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CHAPTER EIGHT
SPACE/PLACE/HERITAGE: RECONCEPTUALISING THEORY

Bonegilla, Nelson Bay,
the dry-land barbed wire ships
from which some would never land.

In these, as their parents
learned the Fresh Start music:
physicians nailing crates,
attorneys cleaning trams,
the children had one last
ambiguous summer holiday.

Ahead of them lay
the Deep End of the school yard,
tribal testing, tribal soft-drinks,
and learning English fast,
the Wang-Wang language.

Ahead of them, refinements:
thumbs hooked down hard under belts
to repress gesticulation;

Ahead of them, epithets:
wog, reffo, Commo Nazi,
things which can be forgotten
but must first be told.

And farther ahead
in the years of the Coffee Revolution
the Smallgoods Renaissance,
the early funerals:

the misemployed, the unadaptable,
those marked by the Abyss,

friends who came on the Goya
in the mid-year of our century.

Immigrant Voyaged,es Murray,1982:184-5.

Les Murray’s poem encapsulates and condenseseatittihies described by migrants in
this study. He is one of many Australian writereowvhave evoked the powerful
resonances of the migration experience. Desp@edbognition of these experiences in
literature, it would seem that until this studytléi has been systematically documented
about the experience of migration as actual plareated by migrants. Layers of
meaning embodied in these places have enabledingxitgteories about heritage,
cultural landscapes, migration/identity and plaitaciment to be taken further. In this,
the last chapter of the thesis, such theory devedop is presented in two parts,
reconceptualised place theory and revised herttzamy.
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Revisions in heritage theory resulting from insggbtained where the four overarching
theoretical areas intersect enable cultural plemako be included in concepts of cultural
heritage. Such revisions involve deepening theusexetween heritage and cultural
landscape theories. They also require the prinoacyatural heritage to be relinquished
to allow for a living heritage of little traditionsThe issues which emerge from these
revisions call for a review of heritage planningdhy such as exploring mechanisms to

identify migrant heritage and how to work with fiuand contested values.

In order to support these heritage theoreticakiens, it is necessary to reconceptualise
place theory by looking at first, revisions in spgotace theory, second, revised forms of
place attachment, third reconsidering cultural aigimuity, and finally theoretical

implications related to migrant places in gpace-in-between

L ocating the New Theoretical Space

New theoretical understandings have emerged irthiberetical superstructure created
from the overlap of heritage, cultural landscapigration/identity and place attachment
theories. Figure 8.1 restates this theoreticaésstructure.
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FIGURE 8.1.

Theoretical Superstructure.
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Within this superstructure there is also a finergd set of relationships between
migration, identity and place attachment. In dome between Australian migration
theory and theories about place attachment, weucalerstand how migrant places
emerged during the different migration policies.he$e places tell the story of the
process of settling into a new country and makintamniliar aspects of Australian life

feel more familiar.

The zone between place attachment theory and #seabout identity, provides insights
into how unselfconscious everyday activities aréeccout in Australia as places
reflecting translocated culture. This phenomenogether with the nostalgia for former
countries have resulted in particular types of @saio the new country. The third zone,
that is, between migration theory and theories abdentity provides insights into

hybrid places reflecting cultural transformationkieth occur as a result of living in a

new country. Figure 8.2 shows these particulatiapeelationships, all contained

Emerging migrant
place:

within the theoretical superstructure.

Iocated Dlac

Figure 8.2: Space/place Relationships between Magraldentity and Place
Attachment Theories.

There is a site of specific significance in thegertapping theories and that is the dense
area where all theories intersect and react wighhibst country’s concept of ‘national
space’. The resulting collage/montage effect can described as multi-cultural

hybridity or a new form of ‘national space’.
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Migration has particular relevance to concepts oftlalian ‘national space’ where
migration to Australia has been a persistent phemam since the early {&entury. It

is the post-WWII migration however, that has hae thost significant affect on
Australian places because of its unique charatitexjsnamely as a mid $0century
migration program, it was incomparable internatiynlaecause of its size in relation to
the population of the host country. It was alswmsual in that Australia, as a First
World society with a low birth rate, used the migra program to double its size within
the short period of forty years. Over this time, ather nation-state was as active in

recruiting migrants, nor had the source of migréetsn so diverse (Castles et al,1988).

Space/Place Theoretical Revisions

Throughout this study the interplay between nali@pace, local space and imagined
space has been evident. The effect of migratiartjqularly in large Australian cities,
has been such that concepts of ‘national spacee lshifted from one dominated by
white sun-bronzed pastoralists, evident in manynfoof cultural production, to one
occupied by dynamic multicultural peoples livinghig cities. Both representations of

Australia’s national space are, in fact, imaginethmunities.

Emergents in a New National Space

The paradox of modern territoriality or ‘nation spais seen in the desire to represent
the nation as one people while at the same timegresing the liminal point’
(Bhabha,1990:300) or threshold where spatial boueslare differentiated. This has
been evident in a range of Australian policies talsamigrants. Bhabha (1990:300)
describes this asa‘contentious interndlminality that provides space for the minority,
the exilic the marginal, and the emergent’The case studies identify spaces different
migrant groups occupy, however, as shown in the sasdy analyses, representations
of where migrants are located in the ‘national spaeflect a state of ‘emergence’
rather than ‘marginality’.  Marginality in Austial is a complex concept. Until
recently, most Australians saw themselves as alljurmarginal from Europe
(Jose,1985). The lack of assertiveness about atralian identity, referred to as the
‘cultural cringe’, in contrast to Old World or ev&orth American identities could well
explain why migrants have been so successful mirggout their position in Australian

national space.
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The concept of migrant groups as ‘emergent’ membktise national space, in contrast
to ‘marginals’ or ‘minorities’, supports Hage's @8 challenges to the presumed
homogeneity of contemporary Australian culture glenth the supposed hegemony of
Anglo-Celtic Australians. From the case studiess clear that the diversity of cultural
capital, which now contributes to the ‘national &gacannot be ignored. As Hage
states it is national belonging that constitutes the symbakpital’(1998:53). This
‘belonging’ is complex and not simply shifts ineadiance. ‘National space’ needs more
subtle understanding of cultural dominance withins#alia than the usual binaries of
‘Anglo - ethnic; dominant — dominatelkcause, as Hage states, notions of ‘belonging’
in Australia today are not so clearly constructetbuad the Anglo-ethnic
divide’(1998:49). Themes about ‘belonging’ evident in @reek group discussion in
Chapter Four and the Lebanese group’s observa#iboat ‘becoming Australian’ in
Chapter Five show that migrant Australians are rdignating about what they
incorporate from Anglo-Australian culture and witiay reject. Despite this, they are
also aware of the gradual osmosis of culture thetis simply by living in a place for a

long period of time.

Common representations of Australia’s cultural alism in the late 1990s are said to
be due to the success of the post-WWII migratimgmm. Migrants are seen to have
added their distinctive culture to Australian lifa, process which simultaneously
provides continuity with their country of origin vig&n adding diversity to Australian
society. At the same time there are critiquessweth simplistic positions about
advantages for both migrants and Australian socidtjcholas Jose’s (1985), in his
essay Cultural identity: “I think I'm something elsg uses the work of contemporary
Australian writers to examine questions of Austnalidentity. His exploration of
marginality in Australia suggests the result of thigration program presents a dilemma
for the country as a whole. He proposes that nfaustralians, particularly those on
the fringe‘...are adrift in a world of enormous diversity...omaported artefact or
concept vies with another for consumption. Thesn@ns of old nationalism, such as
the bush, childhood, and the past itself, are placedisconcerting conjunction with the
supermarket riches of the new cosmopolitanisfiivse,1985:316). Similarly,
representations of an apparently seamless cultumakition for migrants has been
criticised by Fincher et al (1993), particularly iai@ssumes migrants are members of
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homogeneous ethnic communities. As the caseestugtiow, there is marked diversity
within groups of migrants from any one country afjm. Fincher et al (1993) indicate
diversity is evident in migrants’ different leved$ education, whether they are urban or
rural people, their political affiliations and thiene at which they migrated to Australia.
This thesis reinforces such internal complexitigghmw any one migrant group, for
example, the time of migration has revealed sigaift tensions between Australian-
born children of pre-WWII migrants and post-WWIIgrants of the same ethnic group,
shown in Chapter Six. There are also changes wbadur as a result of certain
intangible forms of acculturation. The Greek midsain this study spoke eloquently of

this phenomenon.

New Migrant Landscapes

Phenomenological analyses in the case studiesallsmto question place theory based
on geographic determinism such as the early clltarmscape work of J.B. Jackson
(1951) and the phenomenological work of Norbergu®ctil980). Both believe that
places have agenius loci’ which influences how people occupy the land. From
conversations in the case studies, migrants caadtinaltered the landscape to make it
more like the landscape of ‘home’ instead of adogpthe new landscape as having an
Australian ‘genius loci’ or as being culturally denined either by the traditional
owners or European colonisers. Nevertheless a foirmacculturation does occur,
particularly as experiences migrants have in tive cauntry start to saturate places with
meaning. So there are two processes happeningicentdy. Migrants are consciously
trying to recreate former homelands, while uncamssly absorbing the culture of the

new place.

Associated with the desire to alter the new plabere is a persistent concept of
Australia’s national space as ‘frontier space’ @man and Jupp,1992), accepted by
both migrants and the mainstream community. Thsesef a vast empty ‘interior’

waiting to be peopled by enterprising migrants twm@s to surface in political debates
about migration. The case studies show that quaa# ‘frontier space’, the space for

enterprising territoriality, are also acted outte local level.
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The Migrant in a Divided State of ‘Insideness’

The nexus between ‘national’ space and everydagdli space of migrants reveal
paradoxes and spatial misconceptions. This thegipasts Relph’s (1976) concept of
‘existential space’ where migrants are constantikimg and remaking space by their
unselfconscious alterations to houses, the devedaprof local shops and so on.
Through these activities local space becomes ‘plaite meaning’ which results in
quite powerful relationships between migrant comitiesiand local places. It is when
the ‘identity’ of the enclave or local space is lkexpd that contradictions or
inconsistency become evident. Here the tensiorbeshg both ‘outsiders’ who
recognise the identity od place and ‘insiders’ who identify with place, becomes
palpable for migrants. They are caught betweeiereiit states of ‘insideness’, one in
the original country, the other in their enclaveghe new country and as a result, they
are in a ‘state of being in-betweenness’. Relgjgseats that once a community image
of place has been developed, the identity of suglaee will be maintainedso long as

it allows acceptable social interaction ... and camlégitimated within the society’
(Relph,1976:60). From the case studies it app#at this creates problems for
migrant groups because of the ephemeral and chgngawture of migrant places.
Migrant places are in a state of flux because migrare in a constant state of adapting
and ‘becoming’ (Heidegger,1971). For migrants hbibtese states are different. This
study shows how early places associated with nidgratvere expressions of
unselfconscious activity and adaptation, ‘existninsideness’ (Relph,1976). Later
migrant places became meaningful as places whesense of ‘becoming’ and
belonging emerged in the form of ‘empathetic inseks’ (Relph,1976).

Gradually, the state of ‘empathetic insidenesseiation to the country of origin results
in further facets of ‘imagined space’. Migrants dhahages of home countries through
memories, both personal and collective, so that tree they are no longer reflections
of ‘real space’ in the home country. As, Connertorhis study onHow Societies

Remembe(1989:12) states ‘.self-interpreted communities, i.e. onelso have broken

with an older order, reveal that the most powedtithese self-interpretations are the
images of themselves as continuously existing’lt could be suggested that this
‘continuous existing’ takes the form of re-estdfilig a former imagined existence
where an ‘imagined space’ is recreated in the boghtry, leading to extreme versions

of the country of origin. Exaggerated versionstleé country of origin are not all
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attributable to distant memories. The Vietnamesgrants, through a state of
pragmatism and denial of empathy with Australiayehareated a place which is a
Vietnamese enclave with strong expressions of temifal insideness’, that is an
expression of unselfconscious activities (Relph§)97Interestingly, the Viethamese
enclaves are unusual in that until 1975, the Vieese had no history of migration, so

their enclaves are new migrant places.

Thus imagined communities for migrants are derifrech particular constructions of
place which bind together space, time and memdtgnan opposition to an imagined
‘other’, the host community.  Migrant places, aspresentative of imagined
communities, are a blend of memories of placesbleffiind, an attempt at being similar
to the host communities, and more intriguingly, thgrant as an imagined pioneer

carving out a new life in a land of opportunity.

Big and Little Traditions: Intriguing Marks on theLandscape

There are iconic qualities about the migrant’'s hamentry which become evident in
the new country. Both Cosgrove (1986) and Stild®82) see this phenomenon as the
interplay between big and little traditions, reflag a form of unselfconscious
accumulated wisdom associated with long establigshgtlires. Migrant places also
support Dennis Cosgrove’'tahdscape idea(1986) where ideologies are embedded in
the landscape/place as metaphors for differentragms. As Cosgrove states ‘in

the landscape we are dealing with an ideologicalyarges and very complex cultural
product’ (1986:11). Migrant places in Australia, like @Qosve’s ‘landscape idea’ of
the United States (1986:10), are fulfilling the &uean aspirations that the new country
was a place where migrants consolidate materialthvea a climate of politically
benign egalitarianism. This was exemplified bycdssions with the Lebanese
community in Chapter 5. Migrant places in Austtaiso support the concept that they
are a combination of little traditions of semi-tdée peasants, as explained by the
Maltese in Chapter Six and ‘great traditions’ om@ority of professional people, as
shown by Greek and Vietnamese discussions in Chepte. These concepts also add
weight to Lefebvre’s (1974, 1991) recognition oé timportance of everyday life as
well as supporting Marwyn Samuels’ (1979:62)dismrssbout the authorship of the
landscape where he attributes the quality of placdeke work of archetypal figures as

well as individuals.
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The ‘landscape idea’ is also translated to the N®erld as pioneering new settlers
exemplifying capitalism’s appropriation of land esmmodity (Cosgrove,1986:162).

My study asks whether the ‘landscape idea’ is dhifeé for the migrant and the

pioneering new settler? It is significant that raigfs arrive after the pioneer and so
comes to the New World with received wisdom. Ile ttase of Australia, migrants

came to a land imbued with the symbolism of anpmatean Garden of Eden - a tropical
paradise or land of abundance and plenty (Jose,19&th,1989). This is evident

again and again in the conversations with migramthis study. Thus the state of
divided ‘insideness’ also included unmasking thealtsed Australia imagined by

Europeans. The Greek and Lebanese migrants int€taqur reveal how disappointed
they were when the ‘imagined Australia’ was dispel|

Changes in time emphasise the ephemerality of migoéaces derived from ‘little

traditions’. The European village farming cultureanifest in Australia as market
gardens, has almost disappeared. It is hoped yhaviealing the fragile and ephemeral
nature of many places associated with migration taedsubtlety of their social value,
migrant communities can make more informed decssiabout the future of such

places.

Revisions about Power and Place

Theoretical work about power and place often shoasginal groups to be victims in
urban planning because of the lack of recognitidntleir needs and values
(Hayden,1995; Sandercock,1998). This is also troe my earlier work
(Armstrong,1994b). The thesis, however, shows tharants do not always see
themselves as marginal groups positional inferiority’ (Said,1978; Shields,1991) but
rather that they are aware that they are ‘emergin@ips having gone through a period
of transition from one country to another. Theg also ‘emerging’ in terms of revised
concepts of Australia as a ‘white’ nation (Hage@P®%here mainstream community
attitudes about migrants have gone from insistheg difference is relinquished to a

celebration of diversity.
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The cohesiveness of migrant enclaves and the waysghich they fulfil most migrant
groups’ needs, buffer migrants from the patronisittgudes of the mainstream culture.
This was certainly the case after 1964 when théyoff Integration was introduced.
It was, nevertheless, the earlier discriminatorgiragationist policy, 1947 to 1964,
which generated the growth of enclaves. During thme, policies aimed at ensuring
that non-British migrants blended into Australiaities, contrary to expectations,
resulted in migrants gravitating to enclaves whallowed them to maintain their
difference. In many ways emerging enclaves exdma@liHenri Lefebvre’'s (1991)
concept that the space of representation is theespé collective experiences. He
describes the symbolic meanings and collectiveafaes around space/place, and the
resistances to dominant cultural practices whickultein forms of c¢ollective
transgression’ (Lefebvre,1991:25). It is the collective trarsggions against
hegemonic requirements under assimilationist pegiavhich has resulted in subtleties
in those migrant places which were hidden frompieailing culture’s eyes. Although
Lefebvre’s main focus is on the production of spacder capitalism, he acknowledges
that there is an interplay between spaces of dagpaces derived from planning and
the State, and spaces of representation. Migridep in Australia exemplify this
interplay between capital, planning codes and gowent policies as well as symbolic
meanings and collective fantasies. Rather thaenthewerment, they reflect the

ingenuity and enterprising ways migrants estabtishemselves in Australia.

Revisions about concepts of power and place relatedigrants are also required for
issues of empowerment (Jackson,1983; Jacobs,1%th & Pile,1993). In Australia,
some migrants find the concept of empowerment paireg. This is particularly true
for highly educated migrants as shown by the folhgrncomment.  This migrant came
to Australia in the 1950s as part of the Austro-gannan diaspora.

| don’t want an Anglo-Celtic society to be commesling to me,
understanding and sympathising and respecting nfferdnce. It is
unwitting, not consciously done, but neverthelesslescending. Whereas
what | hope is that in the forty seven years thathave been in this country
that we have developed some sort of hybrid. We Haveloped a hybrid of
cultures (Armstrong,1993b:28)

Interestingly, the phenomenological analyses inpi#ra Four and those of the Italian
group, not described, show that some migrant grbape patronising attitudes towards

Australians. Members of the Greek group spokéeif thigh’ culture in contrast to the
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‘low’ culture of the Australian working-class malhom they referred to as a ‘mate’,
spoken in a derisively broad Australian accent. mers of the Italian group were
similarly conscious of their contribution of ‘higitulture to Australia, a place they
considered to be culturally undeveloped. Cleatigotising about power and place for
migrants in the late 2Dcentury needs to include the postmodern revisioitisted by
the work of Chambers (1994) on the migrant as thdem metropolitan figure.

New Forms of Place Attachment

Case studies reveal that place attachment is aleemppenomenon for migrants. They
confirm Low’s (1992) observation that attachmenhsists of many inseparable and
mutually defining features which not only acknowgedemotion and feeling but also
include knowledge, beliefs, behaviour and acti@nifferent forms of place attachment
were described in Chapter Two, using Low’s typol¢§§92:166) of symbolic linkages

of people to land.

It would appear that migrants have symbolic linlage their homelands, particularly
through ‘loss of land’ or destruction of the coniiy of their linkages. They also have
‘narrative symbolic linkage’ to their original comies through storytelling and place-
naming. Migrant places in Australia are yet teelep symbolic linkages, instead they
confirm Low’s observations about place attachmaftieved through the process of
living in a place (Low,1992). The potential for #talian places to have symbolic
linkages is complicated by ambiguous place valued by migrants. ‘Cosmological

symbolic linkage’ to place through religious, sfual or mythological relationships are
complicated in Australia because of cross-cultiabégiances. Low’s ‘economic

symbolic linkage’ to land through ownership, int@mnice and politics is also complex in
the New World. Land is a commodity, but in ternfsitheritance, ownership and

politics, symbolic linkages are yet to emerge.etestingly, places which have resulted
from the large Murrumbidgee Irrigation Scheme whialas implemented with

predominantly Italian migrant labour in the 192@gls as the town and environs of
Griffith carry some of the qualities of territorialvnership and political positioning and
possibly an emerging sense of inheritance (MG.s@ul interview, Nov,1995).

Symbolic linkage through ‘secular pilgrimage’ arelebratory cultural events is evident
in migrant places but not necessarily valued intAglig. In many migrant groups the

‘little traditions’ of seasonal cultural events leabveen translocated to Australian places
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which are gradually developing symbolic associaioriThe annual ‘Blessing of the
Fleet’ by Italian priests and the celebration af #nd of Ramadan by Arabic-speaking
Muslims take place in particular places which aradgally becoming saturated with

symbolic linkages.

Migration and Cultural Discontinuity.

The results of this study show that the impact oltural discontinuity is another
important aspect of the theory about migration. e Thevitable severance with the
country of origin, exacerbated by vast distanceslired in migrating to Australia, has
strong significance for European migrants. Thipegps to be less significant for the
Vietnamese community who chose Australia over Whi&ates in order to be near

Vietnam.

Theoretical work on place and identity, or senselate, such as the work of J.B.
Jackson (1984), Relph (1976), Norberg-Schulz (19869 Tuan (1974) has focused on
different ways to understand cultural continuitthex than discontinuity. For migrants,
sense of place starts with the impact of disconoedtom the lost homeland and ways
nostalgia influences potential place attachmentfterOin this state, the new place

becomes a tabula rasa on which to inscribe an meddife.

Cultural discontinuity is thus reflected in negtibas about identity. Uncertainty and
change associated with migration, initially appetrsaffirm the migrant’s identity
because of the clear cultural differences betwhemtigrant and the host country, even
for British migrants. Over time, cultural identibecomes blurred, as seen in the Greek
migrants’ evocative descriptions of this phenomemofhapter Four. It is worth re-
stating here David Lowenthal’s observations abbatgarticular qualities of Australian
heritage whereAustralians confront the past less as generatiauwaltinuity than as a

tableaux from discrete momenid.owenthal,1990:15)

The discourse in the case studies also providakefuinsights into Fincher et al's
(1993) reflections on cultural identity for migrant They argue that migrant culture is a
‘recomposition’ of identity or reconstitution of culture, involvinthe dynamics of

migration often associated with contests and gjir@seused in the settlement process.
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Cultural discontinuity and issues of identity raguiceaseless negotiations between
cultures and complex configurations of meaning poder. The cultural disruption
experienced by migrants has particular resonancesAustralia where cultural
discontinuity is true for most Australians, inclodithose Aboriginal Australians who
have been forcibly separated from their land amdailf@s. One could say the concept
of identity in culturally plural Australia is an wdive phenomenon and is often
misunderstood. Thus heritage planners needéoragate the stereotypes embedded in
notions of ‘multiculturalism’ and re-interpret tikencept within post-structuralist terms.
The phenomena in this study reinforce Jameson’81()l8lescription of postmodern
values’ which require constant negotiation and reflectsanthat inner contradictions
and inconsistencies can be acknowledged and intlud#he discourse. This is highly
relevant to urban planning where planning decisionwany Australian cities seem to
misunderstand the complexity of issues involvednigrant place-making, particularly

when there is pressure for tourist consumptiortlofie identity.

Despite the break with the country of origin, migsa bring with them a form of
transported culture, commonly expressed as thde liraditions’ in everyday life.
Gradually, aspects of the original culture are riiediby conditions in the host country
resulting in certain cultural transformations rethtto everyday life. The adaptations
and adjustments are as much forms of place-makinmigrant groups within Australia
as are the continued cultural practices from tmmés country. The work in this study
shows that the experience of migration and settién®e highly diverse and it is the
inter-weaving of place, migrant culture and thethmdture which contributes to the

diversity of Australian places.

Migrant Places in the Space-in-Between

Finally, there is the theoretical contribution thiais study has made to the concept of
the space-in-between. In the first section ofthesis, | indicate that | have derived the
term, space-in-betweerfrom the landscape theorist, Beth Meyer, who esgihat the
use of binary opposites, such as architecture-taapis implies the same differential

status as culture-nature and man-woman; in othedsvthe ground or background to
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the main figure, architecture, culture, man. Sbh&fs out that interpretations about
place that are based on binary opposites are way®ritrol meaning and power. |
suggest that migrant places have been defined bynaber of binary opposites, the
most readily recognisable being the notion of ‘rsi@am/other’. There are two forms
of ‘other’ applied to migrants, ‘alien other’ orxetic other’. Both are stereotypes and
are constrained and limited by being in binary agiian to concepts of mainstream
Australian culture. To address the limitation afterpretations through binary
opposites, Meyer proposes a different form of pretation using aconceptual

quaternary field’ (Meyer,1994:33). In this field, interstitial aroninal spaces are

occupied by tropes or characters with complex igglahips to one another. This is her

space-in-between.

The space-in-between for migrant place studies quaternary space, which can be
experienced in terms of volume and time. The veauof the space is filled with
interpenetrating networks, interstitial and limisglaces, which are created by complex
relationships and different ways of seeing. Theerpenetrating networks support
Pratt’s (1998) ‘grids of difference’ where conneas occur between cultures and
within cultures in space, as shown in the Greek Mattese discussions and between
cultures over time, in places such as Marrickvilll older inner-city migrant enclaves,
interpenetration is evident in the way that allugre remain in the space, connecting
with each other in new ways. The space-in-betwediied with discursive sites about
the experience of migration, enriched by layere@rpretations, often expressed as
tropes. The richness of tropes is evident in Ghraptve where everyday figures of
speech for the Lebanese opened the door to newpiiatations about migrant places.
The different layers and complex relationships leetv different migrant groups are
revealed in Chapter Four where Marrickville canabguaternary conceptual field as
much as it is a physical place in real time. the space-in-between, the fourth
dimension, time, is not only chronological timasitalso phenomenological time where

past, present and future are in a constant statflekivity.

The concept of the space-in-between also enablds sse how migrants exemplify
Chamber’s (1994) concept of the migrant as theapetitan figure in an ever-changing

city. From the case studies, it is clear that py&VIl migrants have created a new
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metropolitan aesthetic and life style, re-inventprivate and public places. We have
been able to understand this because the fluidenafuate 28 century cities allows us

to enter the localities of the everyday worlds afrants. Contemporary cities embody
the concept of space-in-between where we can mieigendered places, places of
ethnicity, territories of different cultural groupand shifting centres and peripheries.
The fluidity of this space enables conceptualisatd fixed places - houses, shops,
public buildings, parks - to be simultaneously dl@nd changeable as well as sites of

transitory events and memories. Such is the rehoémigrant places.

Theories about identity can also be revised insihece-in-between. Australian cultural
theorists write about the fragmented evolution mfAaistralian identity (Manion,1991).
More recently David Malouf, in his 1998 Boyer le@s, pointed out that when
Australians seek to understand the Australian itlerthey should avoid concepts of
‘either/or’ and instead consider that Australiaeritity is sufficiently fluid that it should
include ‘both’ (Malouf,1998).

| have also used the concept of ‘space-in-betwéerdescribe the theoretical space
where both overarching theories on heritage, calliandscapes, migration/identity, and
place attachment overlap and where migration, iyeahd place attachment theories
intersect and interpenetrate concepts of natiopates In both cases, this theoretical
space allows ambiguity and paradox as legitimadtest Ambiguous values were
frequently encountered in the way migrants see slebmas in Australia and the places
they have created. Paradox exists in the migranssler/outsider status and in the
patronising way many migrants see Australian caltu8imilarly, parallel values can be
accepted in such a theoretical space. The stdie-bétweenness’ inevitably results in
parallel values about place, where values for e country co-exist beside values
for places in Australia. Although it is possibtedustain parallel values, nevertheless,
over time values shift. From the case studiesramig valued their enclaves in the
early stages of migration, then with increasinduatfice rejected them, only to return to

the values embodied in these places, often afseing their original country.

It is in the space-in-between, which is also ref@rto as the ‘thirdspace’ by the
geographer Soja (1996), where the richness of dydxpressions of culture and place

occur. The concept of a space-in-between or tharcks is one where the fluid nature of
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interstitial spaces and phenomena give rise touarhybrid forms. Migrant places are
commonly multi-authored. Concepts of the thirdgpadlow for these different
expressions within a negotiated field of differenc®re akin to Raban’s (197&poft

City, where places are re-conceptualised. Figure 8@vshhow the theoretical
relationships overarch and interpenetrate to geéeeréhe space for migrant place-

making studies.

ERITAGE THEORY

CULTURAL

ATTACHMENT

SPACE-IN-BETWEEN FOR
OVERARCHING AND INTERSTITIAL
INTERPRETATIONS.

FIGURE 8.3.

Overarching and Interpenetration of TheoreticakRehships.

L ocating Cultural Pluralism within Revised Heritage Theory

As in space/place revisions, so also revisionsnitdge theory lie in the interface of the
overarching four theoretical areas, heritage, caltlandscape, migration/identity and
place attachment. Over the last twenty-five yetlrsre has been a move towards more
inclusive concepts of heritage so that values & omnority group, the indigenous
people of Australia, can be recognised. This Im&wviiably involved recognition of
heritage values embedded in cultural landscapess Thkightened awareness of
Aboriginal cultural heritage allows all Australiams connect to the landscape as an
ancient and continuous cultural place, rather tin@nely a heritage of wilderness flora
and fauna. The paradigm shift, however, is moregerthan simply moving towards
inclusiveness. In the process of revising cultimalitage to acknowledge Aboriginal
and Torres Strait Islanders, the pervasive issuulbfiral discontinuity emerges, albeit

inadvertently. By acknowledging the significandeanother minority group, migrants,
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as part of the collective Australian culture, apstoual New World paradox, namely
cultural discontinuity, is re-inforced. Migranetitage is central to an understanding of
Australian culture as all non-Aboriginal Australgahave a history of some form of

migration.

The inclusion of cultural landscapes as part of thalis’'s heritage does more than
recognise the human impact on the land. It alsensghe door to heritage paradigm
which is holistic and inclusive, where heritageaidiving, functioning phenomenon.
Figure 8.4 shows how the space-in-between, wherkimgprwithin the overarching

theories can contribute to revised heritage theaxigich include cultural pluralism.

HERITAGE

CULTURAL
LANDSCAPY
THEORY

SPACE-IN-BETWEEN

Figure 8.4: Emerging Heritage Paradigm from Thecaktnterrelationships

The proposed new heritage paradigm requires thapects of current heritage theory to
be reviewed. First is the nexus between heritagecaitural landscape theories. This
includes challenging the primacy of nature overtw®l allowing a heritage of ‘little

traditions’ and incorporating the changing natuf&kmowledge in heritage paradigms.
Second is the way migrant places have generatéidydar forms of heritage associated
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with New World countries such as North America, & and Australia where the
phenomenon of migration has been central to theweldpment as First World
countries.  Finally, there are revisions relatedheritage planning practice which

enable much of the new insights to be applied.

Deepening the Nexus between Heritage Theory and Cultural Landscape Theory.

In the late 28 century, cultural landscape studies have stromflyenced changing
perceptions of heritage. The central issue foitdge interpretations is the range of
human engagements with the broader concept of dapds rather than a heritage of
specific sites. This includes the ways differealiural meanings and values can be

explicated from particular aspects of the cultlaadscape.

The World Heritage Convention (WHC) recognises g¢higpes of cultural landscapes;
garden or parkland landscapes, organically evolaedscapes and associative cultural
landscapes (Bennett,1996). Within these threegoats, it is the second category,
organically evolved landscapes,..tesulfing] from an initial social, economic,
administrative, and/or religious imperative and diging] their present form by
association with and response to the natural emrment (Bennett,1996:6), which

seems most relevant to migrant places.

Although this category allows for the inclusionroigrant places, there are problems in
the implicit connection between human actions &edunderlying natural environment.
Certainly the natural environment determined whargrants, who wished to continue
their heritage of intense cultivation, settled. European migrants interested in
maintaining small scale farming practices setttedrieas of fertile soils. Using Sydney
as an example, this was the clay band in Westedn&y Blacktown, Pendle Hill,

Dural and isolated pockets of rich soils in undepel land to the north, such as the
valley behind Mona Vale. For Chinese migrant® #ettlement choice for those
seeking to undertake cultivation, were the sandaerriflats in various locations

throughout Eastern Australia.

This simplistic notion of cultural landscapes, hoet removes the interconnectedness
between layers of human actions which may have caboeit subsequently and thus
may not have been influenced directly by the phajsenvironment. Urban cultural
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landscapes with their many layers of ‘social, eenitg administrative and/or religious
imperatives’ often have quite tenuous connectionthé original natural environment.
Thus the WHC category allowing the inclusion oftatal landscapes of migrant places

is limited.

Shifting the Primacy of the Natural Environment tt.iving Heritage'.

In heritage terms, the primacy of the natural esvinent as the underlying determinant
of cultural landscapes has been generated as dicatidn of heritage landscapes as
wilderness. As a result, by requiring a direct regetion to the physical landscape,
those cultural landscapes seen as heritage larelscagk being limited to rural
landscapes. This is definitely limited in termstié broad philosophical concepts of

‘cultural landscape’.

The requirement for a nexus with the natural emritent ignores the complexity
embedded in urban cultural landscapes. Clearharumigrant landscapes are not a
response to the natural environment. Instead itldvappear that two factors influenced
the growth of urban migrant landscapes, the lonadfourban hostels and sites of work.
Urban hostels were commonly located in former abanracks, implying that they were
areas of peripheral land set aside by the Minisfripefence. There seems to be little
connection with a former natural landscape. Thessbf work have a stronger
connection in that at some time, physical landssagetermined where industries
requiring port facilities would be. Similarly, daveloped low lying and brackish land
was often left undeveloped. When at a later dlaése areas were drained, they
became industrial areas. To this degree industuétural landscapes have been a
response to the natural environment. The migcanhection, however, is as sites of

work.

If the dynamic qualities of urban cultural landsesare to be recognised as heritage,
then current cultural landscape definitions used (WYESCO need to be revised.

Despite this, the important contribution that ctdtdandscape studies make to planning
is that they deal with integrated systems whichehagen developed by human activity

and that these systems are living phenomena -glivamitage.
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The 1996 European Cultural Foundation’s overviewlahning for cultural landscapes
in France, Germany, Great Britain, the Netherlaralsd Spain, revealed that all
participating countries focussed on cultural laages as functioning systems. Bennett
(1996:8) in his introduction to the study pointg ou

Many of the landscapes we have inherited ...wereddras a means to
serve the purposes of the communities that liveatdem; they are the living
artefact of dynamic social and economic processes.

Migrant cultural landscapes, although predominaatlyan, have the same qualities in
that they embody dynamic social, cultural and ectingrocesses. Bennett goes on to
say that the way inwhich many cultural landscapes are managed is foese
crucial...” (1996:8). A key factor in cultural landscapedies is the recognition that
their designation as heritage does not necessafdy protection. Instead the most
common consequence of heritage designation is @iremgent for land-use planning
related to development plans. The European Cllturandscapes study
(Bennett,1996:131) concludes that

... the preservation of a shell of a historic builglis a second best solution
compared with the continuation of an appropriate @hd occupation ....
Precisely the same arguments apply to cultural saagbes, although on a
far larger scale and to a far more complex artefabt principle, it is better
to apply structural measures that will support thecal or regional
economic systems and prevent the disintegratidgheobocial structures on
which the management regimes that created and amiaad the landscapes,
are dependent.

Thus the major contribution that current cultur@hdscapes studies make to heritage
theory is that it allows a shift from single sit®esthe inclusion of whole areas with all
their internal complexities, including their on-ggisustainability as ‘living heritage’

Noble Heritage vs the Heritage of ‘Little Traditias.

Meanings and values embedded in the cultural lapiscange across perceptions of
‘noble’ places to everyday places full oftrifles and common things’
(Lowenthal,1996:x). The nexus between culturatitmape studies and heritage theory
explores these different meanings and values eneloeitidthe landscape. In Australia,
Taylor (1999) has been a strong exponent of cultladscape interpretations as
heritage, however his work has been consistentiyatéml in historical terms
(Taylor,1990). More recently he has discussed inganin everyday landscapes
(Taylor,1999). His approach to the interpretattdrmeanings has been a simple set of

questions askingWhere have things occurred®hat has occurred? When did it
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occur? Who promoted the action and Wh{Paylor,1999:109; Jacques,1994:96). In
this thesis, drawing from the new critical geogesh and phenomenological
hermeneutics, meanings attributed to the cultanadi$écape are shown to be much more
complex than those derived from the Taylor modelktead, using guided discussions
and hermeneutics, it has been possible to explotle the multiplicity of meanings
embedded in one place as well as paradoxical atdigaous meanings. As forms of
heritage, migrant places in the urban cultural $@age allow the past to engage with
the present as living heritage. The key to undedstey the heritage implications which
lie in these landscapes, is the way they are irgegd. In seeking to address this, it is
not simply a matter of empowering people whoseeasimay not have been included. It
is also necessary to recognise that many valuesbeaheld concurrently. As the
cultural geographers, Cosgrove and Daniels (198B@ht out

... from a post-modern perspective landscape seesadike a palimpsest
whose ‘real’ or ‘authentic’ meanings can somehow reeovered with
correct techniques, theories or ideologies, thaflickering text ... whose
meanings can be created, extended, altered or eddd.
Migrant places as cultural landscapes include walaed meanings derived from
existential understandings, iconographic interpi@ta, and the value of everyday and
familiar places. Thus the definition for cultudahdscapes of migration that | have
developed for this study is

Cultural landscapes reflecting migration are humaanstructs derived
from physical places and their human modificationsThis may be
conceptual or actual. Cultural landscapes are p&gkin meanings and
values which have evolved over time. Such valadas life world stories,
myths, and beliefs. They can represent natioreitity, local folklore, and
symbolic landscapes invested with mythological nmgan They are
continually reconceptualised where their meanings extended, altered or
elaborated. Migrant landscapes include urban p#aceiral landscapes,
and ordinary landscapes reflecting everyday life.

This definition allows cultural pluralism and itickering’ place values to be included
in cultural heritage determinations. Using thisini@bn, a place such as Marrickville is
not only a palimpsest of migrant places, it is algolace of multiple meanings between
different migrant groups and mainstream Australialtss not enough to recover layers
of history. It is equally important to recognisevhfluid and dynamic such places are.
In this regard, cultural landscape theory and agettheory needed to be broadened so

that they can accommodate contested and shiftihgya
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Incorporating the Changing Nature of Knowledge intderitage Interpretations

Post-modern revisions about the nature of knowlddye allowed heritage concepts to
include the value of everyday places and the \gliofi subjective interpretations about
place. In the same way, post-structuralist thoulgas provided a rich vein of
contemporary theory to inform the nature of migrghce-making. By rendering
places into texts which can be read, a discoursetaihe experience of migration is
generated. Hermeneutic techniques can then beogetpto unravel forms of heritage
where metaphors and tropes provide keys into aolsral interpretations. This

process can reveal the richness of cultural pemalvithin Australia’s cultural heritage.

Because narrative heritage is such an importargcasyf the heritage of New World

countries, post-structuralism and textual analgsesmake a significant contribution to
heritage understandings. The role of narrativétdger applies as much to the relatively
recent European occupation of New World countree#t @oes to the heritage of their
indigenous peoples. Similarly the contribution aispstructuralist thought explains

why ‘imagined communities’ are more powerful in thew World than the Old.

The changing nature of knowledge which has givelwevéo the values of marginal
groups allows concepts of heritage to reflect mactusive understanding of history
where all the people who make up a nation contiliota richer sense of national
identity. But also by dealing with marginal peomle strangers in the mainstream
community, there is the possibility that AustraBazan begin to reflect on the ‘stranger
within themselves’ (Kristeva,1991). As many cudlutheorists have pointed out, non-
Aboriginal Australians are uncertain about natioidaintity evident in the constant re-
invention of what it is to be Australian (Lohreyy Armstrong,1993b:50; Jose,1985;
Manion,1991; Malouf,1998; Morris,1993). Migrantogps provide insights into the
culture of Anglo-Celtic Australians that are notaddy understood by mainstream
Australians, as exemplified by the Lebanese petseon certain aspects of Australian
culture shown in Chapter Five. Australian culfuralike North American culture, is
considered an elusive phenomenon, for many comgasons. This brings us to the

second issue, the way migrant place attachmentgbasrated a particular form of
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heritage associated with New World countries sughNarth America, Canada and
Australia where the phenomenon of migration has lweatral to their development as

First World countries.

Place Attachment, Migration and New World Heritage

In Western terms, migrants are a fundamental asgeldew World. During the 19
and 20" centuries, migrants to North America, Canada anstralia were essential to
the development of these nations. Thus understgrithw the experience of migration
is translated into ‘place’ is fundamental to heyéanterpretations of these countries.
Without migrants, New Worlds would not have corndaled the capitalist and colonial
agenda and its inevitable shift from indigenousntm-indigenous cultures. The
pervasive phenomenon associated with this shiftuisural discontinuity, both for
indigenous people, forcibly removed from their laadd the occupiers who have come
from somewhere else. Cultural discontinuity indsyaresults in broken chains of
meaning so that what is valuable and important twsbe constantly restated
(Manion,1991).

Within this concept, place attachment in migranmoaunities influences heritage
theory in two main ways. First there are attachimém places and ways of life in the
old country, the memories about which are broughthe new. Ways of life once in
Australia continue unmediated by changes occuinntpe country of origin. The role
of memory in restating what is valuable brings ipiay Connerton’s unconscious
collective memory’(1990:i.). Collective community memories are bfteeen as
recollections of cultural traditions thought to mescribed and immutable. In this
context, the New World acts as custodian for thé ®orld where cultural practices,
long relinquished in the Old, are continued uncle@nthus representing a heritage

frozen in time.

The second way place attachment contributes toamidreritage lies in the importance
of social heritage significance, namely where pddtave heritage significance if they
are considered to have strong social, culturapoitgal association with a particular
cultural group (Pearson & Sullivan,1995). All ttese studies show how places have
social significance for particular migrant group&hapter Five also gives more detail

about how migrant places can be considered fondjsin the Register of the National
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Estate within the eight AHC criteria (Pearson &liyah,1995). An important outcome
of the process of assessing migrant places undse ttriteria was the desire for ‘pride
and success’ to be a criterion for migrant placBsis emerged with the increasingly
sophisticated understanding about heritage disdlayeahe Lebanese group in Chapter
Five. Such a criterion brings into play the conagghtangible and ephemeral heritage.
Intangible aspects include unselfconscious wayseofqg; heritage as lived everyday
experiences and cultural practices. Ephemerakéspelate to the fact that migrants are

in a process of change, so holding these form&wfage becomes difficult.

This brings us to the final aspects of revisionshéwitage theory, heritage planning.
How does a heritage planner deal with migrant @aekich are characterised by fluid

and contested values, as well as intangible andraptal qualities?
Revised Heritage Planning Theory

There are four majassues related to heritage planning for migrantgda The first is
the urgent neetb identify places before they are lost. The sddsrhow planners can
interpret migrant places as heritage and the thivehat to do with contested values
related to migrant places. Finally, there is thallenge of planning within the ‘space-

in-between’.

The Need to Identify Migrant Places

Given the richness that exists within culturallynall neighbourhoods, there is an urgent
need to find out about the migrant history in argaabecause migrant places are highly
vulnerable. Greg Young, a heritage planner, sugpihis by indicating.Post World
War Il [migrant places should be examinédicause of the ephemerality of the heritage
that is left. ... it is a particularly brittle and inerable representatior{Young in
Armstrong,1993b:28). Migrant places in inner-aieas are being lost at a rapid rate
due to the redevelopment of former-industrial swésch obliterate evidence of former
sites of work and associated enclaves. Migrartgslare also being lost on the urban

fringe at an equally rapid rate due to speculdtimesing developments.

An effective means of identifying and managing éhptaces lies in a revised form of
heritage studies. In NSW, heritage studies hawn lshown to be most effective

vehicles to interpret the character of Local Gowent Areas. Through thematic
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histories, heritage studies provide potential faplssticated interpretations and
innovative planning recommendation. Heritage @sidilso inform Local Area Plans,
thus providing legislative mechanisms for conseovatzoning or other forms of

planning control.

If heritage studies are to be vehicles for idemtigymigrant places, then planners need
to work with migrant communities to reveal the cdexpweb of places. The guided
discussion process developed by this research lagg an effective tool for such
work, particularly as it can be used at two leveld.one level it sets out a methodical
way to uncover culturally-specific aspects of edany life, normally not known about
outside migrant groups. At another level, it canulsed to gain deeper insights into the
ways threads of culture intersect with place. Thguires the use of phenomenological

hermeneutics.

Given that those heritage planners interested olakderitage significance already
work with community groups, it can be anticipatbdttthe procedures developed in this
research would be acceptable and feasible for ¢@amsyplanners. Trials with planners
and historians indicated the key issues were howaik with migrant groups, how to

generate discursively rich material and how to utadte deep levels of interpretation.
Various techniques have been developed duringrésisarch. They are included as

Appendix Three.

Heritage planners to date have tended to use i@stand heritage planning texts as
their theoretical base. Interpreting migrant ptagequires that planners become
familiar with some of the work of the new criticgéographies described in Chapter
Two. As Stephen Davies, the former Environmente€tior, NSW National Trust
explained

| think it [knowledge of cultural diversity and new criticakagraphies]
should be fully employed in planning the inner &ty heritage people like
myself don’t traditionally have that sort of expasu.. [an example]s the
Bondi Pavilion. | would traditionally think of thRavilion in terms of its
architectural and urban conservation potential [not] a place that gave
migrants a sense of living in Australia.... | thinkréaucrats and people in
conservation organisations, we still have diffigulin dealing with
intangibles.
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He amplified these observations by discussing dmge of prejudices that exist about

heritage,
... one of the connections | have in dea[wgh migrant heritage was a site
in Kensington, Melbourne].. a local shopping centre which was an early
20" century shopping centre — had virtually closed damd was almost
blighted. The Vietnamese community had moved dhveare closing up
shop fronts and operating small clothing workshbefind closed doors.
This was a real concern, because of the loss alfityitof the shopping
centre, even though it was dying. An Italian boerson who had lived
there for a long time came up and said “ you knbe problem with this
area is that these wogs have moved in and thegestoying the place.”

| suppose this is the effect of layering. One grexists, another moves in,
overlaying occurs which produces prejudice. ... Na#ional Trust has a

very strong grounding in Anglo heritage. ... If om®Ks at the way the
membership is organised and the way we presentelaiosthe public and

the sort of things we think are important, therestil a very strong feeling

of prejudice in the communitipévies in Armstrong,1993b:53).

This comment highlights issues of contested vahlesut what are heritage places in
Australia and the contested nature of values betweainstream Australians and

migrant groups and within migrant groups.

Working with Contested Values

Contested values about place have been the focusa afumber of studies
(Anderson,1993; Auge,1995; Burgess et al,1991, Bewil987; Machaughten &
Urry,1998; Pratt,1998; Shields,1991; Urry,1995). tlms study, contested values
emerged in both the broad overview, evident intth® workshops, and in the in-depth
work. It became clear that the application of carreonservation policies is likely to
meet with opposition when applied to migrant hgetplaces. While commonalities
emerged in in-depth discussions, strong differeneex® evident when representatives
of the migrant groups discussed the issues (Armgii®93b). Migrant place values are
political and dynamicand the values related to some sites are hightyested. In
discussions with Greek, Croatian, Vietnamese, Lebarand Turkish representatives, it
is clear that there are complex political allegemaevithin each group predominantly
related to the political issues in the countrieongin at the time of migration. It is
important to locate place values in the politicahtext of a particular migrant group.
Planning with cultural pluralism is far more compléhan the recognition of different

nationalities.
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Competing values held for migrant places by ingdenigrant groups, and outsiders,
other people who value evidence of migrant grotgise areas of contestation related to
the aestheticsof cultural representation. This was particulaglyident in the Greek
community where conflicting values were held abthet addition of Greek columns to
houses. Some Greek participants valued such btealitean elements while others
considered they degraded Greek culture.  Similtréy Paragon Cafe in Katoomba,
NSW was seen as representative of characterisekGcafes found in Australian
country towns and therefore an important elementha cultural landscape. Other
Greek participants saw it as an example of ‘higtchki and that it was not an
appropriate place to record as Greek cultural dgeitin Australia (Armstrong,1993Db).
Clearly there are differences, both within migrgnbups and by outsiders, about the

meanings attributed to migrant places.

Other contested values relate to places which mawki-layering of values The
current building used by the Australian Chineset@al Association in Surry Hills,
Sydney was previously the site of the Italian comitys first welfare centre in
Sydney. During the period of Italian use a bectefacontributed to the creation of
opulent ltalianate interiors. Now it is an actiged highly valued centre for the
Chinese community who may find it unacceptableemognise this building as part of
the ltalian heritage in Australia. Likewise, Ki&j, Newtown poses problems where
examples of 19th century Anglo-Celtic Australiarogs with intact interiors have been
altered to accommodate cultural expressions irewfft migrant shops. Cabramatta,
Sydney, is currently a Viethamese centre but waténtly had significance for Greeks,
Lebanese and Turkish. Most of the physical evidewicthese groups has disappeared
within the last five years. Multi-layering of vas is characteristic of many areas with
high migrant populations and this raises issuestait are appropriate ways to manage

such urban cultural landscapes.

There are also conflicting heritage values abow tnservation management of
housing heritageparticularly in inner-city areas with altered aldeusing. If migrant
heritage is acknowledged, then the restoration athmof this housing stock will
involve the loss of migrant cultural alterationsigfhmay now have social significance

for that group and others. As well, a number oéékrmigrants expressed a desire to
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restore their houses to the formef"i@entury Australian character thus removing the
changes they had made (Armstrong,1993a).

Issue of management andnservatiorof migrant heritage places are contentious within
migrant groups. Many participants in this resedelh it was enough to record the
stories rather than sustain the physical fabriplates. Others felt the perpetuation of
cultural practices was more important than congemaf places. Such concerns are
not confined to migrant groups and much of the wark social significance
(Johnston,1992) is leading to broader ideas of emwasion.  Cultural continuity,
particularly continuity of uses of places, are ¢therent challenges for heritage planners.

The concept of conservation for many migrants gisenbivalent feelings about
heritage in their adopted country. For migrantsrfran Old World, conservation of
heritage inevitably is seen in terms of antiquiBustralia, in contrast, is seen as 'a land
of opportunity’, where property, unfettered by laweratic controls, is a means to
increased material assets. This is particulane tfor post-WWII migrants of the
1950s-60s. It is therefore understandable thatdger conservation, which interferes
with property change and development, results nflicd for many migrants.

Issues otultural equityare other contested areas. In Australia, argusregopear to be
centred on the empowering/patronising debate, velsarelusiveness is the issue in the
United States. Antoinette Lee’s overview on issalesut managing cultural diversity
within heritage planning in the United States (11882:36) refers to the management
implications when cultural groups view heritage ogses in different ways.
Spennerman (1993:24) has taken the discussionefully suggesting that individual
cultural groups should manage their cultural hgatpalaces. This raises problems for
places which Lee describes as ‘multiply-esteemkde(1992:36). In my study, some
migrant leaders considered that there should beretive action for migrant heritage
places where heritage planners couldkedress the balance of listings and cultural
representation(Galla in Armstrong,1993b.6). This attitude isided from the concern
that migrant communities do not know what heritagéAustralia means and that an
active program of information should be implementeth contrast, other migrant

leaders consider empowering migrant communitiesparonising.  Others feel



Cultural Pluralism within Cultural Heritage
Part Three Chapter Eight

empowerment needs to be inter-generational besame second and third generation
Australian migrants have been denied their cultbeitage because their parents and
grandparents concealed such heritage due to tlanyrof assimilation activities
(Armstrong,1993b).

Ironically, contested values now arise from thengng interest by the wider Australian
community in places which reveal cultural diversitighin Australia. Places reflecting
the rich encoding of different cultures are nownses the éxotic other’by many
Australians. As such, their conservation may t&epred by outsiders rather than the
migrant groups themselves. This conflict is simtlathe continued problem heritage
conservationists face when heritage is valued aifytiby a small group in the
community and not necessarily by the majority. isltonly some time later that the
greater community recognises the value of suchidg®i It can be anticipated that the

same process will apply to migrant heritage places.

Apart from conflicting cultural values between ‘itsrs’ and ‘outsiders’, there is also
conflict within particular migrant communities. Rt Market in Sydney is a case
where the Chinese community values the area agralheritage and yet the developer
of the site is also Chinese. Many Sydney migraets the importance of Paddy’'s and
Flemington Markets where migrant groups are bothsumers and producers. The
market place is a meeting-place, social place, wadce and for many migrants
resembles the tradition of bazaars in their couatrgrigin. Paddy’s Market, however,
has been redeveloped as a site fpuppie consumption’ (Milner,1993:135), thus
changing its migrant heritage significance.

Significant individuals and their settingose difficult heritage planning challenges.
How does heritage planning address the significamicéhe Greek delicatessen in
Marrickville where a Greek woman has presided fog tast thirty years, helping
members of the Greek community and now the Vietrs@noemmunity? Is the heritage
only associated with the woman and her servicegs tire physical location of the site
the heritage? Under the aegis of social heritagmifgtance, should community
counselling continue in that location? Similayropean migrants have indicated the
importance of coffee shops and delicatessens, dotimeeting places and suppliers of
the food which has been such a strong part of thédtural life. Examples in Sydney
include No.21, Double Bay, seen as a cultural Agétplace for the Austro-Hungarians,
as is Cyril's Delicatessen in Haymarket. Them rmany similar examples in other
Australian cities, particularly Melbourne and Frent@. Is it possible to recognise the
heritage significance in such places when theiniB@ance is so closely aligned with
particular owners? What does listing mean in plagrierms? Does No 21 have to
continue as a coffee shop and Cyril's, a delicatéssCan planning codes protect such
continued uses?
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Finally, there is the complex issuesafstaining heritage for countries of originrhere
are places in Australia that are seen as Europesitade such as the work of
outstanding European architects who fled to Austiaiter the War. This is particularly
the case for Czechoslovakia where early work dankustralia by Czech architects is
considered to be an outstanding form of Czechoklamaarchitecture (Jeans in
Armstrong,1993b). Does the AHC's criteria allow tlee ‘community or cultural group'
referred to in Criterion E (Aesthetic Significan@)d G (Social Significance) to be in
another country? In a similar vein, Australiahe tustodian of cultural practices long
relinquished in the countries of origin. This inn@amt aspect of migrant heritage is not
addressed comfortably under AHC Criteria becausentonities for whom it has most
value are communities in other countries.

As with all phenomenological research the deepermnbes into phenomena the more
the complexity in the essences of life-world ise&ed. This is the case in migrant
cultural landscapes. The search for a simpleiegmn of a method of identification
and management of values will continue to be chglley when dealing with the
dynamic situation of cultural pluralism. This leaid the final major issue for heritage
planning addressed here, accommodating planningegures within the ‘space-in-

between’.

Planning Within the Space-in-Between.

The ‘space-in-between’ in this study is where tparticular’ is in tension with the
‘universal’ and where the ‘orthodox’ meets the ‘cthodox’. Some heritage planning
theorists (Armstrong,1994c, Pearson & Sullivan,)32fgest planning practice should

resist the confines of orthodox codes and ruleschwhave been shown to act against
rather than for heritage conservation. Integrgladning is a move in this direction but

it does not go far enough to enable planners foagement with the complexity

involved in cultural pluralism.

It is the space-in-between, a post-modern spacgdME94; Soja,1996), which allows
for flexibility and multiple values and as such a#s rigid planning control. In this
space planners can work differently. Unfortunatéhe research in this study does not
provide strategies for planners to work in the spaebetween. Instead, it is a
theoretical space for understanding some of thamyes involved in cultural pluralism.

The insights gained from this space should asd@singrs to resist the pressure for
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simplistic image-making. It is also the space tovpde opportunities for planners to

work with others to achieve innovative heritagenpiag.

Working with Others: Community Arts as Heritage Riaing

In planning terms there is an important role fomoaunity arts and cultural mapping.
Marrickville has pioneered the use of communitys &t a way to assist migrants to
express their values about the localities in whiney live. The ‘Mapping Marrickville’
art project was seen as a successful method ofiraperp the process of heritage
identification which had previously been the domainheritage planners. Dolores
Hayden (1995) and the Common Ground movement irtaiBri (Clifford and
King,1985,1993,1996) have also explored the roleafhmunity arts to identify and
sustain locally valued places. Building on the kvof Common Ground and Creative
Village (Armstrong,1994e), Greg Young has produee@uide toCultural Mapping
(1995). The concept of cultural mapping can beeedéd to include narrating sites.
The writer, Amanda Lohrey, a key speaker at theramigrepresentatives workshop,
reflected

. my ideas about heritage sites dtbat theyhre rarely adequately
narratised. Such enormous amounts of time anduress — money- goes
into preserving, buying, or restoring places and iye/ou visit these sites
there is not even a simple stand to tell you tlstohy of the place.... The
capacity to tell the necessary stories and makendoessary links has been
a big problem. ... at the national level there is @gess of assessing
national narratives. This process and the rewgtand reinventing of these
narratives has been accelerated since 1988 andtbentennial.... This is
characteristic of Anglo-Australians. Anglos in fasa are constantly
reinventing themselves and retelling their own a#ives or deviate from
the standard narratives. Each generation of Angtas to come up with a
new version of themselves ...

Lohrey in Armstrong,1993b: 49-50.

Other cultural theorists commenting on Australiaritage such as Malouf (1998),
Manion (1991) and Morris (1993) support this obaé&on.

Community arts have been shown to be effectiveigtasning networks of places which
reflect living heritage of everyday life (Cliffor& King,1985,1993,1996). The
community arts worker in the ‘Mapping Marrickvillproject, Sue McHattie, suggested

... the community can make decisions about develdgmére community.
Conservation decisions should be made in the saomtext as other
decisions made in the community. The importanteiss how to develop
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community structures which facilitate such
decisiongArmstrong,1993b:47).

She also criticised the impact that gentrificatien, strongly associated with heritage
conservation, has on migrant communities, notirdg, th

...some communities choose to leave, but other coitresu@re in a
situation where originally they didn’'t have a ch®i@bout coming to
Australia...and are now being moved on, again throtigh process of
gentrification. Heritage is one of the things tleantribute to that process.

(MacHattie in Armstrong,1993b:48).

The implications of these different positions hight how inadequate orthodox
planning is for migrant places. There is poterttiahddress these problems by working
creatively with thethe ‘space-in-between’ with mt&ny authored places of conflicting
values. The post-modern status of the space-indsgt, while providing flexibility and
inclusiveness, also makes it vulnerable to othpeets of post-modernity in particular

commodification and consumption.

Avoiding ‘Image’ Planning: Integrity vs Commodity

The new reflexive theory of place coincides witlemse discussion about the role of
heritage in contemporary society and the growingnpimenon of the ‘heritage
industry’ (Hewison,1987; O’'Hare,1997). Debates dlubfferences between history and
heritage surface at a time when former parallekdge impulses - a concern for rigour,
a concern for inclusiveness and a concern to corfynbéritage - collide, causing
confusion and in many cases a retreat to forméoddxies. The heritage industry has
seen economic potential in the commodification ofcalled ‘ethnic places’ for the
tourist industry (Anderson,1993; Fowler,1992; Ut895). Thus not only are heritage
places many authored realms, their heritage irgéapon are also strongly contested.
Distortions of concepts of heritage, described bwénthal in his boolPossessed by
the Past(1996), occur in all areas related to heritagd, more particularly at the
popular level when heritage is associated withisoor Migrant cultural heritage is not
immune from this phenomenon. The dilemma for migraaritage places is that many
of them are marginal economic enterprises createflilfii minority cultural needs.
They are vulnerable economically and physicallytemfto be replaced by bigger
brighter versions of a commodified ethnicity. Asy(1995) points out the ‘imagined
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community’ has now become a new focus of productartourism. Migrant places
are at risk of losing their subtle and complex tdgnin order to represent, self-

consciously, a simulacrum of their former culturehe form of the ‘exotic other’.

Harvey (1989) also explores the issues of time ted consumption of place. He
suggests that because of the post-modern time-spao@ression and the resultant
homogeneity in culture, commodity and place, thisréncreasing sensitivity to the
variations in places. As a result, there is armiwe for places to be differentiated in
ways that are attractive to capital, migrants andists (Harvey,1989). But as | have
suggested earlier, this is a Faustian bargain. Uihgelfconscious expression of
differences evident in migrant places will be loste they become part of the image-
making process used to lure capital. Migrant Haese complex and require
sophisticated interpretation, all of which takesdito be studied. Fowler’'s work (1992)
on the ‘invisibles’ in the landscape and their &ilbélationship to space and time adds
weight to the value of working with phenomenologittene. It is therefore alarming
that superficial aspects of migrant places are t@up sites for consumption, often
under the aegis of planning, before these placese Haeen fully understood.
Fortunately there is other work on the consumptibplace which is providing valuable

theoretical support for the importance of differapproaches to planning.

In many ways, Australia has been the crucible eséhissues in the 1990s. Australian
society reflects the complexity of the ancient ahd modern found in New World
places such as United States and Canada, butbiitis more ancient in terms of its
indigenous culture and more recent in terms ofucaltpluralism and all that is entailed
in the interpretation of the cultural landscapehefe are opportunities for Australian
planners and theorists to contribute to an undedstg of how to work within the

complexity of the space-in-between.

Summary
The importance of migrant places as part of theattar of Australian cities means that
planning and heritage planning in particular, asy lareas which can address the

continued contribution of migrant places to Ausémalculture. This requires a shift in
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heritage planning techniques in order to embraeedifficult area of managing social
significance. Inherent in this process is the gaaion of contested values and ways in

which multiple values can be negotiated.

Conservation issues arising from an active progrardentifying and assessing migrant

heritage places are likely to be contentious. Bhgrgroups have expressed interest in
understanding their heritage in Australia, butrasenecessarily interested in conserving
places. As well, a number of conflicting values kkely to become evident which will

need to be dealt with sensitively.

A further conflict may emerge where the greater thfalen community values some
migrant heritage places while migrant groups thévesedo not hold the same values
and do not want potential redevelopments to betcmnsd by heritage provisions.
Many of these issues are common to all heritagetipeain Australia, but some are

particularly pertinent to migrant places and cudtwlversity.

A key to working in a negotiated field is the raweis of current theoretical positions.

This last chapter in this study has looked at hbe process of understanding the
experience of migration to Australia by working kvitnigrant groups has enabled new
insights into existing theories about place, hgatacultural landscapes, migration, and

identity.



