MINORITY GROUPS — THEORETICAL
CONTEXT:

Mapping Aboriginality

by Victor Hart

Victor Hart is an officer in the Oodgeroo Unit aUQ. The interpretation of Queensland's
cultural landscapes and their associated histove b@nded to centre around Anglo-Celtic
colonization and subsequent development wheredbdeiiland and primary resources have
been the focus of history. There is another readinQueensland's landscapes derived from
groups whose perspective has tended to be marggdalThese groups include Aboriginal
and Torres Strait Islander peoples, migrants, hadrtdentured South Sea Islanders (ASSI).
In the Contested Terrains study, each of thesepgriauconsidered. Their histories have been
explored in a number of studies, in particularwwrk of Henry Reynolds (1987,1998), Bill
Thorpe (1996), James Jupp (1988), Wadley & King®@%nd a number of studies on the
Australian South Sea Islanders including the neseaech by Lincoln Hayes (1999). In this
study, three overviews, seen from the Aboriginakpective, the migrants' perspective and
the ASSI perspective, have been used. Existingiigést have been reviewed and thematic
analyses have been developed within seven chropelogras, all of which will assist in
understanding the resulting cultural landscapes Tifully explained in the report on the
Thematic History for the Contested Terrains studiyeel by Dr Jean Sim. The importance of
understanding Aboriginal cultural landscapes istreénto any interpretation of the
contemporary cultural landscapes of Queensland. foewing proposal forMapping
Aboriginality by Victor Hart from the Oodgeroo Unit at QUT disses the theory associated
with the interpretation of Aboriginal landscapes.
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Introduction

In writing this | am acutely aware that much of #dsting and correlative legislation on
Native Title is in limbo and therefore | cannot gicate as far as | would have wished with
this chapter in terms of expressing a fully blowaplacation of rights to land for Indigenous
people. However, | feel there still exists an opaity to at least engage in discussion, put
forward ideas on how best to organise and map émdigs cultural heritage in Queensland in
positive and productive ways in which Indigenousdiscape knowledge may be retrieved,
taught and applied across a broad spectrum of gsiofeal practices. Questions relating to
how and why Aboriginal peoples assert ownershipammection to land still continues in this
post-Mabo, post-Wik Australian society and will tione with or without questions of legality.

What is important to understand is that while thgal framework has allowed for an explosion

of landscape knowledge that in many cases had'fainered' for many years within many

generation of Indigenous peoples, the context irchvthis knowledge was extracted has also
limited its expression. From my own perspectiveems that while Aboriginal people were at
last able to assert their knowledge of land andideapes, the context for this important
knowledge was limited. While we are able to makeclamations and indicate meanings about
ourselves and our connections to land, the scopeadi/ application of this knowledge remained
locked away because of its legal disposition. la tontext, its ability to create understanding
between Indigenous people and others is lost.

The well-known framework of legal jurisdiction, theed for expert evidence, research, archival
and other, as positivist ideals have imposed adouad proof on Aboriginal people. This has
meant many knowledge systems have been severelyi@adtly damaged. Intervention using
an ameliorative approach to mapping Indigenous ledge systems, namely an approach that
gives back a sense of knowledge governance, isitlygequired.

Having said this, | feel that central to understagdand ownership and connection, it seems
appropriate that | begin by discussing how the neatii knowledge ownership and connection
has been disrupted historically and contemporahediefore examining ways forward. If the
historical narrative of Mabo ushered in a 'new' thal&n history that disarmed to some extent
the romantic historical narratives of peaceful whsettlement, it also resurrected the noble
savage myths through which Aboriginal claims tadlaould and have been disputed. Mapping
of Aboriginality is not signalling new procedures land identification- at least not for
Aboriginal people.

The creation of Aboriginal reserves or the designabf boundaries around towns and cities
such as Brisbane, explicitly mapped out Aborigaxatess and thereby establishing the limits of
white designated landscapes. Many rural towns kesle known landscape markers such as
parks and streets where 'blacks' resided (inclumivkeexcluded space) or were prohibited from
(again inclusive and exclusive space). LandscapesAboriginal people therefore have

considerable significance according to Aboriginaditions and cultures, as well as having
significant unanimity about how sites are marked iodicating race relations. These sites
similarly take on symbolic proportions over geners. For instance, Mango Lane, a well-
known road in the centre of Palm Island Aborigicaimmunity was a restricted road for

Aboriginal people to walk through. Many streetdnala, a south side suburb of Brisbane well
known for its high population of Aboriginal and dsder people, are definitive markers for
generations of these people that reach back welttie 1940s and beyond.

As with all cultures, the traditions and customsAbbriginal people did not remain static and
were contingent on their proximity to the socialcs and environments around them. While
peripheral articulations such as language may hadergone dramatic if not forced change,
much of the core philosophies of customs and teediemain intact.
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Aboriginal landscapes can therefore be sites déanle resistance where inclusion and unity
was fostered as well as being pre-designated amhgdl areas for containing or excluding the
'black’ presence. However, | feel these sites shout be considered a geographically
determined or frozen, that is, that they are nistssdf racism or exclusion. These are social
phenomena that occur on all landscapes at any ginen across the length and breadth of
Australian and to suggest otherwise would be quifee. Alternatively there must be awareness
of how landscape architecture, town planning amerosupportive professions and disciplines
have helped to "construct" and maintain racismp)ieelonialism, exploitation, and many other

not so very admirable realities by accepting thias £an be socially transformative sites by their
very design, redesign or management. The imperatitcedefine accurately the inter-subjective

nature of landscapes and how knowledge is applieiveen Aboriginal peoples themselves and
others.

Accordingly, and from the outset it seems apprtgria first bring some of the more implicit
issues relating to Indigenous peoples that are knamd hence may be included within a
schematic topography of cultural landscapes in Qalard.

Challenging Concepts of Frozen Aboriginal Culture

The High Court in 1992, the Mabo case, emphasised itnportance that, from the
international perspectivetHe common law should neither be nor be seen tioozen in an
age of racial discriminatioh Cognisant of the expression of this ethical gddiion, the
discussion here examines to some extent the sihtbe cultural landscape mapping property
rights of Indigenous Australians and the reforntguieed in current approaches to landscape
mapping generally. This is discussed first by esplp some general premises surrounding
how Aboriginality continues to be constructed inoZzen' ways and its application in
landscape planning.

While the myth ofterra nullius has been legally abandoned, its epistemologicaidations
remain firmly entrenched in how indigenous owngrsiind connection to land is designed
within landscape planning and other related digo@sl. Cultural landscape narratives are not
passive entities but are active and organic sitesontestation. As Edward Said contends,
"ideas, cultures, and histories cannot seriouslyubeerstood or studied without their force,
or more precisely their configurations of powers@being studieqSaid, 1991:5)

The conventions oferra nullius mapping are perhaps unavoidable in terms of th&tieg
regimes that have developed over the past two lednalr so years. The difficulty of implying
an Aboriginal existence on landscapes, where thialsand cultural discourse is underpinned
by notions of 'extinction’, is of course problemabut not overwhelmingly impossible.

Nevertheless, it is sadly ironic that while the nesntemporary landscape discourse [from
my own limited readings] talks excitedly about meteneity and the decentring of normative
ways in which landscapes are explained by decldiegkthroughs that allow recognition of
OthernessThe discoursestill directs its critical voice primarily to a spalised audience,
which continues to share a common language rootdtei very master narratives it claims to
challenge.

If postmodernist approaches to landscape theorypaactice are to have a transformative
impact, then a critical break with the notion ofitlzority” as "mastery over" must not simply
be a rhetorical device. As well, it must be refbectin how the outcomes of landscape
planning allow for an organic and living processwtyich all participate in meaningful ways.

For Indigenous people this has always been the case

Working Towards a Conceptual Framework for Indigenbandscape Knowledge Mapping
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All cultures have developed a means of knowledgeppimg. Bearing this in mind,
Indigenous landscape knowledge is simply the medrsandling this knowledge so that it
may be applied and transferred within and betwesreiations, to enable survival and sustain
an Indigenous way of life. Where that way of lifashaltered for Indigenous people
throughout the past 210 years of white colonisatlorowledge of land continues to be a
means by which indigenous people locate themsedweglly, culturally and politically as
unique citizens of Australia, Queensland or thegional and local geographical affiliations.

A conceptual framework for Indigenous landscapestrtierefore take full consideration of
how Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders havairetd or are rediscovering their locality,
their presence on their land and on the land oérsthMoreover, the means by which this
knowledge is produced and reproduced, arbitrarigiriduted, or formally requested by a
number of social forces or events, plays an importale on how one eventually finds a
concrete definition of what could be called an gmttious landscape. If Aboriginality is the
end product of the inter-subjective relations betwevhites and Aborigines, then we must
decide the nature of the inter-subjectivity; thst what are the meanings being produced
between these relations and how can they be bestdex, accessed and therefore applied
over short and longer durations of time?

Morris (1995) points out one example of a site white meanings being produced reflect
these relations between Indigenous peoples andsothea preamble to his essay titled "
Frontier Colonialism and the Culture of Terror'which examined the internal
irreconcilableness of colonial power in understagdhboriginal/European relations, Morris
identified how these

...point to the presence of an internal instabitifypower, (real or imagined), as a pervasive
feature of colonialism. | hope to not only rest@@me sense of the internal instability of
colonial power, but also to recover a sense of dbeial chaos that resulted from British
imperialism and the conflict it unleashed . (Mori995:74-75).

This internal instability or point of ‘contestati@iso reveals the datum points or ruptures by
which one may perhaps explore Aboriginality as raerisubjective rather than an objective
phenomenon, residing outside the processes by whith and meaning are produced as
inter-relational.

Thus the fundamental thesis of my argument is tih@tsocial chaos, whether imported or

spontaneous, was based on essentialist notionsvhifehess' where the need for self-

definition between themselves and Indigenous pebpleame paramount. The Aboriginal

presencethe noble and nomadic savage, the unused, laad appropriated and commodified

within this dialectic as a means of consolidatiagpeasing and regenerating narratives of
white landscape conceptualisations.

The butback'was/is as much an Aboriginal invention as it wamyhical white exploration

of consciousness and land. The Torres Straitstigiaba geographical determination but also
a place where explicit meanings are made abougbeiiforres Strait Islander. These are
signifiers of exclusivity and inclusivity for imptant reasons. Just as Island cultures and
concepts of land and seascape develop as uniqtarsysf meaning in relative isolation, so
too do cultures on 'mainlands' develop within aseeof isolation from the wider landscape.
The roads leading out of small country towns as¢ @s imbibing as the water that surrounds
island cultures. The meanings attached to themnoaan very different things to different
people and for different reasons. History no daqlays a role in how these meanings come
about.

In considering the revisionist history of late, thentier' was not just about a land takeover,
it was also about producing a landscape logic eolwhy of meaning that rationalised and
supported the development of a binary-oppositinrthis case, impendirigivilisation' and a
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receding'primitivity’ was easily rationalised as nation building on batiacro and micro
scale. Thdrontier as an ideological underpinning to land use is @isstelevant today as a
nationalist land concept was two hundred years ago.

Resolving 'Landscapes' (the aesthetics of mapgind)Land-Rights' (a political, cultural and
legal assertion of ownership) also represents arpinppositional expression. In this case,
geo-sciences are used in an attempt to make séaseotonial identity while simultaneously
and retrospectively musing over how Aboriginal deepdefine their sense of belonging to
land and culture and how these interests may beawroeporated into the national schema.

As such, non-Indigenous landscape interpretations attempting to accommodate Aboriginal
interests in land are caught in a minefield of conceptual authorisation where they may be
authorising adversarial interests in land, history and ownership as uncontested, contested or
laying dormant. Much of the native title interests in Queensland are, of course, extinguished by
other land tenure systems. Nevertheless, the interests of Aboriginal people, as articulated through
their tradition and customs, continue to be of great importance to stakeholders. Claims to land,
no matter how contentious, are nonetheless assertions of difference.

While the rhetoric of diversity in postmodernistpapaches to landscape theory is apparent
and embraces the sentiment of the multi-culturatreatic (like a '‘Benneton' poster) the actual

genre is based on an insistent conformity and cacepicy. This is defined by an aesthetic

particularity and difference inter-subjectively neodted by the overriding means by which

land is being defined by the State in the firstanse.

In therefore attempting to truly examine Indigenaefations to and between landscape,
culture and power in a variety of historical an@gmphical settings, landscape planners and
other professions must be aware that those who pame before them have left indelible
patterns and processes which can be recognisedeAess that difference is aacribedand
prescribedaesthetic is of obvious importance to how oneregp work with the materials of
landscape interpretation.

The Scientism that postmodernist/ postcolonial @ggres refute nevertheless reinvests itself in
the end product, where there are limits imposetherscope of inter-subjective application of
landscape interpretations. The needs of Indigepeople are identified but aniformity of
participation is emphasised at any given mometiterahan an inter-textual modality that works
with the rhythms of Indigenous communities andrtkeowledge systems.

From an Indigenous perspective, the conceptual thedretical application of landscape
interpretative theory and notions of land must bedgicreate a reflectivity within the outcome
that is both within the process and the end prodiucannot set out to track down diversity if its
conceptual understanding sets parameters on hewittarsity may invest in itself.

As Indigenous cultures have been now forced tovevahd adopt a technological format for
storing and accessing knowledge through libraf@spal education, professions/ disciplines,
data bases and various media, there is a clearedamat these will supplant myths, rituals
and learning about country from one's direct exgpee and immediate community. This
danger includes the ability to access such knovdexfga dynamic process. Account must be
taken at the outset as to how to manage and cdhdivwe growth and diversity of Indigenous
landscape knowledge in ways that are complimerttahow this knowledge plays an active
role in the day-to-day lives of Aboriginal peoples.

When Indigenous landscape knowledge was primaatydted in an oral fashion, Indigenous
cultures remained relatively static in order totaus the essential Indigenous landscape
knowledge base. The scope and means by which Imgigelandscape knowledge (ILK)

continues to utilise oral modes of governance agmganean that it remains static. What has
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remained central is the means by which land caspo&en_for as against how land can be
spoken_aboutMapping Indigenous landscapes present an opptyrttmactivate and apply
this system of landscape knowledge in new and digveuays.

Accordingly, there is now a growing awareness amdémdjgenous peoples that their

predecessors have bequeathed to our present dayesud system of Indigenous landscape
knowledge mapping which is an ongoing process w@Elegion, guided by customs and

traditions, both old and new. Many Indigenous comities have also unearthed rich and
lively caches of landscape knowledge where placktiame and connection are primary, not
secondary, to how Indigenous peoples identify tiedwes through kin and land and how they
identify others.

Stemming from this awareness is the recognitiot tthe real foundation of any sustainable
cultural expression of our Indiginality is a sustdile Indigenous landscape knowledge base
where technologically sustainable processes arelemnentary to other methods by which
knowledge is stored. There is also recognition thate are a number of perspectives on how
a sustainable Indigenous landscape knowledge bagdenbest achieved.

Mapping Indigenous Landscape Knowledge

The present system of Indigenous landscape knowlelifflers according to internal and
external social, cultural and political forces wntindigenous communities. Yet to a large
extent, professional application of this knowledgese of Indigenous landscape continues to
be dependent on disciplinary research, such asauatlogy, as a means by which access to
accurate information can fulfil various purposesl&hemaining acutely arcane.

For many Indigenous peoples and communities, Imdige landscape knowledge and the
reliance or dependency on current or past ethnbgralpstudies [analogs] has also meant that
the means of reproducing 'knowledge of land lanplsgaleaves little or no active
participation beyond the definitive nature thatséhetudies produce. This is particularly the
case in terms of how evidence for land claims undeious legislation is being sought.

Such evidence has raised issues surrounding thetiopegle effectiveness in dealing with
many of the complex problems relating to environtveerd culture, land and land ownership
where contestation through overlapping conceptudérs expresses incompatibles. Mining
and other industrial landscapes and Aboriginal lanidrests provide one example of this
paradox. This is not surprising once the nature aadtext of how these conceptual
understandings, as a culture of inheritance, amsidered. The collective Indigenous
landscape knowledge base, until recently, wasivelgtlimited in breadth and depth, in

terms of how it could articulate itself outsidetbé& confines of western ideas of geographical
determinism or administrative domination.

Because Aboriginal cultures were and are considased largely homogeneous and political
entity, the means by which heterogeneity can beegrgnust be attended to in any new
landscape interpretations. Recognition must bengteeAboriginal culture being unique to

any given situation or place and hierarchical withelatively static social orders, thereby
impeding democratic access to, and disseminatipimaigenous landscape knowledge.

From an historical perspective, the secularisatibmdigenous landscape knowledge within
micro and macro cultures is a notion, which hay stdrted to take root. Problems and issues
surrounding how Indigenous peoples and communiifie their connections to land in
empirical and imperial ways remain confined witbime or several western disciplines where
land was transformed into geographic theory.

Today, a common awareness of the need to develop appropriate Indigenous landscape
knowledge mapping tools is evident in the entirbuce and communications sector. The
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staggering growth in the use of computer soft aadhware and a broad interest in the
information highways of tomorrow are early indiagatof this interest. The present system of
Indigenous landscape knowledge mapping is placimgnareasing strain on the logical
positivist desire to name and qualitatively defioriginality.

The intention of the Indigenous landscape knowladgeping model presented here will

hopefully increase the sustainability of a colleetindigenous landscape knowledge base.
This raises the question about whether there igead Ho completely discard our present
system? It would be far more useful to first untierd the basic characteristics that promote
the adaptive and self-organising behaviour of lad@us landscape knowledge mapping
systems.

This is a definitive model that does not set outcépture, from the outset, Indigenous
landscape knowledge of country. Such a process mdlely reinvent the same 'relic’

approach consistent with archaeological and anthogjcal [analog] studies of the past,

confining Indigenous cultures as both the 'fullpst;d sentence' within a totalising process.
Instead, the model looks at or attempts to begpiogess by which Indigenous landscape
knowledge becomes apparent in the informal anddbouontext of landscape interpretations
and management.

Following a general practice of ‘application’ rattiean 'interrogation’, current models fail to
consider what it might mean to move theory from ethrimg called 'cultural studies' serving
the interests of something called 'cultural geolgyagnstead, the emphasis here is creating a
process of simultaneous interrogation and apptioatiat provides scope for self-definition.

An Indigenous Landscape Knowledge Mapping Model

The model that will be discussed attempts to reitmraspects of Indigenous landscape
knowledge mapping, which presently exist, with thdkat need to be developed. First,
however, a brief description of the envisioned dedious landscapes knowledge mapping
process. The process that | tentatively proposesistsnof four contiguous spacedsield,
Tenor, Mode and Context of Situatiadapted from the work of M. A. K. Halliday (1985).
This, | argue is merely one model of many that ddu¢ adopted but nevertheless one that
attempts to put forward a schematic approach whidtiresses the limitations of current
landscape interpretative practice, much of whicly imave met its shelf-life or may not have
existed at all.

TheField, Tenor, Mode, and Context of Situatitincourse spaces represent the media within
which Indigenous people communicate with one amotlhe the absence of explicitly
designed technology, this would, of course, be ceduo oral conversation, but in fact, it
includes a vast array of available means for sagidl cultural action. The significance of the
Field Spaceto any Indigenous landscape knowledge mappingesys$s its role in sharing
awareness of significant opportunities, issues@otllems as it relates to how the economy
of landscape knowledge reproduces itself.

Once these have been identified and the intenheif tesolution is clear, the information,
which enables resolution, can be assembled. Hezgisis the very dynamic by which
knowledge of land manifests itself covertly and rilyeas knowledge, and importantly as a
process by which Aboriginality is identified as dscape-based.

Some of the more explicit sites Gontext of Situation Spaaeanifestations in the current
Indigenous demography are listed:

* Land Councils and other Indigenous community orggtions and councils,

* Formal and informal educational settings,

* Family/kin relations, Elders,
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* The Arts, visual and performing,

» Cultural events, national, regional and local,

e Ceremonies including funerals, weddings,

* Hunting and gathering practices (which includesiimfation hunting and gathering),
e Traditionalsong and dance,

» Contemporarysong and dance.

Bearing in mind that these are broad but not exhausontexts (there are many non-specific
or popularised sites), | want to now examine anglar the three components that make up
the Context ofSituation Spacand how they may be able to be applied to anhefabove
social or cultural functions.

Field-Space

Field-Spaceaepresents the rationale supporting the intest refsolution to a problem or issue
relating to Indigenous landscape knowledge. Aceogydio Halliday's linguistic paradigm,
Field- Spaceefers towhat is happening, the nature of the social activat is taking place:
what is it that the participants are engaged in,vitnich the language figures as some
essential componen(Palliday, 1985:12) This can mean any given sooratultural context
where Indigenous people may find themselves ddfitheir intent; that is, why we are here!

Tenor-Space

Who is taking part, their status and role§@nor-Spacedeals with the assembly of
information used to establish measures of, or gets@s on, the problem or issue. These
measures and perspectives, both qualitative andtitptave, foster common understandings
of Indigenous land associations between and withitigenous communities and the wider
social and political settings. In order to resateenplex problems and issues, a large number
of fieldsor constructs is required.

This is evident in present-day issues such asrkieomment and Indigenous rights, and the
required constructs to deal with these involve dewiange of disciplines. The legal constructs
or the burden of proof on Aboriginal and Torresaftislander knowledge systems is of
course one of the more recent applications of aereal construct where knowledge is
encapsulated within litigation or a propensity lfdgation over land and landscapes.

Mode-Space

Mode-Spaceakes the constructs and manipulates them in ptiegito resolve the problem
or issue. This is where participants are expedtingscertain what the knowledge can do for
them within a given situatiorMode Spacediscourse refers to what part the language is
playing, what is it that the participants expe& léinguage to do for them in a given situation.
It is the symbolic organisation of the languagenbeiised. The means of operationalizing
constructs may involve digital approaches suchamspater simulation models, or analog
processes such as policy development and legislafilhese may be invoked either
individually or as some combined, hybrid procespehding on the nature of the problem or
issue.

The role ofMode Spacés as a translator of intent and rationale infmagicular resolution of
a problem or issue. Practically, it identifies égipllinkages between constructs, which are in
turn linked to dialogue.

Reconciling: the Context of Situation-Space
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Reconciling is the role of th€ontext of Situation Spac#. determines the adequacy of a
resolution to a problem or issue, through a disicrating synthesis of its intent, supporting
rationale and operational approach. This is sonetineferred to as the "so what" of the
particular resolution strategy employed. The betiter fit of a resolution with reality, the

more likely the resolution strategy will be empldyagain under similar circumstances.
Appropriate resolution strategies form strong coriems within a culture.

Robust resolution strategies within the synthepacge of a culture are often found in its
social, economic, political, and technological iingtons. Access to this reconciling space,
however, is typically restricted to dialogue witlitside ‘experts' and their existing or intended
landscape interpretation. As implicit and as difficas it may be presently to access this
reconciling space, it has the potential to becon@i@t and accessible to all Indigenous
landscape knowledge mapping regimes.

It remains significant in therefore maintaining @ncise critique of an Indigenous landscape
knowledge mapping process by performing an intéaixe role, and providing experiential
feedback. What this simply means is that one masbime aware that knowledge, not just
landscapes, are sites of contestation between dibatipeople, just as they are for other
people.

An Indigenous landscape knowledge mapping cyclé nearly always involve these 'four'
contiguous spaces, and most problems and issuksewilire a large number of iterations.
The process is also typically non-monotonic withimd between cycles, unless the problem or
issue is straightforward. Emphasis, in terms ofifowithin one, or less than all, of the spaces
can also be expected, depending on the nature eofintiigenous landscape knowledge
mapping process (i.e. Intra-Indigenous or multcigiknary). On the other hand, hybrid
processes resulting from matings between a nunfberoowly focused processes may begin
to define trans-disciplinary Indigenous landscapevledge.

The Indigenous landscape knowledge maps, whichtyedould ideally contain a record of
all such interactions to enable independent vatidasnd androgogy. But before any of this
can be expected to occur, there is some need terstadd what would drive the Indigenous
landscape knowledge-mapping model being proposed he

Indigenous Landscape Knowledge Mapping Drivers

Implicit in this model is willingness on the part individuals to share, or bring to market.
Over the past 211 years, non-Indigenous positigsearchers have expected 'Indigenous
landscape knowledge' of culture to be accessibléahton. The politics of Indigenous
landscape knowledge about landscapes, howevertr&@isionally been circumscribed by
customs and traditions. Today they are being medlifiasserted, and to a certain extent
commodified as information.

Cultural consideration has always existed to soxteng but this has largely been a process
where responsibility to prove 'Indigenous landsclipewledge' of land is coupled with no
other productive outcome other than a validatioa fgerceived external authority. For some
time the ‘internal dissonance of colonialism' hagfactualised Aboriginal connections to
landscapes. This has been accommodated into set@ad nationalist narratives as either
remnants of the past, tarra nulliusconceptual orders where they are simply omittexloss
existent or subservient to another overriding cptwea order.

What would induce individuals to volunteer the meliog of Indigenous landscape mapping
processes for storage and access in a public dosraiitonment, or even within their
particular private enterpriséam suggesting that some form of tagging, analsgowenetic
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coding, is needed which allows for the tracing fligenous landscape knowledge to its
source(s).

This means existing knowledge may have to be aechipossibly as a living museum, and
then made accessible to Indigenous peoples and oities as a starting point. In short, it
must become a viable part of Indigenous knowledggesms by first positioning itself as
accessible and useable. It must be also be cortgtiibxisting and projected needs.

Such knowledge systems may also be combined withstem of accounting for citations,
royalties, etc. that is built into the genealogy edery Indigenous landscape knowledge
mapping processOtherwise, real experts will not develop expligidigenous landscape
knowledge maps within a digital culture, instedtyt will continue to navigate their implicit
Indigenous landscape knowledge maps within an gneldture. This does not mean that all
Indigenous landscape knowledge mapping procesdesperate within the public domain.
Many Indigenous landscape knowledge mapping presessll likely remain confined to
special projects where specific land interests ideatified, in private enterprises, public
institutions, and disciplines, with no intentiongeErmitting public access beyond a superficial
level.

As well, there is little to suggest from recent exence that co-operation within these bodies
will come easily for a variety of political and kgreasons. The status quo in Indigenous
landscape knowledge based organisations remagelyadtependent on knowing what others
do not. Nevertheless, a viable Indigenous landsdapmviedge mapping process could

encourage a broad-based participation acrossasralpg and digital cultures.

Having provided a conceptual model or schema forraligenous landscape knowledge
mapping process, it becomes apparent that nof gikecenabling technologies to invoke such
a process exist. At this time, rather than deahaity specific tools, which will be required, a
generic set of characteristics for a sustainabtigbnous landscape-knowledge mapping
process are explored to identify vital features thay then be considered.

AN APPROACH TO INDIGENOUS LANDSCAPE KNOWLEDGE:
Acquisition, Transfer and Application in Landscape
Interpretations

Knowledge Acquisition

Since the advent of Mabo and the need for Aborlgipeople to 'authenticate' their
connections to land through legal and other prasgshe great upheaval that this has caused
has not yet been measured. Nor has it been unddrsiaerms of how Indigenous peoples
find their knowledge being measured against the ujaai ‘white’ intelligentsia whose
'knowledge' is the result of over one hundred yeargsearch into Aboriginal lifestyles and
cultures. This includes the more recent studiesAboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
connections to land and seas.

The intelligentsia can be seen as pivotal to some the critical issues facing Indigenous landscape
knowledge acquisition and mapping. The real threat is that past studies do not necessarily
recognise Indigenous landscapes knowledge. This is evident in the application, mode of storage
and use where the knowledge is not integrated into existing projections and planning processes.

Concerns about Knowledge Acquisition

Key concerns must be recognised if a successfulicagipn of Indigenous Landscape
Knowledge Mapping is to occur. The concerns rdlathe following issues:
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» There are now major structural changes occurringuineconomy and social institutions,
where there is a need to have explicit identifaratdf Indigenous landscape knowledge
and its relationship to economies and cultures.

* As a 'legalised' culture that emphasises if notrass a totalising gaze upon cultures,
Indigenous people are generating increasing amafnitsformation but are losing the
ability to manage, interpret and act on relevafdrimation applied to themselves and to
other Indigenous peoples.

» Static disciplinary boundaries and institutionanfreworks where Indigenous landscapes
and ownership are at stake has created impedimentie development of critical
Indigenous landscape knowledge and creative apipesaceeded to solve complex
problems with and between Indigenous peoples.

» There is an increased need to access extra-disiplindigenous landscape knowledge
and to engage in meaningful trans-disciplinaryvéetis that would support Indigenous
claims to land, for example, botanists and enviremal scientists.

* We need to build more dynamic forms of dialogue smeéraction that share Indigenous
landscape knowledge and experience in participatargels of interpretation.

* There is always a threat of reduction in the amapintapital available for creative
initiatives that would respond to the issues id@ttiabove so models should incorporate
processes that are sustainable.

e This task will require the ability to understanatthhe Indigenous landscape knowledge
base, on which landscape planning is dependent,meéd to build on or transform
Indigenous landscape knowledge to meet changirigdndus needs.

Knowledge Transfer

The fundamental task we need to engage in is teldpwechniques for the documentation,
acquisition, and transfer of Indigenous landscapewkedge. Again, for lack of better
terminology | refer to this concept as 'Indigendarsdscape knowledge mapping'. | believe
we need to develop 'Indigenous landscape knowleohggs' to understand existing
disciplinary Indigenous landscape knowledge baséetter navigate in a changing cultural
terrain and to build a format for explicit Indigarmlandscape knowledge representation that
can be transferred and transformed into a basidréms-disciplinary problem solving. Of
course to talk of 'Indigenous landscape knowledgepimg' is easy, however, to produce a
comprehensive and useful framework for Indigen@msl$cape knowledge mapping requires
a strong yet flexible conceptual foundation to stéd@ough the obvious complexities
involved.

To start this process we first need a working didim of Indigenous landscape knowledge.
Strangely enough this is the first stumbling blatkane checks enough texts one finds a lack
of research if not great reluctance to define ladmis landscape knowledge beyond the
anthropological studies or legislative framework®tiated by salvaging or directing
approaches to understanding remnant' of ‘realtigim@al cultures. Despite this, the majority
of Indigenous Australians continue to emphasisepas of their individual and groups
identity, intimate connections to land that maymay not be considered ‘traditional’.

The lack of substantial studies on Aboriginal ciand land knowledge in urban areas
presents one primary example of the gulf that existerms of readily applying a conceptual
model for landscapes. Cowlishaw (1992:28) makdswgortant and helpful observation in an
appraisal of past and current anthropologicalrfgdiby pointing out that the dangers inherent
in attempting to ameliorate this problem. The peobexists aroundAffirming that there are
still 'traditional' elements in ‘'urban' communitig$ his] plays into the reasoning of those who
would judge Aboriginal authenticity in positivigrins..

Application in Landscape Interpretations
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It is here within the machinery and methodologyaothentication that the perplexing puzzle
of creating ways to recognise difference becomssimbling block. This applies to all who
are asked to interpret landscapes using concefatoisl within the ambit of ‘traditional' and
‘cultural' Aboriginality, because the fundamentaiderstanding of these is themselves
inappropriately used. Whether urban cultures aaglitional or not seems a ridiculous
guestion, particularly if one considers the wordditional' appears to be unproblematic when
used to describe non-Aboriginal cultures in Aug&raHence there is no uniformity of
application! Why?

While one could easily blame the lack of urban eogblogical studies about Aboriginal
cultures, this does not solve the problem or pmwddsolution, it only scapegoats. The relics
embedded in words and ideas we use to describeightiarpeoples precede the days when
the study of the Australian race became the stddyre Aboriginal culture. In any case, |
consider Indigenous landscape knowledge to beddfircontinuum in which the strength of
Indigenous landscape knowledge is based on a glistiale from belief, to justification, to
verification.

Like navigating any piece of geography with a magy have a purpose in mind, you believe
the map is relatively good (that's why you are gsth you probably have an argument or
justification for that belief (you trust its soujcand you can verify the map in the field and
judge its usefulness to the task at hand. If thecepts of authentication are being used, then
look towards its destination in terms of its mo@sor and field.

From this example we can see that the quality digenous landscape knowledge we are
interested in is highly contingent on the userterniy conceptual understanding, and use of
meanings that are yet to be determined by thoswfiom they intend to design the process.
The map can always be re-drawn for accessibility aatisfy needs in a given context.

The Indigenous landscape knowledge we are refetoing not all encompassing and neither
is it so specific that belief, justification or Viération is so highly subjective as to be useless
to other persons. The Indigenous landscape knowledg interested in must be transferable
and accessible to others in a way that makes itgexgt structure, and use explicit. | call this

type of Indigenous landscape knowledge 'mater@igknous landscape knowledge.'

Interpretative Models of Indigenous Landscape Keoge Mapping.

From the position of this discussion, | am not iested in creating person-independent
structures of Indigenous landscape knowledge faatior. Instead, | am interested in the
development of a representational strategy thatvallus to document through 'natural’ and
‘formal' (analog, oral and digital) language systemamely, Indigenous landscape knowledge
strategies to given problems in giveontexts of situationd his includes, one, the creation of
separated objects (things); two, the operationéihitien of a construct (e.g., the use of a
thermometer to measure temperature, to create senable); and three, a complex rule of
correspondence that links 'observables' and piepetb things (it gives an object the
properties of the observables in a logical relaiop, e.g., that certain objects have mass,
temperature, size, etc.). Such observations dramv flewtonian mechanics that defined laws
that were considered universal for objects, defimgthe same observables.

This process is seen as a way of establishing dwmtiat direct the connection of
observables by laws or theories. The lesson toelbenéd from science is thi8When
examining phenomena as yet unilluminated by sciefitbein a certain domain of experience,
look for suitable observables, then search for & lthat connects thet Indigenous
knowledge systems will not always have suitableepl@bles, but they will almost always
have a law that allows for an understanding of eations.
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Indigenous landscape knowledge is thereftFfbe property of validated and accepted
theories that are spiritually and culturally appnegie connected constructs having useful
linkages with protocol experience via rules of espondence.”

In this model as we move from the right to the leé develop more and more linkages and
more complicated constructs, a kind of nested &tracin which the sciences develop
cumulative Indigenous landscape knowledge on theisbaf prior Indigenous landscape
knowledge. The development of increasingly abstich@nd independent constructs creates
further and further distance from the boundaryvargday human experience.

There are some generally accepted guiding prireipded in interpretative studies, which can
be used in a model for interpreting Indigenous $aage knowledge. These are: simplicity
(look for the most simple set of constructs); egtiifity (select theories which extend or
build upon existing constructs); connection (loak ftheories which connect previous
constructs); logical fertility (the consequenceshaf connections are clear as to what new can
be explained or done and what cannot); stabilitiwtrpretation (the interpretation applies in
a variety of contexts, universality), causalitye(tielationship between cause and effect can be
demonstrated) and elegance (the aesthetic dimgnsion

These principles are not rigidly defined but majphguide the interpreter through relevant
constructions of theories and Indigenous lands&apw/ledge. Historically this approach has
yielded some powerful practical Indigenous landsdapowledge but has failed to transform
the material and conceptual basis of Indigenoudseape knowledge. Strict adherence to
these principles, however, has often lead to réshist types of thinking. Reductionism in
this context means that there is a fundamentatbiglithe unlimited extensibility of a single
theory to explain just about everything in a logi@ad coherent manner. What must be born
in mind is that every act of representation inveha positioning of the self, not just the
application of theory. Each act of representatsoan act of self-representation.

Even in scientific landscape knowledge, reductioapproaches are not necessarily effective
or appropriate descriptions for social, biologicaésthetic or ethical fields of endeavour. |
suggest that different domains of Indigenous laagecknowledge will demand different
ways to describe cause and effect. In other wdrdsetis not one rational approach and one
method of interpretation of the world. It seemst ti@se concerned with human behaviour
and inner experiences have the ability to arrangfermation in ways that increase
organisation and lower entropy; an idea that diyexintradicts traditional physical laws.

Purpose, creativity and the search for meaningcdtieal aspects of what constitutes the

reality of human activity. One of the tasks facing is to develop adequate languages for
describing the domain of human and social-culterglerience. This needs to include ways of
expressing and operationalizing the sensory, gpiriand mythical dimensions of the way

people or groups operate. This is particularlyipertt to Indigenous peoples.

Traditional scientific method has usually sought foore formal, objective and universal
constructs in relation to context, e.g. essentigivity works in the same way everywhere.
The notion of context in the planning fields, howevs as described above, more situated in
the specific and unique relations (for example psepand meaning) that occur in a 'place’: a
limited and specific, temporal domain of experien€@r Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander people, the temporal domain of experianag represent a vast array of texualities
influenced by the past, present and even memoriethe future but are much more
transportable across time and space and 'placetamdnean both the physical and even
existential.
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This suggests that an understanding of the purpnsaning and position of experience and
Indigenous landscape knowledge will be criticalseful approaches to Indigenous landscape
knowledge formulation are to be developed in a eavfgfields.

It means that to include Indigenous landscape kedgd in a variety of contexts will require
a flexible, positioned, heuristic, phenomenologieald hermeneutic approach. These are
important points to consider if we are to concedfea possible, or let us say, a different
approach to mapping Indigenous landscape knowligdg®re creative and useful ways.

Improving Current Strategies

Important Questions

1. Don't we already have sufficient strategiesifiafuding Indigenous landscape knowledge
representation and organisation?

The simple answer is yes and no. Making Indigerlangscape knowledge available to a
wide variety of users in a wide variety of situasds a central activity in cultures where the
transfer of Indigenous landscape knowledge and déeelopment of new Indigenous

landscape knowledge is seen as critical to thehalref cultures themselves. A number of

institutions such as schools, universities andragbeial structures (for example the family or
professions) have as one of their main concerngddmification and transfer of knowledge

that better organises how they themselves operatéhaw they are perceived to operate by
‘outsiders'. Indigenous access to landscape kngejathderstanding the means by which it is
produced and reproduced and applied is no diffefarfact, if we look around us we can see
that there are a number of existing techniquesdpresenting, structuring and transferring
Indigenous landscape knowledge to others suchoasiecsations, books, images, diagrams,
films, music, etc.

If we think of the field of landscape interpretaigsoand planning we can see that its methods
and processes have in fact evolved around the rsabéan use and integration of multiple
domains of Indigenous landscape knowledge (scieeegineering, art, psychology, etc.).
This includes the organisation of this Indigenoasdiscape knowledge through multiple
representational approaches (drawing, speakingatifyiag, writing, etc.) about Australia
landscapes.

2. How do we evaluate approaches to Indigenoustame knowledge organisation?

By beginning to explore some of the strengthsmitétions of traditional methods by which

Indigenous landscape knowledge frameworks are dpedland by evaluating them against a

number of critical questions. For example:

» Are they compatible with the landscape plannertsyelevel of Indigenous landscape
knowledge and context?

» Are they well organised, simple and easy to use?

* Do they allow for multiple levels of complexity be described?

» Do they fit well with Indigenous landscape knowledstructures, methods procedures
and representations needed?

* Does the planner document the approaches and exp&processes being used?

* Do they point to other sources of information?

» Are the approaches easy to exchange and sharetwé&husers?

* Can they be accessed when needed?

Using these criteria we can look at a number ofaggntation strategies such as books or

maps or data bases and determine, at least intaitivie way, if they are appropriate to a

required Indigenous landscape knowledge environment

3.What are the additional characteristics of ind@es landscape knowledge organisation that
are needed in the planning process?
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From my own research it seems clear that in lanqascplanning there is a strong
preoccupation not only with the products of work tith the process in which that work is
produced. If one examines the historical procesgewhich this country was colonised, it
becomes clear that the process largely excludegdrémence of Indigenous peoples. | think it
would be fair to say that many landscape architéats that design/planning process is at
least as significant if not more important that fin@l products used to represent the process.

How Indigenous peoples are included within thiscpss can be initiated by using a variety of
methods that utilise the digital, the oral or thealag or combinations thereof. How one
becomes aware of the extent of the exclusion afjgmbus people and to what extent this has
become a normative and accepted practice will ndbtdprovide indications on the problems
relating to design/planning practice.

There seems to be an ever-present desire by magbgrprofessional and non-professional,

to understand, participate in and direct the execudf design/planning. | believe we are

seeing a shift in emphasis where the process-ptodiationship is being changed to reflect a

situation where th@roduct is the process. This is particularly so if one examines the Cape

York Peninsula Land Use Strategy where pastoral&t®origines and Greens agreed on

developing gproduct based on principles of an ongoing cycle of negiaiaco-habitation,

not a stalwart adherence to a restrictive codificadf boundaries, social and environmental.

4, Other Questions

| would also suggest that the 'products' that ane malued most are processes that allow

continual development and evaluation by the uset(s)sidering new information and

changing contexts. If this is so we need to add fiilwing questions to the critical

evaluation of the characteristics that become mdrtmechanisms for defining where

Indigenous landscape knowledge exists and whaharmter-actional capacities.

* Can it support interaction and shared dialogue?

* Can it access and make new information availabladmgenous peoples and others over
time?

» Can users inter-activity vary the assumptions giagaches and test for implications?

» Can it support interpretive methods needed totas#isrs in navigating the approach and
process?

What these four new questions imply is that thera need in interpretation and planning to
develop a more interactive (time and process a@nimulti-representational, approach that
allows for the shared development of Indigenousddaape knowledge with other
stakeholders. Ideally we would like to be able ¢éaldvith the interpretation/planning process
at a speed as fast as intuition needs to questiipre and test ideas. The Indigenous
landscape knowledge environments we need havevelatein ways that can facilitate the
translation of Indigenous landscape knowledge auressible forms. Such forms need to be
relevant to complex problems in trans-disciplinapntexts for a wide variety of users, all
with different entry levels of Indigenous landscédpewledge- for both Indigenous and non-
Indigenous users.

The Shape of Indigenous Landscape Knowledge Maps

Indigenous landscape knowledge map should be immg an interactive, open system for
dialogue that defines, organises and builds on itieitive, structured and procedural
Indigenous landscape-knowledge used to explore solde problems. It exposes the
processes (not necessarily the sources) of Indigelamdscape knowledge formulation that
leads to proposed solutions. Indigenous landscape/lkedge maps are trying to capture and
makes accessible to others the experience, metlprdsesses and judgments used by
Indigenous persons or groups about a given intérit an active technique for making
contextual Indigenous landscape knowledge repralskmtexplicit and transferable to others.
Of intrinsic importance, it provides an opportunity re-negotiate the past, present and the
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future through a process that is based on mutudénstandings on landscape-rights being
born out of creative interaction. Not all interacis will be comfortable; not all interactions

will be uncomfortable. Contestation is, after @h ongoing creative process, not a fixed
aesthetic outcome.
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