
Introduction

Bauer provides a narrative that I believe ideally introduces the topic. His mere words provoke thought, and, to the passionate, invoke mystery. I thus hang upon his deliberation: ‘All living organisms jealously defend to the best of their ability whatever portion of the earth’s surface they inhabit, and man [sic], bringing to this struggle his intelligence and ability to plan, has been among the most successful and adaptive of species. It is not common, therefore, to find portions of the earth from which man [sic] has completely disappeared once he has assumed possession. Such an anomaly is Kangaroo Island’ (Bauer in Pilling and Waterman, 1970:198). 

Known traditionally as Karta, ‘the island of the dead’, this island off the coast of South Australia was declared uninhabited upon European ‘discovery’ in 1802. Considered an equitable habitat favouring primary development, Kangaroo Island was subsequently proclaimed under the Crown and European settlement established. Previous habitation was never assumed until the discovery of stone tools in 1903 denoted a prehistoric population. In 1930 when Norman Tindale excavated campsites upon the ancient shorelines of Murrays Lagoon, serious archaeological investigations of the island had begun.

Further campsites were documented, and the incidence of quartzite implements - nearly all of which were heavy pebble choppers or hammerstones - suggested the existence of a considerable previous population. Tindale identified that these implements belonged to a ‘pure’ industry which he termed the ‘Kartan’. The lack of material remains with these discoveries implied considerable antiquity, possibly of Pleistocene age when the island was a peninsular of the mainland.  

The existence of an ancient people on the island raised questions of their origins and their eventual fate. Neither of these questions can be confidently answered, though nonetheless they are widely speculated. This paper discusses the main arguments for or against the range of suggestions put forward. There is a fair degree of consensus however that the island became inhabited when, in fact, it wasn’t an island, whereas arguments for their extinction differ to include unfavourable climatic conditions, or the doubt that the island could sustain a genetically viable population.

To establish the antiquity of the occupation Ron Lampert surveyed the island in search of stratified occupation deposits. One site, Seton Cave, produced evidence of occupation dated to 16,110 BP. This site also provided strong evidence for a temporal overlap between humans and megafauna. Lampert also found several sites that dated to about 4,300 years ago, with the assemblage in these sites dominated by small flakes and scrapers. Lampert speculated different occupation periods, the signature being this non-Kartan industry which he termed the ‘Kangaroo Island Small Tool Industry’. Recent excavations by Neale Draper have resulted in a counter argument, that is, that the entire range of Kangaroo Island stone artefacts represents a single, long-standing technological tradition. A tradition, he speculates, whose life on the island may be more recent than the archaeological record suggests.

*          *          *

Geography and Environment
Kangaroo Island, or Karta, ‘island of the dead’ - the name given to the island by the mainland Ramindjeri people (Edwards, 1988:4; Flood, 1995:139 ) - is a large land mass 15 kilometres off the South Australian coast. The island is approximately 150 kilometres long and 50 kilometres at its widest point, and has 450 kilometres of coastline enclosing an area of 4350 square kilometres. Lying across the mouth of St Vincent Gulf, it is separated from mainland South Australia by Backstairs Passage and Investigator Strait. (Nunn, 1981:11; Callas, 1982:9).

During much of the Pleistocene the island was a peninsula of the southern coastline of Greater Australia, and close to the mouth of the ancestral Murray River. (Lampert, 1981:14; Kohen, 1995:70). Fluctuations in the sea level that accompanied the cycle of glaciation and de-glaciation during the Pleistocene meant that at least four times the sea level rose high enough to isolate the island, and the length of time of these isolations were much longer than were the periods of connection. At most the island was joined to the mainland for 25% of Quaternary time. (Lampert, 1981:12-13). It was last severed from the continent with the post-glacial sea rise which occurred around 9,000 years ago (Lampert, 1972:223; Lampert, 1981:186; Draper, 1988:15; Flood, 1995;139; Lourandos, 1997:201), and became increasingly isolated until the seas stabilised at the present level between 6,500 and 7,000 years ago. (Appendix 1).  (Draper, 1988:23; McConnochie, lecture, 27/5/98). 

Geologically Kangaroo Island is a continuation of the Mount Lofty Ranges: the same ancient rocks are found on the island as are found in the Mount Lofty ‘horst’, but with almost complete absence of the more recent geological movements. That is to say: 


The landscape appears to be more ‘mature.’ There is no rugged mountains, swiftly flowing creeks, or any signs of conventional mountain scenery. Having been thus immune from tertiary disturbances the greater part of the island has become worn down almost to a peneplane. (Macbeth cited Tindale, 1930-1974:126).

The climate of Kangaroo Island is typically Mediterranean: warm to hot dry summers and cool winters. Mesothermal temperatures which rarely bring frost or rise above 30(C combine with a seasonal rainfall to provide what is an equitable climate for human inhabitants. (Bauer in Pilling and Waterman, 1970:198; Lampert, 1981:9). The island is favoured with an abundance of fish, animal and bird life, permanent fresh water - though not ubiquitous, not entirely lacking - and vegetation, however little in the way vegetable food. (Cooper and Condon, 1948:67; Cooper, 1960:481; Bauer in Pilling and Waterman, 1970:198-199, 212-213). Speculating a cultural landscape, Bauer comments: 


No cornucopia, Kangaroo Island nevertheless should have been a reasonably good home for a race of primitive hunters and gatherers.  (Bauer in Pilling and Waterman, 1970:199).

Bauer’s speculation, albeit without a time frame, deserves examination. An ideal place to start would be to consider it as a Pleistocene habitat. A combination of geographic factors as such indicates that the island would have been particularly attractive for human habitation during periods of low glacial sea levels. During these times the island was a high piece of land at the seaward margin of a broad coastal plain, and - as previously noted - near the estuary and lower reaches of the Murray River. For the economy of inhabitants, it would have been in an:

Ecotonal position, enjoying proximity to river, estuary and seashore and having a favourable environment within itself of wooded hills and flowing streams. Further, stranded beaches from earlier high sea levels provided pebbles suitable for implement making. (Lampert, 1981:164).

The vegetation from about 7,000-6,400 years ago was open, with grasses, salt-marsh plants, daisies and a few shrubs predominating, but Casuarina stricta (sheoak) increased to dominate the vegetation until about 4,800 years ago. The presence of these species is a fair indication that the climate was probably wetter than at present. Around 4,800 years ago increasing aridity brought about a major vegetation change, with eucalypts and drier shrubs becoming more abundant, while sheoak and grasses were greatly reduced. (Lampert, 1981:186-188).  Grasses, although remaining present, gradually became less abundant until about 2,600 years ago. This particular date was obtained from a palaeosol lying directly on top of a beach deposit at the former shore of an inland lagoon and covered by windblown sands. The date, therefore, indicates the onset of more arid conditions with the drying up of a number of lagoons. As the limited evidence from southern Australia, writes Lampert:

Appears to show that the climate was wetter than today from about 7,500-4,500 years ago, becoming increasingly arid after that till about 2,000 years ago, it is considered that climatic change is probably sufficient to explain the vegetation change about 4,800 years ago.  (Lampert, 1981:187-188). 

In contrast with today’s de-pauperate island fauna, the species range was much more extensive. Since the end of the Pleistocene, marsupial species have halved in number from around 20 or so to 10, and rodent species from seven to two. Eight of the land birds and three of the lizard species have also disappeared from the island. The modern counterparts of many of the lost species, in other parts of Australia, now favour a semi-arid, open grassland habitat, so presumably they died out on Kangaroo Island due to the ‘inability to tolerate the denser vegetation which developed in response to the warmer and wetter conditions of the early Holocene’ (Lampert, 1981:23).  Other species which favoured the new vegetation, were, conclusively, unable to invade because Kangaroo Island was by then isolated from the mainland.  

Europeans on Kangaroo Island
Occupation of the island is commemorated in the Dreaming stories of the adjacent mainland tribes (Macbeth in Tindale, 1930-1974:126; Cooper and Condon, 1948:67; Cooper, 1960:492; Draper, 1988:15,32), yet was declared uninhabited by the visiting Europeans early in the nineteenth century. (Mulvaney, 1969:143; Bauer in Pilling and Waterman, 1970:199; Lampert, 1972:223; Lampert, 1981:170; Callas, 1982:9; Flood, 1995:139). Flood recounts the early observations:


The island’s first European visitors were Captain Flinders in HMS Investigator in March 1802, and Nicolas Baudin, who followed in the same year.  Both immediately noticed the lack of fires on Kangaroo Island in contrast to the adjacent mainland, where skies were constantly smoke-filled from Aborigines burning off the vegetation.  When Flinders landed, he found no humans, only extraordinarily tame kangaroos and seals.  (Flood, 1995:139).

The latter observation was significant: Flinders chronicled that the native animals being unmindful of human beings and human predation ‘concurred with the absence of all traces of men [sic] to show that it [the island] was not inhabited’ (Cited in Tindale and Maegraith, 1931:275). He also noted that the island’s vegetation was overgrown as if untended by firestick farming (Cooper, 1960:483; Lampert, 1981:187; Draper in Robinson, 1992:2), and though having declared the island uninhabited, had observed ‘puzzling signs of fire within the previous ten to twenty years’ and, foremost, speculated human agency. It was not an observation that was to occasion him any great distraction, merely recording that persons unknown - perhaps shipwreck survivors or whalers - may have been the cause. (Appendix 2). (Nunn, 1989:11).

European settlement of the island began shortly after Flinders’ visit: escaped convicts seeking refuge, or wandering sealers and whalers bringing as company a number of indigenous women abducted from the nearby mainland or from Tasmania. (Tindale and Maegraith, 1931:275; Cooper, 1960:489; Lampert, 1981:1; Nunn, 1989:23; Draper in Robinson, 1992:2). By 1826 the permanent population of the island numbered upwards of two hundred, still predominantly sealers, whalers, and ‘native’ women who continued to be stolen from their tribal homes. (Appendix 3). (Nunn, 1989:37).  Recognised for its potential for primary industry, in 1836 the island became an official British settlement and large tracts of land were systematically cleared for agriculture. (Tindale and Maegraith, 1931:275; Lampert, 1981:1; Nunn, 1981:11).

Hammerstones at Murrays Lagoon
Throughout the nineteenth century it was assumed that the island had never been previously inhabited (Tindale, 1930-1974:ii; Cooper, 1960:483; Bauer in Pilling and Waterman, 1970:199), and it is interesting to note Maegraith’s comment that ‘Kangaroo Island was the only large area of good land in the world which had not shown any signs of habitation by man [sic]’ (Maegraith cited in Tindale, 1930-1974:22). Indeed, the neglect of an area of land within the sight of other people was considered even more of an irregularity. (Bauer in Pilling and Waterman, 1970:198). However, the discovery of stone tools in 1903 by the geologist Walter Howchin provided (albeit at the time suggested) evidence of a prehistoric population. (Bauer in Pilling and Waterman, 1970:199; Lampert, 1981:170; Draper, 1988:15). Similar finds were later reported by the local inhabitants, though perhaps being considered relicts of the stolen Tasmanian or mainland Aborigines (as Howchin’s was in some quarters) these finds did not generate any interest aside from their curiosity value. (Tindale, 1930-1974:26; Bauer in Pilling and Waterman, 1970:199).  

It was not until 1930 when Norman Tindale and his associate Harold Cooper discovered archaeological campsites around the stranded shorelines of Murray’s Lagoon - and dismissed the theory of Tasmanian or mainland origin - that serious research began. (Appendix 4). (Draper, 1988:15; Flood, 1995:139). Of this find, a ‘mystified’ Tindale (1930-74:4) recorded that ‘the implements are not associated with the usual signs of recent occupation’ noting the absence of ashes, charcoal, ruddle, bone and shell fragments (Tindale and Maegraith, 1931:278), adding that:


The evidence of the distribution of the artefacts suggests that the five-metre shoreline, or thereabouts, was a relatively stable one during one of the last periods of such occupation, and . . . as it was then, was a favoured campsite. Few inferences can be made concerning the people who fashioned the artefacts found on these sites. It is evident that they used very crude cutting, scraping, and hammering implements, and were living on the island sufficiently long ago for traces of organic camp debris to have disappeared. The primitiveness of the stone implements and the absence of all traces of the dingo may suggest that the former islanders were . . . a Pre-Australoid people who have become extinct. (Tindale and Maegraith, 1931:284). 

Whilst recognising that these cultural sequences are of limited reliability or validity, Tindale implied moderate antiquity by the lack of material remains, placing the Kartan culture as older than the Tartangan, the oldest South Australian mainland culture which could be established by stratigraphic means. On the available evidence he speculated that the culture should be dated about 11,000 years BP (Bauer in Pilling and Waterman, 1970:209; Edwards, 1988:4; Draper in Robinson, 1992:3). He acknowledged, however:


That without more material, particularly human or other organic remains, it was not yet possible to make firm comparisons or time correlations with the mainland. (Bauer in Pilling and Waterman, 1970:209).

The Kartan
Between 1937 and 1968 Tindale and Cooper documented further surface campsites and built up a large collection of quartzite implements, nearly all of which were heavy pebble choppers, hammerstones and horsehoof cores. (Appendix 5). (Mulvaney, 1969:144; Lampert, 1972:223; Knight, 1995:3). The incidence of the stone implements suggested the existence of a considerable previous population and it was apparent that there was no part of the island which the early inhabitants did not frequent. (Cooper and Condon, 1948:66; Bauer in Pilling and Waterman, 1970:208). The large pebble chopper, which had not been found on nearby mainland sites, was considered to be representative an early culture which persisted long after contact or access with the mainland ceased. (Cooper and Condon, 1948:68). Tindale drew attention to their distinctiveness and demonstrated that these assemblages indeed differed and preceded the cultural stages of the mainland sites, with an origin back in late Pleistocene times. (Mulvaney, 1969:101, 143; Bauer in Pilling and Waterman, 1970:209). He termed this newly isolated entity ‘Kartan’, which was a derivation of the island’s traditional name. (Appendix 6).  (Cooper, 1966:315; Mulvaney, 1969:101; Lampert, 1972:223).

The Kartan tools were generally found in fields where ploughing or natural erosion had brought them to the surface from about 30 centimetres below present ground level. Others, like those found at Murray’s Lagoon were located on a shoreline five metres from the present one, or in areas of impenetrable scrub that in earlier times were much sparser. (Tindale and Maegraith, 1931:278; Tindale, 1937b:46; Cooper, 1960:485; Draper in Robinson, 1992:3). Cooper and Condon wrote that: 


The occurrence of extensive camp-sites around inland lagoons and swamps and along creeks seems to suggest a permanent occupation rather than one denoting temporary expeditions planned by visiting tribes, more especially since the large pebble choppers so typical of the island is not found on adjacent mainland camp-sites. (Cooper and Condon, 1948:66-67).

Cooper speculated that the simplicity in form, or ‘purity’ (Cooper, 1960:4) of the Kartan stone implements, and the absence of the refined types so widespread upon the mainland, probably associated them with a corresponding simplicity in the design and limited variety of the wooden hunting, fighting and domestic implements in use there at that time. He implied that:

It is possible, therefore, that the inhabitants of Kangaroo Island had no knowledge of the light spear (woomera thrown), the boomerang, polished stone axe-heads and other refined constituents of later periods which appear to have been similarly unknown to the Aborigines of Tasmania - also an isolated community. (Cooper, 1966:315).

Although the Kartan implements were abundant upon the inland sites on Kangaroo Island, no traces of them had been found upon its long stretches of white recent coastal sand-dunes. This was a type of location favourable to the Aborigines of recent periods upon similarly placed shore-line dunes along the nearby mainland. (Cooper, 1966:317-318). The heights of other topographical features of these mainland sites, wrote Cooper, ‘are significantly comparable with those upon the island and this, if finally substantiated regarding Kangaroo Island, might indicate that the occupational period there could have pre-dated the formation of its recent coastal white sand-dunes’ (Cooper, 1966:318). Bauer, in support, adds that this would help to explain the rather curious absence of shell middens which are so often found in coastal areas inhabited by primitive people. Indeed, it is possible that a major portion of the total occupation period may have been associated with low sea level conditions. (Bauer in Pilling and Waterman, 1970:212). ‘Two of the most important problems involved, not yet manifest’ lamented Cooper, ‘are their time dating and in close relation to it the climatic conditions prevailing’ (Cooper, 1966:318).

The Speculations of Origin
The existence of a prehistoric people on Kangaroo island raised speculation as to their origins; the mode of their entrance to the island; and their eventual fate. (Bauer in Pilling and Waterman, 1970:209-210).  Of their origins Tindale had already postulated that the Kartan was of Pleistocene age and had drawn similarities - and cultural connections - between pebble choppers from Kangaroo Island and Upper Paleolithic tools from the Malay Peninsula known as ‘Sumatra-type’ implements. (Tindale, 1937b:47; Harvey, 1941:363; Bauer in Pilling and Waterman, 1970:209; Draper in Robinson, 1992:3). Further, on the basis of similarities between Kartan choppers and certain Tasmanian implements (Mulvaney, 1969:152) ‘he proposed that the colonising stock of both islands may have been similar’ (Bauer in Pilling and Waterman, 1970:210). He argued that: 


At Kangaroo Island we seem to have an old culture which has connections with the Upper Palaeolithic of Malaya . . . the Kangaroo Island Industry may be similar to that brought to Australia from Malaya by the first native visitors, who may have been of Tasmanian type.  The distinctive features of the Tasmanian implement culture are thought to have largely developed after their isolation on the island. (Tindale, 1937b:55,59).

Their arrival on Kangaroo Island could have been accomplished in various ways, three of which may be mentioned as possible:

1. Via an unbroken landbridge when it was still part of the mainland.  

2. By means of a crossing which included a series of deep-water channels, shoals and dry land, involving walking, swimming, wading and the use of canoes or rafts. (The Dreaming stories of the mainland Ramindjeri recount that at some period during post-glacial separation the island could be accessed by walking or wading from the mainland). (Cooper, 1960:492; Draper, 1988:15).

3. By crossing the water in canoes or rafts by one of the channels somewhat similar to those in existence today such as Backstairs Passage. (Cooper, 1960:490-491).

It is doubted - and evidence is lacking - that Aboriginal tribes had watercraft capable of undertaking the hazardous crossing of Backstairs Passage, as this is a strait bedevilled by strong currents, heavy tidal swells and steep breaking seas. (Tindale and Maegraith, 1931:285; Lampert, 1972:223; Flood, 1995:139). Of the mainland tribes who lived in sight of Kangaroo Island, Cooper wrote: 


The Kaurna (Adelaide) Tribe, whose territory extended southwards towards Cape Jervis, possessed neither canoes nor rafts at the time of the European occupation nor did the Narangga of Yorke Peninsula. The natives of the lower River Murray used primitive bark canoes and those living around the lakes, just above the outlet to the sea, had frail and flimsy rafts of reeds. (Cooper, 1960:492)
The idea that the islanders may have had access to the area when it was still part of the mainland was considered by Tindale, albeit with lack of any definite evidence. He noted that the island mammals were closely similar to those of the mainland, but in some cases had differentiated sufficiently to have received subspecific recognition: ‘an appreciably long period of isolation is usually considered necessary for such divergences to have taken place’ (Cited in Tindale and Maegraith, 1931:285). The absence of the dingo also suggests that the island was separated before the dog was brought to Australia. (Tindale and Maegraith, 1931:285; Cooper, 1966:317; Mulvaney, 1969:143).

It was concluded that occupation must have occurred at a time when the sea level was low, and the island was still joined to the mainland. This conclusion - pre the advent of radiocarbon dating - was based on circumstantial evidence:

1. The massive size and archaic appearance of the Kartan tools was unlike anything found in recent mainland sites.

2. Their locations suggested that the occupation had a considerable antiquity and derived from a time when the island’s climate and environment was much different from the present.

The absence of specialised small tools as found in younger mainland sites also favoured the idea of a considerable period of isolation: the rising seas cutting the island from the mainland as well as isolating it from later technological developments.  (Flood, 1995:140). Lampert summarised with what appeared to be a logical theory: fluctuations in the sea level that accompanied the cycle of glaciation and de-glaciation during the Pleistocene had, he suggested, provided the occasions for the sea level to fall low enough to affect the spread ‘to and from the island, of plants and animals, and, in the late Pleistocene and Holocene, of men [sic]’ (Lampert, 1981:12-13).

Extinction
The disappearance of the prehistoric inhabitants from an island favoured with an admirable climate and an abundance of fish, animal, and bird life is far more difficult to understand than is the manner of their coming. (Cooper and Condon, 1948:67; Bauer in Pilling and Waterman, 1970:210-212; Draper, 1988:17). In the absence of the appropriate data to answer this question there appear to be only two logical - yet purely hypothetical alternatives: ‘their departure or extinction in situ’ (Cooper, 1960:496). 

Implicit in the argument against the first alternative was the assumption that there were -as previously implied - no watercraft capable of crossing between the island and the mainland and that the island’s stone tools show no sign of outside influence, despite significant changes and new tool types on the adjacent mainland. (Flood, 1995:142). A basic question thus considered by Tindale and supported by Cooper was as follows: as Kangaroo Island was sundered from the mainland by rising post-glacial seas, did people, realising their plight, simply abandon the island?  This argument was based on chronological datum, being the distinctiveness of the Kartan suggesting that as well as the island being abandoned, so too was the Kartan tradition. (Lampert,1972:223). Cooper acknowledges however, that the same evidence can also support the argument of their extinction in situ:

The absence of the Kangaroo Island pebble choppers upon the nearby mainland strengthens the possibility of the islanders succumbing in the land where they lived and that their pebble implement culture died with them. (Cooper, 1960:495).

From considering various evidences - palaeoenvironmental, archaeological and ethnographic - the case of a relict population is favoured albeit the reasons for their extinction are still not clear, though widely speculated.  (Flood, 1995:142). The local community, suggests Cooper, (1960:495) ‘isolated from contact with the outside world over a long period, may have deteriorated to such a degree’ and supports an array of natural or human agencies including disease, intermarriage, climatic conditions, internecine tribal fights, imbalances in sex and age ratios, or some unknown calamity. (Cooper, 1960:495; Cooper, 1966:319; Flood, 1995:142). Whilst most archaeologists agree that any of the above possibilities are admissible, there is no consensus as to which one it might be. 

Tindale and Maegraith for example, suggest that the difficulties that early European settlers met with in obtaining water supplies during dry seasons might well have been experienced by the original inhabitants: a severe drought being quite capable, they argue, of reducing the food resources to a point that extinction was inescapable. (Tindale and Maegraith, 1931:285).  Others offer evidence against this.  Bauer’s description of a favourable palaeoenvironment (Bauer in Pilling and Waterman, 1970:198-199, 212-213) fits with Draper’s observation that the locations of archaeological sites meet the ‘basic camp-site requirements of fresh water and proximity to a food supply’ (Draper in Robinson, 1992:9). There are also indications that the climate was more favourable for human populations for much of the recent past. For example, the presence of Tasmanian devils as reported by Draper (Draper, 1988:19; Draper in Robinson, 1992:13) is striking evidence of damper conditions favouring lush vegetation and permanent water. (Mulvaney and White, 1987:71). Further, by far the greatest number of artefacts have been found in association with higher shorelines of lagoons, suggesting that these bodies of water were larger at the time of occupation. (Bauer in Pilling and Waterman, 1970:208,211; Lampert, 1981:21). Bauer adds that: 

The wide distribution and numbers of implements found suggest that a moderately large population occupied the island for a considerable period of time. In terms of food and water resources, Kangaroo Island could be presumed to support a population of a few hundred almost indefinitely. Most of the mainland animals, such as kangaroos, wallaby, and opossum must have been present, and bird life, especially waterfowl, must also have been plentiful, for lagoons appear to have been larger and more numerous during at least some stages of the occupation. Sea foods, especially shellfish and fresh-water fish, must have furnished a nearly inexhaustible food resource. (Bauer in Pilling and Waterman, 1970:212).

Even if a chronic food and/or water shortage had existed, continued Bauer, it would probably have enforced some population control rather than complete extinction.  (Bauer in Pilling and Waterman, 1970:213).  

Flood, in contrast, suggests that as a human habitat Kangaroo Island steadily deteriorated during the Holocene through demographic imbalances. In particular, pollen analysis shows a change in vegetation towards drier shrubs and increasingly arid environment between 5,000 and 2,000 years ago. (Flood, 1995:142). Bauer proposes that dietary deficiencies might also have played a role, noting that the island’s soils are grossly infertile laterites lacking the sufficient amounts of cobalt and copper necessary in small quantities for both plant and animal health. (Bauer in Pilling and Waterman, 1970:199,213). ‘It is possible that such a deficiency in a restricted population might lead to abnormally low resistance to disease or to a lowered birth rate’ (Bauer in Pilling and Waterman, 1970:213). Given however that fish is a moderately good source of copper, and that is no reason to suppose that the Kartans were not fish-eaters, this theory is open to question. (Bauer in Pilling and Waterman, 1970:213).

One further possibility should be examined. Habitat isolation and the consequent reduction in landscape connectivity can lead to the decline and eventual extinction of local populations. Small, isolated populations are particularly vulnerable to random variation in the environment, population parameters, and genetic processes. (Bennett, 1995:8). Bauer considers the Kangaroo Island scenario:

Given a restricted population and a long period of time, genetic changes in the population itself can be such that extinction is inevitable. There is, unfortunately, very little known about the genetic changes in an isolated human population; in general, the smaller the group, the greater would be the chances of unfavourable changes due to inbreeding. It appears that in this case there was ample time for genetic changes to operate, but without fairly definite population figures upon which to base calculations even the possibilities cannot be stated. (Bauer in Pilling and Waterman, 1970:214).

This is a fair case for argument. Bauer’s prior comment that the island could be presumed to support a population of a few hundred almost indefinitely could be questioned. McConnochie doubts that this number would be a genetically viable population, with a population expectancy of about ten generations only. (McConnochie, lecture, 4/11/98). Draper provides us with an estimate of 500 people, which would equal a population density of about one person per eight sq km: a number he considers to be both genetically viable and one that the island’s resources could have maintained. (Draper, 1988:32).

The archaeological record on Kangaroo Island would no doubt be subject to much more consensus if not for its complete lack of human remains. (Cooper, 1960:494; Callas, 1982:9; Draper in Robinson, 1992:13). It is prudent to assume that skeletal remains will eventually be unearthed, and until such time, there will continue to be conjecture as to the origins, cultural affinities, fate - and indeed mortuary practices - of the ancient inhabitants. The lack of skeletal remains suggests another alternative.  ‘Burial’ comments Pardoe (1995:704), ‘coincides with occupation: where there are more people living, there are more burials.’ The absence of skeletal remains is part of the package of ‘scanty evidence,’ suggests Cooper (1966:318) that the inhabitants were perhaps few in number and consisted of small wandering communities or groups. 

Flood, as has mentioned, notes there is evidence that there was a gradual deterioration in the island’s environment, which became increasingly arid between 5,000 and 2,000 years ago. This evidence is based on the analysis of pollen from a core sample from Lashmar’s Lagoon, at the eastern extremity of Kangaroo Island, which shows a change in vegetation towards drier shrubs. (Lampert, 1981:187-188; Flood, 1995:142). The vegetation around the lagoon today and in the adjoining area is characteristic of this part of the island, the dominant large trees being Eucalyptus Oil Mallee, White Mallee, and Casuarina. The dense scrub, almost impenetrable in places, contains Yacca, Native Juniper, Scarlet Bottlebrush, Banksia, Teatree, Acacia and numerous other shrubs, bushes and creepers. (Cooper, 1966:310). Significantly, the analysis of pollen at Lashmar’s Lagoon indicates that regular burning of the vegetation by Aborigines ceased after 2,500 years ago and was a strong argument that occupation too had ceased. (Flood, 1995:142). Up until then, there are relatively low amounts of carbonated particles and this suggests a pattern of more frequent burning by cooler, less extensive fires with little litter build-up between each fire. (Lampert, 1981:188; Draper in Robinson, 1992:4). Kohen discusses this in some detail:

The pollen core extends over the last 7,000 years, and shows a remarkable change around 2,500 years ago, with charcoal increasing dramatically at this time, and Eucalyptus replacing Casuarina. Robin Clark, who worked on this site, suggests that this change came about because Aborigines stopped regular low-intensity burning, leading to an accumulation of fuel, which then burnt less frequently but more intensively, resulting in the replacement of the Casuarina by eucalypts. To support this view, Clark shows that once Europeans occupied the landscape and began burning, the charcoal concentration decreased again!  Between 4,300 and 2,500 years ago, Acacia pollen is common, suggesting disturbance and recolonisation. It is interesting to note that Clark believes “the marked change in burning regime 2,500 years ago had little or no long-term effect on the vegetation. Perhaps this is to be expected in a vegetation which is already fire adapted.” (Kohen, 1995:38).
There are arguments to the contrary, but this is not within the scope of this paper. (Appendix 7).
Dreaming Stories
Any discussion of past Aboriginal occupation of Kangaroo Island inevitably raises the question of why its status in the cultural landscape had been altered to a spirit place - the ‘island of the dead’ - rather than an island of living people. (Draper, 1988:32). For a review of such ethnographic material we must depend entirely upon information as secured from tribes who lived upon the adjacent mainland. The material lends itself to suggestion that Kangaroo Island was a place to be avoided. According to legends handed down by mainland tribes, Kangaroo Island was a place of ‘taboos’ to them and home of ghosts and the spirits of their forefathers. (Cooper and Condon, 1948:67).  Tribes such as the Kaurna (Adelaide) and Jarildekald (Encounter Bay) believed Kangaroo Island to be the home of spirits of departed ancestors, Pindi in the former’s language meaning the spirit of departed humans, hence one of their names for Kangaroo Island - Pindingga -‘the abode of the spirits.’ (Cooper, 1960:492). Similarly, in a legend from the Yaralde tribe, who lived at the foot of the Fleurieu Peninsula, the island is described as the ‘hunting place of the dead.’ (Macbeth in Tindale, 1930-1974:126). Perhaps the best-known legend is commemorated in the Ngurunderi Dreaming of the Ngarrindjeri people of the Lower Murray and Coorong region. In this Aboriginal creation story, as recounted by Draper:


The Ancestral Being Ngurunderi pursued his two errant wives westward from the Murray mouth along the Encounter Bay coast. They attempted to evade him by wading across the shallows to Kangaroo Island, but he detected them, and in his rage commanded the ocean to rise up to flood the passage. Ngurunderi’s wives were drowned, becoming the Pages Islands. Ngurunderi then crossed to Kangaroo Island, resting under a large Casuarina tree near Kingscote, before travelling to the far end of the island. At Admiral’s Arch he threw his spears into the sea, creating the Casuarina Islets. Finally, he cleansed himself in the ocean and passed on to the spirit world, decreeing that the souls of the deceased would follow him. Thus, Ngarrindjeri, Ramindjeri, and Kaurna people . . . have viewed the island as a spirit place. (Draper in Robinson, 1992:1).

We would need to accept that this Dreaming story possibly extends back at least nine thousand years to the time when the island lost its ‘bridge’ to the mainland. Other than the Dreaming stories the sole surviving evidence of prehistoric occupation of Kangaroo Island rests upon the existence of the many stone implements and other occupational material. (Cooper, 1960:490; Cooper, 1966:316). We will return to that discussion, though noting Draper’s comment that of the story thus far that concentrations of stone artefacts from ploughed fields or other disturbed areas can ‘reveal little about chronology or subsistence economy by themselves’ (Draper, 1988:17). It was a plight raised much earlier by Cooper who admitted that:

It is impossible to suggest, with the information available, even an approximate date for the first of Kangaroo Island’s settler’s arrival there nor is it possible, in the absence of skeletal remains, to identify them as of Tasmanoid, Australoid or other origin. (Cooper, 1960:494).

Seton Cave
To establish the antiquity of the Kartan industry Ron Lampert surveyed the island in the early 1970s in search of stratified occupation deposits. Lampert’s extensive reconnaissance produced one Pleistocene site, Seton Cave, although he also found abundant evidence of later Holocene occupation. The limestone cave of Seton - once a promontory of the Pleistocene mainland when the ice-age sea levels were as much as 200m lower than the present (Draper in Robinson, 1992:1) - is located today above a freshwater lagoon and has close to two metres of cultural deposit. Excavation of the site produced small scrapers made from flint, and some quartz flakes. There are two main periods of occupation dated 16,110 BP and 10,940 BP, respectively. During the earlier occupation phase, ephemeral use of the site is indicated by the sparse archaeological remains, which include flint (from stone quarries some 16 kilometres away), hearths and land animals.

Taphonomic and economic analysis of the site indicate the hunting of the larger animals; these include the large grey kangaroo, Macropus fuliginosus, a forest dweller and still found in the region today; the red kangaroo Megaleia rufa, now an arid zone dweller and no longer found in this region, and extinct megafaunal species Sthenurus. Other animals were also included, together with emu egg - an indicator of cold weather - and smaller animals and birds representing species that now inhabit semi-arid grasslands. (Lampert, 1981:21; Lourandos in Price and Brown, 1985:394; Draper in Robinson, 1992:4; Flood, 1995:141-142; Lourandos, 1997:201). The dates of the deposits indicated that the visitations had ceased at the time of the island’s separation from the mainland. It was thus thought that the island was at this stage abandoned (Flood, 1995:141; Kohen, 1995:69-70), but Lampert later found several small sites belonging to the post-separation period. Some of these were coastal sites that contained small shell middens associated with flakes; shells from one of these middens gave an age of 6,000 years. Other sites were inland, stratified open camp sites with small flakes and scrapers, dated to about 5,200 and 4,300 years ago. These younger sites were extremely sparse compared to the earlier Kartan sites. (Flood, 1995:141-142).
It might at this point be worthwhile to depart from the discussion momentarily and take a closer look at a comment from the paragraph above: the remains of ‘extinct megafaunal species.’ Kangaroo Island, along with Victoria and Tasmania - where there was a high rainfall level all year round - provided the last refuge for the Australian megafauna, with remnant extinct species surviving until between 20,000 and 10,000 BP.  (Horton, 1980:94; Kohen, 1995:59; Lourandos, 1997:100, 110). Kohen suggests that the Kartan stone tool assemblage may have some links with this megafauna (Kohen, 1995:44), noting in particular that the Kartan on Kangaroo Island is restricted to the banks of swamps, lagoons, beaches and rivers: ‘exactly the kinds of environments one might expect to find large game’ (Kohen, 1995:44-45). Indeed, given that Stenthurus, the flat-faced kangaroo survived at Seton 16,000 years ago (Horton, 1980:93; Flood, 1995:141; Kohen, 1995:48; Lourandos, 1997:100) this is strong evidence for a temporal overlap or a co-existence between people and the extinct megafauna. (Lampert, 1981:23; Kohen, 1995:55). Lourandos agrees that this and perhaps other sites indicate a close association between the two:

At the Seton rockshelter, Sthenurus (3 fragments of molar) were dated 16,110 BP in a level signifying the presence of humans. Sarcophilus also appears to have been associated with the breakage patterns in the bone of this layer, but the extinct fauna does not appear to have been reworked from older deposits. At the site of Rocky River, also on Kangaroo Island, the bones of extinct animals have been sorted into small piles around the edge of the swamp, suggesting to the excavators that humans may have been associated. The site is thought to date to around 19,000 BP, and included the extinct Sthenurus, Diprotodon, Protemnodon and Zygomaturus. (Lourandos, 1997:100).

The Small Tool Industry
We again return to Lampert’s younger and sparser sites. There were two explanations for the presence of sites post-dating the island’s isolation from the mainland: A now extinct relict population survived on the island; or the mainland Aborigines may in fact have had watercraft that could traverse Backstairs Passage, and the island was thus occasionally reoccupied. (Flood, 1995:142-143). Evidence - as has already been discussed in this paper - tends to favour the former explanation.  

The discovery of a relict population was also accompanied by the discovery of a non-Kartan industry on the island. Suggestions that the small flint and quartz scrapers or flakes found at Seton Cave might be components of the Kartan Industry were disputed by Lampert (Lampert, 1981:96,146-152; Flood, 1995:142; Kohen, 1995:69-70), because among the 5,000 pieces of flaked stone not one core tool and only one piece of quartzite - the material from which the heavy Kartan tools were made - were to be found. Moreover, there was an enormous difference in the implement size between the two industries: the average weight of a Seton tool was 9 grams, whereas that of the typical Kartan assemblage was 900 grams. Further, he argued, the assemblages were too different to represent merely diverse aspects of the same culture. The ‘newer’ and smaller tools were appropriately termed the ‘Kangaroo Island Small Tool Industry.’ (Appendix 8). (Flood, 1995:142). Lampert summarised that:

In fact, there seems little likelihood of the two industries being different facies of the same tradition. Assuming this view to be correct, the excavated industry is probably more recent than the Kartan.  (Lampert, 1972:224).

Lampert advanced the suggestion that the Kartan belonged to the period 50,000-30,000 years ago and was the toolkit used by the first colonists. He further believed that Kangaroo Island was abandoned around 30,000 years ago, to be later reoccupied at the time of low sea level possibly 18,000 years ago. The new occupants were not the users of the Kartan tools but brought with them the technology which he found in the Seton site - manufacturing small flint and quartz scrapers rather than the heavy Kartan tools. (Kohen, 1995:70). This writer feels it important to consider McConnochie’s criticism of deriving at such suggestions, noting in particular ‘the dangers of relying too heavily on one site in developing generalised models and the dangers inherent in relying too heavily on the use of typologies in analysis’ (McConnochie, lecture, 27/5/98). Lampert clearly has provided an interpretation vulnerable to those dangers.

On this circumstantial evidence Tindale also proposed that the large stone tools constitute an early cultural tradition, which was subsequently replaced by a later, more sophisticated tradition reflected in smaller and more carefully manufactured tools. On this analysis the presence of two distinct industries had raised a number of questions (Flood, 1995:142):

1. Was the Small Tool Industry a descendent of the Kartan?

2. Was the Small Tool Industry introduced to the island?

3. Did the Kartan Industry die out?

4. Did the Small Tool Industry evolve as a result of technological developments?
The Kartan Re-buried
Neale Draper investigated the above questions and his conclusion fitted neither, arguing that the stone artefacts from Kangaroo Island had been characterised in terms of a range of types present. A particular range of ‘types’ provided the basis for the identification of an industry. Simply, he reasoned, the Kartan Industry was ‘created’ to explain the large stone tool artefacts found on Kangaroo Island, and as excavations of Kartan sites also produced a non-Kartan assemblage, the Kangaroo Island Small Tool Industry was also ‘created’. It was considered that the assemblages were too different to represent merely diverse aspects of the same culture. (Knight, 1995:2-5). In attacking basic flaws in Lampert’s interpretation, Draper argued that in fact, the entire range of Kangaroo Island stone artefacts represents a single, long-standing technological tradition. It is not justifiable, therefore, to separate the Kartan and Small Tool Industries into different traditions or two distinct lifeways. (Draper, 1998:31; Draper in Robinson, 1992:4)  

Draper (1988) had excavated a rock shelter near Cape du Couedic at the south-west corner of the island, where the presence of seal bone and shells on the surface of the deposit was interpreted as evidence of a relatively recent occupation focused on coastal resources. Dated at 6,800 years, this coincided with the period that sea levels had approached their present stand, and in turn the departure of a local seal colony as there is no suitable habitat for them around the cape today. Human occupation of the rockshelter also ceased at this time, which suggests that the sea lions were the major attraction for use of the site. The stratified deposits within the rockshelter contained layers of occupational debris including Kartan artefacts, numerous stone tools (quartzite, large cobbles, small quartz), hearths containing charcoal for radiocarbon dating, as well as evidence of the role of the site for the prehistoric inhabitants.  Draper suggested that the assemblage showed that the Kartan and the K.I. Small Tool Tradition were expressions of contemporary use of different raw materials and different reduction techniques. In essence they should be recognised as being varied components of a single technology, which served the demand for small, flaked shapes to a variety of large chopping and pounding tools. If site function, the system of artefact procurement, use of the stone tools, and the tool’s eventual discard were all considered (Appendix 9), then the relationship between Kartan and the Small Tool Industry would have been readily established. (Draper, 1988:17-18,23; Knight, 1995:5; Kohen, 1995:44; McConnochie, lecture, 27/5/98). Draper concludes:

The explanation of Kangaroo Island’s human past is only now moving away from the paradigm according to which practically all changes in the archaeological record were attributed to a series of cultural and industrial replacements through time, to one concerned with the organisation of cultural systems in terms of land use, subsistence economy, and technology. Once there is a clearer understanding of the role of these factors in shaping variability in the archaeological record, then other aspects of variability will be more readily detected. (Draper, 1988:32).

The Mystery Continues
Draper, at this point, delivers us to the (published) present on the status of Kangaroo Island archaeology. This paper has attempted to broach the spectrum of these status’s, to which a large number cannot be answered from the ‘incomplete’ archaeological record. If the mysteries of Kangaroo Island are not already deep enough then there are manners in which they can be deepened, because of the evidence so far discussed it appears that there is also a counter argument, or indeed, some further questions to indulge in. The Dreaming stories for one invite such indulgences. To recap a section of the Ngurunderi Dreaming of the Ngarrindjeri people, “Ngurunderi crossed to Kangaroo Island, resting under a large Casuarina tree near Kingscote, before travelling to the far end of the island. At Admiral’s Arch he threw his spears into the sea, creating the Casuarina Islets.”  I find it intriguing that the Ngarrindjeri people knew of the Casuarina islets, particularly when they are only visible from the extreme south-west corner of the island. Given that the island has been separated from the mainland for 9,000 years it begs the assumption that contact with the island must have been possible even after isolation. There is a tradition handed down from the early European settlers that swimming across Backstairs Passage had been achieved on at least one occasion (Lampert, 1981:171; Taylor, pers com) however I would argue that this as a mode of regular contact should largely be disregarded. Instead, an argument of Draper’s is much more feasible, and it also suggests that earlier ethnographic evidence may have been incorrect. He comments that:

Although the waters of Backstairs Passage between the island and the mainland can be very rough, they can also be millpond smooth, so that it seems unlikely that the inhabitants could not cross in suitable weather conditions, and have the experience to judge when conditions were suitable for crossing. Certainly Ngarrindjeri and Kaurna people today are in no doubt that their ancestors could - and did - make the crossing in canoes of red gum bark. (Draper, 1988:32).

Draper offers further arguments against the archaeological record, and one in particular is on a matter that I regrettably feel is lacking in support: this being the time when prehistoric habitation of the island ceased. It is not an issue that I think he has publicly really put his weight behind, merely (and with little elaboration) noting a combination of inconsistencies among radiocarbon dates and site disturbances from Rocky River, cogitating that:

There can be no doubt that Aboriginal people camped at Rocky River only a thousand years ago, and very possibly as recently as 350-400 years ago. Consequently, it appears that traditional Aboriginal occupation of Kangaroo Island ceased only a few hundred years before Flinders and Baudin explored its deserted coastline in 1802. (Draper in Robinson, 1992:14).

Indeed, Draper believes that this date could creep even closer to the present. (Baxter, pers com). (Appendix 10). He has one keen supporter of his theory: this writer.  Growing up on Kangaroo Island I was familiar with the claims of an old timer that the last of the Kangaroo Island Aborigines had died at the beginning of the twentieth century. This Aborigine lived and died, incidentally, near Rocky River. (McIntyre, pers com).

Summary
Kangaroo Island, separated from the South Australian coast by Backstairs Passage, was a peninsula of Greater Australia during much of the Pleistocene. Mesothermal temperatures combine with a seasonal rainfall to provide what is an equitable climate for human inhabitants, and while occupation of the island is commemorated in the Dreaming stories of the adjacent mainland tribes, it was uninhabited by the time of Europeans occupation early in the nineteenth century. 

The discovery of stone tools in 1903 provided evidence of a prehistoric population, however it was not until 1930 when Tindale and Cooper excavated archaeological camp-sites around the ancient shorelines of Murray’s Lagoon that serious research began.  Tindale recorded that the implements were not associated with recent occupation noting the absence of ashes, charcoal, and bone fragments: the lack of which implied moderate antiquity.

Tindale and Cooper documented further campsites and built up a large collection of quartzite implements, nearly all of which were heavy pebble choppers, hammerstones and horsehoof cores. Tindale drew attention to their distinctiveness and demonstrated that they differed and preceded the cultural stages of the mainland sites, with an origin back in late Pleistocene times. He termed this new entity ‘Kartan’, from the island’s traditional name, Karta.

The existence of a prehistoric people on Kangaroo island raised speculation as to their origins; their passage to the island; and their eventual fate. Tindale proposed that the Kartan had connections with the Upper Palaeolithic of Malaya: the Kangaroo Island Industry being similar to that brought to Australia from Malaya by the first native visitors. Their arrival on Kangaroo Island more than likely was via an unbroken landbridge when it was still part of the mainland.  

In the absence of the appropriate data - including the complete lack of skeletal remains - it is difficult to answer the question regarding their disappearance from the island. It is most likely that succumbed in the land where they had lived, albeit the reasons for their extinction are not clear. Flood suggests that as a human habitat Kangaroo Island steadily deteriorated during the Holocene through demographic imbalances. Indeed, pollen analysis shows a change in vegetation towards drier shrubs and increasingly arid environment between 5,000 and 2,000 years ago. 

Habitat isolation - a further argument considered - and the consequent reduction in landscape connectivity can lead to the decline and eventual extinction of local populations. Small, isolated populations are particularly vulnerable to random variation in the environment, population parameters, and genetic processes. Given a restricted population and a long period of time, genetic changes in the Kangaroo Island population itself could have been such that extinction was inevitable.  

Lampert’s reconnaissance of the island in 1970 produced the Pleistocene site of Seton, which upon excavation yielded small flint scrapers and some quartz flakes.  The main periods of site occupation dated 16,110 BP and 10,940 BP, respectively. Fragments of Sthenurus molar were also dated to 16,110 BP signifying evidence for a temporal overlap or a co-existence between people and the extinct megafauna.

These Seton dates indicated that the visitations had ceased at the time of the island’s separation from the mainland and it was thus thought that the island was at this stage abandoned, but Lampert later found several small sites belonging to the post-separation period. These included inland, stratified open camp sites with small flakes and scrapers, dated to about 4,300 years ago. The ‘newer’ and smaller tools were appropriately termed the ‘Kangaroo Island Small Tool Industry.’ It was proposed that the large Kartan tools constituted an early cultural tradition, which was subsequently replaced by a later, more sophisticated tradition reflected in smaller and more carefully manufactured tools. 

Lampert, arguably, had developed a generalised model and relied too heavily on the use of typologies in analysis. In attacking this interpretation, Draper reasoned that the entire range of Kangaroo Island stone artefacts represents a single, long-standing technological tradition (that may have survived as recently as 350-400 years ago). If site function, the system of artefact procurement, use of the stone tools, and the tool’s eventual discard were all considered, then the relationship between Kartan and the Small Tool Industry would have been readily established.

Appendix 1

Appendix 2
A man named Pugsley and two female Aboriginal companions were wrecked off the coast of Kangaroo Island in 1792. The two females were later abandoned when help came from a Dutch ship in Backstairs Passage. (Tindale, 1930-1974:140).  

Appendix 3

One such person was a young Tasmanian girl named Suke. After the death of Truganini in 1876 it became legend that the last ‘real’ or ‘full-blood’ Tasmanian Aborigine was now gone. This was not true, however, as Suke lived on the island until her death in 1888. (Tindale, 1937a:29,31; McGrath, 1995:325).

Appendix 4

The Adelaide Advertiser on November 19, 1930 ran a story of the discovery of ‘nardoo stones’ on Kangaroo Island. Part of this article contained the following:


Did aborigines ever inhabit Kangaroo Island in any numbers? Scientific investigation up to the present has revealed no indication that they did, but new light may be thrown on the researches by the reported find of a number of nardoo stones in the interior of the island . . . there had . . . been no definite evidence that the aborigines inhabited the island, and the stones would be of scientific interest if they pointed to the contrary. (Cited in Tindale, 1930-1974:ii).

It was an article that delighted one Walter Howchin, who responded with a letter to the editor that was published on the 21st November 1930. In an ‘I - told - you - so’ admission he wrote quoting a previously published comment he had made in 1903 following his initial hammerstone discovery:


“Now that attention has been called to this subject, it is probable that further evidences of the occupation of Kangaroo Island by an aboriginal [sic] population will be secured” (adding here that it was) - a forecast that has now been accomplished. (Cited in Tindale, 1930-1974:1).

Appendix 5

Appendix 6

(Image no longer available).




Appendix 7
The issue of the long-term effects of fire have been taken up by Horton (1982), who argued that the role of humans was minimal due to discrepancies of pollen sequences, and concluded that climate was the main cause of change in fire regimes and vegetation complexes through time. His used key palynological sites such as Lashmar’s Lagoon to support this argument, citing the problem in linking fire frequency with vegetation change and in linking charcoal concentration with human activity. (Horton, 1982:240; Lourandos, 1997:110). The Lashmar’s Lagoon sequence extends back to 7,000-year BP and can be divided into two parts. The lower part (7,000-4,800 years BP) contains high proportions of Casuarina and grasses, the upper high proportions of eucalypts and Acacia. Horton records that charcoal concentrations do not match this pattern, being low until around 2,500 years BP and then being high until recent times. (Horton, 1982:240). He comments that:

Radiocarbon dates for Aboriginal occupation of Kangaroo Island range from the late Pleistocene to 4,300 years ago. On the face of it, there is no correlation between vegetation type and charcoal levels or between either and Aboriginal presence. The data might be brought more into line by claiming that Aborigines continued to live on Kangaroo Island until 2,500 BP, but their firing appears to have had little effect on the vegetation. The change in vegetation at 4,800 BP can be attributed to climatic change. But in all cases, we are faced with the problem that Aboriginal presence is apparently indicated by low quantities of charcoal, Aboriginal absence by high quantities. This is explained by frequent low intensity fires generating less charcoal than infrequent high intensity ones. (Horton, 1982:240).

Appendix 8

(Image no longer available).
Appendix 9

The Kartan cobble chopper was a well designed and versatile tool: as a chopper for both wood-chopping and butchering. It also served as a portable core and a ready source of sharp flakes as required. A hammerstone for removing these flakes from the core is a second pebble chopper, which may also serve as an anvil for flaking small pieces of stone or other tasks. Thus, two cobble choppers could be said to constitute a complete, basic stone tool kit. Such tools required regular resharpening and reshaping of the cutting edge by removing further flakes with the hammerstone. The larger flakes produced in this way were used as cutting and scraping tools. As the chopper/cores had a relatively long use-life, the manufacturing flakes for a particular tool may have been discarded at the cobble source; the chopper flakes discarded at an activity site; and the core eventually discarded at a final location. This explains why sites such as Murray’s Lagoon - where stone is generally not available - contained discarded choppers. These were carried along as people moved away from the coastal sites near the cobble source to forage inland. They carried with them the tools which they knew they would need at the inland sites along the way. The sites that Lampert collected Kartan tools are devoid of flaking debris. (Draper, 1988:24; Draper in Robinson, 1992:7). Other raw materials were procured and either used or transported for later use as they were locally available, but for a travelling toolkit, quartz (the material of the Small Tool Industry) was not as versatile. Lumps of quartz were carried to sites such as Cape du Couedic and then anvil flaked to produce an instant supply of flakes. However, these would be too sharp for easy transportation, so quartz tended to be flaked and used either at its source or at the site to which the ‘pre-flaked’ pieces were introduced. (Draper, 1988:24).

Appendix 10
Chris Baxter was the resident park ranger at Flinders Chase at the time of Draper’s excavations at Cape du Couedic. The Cape du Couedic rockshelter, Rocky River, and Cape Borda (the site of Draper’s most recent reconnaissance) are all situated within the boundaries of Flinders Chase National Park.
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