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    HISTORY AND NATURAL HISTORY: CONSERVATION MOVEMENTS IN CONFLICT?*


    TOM GRIFFITHS


    In 1985 a parcel of Victorian public land called the Langwarrin Military Reserve was renamed the Langwarrin Flora and Fauna Reserve, and some of the signs of its early military occupation were removed or obscured. The Reserve, one of Victoria’s oldest military camps, was established almost one hundred years earlier in 1886 and, in the course of its use for military training and as the site of a prisoner-of-war camp and venereal diseases hospital, the land was extensively cleared and grazed. In 1948 the Langwarrin and District Progress Association proposed ‘that this little Park of 20 acres should be left as a Memorial Reserve in honour of old soldiers’, but the idea was never followed up. By 1975 this island of remnant and regenerating vegetation was being valued in a different way. An ecological survey of the reserve was commissioned by the Cranbourne Shire Council and, a decade later, the land emerged under its new name as a sanctuary for nature conservation. Some large pine trees, evidence of the original settlement, were removed. The author of the ecological survey, Winty Calder, had become fascinated by the area’s military history, which she saw as integral to its natural history, but her book about its past could not be launched in the newly declared Reserve. Perhaps this was due to a lack of toilets or catering facilities. Or it may have been because, as one senior land manager put it, ‘there’s a very conscious policy not to acknowledge history’. Park administrators were ‘quite terrified of the power of the pictorial evidence’ that showed clear paddocks pegged out with military teepees. The history carried unwelcome and contradictory messages for a flora and fauna reserve: that this bushland had been ‘disturbed’, that much of the site of this ‘original remnant of vegetation’ had been previously cleared, and that abused bushland could regenerate so quickly.1


    This abbreviated tale of Langwarrin raises a number of issues, both positive and disturbing, that will be addressed in this article. The story alerts us to the fruitful collaboration that can easily arise between the disciplines of ecology and history in environmental studies. But, at the same time, our attention is drawn to an apparent conflict between the movements to preserve natural and cultural heritage.


    The metamorphosis of Langwarrin is but one of many examples from Australia and abroad that illustrate the marginal and even oppositional status of history in the modern evaluation and interpretation of perceived natural landscapes. This conflict is not new, but it is more sharply defined today. It is a result of two developments, both of which have accelerated in Australia since the 1960s: the dominance of ecological criteria in the assessment of environmental values, and the broadening of our historical perception of landscape from isolated sites to whole cultural patterns. In Victoria and some other States it is translated into a daily management issue by having the responsibility for ‘historic places’ vested in departments primarily devoted to nature conservation, a case of bleeding sepia into green.


    This essay will try to tease out some of the tensions between these two views of landscape, as well as areas of common or overlapping purpose. The discipline of ecology is briefly examined, but it is the popular movements and institutions inspired by those scientific insights that will be primarily addressed—in particular, the wilderness movement and the culture of park management. It is argued that, although apparently biocentric in rationale, the modern wilderness movement presents an historical vision of landscape that is unacknowledged and problematic. The central role of history in environmental evaluation is therefore urged, not just in the identification of carefully circumscribed sites or buildings, or in the assessment of perceived natural landscapes and whole cultural patterns, but as a way of broadening conservation debates to address social and moral questions as much as scientific ones.


    History and Ecology


    Ecology, as a science, stresses the relationships between all living things and their environment. One view is that it humanises the biota, bringing concepts from the social sciences to bear on our understanding of the natural sciences: notions of community, neighbourhood, interdependence, sense of place. It seems a science with which historians should feel at home. But as it first developed—and it was rather like early anthropology in this regard—it had an anti-historical bias.


    The first generation of academic ecologists, led earlier this century by Frederic Clements in the United States, worked with a model of biotic communities which assumed they were born, grew and died much as individual animals and plants did. In other words, every biotic community was expected to reach a certain state of ‘climax’ or maturity which was stable if left undisturbed. Often the source of disturbance was human. This definition left humans outside of nature, and nature outside of history. Historical change was an aberration rather than the norm. It left us with the idea that before humans, there existed a timeless wilderness in which biotic communities were either reaching or remaining in climax. Human presence muddied the clear waters that researchers wished to plumb.2


    By the mid twentieth century, ecology had abandoned the organism metaphor, the notion of climax, and worked with the less teleological concept of ‘ecosystem’. That is, actual relationships between species, rather than some mystical super-organism, became the object of study. The muddiness of humanity, the effect of humans on other ecosystems, could become a research interest rather than an obstacle. And, through the work of paleobotanists who are reconstructing ancient environments, ecologists are discovering more change than stasis in nature.3


    The growing dominance of ecological principles in landscape evaluation has introduced a biocentric rather than anthropocentric focus to park management. The first conservationists had been champions of the ‘wise use’ of resources; then there developed a movement to preserve aesthetically pleasing or spiritually uplifting places. The ecological vision shifted the emphasis to non-human values: the protection of gene pools, the integrity of ecosystems, the preservation of biological diversity, the independent rights of animals and plants. These evolving priorities became reflected in the sorts of national parks that Australians set aside from late in the nineteenth century: ‘wastelands’ or areas of little perceived economic value; scenery of outstanding grandeur or places of urban recreation; and, most recently, areas of biological richness or rarity, regardless of their scenic appeal.4 Commenting on this new biocentric rationale, historian Jim Davidson has described ‘the almost philatelic concern of the National Parks Service [of Victoria] to complete its set of parks drawn from the 62 major habitat types to be found in the State’.5


    The human became the intruder in the national park landscape or ‘wilderness’, as these areas were increasingly called. In the United States in 1963, a committee reviewing national parks policy about wild animals recommended the re-establishment of populations of predatory animals (wolves, bears and mountain lions). They had been eliminated by earlier national park visions in favour of game species such as deer, and their re-introduction placed the human visitor in potential peril. If the occasional back-packer was killed and eaten, it was the way of the wilderness.6


    Some streams of the environmental movement, such as ‘deep ecology’, are earth-centred and misanthropic. The group most identified with this philosophy is the American ‘Earth First!’ movement, described as ‘the cutting edge of environmental activism throughout the American West’.7 Formed in 1980, and perhaps evolving from the isolationist, frontier ethic of America’s West, it advocates unconditional wilderness protection and expansion, and the active sabotage of intrusive industries. A co-founder of the movement, Dave Foreman, accuses ‘social ecologists’ of deliberately underestimating the intrinsic failings of all human societies and institutions. He regards the human race as ‘a cancer’ on the planet. In answer to the question, ‘why concentrate our efforts on preserving wilderness areas?’, Dave Foreman answers: ‘So that there is something to come back after human beings, through whatever means, destroy their civilization.’8


    These examples seem to suggest that ecology is a grim science, a ‘subversive science’, as some have called it.9 Perhaps, with all its warnings and forebodings, ecology might be characterised as the antithesis of romanticism, as offering a vision of nature ‘virtually without an aesthetic’.10 Is it really unromantic, anti-human, and anti-historical? It certainly seems so when it is explained that maintaining a wilderness involves ‘protecting the area against the influence of man and . . . removing the past influence of man’.11 But such a policy does not represent a conflict between ecology and history; rather, it is an expression of an alternative historical vision that is as much about humanity and aesthetics as it is about science.


    Ideas of Wilderness


    Many of the persisting definitions of wilderness are sensory: they concern boundaries of sight, lengths of walks in one direction, and the maintenance of an authentic sense of human danger and isolation. Wilderness, wrote the American forester Aldo Leopold in 1921, was ‘a continuous stretch of country preserved in its natural state, open to lawful hunting and fishing, big enough to absorb a two weeks’ pack trip, and kept devoid of roads, artificial trails, cottages, or other works of man’.12 Early Australian definitions of wilderness echoed the American version: a wilderness was somewhere ‘that one may be able to travel on foot in any direction for at least a full day without meeting a road or highway’, wrote the New South Wales bushwalker and ‘father of wilderness’, Myles Dunphy.13 A more recent definition, provided in 1982 by Bob Brown, then director of the Tasmanian Wilderness Society, described wilderness as ‘a region of original Earth where one stands with the senses entirely steeped in Nature and free of the distractions of modern technology’.14


    These are primarily negative definitions, seeing wilderness in terms of remoteness and absence. They suggest how we might come to see wilderness as capable of being ‘restored’ by removing ‘incursions’ and ‘distractions’. In the Virgin Islands, all traces of seventeenth and eighteenth-century cultivation were expunged from a new national park so as to restore a ‘wilderness’ landscape.15 Modern wilderness photographers enact this vision in their choice of frame, omitting the eroded path that led them to their view.16 And if the definitions are about the feel and look of a place, then ‘wilderness’ need not be actually ancient, pristine and timeless; it just needs to seem so. In 1987, the eastern coast of Victoria’s Wilson’s Promontory, an area with a history of sealing, logging, grazing, mining and settlement, was declared a zone of high wilderness quality.17 In Britain, ‘wilderness’ has come to mean the domesticated and ecologically poor landscape of the moors. But, as Marion Shoard has explained, ‘most moorlands are relatively recent landscapes, created at most 4,000 years ago through the destruction of forest to provide wood, charcoal or sheep runs.’ The moors rely on burning and grazing for their continued existence, but offer loneliness and a primeval appearance to visiting humans.18


    At Tower Hill, in south-western Victoria, the reconstruction of a natural landscape has been painstaking and artful. In 1855, James Dawson of ‘Kangatong’ station commissioned Eugen von Guerard to paint the dramatic landscape of Tower Hill, an extinct flooded volcano. It was a romantic view of the wilderness before the white man: a densely vegetated scene bathed in golden light and featuring, in the foreground, some Aboriginal observers. Dawson revisited Tower Hill in 1891 and was disgusted by what he saw, a landscape degraded by clearing, grazing, timbergetting, and the introduction of exotic plants and animals. When the Hill was declared a State Game Reserve in 1961, the then Fisheries and Wildlife Division of the Victorian Ministry of Conservation commenced a restoration program based on von Guerard’s painting. The detail of the painting was such that a naturalist, J. Ros Garnet, could identify at least twelve plant species. The artist’s vision was used as a template. In the eighteenth century, landscape gardeners such as Capability Brown created artificial wildernesses based on the paintings of Claude and Poussin. In Australia, scientists scrutinised von Guerard’s brushstrokes and turned art into nature.19


    Jane Lennon, Manager of Historic Places on public land in Victoria, has observed that ‘the park management culture tends to eradicate the memory and relics of past European uses in favour of an image of naturalness and primitive-ness.’20 It is no surprise, then, that most historic relics removed from national parks have had, as relics, no continuing ecological impact in themselves.21 They are removed for cultural reasons. Sometimes it is merely innocent tidying up, or it is an expression of national park priorities and resource constraints, rather than any aversion to history. Often, however, it is a question of aesthetics. History on public land is generally the ugly bits. In the Descriptive Report on wilderness in Victoria completed by the Land Conservation Council in 1990, historic relics, like maintained structures, were regarded as negatives in the evaluation of ‘aesthetic naturalness’.22 A century ago, many of these same landscapes inspired ‘irresistible feelings of depression’ in the first European explorers who beheld a ‘vast wilderness [in which] there is not a single inhabitant; not the faintest trace of its occupation by man is apparent’.23 Colonists wanted to see homesteads, enclosures, cultivation; they divined ruined castles in craggy outcrops. Now we grub out the real ruins and ‘restore’ the wilderness.


    But, although they seem to deny history, wilderness zones are a form of historic park. Roderick Nash, in his acclaimed Wilderness and the American Mind, has traced changing attitudes to tracts of ‘wild’ land, from the perception of them as ‘worthless’ to their identification as ‘wonders’.24 Nash, together with one of his students, Alfred Runte, has argued that scenic nationalism was the main motivation for the creation of national parks in the United States.25 Wilderness was appreciated as a source of national identity, a reservoir of images which were unique and awe-inspiring, and a match for old world cultural grandeur. As there was no European equivalent to wilderness, it eased cultural anxiety in new countries. To match the past accomplishments of European civilisation, Americans turned to ‘the agelessness of monumental scenery’, to a ‘green old age’, as explorer and surveyor Clarence King put it in 1864. In the identification of ‘earth monuments’, America made a competitive claim to antiquity and, through its national parks system, established a ‘national museum’. And this was not just a museum of ‘original Earth’, but one which embraced European history and pioneer nostalgia. ‘Public appreciation of wilderness increased steadily as the nation’s pioneer past receded’, writes Nash. Wallace Stegner, novelist and historian, worried in 1960 that museums and roadside pioneer villages were poor substitutes for real wilderness in giving Americans a reminder of their formative national experience of frontier pioneering.26


    ‘Historic Interest’ and ‘Natural Beauty’ coalesced in the early conservation movement. There was a belief that historic and natural landscapes could be treated together, that heritage enhanced scenery. The National Trust for Places of Historic Interest and Natural Beauty was formed in England in 1895, and an American Scenic and Historic Preservation Society in 1914. Australia’s first centralised special authority for managing a system of national parks and reserves was formed in Tasmania in 1915 and was called the Scenic Preservation Board. Myles Dunphy’s National Parks and Primitive Areas Council, founded in 1932, was keen to retain historic tracks in declared areas.27 Bushwalking boomed in the interwar period, and part of the enjoyment was learning the history and meeting the old-time inhabitants of the back country. A Council for the Preservation of National Monuments was formed as a subcommittee of the Field Naturalists Club of Victoria in 1936 and drew up a list of national monuments that included the Ada River forest, the tall and notable ‘Furmston’s Tree’ near Healesville, the Mt William Aboriginal Stone Axe Quarry and the house of the pioneering Henty family at Merino.28 The language of conservation was interchangeable: the Victorian educationalist R.H. Croll argued for the preservation of ‘museums of unusual vegetation’ and, in 1953, the Age newspaper welcomed the proposed Victorian national parks system as saving ‘the best of our past’.29 This combined purpose was expressed in the broad brief of the 1974 Committee of Inquiry into the National Estate and the consequent concerns of the Australian Heritage Commission established two years later.


    The modern wilderness movement distinguishes itself from these antecedents in advocating the stripping back of later layers of history in order to recover an earlier ideal time. This fashion for restoration is reminiscent of earlier phases of building conservation efforts, when significant architectural features of later periods were sacrificed to allow a building to display a false purity of Georgian or Victorian style. This practice is now discouraged by the Burra Charter of Australia ICOMOS which urges that ‘the contributions of all periods to the place must be respected’.30


    The American historical geographer, J.B. Jackson, has speculated on the religious dimensions of ‘the current movement to preserve wilderness or natural areas as fragments of what we might call the original design of creation’. Restoration or rescue is the essential element in the process:


    
      There has to be (in our new concept of history) an interim of death or rejection before there can be renewal and reform. The old order has to die before there can be a born-again landscape . . . The landscape has to be plundered and stripped before we can restore the natural ecosystem ... a kind of historical, theatrical make-believe is becoming increasingly popular . . . There is no reason to learn, no covenant to honor; we are charmed into a state of innocence and become part of the environment. History ceases to exist.31

    


    Restoring and maintaining wilderness, even if it denies history, is a complex historical enterprise. These areas re-create landscapes which we believe existed at an earlier time. In Australia that time is, symbolically, 1788. Wilderness zones are the Sovereign Hills of the bush.32 They are preserved, managed, restored. They attract tourists. They offer the feel of the past, commemorate and mourn what we have lost.
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      This series of maps, reproduced from Wilderness News (September 1988), dramatically illustrates the depletion of wilderness. It also reveals the Eurocentric nature of the concept and postulates an Australia of 1788 that was, in a different sense, ‘black’.

    


    Aborigines and Wilderness


    The trick is that these are no primeval, non-human landscapes. As Thoreau put it in 1859, ‘What we call wilderness is a civilization other than our own’.33 In Australia, in Sylvia Hallam’s words, the land ‘was not as God made it. It was as the Aborigines made it.’34 The wilderness idea is not just anthropocentric, it is Eurocentric. It preserves or restores landscapes as Europeans supposedly found them—and as Aborigines made them—and it calls them untouched, pristine. Aborigines are thereby rendered invisible as agents in the landscape. Is this terra nullius in another form?35 Just as in nineteenth-century museums, Aborigines are classified with nature. Only now it is done with reverence, for they are no longer Primitive Savages; they are Ecological Beings.


    If some landscapes are to be returned to a pre-European state, then their management needs to mimic Aboriginal fire regimes. The history of fire, like the history of wilderness, slips continually between the realms of the natural and the cultural, from the study of an independent phenomenon to the analysis of an artefact. In America from the late 1960s, there was an interesting change of attitude to fire in wilderness areas. It was considered more important to introduce fire than it was to suppress or withhold it.36 Australians have long used fire as a tool with which to fight fire, but from the 1970s, with a growing understanding of the Aboriginal practice of ‘fire-stick farming’, light regular burning of national park and wilderness landscapes acquired a new, historical significance. But Aboriginal fire regimes varied across the continent and the actual impact of Aboriginal burning is a matter of vigorous debate.37 Managing or restoring a wilderness demanded an understanding of the local history of fire. In East Gippsland, recent archaeological and historical research has charged land managers with introducing intense and alien fire regimes to a forest with little fire history.38 Are we restoring an historic landscape, or fashioning an entirely new one?


    Some of our modern forests, which we may regard as wilderness, are European creations. They are no less valuable to preserve, but they present a different problem, and a different, even more fragile concentration of the past.39 Les Murray, commenting upon Eric Rolls’ history of the ‘Pillaga Scrub’, A Million Wild Acres, has put it this way: ‘It was a paysage humanisé and moralisé which the Aborigines had maintained for untold centuries; the wilderness we now value and try to protect came with us, the invaders. It came in our heads, and it gradually rose out of the ground to meet us.’40 Europeans created a literal wilderness with guns and smallpox and then, as a consequence of this displacement, an illusory wilderness of thickening forests.


    Appreciation of Aboriginal manipulation of the environment is increasingly a factor in modern park management, but the old language and dismissive stereotypes still slip into the new environmental handbooks. Terms such as ‘untamed wilderness’ appear in the first published draft of the Kakadu National Park Management Plan (1980).41 The recent Descriptive Report on wilderness in Victoria (1990) surveys the new scholarly insights that reveal the long and active engagement of Aborigines with a changing landscape, but concludes that ‘before the arrival of the Europeans, however, all of Australia was essentially unmodified.’42 What can explain this slippage in wilderness rhetoric? First, environmentalists sometimes have an uneasy relationship with archaeologists who they see as exponents of another form of technological exploitation of the bush.43 Secondly, where the past occupation of Aborigines draws attention to a history of massive landscape change, or where their present land rights claims threaten future landscape change, wilderness supporters have confronted political and philosophical difficulties. John Mulvaney has written that, ‘as an archaeologist involved in the Gordon-Franklin dam debate, I initially found marked lack of interest in the Aboriginal prehistory cause from many environmental conservationists. The fact that humans occupied south-west Tasmania during ice age times, before the forests developed their impenetrability, perhaps ruined their idealistic concept of a timeless “Wilderness”.’44 And Tasmanian Aborigine Jim Everett claimed that, in the battle for the Franklin, ‘the wilderness mob continually wanted to push us to the back, to quieten our struggle and keep conservation alone upfront’.45


    Some wilderness supporters argue now that support for indigenous people must override fear of development, that ‘the environment movement must drop its unconditional stance where the Aboriginal movement also has land rights claims’. The most anguished articles in Wilderness News in recent years have been on this subject.46 The writers believe that this issue alone exposes and threatens an aspect of the movement they never before doubted: its morality. A former co-director of the Wilderness Society, Chris Harris, worried that a group ‘so often seen as a bastion of morality . . . could be accused of hypocrisy and self-interest.’47 The anguished self-examination of wilderness supporters in Australia reflects a wider alliance and sensitivity between environmentalists and indigenous people, as conservationists hear voices coming from the pristine forests. ‘We are the original conservationists’, a Peruvian Indian leader recently told a conference of environmentalists in Peru. ‘We are the true ecologists.’48 It is the enviromentalists’ own argument, their own historical vision, thrown back in their faces.


    European Inhabitants


    What of the other inhabitants of the wilderness, those Europeans who have worked there, whose lifestyles have been dependent upon it and who sometimes claim affinity and continuity with the Aborigines? Richard Flanagan, in his history of the Gordon River country in south-west Tasmania, has argued the case of the piners, those men who made a living from the forests by cutting Huon pine.49 Flanagan castigates the modern conservation movement for ignoring the human history of the south west, and for perpetuating a nineteenth-century romantic view of this wild area as uninhabited, unexplored, unappreciated. He laments that, in fostering this myth, conservationists have cut themselves off from their true antecedents, not only from the Aborigines, but from those Europeans who have lived and worked most intimately with the region. Flanagan throws out a powerful challenge to the conservation movement, but weakens his case by failing to extend to the environmentalists the same humanity and empathy he offers to the piners. Whereas the piners are given names and personalities, ‘the modern conservation movement’ is monolithic and anonymous, and the work of individual conservationists who have drawn inspiration from the history of that region and from the tales of the ‘old timers’ is not addressed. But the book’s central argument remains an important and challenging one. Is the modern conservation movement the unique possessor of environmental sensibility? And how do we value the lifestyles, knowledge and artefacts of recent inhabitants of the wilderness against the sanctity of the land?


    These issues have recently been addressed in the debate over the future of Victoria’s high plains, where mountain cattlemen have been taking their stock for summer grazing since the 1830s and ‘40s. A century later, another form of transhumance began, that of scientists undertaking regular summer surveys of the impact of grazing on the alpine environment. Although initial scientific scrutiny was prompted by concern about water quality and soil erosion, ecological studies soon focused on the effect that grazing had on alpine plant communities. These studies provided the basis for opposition to the continued use of alpine grazing leases, and restrictions were first introduced in Victoria in 1945. Cattlemen have defended their lifestyle with ecological arguments, and also with history. As well as claiming that ‘alpine grazing reduces blazing’, and that the grassland vegetation has reached equilibrium under existing grazing pressure, cattlemen have insisted that they represent a diminishing and valued cultural asset. They claim affinity with the Aboriginal sense of place and use of fire, boast direct descent from the pioneering pastoral families, and have sustained traditional techniques of stock management. Although their scientific arguments have been refuted or doubted, their heritage arguments have rarely been addressed.50
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      Another band of ‘indigenes’ try to throw the conservation arguments back at an urban populace. Mountain cattlemen opposed the campaign for a Victorian Alpine National Park which was finally declared in 1989. Their akubras and drizabones became powerful political symbols in 1985 when they campaigned against the Victorian Labor government in the critical Nunawading by-election that decided the balance of the State’s Legislative Council. (Photo courtesy of Herald and Weekly Times Pty Ltd and reproduced from B. Jameson, Movement at the Station, Sydney 1987.)

    


    Whether or not their declining lifestyle should be allowed to linger is one question. Another is whether this phase of alpine history should be memorialized at all. Historians and geographers have argued that these pastoral values, or some of them, should be represented in the mountain landscapes we save, and that a national park should in some cases maintain an historic grazed environment. To those fighting for the elimination of exploitative land uses such as grazing, logging and mining from national parks, it is the ultimate indignity to envisage grazing as a park management tool. The issue was recently confronted with regard to the termination of the Gudgenby grazing lease in the Namadgi National Park in the Australian Capital Territory. John Mulvaney, speaking on behalf of the ACT Heritage Committee in 1988, advocated continuation of grazing at Gudgenby, which he described as ‘an outstanding example of a mountain valley used historically for transhumance grazing, and later settled grazing’. He emphasised that this specific case did not imply support for grazing in national parks generally and that the Committee would oppose the reintroduction of grazing or mining in a fragile wilderness ecosystem. Mulvaney urged the need ‘to have regard to the intrinsic values that relate to given pieces of land’. The Gudgenby landscape, for instance, ‘was not untouched wilderness when Europeans arrived, but was a manipulated system of open grassy woodland or open grass floored forest’. He went on to argue the specific historic, social and aesthetic values of the Gudgenby landscape as recognised by the Burra Charter and on the basis of what he called ‘the deeply ingrained appreciation of rural cultural landscapes in the Australian psyche’.51 But, to environmentalists, the preservation of a ‘living, working landscape’ within a national park would set a worrying precedent. To some, even the preservation of the relics of such activities is compromising. Some nature conservationists argue that ‘if you say you should retain the cattlemen’s huts you are in effect saying that you approve of grazing’.52 In recent decades, some huts in the Australian Alps have been removed or destroyed by park officers, sometimes deliberately, sometimes with casual negligence.53 The noted wilderness photographer, David Tatnall, whose work has been very influential in the campaigns for national parks in East Gippsland and Victoria’s Mallee, has recently taken a sustained photographic interest in the cattlemen’s huts, SEC aqueducts and old timber tramways of Victoria’s high country. ‘I’ve noticed’, he reflects, ‘that since I’ve been talking a lot about the huts in particular and therefore about European history being significant, the Wilderness Society’s attitude towards me has changed dramatically . . . They want that [European history] obliterated.’ Tatnall explains that ‘I’m 100% behind the cattle coming off the high country, but I look at it as two issues: you take the cows away, the history’s still there, and the history has to be put into perspective. . . .We can’t change history by pulling a hut down.’54


    Cultural Landscapes


    It is part of the ‘green’ aesthetic to separate, and sometimes eliminate, culture from nature, and ‘wilderness’ has become one of its simplest and most popular manifestations. Wilderness, to quote American historian Stephen J. Pyne, ‘delighted in a stark juxtaposition of the wholly synthetic and the wholly natural; it preferred a pluralistic mosaic of distinct types to a melting pot of landscapes.’55 Wilderness is ‘an invention of civilised man’, it has meaning only in contrast to civilisation.56 In 1972, Michael McCloskey, Director of the Sierra Club, a prominent American wilderness group, observed that wilderness preservation was already perceived by many environmentalists as ‘parochial and old-fashioned... It looks suspiciously like a retreat to fantasy or withdrawal from the problems of the ‘real world’.57 So doubts have crept into the campaign itself. The rights of indigenous peoples have posed a moral dilemma. And older leaders of the movement—such as Bob Brown and Christine Milne in Tasmania—have distanced themselves from some of the efforts of younger members to eliminate historic relics from wilderness areas.58


    Humanists, like many scientists, are trying to evolve concepts that transcend the boundaries between nature and culture, rejecting the pluralistic mosaic for the melting pot. History first found its way into land management considerations through the identification of discrete sites and buildings. The earliest historical reports for Victoria’s Land Conservation Council in the 1970s were generally done by architects. They showed a preference for built structures, and emphasised visual over documentary criteria of significance. History on public land came to mean a place with an observable relic. This formula produced a strong bias towards mining sites and an unwillingness to recognise the cultural value of historical activities that persist to the present.59 History became spatially and temporally isolated from the contemporary conservation debate.


    Geographers, historians and landscape analysts have developed an imperial concept of ‘cultural landscapes’ partly in response to these deficiencies. The recent writings of Ken Taylor, Kevin Frawley and Jim Russell have outlined the historical origins of the concept and suggested some of its advantages and limitations for land management.60 According to the Australian Heritage Commission, which has invited nominations under this new label, emergence of the concept represents a recognition ‘that nominations of landscapes have been frequently couched in aesthetic or scenic terms; and historical documentation has in the past often been overlooked or, where provided, poorly linked to the physical evidence’.61 Dispersed sites of individually lower importance may together form a pattern of significance. In this sense, the concept is a response to the tidying up mentality of the ‘distinct types’ management ethic. And it recognises the significance of persisting traditional land uses. Cultural systems, it seems to be saying, are as fluid and dynamic as ecosystems, and their continuity and balance just as important to protect. Like the ecologists’ superorganisms, cultural landscapes are all embracing and somewhat mythical, both a stimulus and a frustration to research, and a nightmare to manage. Critics might question whether they are the ‘melting pot’ that produces a bland soup from individually exciting ‘distinct types’. They represent more an approach than a geographical area. Their great advantage, and their welcome rationale, is that they cannot be easily separated from broader issues of land managment. They are history’s claim to have a say in the evaluation and appreciation of predominantly natural areas.


    Historians, then, are doing what they do best: making light of others’ sharp boundaries. The implications of their behaviour has been noted with concern. In 1988, the Australian National Parks Council carried a resolution to


    
      increase the awareness of, and provide a united opposition to, the continuing campaign by organisations promoting cultural heritage issues to incorporate into National Parks activities incompatible with the conservation of natural values: in particular to counter the push to incorporate grazing and other forms of exploitative land uses in existing and future national parks under the heading preservation of cultural landscapes, and preservation of past traditional land uses.62

    


    Wariness is understandable and sometimes warranted, for ‘heritage’ has become the banner under which groups threatened by nature conservation initiatives readily march. In 1980, when farmers in the Victorian Mallee rallied against new national park proposals in their region, they called themselves the Mallee Heritage Committee and carried banners reading ‘People or Parks?’63 A timber industry submission to the Helsham Inquiry into Tasmania’s Lemonthyme and Southern forests in 1987 made the following argument:


    
      There is a tendency to regard all forests as being part of the Natural Heritage. In fact most forests—and particularly the Lemonthyme forest where roading, mining and logging have taken place for a considerable time—comprise cultural heritage because they are ‘the combined works of nature and of man’ where forest operations and regeneration have clearly helped shape the existing forest.... All forests are undergoing constant change and the change is and always has been substantially influenced by man over thousands of years, whether by the hunting and burning of the aborigines or the primitive logging of our early white settlers or the more sophisticated forest management of modern times. ... So it is then that we will serve our future generations best if we preserve our cultural heritage by permitting logging and reforestation in the Lemonthyme to continue rather than by attempting to create an artificial natural heritage by banning it.64

    


    The use of such reasoning by grazing, mining and logging interests has led to scepticism about the use of historical or cultural arguments in environmental debate. Such arguments are frequently seen as opportunistic and self-serving, as if the discovery of Aboriginal environmental manipulation frees us from any further obligation to the land. Or they appear indiscriminate, as if they are saying that anything with a history (i.e. everything) is important. To research something is to make it significant. Or the arguments seem romantic and nostalgic rather than rational and scientific. They pander to the emotions and distract us from the real issues. It was perhaps such prejudices that led the Helsham Inquiry to treat the archaeological evidence from the Tasmanian forests with ignorance and disdain.65


    But, as British naturalist and historian Richard Mabey has persuasively argued, the solution to environmental conflict is to be found through the exploration of social and moral questions as much as scientific ones. Richard Mabey’s commitment to nature conservation originated, as it does for most people, in a sense of personal loss—despair at changes in the landscape of his own county of Hertfordshire. His book, entitled The Common Ground—A Place for Nature in Britain’s Future?, is an eloquent justification of the importance of the local and the personal in conservation debates.


    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    
  


  
    ABORIGINES, MEMORIALS AND THE HISTORY OF THE FRONTIER1


    CHILLA BULBECK


    Our killers have towns, streets, rivers named after them.


    Character in ‘Burangin: Taste The Wind’, by Jack Davis.2


    
      You fought here for your country.


      Where are your monuments?


      The difficulties we have in belonging


      —these, these are your cenotaph


      Bruce Dawe3

    


    When historians rewrite history, for example in characterising the white settlement of Australia as an invasion, public perceptions are not necessarily changed. It is thus interesting to explore the shifts in interpretation not only in books, but also in docu-dramas, national celebrations and monuments. The rewriting of Aboriginal history has influenced and been influenced by many topical debates, for example, over land rights and compensation, the appropriate custodians of Aboriginal remains and just whose nation the Bicentenary was celebrating. The messages of memorials contribute to this public debate; they too reveal the impact of recent considerations of Australia’s frontier history. The orthodoxy of most memorials built before 1970 told a story of either nameless Aboriginal killers of whites4 or ‘faithful’ guides of white explorers or settlers,5 or recorded the death of the last ‘chief of the local tribe.6 A handful of memorials record Aboriginal workers, artists, sportsmen.7 These memorials reproduce the story of assimilation.


    From the 1970s, and often as a result of local historical society activities, attempts have been made to retrieve Aboriginal history. Often, however, the Aboriginal story has been confined to prehistory, a time before the white settlers came. This strategy allows the incorporation of Aboriginal history into what Tony Bennett8 calls the ‘never-ending story’ of the nation. The project of a national history enfolds diverse and often conflicting stories into a single narrative, which, sidestepping the difficulty of 1788 as a moment of birth, has a beginning ‘anchored in deep-time just as its path seems destined endlessly to unfold itself into a boundless future’.9 Aborigines are sometimes written into a national history as the ‘first wave of settlers’.10 They, like those who came in the last 200 years, arrived from somewhere else; we all have the same claim to stay here. Thus the Montville Historical Society’s (Queensland) project to plant bunya trees around Baroon Dam will be a memorial ‘to the early visitors, both Aborigines and Europeans’.11 The local council decided to finance the construction of Duck Creek Road between Beaudesert and Green Mountains in south-east Queensland by auctioning sites along the road. On these sites buyers could erect cairns of their own choice. Father Enright’s cairn to the local Aboriginal tribe attempted a reconciliation with white settlement by offering the cairn ‘from some of the new people’.


    As long as white Australians saw no discrepancy between their version of Aboriginal history and the version Aborigines might construct, Aborigines formed part of the ‘never-ending story’. However, as Aborigines have found their own voice, the tension between ‘writing Aborigines in’ and preserving the unity of the story has become evident. While historians may thrive on ambiguities, the builders of monuments appear to be more wedded to the ‘never-ending story’. Only in the last few years have hesitant steps been taken to admit to memorials the bloodshed of the frontier wars. The more subtle message of accommodation in an unequal power relationship has yet to be written on monuments.12


    Furthermore, only two monuments in the National Register of Unusual Monuments on which this article is based explicitly address the rewriting of history, asking the viewer to read the conflicting messages of white expansion and Aboriginal death concurrently.


    A History That Ceases in 1788


    Most monuments avoid the sore spot of race relations, the moment of contact, by confining Aboriginal history to prehistory. It is thereby cordonned off from both the past atrocities of the early settlers and the present claims made by Aboriginal peoples for the return of their land. Examples in this vein are monuments which annotate urban landscapes with the evidence of a long-gone occupation: the identification of canoe and corroboree trees in Yarra Park and St Kilda in Melbourne; plaques naming the local tribes at the Royal Botanic Gardens, Melbourne and McLeod’s Hill Recreation Reserve, Drysdale; 13 commemoration of Aboriginal legends at Brighton in Adelaide and Lake Macquarie in New South Wales.14 Such monuments serve to place Aboriginal history in the landscape, to give it a prominence unimaginable to whites two decades ago. But these representations of Aboriginal culture confine Aborigines to a nomadic idyll that existed before history ‘really’ began in 1788, and thus repress any notion of conflicting interests.


    In earlier times white people unquestioningly appropriated the bodies of Aborigines for ‘scientific’ purposes or museum display. More recently Aboriginal remains have been deemed worthy of proper notice and burial. The schoolchildren of Kingston Area School (South Australia) erected a notice in the early 1980s to mark the Aboriginal Burial Grounds in the sand dunes near Kingston. In Burdekin in Queensland in 1987 a skeleton buried between 500 and 1,000 years ago was discovered when it was exposed by the drifting sand dunes. As parts of the skeleton had already been kicked away by travellers across the dunes, the skeleton was removed for safe keeping and reburial. The two oldest surviving elders of the Birriguba tribe attended the unveiling of the memorial plaque in June 1987 at Plantation Creek Park, which noted that the Birriguba tribe ‘traditionally occupied this land before the Europeans came’.15


    
      [image: ]

      The Tjilbruke monument erected at Brighton, Adelaide in 1972 representing a legend of the Kaurna people. Tjilbruke cradles the body of his nephew Kulultuwi, who was slain for killing an emu against tribal law. As Tjilbruke carried the body from Brighton to the spirits of the dead on Kangaroo Island, his tears formed springs and waterholes along the route.

    


    Almost every short history of Australia or its regions identifies nodal points as discovery, closer settlement, industrialisation, urbanisation (which normally includes celebration of modern high living standards). Such tales are told in the tile mural to Camden industries in New South Wales presented by Rotary in 1962; a set of decorative panels for the Arts Building in Tamworth (New South Wales) completed in 1961; a bronze and enamel mural made by high school students in Hastings (Victoria) and a mural in Liverpool.16 The National Museum of Australia will present separate galleries: the Australian environment, Aboriginal Australia and Australia since 1788.17 Similarly the Stockman’s Hall of Fame at Longreach breaks the narrative of Australia into separate chapters, and repeats the segregation of ‘Aboriginal Australia’ from ‘Australia since 1788’. An exception to this confinement of Aborigines to prehistory are the fourteen bicentennial wall hangings in Willoughby’s Civic Centre, the final banner displaying the contemporary multiracial mix in Willoughby.18


    The comforting nature of such apartheid histories is revealed in Sir Paul Hasluck’s suggestion to the Western Australian premier during the controversy concerning a statue commemorating Yagan, an Aborigine who lived during the early years of the Swan River settlement:


    
      If by reason of political pressure you should feel it necessary to give some particular notice to the Aborigines I would earnestly suggest that the recognition be incorporated in a memorial of a general character . . . For example, if there were a four-sided memorial structure, the panel on one side of the base might be devoted to the Aborigines and the panels on the other three sides devoted to subjects such as the explorers, the productive industries, and the law-givers and administrators.19

    


    Thus Aborigines might be confined to a panel. The national story is no longer their story, and this is no accident. To accept their contemporary voices would mean to accept conflict and disputed accounts of our history. Such discomforting voices are now gradually finding their way into memorials.


    Rewriting Aboriginal History in Monuments


    John Fiske et al.20 suggest that conquerors have two choices. They may rewrite history so that their invasion is not seen as an act of conquest: ‘a problematic basis of right, because it invites another act of conquest in riposte’. Alternatively conquerors remain silent concerning the foundations of their claim to the territory. Early monuments reveal both these strategies, depicting Aborigines rather than whites as the aggressors or telling tales of co-operation which suggest that no widespread bloodshed occurred. Monuments usually avoid the difficulties of a narrative account by separating the two histories, telling either a white or an Aboriginal story, but not both. Thus on Flinders Island in Tasmania a cairn records the unmarked graves of Aborigines who were virtually imprisoned there, while nearby another cairn commemorates the birth of the first white male on Flinders Island and the death of the last ‘Chief of the Portland tribe, Mannalargenn in 1835. Deaths in one tribe and births in another are not unconnected events and yet these memorials make no attempt to refer to each other.


    There are no memorials which respond to Henry Reynolds’ suggestion that we place the names of Aboriginal dead, as fallen soldier heroes, ‘on our memorials, cenotaphs, boards of honour, and even in the pantheon of national heroes’.21 Indeed, the attempt to commemorate Yagan, an Aboriginal known to the early Swan River settlers, as such a hero during the Western Australian 150th anniversary celebrations was stridently resisted. Yagan was described by a number of contemporary whites as the ‘Wallace of the Tribe’, 22 a man of striking demeanour who fired the imaginations of many of the Swan River settlement. Yagan ultimately was defined as an outlaw. He was finally captured, executed, his head cut off, smoked and sent to England for phrenological research. The Perth Gazette at the time demurred over Yagan’s execution: ‘among the more thoughtful elements of the community there is regret and misapprehension’.23 Mary Durack has told Yagan’s story in a children’s book, The Courteous Savage: Yagan of Swan River. Dame Alexandra Hasluck24 was prompted to undertake her research on Yaga when the President of the Legislative Council, asked who would be the most noteworthy West Australian a hundred years hence, proffered Yagan’s name.


    In 1978, Ken Colbung, then chairman of the Aboriginal Lands Trust, proposed the erection of a monument to Yagan near the Perth Concert Hall as part of the anniversary celebrations. The State government sought Sir Paul Hasluck’s advice and, based on Alexandra Hasluck’s research, he opposed the proposal for the statue. Sir Paul claimed that Dame Alexandra had written the ‘only account based on close and careful research among contemporary records’.25 Dame Alexandra’s research suggested that Yagan was not a patriot or leader but a man motivated by greed for food and personal revenge, ‘a tragic individual figure’:


    
      If this were adopted as the only proposal to erect a statue in the sesquicentenary year it would seem strange to many people to commemorate the founding of Western Australia by a statue to Yagan but not a statue to Stirling, who had much more to do with the founding than Yagan had.

    


    Dame Alexandra argues in her article that rather than the colonists taking the Aborigines’ land and food supplies, the situation was the ‘very reverse’:26 the Aborigines pilfered the colonists’ meagre food supplies though she does not explain how Aborigines ‘took’ the colonists’ land.


    The historians Geoffrey Bolton, Mary Durack Miller and Rica Erickson, reading the story of Yagan somewhat differently, entered the debate:


    
      Since Yagan was looked upon by both black and white as the main representative of his people . . . no other Aboriginal was as “important” in either the contemporary or historical sense.


      Naturally in endeavouring to convey the Aboriginal point of view, and having carried out his understandable threat of exacting a life for a life, he was a controversial figure in his time. By the same token a number of bushrangers, now widely celebrated as folk heroes, were also controversial in their day . . .


      It would be regrettable if, after 150 years of settlement, we would not yet mature enough to commemorate this gifted representative of the Aboriginal point of view. A statue to his memory would be a recognition of the Aborigines as individuals whereas a purely anonymous effigy would be a meaningless and insincere compromise.27

    

  


  Sylvia Hallam, a prehistorian and archeologist, and Ronald M. Berndt, professor of anthropology at the University of Western Australia,28 also supported the memorial to Yagan. The government remained convinced that Yagan did not rank with Governor Stirling in the pantheon of founding heroes.


  Other Aboriginal ‘outlaws’ have not suffered Yagan’s posthumous fate; thus the commemoration in 1965 by the Manning Historical Society (New South Wales) of the capture of ‘Aboriginal Outlaw Jimmy Governor’ in 1900. Indeed there is now a reassessment of Aboriginal outlaws as guerilla warriors. A trail in Western Australia’s Bicentennial Project of Heritage Trails commemorates the life of ‘Pigeon’ or Jandamarra, a police tracker who after assisting in the arrest of more than a dozen Aborigines, changed sides in 1894 and became a guerilla warrior in the Kimberley region. It was almost three years before he was arrested and killed. His life is about to be told in a feature movie and a book by Stephen Hawke.29 Near Derby in Western Australia is the Boab Prison Tree. Its trunk, having a girth of fourteen metres, is hollow and was split open to form an entrance. According to legend, in the 1890s policemen bringing in prisoners, including Jandamarra, used the tree as an overnight cell before the final trek to Derby. Prisoners, in neck and leg irons, were chained together at the base of the tree.


  A memorial, built by schoolchildren in 1986, which identifies the early settlement of Moorundie near Blanchetown in South Australia, reads in part: ‘Edward John Eyre, famous Explorer and Protector of Aborigines, established himself at Moorundie in 1841, in an attempt to quell the growing conflict between the Overlanders and local aborigines’. One aspect of this ‘conflict’ was the murder of thirty Aborigines in a battle near Lake Bonney in 1841.30 This memorial accepts that there was ‘conflict’ on the frontier but introduces a ‘famous Explorer and Protector of Aborigines’ as peacemaker and arbitrator. The sore spot of blackwhite contact is touched, but only lightly. Indeed Moorundie is a more benign moment in the history of frontier contact. It marks the ‘birth of paternalism’ in South Australia; Eyre distributed blankets and rations to the Aborigines, revealed a keen observation of their traditions and sought their assimilation into white society.31


  In Sorrento, Victoria, a tablet notes the Aborigines killed in contact with sailors and others in the first ‘discovery’ of Port Phillip Bay.32 A Benalla memorial commemorates the massacres which resulted when a party of settlers were attacked by Aboriginal men in April 1838. This marked the beginning of further conflicts between white settlers and Aboriginal people in the region.33 At Corella River on the Mount Isa to Cloncurry Highway stands the Kalkadoon/Mitakoodi Memorial depicting an Aboriginal male face and four plaques set within an Aboriginal flag. The central plaque on each side states:


  YOU WHO PASS BY

  ARE NOW ENTERING THE ANCIENT

  TRIBAL LANDS OF THE KALKADOON/MITAKOODI

  DISPOSSESSED BY THE EUROPEAN

  HONOUR THEIR NAME

  BE BROTHER AND SISTER TO

  THEIR DESCENDANTS.


  The promotional leaflet for the monument accepts the battles of dispossession, but also takes a paternalistic and sexist tone:


  
    The Aborigine at his best is a fine man, soft spoken with a twinkle in his brown eyes, loving his home and his children and having a fine sense of mateship . . . His wife is a motherly person full of human kindness.34

  


  Readers are encouraged to resolve the contradiction between dispossession (white guilt) and popular stereotypes of Aborigines as ‘dirty, drunken and diseased’ (black fault) with the same characterisation of the white man in a brown skin that was applied to the helpers of early explorers. The Aborigine in one of the monument’s poems is described as ‘brown Adam’. Another poem identifies Aborigines as ‘wild men’. Aborigines are men (like ‘us’) but also men of an earlier age, wild prehistoric Adams. A further poem tells of the Aboriginal leap into the ‘space age . . . at the hour’s decree’, thus providing the final element for resolving the dissonance: ‘his children have been accepted as free, equal and valued members of modern Australian society’. The image of the Land Rights flag in the memorial is ambivalent, denoting both specific Aboriginal rights in modern Australian society and, as an artefact of white contact, the modernisation of Aboriginal culture.


  In 1984 another tribute to the Kalkadoon (or Kalkatunga) people remembered ‘one of Australia’s historic battles of resistance against a para-military force of European settlers and the Queensland native mounted police’. The monument was unveiled by Charles Perkins and George Thorpe, a Kalkadoon elder. The memorial draws a more militant lesson from the past: ‘The spirit of the Kalkatungu tribe never died at battle, but remains intact and alive today within the Kalkadoon tribal council’.35 While white builders of monuments may hope for integration through citizenship, Aboriginal builders remind us of the distinctive needs and experiences of Aboriginal people, advocated through their tribal councils.


  Some monuments, like manuscripts, are never ‘published’, for example the Yagan memorial. Monuments, like outdated history books, go out of print: interred, relocated in storerooms or allowed to fall into disrepair. Monumental history is also rewritten, with or without official sanction, by adding messages to pre-existing monuments. Feminist graffiti on Anzac Day unofficially adds a contradictory message to war memorials. Two monuments, originally erected to proclaim the contributions of early white settlers, have recently been edited to tell a story from the other side of the frontier.


  In Portland, Victoria, a monument comes close to demanding that the viewer read the stories of discovery and death as one. On the reverse side of the monument to Edward Henty’s first landing in 1834 is a memorial to the local Aboriginal people. The plaque was installed during Portland’s 150th Anniversary celebrations in November 1984 and reads:


  
    This tablet commemorates the GUNDITJMARA landholders of south-western Victoria from time immemorial, who were among the first Aborigines in Victoria to experience contact with Europeans. By the 1820s, sealing and whaling crews frequented this coast, disturbing Aborigines, introducing diseases fatal to them and causing the beginning of changes to traditional tribal life.

  


  During 1988, as an outcome of a history project based at Murdoch University, the story of the Aboriginal people of La Grange was written down in white texts and finally onto a monument at Fremantle. A pre-existing monument in Fremantle recorded that Panter, Harding and Goldwyer, early explorers of Western Australia’s north-west, were ‘attacked at night by treacherous natives, [and] were murdered at Boola Boola’ and that Maitland Brown led the ‘punitive party’ in search of them. The evidence indicates that the whites were shot in a battle provoked by the explorers’ attitudes to the Aborigines, conflicts over the use of water, and the capture of an Aboriginal woman.36


  Local white and Aboriginal historians and the people of La Grange asked the Fremantle City Council to erect a plaque commemorating the Aboriginal people massacred by the ‘punitive party’. The council and local newspaper thought it better to remove the Panter monument altogether.37 Finally the Council agreed to a ‘more radical proposal’, the erection a new monument which ‘will take issue with the old’. Near the Panter monument another memorial will tell the Aboriginal side of the story, recognising their rights to defend their culture and their land. According to Rae Frances and Bruce Scates:


  
    this is an exercise in what Marcuse would have called “political linguistics”: the images and language of the old memorial will be subverted by the new . . . Taken together the two monuments will achieve what Graeme Davison has called a ‘critical interaction’ with Australia’s past, a dialogue in which one perspective of history challenges another.38

  


  Conclusion


  Monuments representing Aborigines tell stories of pre-contact culture, and remain silent about the effects of white settlement on that culture; or stop Aboriginal history short at the moment of European contact; or tell the story of that contact as one of accommodation but not conflict. The Kalkadoon/Mitakoodi Memorial inverts the normal story: past conflict is set against present harmony. To write the white and black story together without distorting the Aboriginal perspective is no mean feat. Today historians, with the luxury of many pages, are attempting that negotiation. Particular monuments, allowing only brief statements, do not tell the complex story of curiosity, resistance, dispossession, accommodation, isolation, and politicisation which characterised the racial frontier in Australia. But read as a whole text, and through the lens of recent revisions of our histories, these monuments construct their own narrative.


  The stories of settlement or invasion are not just opposite sides of the same coin, stories that can be written on two sides of a monument. Attention must also be given to the forms of memorial construction. Even in the process of writing Aboriginal perspectives into white monuments, that history is appropriated and rearranged, into English, into a mode of remembering that is not written as paintings on caves but words on plaques. It may be claimed that the Aboriginal story has to be translated if white tourists are to have any chance of comprehending it. Nevertheless it is the subordinate culture’s symbols which are translated into those of the dominant culture, and usually without question.39 Furthermore, the monuments that Aborigines claim as their own, like Uluru and other sacred sites, have become battlegrounds. Or they are said to remain the preserve of all Australians,40 monuments subsumed into a universal, progressivist, white history.41 Few Aboriginal ‘monuments’ (ceremonial sites) which have value in a white economy have been returned to the exclusive control of their custodians. Aboriginal people have not yet been given a significant voice in either rewriting white monuments, or in determining the meanings of their own.


  1 This article is based on ‘A National Register of Unusual Monuments’. The Australian Bicentennial Authority provided access to the 800 local Bicentennial Community Committees which covered most of Australia. Each committee was approached early in 1987 with an outline of the project; two thirds responded submitting 60 monuments for consideration. The two major recording agencies were local history groups and councils. Thirty-three monuments dealt with Aborigines, and these were erected throughout white Australia’s history: 18 per cent before 1900, 12 per cent between Federation and World War II, 18 per cent from the post-War years until 1965, 27 per cent in the next decade, and 24 per cent between 1975 and the present. Over half the monuments have been erected in the last 25 years. The following people or organisations were the local recorders for the monuments discussed in this paper: Australian Stockman’s Hall of Fame and Outback Heritage Centre, Richard Ballantyne, Dr Bernard Barrett, G.H. Brown, Ray Francis Buckley, Paul Bulbeck, Wilf Connors, Beryl Eissens, John Endacott, W.K. Featherston, John Francis, Margaret Guthrie, Jennie Hawkins, Averil Holt, Allen Hubbard, John Goodwin, Shirley McDonald, Valerie Mcllveen Mclntyre, Stephanie Jane McLennan, Muriel McGivern, Pamela Masters, Barry Miller, Richard E. Nixon, Lorraine Phelan, Geof Price, Les Robertson, Ailsa Rolley, Chris Sauer, Gwen Secomb, Sandra Smith, Dawn Sobey, Colin Stewart, Torres Shire Council, Pat Weeland, Margaret Wheatley, Norma Wynd.


  2 Performed in Brisbane, August 1988.


  3 Bruce Dawe, ‘For the Other Fallen’, reproduced in J. Pilger, A Secret Country, London 1989.


  4 Just two examples are the plaque erected in 1957 by the Royal Geographical Society of Australasia (Queensland Division) at Hornet Bank Station near Toowoomba to the ‘Fraser Family who were massacred at the station homestead by Aborigines’ (Andrew Scott, cited in R.S. Farley, Traser Memorial Hornet Bank Station’, Queensland Geographical Journal, vol. 1, 1958, pp. 22–3) and the monument to the shepherd George Watmore near Port Fairy with the inscription ‘speared by blacks 1842’.


  5 Jackey Jackey (Bamaga), Yuranigh (near Molong) and Tommy Windich (Windiitj) (Esperance), all described as the faithful guides of more famous exporers: Edmund Kennedy, Major Mitchell and Alexander Forrest.


  6 Examples of this form of monument include the grave of William Russell ‘Aboriginal King’, in Camden; the wrought iron grave of the tribal leader ‘Tattambo King’ erected in 1865 by the owner of Molka Station where Tattambo lived; and the grave of Chief Wombeetch Puuyuun erected by James Dawson, the local protector of Aborigines in 1883 at Camperdown Cemetery in Victoria; a memorial to Barak, the last full-blood of the Wawurong or Wurundjeri tribe and a witness to Batman’s ‘treaty’, erected by the Croydon Historical Society in 1986; the memorials to Queen Ethel of Kingston, South Australia and Ka-ma-Kuta on Bribie Island off Brisbane erected by local historical societies in the 1960s.


  7 A plaque in the footpath in North Terrace, Adelaide commemorates ‘Jimmy’ James OAM, born 1910, an Aboriginal police tracker; a plaque erected by the Beverley Historical Society in Western Australia remembers a local Aboriginal policeman; at the Healesville (Victoria) Warawa College there is a plaque to the Aboriginal nurse and midwife Louisa Stugnell Briggs (J. Adams, editor and convenor of Memorials Committee, ‘Royal Historical Society of Victoria: Victorian Register of Monuments’, Melbourne 1987). An obelisk on the outskirts of Hermannsburg near Alice Springs commemorates the painter Albert Namatjira. The plaque at the Melbourne Cricket Ground commemorates the team that toured England in 1866 and a column in the Johnny Mullagh Memorial Park at Harrow commemorates his achievements as an ‘Aboriginal cricketer’ while his gravestone commemorates an ‘(Aboriginal) world famed cricketer’. The Horsham cemetery contains a gravestone to Mulga Fred, a well-known full blood Aboriginal rough rider and whip cracker renowned throughout the district for over fifty years.


  8 T. Bennett, Out of Which Past? Critical Reflections on Australian Museum and Heritage Policy, Cultural Policy Studies: Occasional Paper No. 3, Institute for Cultural Policy Studies, Griffith University, Brisbane 1988, p. 13.


  9 Ibid., p. 13.


  10 Bennett, op. ciL, p. 15.


  11 The bunya cones, which ripened every three years, were an important food source for local Aborigines: S. Tutt, Sunshine Coast Heritage, vol. 1, Queensland, Australia, pp. 1–2.


  12 M.H. Fels, Good Men and True: The Aboriginal Police of the Port Phillip District 1837–1853 Melbourne 1988; D.E. Barwick, ‘This Most Resolute Lady: A Biographical Puzzle’ in D.E. Barwick, J. Beckett, M. Reay (eds), Metaphors of Interpretation; Essays in Honour of W.E.H. Stanner, Canberra 1985; A. Atkinson and M. Aveling (eds), Australians 1838, Sydney 1987, p. 34; B. Reece, ‘Inventing Aborigines’, Aboriginal History, vol. 11, nos 1–2, 1987, pp. 14–23; N. Green, Broken Spears: Aborigines and Europeans in the Southwest of Australia, Perth 1984, p. 130. H. Reynolds, Frontier: Aborigines, Settlers and Land, Sydney 1987, emphasises exploitation. Ann McGrath in ‘Born in the Cattle’, Sydney 1987, attempts to identify Aboriginal resourcefulness in an admittedly unequal situation and has been criticised by R.B .Sykes, ‘Born in the Cattle: Review’, Aboriginal Law Bulletin, vol. 2, no. 40, 1989, p. 14, especially concerning McGrath’s analysis of sexual exploitation. Daisy Corunna’s story of life on a northern cattle station also paints a grimmer picture than McGrath (see S. Morgan, My Place, Fremantle 1987, pp. 325–50).


  13 Adams, op. cit.


  14 In 1972 Adelaide businesses and governmental authorities financed the monument which captures the legend of the creator hero Tjilbruke at Brighton. Another monument remembering an Aboriginal myth was built by BHP at Lake Macquarie: B. Henderson (ed.), Monuments and Memorials: The Royal Australian Historical Society Register, Sydney 1988, p. 99.


  15 Letter to Shire Clerk from Associate Professor Campbell; The Advocate, 5 June 1987, p. 1.


  16 Henderson (ed.), op. cit, pp. 238, 110.


  17 Bennett, op. cit., p. 15.


  18 J. Ezzy, ‘Banners are a Stitch in Time’, Bicentennary ‘88: Newsletter of the Australian Bicentennial Authority, vol. 8, August 1988, p. 12.


  19 West Australian, 19 October 1978, p. 7.


  20 J. Fiske, B. Hodge and G. Turner, Myths of Oz: Reading Australian Popular Culture, Sydney 1987, p. 138.


  21 H. Reynolds, The Other Side of the Frontier: An Interpretation of the Aboriginal Response to the Invasion and Settlement of Australia, Townsville 1981, p. 201.


  22 A. Hasluck, ‘Yagan the Patriot’, Westerly, vol. 2, no. 3, 1962, p. 18.


  23 Quoted by George Russo, Sunday Times, 10 September 1978.


  24 A. Hasluck, op. cit., p. 12.


  25 Sir Paul Hasluck, West Australian, 19 October 1978.
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  41 H. Allen, ‘History Matters—a commentary on divergent interpretations of Australian history’, Australian Aboriginal Studies, vol. 11, no. 2, 1988, pp. 86–7.


  
    BOOK NOTES


    Awake Bold Bligh! William Bligh’s Letters Describing the Mutiny on HMS Bounty. Edited by Paul Brunton. Allen & Unwin and the State Library of New South Wales, Sydney 1989. Pp. viii + 87. insert sybol29.95 cloth.


    Paul Brunton, Manuscripts Librarian at the Mitchell Library, has edited and introduced an elegant reproduction in facsimile and transcription of three of the library’s treasures—William Bligh’s letters written in his post-mutiny trauma. The letters were written in Timor after the launch voyage to Bligh’s wife, Elizabeth, to Sir Joseph Banks and to the Admiralty. They will help an understanding of Bligh, if not explain his mutiny.


    Australian Perceptions of Asia: Australian Cultural History, no. 9, 1990. School of History, University of New South Wales. Pp. 135. $10.00 paper.


    This handsome journal comes out annually. Issues are based on conferences organised around specific themes, and often carry interesting articles that non-subscribers miss. In this issue historians will be especially interested in Glenda Adams’ reminiscences of Indonesia in the sixties, Beverley Kingston’s history of Indian influences upon Australian cooking, Nicholas Brown’s study of Australian intellectuals and the image of Asia between 1920 and 1960, and Richard White’s ‘Sun, Sand and Syphilis: Australian Soldiers and the Orient, Egypt 1914’. Less historical but equally interesting contributions come from Annette Hamilton, Adrian Vickers, John Legge, Nancy Viviani and Murray Goot.


    Women's Studies: Papers Presented at a Colloquium at the British Library, 4 April 1989. British Library Occasional Papers No. 12. Edited by Albertine Gaur and Penelope Tuson. The British Library, London 1990. Pp. xi + 189. $25.00 paper; Women’s Studies at Australian Universities: A Dossier. By Jacqui Woodland. ANUTECH Pty Ltd, Canberra 1990. Pp. 46.


    When that august institution, the British Library, convenes a conference to discuss its holdings in the area of women’s studies and publishes the proceedings, and when a listing of the courses in women’s studies taught at Australian universities can constitute a modestly sized publication, one would be forgiven for thinking that women’s studies is coming of age. The British Library publication reveals the tempting richness of archival manuscripts and printed sources awaiting the attention of feminist researchers. While British material naturally predominates, holdings are also substantial for many European countries, including the Soviet Union, and for former colonies. Contributors address not only the collections but also the general context of research for which the material would be invaluable. The publication also includes a general section on other women’s collections in Britain, with a piece on feminist publishing from Ursula Owen of Virago Press, and a survey of women’s studies in British universities written by Mary Evans. In turn Jacqui Woodland’s meticulously detailed account of the state of women’s studies’ teaching in Australia reminds us of the variety and increasing sophistication of undergraduate and postgraduate education here. The survey indicates a maturity and confidence in the area that would have been unthinkable even ten years ago. Students, teachers and researchers of women’s studies will find both publications informative and enlightening.


    Tartar City Woman: Scenes From the Life of Wang Hsin-ping, Former Citizen of China. By Trevor Hay. Melbourne University Press 1990. Pp. xiv + 181. $24.95 paper.


    Anglo-Australians are continually confronted by the multiplicity and complexity of early experiences of recent migrants to these shores, as oral histories and autobiographical writings grow richer each year. Few stories could be more compelling than that of Wang Hsin-ping, a woman initially from a well-to-do Beijing family whose father was stranded in Australia in 1939, while an overseas scholar at the University of Melbourne. In 1975 she joined her father, leaving behind her an extraordinary personal journey through the upheavals of post-War China. The form of this publication is perhaps an awkward one: Wang Hsin-ping (Trevor Hay’s teacher) told her story over a period of years to Hay, who in turn has reproduced the narrative in the third person. Was he the author, therefore? That aside, this makes compelling, and informative, reading.


    Victorian Picturesque: The Colonial Gardens of William Sangster. By J.H. Foster. History Department, University of Melbourne, Parkville 1989. Pp. ix + 109. $10.00 paper + $3.00 postage.


    William Sangster (1830–1910) was born in Scotland, where he trained as a gardener. He arrived in Melbourne in 1852 and became one of the foremost professional landscape gardeners and nurserymen in colonial Victoria. In this collection, John Foster has brought together some of Sangster’s writings on private and public colonial gardens, with comment on Sangster’s own garden designs from contemporary publications, and has contributed a useful scholarly introduction. Taken together, they provide ample evidence of the symbolic importance of gardening in colonial Australian society, and of the existence of a public discourse of horticultural criticism—the taste evidenced in the large private estates was assumed to be a public matter. The vocabulary of this public discourse in its most elevated form was picturesque—‘the position of the upper lake is somewhat unnatural’, commented the Australasian censoriously of the Carlton gardens—but Foster shows that the picturesque was easily compatible with scientific and popular floral-display concerns. There is considerable detective work involved in piecing together a working career such as Sangster’s. We can look forward expectantly to further fruits of John Foster’s horticultural researches.


    Sarah Wentworth: Mistress of Vaucluse. By Carol Liston. Historic Houses Trust of New South Wales, Glebe 1988. Pp. 128. $24.95 paper.


    ‘Sarah was the wife of one of the most prominent men in colonial Australia yet she was unknown to many of her contemporaries’ (p. 23). Without this book she would be unknown to historians as well. With meticulous research, Carol Liston has uncovered the life of Sarah Cox (1805–80), daughter of a convict blacksmith, who bore W.C. Wentworth two children before their marriage. She was shunned by ‘polite’ Sydney society—still, as Mrs Wentworth, lived in a world of privilege and wealth, mansions and travel. It is her gentry status that has enabled Carol Liston to tell us so much about Sarah and her family. We see her features and clothes and those of her seven daughters in beautiful oil paintings and pastel sketches. We can read her words thanks to the collection and preservation of the extensive Wentworth family papers. The physical environment of her life can be explored at Vaucluse House. This is a well written contribution to the study of individual women’s lives, the intricacies of family connections, the nuances of status and the gendered double standards in colonial society.


    The Literature on Royal Commissions, Select Committees of Parliament and Boards of Enquiry held in Australia 1856–1980: A Select Bibliography. By Julie G. Marshall. La Trobe University Library, Bundoora 1990. Pp. xviii + 288. $20.00 paper.


    Most scholars and teachers will be familiar with Dietrich Borchardt’s series of Checklists of Royal Commissions, Select Committees of Parliament and Boards of Inquiry, covering the Commonwealth, Tasmania, Victoria, New South Wales, Queensland, and complementing E. Zalums’ bibliographies on South Australia and Western Australia—eight volumes in all. This volume, no. 36 in the La Trobe University Library’s series of Library Publications, greatly extends the value of the Checklists. It can be used in conjunction with the earlier volumes, or separately. It lists journal articles and monographs bearing upon specific inquiries, both contemporary works and those more recently published. The compiler notes that other finding aids have not included subject entries for commissions or inquiries until very recently, so that the labour of compilation has proceeded partly by serendipity. The resulting coverage is incomplete, and biassed towards Victorian material where the bibliographic work is already richer. But this pioneer listing will be an invaluable starting point for researchers at all levels, including undergraduates writing research essays.


    Colonial Microfiche—Australian Statistical Publications 1804–1901 and Historical Microfiche—Statistical Publications 1901–1984. Australian Bureau of Statistics, Belconnen 1990. $10,500 and $15,000.


    The Australian Bureau of Statistics released these two invaluable microfiche collections early this year. In June eleven Australian research libraries had bought copies. If the library in your institution has not yet bought them, urge it to do so. The Colonial Microfiche is a collection of over 250,000 pages of information, stored on more than 3,000 fiche. It includes most of the statistics published by colonial governments prior to Federation, covering such topics as population, education, defence, trade, finance, meteorology, law and crime. The Historical Microfiche Series consists of more than 10,000 microfiche and covers all ABS publications between 1901 and 1984, with a bulge towards the latter date. It is accompanied by a useful catalogue listing the information available by topic, and indexed by title and subject. This series will be updated annually. Both collections are essential aids to research in Australian history.
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