (3.9%, 5.7%) 

Cross 83 3.9% (3.1%, 4.8%) 

Horizontal slab 18 0.8% (0.5%, 1.3%) 

Obelisk 12 0.6% (0.3%, 1.0%) 

Statue/sculpture 9 0.4% (0.2%, 0.8%) 

Other 8 0.4% (0.2%, 0.7%) 

Total 2128 100.0% . 

 

6.7.1 Chronology and plot type 

The distribution of grave marker forms by plot type over the study period suggests both broad trends and 

local preferences. As the twentieth century progressed the dominance of tablets was gradually challenged 

by more spatially subdued plaque forms, such as low-set angled rectangles, shields, hearts and, later, 

rectangular cast iron plaques mounted horizontally, vertically or angled on a variety of surfaces (Figure 

6-20). Child-only grave markers mostly favoured plaques from the 1980s onward, whereas family plots 

were more likely to use either form. 

Crosses were common during the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries for both plot types but not 

found after the 1950s except as temporary markers. Other Victorian styles, such as horizontal slabs and 

pillars were also rarely found after this period, and obelisks disappeared even earlier, after the 1930s. 

Statues or sculptures were rare and found from the turn of the nineteenth century to the 1950s, although 

their use in the nineteenth century is known for other cemeteries (Mytum 2004:77-78). A small number of 

other grave marker forms started to appear for family plots from the 1990s. 
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Figure 6-20. Percentage of grave marker forms by decade and plot type showing grave marker numbers (Total for 
each x-axis category). 

 

Table 6-14. Count, percent and z-test of grave marker forms by plot type (excluding Enfield). 

 

Children only Family (children and adults) Total  

Count Col N % Count Col N % Count Col N % 

Difference %, p-value, 95% CI  

of the difference*¹ 

 Tablet 85 43.8% 483 54.8% 568 52.8% 11%, p = 0.0054, (3%, 19%) 

Plaque 85 43.8% 199 22.6% 284 26.4% 21%, p = <0.0001, (14%, 28%) 

Cross 12 6.2% 64 7.3% 76 7.1% 1%, p = 0.6169, (3%, 5%) 

Pillar 4 2.1% 97 11.0% 101 9.4% *²  

Horizontal slab 3 1.5% 15 1.7% 18 1.7% *²  

Statue/sculpture 3 1.5% 6 0.7% 9 0.8% *²  

Other 2 1.0% 6 0.7% 8 0.7% *²  

Obelisk 0 0.0% 12 1.4% 12 1.1% *²  

Total 194 100.0% 882 100.0% 1076 100.0%  

*¹ z-tests to compare two proportions 
*² z-tests not applicable for proportion sizes 

 

The variety of grave marker forms chosen for child-only graves in most decades is more restricted than for 

family plots, usually favouring tablets or plaques. In recent decades small white wooden or metal crosses 

with black printed text ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŜǊŜŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴ ŀǎ temporary markers. The higher 
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percentage of plaques chosen for child-only plots and the higher percentage of tablets, crosses and pillars 

chosen for family plots was assessed as statistically significant, suggesting an association between form and 

plot type (Table 6-14). 

The obelisk, that in style evoked ancient Egyptian culture, was favoured as a family monument due to its 

prominent visual height and capacity for multiple engravings on its four-sided stepped base. This form was 

only used for family plots in the sample. Horizontal slabs were also mostly confined to this plot type (Table 

6-14). Statues, both symbolic and religious, although quite rare for the four general cemeteries (n=9; 0.8%), 

show stylistic distinctions between plot types, with smaller figures on child-only plots and larger figures on 

ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ǇƭƻǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ŦƻǊ ΨhǘƘŜǊΩ ŀǊŜ ǘƻƻ ǎƳŀƭƭ ŦƻǊ ŀƴȅ ŎƭŜŀǊ ƛƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜΦ 

6.7.2 Sex 

Crosses, plaques and tablets displayed no statistical difference in use between male and female children for 

child-only plots (Table 6-15). Family plots, although more likely subject to adult gender influences, were 

also tested (including pillars) and returned the same result. The other grave marker forms did not appear in 

sufficient numbers to undertake inferential testing. For child-only plots, only male children were recorded 

with horizontal slabs, but these only totalled three examples from the four general cemeteries (0.3%), so no 

firm conclusions were possible. 

6.7.3 Age 

Stillborn children are exclusively memorialised on plaques for both child-only and family plots. These are 

usually rectangular in shape but sometimes other shapes such as leaves were recorded (Figure 6-21). The 

other age groups represent the historical transition from tablets to plaques, with the main difference being 

the reduced percentage of other forms chosen for child-only plots (see Section 1.7.1). On child-only plots, 

tablets are used more for older children, particularly those aged six years and up and pillars (mostly 

pedestals) were only used for these age groups. 

On family plots the use of grave markers is consistent across all age groups except for stillborn (although 

ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘǿƻ ƎǊŀǾŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊǎύΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŀǘ Ψƴƻǘ ƛƴǎŎǊƛōŜŘΩ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ƛƴŦŀƴǘǎ 

including peri-nates, the result suggests little difference in treatment by age. Adult preferences were more 

likely to influence the choice of grave marker form and style chosen here. 
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Table 6-15. Count, percent and z-ǘŜǎǘ ƻŦ ƎǊŀǾŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǊ ŦƻǊƳ ōȅ ǎŜȄ ŀƴŘ Ǉƭƻǘ ǘȅǇŜ όŜȄŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘΣ ΨƳƛȄŜŘ ΨŀƴŘ ΨǳƴƪƴƻǿƴΩύ. 

 

Children only  Family (children and adults)  

    

Male Female  Male Female  

Count Col N % Count Col N % 

Difference %, p-value, 95% CI  

of the difference*¹ Count Col N % Count Column N % 

Difference %, p-value, 95% CI  

of the difference*¹ 

 Plaque 603 90.1% 470 91.8% 2%, P = 0.237, (1%, 5%) 105 24.9% 85 24.7% 0%, P = 1, (6%, 6%) 

Tablet 49 7.3% 29 5.7% 1%, P = 0.491, (2%, 4%) 226 53.7% 191 55.5% 2%, P = 0.580, (5%, 9%) 

Cross 9 1.3% 9 1.8% 1%, P = 0.151 (0%, 2%) 28 6.7% 24 7.0% 0%, P = 1, (4%, 4%) 

Horizontal slab 3 0.4% 0 0.0% *²  5 1.2% 3 0.9% *²  

Pillar 2 0.3% 2 0.4% *²  43 10.2% 32 9.3% 1%, p = 0.6397, (3%, 5%) 

Statue/sculpture 2 0.3% 1 0.2% *²  2 0.5% 4 1.2% *²  

Other 1 0.1% 1 0.2% *²  4 1.0% 2 0.6% *²  

Obelisk 0 0.0% 0 0.0% *²  8 1.9% 3 0.9% *²  

Total 669 100.0% 512 100.0%  421 100.0% 344 100.0%  

* ¹ z-test to compare two proportions 

*² z-test not applicable for proportion sizes 
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Figure 6-21. Percentage of grave marker forms by age group and plot type with grave marker numbers (Total for 
each x-axis category). 

 

Figure 6-22. Percentage of grave marker forms by site and plot type (Total for each x-axis category).*  

*Grave marker numbers shown in Table 6.16 
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Table 6-16. Grave marker numbers for Figure 6.22. 

 

Decade Grave marker numbers 

Not inscribed nc=7/ ne=27/nh=7/ nsj=3 

1836-1839  

1840-1849 nw=3 

1850-1859 nh=2/ nsj=8/ nw=14 

1860-1869 nh=7/ nsj=9/ nw=15 

1870-1879 nh=20/ nsj=9/ nw=31 

1880-1889 nc=1/ nh=30/ nsj=24/ nw=32 

1890-1899 nc=1/ nh=25/ nsj=20/ nw=10 

1900-1909 nc=1/ nh=44/ nsj=21/ nw=8 

1910-1919 nh=74/ nsj=13/ nw=4 

1920-1929 nc=17/ nh=54/ nsj=22/ nw=1 

1930-1939 nc=107/ nh=34/ sj=27/ nw=2 

1940-1949 nc=42/ nh=43/ nsj=24 

1950-1959 nc=76/ ne=1/ nh=21/ nsj=24 

1960-1969 nc=12/ ne=10/ nh=11/ nsj=13 

1970-1979 nc=13/ ne=10/ nh=6/ nsj=11 

1980-1989 nc=9/ ne=187/ nh=27/ nsj=9 

1990-1999 nc=8/ ne=522/ nh=1/ nsj=4 

2000-2009 nc=4/ ne=253/ nsj=5/ nw=1 

2010-2018 nc=2/ ne=42/ nh=1/ nsj=1/ nw=1 
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6.7.4 Site comparison 

The use of tablets and plaques at the four general sites is consistent across the study period (Figure 6-22 

and Table 6-16). Amidst such general patterning, certain styles suggest localised trends, for example, the 

use of pedestals was popular at Hindmarsh throughout the nineteenth century and into the 1920s (n = 43; 

10.6%) representing 57.3% of all pedestals recorded for the four general cemeteries. This differed to St 

WǳŘŜΩǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ wƻƳŀƴκ[ŀǘƛƴ ŎǊƻǎǎŜǎ όn=29; 11.7%) were the next most preferred choice after tablets during 

the same period and represent 55.8% of the use of this style for these sites. The higher choice of crosses at 

{ǘ WǳŘŜΩǎ Ƴŀȅ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘǳǊŎƘȅŀǊŘ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊȅ, with its origins within and association to the 

ŀŘƧŀŎŜƴǘ {ǘ WǳŘŜΩǎ !ƴƎƭƛŎŀƴ /ƘǳǊŎƘ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀ ŘŜǎƛǊŜ ŦƻǊ a more overt religious expression. However, 

Walkerville has similar origins but does not reflect the same pattern of choice, although its denominational 

ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ ƛǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ό²ŜǎƭŜȅŀƴύΦ hōŜƭƛǎƪǎ ǿŜǊŜ Ƴƻǎǘƭȅ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛƴ ƭƻǿ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ŀǘ IƛƴŘƳŀǊǎƘ ŀƴŘ {ǘ WǳŘŜΩǎ 

(n=5; 1.2% and n=6; 2.4%). 

6.8 Grave marker styles 

The grave marker forms in Table 6-13 are organised into five categories: tablets, crosses, pillars/sculptures, 

horizontal slabs/plaques and miscellaneous. These were adapted from the terminology developed by the 

National Trust of Australia (New South Wales branch [Appendix B]). When selecting the grave marker 

families could choose from several styles in each form category subject to prevailing funerary fashion, cost 

and availability. Results for these five categories are presented in relation to their chronology, association 

with plot type (child only and family), sex and age. 

6.9 Tablets 

This form was the most frequent choice during the nineteenth and much of the twentieth century in many 

parts of the Western world (Mytum 2004: 65-66; Figure 6-23). Twenty-eight different tablet styles were 

recorded (Table 6-17), demonstrating a significant variety of choice made by the bereaved over this period. 

Due to the high number of styles the results are presented using four groupings as discussed in Section 5.6. 

tŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜǎ ǉǳƻǘŜŘ ǊŜƭŀǘŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǳǊ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŎŜƳŜǘŜǊƛŜǎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ DŀǊŘŜƴΤ 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘ ƻƴƭȅ ǳǎŜŘ 

plaques and crosses. 

6.9.1 Chronology and plot type 

Group1: Rectangular and Semi-circular 

Rectangular and semicircular tablet styles were in use from the late seventeenth century and represent 

continuity in tablet shape leading into the Victorian era cemetery (Mytum 2002:5-7). These two styles, 

along with cambered (Group 3) and gabled (Group 2) were the most recorded tablet styles for this period. 

The occurrence of each style of tablet in relation to plot type is shown in Table 6-18, however only nine 
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styles were recorded in enough numbers to undertake inferential testing between child-only and family 

plots. Rectangular or square tablets were found to have a statistically significant difference, trending 

towards child-only plots with the remaining styles tested showing no statistical difference between plot 

types. 

 

Figure 6-23. Rectangular tablet with shoulders, marble, c. 1953, Cheltenham cemetery looking east (Photo by 
author). 

 

Figure 6-24. Percentage of tablet styles (rectangular and semi-circular) by decade and plot type with grave marker 
numbers (Total for each x-axis category). 
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Table 6-17. Count and percentage of tablet styles (upright slabs and stelae) adapted from the National Trust (NSW) 
guidelines (2009:120-121). 

 Count Column N % 

95.0% Lower CL 

 for Column N % 

95.0% Upper CL  

for Column N % 

 Semicircular with cut away shoulders 66 11.6% 9.2% 14.4% 

Cambered with cut away shoulders 63 11.1% 8.7% 13.9% 

Semicircular 61 10.7% 8.4% 13.5% 

Scroll 48 8.5% 6.4% 11.0% 

Rectangular or square 47 8.3% 6.2% 10.8% 

Gabled 47 8.3% 6.2% 10.8% 

Cambered with shoulders 42 7.4% 5.5% 9.8% 

Semicircular with shoulders 36 6.3% 4.6% 8.6% 

Cambered 33 5.8% 4.1% 8.0% 

Rectangular with shoulders 23 4.0% 2.7% 5.9% 

Gothic 17 3.0% 1.8% 4.6% 

Gothic with shoulders 15 2.6% 1.6% 4.2% 

Gabled with shoulders 14 2.5% 1.4% 4.0% 

Pedimented 12 2.1% 1.2% 3.6% 

Rustic 7 1.2% 0.6% 2.4% 

Semicircular with acroteria 6 1.1% 0.4% 2.2% 

Cross surmount with shoulders 6 1.1% 0.4% 2.2% 

Anthropomorphic 5 0.9% 0.3% 1.9% 

Stepped 3 0.5% 0.1% 1.4% 

Heart shaped 3 0.5% 0.1% 1.4% 

Rectangular with wave 3 0.5% 0.1% 1.4% 

Ogee 2 0.4% 0.1% 1.1% 

Diamond 2 0.4% 0.1% 1.1% 

Angular with curve 2 0.4% 0.1% 1.1% 

Gothic with acroteria 1 0.2% 0.0% 0.8% 

Gabled with peaked shoulders 1 0.2% 0.0% 0.8% 

Double 1 0.2% 0.0% 0.8% 

Stylised double 1 0.2% 0.0% 0.8% 

Unclear due to damage 1 0.2% 0.0% 0.8% 

Total 568 100.0% . . 

 

Semicircular grave markers dominate in two main styles: semicircular with cut away shoulders (n = 66; 

6.1%) and semicircular (n=61; 5.7%). Regularly chosen in the nineteenth century these styles declined from 

the 1920s and were not seen after the 1950s except for one example (with acroteria) and a modern 
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example at Walkerville c.2015 (Figure 6-24 and Figure 6-25). Rectangular (and sometimes square tablets) 

are strongly represented from the 1920s through to the present, particularly on family plots. 

 

Figure 6-25. Semicircular tablet with cut away shoulders, marble, c. 1886, Hindmarsh cemetery looking west (Photo 
by author). 

 

Group 2: Gabled, Gothic and Pedimented 

Other popular nineteenth century styles, such as gabled and gothic revival, initially continued into the 

twentieth century (Figure 6-26 and Figure 6-27). Gothic styles were hardly recorded after the second 

decade of the twentieth century as grave marker design underwent change following the First World War 

(Mallios and Caterino 2011:430; Mytum 2002:14). Gabled by comparison is still used sparingly, having 

peaked in the mid-twentieth century on both plot types. Pedimented stelae reminiscent of classical 

temples, although seen in the early twentieth century, become more prominent from the 1950s as a style 

favoured by post-war immigrants, particularly Catholics from southern Europe, as evidenced by the 

inscribed names of the deceased and the use of languages other than English such as Italian (Figure 6-26). 

Group3: Anthropomorphic, Cambered, Doubles and Ogee 

Cambered grave markers, which like semi-circular tablets could also use shoulders or cut-away shoulders, 

were consistently popular on family plots from the 1850s through to the present (Figure 6-28). As grave 

marker heights declined from the 1920s (Figure 6-19) the cambered style with its less acute curvature than 

a semi-circle was a stylistically good fit for the lower and wider tablets that resulted from this change. 

Anthropomorphic and double styles were rare (n=5; 0.5% and n=2; 0.2%) and widely dispersed 
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chronologically. The former was not used at Walkerville. The ogee with its pointed top appeared on two 

family plots at Hindmarsh in the early twentieth century but was gone by the 1920s. 

 

Figure 6-26. Percentage of tablet styles (gabled, gothic and pedimented) by decade and plot type with grave marker 
numbers (Total for each x-axis category). 

 

 

Figure 6-27. Gabled tablet with shoulders, marble, c. 1939, Cheltenham cemetery looking west (Photo by author). 




















































































































































































































































































































































































































